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Abstract understood as functions (possibly with branching or sideces)

Healthinesss a good old question in program logics that dates backhat carry input states/values to output ones.

to Dijkstra. It asks for an intrinsic characterization obsle predi-
cate transformers which arise as the (backward) interjwataf a
certain class of programs. There are several results knownrealth-
iness conditions: for deterministic programs, nondeteistic ones,
probabilistic ones, etc. Building upon our previous works so-

Predicate Transformer Semantics and Quantum Mechanics The
topic of weakest precondition and predicate transformarasgics
is classic in computer science, in decades of foundatiamhbpaac-
tical studies. Recently, fresh light has been shed on #trictural

: . o . aspects: the same kind of interplay betwegnamicsandobserva-
calledstate-and-effect trianglesve contribute a unified categorical tions for quantum mechanicand quantum logicappears in predi-

framework for investigating healthiness conditions. Tresnework cate transformer semantics, as noted by one of the curréTdrau—

is based on @ual adjunctioninduced by a dualizing object and on to AR . .
. adjun ! gether with his colleagues [17) 19| 20]. This enabled tteesingle
our notion ofrelative Eilenberg-Moore algebrarhe latter notion out a simple categorical scheme—caltatte-and-effect triangles

Seems interesting in its own right in the context of monadsytere that is shared by program semantics and quantum mechanics.
theories and enriched categories. On the program semantics side, the scheme of state-arat-effe

Categories and Subject Descriptors  F.3.2 [Semantics of Program- triangles allows the informal “duality” between state amddicate

mina Lanauaads Algebraic Approaches to Semantics transformer semantics to be formalized as a categoricditylua-
9 guagdsAlg PP terestingly, the quantum counterpart of this duality is ¢dme be-
Keywords program logic, category theory, duality tween theSchrodingelandHeisenbergictures of quantum mechan-

ics. In this sense the idea of weakest precondition datdshtifore
ducti Dijkstra, and before the notion of program.
1. Introduction State-and-effect triangles will be elaborated on in Sed8dl;
Predicate Transformer Semantics of Computation Program log-  we note at this stage that the term “effect” in the name refiers
ics are formal systems for reasoning about programs. They come ia notion in quantum mechanics and should be reagredicate
different styles: in thé&loyd-Hoare logic]14] one derives triples of in the programming context. In particular, it has little to dith
a precondition, a program and a postconditidynamic logicg1] computational effect
are logics that have programs as modal operators; typedtiepre- ) ) ) B
sentations would have predicategdjnemen(or depender)ttypes !n Search of H ealthiness The.questlon ohealthiness Copdltlons
allowing smooth extension to higher-order programs; andypao- IS One that is as old as the idea of weakest preconditibn {7]:
gram verification tools for imperative programs have prowsaep- asl§s for an intrinsic characterlgatlon of thpse predloaneslformers
resented asontrol flow graphswhere predicates are labels to the Which arise as the (backward) interpretation of progranme tasic
edges. Whatever presentation style is taken, the basicfigéan- healthiness result is fonondeterministicorograms. The result is
derlies these variations of program logics is thatvefaikest precon-  stated, in elementary terms, as follows.
dition, dating back to Dijkstral[7]. It asksn order to guarantee a
given postcondition after the execution of a given prograrhat
precondition does it suffice to assume, before the exe&ution
Through weakest preconditions a program gives rise(tmaak-
ward) predicate transformethat carries a given postcondition to
the corresponding weakest precondition. This way of imtipg wpe(R): 2V — 2% defined by

programs—sometimes callesiomatics semantid84]—is in con- _ _
trast to(forward) state transformer semantieghere programs are wpo (B)(f)(@) =1 eV (@hy A fly)=1),
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Theorem 1.1(healthiness under the “may”-nondeterminism}.
Let R C X x Y be a binary relation; it is thought of as a
nondeterministic computation frodd to Y. This R induces a
predicate transformery(p for “weakest precondition”)

for eachf: Y — 2 (thought of as gredicateand more specifi-
cally as apostconditiop and eachr € X.
2. (Healthiness) Lep: 2 — 2% be a function. The following are

equivalent.

(a) The functionp arises in the way prescribed above. That is,
there existsR C X x Y such thatp = wp, (R).

(b) The magp isjoin-preservingwhere2” and2* are equipped
with (the pointwise extensions of) the ordex 1 in 2.

Here we interpred € 2 as false and € 2 as true, a convention we
[Copyright notice will appear here once 'preprint’ opticnrémoved.] adopt throughout the paper.
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There are many different instances of healthiness re$idtex-
ample, the works [21, 27] studyrobabilisticcomputations in place
of nondeterministic ones; the (alternating) combinatibnandeter-
ministic and probabilistic branching is studiedlinl[31]ddbijkstra’s
original work [7] deals with the (alternating) combinatiofnonde-
terminism and divergence. In fact it is implicit in our notat wp
that there is a possible “must” variant of Theolfen 1.1. Ia thiriant,
another predicate transformep is defined by

wpo (R)(f)(z) =1 M

requiring that every possible poststate must satisfy tisécpadition
f. The corresponding healthiness result has it that the tiegul
predicate transformers are characterizednget-preservatian

— VyeY.(zRy = f(y)=1),

The goal of the current work is to identify a structural and

categorical principle behind healthiness, and hence teigeoa
common ground for the existing body of healthiness resalsn
providing a methodology that possibly aids finding new ressul

Related and Future Work We believe the current results allow
rather straightforward generalization (from ordina@yt-based cat-
egory theory) to enriched category thedry [25]. For exarrtple use
of the | X |-fold productQ™ can be replaced by thetensor X, Q.
Doing so, and identification of this generalization’s releve in pro-
gram logics, is left as future work.

The current theoretical developments are heavily influérine
Lawvere theorigsanother categorical formalization of algebraic
structures that is (if finitary) equivalent to monads. Intjgatar, our
notion of relative algebra is aimed to be a (partial) answethe
oft-heard questionA Lawvere theory can be interpreted in different
categories. Why not a monad¥e intend to establish formal rela-
tionships in future work, possibly in an enriched settingefie the
line of works on enriched Lawvere theories will be relevt,[28].
The first observation in this direction is that: a moriidn Set
gives rise to a (possibly large) “Lawvere theovgl(7")°"; and then
its “algebra” in a categorD (with enough products) is a product-

As a concrete instance of this goal, we wish to answer whyPréserving functok(7)°" — D.

join-preservation should characterize “may”-nondeteistic pred-

icate transformersvp,, in Theoren{L1L. A first observation would
be that the powerset mondad—that occurs in the alternative de-

scriptionR: X — PY of a binary relationR—has complete join-
semilattices as its Eilenberg-Moore algebras. This altwelsl not

be enough though—the framework needs to account for differe

modalities, such aé (“may”) vs. O (“must”) for nondeterminism.
(In fact it turns out that this “first observation” is merelycainci-
dence. See Sectign 2.1 later.)

Our Contributions We shall answer to the above question of “cat-

egorical healthiness condition” by unifying two constiaos—or
recipes—of state-and-effect triangles.

e One recipel[12,13] is called thmodalityone, whose modeling
of situations like in Theoreri 1.1 is centered around theomoti

of monad Firstly, the relevant class of computations (nondeter-

ministic, diverging, probabilistic, etc.) is determinegdmonad
T, and a computation is then a function of the tyfe— 7Y
Secondly, the se® of truth values (such a2 in Theoren{_LIL)

carries dl-algebrar: TQ — Q; it represents a modality such

as¢ and.
The other recipé [18] is referred to as itheal adjunctionone. It

takes a dual adjunctior:Y/&IjDOp as an ingredient; and uses

two comparison functors-from a Kleisli category and to an
Eilenberg-Moore category—to form a state-and-effecigie,

additionally exploitingD’s completeness assumption. One no-

table feature is that the resulting state-and-effect gfias au-
tomatically “healthy”—this is because comparison funstare
full and faithful.

What is definitely lacking in the current work (and in our pre-
vious work [18[18]) is syntax for programs/computations @no-
gram logics. In this direction the work|[9] presents a gemseit of
inference rules—that is sound and relatively complete-afcertain
class of monadic computations.

We are grateful to a referee who brought our attention to re-
cent [15]. Motivated by the modal logic question of equivales be-
tween Kripke frames and modal algebras—possibly equippéd w
suitable topological structures—they are led to a fram&what is
close to ours. Their aim is a dual equivalence between alkéeis
egory K¢(T') and a category of algebrd®, and our goal of health-
iness (i.e. a full and faithful functokC¢(7") — D°P) comes short
of such only by failure of iso-denseness. Some notablerdifiees
are as follows. Firstly, in[15] principal examples of a mdri& is
for nondeterminism, so that a Kleisli arrow is a relation,endas
we have probability and alternation as other leading exama@ec-
ondly, in place of relative algebra (that is our novelty)[[i8] they
use the notion of algebra that is syntactically presentéd epera-
tions. Unifying the results as well as the motivations of tive pa-
pers is an exciting direction of future research. See alsndRdZ.2.

