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1 Transition Systems and Interpreting Automata

1.1  Introduction

It is the purpose of these notes to develop a simple and direct method for specifying the seman-
tics of programming languages. Very little is required in the way of mathematical background;
all that will be involved is “symbol-pushing” of one kind or another of the sort which will al-
ready be familiar to readers with experience of either the non-numerical aspects of programming
languages or else formal deductive systems of the kind employed in mathematical logic.

Apart from a simple kind of mathematics the method is intended to produce concise com-
prehensible semantic definitions. Indeed the method is even intended as a direct formalisation
of (many aspects of) the usual informal natural language descriptions. I should really confess
here that while I have some experience what has been expressed above is rather a pious hope
than a statement of fact. I would therefore be most grateful to readers for their comments and
particularly their criticisms.

I will follow the approach to programming languages taken by such authors as Gordon [Gor| and
Tennent [Ten] considering the main syntactic classes — expressions, commands and declarations
— and the various features found in each. The linguistic approach is that developed by the Scott-
Strachey school (together with Landin and McCarthy and others) but within an operational
rather than a denotational framework. These notes should be considered as an attempt at
showing the feasibility of such an approach. Apart from various inadequacies of the treatment
as presented many topics of importance are omitted. These include data structures and data
types; various forms of control structure from jumps to exceptions and coroutines; concurrency
including semaphores, monitors and communicating process.

Many thanks are due to the Department of Computer Science at Aarhus University at whose
invitation I was enabled to spend a very pleasant six months developing this material. These
notes partially cover a series of lectures given at the department. I would like also to thank the
staff and students whose advice and criticism had a strong influence and also Jette Milwertz
whose typing skills made the work look better than it should.

1.2 Transition Systems

The announced “symbol-pushing” nature of our method suggests what is the truth; it is an
operational method of specifying semantics based on syntactic transformations of programs
and simple operations on discrete data. The idea is that in general one should be interested in
computer systems whether hardware or software and for semantics one thinks of systems whose
configurations are a mixture of syntactical objects — the programs and data — such as stores or



environments. Thus in these notes we have
SYSTEM = PROGRAM + DATA

One wonders if this study could be generalised to other kinds of systems, especially hardware
ones.

Clearly systems have some behaviour and it is that which we wish to describe. In an opera-
tional semantics one focuses on the operations the system can perform — whether internally
or interactively with some supersystem or the outside world. For in our discrete (digital) com-
puter systems behaviour consists of elementary steps which are occurrences of operations. Such
elementary steps are called here, (and also in many other situations in Computer Science) tran-
sitions (= moves). Thus a transition steps from one configuration to another and as a first idea
we take it to be a binary relation between configurations.

Definition 1 A Transition System (ts) is (just!) a structure (I';—) where T" is a set (of
elements, v, called configurations) and — C T' X ' is a binary relation (called the transition
relation). Read v — ~' as saying that there is a transition from the configuration ~y to the
configuration . (Other notations sometimes seen are =, = and > ).

A Transition

Of course this idea is hardly new and examples can be found in any book on automata or formal
languages. Its application to the definition of programming languages can be found in the work
of Landin and the Vienna Group [Lan,Oll,Weg].

Structures of the form, (I',—) are rather simple and later we will consider several more
elaborate variants, tailored to individual circumstances. For example it is often helpful to have
an idea of terminal (= final = halting) configurations.



Definition 2 A Terminal Transition System (tts) is a structure (I', —,T) where (I', —) is
ats, and T C T (the set of final configurations) satisfies Vy € TVy € I'.v /= 7.

A point to watch is to make a distinction between internal and external behaviour. Internally
a system’s behaviour is nothing but the sum of its transitions. (We ignore here the fact that
often these transitions make sense only at a certain level; what counts as one transition for one
purpose may in fact consist of many steps when viewed in more detail. Part of the spirit of our
method is to choose steps of the appropriate “size”.) However externally many of the transitions
produce no detectable effect. It is a matter of experience to choose the right definition of external
behaviour. Often two or more definitions of behaviour (or of having the same behaviour) are
possible for a given transition system. Indeed on occasion one must turn the problem around and
look for a transition system which makes it possible to obtain an expected notion of behaviour.

1.8 Ezamples of Transition Systems

We recall a few familiar and not so familiar examples from computability and formal languages.

1.8.1 Finite Automata
A finite automaton is a quintuplet M = (Q, %, d, qo, ') where

@ is a finite set (of states)

Y. is a finite set (the input alphabet)

J:Q x X — P(Q) (is the state transition relation)
qo € @ (is the initial state)

F C Q (is the set of final states)

To obtain a transition system we set
=@ x X%~

So any configuration, 7 = (q,w) has a state component, ¢, and a control component, w, for
data.

For the transitions we put whenever ¢’ € §(q, a):

(q,aw) F (¢, w)
(More formally, - = {{{q, aw), (¢, w)) | ¢,¢ € Q,a € X, w € ¥*,¢ € §(¢q,a)}).
The behaviour of a finite automaton is just the set L(M) of strings it accepts:

L(M)={weX"[3g e F (q,w)" (g€}



Of course we could also define the terminal configurations by:
T={{ge) |lqe F}

and then
L(M) ={w e X" [y €T (qo, w)F"7}

In fact we can even get a little more abstract. Let (I', —, T') be a tts. An input function for it
is any mapping in: I — T" and the language it accepts is then L(I') C I where:

L)y ={iel|IyeT. in(i)—"}

(For finite automata as above we take I = ¥* and in(w) = (g, w)). Thus we can easily
formalise at least one general notion of behaviour.

Example 3 The machine:

2 M
o Y
—_— _—
—J
1
A transition sequence:
(p,01001) F (g, 1001) - (p, 001)

F{q,01) F(r1)
F(r,e)

1.3.2 Three Counter Machines

We have three counters, C', namely I, J and K. There are instructions, O, of the following four
types:

Increment: inc C' : m
Decrement: dec C' : m
Zero Test: zero C' : m/n
Stop: stop

Then programs are just sequences P = Oy,...,0; of instructions. Now, fixing P, the set of
configurations is:

F={(m.ijk)[1<m<lijkeN}



Then the transition relation is defined in terms of the various possibilities by:
e CaseIl: O,, =incl:m/
(myi, 5, ky B (m' i+ 1,5, k)
e CaseID: O,, =decl:m/
(myi+1,7,k) F(m 4,5, k)
"

e Case 1Z: O,, =zerol: m/'/m

<m707j7 k) l_ <m/707j7 k>
(m,i+15,k) = (m"i+1,5,k)

and similarly for J and K.

Note 1 There is no case for the stop instruction.
Note 2 In case m' or m” are 0 or > k the above definitions do not (of course!) apply.
Note 3 The transition relation is deterministic, that is:

V7" = Ay = =y =

or, diagrammatically:

(Ezercise — prove this).
Now the set of terminal configurations is defined by:
T ={(m,0,7,0) | O, =stop}
and the behaviour is a partial function f : N — N where:

fiy=7 ¥ (1,4,0,00—"(m,0,5,0) € T

This can be put a little more abstractly, if we take for any tts (I', —, T') an input function,
in: I — I as before and also an output function, out : 7' — O and define a partial function

fp:ITOby

fri)=0 = Fyin(i) —* v €T Ao=out(y)



Of course for this to make sense the tts must be deterministic (why?). In the case of a three-
counter machine we have

I=0=N
in(i) = (1,i,0,0)
out({m, 1,3, k)) = j

Example 4 A program for the successor function, n+— n+ 1

inc J

es
Y stop

no

)\ dec |

inc J

1.3.3  Context-Free Grammars
A context-free grammar is a quadruple, G = (N, X, P, S) where

N is a finite set (of non-terminals)

Y is a finite set (the input alphabet)

P C N x (NUZX)* (is the set of productions)
S € N (is the start symbol)

Then the configurations are given by:
=(NuUX)*
and the transition relation = is given by:

wXv = wrv (when X — z is in P)



Now the behaviour is just
L(G)={w| S =" w}

Amusingly, this already does not fit into our abstract idea for behaviours as sets (the one which
worked for finite automata). The problem is that was intended for acceptance where here we
have to do with generation (by leftmost derivations).

Exercise: Write down an abstract model of generation.

Example 5 The grammar is:

S —
S — (9)
S — 588

and a transition sequence could be

S =85=(95= (5= 00
= ((55) =2 0(09) =* 0(00)

1.3.4 Labelled Transition Systems

Transition systems in general do not give the opportunity of saying very much about any
individual transition. By adding the possibility of such information we arrive at a definition.

Definition 6 A Labelled Transition System (Its) is a structure (I'; A, —) where I" is a set (of
configurations) and A is a set (of actions (= labels = operations)) and

— CI'xAxT

18 the transition relation.

We write a transition as: ¥ —— ~/ where v, v are configurations and a is an action. The idea
is that an action can give information about what went on in the configuration during the
transition (internal actions) or about the interaction between the system and its environment
(external actions) (or both). The labels are particularly useful for specifying distributed systems
where the actions may relate to the communications between sub-systems. The idea seems to
originate with Keller [Kell.

The idea of Labelled Terminal Transition Systems (I'; A, —,T') should be clear to the reader
who will also expect the following generalisation of reflexive (resp. transitive) closure. For any



Its let v and +' be configurations and take x = a; ...a; in A™ (resp. A*) then:

+ + (resp. x de a a
gt TP gy ey

where k > 0 (resp. k > 0).

Example 7 (Finite Automata (continued)) This time define a tts by taking

o ['=0Q
o A=
e ¢— ¢ =q €dqa)
o I'=F

Then we have L(M) = {w € A* | 3g € T. qo —=" ¢}. The example transition sequence given
above now becomes simply:

qu#quLT;TEF
Example 8 (Petri Nets) One idea of a Petri Net is just a quadruple N = (B, E, F, m) where

B is a finite set (of conditions)

E is a finite set (of events)

F C (B x E)U(E x B) (is the flow relation)
m C B (is the initial case)

A configuration, m, is contact-free if

-JecE. (F'e)TmAF(e)nm#0)

A contact situation for m = a,ad’,b

The point of this definition is that the occurrence of an event, e, is nothing more than the
ceasing-to-hold of its preconditions ( = F~'(e)) and the starting-to-hold of its postconditions
(= F(e)) in any given case. Here a case is a set of conditions (those that hold in the case). A

10



contact-situation is one where this idea does not make sense. Often one excludes this possibility
aziomatically (and imposes also other intuitively acceptable axioms). We will just (somewhat
arbitrarily) regard them as “runtime errors” and take

['={m C B | m is contact-free}

If two different events share a precondition in a case, then according to the above intentions
they cannot both occur at once. Accordingly we define a conflict relation between events by:

et = (F ' e)NF ) #DNe#e)

An event can occur from a given case if all its preconditions hold in the case. What is (much)
more, Petri Nets model concurrency in that several events (not in conflict) can occur together
in a given case. So we put

A={X CFE|-Te e € X.efe'}
and define
m-=sm = FYX)CmAm =[m\FX)]UF(X)

Here is a pictorial example of such a transition

OO0 nnE
550 60 C

A Transition

We give no definition of behaviour as there does not seem to be any generally accepted one in
the literature. For further information on Petri Nets see [Bra,Pet].

Of course our transitions with their actions must also be thought of as kinds of events; even
more so when we are discussing the semantics of languages for concurrency. We believe there
are very strong links between our ideas and those in Net Theory, but, alas, do not have time
here to pursue them.

11



Example 9 (Readers and Writers) This is a (partial) specification of a Readers and Writ-
ers problem with two agents each of whom can read and write (and do some local processing)
but where the writes should not overlap.

/

FR1

N

FW1

LP1

SR1

N

SW1

A

O

SWi is Start Writing
FWi is Finish Writing 1

SRi is Start Reading
FRi s Finish Reading i

l

0

LRi is Local Processingt

1.4 Interpreting Automata

O.

AN

FW2

\ FR2

LP2

SW2

where 1 <1 <2

1 SR2

N7

O

To finish Chapter 1 we give an example of how to define the operational semantics of a language
by an interpreting automaton. The reader should obtain some feeling for what is possible along
these lines (see the references given above for more information), as well as a feeling that the

12



method is somehow a little too indirect thus paving the way for the approach taken in the next
chapter.

1.4.1 The Language L

We begin with the Abstract Syntax of a very simple programming language called L. What is
abstract about it will be discussed a little here and later at greater length. For us syntax is a
collection of syntactic sets of phrases; each set corresponds to a different type of phrase. Some
of these sets are very simple and can be taken as given:

e Basic Syntactic Sets
Truth-values This is the set T = {tt, ff} and is ranged over by (the metavariable) ¢ (and
we also happily employ for this (and any other) metavariable sub- and super-scripts to
generate other metavariables: t', o, t1}.).
Numbers m, n are the metavariables over N = {0,1,2,...}.
Variables v € Var = {a,b,¢,...,z}
Note how we have progressed to a fairly spare style of specification in the above.
e Derived Syntactic Sets
Expressions e € Exp given by

ex=m|v|e+e|e—¢€|exe
Boolean Expressions b € BExp given by
bu=t|le=¢|bord |~b
Commands c € Com given by
cu:=nil|v:=e|c | if bthen celse ¢ | while b do ¢
This specification can be taken, roughly speaking, as a context-free grammar if the reader just
ignores the use of the infinite set N and the use of primes. It can also (despite appearances!) be
taken as unambiguous if the reader just regards the author as having lazily omitted brackets as
in:
bi=t|e=¢|borl |~b
specifying parse trees so that rather than saying ambiguously that (for example):

while b do ¢; ¢

is a program what is being said is that both

13



and are trees.

while b do ; d

c ; ¢ while b do c

So we are abstract in not worrying about some lexical matters and just using for example
integers rather than numerals and in not worrying about the exact specification of phrases.
What we are really trying to do is abstract away from the problems of parsing the token strings
that really came into the computer and considering instead the “deep structure” of programs.
Thus the syntactic categories we choose are supposed to be those with independent semantic
significance; the various program constructs — such as semicolon or while ... do ... — are the
constructive operations on phrases that possess semantic significance.

For example contrast the following concrete syntax for (some of) our expressions (taken from
[Ten]):

(expression) ::= (term) | (expression) (addop) (term)
(term) = (factor) | (term) (multop) (factor)
(factor) ::= (variable) | (literal) | ((expression))
(addop) =4 | -

(multop) =%

(variable) ==al|blc|...]|z

(literal) c=0]1]...]9

Now, however convenient it is for a parser to distinguish between (expression), (term) and
(factor) it does not make much semantic sense!

Thus we will never give semantics directly to token strings but rather to their real structure.
However, we can always obtain the semantics of token strings via parsers which we regard as
essentially just maps:

Parser: Concrete Syntax — Abstract Syntax

Of course it is not really so well-defined what the abstract syntax for a given language is, and
we shall clearly make good use of the freedom of choice available.

14



Returning to our language L. we observe the following “dependency diagram”:

C

B——E

1.4.2 The SMC-Machine
Now we define a suitable transition system whose configurations are those of the SMC-machine.

e Value Stacks is ranged over by S and is the set (T UN U Var U BExp U Com)*
e Memories is ranged over by M and is Var — N
e Control Stacks is ranged over by C' and is

(Com U BExp U Exp U {+, —, x,=, or, ~, :=, if , while})*
The set of configurations is
I' = Value Stacks x Memories x Control Stacks

and so a typical configuration is v = (S, M, C). The idea is that we interpret commands and
produce as our interpretation proceeds, stacks C, of control information (initially a command
but later bits of commands). Along the way we accumulate partial results (when evaluating
expressions), and bits of command text which will be needed later; this is all put (for some
reason) on the value stack, S. Finally we have a model of the store (= memory) as a function
M : Var — N which given a variable, v, says what its value M (v) is in the store.

Notation: In order to discuss updating variables, we introduce for a memory, M, natural
number, m, and variable v the memory M’ = M|m/v] where

m (if v = v)

M(v") (otherwise)

M) =

So M[m/v] is the memory resulting from updating M by changing the value of v from M (v)
to m.

The transition relation, =, is defined by cases according to what is on the top of the control
stack.

15



e Expressions

En (S, M,n C) = (n 5, M,C)
Ev (S, M,v C) = (M(v) S,M,C)
E;I (S,M,e}e’ ) = (S,M,e¢ - C)
EE (m' m S, M, > C) = (n 8, M,C)

Note 1 The symbols +, —, %, are being used both as symbols of L and to stand for the
functions addition, subtraction and multiplication.
e Boolean Expressions

Bt (S, M,t C) = (t S, M,C)
B = (S,M,e=¢C) = (S, M,ee =C)
B=FE (m'm S,M,= C) = (t S,M,C)

(where ¢ = (m = m'))
Bor I (S,M,bor ' C) = (S,M,bV or C)
Bor E {t't S, M,or C) = (" S,M,C)

(where t" = (t V 1))
B~1 (S,M,~bC) = (S, M,b~ C)
B~FE (t S, M,~ C) = (t' S, M, C)

(where t' = ~ t)

16



e Commands

C nil (S, M,nil C) = (S, M,C)
C:=1 (S,M,v:=¢C) = (v S,M,e:=C)
C:=F (movS,M,:=C) = (S, M[m/v],C)
C; (S, M,c; ¢ C) = (S,M,ccd C)
cif I (S, M,if bthencelse d C) = (cd S, M,bif C)
Cif E (tecd S, M,if C) = (S, M, C)
(where if t = tt then ¢ = c else " = (/)
C while I (S, M,while b do ¢ C) = (bc S, M,bwhile C)
O while B1  (tt b ¢ S, M, while C) = (S, M, ¢ while b do ¢ )
C while £2 (ff b ¢ S, M, while C) = (S, M,C)

Now that we have at some length defined the transition relation, the terminal configurations
are defined by:

T ={(e, M,e)}

and an input function in : Commands x Memories — I is defined by:
in(C, M) = (e, M,C)

and out : 7" — Memories by:
out((e, M,e)) = M

The behaviour of the SMC-machine is then a partial function, Eval : Commands x Memories -

Memories and clearly:

Eval(C, M) = M’ (e, M,C) =* (e, M' &)

Example 10 (Factorial)

C/
y:=1; while ~(z =0)do y:=y*xx;x =2 —1
C
(€,(3,5),y :==1;,C)
= (€,(3,5),y:=10C) by C;
= <y7 <375>71 = C> byC =71

17



= (1y,(3,5),:= C) by Em
= (¢,(3,1),C) by C:=F
= (~(z =0) ", (3,1), ~(x = 0) while) by C while [
= (~(z = 0) C", (3,1, (z = 0) ~ while) by E~ I
= (~(z=0) C",(3,1),20 = ~ while) by E =1
= (3 ~(x=0)C" (3,1),0 = ~ while) by Ev
= (03 ~(x=0)C" (3,1),= ~ while) by Em
(ff ~(z=0) ", (3,1),~ while) by E=F
= (tt ~(x = 0) ", (3,1), while) by E~ E
= (¢, (3,1),C" C) by C while E1
= (3, ),y =yxxz:=2—-1C) by C,
="(,(3,3),x =2 —1C)
=" (g, (2,3),C)
=" (g, (1,6),C)
=" (£,(0,6),C)
= (~(z =0) C",(0,6), ~(z = 0) while) by C while [
=* (ff ~(z =0) ", (0,6), while)
= (£,(0,6),¢) by C while E2

Many other machines have been proposed along these lines. It is, perhaps, fair to say that
none of them can be considered as directly formalising the intuitive operational semantics to
be found in most language definitions. Rather they are more or less clearly correct on the basis
of this intuitive understanding. Further, although this is of less importance, they all have a
tendency to pull the syntax to pieces or at any rate to wander around the syntax creating
various complex symbolic structures which do not seem particularly forced by the demands
of the language itself. Finally, they do not in general have any great claim to being syntaz-
directed in the sense of defining the semantics of compound phrases in terms of the semantics of
their components, although the definition of the transition relation does fall into natural cases
following the various syntactical possibilities.

1.5 FEzercises

Finite Automata
Let M = (Q, %, 4, qo, F') be a finite automaton.
1. Redefine the behaviour of M so that it accepts infinite strings ajas...a, ..., that is so

that L(M) C ¥“. [Hint: There are actually two answers, which can with difficulty be
proved equivalent. |

18



2. Suppose that ¢ were changed so that the labelled transition relation had instead the form:

q— q1, ¢

and F' so that F' C ) x X. What is the new type of 67 How can binary trees like
a

/\

now be accepted by M? d €

3. Suppose instead transitions occurred with probability so that we had

qg—q

with 0 < p <1 and for any ¢ and a:

Y{p|q %q’ for some ¢'} <1

What is a good definition of behaviour now?

4. Finite automata can be turned into transducer by taking d to be a finite set of transitions
of the form:

qg—q

w

with v, w € ¥*. Define the relation ¢ — ¢’ and the appropriate notion of behaviour.
w

Show any finite-state transducer can be turned into an equivalent one, where we have in
any transition that 0 < |v| < 1.

Various Machines

5. Define k counter machines. Show that any function computable by a k counter machine
is computable by a 3-counter machine. [Hint: First program elementary functions on the
3-counter machine including pairing, pair : N> — N, and selection functions, fst,snd :
N — N such that:

fst(pair(m,n)) =m

snd(pair(m,n)) =n

19



Then simulate by coding all the registers of the k£ counter machine by a big tuple held in
one of the registers of the 3-counter machine.|

Show that any partial-recursive function (= one computable by a Turing Machine) can
be computed by some 3-counter machine (and vice-versa).

6. Consider stack machines where the registers hold stacks and operations on a stack (=

element of ¥*) are push,, pop, ishd, (for each a € X) given by:

push, (w) = aw

pop(aw) = w

_ true (if w = aw’ for some w')

ishd, (w) =

false (otherwise)

Show stack machines compute the same functions as Turing Machines. How many stacks
are needed at most?

7. Define and investigate queue machines.

8. See how your favourite machines (Turing Machines, Push-Down Automata) fit into our
framework. For a general view of machines, consult the eminently readable: [Bir] or [Sco].
Look too at [Gre].

Grammars

9. For CF grammars our notion of behaviour is adapted to generation. Define a notion that
is good for acceptance. What about mixed generation/acceptance? Change the definitions
so that you get parse trees as behaviour. What is the nicest way you can find to handle
syntax-directed translation schemes?

10. Show that for LL(1) grammars you can obtain deterministic labelled (with ¥) transitions
of the form
w —— w'
with w strings of terminals and non-terminals. What can you say about LL(k), LR(k)?
11. Have another look at other kinds of grammar too, e.g., Context-Sensitive, Type 0 (=

arbitrary) grammars. Discover other ideas for Transition Systems in the literature. Ex-
amples include: Tag, Semi-Thue Systems, Markov Algorithms, A-Calculus, Post Systems,
L-Systems, Conway’s Game of Life and other forms of Cell Automata, Kleene’s Nerve
Nets ...

20



Petri Nets

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Show that if we have
m
X / \X’
m/ m//
where F~H(X)N F~1(X") =0 (i.e., no conflict between X and X') then for some m”” we
have:

m
X X'
m/ Y m//
X’ X
Y
m" where Y = X U X’
This is a so-called Church-Rosser Property.
Show that if we have m —— m/ where X = {e1,...,er} then for some my,...,my we
have:

{er} {e2} {ex}
m-—m; — - —> M =m
What happens if we remove the restrictions on finiteness?

Write some Petri Nets for a parallel situation you know well (e.g., for something you knew
at home or some computational situation).

How can nets accept languages (= subsets of ¥*)? Are they always regular?

Find, for the Readers and Writers net given above, all the cases you can reach by transition
sequences starting at the initial case. Draw (nicely!) the graph of cases and transitions
(this is a so-called case graph).

Interpreting Automata

17. Let G = (N, X, P,S) be a context-free grammar. It is strongly unambiguous if there are

no two leftmost derivations of the same word in ¥*, even possibly starting from different
non-terminals. Find suitable conditions on the productions of P which ensure that G’ =
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24.

25.

(N,%', P',S) is strongly unambiguous where ¥’ = ¥ U {(,)} where the parentheses are
assumed not to be in NV or ¥ and where

T — (w)isin P'if T — w is in P.

See what changes you should make in the definition of the interpreting automaton when
some of the following features are added:

e = if bthen e else e | begin c result e

¢ == if bthen ¢ |

caseeof ¢; : ¢

er :
end |
forv:=e,edoc |
repeat c until b

Can you handle constructions that drastically change the flow of control such as:
cu= stop |m:c| gotom

(Here stop just stops everything!)

Can you handle elementary read/write instructions such as:
¢ :=read(v) | write(e)

[Hint: Consider an analogy with finite automata — especially transducers. ]

Can you add facilities to the automaton to handle run-time errors?

Can you produce measures of time/space complexity by adding extra components to the
automaton?

Can you treat diagnostic (debugging, tracing) facilities?
What about real-time? That is suppose we had the awful expression:
e = time
which delivers the correct time.
Treat the following PASCAL subset. The basic sets are T, N and « € I x {i,r,b} — the

set of typical identifiers (which is infinite) and 0 € O — the set { =, <>, <, <=, >, >=,
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26.

+, —, %, /, div, mod, and } of operations. The idea for typical identifiers is that i, r, b
are type symbols for integer, real and boolean respectively and so (FRED,r) is the real
identifier FRED.

The derived sets are expressions and commands where:

ex=m |t |v]| —e | note | eoe
cx=mil | v :=¢e | ¢ ¢ | if ethencelsec | whileedoc

The point of the question is that you must think about compile-time type-checking and
the memories used in the (S, M,C) machine should be finite (even although there are
potentially infinitely many identifiers).

Can you treat the binding mechanism

sz=1d|r|b
c:=varv : s begin cend

so that you must now incorporate symbol tables?
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3 Simple Expressions and Commands

The (S, M, C) machine emphasises the idea of computation as a sequence of transitions involv-
ing simple data manipulations; further the definition of the transitions falls into simple cases
according to the syntactic structure of the expression or command on top of the control stack.
However, many of the transitions are of little intuitive importance, contradicting our idea of
the right choice of the “size” of the transitions. Further the definition of the transitions is not
syntax-directed so that, for example, the transitions of ¢; ¢ are not directly defined in terms of
those for ¢ and those for ¢. Finally but really the most important, the (S, M, C) machine is
not a formalisation of intuitive operational ideas but is rather, fairly clearly, correct given these
intuitive ideas.

In this chapter we develop a method designed to answer these objections, treating simple
expressions and commands as illustrated by the language L. We consider run-time errors and
say a little on how to establish properties of transition relations. Finally we take a first look at
simple type-checking.

3.1 Simple Fxpressions

Let us consider first the very simple subset of expressions given by:

ex=m|ey+ e
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and how the (S, M, C') machine deals with them. For example we have the transition sequence
for the expression (14 (2+3)) + (4 +5):

(e, M,(1+ (2+3)+(44+5)) — (&, M,(1+(2+3)) (4+5) +)
— (&, M,1(243)+ (4+5) +)
(LM, (2+3) + (4+5) +)
(I, M,23 + + (4+5) +)
(21, M3+ + (4+5) +)
— (321, M, ++ (4+5) +)
(51, M,+ (445)+) (%)
(6, M, (4+5) +)
—3(546,M,+ +) (*)
— (96,M,+) (%)
— (15, M,¢)
In these 13 transitions only the 4 additions marked (x) are of any real interest as system events.

Further the intermediate structures generated on the stacks are also of little interest. Preferable
would be a sequence of 4 transitions on the expression itself thus:

(1+ (223)) + (4+5))—>(1Y5) + (44 5)
—6+ (4 Y 5)
—6 Y 9
—15
where we are ignoring the memory and we have marked the occurrences of the additions in each
transition. (These transition sequences of expressions are often called reduction sequences (=

derivations) and the occurrences are called redezes; this notation originates in the A-calculus
(see, e.g., [Hin]).)

Now consider an informal specification of this kind of expression evaluation. Briefly one might
just say one evaluates from left-to-right. More pedantically one could say:

Constants Any constant, m, is already evaluated with itself as value.
Sums To evaluate ey + ¢;

(1) Evaluate ey obtaining my, say, as result.

(2) Evaluate e; obtaining m;, say, as result.

25



(3) Add mg to m; obtaining ms, say, as result.
This finishes the evaluation and ms is the result of the evaluation.

Note that this specification is syntax-directed, and we use it to obtain rules for describing steps
(= transitions) of evaluation which we think of as nothing else than a derivation of the form:

e=€e —r ey —>...—€h_1 —€E, =M

(where m is the result). Indeed if we just look at the first step we see from the above specification
that

(1) If ey is not a constant the first step of the evaluation of ey + e; is the first step of the
evaluation of e.

(2) If eg is a constant, but e; is not, the first step of the evaluation of ey + e is the first step
of the evaluation of e;.

(3) If eg and e; are constants the first (and last!) step of the evaluation of eq+e; is the addition
of eg and e;.

Clearly too the first step of evaluating an expression, e, can be taken as resulting in an expression
e/ with the property that the evaluation of e is the first step followed by the evaluation of €.
We now put all this together to obtain rules for the first step. These are rules for establishing
binary relationships of the form:

e — ¢ = ¢ is the result of the first step of the evaluation of e.

Rules: Sum

(1)

ep — €

€0+€1—>€6+€1

e — €}

(2)

(3) mog+my — mq (if my is the sum of mgy and my)

m0+61—>m0+€,1

Thus, for example, rule 1 states what is obvious from the above discussion:

If e, is the result of the first step of the evaluation of ey then ej + e; is the result of the first
step of the evaluation of ey + €.

We now take these rules as a definition of what relationships hold — namely exactly these we
can establish from the rules. We take the above discussion as showing why this mathematical
definition makes sense from an intuitive view; it is the direct formalisation referred to above.

As an example consider the step:

(1+(2+3)+(4+5) — (1+5)+(4+5)
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To establish this step we have

1. 243 — 5 (By rule 3)
2. 14+ (2+43) — 145 (By rule 2)
3. 1+(2+3)+M4+5) — (1+5)+(4+5) (By rule 1)

Rather than this unnatural “bottom-up” method we usually display these little proofs in the
“top-down” way they are actually “discovered”. The arrow is supposed to show the “direction”
of discovery:

(14+(243))+(445) S 1 (14 5) 1 (445))

Sum 2
_—

1+ (243) 145

2+ 3 Sum, 3

- /

Thus, while the evaluation takes four steps, the justification (proof) of each step has a certain
size of its own (which need not be displayed). In this light the (S, M, C') machine can be viewed
as mixing-up the additions with the reasons why they should be performed into one long linear
sequence.

It could well be argued that our formalisation is not really that direct. A more direct approach
would be to give rules for the transition sequences themselves (the evaluations). For the intuitive
specification refers to these evaluations rather than any hypothetical atomic actions from which
they are composed. However, axiomatising a step is intuitively simpler, and we prefer to follow
a simple approach until it leads us into such difficulties that it is better to consider whole
derivations.

Another point concerns the lack of formalisation of our ideas. The above rules are easily turned
into a formal system of formulae, axioms and rules. What we would want is a sufficiently
elastic conception of a range of such formal systems which on the one hand allows the natural
expression of all the systems of rules we wish, and on the other hand returns some profit in
the form of interesting theorems about such systems or interesting computer systems based on
such systems. However, the present work is too exploratory for us to fix our ideas, although we
may later try out one or two possibilities. We also fear that introducing such formalities could
easily lead us into obscurities in the presentation of otherwise natural ideas.

Now we try out more expressions. To evaluate variables we need the memory component of the
(S, M, C') machines — indeed that is the only “natural” component they have! It is convenient
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here to change our notation to a more generally accepted one:

OLD NEW

Memory Store

Memories = (Var — N) =S

M o

Mim/v] alm/v]

3.1.1 L-FExpressions
Now for the expression language of L:
ex=ml|v|(e+e)](e—€)](exe)
we introduce the configurations
L= {{e,0)}
and the relation
(e,0) — (¢, )

meaning one step of the evaluation of e (with store o) results in the expression ¢’ (with store
o). The rules are just those we already have, adapted to take account of stores plus an obvious
rule for printing the value of a variable in a store.

Rules: Sum

<€070> - <6670>

(1) (e +e1,0) — (e}, + e1,0)
<€170> - <€/1,U>

(2) (m+e,0) — (m+e,o)
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(3) (m+m/,o) — (n,o) (where n =m +m/’)
Minus
1,2. Exercise for the reader.
3. (im—m' o) — (n,o) (if m >m’ and n =m —m’)
Times
1,2,3. Exercise for the reader.
Variable

(1) (v,0) — (o(v),0)

Note the two uses of the symbol, +, in rule Sum 3: one as a syntactic construct and one for
the addition function. We will often overload symbols in this way relying on the context for
disambiguation. So here, for example, to make sense of n = m+m’ we must be meaning addition
as the left-hand-side of the equation denotes a natural number.

Of course the terminal configurations are those of the form (m, o), and m is the result of the
evaluation. Note that there are configurations such as:

vy=((+(7T-11),0)
which are not terminal but for which there is no 7/ with v — /.

Definition 11 Let (I',;T, —) be a tts. A configuration v is stuck if v ¢ T and =3y'. v — 7.

In most programming languages these stuck configurations result in run-time errors. These will
be considered below.

The behaviour of expressions is the result of their evaluation and is defined by:
eval(e,0) =m & (e,0) —" (m,0)
The reader will see (from 2.3 below, if needed) that eval is a well-defined partial function.

One can also define the equivalence of expressions by:

e=e & Vo eval(e, o) =eval(e, o)

3.1.2 Boolean Fxpressions

Now we turn to the Boolean expressions of the language L given by:
b:=t|bord |e=¢€|~b

Here we take I' = {(b,0)} and consider the rules for the transition relation. There are clearly
none for truth-values, ¢, but there are several possibilities for disjunctions, b or b'. These possi-
bilities differ not only in the order of the transitions, but even on which transitions occur. The
configurations are pairs (b, o).
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A. Complete Evaluation: This is just the Boolean analogue of our rules for expressions and
corresponds to the method used by our SMC-machine.
(1) <b0a U> - <b67 U)
(by or by, o) — (b} or by, o)
(2) <bl7 0> - <b,17 U)
(tor by,0) — (tor by ,o)
(3) tort’ — t’ (where t" =tV 1)
B. Left-Sequential Evaluation: This takes advantage of the fact that it is not needed to
evaluate b, in tt or b, as the result will be tt independently of the result of evaluating b,
(1) <b07 0> - <b{)7 U)
(by or by,0) — (b or by, o)
(2) (tt or by,0) — (tt,0)

(3) (ff or by,0) — (b1, 0)

C. Right-Sequential Evaluation: Like B but “backwards”.

D. Parallel Evaluation: This tries to combine the advantages of B and C by evaluating by and
b in parallel. In practice that would mean having two processors, one for by and one for by, or
using one but interleaving, somehow, the evaluations of by and b;. This idea is therefore not
found in the usual sequential programming languages (as opposed to these making explicit
provisions for concurrency). However, it may be useful for hardware specification.

1 <b0’ 0> - <b67 U)
( ) <b00rbl,0'>—><

(b1,0) — (b}, 0)

—

<2) <bo or bl, O'>

b or by, o)

bo or b/1,0'>

(3) (tt or by,0) — (tt,0)
(4) (b or tt,o) — (tt,0)
(5) (ff or by,0) — (b1,0)
(6) (b or ff, o) — (by, o)

The above evaluation mechanisms are very different when subexpressions can have non-terminating
evaluations, when we have the following relationships:

B« A

b 4
D<C

where X = Y means that if method X terminates with result t, so does method Y. We take
method A for the semantics of our example language L.
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For Boolean expressions of the form e = ¢’ our rules depend on those for expressions, but
otherwise are normal (and for brevity we omit the o’s).

e Equality
/

€ep =€ — €, =¢€

ep — €}

(2)

(3) m=n-—t (where t is tt if m = n and ff otherwise)

m=e — m=¢€)

For negations ~b we have, again omitting the o’s:

e Negation

(2) ~t — 1t (where t' = —t)

The behaviour of Boolean expressions is defined by:

eval(b,0) =t < (b,o) —" (t,0)

One can also define equivalence of Boolean expressions by:

b=V <& Vo.eval(ho)=-eval(t/,o)

3.2 Simple Commands

Again we begin with a trivial language of commands,

cx=mnmil | vi=e | ¢ ¢
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and see how the SMC-machine behaves on an example:

g, abe,z :=x; (v =y, y:=2)) — (c,abc,z :=x v :=1y,y =2
b b

— (z,abc,x := x:=y;y = z2)
— (a z,abc,:= x:=y,y:=z) (%)

e,aba,x = y;y = z)

bx,aba,:= y:= z) (%)
g,bba,y := z)

{
{
{
{
— (g,aba,z =y vy :=z)
{
{
(a y,bba,:=) (%)
{

And we see that of the eleven transitions only three — the assignments — are of interest as
system events.

Preferable here would be a sequence of three transitions on configurations of the form (c, o),
thus:

(z:5a; (x:=y; y:i=2),abe) — ((z:=y; y == 2), aba)
— (y:L 2, bba)

— baa
where we have marked the assignments occurring in transitions.
Now informally one can specify such command executions as follows:

e Nil: To execute nil from store ¢ take no action and terminate with ¢ as the final store of
the execution.

e Assignment: To execute v := e from store ¢ evaluate e, and if the result is m, change o to
o[m/v] (the final store of the execution).

e Composition: To execute ¢; ¢’ from store o

(1) Execute ¢ from store o obtaining a final store, o', say, if this execution terminates.

(2) Execute ¢’ from the store o’. The final store of this execution is also the final store of the

execution of ¢; .

Sometimes the execution of ¢; ¢ is pictured in terms of a little flowchart:
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As in the case of expressions one sees that this description is syntax-directed. We formalise it
considering terminating executions of a command c¢ from a store ¢ to be transition sequences
of the form:

(c,0) = (co,00) — (c1,01) —> ... — (Cp_1,0n_1) — Oy,
Here we take the configurations to be:

I'={{c,o)y U{o}
and the terminal configurations to be

T={o}
where the transition relation (c,o) — (¢, ') (resp. ¢’) is read as:

One step of execution of the command ¢ from the store o results in the store ¢’ and the rest
of the execution of ¢ is the execution of ¢ from ¢’ (resp. and the execution terminates).

Thus we choose ¢’ to represent, in as simple a way as is available, the remainder of the execution
of ¢ after its first step. The rules are

e Nil: (nil,o) — 0o
e Assignment:
(e,0) —" (m,0)
1) o
vi=-e,0) — alm/v]
e Composition:
(1) <0070_> - <6670/>

(co; c1,0) — (ch; ¢1,07)

(co,0) — 0’

(2)

<Co; 0170> — <01,U’>

Note: In formulating the rule for assignment we have considered the entire evaluation of the
right-hand-side as part of one execution step. This corresponds to a change in view of the size
of our step when considering commands, but we could just as well have chosen otherwise.

As an example consider the first transition desired above for the execution
(z:=ux;(x:=vy; y:= z),abc)
It is presented in the top-down way

Comp 2
—

(z:=ua; (x:=vy; y:=z),abc) ((x :=vy; y:= 2),aba)

(z := x,abc) Ass 1 aba

(x, abc) Var 1 (a, abc)
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Again we see, as in the case of expressions a “two-dimensional” structure consisting of a “hor-
izontal” transition sequence of the events of system significance and for each transition a “ver-
tical” explanation of why and how it occurs.

—_ 71—» —_— ’)/nET

For terminating executions of c¢y; ¢; this will have the form:

//

/7
<C0,Cl,0>—>"‘—><CO,C17 a >H<C1, ////

///

< Cy,0 >— —< CO , 0

MA

Again we see that the SMC-machine transition sequences are more-or-less linearisations of these
structures. Note the appearance of rules for binary relations (with additional data components)
such as:

R(C,c’,a,a’)d:ef<c,a> — (d,0")

Se,e',o) e, 0) — (¢, 0")

I

Later we shall make extensive use of predicates to treat the context-sensitive aspects of syntax
(= the static aspects of semantics). As far as we can see there is no particular need for ternary
relations, although the above discussion on the indirectness of our formalisation does suggest
the possibility of needing relations of variable degree for dealing with execution sequences.

3.8 L-commands

Recalling the syntax of L-commands,
cu:=nil |v:=e|c¢d | if bthen celsed | whilebdoc
we see that it remains only to treat conditionals and repetitions.

e Conditionals: To execute if b then c else ¢ from o
1. Evaluate b in o
2.1 If result was tt execute ¢ from o.
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2.2 If result was ff execute ¢ from o.
In pictures we have:

And the rules are:
(1) b,o) —* (tt, o)

(if b then celse ¢/, 0) — (¢, 0)
(b,0) —* (ft, o)
(if b then celse ¢, 0) — (¢, 0)

(2)

Note: Again we are depending on the transition relation of another syntactic class — here
Boolean expressions — and a whole computation from that class becomes one step of the com-
putation.

Note: No rules for T'(if b then c else /) are given as that predicate never applies. For a
conditional is never terminal as one always has at least one action — namely evaluating the
condition.

e While: To execute while b do ¢ from o
1. Evaluate b
2.1 If the result is tt, execute ¢ from o. If that terminates with final state ¢’, execute while b do ¢
from o’.
2.2 If the result is ff, the execution is finished and the final state is o.
In pictures we have the familiar flowchart:
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The rules are:

(1)

(b, o)y —* (tt,0)
(while b do ¢,0) — (¢; while b do ¢, 0)
<b’ U> —" <H7 0>
(while bdo ¢,0) — o

(2)

Example 12 Consider the factorial ezampley := 1;w from Chapter 1, where w = while ~(z =
0) do ¢ where c = (y :=y *x; x :==x — 1). We start from the state (3,5).

ASS51
COMP2
COMP1
COMP2
COMP2

{y(3,5)) {w
{c;w
{
{
{c;w
COMP1
{
{c;w
{
{
{

(3,100
cw, (3,1)) (via WHI)
vi=1— 1w, (3,3)  (vie COMP2 and ASS1)
w, (2,3))
¢ w,(2,3)) (WHI)

r:=x— L;w,(2,6)) (via COMP2 and ASS1)
w, (1,6))

¢ w, (1,6))

— 1w, (1,6))

w, {0,6))
0,6) (via WHI2)

|

l

l

l

|

COMP1
—

X .

L

COMP2

|

A terminating execution sequence of a while-loop w = while b do ¢ looks like this (omitting
o’s):

W——CW— ... ——W——CGW— ... ——W— — — — — — e W —
b—"ttc— ... —b—"ttc— ... — b— — — — — — . — b —"ff
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One can now define the behaviour and equivalence of commands by:

exec(c,0) =o' &  (c,0) —F 0

and

c~c &  Vo.exec(c,0) = exec(c, o)
where we are using Kleene equality, which means that one side is defined iff the other is, and
in that case they are both equal.

3.4 Structural Induction

Although we have no particular intention of proving very much either about or with our oper-
ational semantics, we would like to introduce enough mathematical apparatus to enable us to
establish the truth of such obvious statements as:

if v ¢ T then for some 7 we have v — ~/

The standard tool is the principle of Structural Induction (SI). It enables us to prove properties
P(p) of syntactic phrases, and it takes on different forms according to the abstract syntax of the
language. For L. we have three such principles, one for expressions, one for Boolean expressions
and one for commands.

Structural Induction for Fxpressions
Let P(e) be a property of expressions. Suppose that:

(1) For all m in N it is the case that P(m) holds, and

(2) For all v in Var it is the case that P(v) holds, and

(3) For all e and ¢’ in E if P(e) and P(€’) holds so does P(e + ¢'), and
(4) As 3 but for —, and

(5)

5) As 3 but for *

Then for all expressions e, it is the case that P(e) holds.
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We take this principle as being intuitively obvious. It can be stated more compactly by using
standard logical notation:

[(Vm € N. P(m)) A (Vv € Var. P(v))
A (Ve,e' € E. P(e) A P(e') D Ple+¢€'))
A (Ve,e' € E. P(e) AN P(e') D P(e —¢€'))
A (Ve,e' € E. P(e) A P(e) D P(ex¢€))]
D Ve € E. P(e)

As an example we prove

Fact 13 The transition relation for expressions is deterministic.

PROOF. We proceed by SI on the property P(e) where

/ 1

P(e) =Vo,v',7"((e,0) — v AN (e,0) — ") D+ =~

Now there are five cases according to the hypotheses necessary to establish the conclusion by

SI.

l.e=méeN Suppose (m,o0) — ~',~” . But this cannot be the case as (m, o) is stuck.
Thus P(e) holds vacuously.
2. e=wv € Var Suppose (v,0) — 7/,7”. Then as there is only one rule for variables, we
have v/ = (o(v),0) = +".
3.e=¢ey+e Suppose (e + e;,0) — ',7”. There are three subcases according to why
(eg + e1,0) — .
3.1 Rule 1  For some e; we have (ey,0) — (e, 0) and 7' = (e +e1,0). Then eq is not in
N (otherwise (eg, o) would be stuck) and so for some efj we have (e, o) — (e[}, o) and so
7" = (efj + e1,0). But by the induction hypothesis applied to eg we therefore have ef = e
and so v =~".
3.2 Rule 2 We have ¢y = m € N and for some ¢/ we have (e;,0) — (€}, 0) and v = (m+
ey, o). Then e; is not in N and for some e we have (e;,0) — (e}, 0) and v = (m+¢€/, o).
But applying the induction hypothesis to e;, we see that ¢; = ¢/ and so v =~".
3.3 Rule 3 We have ¢y = mq,e; = my. Then clearly v = ~+".
4. e=¢€y— €
5. e =¢pxe; These cases are similar to the third case and are left to the reader. m

In the above we did not need such a strong induction hypothesis. Instead we could choose a
fixed o and proceed by SI on Q(e) where:

Qle) =Vv9,7". ({e,0) — vy A {e,o0) — ") D+ =4"

However, this is just a matter of luck (here that the evaluation of expressions does not side
effect the state). Generally it is wise to choose one’s induction hypothesis as strong as possible.
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The point is that if one’s hypothesis has the form (for example)
P(e) =Vo. Q(e,0)

then when proving P(eq+e1) given P(eg) and P(e1) one fixes o and tries to prove (e, o). But
in this proof one is at liberty to use the facts Q(eg, o), Q(eo, '), Q(e1,0),Q(e1, ") for any o’
and o”.

SI for Boolean Expressions
We just write down the symbolic version for a desired property P(b) of Boolean expressions.

[(Vt € T. P(t)) A (Ve,e' € E. P(e =€)
A (Vb € B. P(b) A P(t)) D P(borV))
A (Vb € B. P(b) D P(~b))]
D Vb e B.P(b)

In general when applying this principle one may need further structural inductions on expres-
sions. For example:

Fact 14 Ifb is not in T and contains no occurrence of an expression of the form (m—n) where
m < n, then no (b,o) is stuck.

PROOF. We fix ¢ and proceed by SI on Boolean expressions on the property:

Q)= & TA(Vm <n.(m—n) does not occur in b)]
D (b, o) is not stuck

Case 1 b = tt This holds vacuously.
Case 2 b= (e = ¢') Here there are three subcases depending on the forms of e and ¢’
Case 2.1  If eis not in N, then for some e” we have (e,c) — (¢”, o)
Lemma  For any expression e not in N if e has no subexpressions of the form, m —n, where
m < n, then no (e, o) is stuck.
Proof By SI on expressions and left to the reader. X

Continuing with case 2.1 we see that (e = ¢’,0) — (¢ =€/, 0) so (b, o) is not stuck.
Case 2.2 Here e is in N but €’ is not; the proof is much like case 2.1 and also uses the
lemma.
Case 2.3 Here e, ¢’ are in N and we an use rule EQU. 3.
Case 3 b= (b or by) This is like case 3 of the proof of fact 1.
Case 4 b = ~by If by is not in T we can easily apply the induction hypothesis. Otherwise
use rule NEG. 2.
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This concludes all the cases and hence the proof. m

SI for Commands
We just write down the symbolic version for a (desired) property P(c) of commands:

[P(nil) AVv € Var, e € E. P(v:=e¢)
A (Ve,c € C. P(c) A P(d) D P(e; ')
A (Vb € BVe,d € C. P(c) A P(c )DP(lfbthencelsec))
A (Vb € B. Ve € C. P(c) D P(while b do ¢))]
D VeeC. Pe)

For an example we prove:

Fact 15 If v does not occur on the left-hand-side of an assignment in c, then the execution of
¢ cannot affect its value. That is if (c,0) —* o' then o(v) = o'(v).

PROOF. By SI on commands. The statement of the hypothesis should be apparent from the
proof, and is left to the reader.

Case 1 ¢ = nil Clear.

Case 2 ¢ = (v :=e) Here v/ # v and we just use the definition of o[m/v'].

Case 3 ¢ = (¢g; 1) Here if (cp; ¢1,0) —* ¢’ then for some ¢” we have (cg,0) —* 0" and
(¢1,0") —* ¢’. (This requires a lemma for proof by the reader).
Then by the induction hypothesis applied first to ¢; and then to ¢y we have:

o' (v)=0d"(v) =0c(v)

Case 4 ¢ = if b then ¢y else ¢; Here we easily use the induction hypothesis on ¢y and ¢;
(according to the outcome of the evaluation of b).
Case 5 ¢ = while b do ¢ Here we argue on the length of the transition sequence (c,o) —
. — ¢’. This is just an ordinary mathematical induction. In case the sequence has length
0, we have ¢’ = 0. Otherwise there are two cases according to the result of evaluating b. We
just look at the harder one.
Case 5.1 (c,0) — (d;¢,0) — ... — oy. Here we see that (¢/,0) —* 05 (and apply
the main SI hypothesis) and also that (¢, 02) —* 01 and a shorter transition sequence to
which the induction hypothesis can therefore be applied. m

This particular lemma shows that on occasion we will use other induction principles such as
induction on the length of a derivation sequence.
Another possibility is to use induction on some measure of the size of the proof of an assertion

v — 7' (which would, strictly speaking, require a careful definition of the size measure).
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Anyway we repeat that we will not develop too much “technology” for making these proofs,
but would like the reader to be able, in principle, to check out simple facts.

3.5  Dynamic Errors

In the definition of the operational semantics of L-expressions we allowed configurations of the
kind ((54 7) * (10 — 16), o) to stick. Thus, although we did ensure:

Yye€T DIy —+

we did not ensure the converse. Implementations of real programming languages will ensure the
converse generally by issuing a run-time ( = dynamic) error report and forcibly terminating
the computation. It would therefore be pleasant if we could also specify dynamic errors.

As a first approximation we add an error configuration to the possible configurations of each
of the syntactic classes of L. Then we add some error rules.

e Expressions

- Sum
(e9,0) — error

(€9 + €1,0) — error

(e1,0) — error

(m+ ey,0) — error
- Minus
4,5 as for Sum
6. (m —m/,0) — error (if m <m’)
- Times
4.5 as for Sum
e Boolean Expressions
- Disjunction
4,5 as for Sum
- Equality
4.5 as for Sum
- Negation
3 (b,0) — error

(~b,0) — error
e Commands
- Assignment
5 (e,0) — error

(v:=e,o) —> error
- Composition
3 (cp,0) — error

(co; ¢1,0) —> error
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- Conditional
b,0) —* error

3.
(if b then c else ¢, o) — error
- Repetition
5 (b,0) —* error

(while b do ¢,0) — error

So the only possibility of dynamic errors in L arises from the subtraction of a greater from a
smaller. Of course other languages can provide many other kinds of dynamic errors: division by
zero, overflow, taking the square root of a negative number, failing dynamic type-checking tests,
overstepping array bounds, missing a dangling reference or reaching an uninitialised location
etc. etc. But the above simple example does at least indicate a possibility.

Fact 16 No L-configuration sticks (with the above rules added).

PROOF. Left to the reader as an exercise. m

3.6  Simple Type-Checking

We consider a variant, L', of L in which expressions and Boolean expressions are amalgamated
into one syntactic class and have to be sorted out again by type-checking. Here is the language
L.

e Basic Syntactic Sets

- Truth-values: t € T

- Numbers: m,n € N

- Variables: v € Var = {a, b, z, 2’ 21, x9,...}

- Binary Operations: bop € Bop = {+, —, *, =, or}
e Derived Syntactic Sets

- Expressions: e € Exp where:

ex=m |t | v | e bope | ~e
- Commands: ¢ € Com where:
cu=nmnil | vi=e | ¢; ¢1 | if e then ¢y else ¢; | while e do ¢

Note: We have taken Var to be infinite in the above in order to raise a little problem (later)
on how to avoid infinite memories.

Many expressions such as (tt+5) or ~6 now have no sense to them, and nor do such commands
as if x or 5 then ¢, else ¢;. To make sense an expression must have a type, and in L' there are
exactly two possibilities:
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e Types: 7 € Types = {nat, bool}

To see which expressions have types and what they are we will just give some rules for assertions:
e:7 = ehastypert

Note first that the basic syntactic sets have, in a natural way, associated type information.

Clearly we will have truth-values having type bool, numbers having type nat, variables having
type nat and for each binary operation, bop, we have a partial binary function 7y, on Types:

+, —, ok ‘ bool nat = | bool nat or ‘bool nat
bool ? ? bool | 7 ? bool | bool 7
nat 7?7  nat nat 7?7  bool nat ? ?
e Rules
Truth-values: t : bool
Numbers: m : nat
Variables: v : nat

€y -Tp €1 .T1

Binary Operations: (where 75 = Tyop (70, 1))

e bop ey :

. e : bool

Negation: _—
~e : bool

Now for commands we need to sort out those commands which are well-formed in the sense that
all subexpressions have a type and are Boolean when they ought to be. The rules for commands
involve assertions:

Wic(c) = ¢ is a well-formed command.

Nil: Wic(nil)
Assignment: ¢ - nat
& T Wie(v:i=e)
. Wic(cg) Wie(ey)

S :

equencing Wee(corcr)

" e :bool Wic(eg) Wie(cy)

Condit 1:

onditiona Wrfc(if e then ¢, else ¢;)
While: e : bool Wrfc(c)

Wic(while e do ¢)

Of course all of this is really quite trivial and one could have separated out the Boolean ex-
pressions very easily in the first place, as was done with L. However, we will see that the
method generalises to the context-sensitive aspects, also referred to in the literature as the
static semantics.
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Turning to the dynamic semantics we want now to avoid configurations (¢, o) with o : Var —
N, as such stores are infinite objects. For we have more or less explicitly indicated that we are
doing (hopefully nice) finitary mathematics. The problem is easily overcome by noting that we
only need o to give values for all the variables in C, and there are certainly only finitely many
such variables. Consequently for any finite subset V' of Var we set:

Storesy =V — N
and take the configurations also to be indexed by V

I'pv ={(e,o) | I7.e: 7, Var(e) CV, o € Storesy }
Loy ={{c,0) | Wic(c), Var(c) C V,o € Storesy } U {o | o € Storesy }

where Var(e) is the set of variables occurring in e. The rules are much the same as before,
formally speaking. That is they are the same as before but with the variables and metavariables
ranging over the appropriate sets and an added index. So for example in the rule

(co,0) —v o’

Comp 2
<Co; C1;<7> —V <0170'>

it is meant that ¢y, c; (and hence cqy; ;) are well formed commands with their variables all in
V and all of the configurations mentioned in the rule are in I'cy.

Equally in the rule

<607 U> -V <€67 0>

Sum 1
<€0+61,0’> —V <€6+61,0’>

it is meant that all the expressions e, €y, €9 + €1, €, + €1 have a type (which must here be
nat) and all their variables are in V' and all the configurations mentioned in the rule are in
I'py. Thus the rules define families of transition relations, —y C I'g yy X I'g v for expressions,
—yC I'cy X ey for commands.

In the above we have taken the definition of Var(e), the variables occurring in e and also of
Var(c) for granted as it is rather obvious what is meant. However, it is easily given by a so-called
definition by structural induction.

r(t) = Var(m) = 0)

W) =)

Var(ey bop e;) = Var(ey) U Var(e;)
(

Var(~e) = Var(e)

With this kind of syntax-directed definition what is meant is that it can easily be shown by
SI that the above equations ensure that for any e there is only one V' with Var(e) = V. The
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definition for commands is similar and is left to the reader, the only point of (very slight)
interest is the definition of Var(v := e).

The definition can also be cast in the form of rules for assertions of the form Var(t) = V.

Truth-values: Var(t) =0
Numbers: Var(m) = ()
Variables Var(v) = {v}

Var(eg) = Vo Var(e;) = V3

Var(eg bop e1) = Vo U W)
Var(e) =V
Var(~e) =V

Binary Operations:

Negation:

Exercise: Give rules for the assertion Var(e) C V.

Finally we have a parametrical form of behaviour. For example for commands we have a partial
function:

Exec : 'y x Storesy, — Storesy,
where Cy = {c € C | Wfc(c) A Var(c) C V}, given by:

Exec(c,0) =0 = (c,0) —" 0
3.7 Static Errors

The point here is to specify failures in the type-checking mechanism. Here are some rules for a
very crude specification where one just adds a new predicate Error.

e Binary Operations
Error(eg)
(1)

(2)

3

(3) Error(eq bop e1)

e Negation
Error(e)
Error(~e)

e Assignment

Error(e)

(1) —
Error(v := e)

(2)

Error(eq bop e1)
Error(e;)

Error(eq bop e1)
€y -Tp €1 .T1

(if Tpop (70, 71) is undefined)

e : bool

Error(v := e)
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e Sequencing
Error(cy)
(1)

2
2) Error(co; ¢1)
e Conditional

(1)
(2)
(3)

4
(4) Error(if e then ¢, else ¢y)
e While

Error(co; ¢1)
Error(c;)

Error(e)

Error(if e then ