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Abstract

The main aim of this paper is to promote a certain style of doing coinductive proofs,
similar to inductive proofs as commonly done by mathematicians. For this purpose we
provide a reasonably direct justification for coinductive proofs written in this style, i.e.,
converting a coinductive proof into a non-coinductive argument is purely a matter of routine.
In this way, we provide an elementary explanation of how to interpret coinduction in set
theory.
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1 Introduction

In its basic and most common form, coinduction is a method for reasoning about the greatest
fixpoints of monotone functions on P(A) for some set A. Induction in turn may be seen as a
way of reasoning about the least fixpoints of monotone functions.
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Let F : P(A) — P(A) be monotone. By the Knaster-Tarski fixpoint theorem, the least
fixpoint uF' and the greatest fixpoint vF' of F' exist and may be characterized as

pF =X e P(4) | F(X) C X}

vF =| J{X e P(4) | X C F(X)}.
This yields the following proof principles

F(X)CX X C F(X)

—Fcx (IND) S~ % (COIND)

where X € P(A). The rule (COIND) is commonly used as the principle underlying coinductive
proofs. However, this rule is arguably sometimes inconvenient to apply directly. Ordinar-
ily, when doing inductive proofs mathematicians do not directly employ the dual rule (IND),
explicitly providing the set X and calculating F'(X). Nor do they think in terms of (IND).
Instead, they show an inductive step, using the inductive hypothesis with parameters smaller in
an appropriate sense. There is a common understanding when an inductive proof is correct. In
ordinary mathematical practice, nobody bothers to argue each time that an inductive proof is
indeed a valid application of a specific formal induction principle. Induction is well-understood,
and it is sufficient for everyone that an inductive proof may be formalized “in principle”.

In contrast to induction, coinduction is not so well-established and usually not trusted in
the same way. One aim of this paper is to promote and provide a reasonably direct justification
for a certain style of doing coinductive proofs: showing a coinductive step using a coinductive
hypothesis. As such, the paper has a flavour of a tutorial with more space devoted to examples
than to mathematical results.

From the point of view of someone familiar with research in coinduction, the results of
Section [ are probably not very novel. They are known “in principle” to people studying
coinduction. However, the author believes that there is a need to present coinductive techniques
in a way accessible to a broad audience, giving simple criteria to verify the correctness of
coinductive proofs and corecursive definitions without being forced to reformulate them too
much to fit a specific formal principle. Our style of writing coinductive proofs is similar to how
such proofs are presented in e.g. [28] 13| B35, B4, B3], but we justify them by direct reduction
to transfinite induction. This seems to provide a more approachable correctness criterion for
someone not familiar with infinite proofs in type theory [16, 29]. Our method for justifying
(non-guarded) corecursive definitions usually boils down to solving some recursive equations in
natural numbers. The coalgebraic approach to coinduction [32, [36] is perhaps more abstract and
conceptually satisfying, but not so straightforward to apply directly. Even the rule (COIND) is
rather inconvenient in certain more complex situations.

While the present paper does contain some (relatively simple and essentially known) math-
ematical results and rigorous theory, much of the paper has the status of a “meta-explanation”
which establishes certain conventions and describes how to interpret and verify informal coin-
ductive proofs and corecursive definitions using the theory. This is analogous to an explanation
of how, e.g., the more sophisticated informal inductive constructions may be encoded in ZFC set
theory. We do not provide a formal system in which coinductive proofs written in our style may
be formalized directly, but only describe how to convert them so as to eliminate coinduction, by
elaborating them to make explicit references to the results of our theory. Without a precisely
defined formal system, this description is necessarily informal. However, we believe the transla-
tion is straightforward enough, so that after properly understanding the present paper it should
be clear that coinduction may be eliminated in the described manner. It should also become
clear how to verify such informally presented coinductive proofs. Again, the word “clear” is



used here in the same sense that it is “clear” that common informal presentations of inductive
proofs may in principle be formalized in ZFC set theory.

1.1 Related work

Coinduction and corecursion are by no means new topics. We do not attempt here to provide
an extensive overview of existing literature. We only mention the pioneering work of Aczel
on non-well-founded set theory [5], the final coalgebra theorem of Aczel and Mendler [6], the
subsequent work of Barr [10], and the work of Rutten [36] providing coalgebraic foundations
for coinduction. A historical overview of coinduction may be found in [37]. An elementary
introduction to coinduction and bisimulation is [38]. For a coalgebraic treatment see e.g. [32] 36].

Our approach in Section 1] is largely inspired by the work of Sijtsma [39] on productivity
of streams, and the subsequent work on sized types [4, B, 2, [l 11 B0]. In fact, the central
Corollary [£.8]is a generalization of Theorem 32 from [39]. In contrast to the work on sized types,
we are not interested in this paper in providing a formal system, but in explaining corecursion
semantically, in terms of ordinary set theory. Related is also the work on productivity of
streams and infinite data structures [31, 23| [24] [42] 27, 14, [40], and some of the examples in
Section are taken from the cited papers. Productivity was first mentioned by Dijkstra [22].
The articles [16, 29] investigate guarded corecursive definitions in type theory. The chapters [12),
15] are a practical introduction to coinduction in Coq. The papers [19, 17, (18] were to a large
extent a motivation for writing the present paper and they contain many non-trivial coinductive
proofs written in the style promoted here. The article [33] has a similar aim to the present paper,
but its approach is quite different. Our style of presenting coinductive proofs is similar to how
such proofs are presented in e.g. [28], 13}, 35] [34] [33].

2 A crash-course in coinduction

In this section we give an elementary explanation of the most common coinductive techniques.
This is generalised and elaborated in more detail in Sectiondl Some of the examples, definitions
and theorems from the present section are leater repeated and/or generalised in Section[dl This
section strives to strike a balance between generality and ease of understanding. The explanation
given here treats only guarded corecursive definitions and only guarded proofs, but in practice
this suffices in many cases.

2.1 Infinite terms and corecursion

In this section we define many-sorted coterms. We also explain and justify guarded corecursion
using elementary notions.

Definition 2.1. A many-sorted algebraic signature ¥ = (X, %) consists of a collection of sort
symbols ¥s = {s;}icr and a collection of constructors 3. = {c;}jecs. Each constructor ¢ has an
associated type 7(c) = (s1,...,Sp;s) where s1,...,5,,5 € Xs. If 7(c) = (; s) then c is a constant
of sort s. In what follows we use X, Y, etc., for many-sorted algebraic signatures, s, s, etc., for
sort symbols, and f, g, c,d, etc., for constructors.

The set T°°(X), or just T(X), of coterms over ¥ is the set of all finite and infinite terms
over X, i.e., all finite and infinite labelled trees with labels of nodes specified by the constructors
of ¥ such that the types of labels of nodes agree. More precisely, a term ¢ over X is a partial
function from N* to X, satisfying:

e t(e)l, and



o if t(p) =c € X, with 7(c) = (s1,...,5n; ) then

— t(pi) = d € ¥, with 7(d) = (s},...,s,.;s:) for i <mn,
— t(pi)t for i > n,

e if t(p)T then t(pi)T for every i € N,

where t(p)T means that t(p) is undefined, ¢(p)] means that ¢(p) is defined, and € € N* is the
empty string. We use obvious notations for coterms, e.g., f(g(t,s),c) when ¢, f,g € 3. and
t,s € T(X), and the types agree. We say that a term ¢ is of sort s if t(¢) is a constructor of
type (s1,...,8p;s) for some sq1,...,s, € 5. By T5(2) we denote the set of all terms of sort s

from T (X).

Example 2.2. Let A be a set. Let 3 consist of two sorts s and 0, one constructor cons of type
(0,5;5) and a distinct constant a € A of sort d for each element of A. Then 74(X) is the set
of streams over A. We also write 75(X) = A¥ and T,(X) = A. Instead of cons(a,t) we usually
write a : t, and we assume that : associates to the right, e.g., x 1y : tis = : (y : t). We also use
the notation z : t to denote the application of the constructor for cons to z and t. We define
the functions hd : A — A and t1: AY — A“ by

hd(a:t) =
tla:t) = t

Specifications of many-sorted signatures may be conveniently given by coinductively interpreted
grammars. For instance, the set A“ of streams over a set A could be specified by writing

A ::= cons(A4, A¥).

A more interesting example is that of finite and infinite binary trees with nodes labelled either
with a or b, and leaves labelled with one of the elements of a set V:

T::=V|aT,T) || b(T,T).

As such specifications are not intended to be formal entities but only convenient visual means for
describing sets of coterms, we will not define them precisely. It is always clear what many-sorted
signature is meant.

For the sake of brevity we often use 7 = T(X) and T; = T4(X), i.e., we omit the signature ¥
when clear from the context or irrelevant.

Definition 2.3. The class of constructor-guarded functions is defined inductively as the class of
all functions h : 7)™ — Ty (for arbitrary m € N, s,s" € ;) such that there are a constructor ¢
of type (s1,...,8k;s’) and functions u; : ;)" — T, (i = 1,...,k) such that

h(yla cee aym) = C(ul(yla cee ’ym)a cee auk‘(yla cee aym))

for all y1,...,ym € Ts, and for each i = 1,...,k one of the following holds:
e u; is constructor-guarded, or
e u; is a constant function, or

e u; is a projection function, i.e., s; = s and there is 1 < j < m with u;(y1,...,ym) = y; for
all y1, ..., Ym € Ts.



Let S be a set. A function h : § x 7" — Ty is constructor-guarded if for every x € S the
function hy : 7)™ — Ty defined by hy(y1,...,Ym) = h(z,y1,...,Ym) is constructor-guarded. A
function f : S — 7T is defined by guarded corecursion from h : S x T)" — Tgand ¢; : S — S
(¢ =1,...,m) if h is constructor-guarded and f satisfies

f(@) = h(z, f(g1(2)), ..., flgm(2)))
forall z € S.

The following theorem is folklore in the coalgebra community. We sketch an elementary
proof. In fact, each set of many-sorted coterms is a final coalgebra of an appropriate set-
functor. Then Theorem 2.4 follows from more general principles. See e.g. [32, B36] for a more
general coalgebraic explanation of corecursion.

Theorem 2.4. For any constructor-guarded function h : S x T]® = T5 and any g; : S — S
(i=1,...,m), there exists a unique function f : S — T defined by guarded corecursion from h

and g1, ..., 9m-

Proof. Let fo : S — Ts be an arbitrary function. Define f,41 for n € N by fu,11(z) =
h(z, fn(g1(x)), ..., fu(gm(x))). Using the fact that h is constructor-guarded, one shows by
induction on n that:

(*) frtr1(@)(p) = fu(z)(p) for x € S and p € N* with [p[ <n

where |p| denotes the length of p. Indeed, the base is obvious. We show the inductive step. Let
x € S. Because h is constructor-guarded, we have for instance

fr2(x) = Mz, far1(91(2)), - -, far1(gm(x))) = ci1(ee, cs(w, fnr1(g1(2))))

Let p € N* with |p| < n. The only interesting case is when p = 11p/, i.e., when p points
inside fp4+1(g1(x)). But then [p'| < |p| < n, so by the inductive hypothesis f,+1(g1(2))(p') =

falg1(@)) (). Thus fri2(2)(p) = frs1(g1(2)) () = fa(91(2))(P)) = frs1(z)(p)-
Now we define f: S — T by

f(@)(®) = fipj+1(z)(p)

for x € S, p € N*. Using (%) it is routine to check that f(z) is a well-defined coterm for each
x € S. To show that f : S — 7T is defined by guarded corecursion from h and ¢i,..., gm,
using (%) one shows by induction on the length of p € N* that for any x € S:

f(@)(p) = Mz, f(91(x)), - -, Fgm(2)))(p)-

To prove that f is unique it suffices to show that it does not depend on fy. For this purpose,
using (*) one shows by induction on the length of p € N* that f(z)(p) does not depend on fj
for any xz € S. O

We shall often use the above theorem implicitly, just mentioning that some equations define
a function by guarded corecursion.

Example 2.5. Consider the equation
even(z:y:t) =x:even(t)

It may be rewritten as
even(t) = hd(t) : even(tl(tl(t)))



So even : AY — AY is defined by guarded corecursion from h : AY x AY — A% given by
h(t,t") =hd(t) : ¢

and g : AY — A“ given by
g(t) = £1(t1(t))

By Theorem 2.4 there is a unique function even : AY — AY satisfying the original equation.
Another example of a function defined by guarded corecursion is zip : AY x AY — A“:

zip(x : t,s) = x : zip(s,t)
The following function merge : N¥ x N¥ — N¥ is also defined by guarded corecursion:

) ) | z:merge(ti,y:ty) ifz<y
merge(w : t1,y : t2) = { y : merge(x : t1,t2) otherwise

2.2 Coinduction

In this sectionl] we give a brief explanation of a certain style of writing coinductive proofs. Our
presentation of coinductive proofs is similar to e.g. [28 13| [35] 34} 33].

There are many ways in which coinductive proofs written in our style can be justified.
With enough patience one could, in principle, reformulate all proofs to directly employ the
usual coinduction principle in set theory based on the Knaster-Tarski fixpoint theorem [3§].
Whenever proofs and corecursive definitions are guarded, one could formalize them in a proof
assistant based on type theory with a syntactic guardedness check, e.g., in Coq [16] 29]. Non-
guarded proofs can be formalized in recent versions of Agda with sized types [3} 2, [I, 11]. One
may also use the coinduction principle from [33]. Finally, one can justify coinductive proofs by
indicating how to interpret them in ordinary set theory, which is what we do in this section.

The purpose of this section is to explain how to justify coinductive proofs by reducing
coinduction to transfinite induction. The present section does not provide a formal coinduction
proof principle as such, but only indicates how one could elaborate the proofs so as to eliminate
the use of coinduction. Theorem provides a formal coinduction principle, though some
reformulation is still needed to use it directly. The status of the present section is that of a
“meta-explanation”, analogous to an explanation of how, e.g., the informal presentations of
inductive constructions found in the literature may be encoded in ZFC set theory.

Example 2.6. Let T be the set of all finite and infinite terms defined coinductively by
T o= V| A(T) | B(T,T)

where V is a countable set of variables, and A, B are constructors. By x,y,... we denote
variables, and by t, s, ... we denote elements of T'. Define a binary relation — on T coinductively
by the following rules.

t—t @) s—=s t—=t (3) t—t
7oz (D Al = AW B(s,t) — B(s,t) A(t) — B(t, 1)

(4)

Formally, the relation — is the greatest fixpoint of a monotone function

F:P(TxT)—P(TxT)

!This section is largely based on [T9] Sections 2,3] and [I8, Section 2].



defined by
F(R) = {(t1,t2) | Foev(ti =ta =) VI per(ti = At) Nta = AX') AR, ) V... }.

Alternatively, using the Knaster-Tarski fixpoint theorem, the relation — may be charac-
terised as the greatest binary relation on T (i.e. the greatest subset of T'x T w.r.t. set inclusion)
such that — C F(—), i.e., such that for every ¢;,ty € T with ¢t; — t5 one of the following holds:

1. t1 =ty = x for some variable x € V,

2. t1 = A(t), to = A(t) with t — ¢/,
3. t1 = B(s,t), to = B(s',t') with s — ¢’ and t — t/,
4. t1 = A(t), to = B(t',t') with t — .

Yet another way to think about — is that ¢ — ¢5 holds if and only if there exists a potentially
infinite derivation tree of t; — t2 built using the rules (1) — (4).

The rules (1) — (4) could also be interpreted inductively to yield the least fixpoint of F'. This
is the conventional interpretation, and it is indicated with a single line in each rule separating
premises from the conclusion. A coinductive interpretation is indicated with double lines.

The greatest fixpoint — of /' may be obtained by transfinitely iterating F' starting with T'xT'.
More precisely, define an ordinal-indexed sequence (—),, by:

o V=T xT,
o —oTl= p(@),
o A= Na<car — for a limit ordinal A.

Then there exists an ordinal ¢ such that — = —¢. The least such ordinal is called the closure
ordinal. Note also that —* C —# for o > B (we often use this fact implicitly). See Section Bl
below. The relation —¢ is called the a-approrimant of —, or the approximant of — at stage .
If t -“ s then we say that ¢ — s (holds) at (stage) a. Note that the a-approximants depend
on a particular definition of — (i.e. on the function F'), not solely on the relation — itself. We
use R* for the a-approximant of the relation R.

It is instructive to note that the coinductive rules for — may also be interpreted as giving
rules for the oo + 1-approximants, for any ordinal a.

(1) t ot 2) s =48t 3) t ot (4)

r—otly A(t) =Tt A(Y) B(s,t) =t B(s',t) A(t) =t B¢, t)

Usually, the closure ordinal for the definition of a coinductive relation is w. In general,
however, it is not difficult to come up with a coinductive definition whose closure ordinal is
greater than w. For instance, consider the relation R C NU {co} defined coinductively by the
following two rules.

R(n) neN dn € N.R(n)
R(n+1) R(0)

We have R = 0, R* = {m € N | m > n} U {oo} for n € N, R* = {00}, and only R**! = .

Thus the closure ordinal of this definition is w + 1.

Usually, we are interested in proving by coinduction statements of the form ¢(Ry,..., Ry,)
where

Y(X1,. ., Xm) =Ve1. 20.0(X) = X1(1(D), - gk(@) A oo A X (91(D), - . ., gi(T)).

and Ry,..., R, are coinductive relations on T, i.e, relations defined as the greatest fixpoints
of some monotone functions on the powerset of an appropriate cartesian product of T, and



V(Ry,...,Rp) is ¥(X1,...,X,,) with R; substituted for X;. Statements with an existential
quantifier may be reduced to statements of this form by skolemizing, as explained in Example2.§]
below.

Here X1,...,X,, are meta-variables for which relations on 7" may be substituted. In the
statement (&) only x1,...,x, occur free. The meta-variables X1, ..., X, are not allowed to
occur in o(Z). In general, we abbreviate z1, ..., x, with Z. The symbols g1, ..., gr denote some
functions of .

To prove ¥)(Ry, ..., Ry,) it suffices to show by transfinite induction that ¢)(R{, ..., R%) holds
for each ordinal o < ¢, where R is the a-approximant of R;. It is an easy exercise to check
that because of the special form of ¢ (in particular because ¢ does not contain Xj, ..., X,,) and
the fact that each R? is the full relation, the base case a = 0 and the case of « a limit ordinal
hold. They hold for any v of the above form, irrespective of ¢, Ry, ..., Ry,. Note that ¢(Z) is
the same in all Y(RY,..., RS, for any «, i.e., it does not refer to the a-approximants or the
ordinal a. Hence it remains to show the inductive step for « a successor ordinal. It turns out
that a coinductive proof of ¥ may be interpreted as a proof of this inductive step for a successor
ordinal, with the ordinals left implicit and the phrase “coinductive hypothesis” used instead of
“inductive hypothesis”.

Example 2.7. On terms from 7' (see Example 2.0) we define the operation of substitution by
guarded corecursion.

ylt/z] =y ifxFy (A(s))[t/2] = Alst/z])
zlt/z] =t (B(s1,82))[t/z] = Blsi[t/x], sa[t/x])

We show by coinduction: if s — s’ and ¢t — ' then s[t/x] — §'[t'/z], where — is the relation
from Example 2.8 Formally, the statement we show by transfinite induction on « < ( is: for
s, s, t,t' €T, if s — s and t — t’ then s[t/z] = §'[t'/x]. For illustrative purposes, we indicate
the a-approximants with appropriate ordinal superscripts, but it is customary to omit these
superscripts.

Let us proceed with the proof. The proof is by coinduction with case analysis on s — s’. If
s=s =ywithy # z, then st/z]| =y = §'[t'/x]. If s = s’ = x then s[t/z] =t =Tt/ = §/[t' /2]
(note that — = —¢ C =9t If s = A(sy), s’ = A(s]) and s; — s}, then s1[t/x] =< s|[t'/z] by
the coinductive hypothesis. Thus s[t/z] = A(s1[t/x]) =1 A(s)[t'/z]) = §'[t'/x] by rule (2).
If s = B(s1,82), s = B(s),s,) then the proof is analogous. If s = A(s1), ' = B(s),s})
and s; — s, then the proof is also similar. Indeed, by the coinductive hypothesis we have
s1[t/z] = si[t'/x], so s[t/x] = A(s1[t/x]) =Tt B(si[t' /x], s} [t'/x]) = s'[t' /z] by rule (4).

With the following example we explain how proofs of existential statements should be in-
terpreted.

Example 2.8. Let T" and — be as in Example We want to show: for all s,t,¢' € T, if
s — t and s — t’ then there exists s’ € T with t — s’ and ¢ — s’. The idea is to skolemize this
statement. So we need to find a Skolem function f : 7% — T which will allow us to prove the
Skolem normal form:

(x) if s =t and s — t/ then t — f(s,t,t') and ¢’ — f(s,t,t).



The rules for — suggest a definition of f:

flz,z,x) = =z
f(A(s), A(t), A(')) = A(f(s,t,1))
(A(s), A(t), BI', 1)) = B(f(s,t,t), f(s,t, 1))
(A(s), B(t,1), A(t') = B(f(s,t,1), f(s,t, 1))
( (S)’B(t t)’B( ’ /)) = B(f(s’t’t,) f(S 3 t/))
f(B(ShSZ)vB(tlth)? (t17tl2)) - B(f(slatlat )7f(327t27tl2))
f(s,t,t') = some arbitrary term if none of the above matches

This is a definition by guarded corecursion, so there exists a unique function f : T3 — T
satisfying the above equations. The last case in the above definition of f corresponds to the
case in Definition [£.22] where all u; are constant functions. Note that any fixed term has a fixed
constructor (in the sense of Definition £.22]) at the root. In the sense of Definition also the
elements of V' are nullary constructors.

We now proceed with a coinductive proof of (x). Assume s > tands —»t'. Ilf s=t=t ==«
then f(s,t,t') = x, and x — z by rule (1). If s = A(s1), t:A( )andt’—A(t/)withsl—ml
and s; — t{, then by the coinductive hypothesis t1 — f(s1,t1,t}) and t] — f(s1,t1,t}). We have
f(s,t,t") = A(f(s1,t1,t})). Hence t = A(t1) — f(s,t,t') and t = A(t') — f(s,t,t'), by rule (2).
If s = B(s1,82), t = B(t1,t2) and t' = B(t},t}), with s1 — t1, s1 — ¢}, s2 — to and s9 — t},
then by the coinductive hypothesis we have t; — f(s1,t1,t]), t] = f(s1,t1,t}), to = f(s2,t2,15)
and ty — f(sg,te,t,). Hence t = B(t1,t2) — B(f(s1,t1,t]), f(s2,t2,t5)) = f(s,t,t’) by rule (3).
Analogously, t' — f(s,t,t') by rule (3). Other cases are similar.

Usually, it is inconvenient to invent the Skolem function beforehand, because the definition
of the Skolem function and the coinductive proof of the Skolem normal form are typically
interdependent. Therefore, we adopt an informal style of doing a proof by coinduction of a
statement

’l/}(Rla"-aRm) - vxl,...,xneT-(P(f) —
Fyer-Ri(g1(@), -, gk(L), ) Ao A Rin(g1(D), - -, gi(F), )

with an existential quantifier. We intertwine the corecursive definition of the Skolem function f
with a coinductive proof of the Skolem normal form

v$17---7$n6T . ‘P(f) -

Ri(g1(%), ..., gk (%), f(Z)) Ao oo A Rin(91(E), - . -, gr (), f(T))

We proceed as if the coinductive hypothesis was ¢¥(R{, ..., R%,) (it really is the Skolem normal
form). Each element obtained from the existential quantifier in the coinductive hypothesis is
interpreted as a corecursive invocation of the Skolem function. When later we exhibit an element
to show the existential subformula of w(Rf‘H, ..., R&TY) | we interpret this as the definition of
the Skolem function in the case specified by the assumptions currently active in the proof. Note
that this exhibited element may (or may not) depend on some elements obtained from the
existential quantifier in the coinductive hypothesis, i.e., the definition of the Skolem function
may involve corecursive invocations.

To illustrate our style of doing coinductive proofs of statements with an existential quantifier,
we redo the proof done above. For illustrative purposes, we indicate the arguments of the Skolem
function, i.e., we write s/, ,, in place of f(s,t,t'). These subscripts s,t,t" are normally omitted.

We show by coinduction that if s — ¢ and s — # then there exists s’ € T with ¢ — s’ and
t" — s’ Assume s — t and s — t'. If s =t =1’ = 2 then take s}, , , = . If s = A(sy),
t = A(t1) and ¢ = A(t}) with s; — t; and s; — t, then by the coinductive hypothesis we



/

.y . / /
obtain Ssl,tl,tll with tl — 5317t17t/1 and tl - Sslytlytll.

More precisely: by corecursively applying
/

the Skolem function to s,t1,%] we obtain s , .,
101,07

and by the coinductive hypothesis we have
t1 — s;htht,l and t| — S;Ltl,tﬁ' Hence t = A(t;) — A(S;Lh,tﬁ) and t = A(t]) — A(S;Ltht’l)’
by rule (2). Thus we may take s, = A(S;Ltl,t’l)' If s = B(s1,82), t = B(t1,t2) and ¢’ =
B(t},t}), with s1 — t1, 1 — t], s2 — to and sa — ¢}, then by the coinductive hypothesis we
obtain Sgl,tl,tll and s’sw%t,2 with ¢; — 8/81,t17t’1’ t] — 8/817151715’1’ to — 3;2,t27t’2 and t, — 3;27t2,t’2'
Hence t = B(ty,t2) — B(S;Ltl,t,l’ ) by rule (3). Analogously, ¢’ — B(S;htht/l’ by
rule (3). Thus we may take s{ , , = B(Slsl,tl,t’l’ /SQ,tQ,t/Q)' Other cases are similar.

It is clear that the above proof, when interpreted in the way outlined before, implicitly
defines the Skolem function f. It should be kept in mind that in every case the definition of
the Skolem function needs to be guarded. We do not explicitly mention this each time, but

verifying this is part of verifying the proof.

s/

/
§ 527t27t/2)

s2,t2 7t,2
S

When doing proofs by coinduction the following criteria need to be kept in mind in order
to be able to justify the proofs according to the above explanations.

e When we conclude from the coinductive hypothesis that some relation R(t1,...,t,) holds,
this really means that only its approximant R*(¢1,...,t,) holds. Usually, we need to infer
that the next approximant R®*!(sy,...,s,) holds (for some other elements si,...,s,)
by using R*(t1,...,t,) as a premise of an appropriate rule. But we cannot, e.g., in-
spect (do case reasoning on) R*(t1,...,t,), use it in any lemmas, or otherwise treat it
as R(ty, ..., tn).

e An element e obtained from an existential quantifier in the coinductive hypothesis is not
really the element itself, but a corecursive invocation of the implicit Skolem function.
Usually, we need to put it inside some constructor ¢, e.g. producing c(e), and then ex-
hibit c(e) in the proof of an existential statement. Applying at least one constructor to e
is necessary to ensure guardedness of the implicit Skolem function. But we cannot, e.g.,
inspect e, apply some previously defined functions to it, or otherwise treat it as if it was
really given to us.

e In the proofs of existential statements, the implicit Skolem function cannot depend on the
ordinal ov. However, this is the case as long as we do not violate the first point, because if
the ordinals are never mentioned and we do not inspect the approximants obtained from
the coinductive hypothesis, then there is no way in which we could possibly introduce a
dependency on a.

Equality on coterms may be characterised coinductively.

Definition 2.9. Let ¥ be a many-sorted algebraic signature, as in Definition 21l Let 7 = T (X).
Define on T a binary relation = of bisimilarity by the coinductive rules

t1281 tn:Sn

f(tl,... ,tn) = f(Sl,... ,Sn)

for each constructor f € X..

It is intuitively obvious that on coterms bisimilary is the same as identity. The following
easy (and well-known) proposition makes this precise.

Proposition 2.10. Fort,s € T we have: t = s iff t = s.
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Proof. Recall that each term is formally a partial function from N* to ¥.. We write ¢(p) =~ s(p)
if either both ¢(p), s(p) are defined and equal, or both are undefined.

Assume ¢ = s. It suffices to show by induction of the length of p € N* that ¢, = s), or
t(p)T, s(p)t, where by t|, we denote the subterm of ¢ at position p. For p = € this is obvious.
Assume p = p'j. By the inductive hypothesis, t|,, = s, or t(p')1,s(p')t. If tj; = 5|y then
t = f(to,...,tn) and sy = f(s0,...,8,) for some f € ¥, with ¢; = s; for i = 0,...,n. If
0 < j < nthen t|, = t; = s; = s|,. Otherwise, if j > n or if ¢(p')1, s(p)1, then t(p)T, s(p)T by
the definition of coterms.

For the other direction, we show by coinduction that for any t € 7 we have t =¢. If t € T
then ¢t = f(t1,...,t,) for some f € ¥.. By the coinductive hypothesis we obtain t; = ¢; for
i=1,...,n. Hence t =t by the rule for f. O

For coterms t,s € T, we shall theorefore use the notations ¢ = s and ¢t = s interchangeably,
employing Proposition Z.I0] implicitly.

Example 2.11. Recall the coinductive definitions of zip and even from Example

even(z :y:t) x : even(t)
zip(z:t,s) = x:zip(s,t)

By coinduction we show
zip(even(t),even(tl(t))) =t

for any stream t € A¥. Let t € A“. Thent =z :y: s for some z,y € A and s € A“. We have

zip(even(t),even(tl(t))) = zip(even(x:y:s),even(y:s))
= zip(z : even(s),even(y : s))
= x:zip(even(y: s),even(s))
z:y:s (by CH)
= 1

In the equality marked with (by CH) we use the coinductive hypothesis, and implicitly a bisim-
ilarity rule from Definition 2.9

The above explanation of coinduction is generalised and elaborated in much more detail in
Section @ The papers [19] 17, [I8] contain many non-trivial coinductive proofs written in the
style promoted here. Also [33] may be helpful as it gives many examples of coinductive proofs
written in a style similar to the one used here. The book [38] is an elementary introduction to
coinduction and bisimulation (but the proofs there are written in a different style than here, not
referring to the coinductive hypothesis but explicitly constructing a backward-closed set). The
chapters [12] 15] explain coinduction in Coq from a practical viewpoint. A reader interested in
foundational matters should also consult [32] 36] which deal with the coalgebraic approach to
coinduction.

3 Preliminaries

In this section we provide the necessary background on order theory. We also introduce some
new or non-standard definitions and easy lemmas which will be needed in subsequent develop-
ments. For more background on order theory see e.g. [21].

Definition 3.1. A partial order is a pair P = (P, <) where P is a set and < is an antisymmetric,
reflexive and transitive binary relation on P. We often confuse P with P or <. The dual of a
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partial order P = (P, <) is a partial order P°? = (P, >) where z > y iff y < x. If A is a set,
and P, = (P,, <,) is a partial order for each a € A, then the product [[,c4Po = ([[4ca Par <)
is a partial order with < defined by: p < ¢ iff p(a) <, ¢(a) for each a € A. If A = {aq,...,a,}
is finite, then we write [[,c 4 Pu = Pa, X ... X P,,. If P, = P for each a € A then we write
[oea P=Pr=A—P.

An element x € P is mazimal (minimal) if there is no y € P with y > = (y < x). The set of
all maximal (minimal) elements of P is denoted by Max(P) (Min(P)). A function f: P — Q
is maz-preserving (min-preserving) if f(Max(P)) € Max(Q) (f(Min(P)) C Min(Q)). The least
element (greatest element) of a set X C P is an element x € X such that x <y (z > y) for all
y € X. A well-order is a partial order in which every nonempty subset has the least element.

An up-set (down-set) is a subset U C P such that if € U and y > = (y < x) then y € U.
A chain is a subset C' C P satisfying: for all z,y € C, x < y or y < x. A directed set in a
parital order P is a nonempty subset D C P such that for all z,y € D there exists z such that
z > x,y. A bottom L (top T) of P, is an element of P satisfying | <z (z < T) for any x € P.
We sometimes write L p and T p when ambiguity may arise. An upper bound (lower bound) of
a subset D C P is an element x € P such that z > y (x < y) for all y € D, which we denote
D <z (x < D). A supremum or least upper bound or join (infimum or greatest lower bound
or meet) of a subset D C P is an element \/ D € P (A D € P) such that D <\/D (AD < D)
and for any s € P with D < s (s < D) we have s <\/ D (s > A\ D). We sometimes denote the
supremum of D by sup D and the infimum by inf D.

A partial order is chain-complete if every chain has a supremum. A complete partial order
(CPO) is a partial order with bottom in which every directed set has a supremum. A partial
order is a complete lattice if every set has a supremum.

A function f: P — @ between partial orders is monotone if it preserves the ordering, i.e.,
x < y implies f(z) < f(y). A function f : P — @ between CPOs is continuous if for every
directed set D C P, f(D) is directed and f(\/ D) =/ f(D). A fizpoint of an function f : P — P
on a partial order P is an element x € P such that f(z) = z. The set of all fixpoints of f is
denoted by Fix(f). The least fizpoint pf (greatest fixpoint vf) of a function f is a fixpoint of f
such that uf <z (vf > z) for any fixpoint x of f.

An initial (final) sequence of a function f on P is an ordinal-indexed sequence (f¢), of
elements of P satisfying:

o fO=L(f7=T),
o fOrl=Ff(f),
o A=V, Y (= Noey fO) for a limit ordinal A.

A limit of an initial (final) sequence of f is an element = € P for which there exists an ordinal ¢
such that f* =z for @ > (. The least such ( is called the closure ordinal of the sequence.
For an ordinal «, we denote by On(«) the set of all ordinals < a.

The following lemma is folklore.

Lemma 3.2. Let (f)q be the initial (final) sequence of a monotone function f. Then f& < fP
(f* > fP) for a < .
Proof. Suppose (f%), is the initial sequence of f. The proof for the final sequence is dual. We
show by induction on 3 that f® < f8 for all @ < 3. The base case 8 = 0 is obvious.

If 3=~ 41 then f% = f(f7) and by the inductive hypothesis f7 > £ for o < . Hence, it
suffices to show f? > f7. If v = 0 then obviously % > f¥ = L. If y =6+ 1 then f7¥ > f9, and
thus f2 = f(f7) > f(f°) = f7 by the monotonicity of f. If v is a limit ordinal then

FP=rm=r\ =\ =\ rt=\r=r

a<y a<y a<y a<y
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where the inequality follows from the monotonicity of f and the definition of supremum.
Thus assume 3 is a limit ordinal. But then by definition f% =\/ acp /@2 [Flora<p. O

In the following lemma we collect simple well-known properites of lattices and CPOs.

Lemma 3.3.
e In a complete lattice each subset has an infimum.
o Any complete lattice has the bottom and top elements.
e The dual of a complete lattice is also a complete lattice.
e For any set A, the power set P(A) is a complete lattice.
e If P, is a CPO for each a € A, then [[,cs Pa is a CPO with J_HaeAPa defined by
LHaeA Pa(a) - LP@'
e Every continuous function is monotone.
e Fvery CPO is chain-complete.
It is also true that every chain-complete partial order is a CPO [21, Theorem 8.11].
An initial (final) sequence of a function on a partial order need not exist. Even if it exists,

its limit need not exist. However, the situation is more definite for monotone functions on CPOs
or complete lattices.

Theorem 3.4. Every monotone function f on a CPO has the least fixpoint pf. Moreover, uf
1s the limit of the initial sequence of f.

Proof. See e.g. [21,, Theorem 10.5 and Exercise 8.19]. O

Theorem 3.5. Fvery monotone function f on a complete lattice L has the least and greatest
fizpoints. Moreover, uf is the limit of the initial, and v f of the final, sequence of f.

Proof. The part about uf follows from the previous theorem, because every complete lattice is
a CPO. The part about v f also follows from the previous theorem, by applying it to the dual
of L. O

The following theorem implies that every CPO has a maximal element.

Theorem 3.6 (Kuratowski-Zorn Lemma). If P is a partial order in which every non-empty
chain has an upper bound, then for every x € P there exists a mazimal y > x.

Proof. See e.g. [21, Chapter 10]. O

Lemma 3.7. Let A,B be CPOs, and let I : B® — B be monotone. If F(f) is monotone for
each monotone f € BY, then the least fixpoint of F is monotone.

Proof. Since F' is monotone, its least fixpoint pF' is the limit of the initial sequence (f%),
of F. It suffices to show by induction on « that each f® is monotone. If « = 0 then this
is obvious, because f(z) = L for each x € A. For a = B+ 1, f* = F(f”) is monotone,
because f# is monotone by the inductive hypothesis. Thus let « be a successor ordinal. Then
F“=Vsea f8. By Lemma B2 {f?| B < a} is a chain in BA. Thus {f”(x) | 8 < a} is a chain
in B for any z € A. Let 2,y € A and z < y. Then f5(z) < f8(y) for B < a, because f7 is
monotone by the inductive hypothesis. Hence f5(zx) < \/5<a f8(y). This holds for any 3 < «a,
50 Vgcq fP(x) < Visca fP(y). Thus f*(x) < f*(y). Therefore f is monotone. O
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4 Coinductive techniques

In this section we give an elementary presentation of coinductive techniques.

In Section B.1] we develop a theory to justify possibly non-guarded corecursive definitions.
The approach is to extend the codomains to sized CPOs (see Definition [£.2)). In principle, this
approach is fairly general, because any final coalgebra in the category of sets may be converted
into a sized CPO (see the appendix). It is important to note that the theory is formulated in
such a way as to make it unnecessary in most cases to deal directly with any CPO structure.
Usually, to prove that a function is well-defined by corecursion, it suffices to show that a certain
prefix production function 7 : NF — N satisfies n(n,...,nE) > min_y __;n;.

In Section we apply the theory to some concrete examples. The examples involve many-
sorted coterms. We also develop a style of justifying corecursive definitions. This style is close
enough to our theory to be considered rigorous — only some straightforward checks are left
implicit.

In Section [£3] we develop a style of doing coinductive proofs. Some complex examples are
presented, with explanations of how to rigorously justify their correctness.

In Section [£4] we give some examples of definitions and proofs mixing coinduction with
induction, or nesting coinduction.

As already mentioned, the theory and the results of this section are not really new. The
aim of this section is to give an explanation of coinduction understandable to a broad audience,
and to introduce a certain style of doing coinductive proofs. For this purpose, we give a new
presentation of “essentially known” facts, which may serve as a reasonably direct justification
for coinductive proofs.

4.1 Corecursion

We are mostly interested in corecursion as a definition method for functions with a set of possibly
infinite objects as codomain. The following example illustrates the kind of arguments which we
want to make precise.

Example 4.1. A stream over a set A is an infinite sequence from A“. For s € A and n € N,
by s, we denote the n-th element of s. If a € A and s € A¥, then by a : s we denote the
stream s with a prepended, i.e., (a: s)o =a and (a: s),+1 = S,. Consider the equation

even(z:y:t) =z : even(t)

Intuitively, this equation uniquely determines a function even on streams such that (even(s)), =
Sop. In this simple case, using inductive reasoning one could show that the function even defined
by (even(s)), = so, is indeed the unique solution of the given equation. The problem is how
to prove existence and uniqueness without finding an explicit definition of the function, which
is often inconvenient or difficult.

Informally, one way would be to argue as follows. We show by induction that for every n € N
and any stream s, even(s) approximates a stream up to depth n, i.e., at least the first n elements
of even(s) are well-defined. Then it will follow that every element of even(s) is well-defined,
so even(s) is a stream. For n = 0 it is obvious that even(s) approximates a stream up to
depth 0. Assume that for every stream s, even(s) approximates a stream up to depth n. Let s
be a stream. Since s = x : y : ¢ for some stream s’, we have even(s) = x : even(s’). By the
inductive hypothesis, even(s’) approximates a stream up to depth n, so even(s) approximates
a stream up to depth n + 1.
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Of course, this argument is not rigorous, because we did not formally define what it means
to approximate a stream up to depth n € N — only an informal explanation was given. More
formally, the proof could be formulated as follows.

Let P = A* U A% be ordered by C where: s C s’ iff s is a prefix of s’. One easily checks
that (P,C) is a CPO. For s € P, by |s| € NU {oo} we denote the length of s. The function
F : PAY o PAY defined for f € PA”, s € A by

F(f)(s)=x: f(s') where s=x:y: 5

is monotone. Therefore, by Theorem [3.4] it has the least fixpoint even. By induction we show
that for every n € N, |even(s)| > n for any s € A“. This is obvious for n = 0. Assume
leven(s)| > n for every s € A¥. Let s € AY. We have even(s) = F(even)(s) = z : even(s')
where s = z : y : . From this and the inductive hypothesis we obtain |even(s)| > n + 1.
Therefore |even(s)| = co for every s € A“. Hence even € A¥ — A¥ i.e., it is maximal in PA”.
Since even is maximal and it is the least fixpoint of F, it must be the unique fixpoint of F.

Because every solution (in AY — A“) of
even(z:y:s)=x: even(s)

is a fixpoint of F', we conclude that this equation has a unique solution in A — A% (namely,
the fixpoint even of F'). 0

In what follows we develop a theory which generalizes the above kind of reasoning. To
formulate the theory, we introduce a CPO structure on each set of infinite objects we are
interested in. The original objects are maximal elements of the CPO, with other elements of
the CPO being their “approximations”.

More specifically, let A and B be sets. We are interested in the existence of a unique fixpoint
f:A— B of afunction F : BA — BA. The strategy for finding f is to find a CPO B and a
monotone function F+ : B4 — B4 such that Max(B) = B, F*(g)(x) = F(g)(x) for x € A and
g € B4 (i.e. F* agrees with F' on maximal elements of B4), and the least fixpoint f of F7 is
in BA (i.e. it is maximal in IB%A). Then f is the unique fixpoint of F'*, so it is also the unique
fixpoint of F, because any fixpoint of F is a fixpoint of F*. To show that the least fixpoint
of F* is maximal, we need a notion of the size of an element of a CPO. This leads to the
following definition.

Definition 4.2. A sized CPO is a tuple (A, (, s, cut) where A is a CPO, ( is a size ordinal,
s : A — On(Q) is a size function, and cut : On(¢{) x A — A is a cut function, such that the
following conditions are satisfied for x € A and a < (:

1. s is surjective and continuous,

2. s(z) = ( iff z € A is maximal,

3. cut is monotone in both arguments,

4. s(cut(o,x)) = aif s(x) > «,

5. cut(a,z) =z if s(z) < a.
Usually, we confuse a sized CPO with its underlying CPO. Thus e.g. by a function between
sized CPOs we just mean a function between their underlying CPOs. We say that a CPO A is
a sized CPO if there exists a size ordinal (, a size function s : A — On({) and a cut function
cut : On(¢) x A — A such that (A, (, s, cut) is a sized CPO. Given a sized CPO A we use (a
for its associated size ordinal, s for the associated size function, and cuty for the associated
cut function. We often drop the subscripts when clear from the context.

Let S be a nonempty set. The flat sized CPO S| on S is defined as ((SU{L}, <),1,s, cut)
where the following holds for xz,y € S :
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e x<yiffr=1Lorz=y,

o s(x)=1ifx#1,s(L)=0,

e cut(0,z) = 1, cut(l,z) = x.

It is not difficult to check that S is indeed a sized CPO.

Let A, B be CPOs and A, B their sets of maximal elements. For f*: A — B, the restriction
¥4 A— Bof f*is defined by f*4(x) = f*(x) for v € A. Then f* is an extension of f* 4. A
function between CPOs is regular if it is monotone and max-preserving. Let .S be an arbitrary
set. A function f: S x A — B is regular if? Ay.f(x,y) is regular for each z € S.

Intuitively, in a sized CPO A the cut function cut(a,x) “cuts” an element x of size > « to
its approximation of size a, i.e., cut(a,z) < x for every = € A. Indeed, let z € A. If s(x) < «
then cut(a,z) = 2 < z. So assume s(z) > a. Then cut(w,z) < cut(s(z),z) = .

In the rest of this section we assume that S, @, ... are arbitrary sets, and A, B, ... are sized
CPOs, and A, B, ... are their corresponding sets of maximal elements, unless otherwise stated.

Lemma 4.3. Suppose F : A5 — A® is a monotone function satisfying

min s(F(g)()) > min s(g(x))

for each non-mazimal g € AS. Then F has a unique fizpoint. Moreover, this fizpoint is mazimal
(i.e. a member of A).

Proof. Because F' is monotone, by Theorem B.4] it has the least fixpoint f. It suffices to show
that f € AS. Assume otherwise. Then f is not maximal, so

min s(f(x)) < mins(F(f)(x)) = mins(f(z)).

T€S €S €S

Contradiction. O

Lemma 4.4. Let A be a CPO and B a sized CPO. Let h : A xB™ — B and g; : A — A
(i=1,...,m) be regular. Suppose

(%) s(h(z,y1,...,ym)) > min s(y;)

i=1,....m

for all x € A and all y1,...,ym € B with some y non-mazximal. Then there exists the least
fizpoint f* of a function F* : B — B" defined by

F*(f)(@) = h(z, f(g1(2)), .., f(gm(x)))

for f € B® and x € A. Moreover, f* is reqular and f* 1A € BA is the unique function in B4
satisfying

[ria@) = hiz, f*14(91(2)), ..o, [ 1a(gm(2)))
for x € A.

Proof. Since h is monotone, so is F*. Indeed, assume f < f’ where f,f’ € B* To show
F*(f) < F*(f') it suffices to prove F*(f)(z) < F*(f')(z) for z € A. But this follows from
f < f’ and the monotonicity of h. Therefore, since F* is monotone, by Theorem [34] it has the
least fixpoint f*.

2By M\y.f(z,y) we denote a function f’ : A — B defined by f'(y) = f(z,y). We will sometimes use the lambda
notation in what follows.
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Let F : B4 — B4 be defined by F(f)(z) = h(z, f(g1(x)),..., f(gm(x))). Note that indeed
F(f) € BA for f € B4, because each g; is max-preserving.

We show that for non-maximal f € B4 we have mingea s(F(f)(z)) > mingea s(f(z)). Let
f € B4 be non-maximal. Let A’ C A be the set of all z € A such that f(g;(x)) is not maximal
for some 1.

First assume A" = (), i.e., f(gi(x)) is maximal for all ¢ = 1,...,m and all x € A. Then
F(f)(x) = h(z, f(g1(x)),..., f(gm(z))) is maximal for x € A, because h is max-preserving.
Hence

min s(F(f)(x)) = ¢ > min(s(f(x)))

z€EA €A

because F'(f)(x) is maximal for all x € A, but there is z € A for which f(x) is not maximal.
Thus assume A" # (). Since, for z € A, s(h(z, f(g1(x)), ..., f(gm(x)))) = C if f(gi(x)) is

maximal for all 7 € I, and A # (), we have

min s(h(z, f(91(2)), -, f(gm(2)))) = min s(h(z, f(91(x)), .- -, f(gm(2))))

€A zeA’
Hence
mingea s(F(f)(z)) = mingea s(h(z, f(91(2)), ..., flgm(x))))
= mingea s(h(z, f(g1(2)), ..., f(gm(z))))
> mingea mini—1,_m s(f(gi(x)))
> minaﬁeAs(f(x))

where the strict inequality follows from ().

Therefore, for non-maximal f € B4 we have minge 4 s(F(f)(z)) > minge4 s(f(z)). Thus by
Lemma 3] the function F' has a unique fixpoint u. Recall that f* is the least fixpoint of F™*.
Note that f*,4 is a fixpoint of F'. Indeed, for x € A we have

fH(@) = FX (")) = h(z, [ (91(2)), - -, [ (gm(2))) = F(f7)(x).

Therefore, f*,4 = u, so it is the unique function in BA satisfying

f*[A(w) = h(z, f*[A(gl(x))a s fF [A(gm(x)))

for x € A.

It remains to check that f* is regular. Since f*;4 € BA, the function f* is max-preserving.
Because h and all g; are monotone, for monotone f the function F*(f) is monotone. By
Lemma [3.7 we thus conclude that f* is monotone. Hence f* is regular. O

Corollary 4.5. Let h: S x B™ — B be regular. Let g; : S — S (i=1,...,m). Suppose

(%) s(h(z,y1, .-y ym)) > iimin s(yi)

=1,...m

for all x € S and all y1,...,ym € B with some y non-maximal. Then there exists a unique
function f: S — B satisfying

f(x) = h(z, f(g1(2)), -, fgm(2)))
forx e S.

Proof. Let S = S| be the flat CPO on S. There exists a regular extension g; : S — S of each g;,

defined by
N z ifxelS
i ={ |

otherwise

17



for € S. Analogously, there exists a regular h* : S x B" — B defined by

B (@, 7) :{ h(z,y) ifzxeS

1 otherwise

for z € S and y € B™. Moreover, h* satisfies (x) in Lemma 4l Therefore, we may apply
Lemma [£.4] to obtain the required function f. O

At this point it is worthwhile to emphasize one aspect of our approach. Ultimately, we
really only care about the maximal elements in a CPO, and only about functions between sets
of maximal elements. That we introduce a structure of a CPO is only to be able to rigorously
justify certain methods for defining corecursive functions. But once these methods have been
shown correct, to apply them we usually do not need to directly deal with the CPO structure
at all. The following makes this more apparent.

Definition 4.6. A function f : S — Q is defined by substitution from h: Q1 X ... X Qp — Q
and g; : S — Q; (i=1,...,m) if f(z) = h(g1(x),...,gm(z)) for z € S. A function f:S — Q
is defined by cases from functions g; : S — @ and condition functions h; : S — {0,1} for
i=1,...,m,if for x € S:

o f(z) =gi(x) if hi(x) =1,
o f(z)=go(x)if hj(x)=0foralli=1,...,m,
e there is no x € S with h;(x) = h;(xz) =1 for i # j.

A function f : S — @ is defined by corecursion from h : S x Q™ — Q and g; : S — S
(i =1,...,m) if it is the unique function in Q° satisfying

f(@) = h(z, f(91(2)), ., f(gm(2)))

for all x € S. We say that h is a prefix function for f, and each g; is an argument function for f.
Note that given h and g;, there might not exist any function defined by corecursion from A
and g;.

A production function ng : On(Ca,) x ... x On(Ca,,) = On(¢g) for f: Ay x ... x A, = B is
any function satisfying

ne(s(x1),...,s(xn)) = s(f*(z1,...,2n))

for z; € A; (1 =1,...,n), where f* € A} x ... x A, — B is a regular extension of f. We then
also say that 7y is a production function for f*, or that f* is associated with ny. If a production
function 7y for f: Ay x ... x A, — B is clear from the context, then we use f* to denote the
regular extension of f associated with 7.

Any production function 7y, for a prefix function h for f is called a global prefix production
function for f. If x € S and h : S x B™ — B is a prefix function for f : S — B, then any
production function 1y : On(¢g)™ — On((g) for the x-local prefiz function Ay.h(x,y) is called
an z-local prefix production function for f. We use the term prefix production function for either
a local or a global prefix production function, depending on the context.

Lemma 4.7. Any production function ny : On(Ca,) X ... x On(Ca,) = On(¢w) for a function
f:A1 x...x A, = B is regular.

Proof. Let f* : Ay x ... x A, — B be the regular extension of f associated with ny. Let
o < By < (p, for i = 1,...,n. Because the size functions for each A; are surjective, for
every i = 1,...,n there is y; € A; such that s(y;) = ;. Let x; = cut(ay,y;). Because of the
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monotonicity of the cut function we have x; < cut(8;,y;) = y;. Also s(z;) = «; by the definition
of cut. Hence
77f(0417 s 7an) = nf(s(xl)v . ,8(1‘n))
= S(f*(xlv 7$n)
< sy ym)
= np(s(y1),--- 5 s(yn))
= Uf(ﬁl, ’IBn)
where the inequality follows from the fact that f* and s are monotone. Therefore 7y is monotone.
To show that 7); is max-preserving, we need to prove 7(Ca;,---,Ca,) = (B Let z; €
A; for i = 1,...,n. Then f*(x1,...,x,) is maximal, because f* is max-preserving. Thus
nf(CAU s =CAn) = nf(s(xl)a s 73(1%)) = S(f*(.%'l, s 7'%'71)) = (B O

The following corollary implies that to determine whether there exists a function defined by
corecursion it suffices to bound the values of local prefix production functions. Thus no analysis
of the underlying CPO structure is needed, as long as we are able to calculate the production
functions.

Corollary 4.8. Let h: S x B™ — B andg;: S — S (i=1,...,m). Suppose for each x € S,
a function 17 is an x-local prefiz production function, i.e., a production function for A\y.h(x,y).
Assume

(%) mp(an, ..., 0uy) > min
i=1,...m
for each x € S and dll a1,..., 0 < (g such that o < (g for some 1 < k < m. Then there
exists a function defined by corecursion from h and g; (i = 1,...,m), i.e., a unique function

f S — B satisfying
f(x) = hz, f(g1()), ..., fgm(z)))
for allx € S.

Proof. Follows from Corollary O

Note that for any function f : Ay x...x A, — B there exists a production function. Simply
take the function 7y defined by:

77f(0¢1, e

o) = (g ifay=Cy fore=1,...,n
1 0 otherwise

Then the regular function f*:A; x ... x A;, — B associated with 7 is defined by

.  fle,. ) fxyeAjfori=1,....n
Fr. . an) = { 1 otherwise

The point is to be able to find “sensible” production functions, and then use them to verify (*)
in Corollary .8l Below we show how to compute production functions for functions defined by
substitution, cases or corecursion.

Let 2 = {0,1}, be the flat sized CPO on {0,1}. In what follows we assume that 2 is the
sized CPO associated with {0, 1}, e.g., a production function for f: A — {0,1} is assumed to
have On(1) = {0, 1} as its codomain. Recall that s2(0) = s2(1) =1 and s2(L) = 0.

Lemma 4.9.

e The function n(aq,...,an) = a; is a continuous production function for the i-th projection
function m; : Ay x ... x A, — A; defined by mi(x1,. .., x,) = x;.
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e The function n(a) = « is a continuous production function for the identity function id :

A— A.

e The function n : {0,1}" — {0,1} defined by n(a1, ..., o) = ming—1 o is a continuous
production function for any function f :{0,1}™ — {0,1}.

Proof. Follows from definitions. O

Lemma 4.10. If a function f : A1 X ... X A, — B is defined by substitution from functions
h:Bix...xBy, = Bandg;: Aiyx...xA, = B; (i=1,...,m), and ny, and ny, are production
functions for h and g; respectively, then the function ny defined by

ne(ar, ... an) =np(Ng (1, ..y am), oy Mg (0, .., o))
is a production function for f. Moreover, if n, and all ng, are continuous, then so is ny.
Proof. Follows directly from definitions. O
Corollary 4.11.
e If ng is a (continuous) production function for g : A™ — B, then
n(at, .., am) = Ng(aray, - - Arim))

is a (continuous) production function for f: A™ — B defined by

f(xl’ ce ,xm) = g(x’r(l)a s ’xT(m))
where T : {1,...,m} = {1,...,m}.
e If ng is a (continuous) production function for g : Ay x ... x A, — B, then
77(@17"'7(17”/817"'75]?) :779(0617---,0%)

is a (continuous) production function for f: Ay X...x Ay, X By X ...x By, — B defined by
@, o 2 y1s ey yk) = g(x1, o oyxy) form € A; (1=1,...,n), y;, € B; (i=1,....k).

Proof. Follows from the first point of Lemma [£9 and from Lemma .10l O

Lemma 4.12. If a function f : A1 X...x A, — B is defined by cases from g; : A1 x...xA, = B
(i=0,....,m) and h; : Ay x ... x A, = {0,1} (i=1,...,m), and 1y, is a production function
for gi, and ny,; is a production function for h;, then the function ny defined by

min g, (a1,...,0an) if gy (0, ... 0n) =1 for everyi=1,...,m

ne(o,...,op) = { i=0,....,m

0 otherwise

is a production function for f. Moreover, if all ng, and all ny, are continuous, then so is ny.

Proof. Let g7 : Ay x ... x A, = B and h] : Ay x ... x A, — 2 be the regular extensions asso-
ciated with 7y, and 7, respectively. Define f*: A; x ... x A,, — B by

cut(k(z1,...,2n), g5 (21, .., 2p)) i RI(x1,...,2n) # L for 1 <i<m,
P am) = fmd k is least s.t. hj(x1,... ,xn) =1
T cut(k(z1,...,2n), 95(z1,...,zpn)) R (z1,...,2p) =0for 1 <i<m
L otherwise
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where z; € A; (i = 1,...,n) and k(z1,...,2,) = mini—g__m 7 (s(z1),...,5(xn)). One eas-
ily checks that f* is an extension of f. Hence f* is max-preserving. To show that f* is

regular it thus suffices to check that it is monotone. Assume z; < y; for i = 1,...,n.
We need to show f*(z1,...,2z5) < f*(y1,...,yn). If f*(x1,...,2,) = L then this is obvi-
ous. So assume, e.g., hi(z1,...,2,) = 1 and h}(21,...,2,) # L for i = 1,...,m. Then
(Y1, yn) = hi(z1,...,2y) for i =1,...,m, because each h} is monotone. Thus it suffices
to show cut(k(z1,...,2n), g5 (%1,...,2n)) < cut(k(y1,---,Yn), 95 (Y1, .-, ¥n)). Because g for
i=0,...,m and s are monotone, s(g;(z1,...,2n)) < s(gF(y1,...,yn)) for i =0,...,m. Hence
K(T1, ..., 2n) = mili—o,.. m g (5(x1),...,5(xn))
= mini—o,_ms(g (21,...,2p))
< ming—o,.m (g} (Y1, - -+ Yn))

minizo,...,m Mg, (8(2/1)7 ey S(yn))
l{(yla e ayn)

Therefore

cut(K(x1, ..., 2n), gp(T1, -, 2n)) < cut(K(y1,.- s Yn), 9 (Y1s -+, YUn))

because g;; and cut are monotone.

We now check that the function 7; defined in the statement of the theorem is a production
function for f*. Let z; € A; for i =1,...,n. If hf(z1,...,2,) = L for some ¢ = 1,...,m, then
Mh; (s(x1),...,8(xy)) =0 and f*(z1,...,2,) = L. Hence

ne(s(x1),...,8(xn)) =0=s(f"(x1,...,2p)).

Thus assume, e.g., hf(z1,...,2,) = 0 for all ¢ = 1,...,m. Then ny,(s(x1),...,s(x,)) = 1 for

every i =1,...,m, and f*(z1,...,2y,) = cut(k(z1,...,2y),g5(x1,...,2,)). Therefore
ng(s(x1),...,8(xn)) = mini—q, . mng(s(x1),...,5(xn))
= k(z1,...,2p)
= min{s(z1,...,2n), g (5(21),...,5(xn))}
= min{k(z1,...,2n),s(g5(x1,...,2n))}
= s(cut(k(z1,...,2n),95(x1,...,20)))

= s(f*(z1,...,2n)).

It remains to show that if all 7y, and 7, are continuous, then sois ny. Let D C Ay x...x A,
be a directed set. First assume n,(\/ D) = 0 for some 1 < i < m. Then ns(\/ D) = 0 by the
definition of ny. Also \/ np,,(D) = np, (\/ D) = 0 by continuity of n,,. Hence ny,(d) = 0 for every
de€ D. Sons(d) =0 for d € D. Hence \/ n¢(D) =0=mns(\ D).

So assume 7, (\/ D) = 1 for every 1 <i < m. Then

i\ D)= min 5, (\/ D) = min \/ny, (D)

by the continuity of 7,,. Let D* be the set of all d € D such that ny,(d) =1foralli=1,...,m.
We have \/ np, (D) = np,(\V D) = 1 for every i = 1,...,m. So for every i = 1,...,m there is
d; € D such that np,(d;) = 1. Because D is directed and each 7, is monotone, we thus have
D* # () (an element greater or equal all of dy,...,d,, is in D*). Hence for every d € D there
is d* € D* such that d* > d (take an element greater or equal than d and than some element
of D*). Thus for every d € D there is d* € D* such that min;—q_._n, 7,(d) < min;—q__n, 1, (d*).

Therefore
\/nf(l)) = \/ i inmngi(d*) = \/ g inmngi(d)
drep* 7 dep 7
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Hence it suffices to show

min \/ 7g.(D) = d\g{) min 1y, (d).

Let L = mini—g,..;m \V 7y,(D) and R = \/ jcpmini—g,...;m g (d). Without loss of generality,
assume L = \/1y,(D). We need to show L < R and R < L. For R < L it suffices to show
that L > min;—g,._mng(d) for d € D. But L > ng4(d) > min—g, . mng(d) for d € D. For
L < R it suffices to show R > ngy,(d) for d € D. So let d € D and assume R < 14,(d). We
have \/ ng, (D) > n4,(d) for i = 0,...,m, so for every ¢ = 0,...,m there exists d; € D with
ng;(d;) > R. Because D is directed there is a d’ € D such that d’ > d; for ¢ = 0,...,m. Then
ng;(d') > R for i =0,...,m, because each 7,, is monotone. Hence min;—g ., 7,,(d’) > R. This
contradicts the definition of R. O

The following theorem shows how to calculate a production function for a function defined
by corecursion.

Theorem 4.13. Let h: Ay X ... x A, x B™ = Band ¢g; : A1 X ... X A, — A1 X ... X A,
(i=1,...,m) where

Gi(@1, ey n) = (GH@1 e Ta) e R @1 T0)

forx; € Aj (i =1,...,m, j

,j=1,...,n). Let n, be a production function for h, and n;; a
production function for gl (i=1,...,m, j=1,...,n). Assume that n, satisfies:

(*) nh(CAla"'7CAn7517"'7/8m) >i:min /BZ

1,....m

for all By, ..., Bm < (g with B; < (g for some 1 <i < m.
If f: A — B is a function defined by corecursion from h and g; (i =1,...,m), then there
ezists a production function ng for f satisfying for all & € On(Ca,) X ... x On(Ca,,) the equation

np(@) = np (@ np(n1(@), - M (@), -0 (Mm1 (@), - - (@)
Moreover, if n, and all n;j (i=1,...,m, j=1,...,n) are continuous, then so is ny.

Proof. Let h* be the regular extension associated with ny, and g; ; the regular extension asso-
ciated with n; ; for i = 1,...,mand j = 1,...,n. Let A=Ay x ... xA,. Fori=1,...,m,
let g7 : A — A be defined by

9 (T) = (951 (T), - -, 9in(T))

for z € A. Let F* : B® — B* be defined by
F*(f')(z) = 1" (z, f'(91(@)), -, [ (g (2)))

for z € A. Then f is the restriction of the least fixpoint f* of F™*, by (x) and Lemma [£4]
Let (f%), be the initial sequence of F*. Let W = On((a,) X ... x On((a,, ). Let n; : W — W
be defined by

ni(w) = M1 (w), ..., 7in(w))
forwe W. If z = (z1,...,x,) € A then we write s(z) for (s(z1),...,s(zy)). Note that

ni(s(7)) = s(g; (7))

for z € A.
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By transfinite induction on o we show that there exists a production function n® for f<.
For a = 0 we may define n° by 7°(w) = 0 for w € W, because f°(z) = L for any = € A.
For a« = 8+ 1 we define

P (w) = np(w,n” (n(w)), . ... 0° (N (w)))

Then the equality
@) = 1 P (g1(@)), - S (g (2)))
and the inductive hypothesis imply that n°+1(s(z)) = s(f*+1(z)).

Finally, let a be a limit ordinal. For Z € A we have

=V 0@ P @), - P o (@)

B<a

Because sp is continuous and f? < f8+! we obtain

@) = oo 1)

= Vpeas (@, fP(g1(2)), ..., fP(g5(2))))
= Vocam(s@), 17 (m(s(2))),....1° (nm (s(2))))

where in the last equality we use the inductive hypothesis. Therefore, we may define
n*(w) = \/ mu(w,n’ (m(w)), .., 0’ (w)))
B<a

The join always exists, because sy, is surjective for i = 1,...,m. Indeed, for any w € W there
is € A such that w = s(Z), by surjectivity. So

(w) = Vaeamw,n’(mw)),....n" (nm(w)))
= VB<a77h( s(Z),n° (m(s(2))), ..., 1" (nm(s(Z))))
= Vpeas(f (@)

which exists because {f?(Z) | 8 < a} is a chain and sp is continuous.
Let  be the closure ordinal of (f),. Then f~*! = f* so for # € A:

1 (s(2)) = s(fTH (@) = s(f*(2)) = 0"(s(2))
Since sy, is surjective for i = 1,...,m, we thus have ™! = n*. So for w € W

Ii+1(w)

n*(w) =n = nn(w, 0" (m(w)), ..., 0" (Nm(w)))

Therefore, n® is the required production function for f* = f*.
If n, and all 7; ; are continuous, then it follows by transfinite induction on o that each n®
is continuous.
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4.2 Coterms

The above general theory for defining corecursive functions will now be illustrated with some
concrete examples. The examples will involve many-sorted coterms.

Definition 4.14. A many-sorted algebraic signature ¥ = (¥4,X¢) consists of a collection of
sort symbols ¥y = {s;}icr and a collection of function symbols Xy = {f;}jes. Each function
symbol f has an associated type 7(f) = (s1,...,8n;5) where s1,...,8,,8 € Xg. If 7(f) = (;5)
then f is a constant of sort s. In what follows we use X,Y’, etc., for many-sorted algebraic
signatures, s, s, etc., for sort symbols, and f, g, ¢, etc., for function symbols.

The set T°°(X), or just T(X), of coterms over ¥ is the set of all finite and infinite terms
over Y, i.e., all finite and infinite labelled trees with labels of nodes specified by the function
symbols of ¥ such that the types of labels of nodes agree. More precisely, a coterm over ¥ is a
function ¢ : N* — ¥, U {L}, where L ¢ ¥, satisfying:

e i(e) # L, and
o ift(p) = f € Xy with 7(f) = (s1,...,5n;5) then

— t(pi) = g € By with 7(g) = (s],...,8,.;5:) for i <mn,
— t(pi) = L for i > n,

o if ¢{(p) = L then t(pi) = L for every i € N,

where € € N* is the empty string. We use obvious notations for coterms, e.g., f(g(t,s),c) when
c,f,g € ¥pand t,s € T(X), and the types agree. We say that a coterm ¢ is of sort s if t(e) is
a function symbol of type (s1,...,Sp;s) for some sq1,...,s, € Xs. By T5(2) we denote the set
of all coterms of sort s from 7 (X). We also write 7.(X) for T(X), i.e., by * we denote a special
sort of all coterms.

The n-th approzimant of a coterm t € T(X) is a function t/" : N* — ¥ U {L} such that

e tI"(p) = t(p) if |p| <, or |p| = n > 0 and t(p) is a constant, i.e., 7(t(p)) = (;s) for some
s € X,

o tI"(p) = L otherwise,

where by |p| we denote the length of p € N*. In other words, t/™ is ¢ cut at depth n, but we do
not change constants in leaves at depth n > 0 into L. By 7"(X) we denote the set of all n-th
approximants of coterms over Y. We extend the notation t™ to approximants t € 7(%) in
the obvious way. We also use obvious notations for approximants, e.g., the first approximant
of f(g(t1),h(t2),c) is denoted by f(L,L,c). We say that an approximant ¢t € T"(X) is of
sort s € X4 if either t(e) = L or t(e) is a function symbol of type (si,...,s,;s) for some
S1,...,5n € Xs. By TJ'(X) we denote the set of all ¢t € T™(X) of sort s.

The partial order Noo = (N U {00}, <) is ordered by the usual order on N extended with
n < oo for n € Ny. Note that Ny is isomorphic to On(w). We extend the arithmetical
operations on N to Ny, in an obvious way, with co —n =00, n+ o0 =00+ n = 00 + 00 = 00,
n-00=00-N=00- 00 =00, where n € N.

If A; for i € I are sets, then by I;c;A; we denote the coproduct of the A;s, i.e., the set of all
pairs (i,a) such that ¢ € I and a € A;. We define the partial order T(X) = (I,,en,, 7" (%), C)
by: (i,t) C (j,s) iff i < j and s!® = t. The size |t| € Ny, of t € T(X) is the first component
of t. We will often confuse (i,t) € T(X) with ¢t € T/(X). For a sort symbol s € g, by Ts(X)
we denote the subset of T(X) consisting of all (i,¢) such that ¢ is of sort s. We also use the
notation T, (X) for T(X).

We define cut : Nog x T(X) — T(X) by cut(n, (i,t)) = (i,t) if i < n, and cut(n, (i,t)) =
(n,t'™) if i > n. Note that if ¢ € Ts(3) then cut(n,t) € Ts(%).

24



Let f € 3 be a function symbol of type (s1,...,5,;5) and let 1 <4 < n. The i-th destructor
for f is a function dy; : T4(X) — Ty, (2) defined by:

dm(t):{ t; ift=f(t1,... tn)

t'  otherwise

where t' € T;,(X) is arbitrary. The constructor for f is a function ¢y : 75, (X) x ... x 75, (X) —
Ts(X) defined by
Cf(tla"',tn) = f(tla atn)

The test for f is a function oy : T; — {0,1} defined by

Of(t):{ 1 ift= f(t1,...,tn)

0 otherwise

If t € T(X) and ¢ = (i,¢') with ¢/ € T°°(X) (this may happen for i < co if e.g. t' is a
constant), then by ¢1 we denote (0o, t’).

Lemma 4.15. The partial order T(X) is a CPO. Also, for each s € ¥, the partial order Ts(X)
is a CPO.

Proof. The bottom of T(X) is (0, 1), where L is the sole element of 7°(X).
Let D C T(X) be a directed set. Let n be the supremum of the first coordinates of elements
of D. Define t € T"(X) by:

o t(p) = fif f € ¥t and there is s € D with s(p) = f,
e t(p) = L otherwise.

where p € N*. This is a good definition, because D is directed. By definition we of course have
(n,t) Jsforall se D. If n < oo then (n,t) € D, so it is the supremum of D. Assume n = oo.
Suppose u € T™(X) and (m,u) J s for all s € D. Then m = oo. Let p € N*. Then there exists
s € D with |s| > |p|, and so t(p) = s(p). Since u J s, we obtain u(p) = s(p) = t(p). Thus u = ¢,
so (00, t) is the supremum of D.

That for each s € 3, the order T4(X) is a CPO follows from the fact that if all elements of
a directed set are of sort s, then its supremum is also of sort s. O

Lemma 4.16. The tuple (T(X),00,]| - |, cut) is a sized cPol Aiso for each s € X, the tuple
(Ts(X),00,| |, cut) is a sized CPO.

Proof. The only part which is not completely obvious is the continuity of the size function | - |.
Let D C T(X) be a directed set. The set |D] is directed. By the definition of \/ D in the proof
of Lemma [L.T5] we have |\/ D| =\/|D|. O

Our definition of T(X) may seem somewhat convoluted. One may wonder why we do not
simply use UneNoo T"(X), or even the set of all coterms with some arbitrary subterms changed
into L, with an obvious “information” ordering. The answer is that then there would be no cut
function cut with the desired properties. Also, the construction of T(X) is a slightly modified
instance of a more general sized CPO construction for an arbitrary final coalgebra in the category
of sets (see the appendix).

For the sake of brevity we often use 7 =T (X), Ts = T5(2), T = T(X) and Ts = T4(X), i.e.,
we omit the signature > when clear from the context or irrelevant. We also confuse T and T
with the sized CPOs from Lemma

3Since Noo and On(w) are isomorphic we identify them without loss of generality. So co = w.
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Lemma 4.17. Assume f € ¥ has type (s1,...,5,;5).
1. The function 14, , : Noo — Noo defined by 04, ;(n) = max(0,n —1) is a production function
fordyg;.
2. If all elements of T, are constants, then Ns : Noo = Noo defined by

oo ifn>0
”“(”):{0 ifn=0

is a production function for dy;.

3. The function ne, : N5, — Noo defined by 1., (mi,...,my) =min;—y,__,m;+11is a produc-
tion function for cy.

4. For any k € N the function n’gf : Noo — {0, 1} defined by

1 ifn>k
k _

UOf(n)_{ 0 angk
is a production function for oy.

5. If all elements of Ty are constants and g : TS — Ts then the function ng° : NI — Neg
given by
o oo difng,...,ny, >0
Mg (M- ) = { 0  otherwise
s a production function for g.

6. If all elements of Ty are constants and x : TJ"™ — {0, 1} then the function ny® : NIZ — {0,1}
defined by
1 ifnl,...,nm>0

00 _
77X (nh v 77”Lm) - { 0 otherwise

s a production function for x.
Proof.
1. The i-th destructor dy; : T5(X) = Ts(X) extends to a regular d} ; : T4(X) — Ty, (2):

* . t; iftEf(tl,...,tn)
f,i(t) - ! : / : : . o o
t"  otherwise, where ¢’ € T, (X) is arbitrary with [¢'| = max(0, [¢t| — 1)

2. We may take the regular extension

tiT iftEf(tl,...,tn)

t ift=g(tr,...,tg) with g # f, where t’ € T, (X)
is arbitrary with |¢/| = co

1 otherwise

Filt) =

This is well-defined, because ¢; above is a constant.

3. The constructor ¢y extends to a regular ¢} : T, (X) x ... x Ty, (X) — T(2) as follows:

Sty tn) = Ft™, ™)

where m = min;—y__, [t;|.
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4. The test oy extends to a regular o} : Ty(X) — 2 as follows:

1 if|t| >kand t= f(t1,...,tn)
op(t) =4 0 if[t|>kandt=g(ts,...,tx) for g€ Xy, g # f
1 otherwise, if [t| < k

5. A regular extension g* : T?* — T, of g is given by

g tm) = 1 otherwise

6. A regular extension x> : T7" — 2 of x is given by

X tm) = 1 otherwise

O

The following simple lemma implies that all the production functions from the above lemma
are continuous.

Lemma 4.18. A production function n: N7 — N, is continuous iff n(\/ D) = \/ n(D) for any
infinite directed D C N7!.

Proof. The implication from left to right is obvious. For the converse, let D C N7 be a finite
directed set. Then \/ D is the largest element of D. So n(\/ D) is the largest element of n(D),
because 7 is monotone by Lemma [L7l Thus \/7n(D) = n(\/ D). O

Because any p € N! \ N is a join of an infinite chain C' C N™, the above lemma implies
that the values of continuous functions in N7! — N, are uniquely determined by their values
on N™. We shall thus often treat continuous functions as if they were defined on N and leave
their values at infinity implicit.

Lemma 4.19. If n: N} — N is continuous and for every ny,...,ny, € N we have
n(ni,...,nmy) > min n;,
i=1,....m
then also for every ni,...,n, € Ny such that np < oo for some 1 < k < m, we have
NNy, ..., npy) > ming—; __ mn;.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we consider the case m = 2 and show that if n(ni,ng) >
min(ni,n2) for ni,ny € N then n(n,00) > n for n € N. For every k > n we have n(n,k) >
min(n, k) = n, i.e., n(n,k) > n+ 1. Because D = {(n,k) | k > n} is directed, \/ D = (n, c0)
and 7 is continuous, we have

n(n,oo):n(\/D):\/n(D): \/ n(n, k) > \/n+1:n+1>n.
k>n k>n

O

The method for showing well-definedness of functions given by corecursive equations is to
use Lemma [£17] and lemmas and Theorem [I3] from Section 1] to calculate pro-
duction functions, and then apply Corollary 8. For convenience of reference, we reformulate
Corollary [£§] specialized to many-sorted coterms, in its most useful form.
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Corollary 4.20. Let S be an arbitrary set. Let h : SxT]" — Tgand g, : S — S (i=1,...,m).
For each v € S, let nj, : NI = Nu be a continuous production function for Ay.h(z,y). If

(%) nr(n1,...,Nm) > min n;
i=1,...m
for all x € S and all ny,...,n,, € N, then there exists a function f : S — T defined by
corecursion from h and g1, ..., Gm-

Proof. Follows from Corollary [£.8 and Lemma [£.T91 O

Note that if S = T, x...xT,,, the local prefix production functions 7y above are all the same
and a global prefix production function n;, : N¥*™ — N, satisfies np,(00,...,00,11,...,My) =
n(n1, ..., nm), then (x) in Corollary A20limplies (%) in Theorem I3l This situation is usually
the case, and we will often avoid mentioning it explicitly.

Example 4.21. Let A be a set. Let 3 consist of two sorts § and 9, one function symbol cons of
type (9,5;5) and a distinct constant symbol a € A of sort d for each element of A. Then 74(X)
is the set of streams over A. We also write 75(X) = A“ and T,(X) = A. Instead of cons(a,t) we
usually write a : t, and we assume that : associates to the right, e.g., z : y : tisx : (y : t). We also
use the notation x : ¢ to denote the application of the constructor for cons to z and ¢. Instead
of dcons,1 We write hd, and instead of deons2 we write t1. Instead of o,(z) = 1, where a € A,
we write © = a. For t1 we shall use the continuous production function 7 (n) = max(0,n — 1),
and for cons we shall use the function 7¢ons(n) = n + 1. Since all elements of T, are constants,

we may use
oo ifn>0

"OO(”):{ 0 ifn=0

as a continuous production function for hd. For ocons we use the continuous production func-
tion 7. See Lemma EI7l
Consider the equation
even(z:y:t) =z : even(t)

We shall show that the above equation determines a unique function even : A¥ — A%.
The equation may be rewritten as

even(t) = hd(t) : even(tl(tl(t))) if ocons(t) =1
So even is defined by corecursion from h : A¥ x AY — A“ given by
h(t,t") =hd(t) : t' if ocons(t) = 1

and g : AY — A% given by
g(t) = £1(t1(t))
The function h is defined by cases from hg : AY x AY — A% given by

ho(t,t') =hd(t) : t/

and from the test function ocons (formally, we also need some function for gy in Definition 4.6,
i.e., for the case when none of the conditions holds, but in the present instance o¢qns never gives
the value 0 so this does not matter). Using Lemma [TI0] we conclude that for each ¢t € T a
continuous t-local prefix production function ¢! : N — N is defined by £!(n) = n+1. Therefore,

4Recall that by Lemma[L.I8 we may consider continuous production functions as defined on N™ instead of N5 .
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even is well-defined (i.e. it exists and is unique) by Corollary 4200 Using Lemma .10 we see
that a continuous production function 7y : N — N for g is defined by

(n) = n—2 ifn>2
Mg\") = 0 otherwise

From Lemma @10 and Lemma @12 a continuous production function 7, : N> — N for h is given
by

m+1 ifn>0
”h(”’m):{ 0 ifn=0

Therefore, by Theorem [£.13] there exists a continuous production function Neyen : N — N for even
satisfying
Neven(n —2) +1 ifn>2
neven(n) = neven(o) +1 ifn=1
0 ifn=20

Thus 7eyen(n) = [5] for n € N.
Usually, we do not get into so much detail when justifying well-definedness of a function
given by some corecursive equations. Formally, sets of equations of the form

f(t1) = s1
f(tr) = sk
where t1,...,t; are some patterns and si,...,S; some expressions possibly involving f, are

always interpreted as defining a function f by (corecursion from a function defined by) cases
from appropriate functions corresponding to the s; and from some combinations of test functions
corresponding to the patterns. These correspondences are usually straightforward and left
implicit. To prove well-definedness of f we implicitly use lemmas to calculate all local
prefix production functions, and then we show (%) in Corollary [£.20 If we are also interested in a
production function for f, then we calculate production functions for the argument functions g;
and the prefix function A (using lemmas [LOHLTZ]), and then we apply Theorem ET3] to obtain
recursive equations for a production function for f. The resulting production functions are
typically continuous. We leave this observation implicit and consider the production functions
as functions defined on N (which we can do by Lemma [£.18 and Lemma [£.19)).

Applying the remarks of the preceding paragraph, we now give arguments justifying the
well-definedness of even and the form of its production function in a style which we shall adopt
from now on.

A prefix production functionﬁ for a function even satisfying

even(z:y:t) =z : even(t)

is given by {(n) = n+1 > n. Thus even is well-defined and its production function feyen : N — N
satisfiedd for n € N:

77even(0) = 0
neven(l) = 1+ Ueven(o)
neven(n + 2) = 1+ 77even(n)
Hence Neven(n) = [§] for n € N. 0

®More precisely: for each r € A a continuous r-local prefix production function. ..
5We leave implicit the verification of (x) in Theorem I3} which follows from the fact that a global prefix
production function ¢’ (see the definition of 1, above) satisfies ¢'(0o,n) = £(n), and £(n) > n for n € N.
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The above definition of even is actually an instance of a common form of definition by
guarded corecursion.

Definition 4.22. A function h: S x 7" — Ty (for m € N, 5,8 € ;) is non-consuming if for
each x € S there is a continuous production function 17 : NIt — N for Ay.h(z,y) satisfying

z .
Uh(”l, s ’nm) > 1 Ny
i=1,....,m

for all ny,...,n, € N,
The class of constructor-guarded functions is defined inductively as the class of all functions
h:SxT™— Ty (for arbitrary m € N, s,s" € %) such that

h(%%a s 7ym) = C(ul(x7y17 e 7ym)7 s 7uk(xay17' . 7ym))

where ¢ is a constructor for a function symbol of type (s1,...,sx;s’) and each u; : S xT™ — T,
is non-consuming.

We say that a function f : S — 7 is defined by guarded corecursion from h: S x T" — T
and g; : S — S (1 = 1,...,m) if it is defined by corecursion from h and gi,..., gm, with h
defined by cases from some constructor-guarded functions h; : S x T)" — T, (j =0,...,k) and
some condition functions o; : S — {0,1} (j = 1,...,k), i.e., the condition functions depend
only on the first argument of h.

Note that every function h : S x T, — Ty which

e depends only on its first argument, or

o satisfies h(z,y1,...,ym) =y; forallz € S, y1,...,ym € T, fixed 7, or
e is constructor-guarded

is also non-consuming.

By Corollary 4201 for every h and g1, ..., gn satisfying the requirements of Definition [£.22]
there exists a unique function defined by guarded corecursion. When some corecursive equations
involving a function f straightforwardly translate to a definition by guarded corecursion, then
we say that the definition of f is guarded, which implies well-definedness of f. If f is defined
by guarded corecursion, S = T5, x ... x T, and there exist appropriate production functions
for the u; (j =1,...,k), then (%) in Theorem FI3] holds, so we may then use Theorem E13] to
calculate a production function for f.

The functions n3° and 73 for various f and x (see Lemma [17)) will be used implicitly in
calculations of production functions in the following examples.

Example 4.23. Consider the equations over streams of natural numbers:

add(z : t,y:s) = (z+y):add(t,s)
zip(z : t,s) = x:zip(s,t)
D = 0:1:1:zip(add(t1l(D),t1(t1(D))),even(tl(D)))

We show that these equations define unique functions add : N xN¥ — N¥ zip : N¥ xN¥ — N«
and a unique stream| D € N¥,

The function add is well-defined, because its definition is guarded. A production function
Naad : N X N — N for add satisfies

77add(07 m) =0
nadd(n7 O) =0
Naga(m +1,m+1) = naaa(n,m)+1

"To make the definition of D consistent with our theory, which considers only functions, we could provide D
with one dummy argument.
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Thus 7ag4(n, m) = min(n, m).

The definition of zip is also guarded, so zip is well-defined. A production function 7;;; :

N x N — N for zip satisfies

nzip(oa m)
nzip(n + 17 m)

The equations for 7,3, are equivalent to
nzip(oa m)

77zip(n+ 170)
nzip(n +1,m+ 1)

Nzip(m,n) + 1

0
1

nzip(na m) + 2

Thus 1,ip(n, m) = min(2n, 2m + 1).
Using the formulas for feyen, 7aga and 7,3, we now calculate a prefix production function §
for D. For n < 2 we have

f(n) = 3+ 77zip(77add(07 0)7 neven(o))
= 3+ nzip(oa 0)
~ 3

so &(n) > n for n < 2. For n > 2 we have

5(71) = 3+772ip(77add(n_1an_2)a77even(n_1))
= 3+nzip(minn_lan_2)7(n51—|)
= 3+ 1p(n — 2, [251])
= 3+min(2(n —2),2[2%1] +1)

We have 2(n —2) =2n—4>n—3forn > 2. Also2[22]+1>n—-1+1=n>n-3.
Hence for n > 2 we have £(n) > 3+ n —3 =n. Thus {(n) > n for n € N, and therefore D is
well-defined. O

Example 4.24. Consider the following specification of the Hamming string H of positive
natural numbers not divisible by primes other than 2, 3 and 5.

mul(z,y:t) = x-y:mul(z,t)
x :merge(ty,y:ta) ifax<y
0t 0t =
merge(x : t1,y : t) { y :merge(x : t1,t2) otherwise

H = 1:merge(merge(mul(2, H),mul(3,H)),mul(5, H))

We show that mul : N x N¥ — N merge : N¥ x N¥ — N¥ and H € N¥ are well-defined.

The function mul is well-defined, because the definition is guarded. A production func-
tionﬁ N1 for mul is given by 71 (n) = n. The definition of merge is also guarded, so merge is
well-defined. A production function ngerge for merge satisﬁeﬂ:

Tmerge (Oa m) = 0
Tmerge (TL, 0) =0
Tmerge (N +1,m +1) = min(Mnerge (7, M + 1), Merge(n + 1,m)) + 1

Thus 7perge (n,m) = min(n,m). Note that the form of this production function or even its
existence is not completely intuitive — one would expect that the “size” of the resulting stream

8Formally, we consider infinitely many functions At.mul(n,t) for each n € N, and apply Theorem ET3] to each
of them.
9We use Lemma 12 and Theorem ELI3]
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may depend on the elements of the argument streams, not only on their sizes. The trick is that
we use cut functions in the proof of Lemma to effectively select the least possible size,
disregarding any side conditions.

Therefore, a prefix production function ¢ for H satisfies {(n) = 1 + min(min(n,n),n) =
n+1>n. So H is well-defined. O

Specifications of many-sorted signatures may be conveniently given by coinductively inter-
preted grammars. For instance, the set S of streams over a set A could be specified by writing

S ::= cons(4,9).

A more interesting example is that of finite and infinite binary trees with nodes labelled either
with a or b, and leaves labelled with one of the elements of a set V:

T::=V|aT,T) | bT,T).

As such grammars are not intended to be formal entities but only convenient visual means for
specifying sets of coterms, we will not define them precisely. It is always clear what many-sorted
signature is meant.

Example 4.25. We define the set A of infinitary e-A-terms by
A=V [ AN || AV.A | e(A)

where V is a set of variables. For s,t € A and z € V, the operation of substitution subst, :
A x A — A is defined by guarded corecursion

x[t/z] = t

ylt/a] = y ifz#y
(s1s2)[t/x] = (s1[t/a])(s2[t/x])
(Ny.s)[t/z] = Ay.s[t/z] fzx#y
(Ax.s)[t/xz] = Ax.s
((s)ltfa] = elslt/a))

where s[t/z] = subst,(s,t).

Note that substitution defined in this way may capture variables. For the sake of simplicity,
we disregard this problem by assuming that in all terms the free variables are distinct from the
bound ones.

A production function nguypst for subst, is given by the equation@

Tlsubst (0, m) =0
Tlsubst (n, 0) =0
Tlsubst (’I’L +1, m) = min(m, n + 1, Nsubst (na m) + 1)

Thus Nsybst (1, M) = min(n, m).
The definition of substitution on infinitary e-A-terms will be used in an example in the next
section. O

10We again implicitly use Lemma 12, and Theorem I3l
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4.3 Coinduction

Coinduction is a method of proving statements involving coinductive relations, i.e., relations
defined as greatest fixpoints of certain monotone operators. Coinductive relations are most
useful in conjunction with infinite objects and corecursively defined functions.

Definition 4.26. Let A be a set. An n-ary relation R C A" is a coinductive relation if it is the
greatest fixpoint of some monotone function F' : P(A") — P(A™). Since P(A") is a complete
lattice, for any monotone function F' : P(A™) — P(A") there exists an associated coinductive
relation R = vF, and it is the limit of the final sequence of F'. The final sequence of a function
for a coinductive relation R will be denoted by (R“),. The a-th element R of the final sequence
is called the approzimant of R at stage o. If (x1,...,2,) € R then we say that R(x1,...,x,)
(holds). If R¥(x1,...,x,) then we say that R(z1,...,x,) (holds) at (stage) a.

Note that the approximants R* of a coinductive relation R depend on the function F' of
which R is the greatest fixpoint, i.e., they depend on a particular definition of R, not on the
relation R itself.

Example 4.27. We define a set of coterms T by
T o= V| A(T) | B(I,T)

where V' is a countable set of variables, and A, B are constructors. By x,y,... we denote
variables, and by t,s, ... we denote coterms (i.e. elements of T').
We define a coinductive relation — C 1" x T' by a set of coinductive rules:

t—t s—s t—=t t—t
== 0 apoa0) Y BenoBEn D ap s

Formally, the relation — is the greatest fixpoint of a monotone F : P(T' xT) — P(T xT)
defined by

F(R) = {(t1,t2) | pev(ti =ta =) V Jper(ts = A(t) Ate = B(t',t') ANR(t, ) V... }.

It is always straightforward to convert rules of the above form into an appropriate monotone
function (provided the rules actually are monotone). We shall always leave this conversion
implicit.

Alternatively, using the Knaster-Tarski fixpoint theorem, the relation — may be character-
ized as the greatest binary relation on T (i.e. the greatest subset of T' x T w.r.t. set inclusion)
such that — C F'(—), i.e., such that for every ¢1,to € T with t; — t5 one of the following holds:

1. t1 =ty = x for some variable x € V,

2. t1 = A(t), to = A(t) with t — ¢/,
3. t1 = B(s,t), to = B(s',t') with s — ¢’ and t — ¢/,
4. t1 = A(t), to = B(t',t') with t — t.

Yet another way to think about — is that ¢; — 5 holds iff there exists a potentially infinite
derivation tree of t; — to built using the rules (1) — (4).

The rules (1) — (4) could also be interpreted inductively to yield the least fixpoint of F'. This
is the conventional interpretation, and it is indicated with single line in each rule separating
premises from the conclusion. A coinductive interpretation is indicated with double lines.
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It is instructive to note that the coinductive rules may also be interpreted as giving (ordinary)
rules for approximants at each successor ordinal stage o + 1.

(1) t—t at o 2) s—>sata t—tat o 3)
r—xata+l Alt) = At') at o+ 1 B(s,t) = B(s',t') at a + 1
t =t at a (4)
A(t) —» B(t',t') at a + 1

This follows directly from the way F' and the approximants are defined. We will often use this
observation implicitly.

Usually, the closure ordinal for the definition of a coinductive relation is w. In general,
however, it is not difficult to come up with a coinductive definition whose closure ordinal is
greater than w. For instance, consider the relation R C NU {oco} defined coinductively by the
following two rules.

R(n) neN dn € N.R(n)
R(n+1) R(o0)

We have R = (), R* = {m € N | m > n} U {oo} for n € N, R* = {00}, and only R**! = .
Thus the closure ordinal of this definition is w + 1. O

Definition 4.28. Let X be a first-order signature. The first-order language over the signature X
is defined in the standard way, except that we additionally allow free relational variables (but
not bound ones — quantification is only over individuals). We use the symbol = to denote
syntactic identity of terms and formulas.

A sentence is a formula without free variables (relational or individual). Given a -
structure A and a sentence ¢, we write A = ¢ if ¢ is true in A. If A is clear or irrelevant, we
sometimes simply say that ¢ holds.

Since we will usually work with a fixed structure A, to save on notation we often confuse
function and relation symbols in the language with corresponding functions and relations on A.
We will also often confuse a structure A with its carrier set. Moreover, we usually implicitly
assume that in the signature ¥ there is a corresponding constant (i.e. a nullary function symbol)
for every element of A.

If ¥ C Y and A is a X-structure, then a X/-expansion of A is a Y/ -structure A’ with the
same carrier set and the same interpretation of symbols from X as A.

We write ¢ = ¢(Z,X) = o(x1,...,7n, X1,...,X;n) for a formula with all free individual
variables among x1,...,x,, and all free relational variables among X1,..., X,,. We then write
o(t1, .. tn, R1,..., Rp) to denote ¢ with each z; substituted with the term ¢;, and each X;
substituted with the relation symbol R;.

A formula ¢ is in prenex normal form if ¢ = Vg, 3y, Ve, 3y, - . . Ve, 3y, ¥ where 9 is quantifier-
free. It is a standard result in elementary logic that any first order formula may be effectively
translated into an equivalent formula in prenex normal form. A formula ¢ is universal if it is
equivalent to a formula V,,V,, ...V, 1 with ¢ quantifier-free. A formula ¢ is standard if it is
equivalent to a conjunction of formulas of the form]

Yoy . Vo, (w(ml,...,mn,Xl,...,Xm)—>Xi1(t%,... YA AKX (Lt ))

s bng ik s bmy,
where 9 is quantifier-free.

The following simple but important theorem states the coinduction principle.

" he individual variables Z1,...,Tn may of course occur in the terms tZ.
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Theorem 4.29 (Coinduction principle). Let ¥ be a first-order signature, o(Xi,...,Xm) a
standard formula over 3, and A a X-structure. Let Ry,..., Ry, be coinductive relations on A,
with arities matching the arities of X1, ..., Xn. Suppose the coinductive step holds:

o for every ordinal o, if A |= (RS, ..., RS) then A = o(RY™, ... R,
Then A = o(RY, ..., RS) for every ordinal «. In particular, A = @(Ry,..., Rny).

Proof. By transfinite induction on a we show A = o(RY,...,R%). For a = 0 this follows
from the fact that ¢ is standard and each R? is a full relation, i.e., R? = A for some k > 0.
For a a successor ordinal this follows from the coinductive step. So assume « is a limit ordinal.
Since ¢ is a universal formula, it is equivalent to a formula Vg, ...V, 1 with ¢ quantifier-free
in disjunctive normal form. So ¥ =1 V...V ¢ with each disjunct v; a conjunction of literals.
We need to show that for all ay,...,a, € A we have A = v¢(ay,...,an, RY,...,RS).

Let ay,...,a, € A. Let 8 < . Then A | gp(Rf,...,RﬁL),SOA = w(al,...,an,Rf,...,an).
Hence A E 9j(aq, ... ,an,Rf7 ... ,R,/i) for some 1 < ¢ < k. Since the number & of disjuncts is
finite, there must be 1 <i < k with A = ¢;(aq, ..., ay, R?, e ,Rﬁ) for arbitrarily large 8 < «a,
i.e., for every v < a there is v < § < a with A = ¢;(aq,... ,an,Rf, e ,an).

Assume 9; = 01 A ... A0, with each 6; a literal. Thus A |= 0;(aq, ... ,an,Rf, . ,R,’;) for
arbitrarily large 8 < a, for j = 1,...,r. It suffices to show

A )ij(al,...,an, ?,...,an)

forevery 1 <j<r. Let 1 <j<r.

If0;(ar,...,an, X1,...,Xm) =60j(a1,...,ay), ie., 6; does not depend on the relational vari-
ables X1,..., X, then A |=0;(ay, ..., an, Ry, ..., RY,), because A = 60;(ay, ... ,an,R?, .. ,R,/i)
for some 8 < a, i.e., A = 0j(ar,...,a,).

Now assume 6;(ai,...,an, X1,...,Xp) = 2 X,(t1,...,t;). Then A = —|R£(t1,...,tq) for
some 8 < a. We have R = () B<a RZB, because « is a limit ordinal (recall the definition of the
final sequence in Definition B.T)). Hence A = Rg(t1,...,t,), and thus A | = RJ(t1,...,t,), i.e.,
A ):Hj(al,...,an,Rf‘,...,R%).

So finally assume 0;(a1,...,an, X1,...,Xm) = Xp(t1,...,t;). Then A = Rg(tl, .., tg) for
arbitrarily large § < . By Lemma B.2] if A | Rf,(tl, ..., tg) then A = R}(t1,...,t,) for all
v < B. Thus in fact A |= Rg(tl,...,tq) for all B < a, e, A = ﬂ6<aRg(t1,...,tq). Since
Ry =Ns<a Rf,, we have A = R7(t1,...,t;). Hence A = 0;(a1,...,an, RY, ..., Ry). O

Example 4.30. Let T be the set of coterms, and — the coinductive relation, from Example[£.27]
We show by coinduction that for arbitrary ¢t € T we have t — ¢. For the coinductive step, assume
the coinductive hypothesis (CH), i.e., that for 5 < «a: for all t € T' we have t — t at stage [.
Consider possible forms of t. If t = x € V, then t — ¢ at « + 1 by rule (1). If t = A(¢') then
t' — t' at a by the CH, so t = A(t') — A(t') =t at a« + 1 by rule (2). If t = B(t1,t2) then
t1 — t1 at « and ty — t9 at « by the CH, so t — t at o+ 1 by rule (3). Therefore, for all t € T
we have t — ¢ at a + 1, which shows the coinductive step.

The correctness of the above reasoning relies on Theorem The signature ¥ and the
structure A are left implicit. For every function and relation on T" that we use in the proof there
is a corresponding symbol in ¥. The structure A has the set T as its carrier, and the expected
interpretation of all symbols from ¥ (as the corresponding actual functions and relations on 7).

Usually, we do not get into so much detail when doing coinductive proofs. The ordinal
stages are also left implicit, unless they occur in the statement we ultimately want to show or
the argument that the stage increases is not completely trivial. Below we give the proof again
in a style which we adopt from now on.
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We show by coinduction that if t € T' then ¢t — ¢. If ¢ = x then this follows by rule (1). If
t = A(t') then ¢’ — t' by the CH, so t — t by rule (2). If t = B(t1,t2) then t; — t; and to — ¢y
by the CH, so t — ¢ by rule (3). O

When doing a proof by coinduction one must be careful to ensure that the implicit stages
actually do increase. The most common way to ensure this is to immediately provide the
conclusion of the coinductive hypothesis as a premise of some coinductive rule, since applying a
rule increases the stage. Note that R* C R? for 8 < «, by Lemma 3.2l This has the important
practical consequence that we do not have to worr to increase the stage by exactly one, as
it would at first sight seem necessary from the statement of Theorem We may increase
it by an arbitrary n > 0, and the proof is still correct. In particular, it is harmless to apply
rules repeatedly a positive number of times to a conclusion of the coinductive hypothesis, e.g., to
conclude R(z) (at «) by the CH, then to conclude R(s(x)) (at a+1) by some rule (r) with R(x)
(at ) as a premise, then conclude R(s(s(z))) (at o+ 2, so also at a + 1 by Lemma B.2]) by
rule (r) with R(s(x)) (at a4+ 1) as a premise, finishing the proof of the coinductive step.

In general, Lemma implies that we may always decrease the stage of a coinductive
relation. But to increase it we need to apply at least one rule.

Note that because we are usually just interested in showing properties of some coinductive
relations on certain sets, we have some freedom in choosing the signature X and the structure A
in Theorem 29 as well as the actual formula ¢ we want to prove. Hence the restriction
on ¢ in Theorem to standard formulas is less limiting than it might at first seem. For
instance, suppose p(X) = Va((Vyy(z,y)) — X(f(x))), i.e., X does not occur in ). We are
interested in showing A = ¢(R) for some structure A and a coinductive relation R. One
cannot apply Theorem directly to ¢ because of the negative occurence of the univeral
quantifier Yy (the prenex normal of ¢ has an existential quantifier). However, one may add a
new unary relation symbol r to the signature, interpreted in an expansion A’ of A by the relation
{a € A| A EVyy(a,y)}. Then A = p(R) iff A’ = Va(r(z) — R(f(z))). In practice, we thus
do not need to worry about negative (resp. positive) occurences of universal (resp. existential)
quantifiers which do not have any relational variables within their scope.

Example 4.31. On coterms from 7" (from Example[L.27]) we define the operation of substitution
by guarded corecursion.

ylt/z] = y ifz#y
x[t/x] = t
(A(s))[t/z] = A(st/=])
(B(s1,82))[t/z] = B(s1[t/z], s2[t/x])

We show by coinduction: if s — s and ¢t — ¢’ then s[t/x] — §'[t'/z], where — is the relation
from Example Formally, the statement we show is: for s,s’,t,t' € T, if s -+ s and t — t/
then s[t/z] — §'[t'/z] at . So we do not track the stages in the antecedent of the implication,
as this is not necessary for the proof to go through. It is somewhat arbitrary how to choose
the occurences of coinductive relations for which we track the stages. Generally, tracking stages
for negative occurences makes the proof harder, while tracking them for positive occurences
makes it easier. So we adopt the convention of tracking the stages only for positive occurences
of coinductive relations, and leave this choice implicit.

Let us proceed with the proof. The proof is by coinduction with case analysis on s — s'. If
s = =y with y # z, then s[t/z] =y = §'[t'/z]. If s = &' = x then s[t/z] =t =t/ = §[t'/z]

12 A5 long as we are showing a statement with only positive occurences of the coinductive relations for which
we (implicitly) track the stages.
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(at a4+ 1 — we implicitly use Lemma here). If s = A(s1), s = A(s)) and s — s/, then
s1t/z] — $y[t'/x] by the CH. Thus s[t/z] = A(si[t/x]) — A(s|[t'/z]) = §'[¢'/z] by rule (2).
If s = B(s1,82), s = B(s),s5) then the proof is analogous. If s = A(s1), s’ = B(s),s}) and
s1 — s}, then the proof is also similar. Indeed, by the CH we have s1[t/z] — s{[t'/z], so
slt/x] = A(s1[t/x]) — B(sy[t'/x], s|[t'/x]) = §'[t'/x] by rule (4). 0

Let us reiterate the convention introduced in the above example.

Important convention. Unless explicitly stated otherwise, we track the stages only for pos-
itive occurences of coinductive relations, i.e., we do not treat negative occurences as relational
variables in the formula we feed to Theorem For instance, let f: T — T, let R C T
be a coinductive relation, and suppose we want to show that for all € T such that R(z) we
have R(f(x)). Then by default we take (X)) = Vyer.R(x) — X (f(x)) to be the formula used
with Theorem [4.29] To override this convention one may mention the stages explicitly, e.g.: for
all z € T such that R(z) at stage a we have R(f(x)) at stage . Then the formula we take
is (X) = Veer.- X(z) = X(f(x)). In conclusion, by default we track the stages of all positive
occurences of coinductive relations, and only those negative occurences for which the stage is
explicitly mentioned.

Definition 4.32. Let ¥ be a many-sorted algebraic signature, as in Definition 14l Let 7 =
T (X). Define on T a binary relation = of bisimilarity by the coinductive rules

t1281 tn:Sn

f(tl,... ,tn) = f(Sl,... ,Sn)

for each f € Xy.

It is intuitively obvious that on coterms bisimilary is the same as identity. The following
easy theorem makes this precise.

Theorem 4.33. Fort,s € T we have: t = s iff t = s.

Proof. Recall that each coterm is formally a function from N* to ¥, U {L}.

Assume ¢ = s. It suffices to show by induction of the length of p € N* that ¢, = s), or
tjp = s)p = L, where by t, we denote the subterm of ¢ at position p. For p = € this is obvious.
Assume p = p'j. By the inductive hypothesis (IH), ¢,y = s}y or tjy = sy = L. If £y = sy
then ¢,y = f(to,...,tn) and s,y = f(s0,...,5,) for some f € ¥y with t; = s; for i =0,...,n. If
0 <j <nthenty, =t =s; = s, Otherwise, if j > n or if |,y = s,y = L, then {), =5, = L
by the definition of coterms.

For the other direction, we show by coinduction that for any t € 7 we have t =¢. If t € T
then t = f(t1,...,t,) for some f € ;. By the CH we obtain ¢; = ¢; for ¢ = 1,...,n. Hence
t =t by the rule for f. O

For coterms t,s € T, we shall theorefore use the notations ¢t = s and ¢t = s interchangeably,
employing Theorem [£.33] implicitly.

Example 4.34. Recall the coinductive definitions of zip and even from Section

even(z :y:t) x : even(t)
zip(x : t,s) = x:zip(s,t)

By coinduction we show
zip(even(t),even(tl(t))) =t
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for any stream t € A“.
Let t € AY. Thent=x:y: s for some z,y € A and s € AY. We have

zip(even(t),even(tl(t))) = =zip(even(z:y:s),even(y:s))
= zip(x : even(s),even(y : s))
= x:zip(even(y: s),even(s))
= z:y:s (by CH)
=t

In the equality marked with (by CH) we use the coinductive hypothesis, and implicitly a bisim-
ilarity rule from Definition [4.32l a

Theorem [£.29 gives a coinduction principle only for standard formulas. By the discussion just
above Example [£.31], this essentially means that we cannot do coinductive proofs for formulas
with some positive (resp. negative) occurences of existential (resp. universal) quantifiers which
have some relational variables in their scope. However, even this is not so much of a restriction
as it may seem, because any formula without free individual variables may be converted into
Skolem normal form.

Definition 4.35. Let ¢ = VY, 3y, ... Ve, 3y, ¥(21, .-, Zn, Y1, - -+ s Yny X1, ..., Xj) be a formula
over a signature 3, with ¢ quantifier-free. The Skolem normal form of ¢ is

SDS = \v/:vl .. -vmn¢(x1" e ’xnafl(xl)an(xlax2)?' e ’fn(xl" e ’xn),le- .. anJ)

where f1,..., f, are distinct new Skolem function symbols, i.e., f1,..., f, ¢ X. The signature
¥ =X U{f1,..., fn} is called a Skolem signature for ¢. Thus ¢ is a formula over ¥£°. The
definition of Skolem normal form extends in a natural way to arbitrary formulas without free
individual variables, by converting them into equivalent prenex normal form first. A Skolem
expansion A° of a Y-structure A wrt. ¢ is a Y°-expansion of A. The functions interpreting
Skolem function symbols in a Skolem expansion are called Skolem functions.

Let A be a ¥-structure, and ¢(X7,...,X,) a formula over . Let Ry, ..., R, be coinductive
relations on A with matching arities. It is obvious that if there exists a Skolem expansion A
of A with A% = p3(RY,..., RY) for all ordinals o, then A = p(R§, ..., RY) for all ordinals a.

The method for showing by coinduction a formula ¢(Ry,..., R,) with existential quantifiers
occuring positively is to first convert ¢ into Skolem normal form ¢° and find appropriate
Skolem functions, and then show using Theorem that ©°(Ry, ..., Ry,) is true in the Skolem
expansion. Usually, it is convenient to define the required Skolem functions by corecursion,
using methods from Section [£.11

Example 4.36. Let T be the set of coterms and — the binary relation from Example [4.27] We
show: for all s,t,t’ € T, if s — t and s — t' then there exists s’ € T with t — s’ and t/ — s’. So
we need to find a Skolem function f: 7T x T x T — T which will allow us to prove:

(%) if s >t and s =t/ then t — f(s,t,t') and ' — f(s,t, ).

The rules for — suggest a definition of f:

fle,z,x) =
f(A(s),A(t), (t/ = S,t,t/)
f(A(s), A(t), B(t',t s, t,t'), f(s,t,1))

T
A
= B
B
B

~ N~

)
), f
s, t, 1), f(s,t,1))
S’ t? t/)’ f(s? t’ t,))
B(f(817 t1, t/1)7 f(827 la, t/Z))
= some arbitrary coterm if none of the above matches

~— N N N N
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The definition is guarded, so f is well-defined.

We now proceed with a coinductive proof of (x). Assume s > tands —» . lf s=t=t ==z
then f(s,t,t') = x, and © — = by rule (1). If s = A(s1), t = A(t1) and ¢’ = A(t}) with
s1 — t1 and s; — t|, then by the CH t; — f(s1,t1,t)) and t] — f(s1,t1,t]). We have
f(s,t,t') = A(f(s1,t1,t])). Hence t = A(t1) — f(s,t,t') and t = A(t)) — f(s,t,t'), by
rule (2). If s = B(s1,$2), t = B(t1,t2) and ' = B(t],t}), with s — t1, s1 — ], s2 — t2 and
s9 — th, then by the CH we have t; — f(s1,t1,t}), t} — f(s1,t1,t]), ta — f(s2,t2,t5) and
t/z — f(SQ,tQ,tIQ). Hence t = B(tl,tz) — B(f(sl,tl,t/l),f(SQ,tQ,tIQ)) = f(S,t,tl) by rule (3)
Analogously, t' — f(s,t,t') by rule (3). Other cases are similar.

Usually, it is inconvenient to invent Skolem functions beforehand, because definitions of the
Skolem functions and the coinductive proof of the Skolem normal form are typically interdepen-
dent. Therefore, we adopt a style of doing a proof by coinduction of a formula p(Ry,..., Ry,)
in prenex normal form with existential quantifiers. We intertwine mutually corecursive defini-
tions'd of Skolem functions with a coinductive proof of the Skolem normal form ¢ (Ry, ..., Ry).
We pretend that the coinductive hypothesis is p(R{, ..., R ). Each element obtained from an
existential quantifier in the coinductive hypothesis is interpreted as a corecursive invocation
of the corresponding Skolem function. When later we exhibit an element to show an existen-
tial subformula of go(R?Jrl, ..., R, we interpret this as the definition of the corresponding
Skolem function in the case specified by the assumptions currently active in the proof. Note
that this exhibited element may (or may not) depend on some elements obtained from existen-
tial quantifiers in the coinductive hypothesis, i.e., the definition of the corresponding Skolem
function may involve corecursive invocations of Skolem functions.

To illustrate the style of doing coinductive proofs of formulas with existential quantifiers, we
redo the proof done above. For illustrative purposes, we indicate the arguments of the Skolem
function, i.e., we write s, ,, in place of f(s,t,t'). These subscripts s,t,t are normally omitted.

We show by coinduction that if s — ¢ and s — ' then there exists s’ € T with ¢ — s’ and

t" — s'. Assume s — t and s — t'. If s =t =t = x then take s, , = x._If s = A(s1),
t = A(ty) and t' = A(t}) with s; — ¢; and s; — t/, then by the CH we obtain] St " with
t1 — Slsl,n,t’l and t} — 5,817151,25’1' Hence t = A(ty) — A(5;17t17t,1) and t = A(t)) — A(5;17t17t3), by

rule (2). Thus we may take s , , = A(s]

sl,tl,tﬁ)' If s = B(s1,$2), t = B(t1,t2) and t' = B(t},t}),

3 / / 3 / /
with s — ¢1, s1 — t], s2 — t2 and sp — t;, then by the CH we obtain Sertrt] and Sotat]
3 / / / / / / —
with ¢; — Sey 11 S B2 = S and t5, — Sa ot Hence t = B(ty,t2) —

B(s' s ) by rule (3). Analogously, ¢’ — B(s’ s ) by rule (3). Thus we may

s1,t1,t) 7 T sa,ta,t] s1,t1,t] 7 “s2,ta,t],
take s{ ;= B(s’sl,tl,ta,s’%t%té). Other cases are similar.

It is clear that the above proof, when interpreted in the way outlined before, implicitly
defines the Skolem function f. Also, in each case a local prefix production function is implicitly
defined. From Corollary [£8]it follows that to justify the well-definedness of the implicit Skolem
function it suffices to bound a local prefix production function for each case separately. If the
definition is guarded in a given case, the well-definedness argument for this case is left implicit.
Otherwise, a justification is needed.

Note that for a coinductive proof to implicitly define a Skolem function, the elements exhib-
ited for existential statements must not depend on the (implicit) stage «. In other words, the

Skolem functions must be the same for all a. This is the reason why Theorem [£.29] does not

13Section ] directly deals only with corecursive definitions of single functions, but mutual corecursion may
be easily handled by considering an appropriate function on tuples of elements. See also Example and
Definition 4.461

“More precisely: by corecursively applying the Skolem function to si,t1,t; we obtain s'sl’tl’tll, and by the
!

N N . ! /
coinductive hypothesis we have t; — Ss1.t1.t) and t] — Seiitr b

39



generalize to arbitrary formulas in the first place. However, it is usually the case that there is
no dependency on «, and thus the justification of this is typically left implicit. But the necessity
of this requirement should be kept in mind. a

Example 4.37. We now give an example of an incorrect coinductive argument. Let — and T
be like in the previous example. Define —; inductively by the rules (1) — (4) from Example [4.27]
We show: if s — t and s — ¢’ then there exists s’ such that ¢ — s’ and ¢’ —; s’. By inspecting
the proof in the previous example one sees that it also works for the new statement. Simply,
we need to change — to —; in certain places. The proof is still correct — we just no longer need
to track stages for the occurences of — replaced by —;.

What is wrong with this argument? The modified coinductive step is indeed correct, but
the formula we show is no longer standard, so Theorem cannot be applied. Formally, we
now show ¢(—) for each ordinal a, where ¢(X) = Vs, t,t' € T3s' € T.(s > tAs = ') —
(X(t,s') ANt —; §') and —* is the approximant of — at stage a. In fact, p(—") is false —
e.g. if ¢ is infinite then there is no s’ such that ¢’ —; s'. O

We finish this section with a complex example of a proof of the diamond property of a
certain relation on infinitary e-A-terms.

Definition 4.38. The binary relation —; on infinitary e-A-terms A from Example[4.25lis defined
by the following coinductive rules.

s—=18 t— t @) s —1 8 ) s—=18 t—= t
7oz (V) st —q 't/ (Ax.s)t —1 e(s'[t' /x])

(4)

Az.s =1 A\zx.s'

t— t
e(t) —1 e(t)

(5)

Lemma 4.39. Fort € A we have t —1 t.

Proof. Coinduction. If t = x then t —1 t by rule (1). If t = t1t5 then t; —1 t1 and to — t2 by

the CH. Thus ¢ — ¢ by rule (2). Other cases are analogous. O
Lemma 4.40. If y ¢ FV(t) then s1[s2/y|[t/x] = s1]t/x][s2]t/x]/y].
Proof. By coinduction, implicitly using Theorem [£.33] If s; = y with x # y, then s1[so/y|[t/z] =
solt/x] = s1[t/z][s2[t/x]/y], because si[t/z] = y[t/z] = y. If 51 = z then sqi[sa/ylt/z] =
z[t/x] =t = si[t/z] = s1]t/x][s2]t/x]/y], because y ¢ FV(t). If s1 = ujug then w;[s2/y|[t/x] =
w;[t/x][s2[t/x]/y] by the CH. Hence
sifs2/yllt/z] = (uals2/y][t/=])(uzls2/y][t/])

= (wlt/z][s2[t/x]/y]) (ualt/x][sa[t/x]/y])

= s1t/x][s2]t/2]/y].
If 1 = Az.s) with 2 # 2,y then sh[s2/yl[t/x] = s[t/x][s2[t/x]/y] by the CH. Thus

silsa/yllt/x] = Az [t/x][s2[t/2]/y] = Az.si[t/2][so]t/ 7] /y] = s1lt/2][s2lt/]/y).

If 51 = €(s)) then the proof is analogous. O

Lemma 4.41. If s =1 s at a and t =1 t' at « then s[t/z] —1 §'[t'/z] at a.

15Recall that we assume bound variables to be distinct from the free ones.
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Proof. We proceed by coinduction. The coinductive hypothesis is: for all s,s',t,t' € A, z € V,
if s =1 s at @ and t —1 ¢’ at « then s[t/x] —; §'[t'/z] at a. The statement that we need to
show in the inductive step is: for all s,s",¢t,t' €e A, x € V,if s 51 s'at a+1land t —1 t' at a+1
then s[t/z] —1 §'[t'/z] at a + 1.

Soassume s —1 s’ at a+landt =t at a+1. i s = ¢ =z then s[t/z] =t —1 t/ = §'[t/ /z]
at a+ 1. If s = =y with x # y then s[t/z] =y = §'[t'/x], so s[t/x] =1 §'[t'/z] at a« + 1 by
Lemma[L39]l If s = s159 and s’ = s} s}, with s1 —1 §] at a and s9 —1 s} at «, then™ s1[t/z] —1
si[t'/z] at a and soft/x] —1 shlt'/z] at a by the CH. Thus s[t/x] = (s1[t/x])(s2[t/z]) —1
(sh[t'/x])(sh[t' /x]) = §'[t'/x] at a+ 1 by rule (2). If s = A\y.s1, s’ = A\y.s| and 51 —1 s at «,
then s1[t/x] —1 si[t'/z] at « by the CH. Thus s[t/x] = A\y.s1[t/z] —1 Ay.si[t'/z] = §'[t' /]
at o+ 1 by rule (3). If s = (A\y.s1)s2 and s’ = €(s)[s5/y]) with s —1 §| at @ and s9 —1 s}
at a, then s1[t/x] —1 s|[t'/x] at o and so[t/x] —1 sh[t'/x] at a by the CH. By Lemma 40 we
have s'[t'/z] = e(s1[s5/yl[t'/z]) = e(s1[t'/al[so]t’ /2] /y]). Thus s[t/x] = (Ay.s1[t/a])s2]t/z] —
e(si[t'/x][s5[t'/x]/y]) = §'[t' /x] at a+1 by rule (4). Finally, if s = €(s1), s’ = €(s}) and s1 —1 ]
at «, then s1[t/x] —1 s)[t'/z] at o by the CH. Thus s[t/z] = e(s1[t/z]) —1 e(s}[t' /x]) = [t/ z]
at o + 1 by rule (5). O

Proposition 4.42. If s —1 t and s —1 t' then there exists s' witht —1 s’ and t' —1 s'.

Proof. By coinduction. If s =t =t = x then take s = x. If s = 5159, t = t1t3 and t' =t}
with s; —1 t; and s; — t}, then by the CH we obtain s} and s}, with ¢; —; s, and ¢, —; .
Thus t1te —1 $)55 and t)th, —1 s| s, by rule (2), and we may take s’ = s/ sb.

If s = (Az.s1)s2, t = (Ax.ty)te and ¢ = e(t|[th/z]) with s; —1 t; and s; —1 t], then by
the CH we obtain s} and s, with ¢; —1 s} at « and t; —1 s, at «. We have t = (\x.t1)ta —
e(s}[sh/x]) at @+ 1 by rule (4). By Lemma 41l we have t}[t/x] —1 s)[sh/z] at a, so t' =
e(t[th/x]) —1 e(si[sh/x]) at a« + 1 by rule (5). Therefore take s’ = €(s][sh/x]). It remains to
justify the well-definedness of the implicit Skolem function in this case — note that its definition
is not guarded because we apply the substitution operation to results of corecursive invocations
(s],55). However, a local prefix production function for this case is {(n,m) = nsypst (1, m) +1 =
min(n,m) + 1 > min(n, m) and well-definednes follows.

Assume s = (Az.s1)s2, t = e(ti[ta/x]) and t' = €(t}[th/z]) with s; —1 t; and s; —1 t.
By the CH we obtain s},s5) with ¢; —1 s, at @ and t; —; s, at a. By Lemma [L.4]] we have
t1[ta/z] —1 sy[sh/x] at « and ¢ [th/x] =1 s|[sh/x] at a. Thus t = e(t1[ta/z]) —1 e(s)[sh/x])
at a+1and t = e(t)[th/x]) —1 e(s][sh/x]) at a+1, by rule (5). Therefore take s’ = e(s][sh/x]).
A local prefix production function for this case is {(n,m) = Nsypst (n,m) +1 = min(n,m) +1 >
min(n,m), which implies well-definedness.

Other cases are similar and left to the reader. O

Note that the two last cases considered in the proof above would not go through if rule (4)
was simply
S —1 st —1 t/
(Az.s)t —1 §'[t' /]

4.4 Nested induction and coinduction

It is often useful to mix coinduction with induction, or to nest coinductive definitions. For
instance, the definition from [26] 25] of infinitary reduction of arbitrary ordinal length in infini-
tary term rewriting systems uses mixed induction-coinduction. Some other examples may be

16Recall that t —1 ' at o+ 1 implies t —1 t' at a, by Lemma [321
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found in [20], 35, 13]. In this section we give a few example proofs and definitions which nest
induction and/or coinduction.

Example 4.43. Define the set T' coinductively:
T:.:=AT || BT
For X C T, we define the relation R(X) C T' coinductively.

te X t € R(X)
A€ R(X) BleRX)

For X C T, the relation S(X) C T is defined inductively.

t e S(X) te X
A€ S(X) BtesS(X)

Both R and S are monotone in X, i.e., X C Y implies R(X) C R(Y') and S(X) C S(Y). Hence,
the following definitions of @1, Q2 C T make sense.

te S(Q) te @
At € Q1 Bt e (1

L€ Q2 t € R(Q2)
At € Q9 Bt € Q9

Intuitively, t € ()1 means that ¢ contains infinitely many Bs, and t € ()2 means that ¢ contains
only finitely many As.

First, we show @1 C S(Q1). Let t € Q1. If t = At then t' € S(Q1), so At' € S(Qy). If
t = Bt' then t’ € @1, so Bt' € S(Q1).

Now we show that if t € Q5 then ¢t € Q1. The proof proceeds by induction on the length
of derivation of t € Q9. Let t € Qo. If t = At' then t' € Qo, so t' € Q1 by the inductive
hypothesis. Since Q1 C S(Q1) we have t = At' € Q. If t = At then t' € R(QY) where Q) is
the set of s € QY2 with shorter derivations than ¢t € QQ2. By nested coinduction we show that
if ' € R(Q)) then ¢’ € Q1. This actually follows from the inductive hypothesis (which implies
Q5 C @1), the monotonicity of R, and R(Q1) C @1, but we give a direct proof. If ¢ = At”
then t” € Q). So t” € Q1 by the inductive hypothesis. Thus t” € S(Q1) and ' = At” € @Q;. If
t' = Bt” then t” € R(Q)). By the coinductive hypothesis ¢’ € Q. Hence ¢ = Bt" € Q. O

Example 4.44. Let @1 and T be as in the previous example. Consider the following corecursive
definition of a function e : Q1 — T which erases all As:

e(At) = e(t)
e(Bt) = B(e(t))

Formally, to make the definition of e consistent with our theory we should also specify e(t) for
t € T\ Q1, but in this case we may simply take e(t) to be an arbitrary element of 7.
One shows by induction that a function e : Q1 — T satisfies the above equations if and only
if it satisfies
e(A... ABt) = B(e(t))

where A occurs a finite number of times (possibly 0). But this definition of e is guarded, so we
conclude that there exists a unique function e : ()1 — T satisfying the original equations. a
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Example 4.45. Define the set T' of coterms coinductively:
T::=AT) || B(T) || C(T) || D(T) || E(T)
We define the relations —; and —9 by mutual coinduction.

t—9 s t—1 s
t o1t Alt) 01 C(s)  B(t) - D(s)

t—9 s t—1 8 t—1 8
Clt) =1 C(s) D) =1 D(s)  E(t) =1 E(s)

t—1 8 t—9 S
t—ot A(t) —9 C(S) B(t) —9 E(S)

t—1 8 t—9 s t—9 s
C(t) =2 C(s)  D(t) =2 D(s)  E(t) =2 E(s)

Intuitively, the reduction —1 changes A to C, and B either to D or E, starting with D and
switching when encountering A or C'. For instance

B(B(A(B(C(B(B(1))))))) —1 D(D(C(E(C(D(D(t)))))))-
Formally, the above rules define in an obvious way a monotond'] function
F:PTxT)xP(TxT)—=PTxT)xP(TxT)

such that (—1,—2) is the greatest fixpoint of F. Setting F(X,Y) = (F1(X,Y), F5(X,Y)), by
the Beki¢ principle (see e.g. [8, Lemma 1.4.2]) we haved

—1 = I/X.Fl(X,VYFQ(X,Y))
—9 = VYFQ(I/XFl(X,Y),Y)

In other words, one may also think of —; as the greatest fixpoint of the monotone function
G:P(TxT)— P(T xT) defined by G(X) = Fi(X,H(X)) where H(X) = vY.F5(X,Y),
i.e., v(G is defined by the coinductive rules for —; but instead of the premises ¢ —9 s we use
(t,s) € H(—1), and H(X) is defined by the coinductive rules for —9 but with the premises
t —1 s replaced by (t,s) € X. Analogous considerations apply to the definition of —,.

We shall now give an example by showing by coinduction that if ¢ —; t; and ¢ —; to then
there is s with t; —; s and to —; s, for ¢ = 1,2. The proof is rather straightforward. If t = ¢
then we may take s = to. If t = A(Y'), t1 = C(¢}) and t — t1, then also to = C(t)), t' —2 t]
and t' —9 t,,. By the coinductive hypothesis we obtain s’ such that ¢} —2 s' and ¢, —9 s
Thus t; = C(t)) —1 C(¢') and to = C(t}) —1 C(s'), so we may take s = C'(s"). Other cases are
similar.

Formally, in the above proof we show the statement:

Vi, t1,to € T.3s1,89 € T. ((t 1t ANt — tg) = (tl —1 81 ANtg — 81))/\
((t —9 t1 AT —9 tg) = (tl —9 S9 Aty —9 82))

So, after skolemizing, we actually show

Vit ta €T, ((t =1t At —1te) = (B —1 fi(t, t2) A2 =1 fi(tr, t2)))A
((t =2ttt ANt =2 ta) = (L1 =2 fa(ty,t2) Ata =2 fo(ti,t2)))

1"We use the product ordering, i.e., pairs of sets are compared with C componentwise.
18For monotone f we use the notation vz.f(x) to denote the greatest fixpoint of f.
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for appropriate fi, fo : T x T — T. The mutually corecursive definitions of f; and fy follow
from the proof. Formally, we define a corecursive function f : T'x T — T x T such that
flt,s) = (fi(t,s), fa(t,s)) for t,s € T. The cartesian product T' x T may be treated as a
set of coterms 7, of a special sort p. Then the projections 7y and my are destructors with a
production function n4(n) = max(0,n—1). The pair-forming operator 7 : T'xT — 7, defined by
m(t,s) = (t,s), is then a constructor with a production function 7.(n,m) = min(n, m)+1. Thus
formally we have for instance f(C(t),C(s)) = (C(m2(f(t,5s))),C(m1(f(t,s)))). Hence, strictly
speaking, the definition of f is not guarded, but it is easily seen to be correct nonetheless. Indeed,
each clause of the definition of f has the form f(ci(t),ca(s)) = (c3(mi(f(t,s))), ca(mj(f(t,5)))),
where ¢y, ¢, c3, ¢4 are constructors and ,j € {1,2}, so the prefix production function is

n(n,m) =min(n — 1+ 1,m —1+1) + 1 > min(n,m)
The above example of mutually corecursive functions is generalized in the following.

Definition 4.46. We say that functions f1,..., f, : S — Q are defined by mutual corecursion
from hj : Sx Q™ — Qand g : S — S,and k] € {1,...,n},j=1,...,n,i=1,...,m;, if for
a function f: .S — Q" defined by corecursion from

)‘wy_i e y_;L(hl(xﬂTk} (y%)a s 77Tk;n1 (yln“))7 e 7hn(x777k}L(y711)7 s 77Tk;n” (y;nn)»

and gf we have
f) = {fi(z), .., fulz))

for x € S. We say that a definition by mutual corecursion is guarded if each h; is defined by
cases from some constructor-guarded functions.

It follows from our theory that a guarded mutually corecursive definition uniquely determines
the functions fi,..., fn. In coinductive proofs, if the Skolem functions are defined by guarded
mutual corecursion then their well-definedness justifications may be left implicit.
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A Extending final coalgebras to sized CPOs

In this section we relate our method from Section [A1] for defining corecursive functions to the
well-established method of finding unique morphisms into the final coalgebra of a functor. We
show a theorem which says that for every final coalgebra in the category of sets there exists a
“canonical” sized CPO. The proof of this theorem is an adaptation of the construction in [7,
Theorem 4]. First, we need some background on the coalgebraic approach to coinduction.

A.1 Coalgebraic foundations of coinduction

In this section we provide a brief overview of coalgebraic foundations of coinduction. Familiarity
with basic category theory is assumed, in particular with the notions of functor, final object,
cone and limit. We consider only functors in the category of sets. For an introduction to
category theory see e.g. [9]. For more background on the coalgebraic approach to coinduction
see e.g. [32] 36].

Definition A.1. A coalgebra of an endofunctor F' : Set — Set, or F'-coalgebra, is a pair
(A, f : A— FA)

where A is the carrier set of the coalgebra. A homomorphism of F-coalgebras (A, f) and (B, g)
is a morphism h : A — B such that Fho f = go h, i.e., the following diagram commutes:

A B
h

|

FA——FB
Fh

A final F-coalgebra is a final object in the category of F-coalgebras and F-homomorphisms.
The final sequence of an endofunctor F' : Set — Set is an ordinal-indexed sequence of sets
(Aq)o with morphisms (wg : Ag = A, )y<p uniquely defined by the conditions:

o Agp = F(Ap),
1

° wfi_l = F(wqﬁ,),
) wg = id,
o wl =uw)ow for 5 < <gB

) 5 O Wy A
e if 3 is a limit ordinal then the cone (w?, : Ag — A, )y<p is the limit of the cochain (A,)~<g,

ie., of the diagram ({A,},<g, (wg tAs = Ay)y<s<B)-

It follows by transfinite induction that the final sequence is indeed well-defined by the given
conditions. See e.g. [4I] for the (easy) proof.
The following two theorems were shown by Adamek and Koubek in [7].

Theorem A.2. Suppose the final sequence (Ay)a of F stabilizes at (, i.e., wngl s an isomor-

phism. Then (A, (wé+1)*1> is a final F-coalgebra.

Theorem A.3. If a set-functor has a final coalgebra, then its final sequence stabilizes.
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A.2 The theorem

The following theorem shows that for every final coalgebra in the category of sets there exists
a “canonical” sized CPO. Moreover, it is always, in principle, possible to define any morphism
into the final coalgebra as a unique fixpoint of an appropriate monotone function. This shows
that the method of defining corecursive functions as fixpoints of monotone functions, using an
underlying sized CPO, is fairly general. The construction in Theorem [A4] is an adaptation of
the construction in [7, Theorem 4].

Theorem A.4. Let (A,t) be the final coalgebra for a set-functor T. There exists a sized CPO
(A, (,s,cut) with Max(A) = A, such that for any set S and any function f : S — TS, the
unique morphism u : S — A from f into the final coalgebra (A,t) is the unique fizpoint of some
monotone function F : AS — A® satisfying

mins(F(g)(z)) > min s(g(a)) M)

for non-mazimal g € AS.

Proof. Let (An)a with (wj @ Aa — Ag)s<a be the final sequence of T. Since T has a final
coalgebra, by Theorem [A.3] the final sequence stabilizes at some ordinal . By Theorem [A.2]
we may assume without loss of generality that (A,t) = (A¢, (w <+1) 1) (otherwise we just need
to compose some morphisms below with the isomorphism between A and A¢). Without loss of
generality we may identify A with {{} x A (otherwise the definition of A below just needs to be
complicated slightly by taking the carrier set to be e.g. AU ({A} x II,<¢A,) and adjusting the
definition of C accordingly). If p is a pair, then by p; we denote the first and by p, the second
component of p. Take A = (,<cA,,C) with p C ¢ iff p; < ¢1 and wi}(g2) = po. It follows
from the definition of the final sequence of an endofunctor that C is a partial order.

We show that A is a CPO. The bottom of A is (0, L) where L is the sole element of Ay.
Let D C A be a directed set. First, we show that D is in fact a chain. Let p,q € D with
p1 < q1. Because D is directed there is r € D with p,q Cr,ie, p1 < q <71, wyl(ra) = g2 and
wy! (r2) = pa. Because wy! = wy; 0wy we have wg) (g2) = wg} (w;’} (r2)) = wy, (7”2) = po. Hence
p E q.

Let « be the least upper bound of D1 = {p; | p € D}. If there is p € D with p; = «, i.e.,
a € Dy is the largest element of D1, then p is the largest element of D, and thus the supremum.
Indeed, let ¢ € D. Since D is a chain, g E p or p C ¢q. If p C ¢ then g1 = «, because p1 = « is
the largest element of D;. But this implies ¢ = p, because w$ = id.

So assume a ¢ Dy. Then o must be a limit ordinal. So the cone C' = (w§ : A — Ag)g<a
is the limit of the cochain (Ag)s<q. Let AL, = A, U {a} where a ¢ A,. We define functions
f§ + Ay — Ap for B < a as follows: fs(z) = w§(z) if © # a, and fs(a) = wg(zg) for the
element 2% € D such that zlﬁ = > B is smallest in {7 € Dy | v > }. The element 2° is
uniquely defined, because distinct elements of A with the same first components are pairwise
incomparable, and D is a chain with elements with first components arbitrarily close to a,
and f < a. We show that (fg : A, — Ag) is a cone over the cochain (Ag)z<q, i.€., over the
diagram ({As}s<a, (wg t Ay = Ag)g<y<a). Let v > 5. We have wg(ffy(a)) = wgl(z2) where
y1 > v and z are such that fy(a) = w]'(23). Let 81 > B be such that fg(a) = wgl(zg)

Then 81 < 7, so zg C 2], because D is a chain. Thus wgi(z;) = ,226, S0 wgl(z2) = wg (zg)

Hence wj(fy(a)) = wj'(z9) = wﬁ "(25) = fs(a). For x € A, the condition fg(z) = wi(fy(2))
follows directly from definitions. Therefore (fg: Aj, — Ag)g<q is a cone, and since C is the
limit, there exists a unique u : A, — A, such that fg = wg owu for f < a. We show that
a = (o, u(a)) is the supremum of D. To prove that a is an upper bound, it suffices to show

q
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that if d € D then wj (u(a)) = da. But this holds because w§ (u(a)) = f4,(a) = da. So
suppose b is also an upper bound. Then so is (o, w’ (b2)), hence we may assume b; = . Define
u' Al = Ag by: u/(z) = u(z) if © # a, and v/ (a) = by. Since w§ (u/(a)) = dy for d € D,
we have fg(a) = wg(zg) = wg(ws‘(u’(a))) = w(u'(a)) for B < a, where v = 21 This implies
fa= w3 o u' for f < . Thus v’ = u, because u : A, — A, is unique such that fz = wg ou for
8 < a. Hence b = a. So a is the supremum of D. Therefore, A is a CPO.

It is clear that Max(A) = A(= {¢} x A). The size function s : A — On(({) is defined
by s(z) = x1 for x € A. It is obviously surjective. That s is continuous follows from the
construction of supremums we have given in the previous paragraph. Of course, s(z) = ( iff
x € A is maximal. The cut-function cut : On(¢) x A — A is defined by:

o cut(a,z) = (o, wk (z9)) if 1 > a

e cut(a,x) = x otherwise.
It follows from definitions that cut is monotone in both arguments. Therefore, (A, (, s, cut) is
a sized CPO with Max(A) = A. To save on notation, from now on we confuse z € A with zo,
using s(z) to denote the first component.

Let S be a set and let f: S — TS. Suppose u : S — A is the unique morphism from f into

the final coalgebra (A,t). For g : S — A define m(g) = mingeg s(g(z)), and define g* : S — A
by g*(z) = ws(?g()))(g(x)) for x € A. Note that g* : S — Ay, s0 Tg* : T'S — Ay (g)41, and if
m(g) = ¢ then g* = g. Let F': A — A’ be defined by

_ Tg*o f if m(g) < ¢
Flg) = { tloTgo f otherwise

for g € A®. For non-maximal g € A® we have m(g) < ¢, and thus

min F(g)(x) = min Tg*(f(x)) =m(g) +1>m(g) = rg{leig(S(g(w)))

so () is satisfied. We show that I is monotone. So let g,h € A® with g C h, i.e., g(x) C h(x)
for all z € S. Then m(g) < m(h). We may assume m(g) < ¢, because if m(g) = m(h) = ¢ then
g = h. We have ¢g*(z) C h*(z) for all z € S. Indeed, for x € S we have g(z) = w‘;gg((;))))(h(x))
and thus

m(h)
m(g)

m(h)
m(g)

m(h)+1

oTh*. We have Tw m(g)+1”

So g* = wm(h) o h*, and hence T¢g* = Tw =w S0
m(g)

F(g9)=Tg" o f =Tw Eg))oTh of=w Eg;jl oTh*o f.
If m(h) < ¢ then this implies F'(g) = wmgh)) o F(h), so F(g) € F(h). If m(h) = ¢ then
F(g) = wfnt;)“ oThof = wfn(g)H ow< YoTho f = wfn(g)_H o F(h) because t~1 = EJF . So
then also F'(g) C F'(h). Therefore F' is monotone.
It remains to show that u is the unique fixpoint of F'. Let v be a fixpoint of F'. By (II) we
must have v € A%, Then F(v) =t 'oTwvof,sot 'oTvo f =v. This implies Tvo f = towv, so v
is a morphism from the coalgebra (S, f) into the final coalgebra (A,t). Therefore v = u. O
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