Another closely related work [23] studies healthiness fram
domain-theoretic point of view. While it is based on syntagire-
sentations of algebras (differently from our monadic pnéstons),
notable similarity is found in its emphasis on continuatinonads.
Its domain-theoretic setting—every construcD€ po-enriched—
will be relevant when we wish to accommodate recursion incowr
rent results, too.

Organization of the Paper We exhibited our leading example in
Theoren L. In Sectidnl 2 we describe its proof—in a categbri

Combining the two recipes we take advantages of both: the fol@nguage—and this will motivate our general framework eAfie-

mer provides a concrete presentation of predicate tramsfarby a
modality; and the latter establishes healthiness. We dstraia that
many known healthiness results are instances of this framew
The key to combining the two recipes is to interpret a mohad
on Set in a categoryD that is other thar8et. For this purpose—
assuming that the dual adjunction in the second recipe engiith
a dualizing object—we introduce the notionfrelative T-algebra
and develop its basic theory. Notably the structure map @f-a
relative T-algebra is given by anonad magdrom T to a suitable
continuation-like monad (that arises from the aforememibdual
adjunction). This notion seems to be more than a tiny sidehpst
of the current venture: we expect it to play an important oléhe

calling the scheme of state-and-effect triangles in Se@idn Sec-
tion[4 we unify two known recipes for them to present a el
ative algebrarecipe. The basic theory of relative algebras is devel-
oped there, too. Sectidd 5 is devoted to probabilistic imsa of
our framework. Finally in Sectiof] 6 we further extend the eyén
framework to accommodatternatingbranching that involve two
players typically with conflicting interests.

Some missing proofs are found in the appendix.

Preliminaries and Notations We assume familiarity with basic
category theory, from references likel[2, 29]. We list somiegories

categorical model theorfsee e.gl]1, 28, B0]) where the equivalence that we will use, mostly for fixing notations: the categ8yt of sets

between (finitary) monads améwvere theoriess fundamental. See
below for further discussions.

and functions; the categoiyel of sets and binary relations; and the
categorie<CLy, andCL » of complete join- and meet-semilattices,
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and join- and meet-preserving maps between them, respifiv
Given a monadr’, its Eilenberg-Mooreand Kleisli categories are
denoted byéM (T") and K¢(T'), respectively. Their definitions are
found e.qg. in[[2l29].

Let S, T be monads or. The standard notion ahonad map
from S to T is defined by a natural transformation S — T that is
compatible with the monad structures. For its explicit iezuents
see Appendik AL

We shall be using various “hom-like” entities such as hosiset
exponentials, cotensors and so on; they are denoted(AyY),
yX, [X, Y], etc. For those entities we abuse the notatihand f.
and use them uniformly for therecompositiorandpostcomposition
morphisms, such as:

ff=()of:2¥ — 2% and fi=fo

for f: X — Y. Another generic notation we will use for those
hom-like entities ig—)* for correspondences like

fiB—AY x5 AR

An example of such is via the universality of products:

=fo(-): X% —Y?Z,

f: B — AX in a categoryD with arbitrary products
ft: X — D(B, A) in Set
where4, B € D, X € Set andA™~ is the| X|-fold product of A.

Lemma 2.1. The monad?2'~), 2]y, is isomorphic to the power-
set monadP, with an isomorphisne: P = [2(*),2]\/ given by
O

ox(8) = M- Vyes f(@).

The isomorphism in Lemnfa 2.1 put us in the following situatio

Ke(o) _ K
Ke(P) — Ke([2¢ >,2]v) ————— (CLy)°?
Set
Herek (o) is the functor induced by the isomorphisnin Lemmd2.1;
and K is thecomparison functofrom the Kleisli adjunction as the
“initial” factorization of a monad. See e.¢! [2,29].

The second key observation is that the top compositeo
Kt(o)—its action on arrows, precisely—coincides with the predi-
cate transformetwp,, in TheorenIll. Indeed, identifying a binary
relation R C X x Y with a functionX — PY and hence with
a morphismX — Y in K/(P), the action ofK o K¢(o) can be

concretely described as follows. The arrows on the secomddie
allin Set.

©)

Ke(o)

KO(P) ———— K£([207),2]\)) ———— (CLy)°P

X oyoR 9X K(oyoR) ZY)

X & Py)— ( [2Y,2)y) — (

We shall use a somewhat unconventional notation of writingJnfolding the construction of the comparison funcfy the func-

X, for an (Eilenberg-Moore)'-algebraxz: TX — X. In our
arguments the monad' is mostly obvious from the context, and
this notional convention turns out to be succinct and infatime.

2. Leading Example: Nondeterministic

Computation and Join- (or Meet-) Preservation

In this section, as a leading example, we revisit the wetivikm
healthiness result in Theordm 1.1 together with its “mustiiant.
We shall prove the results in an abstract categorical lagegyyzaving
the way to the general and axiomatic modeling in Secflon 3.

2.1 “May"-Nondeterminism

In Section[1, regarding Theoreim IL.1, we noted the coinciglenc

between the healthiness condition (join-preservatiod)&itenberg-

Moore P-algebras (complete join-semilattices). This turns olteo

a deceptive coincidence—the essence lies ratherfattarization

of the powerset mona® by a dual adjunction, as we shall describe.
We have a dual adjunction betweBet and the categorfCLy,

of complete join-semilattices and join-preserving maps.

2(=)
s
Set{\L—/(CL\/)Op
[—2ly

)

Itis given by adualizing objec®, in the “homming-in” manner:
2(7): Set — (CLy)*; X +— 2% |
[—,2]y: (CLy)®® — Set; L+— [L,2]y ;
here2 is the posef0 < 1}, the poseR” is the|X|-fold product
of 2, and[L, 2]y, = CLy/(L, 2) is the set of join-preserving maps.
This adjunction yields a monal — [2%, 2]y, on Set; the unity
of the monad2'~’, 2]y, is defined bynx (z) = Af. f(z) and the

multiplication ux is ux (2) = Af. 2(AE. &())).
The following is the first key observation.

1Here acomplete join-semilatticis a poset with arbitrary joiny . It is well-
known that in this case arbitrary megtsexist, too; we say “join-" to indicate
the notion of homomorphism we are interested in.

tion K(oy o R): 2¥ — 2% in the end is presented as follows.
Givenf:Y — 2,

K(ov o R)(f) = Av. oy o R)(@)(f) = Ae.\/ {J(v) | = Ry} .

This is nothing but the predicatep, (R)(f): X — 2 as defined in
TheoreniLIl. Thus we have established

(K o K(0))x,y = (Wpg)x,v: KE(P)(X,Y) — CLy(2",2%)

for eachX andY.

The last key observation is that a comparison functor is full
and faithful in general. The actiof' o K/(c))x,y is therefore
bijective; hence so iéwp, ) x,y. This proves Theorem1.1.

In the arguments above the key observations have beenitaj-fac
ization of a monad via dual adjunction(Lemmg2.1); 2) anonad
mapo giving rise to a predicate transformep, = K o Ki(o);
and 3) the role of @omparison functork—in particular that its
fullness entails healthiness. Our general framework veltentered
around these three notions (dual adjunction, monad map @md c
parison), with our notion ofelative algebrabonding them together.

Remark 2.2. In the above (and in Theorem 1.1) we established
a full and faithful functoriC¢(P) — (CLy,)°P. Cutting down its
codomain, together with a well-known isomorphism betwié(P)
and the categorRel of sets and relations, gives us a dual equiv-
alenceRel ~ (CABA,/)°". Here CABA,, is the category of
complete atomic Boolean algebras and join-preserving nieps
tween them. The last dual equivalence is a well-known ongdo
e.g. in [10, Section 11.9] and [22].

Our principal interest in this paper—motivated by healdsinin
program logics—is in a full and faithful functor. A dual egalience,
in contrast, is pursued typically in the context of modaléggpecif-
ically for correspondences between modal algebras antiomdd
frames); see e.gl_[1L5]. The relevance of such equivalemcesor
gram logics would lie in identification of (not only prograrbat)
appropriatestate spacethat realize desired predicate transformers.
Further investigation is future work.

Remark 2.3. For a join-semilatticd. there is a poset isomorphism
L°? = [L,2]y,. This isomorphismL°® = [L, 2]y, however tends
to oversimplify arguments, often leading to errors in oysenence.
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For a similar reason we explicitly write the isomorphisirin the
situation [(3).

2.2 “Must”-Nondeterminism

We noted after Theorein 1.1 that a “must’-predicate transéor
wpg can be conceived for nondeterministic computations, lessid
the “may” onewp,,. See[(l). We shall briefly describe how this
variant is supported by the same line of arguments as inG&2il.

The only difference from Sectidn 2.1 is that we replace tha du
adjunction[[2) with

o(—)
— o
Set‘J\J;/(CLA) P
[(—:2]p

(4)

that is given, as before, B ~): Set — (CL,)°"; X ~ 2%, and
[—,2]p: (CLA)®® — Set; L — [L,2]5. The new adjunctiori{4)
factorizes the powerset mon@] as shown much like Lemnia2.1.
Lemma 2.4. A natural transformatioro’: P — [2(7), 2], given
by o'y (S) = Af. A es f(x) is an isomorphism of monads. O
Now we are in a situation that is analogous[b (3); in parécul
it gives us a compositiel(P) <+ K6([207),2]5) —— (CLA),
whereK' is a suitable comparison functor (that is full and faithful)
Working out the concrete definitions we easily observe that

(K'oo')xy = (wpg)xy = AR A Az A{f(y) |z Ry}
: KO(P)(X,Y) — CLA(27,2%) .
This leads to the following analogue to Theorlen 1.1.

Theorem 2.5(healthiness under the “must”-nondeterminisnet
@: 2¥ — 2% be afunction. The following are equivalent.

1. There exist® C X x Y such thatp = wpy(R). Herewpp is
from ().

2. The mapp is meet-preserving. |

3. State-and-Effect Triangles

We continue Sectidnl 2 and present a general and categoaocad{
work for establishing (possibly partial) healthiness tessWe shall
first recall the scheme state-and-effect triangldd7-£19], and two
of its “recipes” [18[ 18] which are relevant here.

3.1 State-and-Effect Triangles

State-and-Effect Triangles, in Quantum Logic and Program Logic
In the previous work[[17=19] situations callsthte-and-effect tri-

angleshave been found to be fundamental in various examples of

predicate transformers. More specifically, the triangstdreme dic-
tates howcomputationsforward state-transformer semantiesd
backward predicate-transformer semanta® organized, in terms
of categories, functors and a dual adjunction.

predicate

op
transformers T
(or “effects”)

predicate transform’} . '’ state transformer
semantics ( computations) semantics

state
transformers
(or “states”) (5)

The name “state-and-effect triangle” comes from the opmrat
study of quantum logics; here the term “state” refers tetae
of a quantum system—possiblyraixed state, i.e. a probabilistic
ensemble) _, _; ci|pi)(y:| over pure states—and the term “effect”
refers to the notion in quantum theory, i.e. a convex-lineep
from (quantum) states to the values in the intef@all]. The dual
adjunction at the top of{5), in such quantum settings, &S the

duality between the so-callegtchrodingerand Heisenbergpictures
of quantum mechanics.

In our current context of program semantics and prograntygi
the term “state” in the state-and-effect triangles is motaitively
understood asuperposed stateand the term “effect” is understood
as predicates See [[(b). We emphasize, in particular, that the term
“effect” in the state-and-effect triangles refers to theuoum no-
tion and has nothing to do wittomputational effects functional
programs.

Itis interesting that the same categorical scheme undeglian-
tum logics and program logics. This is essentially becausgshare
the combination ofogic and dynamics For example, in quantum
mechanics predicates (or “effects”) have a distinctivabgrational
flavor—measurements cause projection of quantum states.

An Example Letus exhibitan example. Itis based on the construc-
tions in Sectiof 2]1, although the triangle itself was nqtliei.

R
T EM(P)

S o

wpo T KU(P) K

with wp, = LK. (6)

The fact thatwp,, is acontravariantfunctor means that the (pred-
icate transformer) semantics expressed by it isaakward one.
The comparison functak from the Kleisli categoryCl(P) to the
Eilenberg-Moore categorgM (P) acts concretely as folloviks:

(X Lyinkep)) , ie.
(PX EL Py, (WCX)—U{f(z)|zecU}) .

The intuition is thatV € PX is a “superposed state” that indicates
which states are possibly the current state. The triahlstiffulates
thatwp,, factors throughi’. Finally, thehealthinesgondition—that
the image ofwp,, is characterized by join-preservation—translates
to the statement that the functep,, in (8) isfull.

Instances of state-and-effect triangles abound, from tguan
mechanics to computations with various notions of brargch8ee
e.g. [18[10]; later in this paper there will be further exe@sptoo.

(X L PY in Set)

K
—

3.2 TheDual Adjunction Recipe
One “recipe” for state-and-effect triangles is introduaefL]; we
refer to it as thelual adjunction recipelt works as follows.
e One starts with a monad on a category’, and its “factoriza-
tion”

F

—,
T=GF CC\L—/DOP .
G

We assume that the adjunction is contravariant, for the séke
argument.

U]

e As is well-known (see e.gll[2.129]), there arise two comaris
functors K and R, induced by the “universality” of the Kleisli
and Eilenberg-Moore constructions respectively, as helow

R
- == =

Ke(T)

per EM(T)
SN

2The comparison functoK : K¢(P) — EM(P) here is different from the
oneK: Kf(P) — (CLy)°P in SectionZ1L, although they arise from the
same “universality” offC¢(P). Using the same notatio&k’ will not cause
confusion.

®)
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¢ We organize the three categories on the top in the previais di  The functorP™ is the backward predicate transformer semantics
gram [8) as a triangle. This gives rise to the following ditwua induced by the modality. It sends a state spadéto the sef)* of
predicates oveK'; and a computatiorf: X — T'Y is sent to to the

DP ————— eM(T) (backward) predicate transform@f f: Q¥ — QX . The definition
"K\ Ke(T) %‘ of P” f requires al-algebra structure of; it determines how to

interpretT-effects, and hence is called a modality.

e A left adjoint to R will complete a state-and-effect triangle. Example 3.3. Consider the se?2 = {0, 1} of the Boolean truth
For its existence we assume suitable equalizer®ithence values; as a convention we identifyas “true.” There are twd-
coequalizers ifD°") and use a variant of Beck's monadicity algebra structures over
theorem.

TD:/\ P22 and 7o =\/:P2>2,

where inf and sup refer to the ordeéx 1. The former is the “must”
modality, whereas the latter is the “may” one.

A formal statement is as follows.

Theorem 3.1(the dual adjunction recipé, [18, Theorem.13ssume
an adjunction [[¥) and a monad® = GF. Assume further that
the categoryD has equalizers of reflexive pairs. Then we have a A modality 7: TQ) —  gives rise to an instance of the state-

situation and-effect triangle.
[ Theorem 3.4(the modality recipe/[12, 13])Let: TQ — Q be
DT T TEMD) an Eilenberg-Moore algebra. It gives rise to the followiriyation,
\ L with P” factorized af” = [—, Q- |r o K.
K Ke(T) RoK .
ol
whereLRK = K. MoreoverK is full and faithful. Set T 1 aM(T) ©)
Proof. The constructions have already been sketched in the above; ’Hﬁ\[amh/
see [18] for details. That the comparison functsris full and Ky — K
faithful is standard; see e.@! [2]29]. O

HereP” is from Definitiod 3.2, ands is the comparison functor. The

) ) o _ _dual adjunction on the top is induced by the dualizing objeefl
Note that the dual adjunction recipe in Theorem 3.1 aUtomat'Specifically, the functof—, 2,7 = EM(T)(—, Q,) is the homset

cally derives healthiness (th&f is full and faithful). This recipe, functor; and2X for a setX is the X-fold product of the-algebra
though powerful, is also restrictive: it obviously cannet ised to ’ 5 . .

derive a non-full predicate transformer semantics. Funtioee, the {2 The latter is explicitly given by the transpose of
example in[(B) cannot be directly derived using the dual ractjon id? X Tox o X ™ X
recipe: to do so we would need a slight generalization of ¢egoe X = Set(27, Q) Set (T(Q )’TQ) = Set (T(Q ): Q)
that accommodates a natural isomorphigin® G'F—in place of  \hereid? is the transpose of the identiiy: 2% — O~ andTp,x
the equalityl’ = GF—in the factorization[{[7). Our generalized, s the action ofl” on homsets. I
“combined” recipe later in Sectidd 4 will address theseassu

3.3 TheModality Recipe 4. The “Relative Algebra” Recipe for

Here we review the other previous recipe that we will be based State-and-Effect Triangles

it is derived from the framework ahonadic predicate transformers We unify the two recipesdual adjunctionand modality) to render
from [12,[13] It is centered around the notion fodality—given  a general one. Itis called thelative algebra recipebecause of the
as an Eilenberg-Mooré-algebrar: TQ — € over the domairn? role played by our notion aklative Eilenberg-Moore algebra

of truth values—and interprets functions of the tyfe— 7Y, that

is, T-branching computations 4.1 Relative Eilenberg-Moore Algebra

Definition 3.2 (P7). Letr: TQ — Q be aT-algebra; itis called a We shall introduce the notion of relative Eilenberg-Moolgeara

modality. It induces a functoP™ : K¢(T) — Set°P that is defined for a monad7" on Set and a categoryD with small products.
by: P"X = QX and Notably its carrier object is an object @; hence what we do is
; ) i arguably to interpret a mondd on Set over a different categor.

PT(X =Y (nKyT)) = (Q° =™ —a%) . Remark 4.1. We expect further generalization is possible. The de-
velopments below bear a strong enriched flavor; and we aywisa
a general framework where¥xmonad7 on an SMCCV is inter-
preted over an arbitrary-enriched categoryD. Working out the
precise statements is future work.

Recall thatf* denotes precomposition of. Here 7# is the ex-
tension map that extends: Y — Q to a T-algebra morphism
7#(h): TY — Q, via the bijective “freeness” correspondence

TTY T
Y — Qin Set // ( g ) N ( iT) in EM(T) . Let D be a category with arbitrary products. For each object
Y L A € D there is a dual adjunction, with playing the role of a
Note thatP™ (f) can be alternatively described as follows. Given dualizing object.
f: X — TY (a computation) and: Y —  (a postcondition),
the functionP™ (f)(h): X — Q (the weakest precondition) is the A B—AXinD

— > pyop
compositeX Ly o oq. Set x D%, by X — D(B,A)inSet

(10)

D(—,A)

3In [12,[13] the framework i®Pos-based rather thaBet-based. Here for
simplicity we present &et-based framework; our generalization later will #Recall our notational convention that an Eilenberg-Moorgelara
account for théPos-based one as an instance. 7: TQ — Qis denoted by2,. See Sectioh]1.
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This is much like in[(R); recall that® denotes théX |-fold product
of A € D (i.e. acotensor in the enriched terms).
This adjunction induces a continuation-like moragA(~), A).

Definition 4.2 (D-relative T-algebra) Let T' be a monad oiSet,
andD be a category with small products.Prelative T-algebrais

apair (A, a: T — DA A))

of an objectA € D and a monad mag from 7" to the continuation-
like monadD (A7), A) from (I0).

A morphism of D-relative T-algebras, say from(A4,«) to
(B, 8), is a morphismf: A — B in D such that the following
diagram commutes for eacki € Set.

AX L ATX
fed y Lr
BX X BTX
Herea’, is induced canonically fromx : TX — D(AX, A), via
the bijective correspondence [n{10) (the universalityraioicts).
D-relative T-algebras, together with their morphisms, form a

categoryéM (T'; D) that we call theD-relative Eilenberg-Moore
category ofT". It comes with an obvious forgetful functor 0:

Up : EM(T;D) — D . (11)
There are many questions to be asked about relative algébras

interpretation inany categoryD with finite products; see e.d. [16].
In contrast, monads—although their equivalence to Lawtleze-
ries is well-known, see e. 8]—are always tied to theBebeaat-
egory. Our notion ofD-relative T-algebra is how to “interpret” the
algebraic structure embodied as a morfadon Set) on another
categoryDH

Example 4.6. Let List denote the list monad o®et, whose
Eilenberg-Moore algebras are monoids. For= Top, the cat-
egory of topological spaces and continuous maps, the agtego
EM (List; Top) is exactly the category ofopological monoids
Similarly for D = Pos, the category of posets and monotone maps,
the categoryéM (List; Pos) is that ofordered monoidsThe same
phenomena can be observed for many other mofiadsd cate-
goriesD.

We exhibit achange-of-baseesult. In the case of Lawvere the-
ories, we can map ®-model of a theory to &’-model along a
(finite) product-preserving functdi : D — D’.

Proposition 4.7. Let D, D’ be categories with small products and
H: D — D’ be a product-preserving functor. Théh canonically
lifts to a functorH : EM(T; D) — EM(T;D’), with

EM(T; D) —2—s eM(T; D')
Up . JUpr
DT _,p .

(12)

example ifUp has a left adjoint. These questions are left as future

work: they seem to be best studied in conjunction with Lawver
theories, and doing so deviates from the current paperissfoc

We shall still show that relative algebras generalize th@lso-
tion of Eilenberg-Moore algebra. We rely on the followindklore
result on: algebras, and monad maps to continuation-likea®. It

is used e.g. in[24, 26].

Proposition 4.3. LetC be a complete category arfd be a monad
on C. For each objectd € C, there is a canonical bijective corre-
spondence between: T)algebrasa:: TA — A with A being their
carrier objects; and 2) monad maps: T — A®(—4)

Tf

The concrete correspondence is given by = <TX s
& A ap C(A,A Tid 4
TA % A) oy @nda = (TA =5 A 45 1),
Moreover, f: A — B is a T-algebra morphism fron{A4, &) to
(B, B) if and only if the following diagram commutes.

ol
C(X,A) —=—C(TX, A)
C(X,B) —=—C(TX, B)

Hered’, is defined analogously to Definitibn#.2. O

This result and Definitiof 412 yields the following. There also
need the isomorphisrBet(AX, A) = ASet(X:4) that identifies
homsets and cotensors. This is available siBetis self-enriched.

Corollary 4.4. LetT be a monad o$et. We have an isomorphism
EM(T;Set) = EM(T). O

Remark 4.5. There is a Lawvere theory-like intuition behind
Proposition[4B (from which we came up with Definitibnl4.2).
Given an algebrax: TA — A, the corresponding monad map

ax: TX — A°X4 jsunderstood as: “given an algebraic/syntactic

termt¢ € TX with variables fromX, and a valuatiolV: X — A,
the elementvx (¢)(V) € A is howt is interpreted undeV (inter-
preting variables) and (interpreting algebraic operations).”

Lawvere theories are interpretation-free—hence “syitaet
presentations of algebraic structures. They are therefabbgect to

The functorH preserves arbitrary products. Moreover/if is faith-
ful, so isH. O

4.2 A State-and-Effect Triangle via Relative Algebras

In the “modality” recipe in Sectioli 3.3, the key to a dual awijtion
betweenSet and EM(T') was to use & -algebra as a dualizing
object. We shall now extend this froBet to a general categor®,
using aD-relativeT-algebra in place of &-algebra.

Theorem 4.8(the relative algebra recipe)etQ2p € D be an object
in a complete category, and

Q= (9, 7: T - DO, 0p))

be aD-relative T-algebra. This yields a state-and-effect triangle:

fO\

[—Qlp
o /—N
D°P 5

\[,

Here K is the comparison functor. The other three functors are
defined as follows.

e ([-,Q]p) For eachD € D, the object[D,Q]p is the set
D(D, Qp) equipped with & -algebra structure; p defined by

4'

withP™ 2 [—, Q7 o K. (13)

Nl

idf)*
T(D(D, 0p)) 5 DOEP ) 0p) "Y' D(D, ) .
(14)
The last arrow precomposed’ : D — Q2(792),
For a D-morphismk: D — E, the'T-algebra morphisnk™ =
k,Qp: [E,Q]p — [D,Q]p is defined by the precomposition

mapk*: D(E,Qp) — D(D, Qp) between the carrier sets.

5We speculate that, when a mon&ds bounded, our notion of relativée-
algebra coincides with the models of the Lawvere thebgyinduced byT".

We note however that relativB-algebras can be defined even for unbounded
T. We need this feature, too, since we deal with unbounded chiikethe
powerset monadP.
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e ([-,Q]r) Given aT-algebraA, = (A,a: TA — A), theD-
object[A,, Q7 is defined as the equalizer of,Tg: 03 =
OEA: see the top row of(15) below. Given amorphigmA, —
B, of T-algebras, aD-morphismf™ = [f,Q]r: [Bp, Qv —

The diagram[{16) is skewed (compared[iol (12)) to convey the in
tuition that: an object irf€M(T'; D) is a set equipped both with a
D-structure and with &-algebra structure, in a compatible manner.
The developments below are aimed at formalizing this itnit

[Aa, Q)7 is induced by the universality of an equalizer, as below.notation 4.11(A, Ap, As, A). From now on we adopt a notational

*
a

[Aa, OJr —— 05 —= 05"

T Tapr

o ca B b TB

[Bb,Q]THQ'D :u;QD .
B

s

(15)

o (P7)P7: Ki(T) — D°P is given byP™(X) = Q3 , and
P(x L1y (nker)) = (95 S op o). o
Remark 4.9. The notationgA,, Q]r and[D, Q]p are sort of abu-

sive, becaus€ is not aT-algebra or @-object. The notations re-
flect the dual nature of @-relative T-algebra, in the sense that is

precisely described in the above. Later in Secfion 4.3 weldpv
this point (and notations) more systematically.

The thirdrelative algebrarecipe in Theorerfi 418 combines the
previous two recipes. Indeed, theodalityrecipe in Section 313 is a
special case, much like usugtalgebras are special cases of relative

T-algebras (Corollarf414). The current generalizatioovedl us to
have a categorfp—possibly other tharSet—at the top-left of a
state-and-effect triangle. Sé¢é (9) ahd| (13).

Regarding the relationship to tlteial adjunctionrecipe in Sec-
tion[3.2—that automatically ensures healthiness, seeréh$8.1—
we have the following cornerstone result towards analysigeo-
eral healthiness conditions. Note that the assumpfion= GF
in (@) translates, in the context of Theoreml4.8, to the domithat
T — D(Qg), Qp) is the identity.

Theorem 4.10 (categorical (partial) healthiness condition) et
X,Y € Set. In the setting of Theoren 4.8:

e if 7v: TY — D(Q5,Qp) is injective, the functoP™’s action
Ty KUT)(X,Y) = D(QY, Q) is injective;
o if 7y is surjective, so i®%y .

It follows that, if7: T — D(Qg), Qp) is a natural isomorphism,
the functorP” is full and faithful. O

The last corollary accounts for (part of) Theorem] 1.1, geligng
the arguments in Sectign 2.1. The proof of Theofeml4.10 ésthle
proof of [29, Theorem 1V.3.1], giving the correspondenceénteen
monic/epic (co)units and fullness/faithfulness of adjsin

4.3 Relative Algebras over a Concrete Category

We have obtained the third, unified recipe for state-aneegffri-
angles in Theorerh 4.8, together with a general healthinesgitr
(TheorenT41D). The remaining piece towards the full cayeraf
healthiness results like Theor€m]1.1 is: how specific peaditrans-
former semantics—specified by a concrete modality (like, via
{)—is related to constructs in the general recipe in The 4
To fill this missing piece we shall study a situation whéres

concrete by which we specifically mean that: 1) we have a faithful

“forgetful” functor V': D — Set; and 2) the functol/ preserves
small limits. Examples are: the Eilenberg-Moore categoky (7")
of a monadT on Set; the categoriesTop and Pos; and other
categories of “sets with additional structures.”

By Propositio 417 and Corollafy 4.4, the funciér D — Set
liftsto V: EM(T; D) — EM(T). This gives rise to the following.

Up_ EM(T;D) QW(T)

Set HereUp is from (11).
\% € U

(16)

convention of writing: A for a set; Ap for an object inD such
that V(Ap) = A; As for a T-algebraa: TA — A (hence
U(Aa) = A); andA € EM(T; D) for a relativeT-algebra such
thatVUpA = UV A = A. See below, and compare it {0 [16).

A
TUV=vUp
% A U

This convention, though admittedly confusing at first sidgbliows
some literature on dualities (such &k [6]) and allows us &zidee
our technical developments in a succinct manner. We enmgh#sat

fixing A does not fixdp, A; or A.

Ap As 7)

The following characterization db-relative T-algebras—it as-
sumes thatD is concrete—embodies the intuition that they are
“T-algebras whose algebraic structures are compatible With
structures.” This is much like a topological monoid is a midno
whose multiplication is continuous; see Exanipld 4.6.

Proposition 4.12. Let A; = (A,4: TA — A) be aT-algebra
andAp € D be such tha” Ap = A. The following are equivalent.

1. There exists &-relative T-algebra 4 such thatV(4) = A,
andUpA = Ap. See below.

n P SARL Y 5 A
eV L
2. The followinglifting condition holds: the monad map: 7' —

Set(A), A) induced bya (Proposition[ZB) factors through
V:D(AS), Ap) — Set(A), A), asin

(18)

D(Agv AD)
aX/ > v

TX —— Set(A¥, A) .

(19)

The latter is more concretely stated as follows: for eathe
Set andt € TX, the function(ax)(t): AX — Aliftsto a
D-morphism(ax )(t): Ap — Ap.

If the conditions hold, we say thatp and A4 arecompatible O

This result means: to rendet € Set into a D-relative T-
algebra, it suffices to find @-algebra structure and R2-structure
and then to check the above lifting condition. The liftinghddion
in Propositio 4.1R is a direct generalization of tim@notonicity
condition (precisely its pointwise version) used [nl[12] 13]; when
D = Pos we get the original monotonicity condition.

Under a further assumption thatis finitary, we can restrict the
required check to finite sets.

Proposition 4.13. Assume the setting of Propositibn 4.12 dfid
is finitary. A; and Ap are compatible if and only if the lifting
condition [I9) holds for any natural numberin place ofX. |

It follows that, in case the monad is induced by some known
algebraic specificatiori®, E), checking the lifting condition can
further be restricted to “basic operations”€ . For instance, a
monoid (€2, x, e) andQp € D satisfy the lifting condition if and
only if both the multiplication: QxQ — Qand the unie: 1 — Q
lift to D-morphisms.
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We can exploit the construction in Theordm]4.8 whBnis
concrete. Assume we have a funcior D — Set that is faithful
and limit-preserving. Given @-object D, the T-algebra[D, Q]p
can be understood as a homge{D, Q) with the pointwise T-

algebra structure alon@ i.e. we regard it as a subalgebra of the

productQ? P . Similarly we can sefA,, Q]r as theD-object whose
“carrier set” isEM(T')(Aa, ©2-) with the pointwiseD-structure. It
is precisely stated as follows.

Proposition 4.14. In the situation of Theoreih 4.8 we hatk o
[D,Qp = D(D,Q).

Furthermore, assume we have a limit-preserving funttorD —
Set and let V(Q) Q. Then[D,Q]p is a T-subalgebra of
0YP_meaning that the algebraic structure of the former is a poin

wise extension af—and we havé” o [—, Q] = EM(T)(—, 2-).
O

In the latter setting of Propositign 4114 wheeis “concrete” with
V:D — Set, letQ = (Qp,7) € EM(T;D) and VQ
Q. = (Q,7: TQ — Q) be its underlyingl'-algebra. These data
give rise to two different predicate transformer semantice is
PT: K¢(T) — D°® from the relative algebr& via the relative al-
gebra recipe (Theore4.8); and the othePis K¢(T) — Set°?
from the (ordinary)T-algebraQ2, via the modality recipe (Theo-
rem[3.4). Between these we have the following corresporejeas
we announced in the beginning of Secfion 4.3.

Proposition 4.15. In the situation of Theorerh 4.8, additionally
assume that’: D — Set is a faithful and limit-preserving functor.
Then, in terms of the above notations we hBVex V' o P7.

pP — Y, SetP

k() —

We have required”: D — Set to be limit-preserving; in fact it
mostly suffices to assunpeoduct-preservationin that case the only
thing that fails is the isomorphisii o [—, Q)7 = EM(T)(—, 2.)
in Propositio 4.4, which is the result that connects tigeright
corner of the two rglative algebraand modality) triangles. Propo-
sition[4.I5 is only concerned about the top-left and bottommers,
and survives undelr” that preserves only products.

(20)

4.4 Finitary Predicate Transformers

The categorical results so far for healthiness (ThedreiaddBE.10)
are not enough for some instances of healthiness resulig asl|
see in the examples of Sectidn 5. Specifically, besidestthetural
aspects covered by those results, we need to take accosiaesf

Throughout Section 4.4 we adopt the setting in Propodifiaa 4
i.e. the relative algebra recipe with a faithful and limieperving
V: D — Set. In particular we have ®-relative T-algebraQ) =
(Qp,7), andQ; = VQ as its underlyingl-algebra. Recall the
correspondence betweén TQ2 — Q and a monad map (Propo-
sition[4.3).

The key observation is the following lemma.

Lemma 4.16. Let X be a set and € TX. If T is finitary, the
map (rx)(t): Q@ — Q factors through a precomposition map

572 0% 5 X for somefinite subsets: X’ — X of X i.e. there
existsy’: QX — Q such that(7x)(t) = ¢’ o s*. i

We formulate a size restriction on predicate transformers.

Definition 4.17 (finitary predicate transformer)A predicate trans-
former: QY — QX is finitary if for eachz € X there exists
a finite subset: Y’ ~— Y such thatr, o ¢ factors through the

precompositions™. See below.

QY
T

EY
QY % Q

T

(1)

Corollary 4.18. LetT be finitary. For eachf: X — Y in K¢(T),
the predicate transforme?” (f): Q¥ — Q¥ is finitary. O

Theorem 4.19(healthiness, in a finitary setting).et7 be a monad
andQ = (Qp,7: T — D(Q% ), Qp)) be aD-relative T-algebra.
Assumd is finitary, and thatr x is surjective—much like in Theo-
rem[Z_I0—but for eacfinite setX. Then, for each map: Q¥ —
0% the following are equivalent (healthiness).

e There existy': X — Y in K¢(T") such thatP™ (f) = .
e ¢ is finitary (Definition[4.1V) and lifts t&®. The latter means
there existsp: Q5 — Q3 such thatp = ¢. O

In particular, in case a mondH is finitary, every predicate trans-
former P™(f): Q¥ — QF that arises from a “computation”
f: X — TY is finitary in the sense of Definitidn 4.117. We will
see that this is indeed the case for the (sub)distributionaue
(Sectiong 5=513); these monads are finitary because wietrts
(sub)distributions with a finite support.

We end with a topological interpretation of Definition 4.17.

Proposition 4.20. Let(2 be a finite set with the discrete topology. A
predicate transformep: QY — QX is finitary if and only ife is
continuous with respect to the product topologyXf andQ*. O

5. (Purely) Probabilistic Examples

The termprobabilistic computationn the literature often refers to
one with an alternation of probabilistic and nondeterntioisranch-
ing, the latter modeling (totally unknown) environmentghlaviors,
or a (demonickcheduler This will be an example of our extended
alternating framework of Secti@h 6. Here we deal with corapiahs
with purely probabilistic branching.

5.1 Monads and Modalities for Probabilistic Branching

One of the following monads replac@sin Sectio2. We impose
the restriction of countable supports.

Definition 5.1 (the (sub)distribution monaf—1, D<1). Thedistri-
bution monadD—; onSet is such thatD_; X = {p: X — [0,1] |
> wcx P(z) = 1,andp(z) = 0 for all but finitely manyz € X};
D_1f(p)(y) = X ,cf-1(y P(z) ON arrows; its unit is the Dirac
distribution ngzl(x)(y) = 1 (if y = ) and 0 otherwise; and
PR D) (@) =Y ep_, x (D) - p(x).

Thesubdistribution mona®< is a variant defined bp<; X =
{p w/ finite supp.| >~ .y p(z) < 1}

D—,-algebras are often callembnvex spacewwith convex sub-
sets iNR™ as typical example$—;-algebra morphisms anvex
linear maps accordingly. Since any (finite) convex combination can
be expressed by a repetition of suitable binary convex coatioins
x®py = (1 —p)x+ py,aD--algebra structure is totally deter-
mined by how binary convex combinations are interpreted.

Remark 5.2. Not all convex spaces are represented as convex sub-
sets ofR-vector spaces: a two-point sgt, y } is a convex space by
defining(1 — p)x + py asz (if p = 0) andy (otherwise). In general

we have a monad map-, — P, to the finite powerset monad
‘P.. that takes thesupportof a distribution; consequently each join-
semilattice (i.eP,,-algebras) yields a convex space. $ée [8] for more
on convex spaces.
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A D<;-algebrar: D<; X — X isin turn called econvex cone
with the pointz(0) € X (where0 is thezerosubdistribution) assum-
ing the special role of thapexof a cone. Indeed it is straightforward
to see that a convex cone is a “pointed convex space.”

Let us turn tomodalities—i.e. D_:- and D<;-algebras—that
would induce predicate transformer semantics by mhedality
recipe (Theorerh 3]4). We adoft = [0, 1], the unit interval, with
the intuition that “probabilistic predicates” aj@ 1]-valued random
variables whose values express the likelihood of truth.

Definition 5.3 (modalities for D—1,D<1). For D—1 we use
7: D=1[0, 1] — [0, 1]; it uses the usual convex structure[@f1].

Lemma 5.5. The monad map;o:ai: D<1 — Set(]0, 1], [0, 1])
is concretely given by(Tiota1) x (P)(f) = Y. cx f(@)p(z).

1. 1t lifts t0 Tota1 : D<1 — GEMod([0,1](7), [0, 1)), that is, the
map (Tiotal) x (p) : [0,1]% — [0, 1] for eachX andp € D1 X
preserved), @ and scalar multiplication.

2. Furthermore(riotal)y : D<1Y — GEMod([0,1]¥,[0,1]) is
an isomorphism for eacfinite setY’. a

From the last lemma the following healthiness result foldm-
mediately, via our general results. Specifically: Lenimad5dis-
charges the condition of Propositibn 4.12 and providesrgeedi-

For D, we have a continuum of modalities: for each real num-ent for the relative algebra recipe; we then exploit Leringh25and

berr € [0,1] a modality 7.: D<1[0,1] — [0,1] is given by
7(p) = Yy o 20(@) + (1 = 3, plx))

We will in particular use the two extremesot.s = 7o and
Tpartial = T1; they are called theéotal and partial modalities for
D<1, respectively. In the lattedivergence-whose probability is
expressed by — >~ p(x)—is deemed to yield truth. Henegyai
andrpartial @re analogues ¢ and in the nondeterministic setting

(Sectior2).

5.2 Healthiness for: Possibly Diverging Probabilistic
Computations and the Total Modality

We shall first focus on the subdistribution mor®d, and the to-

thatD<, is finitary in applying Theoref 4:19.

Theorem 5.6 (healthiness forD<; and 7ota1). For a function
@: [0,1]Y — [0,1]F the following are equivalent: 1) there is
f:+ X — D<1Y such thatp = Ptetal (f); 2) ¢ is finitary (Defini-
tion[417) and is a morphism of generalized effect moduleaning
that0, @ and scalar multiplications are preserved by |

5.3 Healthiness for Other Variations

For the other two variations of monads and modalities we &&n u
the same arguments as in Secfiod 5.2.

For the combination oD<; and the other modality,artial, We
use the same categoyEMod as an ingredienD; the difference

tal modality 7:ota1. These data give rise to predicate transformeris that the induced monad M&P.riial is “dualized.”

semantics—in the form of a state-and-effect trianfle (9j-the

modality recipe (Theoreni3)4). In particular we obtain a functor Theorem 5.7 (healthiness forD<; and pariar). For a function

PTeotal : K¢(D<1) — Set°® for interpreting a functionX —
D<.1Y; the latter is identified with gprobabilistic computation
from X to Y that is possibly diverging (accounted for Isyb
probabilities).

Our goal is a healthiness result in this setting, towardskvhie
rely on ourrelative algebrarecipe. As we noted the original The-
orem[4.8 is not enough; we use its finitary variant (Thedret@iy.
providing its ingredient (a relative algebf® by means of the lifting
result (Propositioh 4.12).

It turns out that the categor® in the relative algebra recipe
is given by so-calledjeneralized effect moduleShey have been
used in the context of categorical quantum logic$ [19] aedchtiore
general theory of effectuses [5].

Definition 5.4 (GEMod). A partial commutative monoid (PCM)
is a setM with a partial binarysum® and azeroelement) € M that
are subjectto{zQy) @z ~ @ (y©z),z@0 ~ x andzQy ~ yQz,
where~ is the Kleene equality. Ayeneralized effect algebria a
PCM (M, @,0) that ispositive(z @ y = 0 = = = y = 0) and
cancellative(zr Q y =z @ z = y = 2).

A generalized effect module a generalized effect algebfd
with a scalar multiplication: [0,1] x M — M that satisfies
(ros) -z~ (@ 2)0(-x),r (z0y) = (r 2)0 - y),
l-z=zandr-(s-z) = (r-s)-z. Hereforr, s € [0, 1] the partial
sumr @ s = r + s is defined whem + s < 1.

The category of general effect modules (with a straightéodv
notion of their morphism, segl[4]) is denoted GBJEMod.

An example of a generalized effect module is theRet X of sub-
distributions overX. Herep @ ¢ € D<1 X is given by(p @ q)(z) =
p(x) + g(x), which is well-defined clearly only i} __ . p(z) +
q(z) < 1. The setD<; X comes with an obvious scalar multiplica-
tion, too. The unit interval0, 1] is another example; so is its prod-
ucts|0, 1]*. Seel] for details.

For our purpose of healthiness conditions, we have to stuely t
monad map induced by th®<;-algebrari.t.i. It shall also be
denoted byriota1. The following is easy.

@:[0,1]¥ — [0,1]F the following are equivalent: 1) there is
f: X — D<«1Y such thaty = PTrartial(f); 2) ¢ is finitary and
is a morphism of generalized effect modules. Heré] is regarded
as a generalized effect module in the way dual to usual: its ze
element idl, the partial sump is defined byr ® y = = + y — 1 (if
the right hand side is if0, 1]) and scalar multiplicatiorv is defined
byroz=r-z+(1—-r). |

For the (not sub-) distribution monaBl—; and the modalityr
in Definition[5.3, we use the categoBMod of effect modulei
place of GEMod.

Definition 5.8 (EMod). An effect moduleM is a generalized
effect module that additionally hastap elementl. It is required
to be the greatest with respect to the canonical ordeon M,
defined byr < y if y = x © z for somez € M. Effect modules
and their morphisms—functions that presefye, @ and scalar
multiplication—form a category denoted BMod.

Theorem 5.9 (healthiness fo—; andr). For a predicate trans-
former functiong: [0, 1]¥ — [0, 1] the following are equivalent:
1) there isf: X — D_.1Y such thatp = P7(f); 2) ¢ is finitary
and is a morphism of effect modules, meaning thaf © and scalar
multiplication are preserved by. a

6. Alternating Branching

In this last section we further extend our general frameworéc-
commodatelternatingbranching, in which two players in conflict-
ing interests interplay. Its instances are pervasive inmder sci-
ence, such agiamesi.e. a two-player variant of automata, in which
two players alternate in choosing next states (se€lelg; @8] vari-
ous modeling oprobabilistic systemwhere it is common to include
additional nondeterministic branching for modeling dermdrehav-
iors of the environments (@chedulers See e.gl[32].

In [13] the modality recipe (Theorerfi 314) is extended to alter-
nating branching; the central observation is a composititreat-
ment of two branching layers, using a moriidon Set (for one)
and a monad? onEM(T) (for the other). Se€(22) later. It turns out
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that the same idea works for our current generalieéative algebra
recipe (Theorerh 418).

After the general framework we will describe some examples.

A notable one is (a variant ofyrobabilistic predicate transform-

ers[31].

6.1 The Relative Algebra Recipe for Alternation

Definition 6.1 (R+T'). LetT be a monad oSet andR be a monad
onEM(T). Then a monadr x 7' is defined by the composite of the
canonical adjunctio” 4 U: EM(T') — Set and the monadk.

ia
— 3
R+«T=URF CSet - L 7 E/\/I(TQ R (22)

U

Example 6.2. One example is given by’ = P on Set and
R = Up, theup-closed powerset monadn EM(P) = CLy,. It
is given byUp(L, <) = ({S C L | Sis up-closed , D); note that
the inclusion order is reversed. This combination is foeralating
branching where both layers are nondeterministic.

Another is given by’ = D—; on Set and R = Cv, the
nonempty convex powerset monam EM(D—-1) = Conv (the
category of convex spaces and convex-linear maps). Ther liatt
given by

CvX = {S C X | Sisnonempty andonvex-closed.e.

T1,...,x, € SandA; + - + A, = Limplies) . \ixz; € S} .

This is for alternating probabilistic and nondetermimdiranching.
It is important that thes& are not monads oBet per se; they
involve T'-algebra structures.

Remark 6.3. We have comparison functol®: (R x T') —
Kl(R)andL: EM(R) — EM(R «T) as follows.

/ce(R*T)ﬁu EM(R) 5 EM(R+T)

/
a/vr(T /
Tl

R+T CSet

We aim at reproducing thelative algebrarecipe (TheorerﬂlS)
for the current alternating setting. The first ingredienttfe recipe
was a dual adjunc:tlorﬁetr*D0p from which we derived a
continuation-like monadD(Q(D ),QD) For the alternating ver-
sion of the recipe, in view of(22) it is natural to use a dual ad
junction &AA(T)QEDOP (where EM(T') replacedSet in the
non-alternating counterpart). Interestingly, for suchirgredient
&’M(T)QEDOP we can exploit (the original, non-alternating ver-
sion of) relative algebra recipe itself. S&l(13) in Thedde this
yields a continuation-like mondé—, O], Q] overéM(T).

(23)

Furthermore, by precomposing the comparison funéfor/C/( R
T) — K{(R), we have another functor:

PP =P o K : KIU(RT)

— D . (24)

The last functorP(™*) is what we want: it interprets a function

X — (R T)Y—a computation fromX to Y, with alternation

of T- and R-branching—in the categor®, in a backward manner.
The following extends Theoreim 4]10.

Theorem 6.5(alternating healthiness conditiom\ssume the setting
of Definition[6.4, and lei andY be sets. If the map

Upry : URFY — U[[FY, Qr, Q)p = D(Qp, Qp)

is surjective (injective), then the acti T;’) IKUR*T)(X,(R*
T)Y) = D(QY, QX) of P("*) is surjective (injective). O

Let us now assume th@ is concrete, and develop an alternating
counterpart of Sectidn 4.3.

Theorem 6.6. Suppose we have a mon@dn Set, a complete cat-
egoryD with a faithful and limit-preserving functdr : D — Set,
and aD-relative T-algebraQ = (Qp, 7). Moreover assume we
have a monad? on&EM(T') and anR-algebra structurgs: RQ, —
Q- on2,. Then the following are equivalent.

1. The monad map: R — Q,“™(=2) that corresponds tg
(Propositior(Z4:B) lifts to a monad map: R — [[—, Q)z, Q]p,
equipped with a suitabl®-structure.

. (Lifting condition) For eachT-algebra A,, the extension map
Pl EM(T)(Aa, Q) — EM(T)(RAq, Q,), which maps a
T-algebra morphismf: A, — Q- t0p o Rf: RA, — Q,
lifts (along V) to a D-morphismp® : [A4, Qr — [RA4, Qr.
That is, there exists* such thatV 5 = p*.

. (Pointwise lifting condition)For eachA, andz € URA,,
the map(p )z = 71 0 p'i EM(A,,Q,) — Q lifts to a D-
morphism(3*).: [Aa,Q] — Qp. Here m, is defined by the
following composite:

mo = (EM(T)(RA4, 2,) 5 Set(URA,, Q) <5 Q) in Set
O

o~

andev, evaluates a functioh: URA, — Q by z.

In the above we implicitly used the isomorphisiiA,, Qr
EM(T)(Aq, Q) given in Propositiofi 4.14.

6.2 Examples

We list healthiness results for some alternating situatidie indi-
cate how we exploit the general framework above; the detaids
omitted for space reasons.

Nondeterminism and Divergence In Dijkstra’s original work [7]
the first healthiness result is presented for computatidtis aiter-
nation betweeuivergenceandnondeterminismThey are described

Then it is clear that the next key |ngred|ent in the original by functions of the typeX' — (P1 x L)Y, where:£X = 1+ X

recipe—namely a monad map: T — D(Q QD) —has a
monad map: R — [[—, Q]r, Q]p as its alternating counterpart.
Given such data we obtaln predicate transformer semantics.

Definition 6.4 (P*, E’(”’)). LetT be a monad oSet, D be a com-

plete category an = (Qp, 7) be aD-relative T-algebra. More-

over letR be a monad 08M(T') andp: R — [[—, Qr,Q]p be a

monad map. Her§—, Q]r, Q]p is the monad that arises from the

dual adjunctionéM(T') _T2D°? induced by as in Theoreri 418.
We define a functoP” : K¢(R) — D by: PP A, = A, and

P*(A, b By in KU(R)) = ([Bo, Yr 2 [RBy, Yr & [Aa, Q1) .

10

is thelift monad onSet (modeling potential divergence); aril.

is the nonempty powersanonad onEM (L) = Set., the cat-

egory of pointed setsThe latter monad is given specifically by
Suitable modalitiesr and p are found to capture the setting

of [7]. For the categoryD for predicate transformers we introduce

the notion ofstrict complete meet-semilattick is a poset with the

least elemend and arbitrary but nonempty meets.

Theorem 6.7(healthiness for nondeterminism and divergendey
a functiony: 2¥ — 2% the following are equivalent: 1) there is
f: X = (P+*L)Y suchthatp = P (f); 2) ¢ preserve® and
nonempty meets. O
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Alternating Nondeterminism  Alternation of two layers of nonde-  [6] D. M. Clark and B. Davey. Natural Dualities for the Working Alge-

terminism is found e.g. igamesIn program logic point of view— braist Cambridge Studies in Advanced Mathematics. Cambridge. Uni
one playerensuresa postcondition, no matter the other player’s Press, 1998.

move is—such computation is best modeled as a funclon- [7] E. W. Dijkstra. A Discipline of ProgrammingPrentice Hall, 1976.

(Up x P)Y. HereUp is the monad oM (P) = CLy, from Ex- [8] T. Fritz. Convex spaces i: Definition and examplearXiv preprint
ampld6.2. There are modalitiesand p suited to capture the above arXiv:0903.55222009.

gamﬁ.'tﬁ_e%ret'c mtu't'c,)[ns'; selﬂf_lSE. H%rfhwe CToose.ai F: ]:lm_lpl n [9] S. Goncharov and L. Schroder. A relatively complete eyenHoare
In which: theé opponent moves first, an € protagonist sioto- logic for order-enriched effects. IRroc. 28th Annual Symposium on
wards healthiness we take posets and monotone functidis in Logic in Computer Science (LICS 201Bpges 273-282. IEEE, 2013.

Theorem 6.8 (healthiness for alternating nondeterminisnipr a )
function : 2Y _y 9X the following are equivalent: 1) there is [10] P. R. HalmosAlgebraic Logic American Mathematical Society, 2006.

f: X — (UpxP)Y s.t.p = PP7)(f); 2) ¢ is monotone. O  [11] D. Harel, J. Tiuryn, and D. Kozen.Dynamic Logic MIT Press,
Cambridge, MA, USA, 2000. ISBN 0262082896.

Nondeterminismand Probability - Finally we study acommon set- [12] I.  Hasuo. Generic  weakest precondition ~ semantics
ting in the study of probabilistic systems where: a demowiade- from monads enriched with order. In Bonsangugl [3],
terministic choice occurs first, followed by an angelic @bitistic pages 10-32. ISBN 978-3-662-44123-7. . URL
choice. This is modeled by a functioki — (Cv « D—;)Y’, where http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-662-44124-4,

Cv on EM(D=1) = Conv is from Exampld_6.R2. Predicate trans- [13] I. Hasuo. Generic weakest precondition semantics froamads en-
former semantics of such computations fad| as the domain of riched with order. Theor. Comput. Sci.604:2-29, 2015. . URL
truth values; and suitable modalitiesand p are found much like http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tcs.2015.03.047|

in [13]. The outcome is (a slight variation gfjobabilistic predicate  [14] C. A. R. Hoare. An axiomatic basis for computer prograimgn Com-
transformersn [31]. mun. ACM 12:576-580, 583, 1969.

For healthiness we use the category of: effect algebrasr(ipefi [15] D. Hofmann and P. Nora. Dualities for modal alge-
tion[5.8) and what we callegular-sublinear mapdetween them. bras from the point of view of triples. Algebra Univer-
The latter are subject tos@badditivity if z L y thenf(z) L f(y) salis 73(3):297-320, 2015. ISSN 1420-8911. . URL
and we havef(z) @ f(y) < f(x @ y); (scaling f(Az) = Af(x); http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/500012-015-0324-5|
and ranslation) f(z © A1) = f(z) @ Alif L Al Itdeviates [16] M. Hyland and J. Power. The category theoretic undadsta of
from sublinear maP@] in that Wwe require= in (trgnslatlpn). universal algebra: Lawvere theories and monakctronic Notes in

In the following we assum&’’s finiteness; this is like in [31]. Theoretical Computer Scienck72:437—458, 2007.

Theorem 6.9(healthiness for nondeterminism and probabilips- ~ [17] B. Jacobs.  Dijkstra monads in monadic computation.  bn8
sumeY is finite. For a functiong: [0,1]¥ — [0, 1] the follow- sangue[[3], pages 135-150. ISBN 978-3-66244123-7. . URL

: . . http://dx.doi. 10.1007/978-3-662-44124-4,
ing are equivalent: 1) there ig: X — (Cv x D—1)Y such that p://dx.doi °_rg/ ! -
[18] B. Jacobs. A recipe for state-and-effect triangles.L.I1$. Moss and

— p(p,7) - i _ i
p=P (f): 2) ¢ is regular-sublinear. = P. Sobocinski, editorgth Conference on Algebra and Coalgebra in
Computer Science, CALCO 2015, June 24-26, 2015, Nijmedes, T
Netherlands volume 35 ofLIPIcs, pages 116-129. Schloss Dagstuhl
Acknowledgments - Leibniz-zentrum fuer Informatik, 2015. ISBN 978-3-93d894-2. .
We thank Toshiki Kataoka for helpful discussions, and thengn URLhttp://dx.doi.org/10.4230/LIPIcs.CALC0.2015.116.
mous referees for useful comments. Specia_l thank$ are _dlﬂhm [19] B. Jacobs. New directions in categorical logic, forssigal, probabilis-
Power for the lectures he gave on the occasion of his visibkyd; tic and quantum logic.Logical Methods in Computer Sciencgl(3),
the notion of relative algebra is inspired by them. W.H., Hatd 2015. . URLhttp://dx.doi.org/10.2168/LMCS-11(3:24)2015)
I.H. are supported by Grants-in-Aid No. 24680001, 15K11884 [20] B. Jacobs. Dijkstra and Hoare monads in monadic contipatal heo-
15KT0012, JSPS. retical Computer Scien¢&04:30-45, 2015.
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1990.
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A. Omitted Proofs and Details
A.1 Explicit Definition of Monad Maps

Definition A.1. LetS,T be monads od. A monad magrom S to
T is a natural transformation: S — T that makes the following
diagram commute.

S
X5 9x  SSx I erx X TTX

T\ lox  |u% W%l

xTrx SX — X L rx

(25)

Heren~) andp(~) are the unit and the multiplication of monads.

A.2 Proof of Lemmal[Z1

Proof. Let the monad2(~’, 2]\, be denoted byI" in the current
proof, for brevity.

We need to check thatx is join-preserving for eacX. Indeed,
foreachS C X,wehave\/ s (V cr f(2) = Vier(Vaes [(2))
for any family 7 C 2. It is easy to check that is natural, and
that it is compatible with monad units. Compatibility withomad
multiplications requires the following diagram to commute

PPX 22X prx TN 77X
Ju ox dux
PX TX

Indeed, for eacks € PPX we have
poorx oPox(S)=poorx({ox(S)|SeS})

= u(kw- \/ ¢o Gx(5)>

ses

= Af. <)\<p. \/ voox

Ses

=2\ ox(9)(f)

ses
=\ @)
SeSzesS
=ox (U S) .
Finally we check that x is bijective. Its inverse is given by
(0x)7' (&) ={ze X&) =1},
whered,: X — 2is given by:é.(z) = 1, andd.(y) = O if
T # . O
A.3 Proof of Theorem[3:24

Proof. For any setX we have[KX,Q,|r = Q¥ since KX is
the freeT-algebra overX. It is natural inX € K¢(T'). Indeed, for
f: X — TY, the diagram

(S)) (XEE(f)

(Kf)”

[TX, 0 ]r [TY, Q7
1= 1=
0x fr OTY t oY

commutes by direct calculation.

A.4  Proof of Proposition[4.7

Proof. Since the functof is product preserving, the canonical map
6: H(AY) — (HA)X in D', defined by the transpose of

X 2 paX, a) L D (H(AX), HA) | (26)

2021/11/30



is an isomorphism. Using this isomorphigmwe define a natural
transformation)® by ¢ = (0~1)* o H, that is,

DAY, A) L D/ (H(AX), HA) 2 D (HAYY HA) .

This ¢ is seen to be a monad map by some diagram chasing. W& IST..

define a functol by

H(A,a)=(HAyoa), and
H((A0) L (B, ) = (HA, ¢ 0 a) 2L (HB,p 0 B)) .

Itis a routine to check thad f is indeed a morphism @’-relative
T-algebra, and thatl makes the diagram il (1.2) commute.

That H preserves products is easily checked by direct calcula-

tions. ThatH is faithful, given thatH is so, follows immediately

from (12). O

A.5 Proof of Theorem[4.8

Proof. We will denoteQ3 andD(M, Qp) by X* and M * respec-
tively in this proof.

We check the adjointness pf, Q)7 and[—, Q] p. Itis enough to
show that, for & -algebraA,, an objectM € Dandf: M — A*
in D, the commutativity of the two diagrams In{27) are equivalen

M%A*

s L

A* 5 (TA)*

f
TA r(r)
ol Lar
A — M*
f

@7)

Since commutativity of the left diagram ih_(27) is equivdlém
that of the left diagram i {28), it is enough to show the daagiin
(29) commutes.

TA—T 5 A ety (28)
al bt
Ao
TA—"
st (f“)**l / (29)

T(M ) M***

The left square commutes by the naturality, and the righhgie
commutes since the right diagram [n]28) does by the adjessn
O

A.6  Proof of Theorem[4.10
Proof. It is easy to check the funct@™ coincides with the compos-
ite
k(1) 2O, kepS), 0p)) 5 Do (30)
where K is the comparison functor andl(r) denotes the functor
defined by
Ke(r)(X) =

ICK(T)(X =Y (inK(T))) =

Since K is full and faithful, it is enough to show the action
Ke(r): KUT)(X,Y) — K{DES,Qp))(X,Y) is surjective
(resp. injective). By the definition df¢(7), this action is the post-
composition map by-.

T.: Set(X,TY) — Set(X, D(Qh, Qp))

X, and

(CHY)

13

Here we use the identificatioli¢(7)(X,Y) = Set(X,TY) and
KPS, 00))(X,Y) = Set(X, D(Q%,2p)). WhenT is in-
jective, the postcomposition. is injective by the definition of mono.
When is surjective, it is split epi (by the axiom of choice) hence
O

A.7 Proof of Lemmal[4.16

Proof. SinceT is finitary, t: 1 — TX factor through some finite
subsets: X’ — X ast Ts o t'. Then we get a desired
factorization as follows:

QTX/ "x Qn
T(Té) Ts*

0rx X .

TX'

A

1*>TX Q

()

A.8 Proof of Theorem[4:19

Proof. We can assum&™ = 1.

Only if: It follows from Corollary[4.18.

If: The statement is obviously true fof = (), so we assume
Y # (. Sincey is finitary, we can decomposeasy = ¢’ o s for
some finite subset: Y’ ~— Y andy’: Q"' - Q. We can assume
Y’ is nonempty. Fix a retraction: Y — Y’'. We havey’ = p o ",
theny’ also lifts to arD-morphismy’. By the surjectiveness ofy-/,
there exists som& € TY’ with oy (t') = f'. Taket = T's(t'),
then we haverx (t) = ¢, which concludes the proof. |

A.9 Proof of Theorem[4:20

We use the following lemma on elementary topology. It eafily
lows from the compactness 6f*.

Lemma A.2. For a finite discrete spac® and an arbitrary setX,
each clopen se€ C QF is written as(s™)~*(S) for some finite

subsets: X’ »— X and some subsét of Q.

Proof of Propositio 2. 20We can assum& = 1.

If : assumep is continuous. For each € (, the inverse image
o~ !(z) is clopen, so it can be described(@$) ' (.S.) for some fi-
nite subset. : Y, ~— Y andS, C Q¥=. Then.: Y’ =
Y is still finite andy factors through™.

Only if: assumey is finitary; we haves: n — Y andy’: Q" —

Q such thaty’ o s* = ¢. The maps* is obviously continuous,
and so isp’ since its domai2™ is (finite) discrete. Therefore their
compositep is continuous. |

zEQ YZ —

(X L7y I D%, p) (inSet)) .
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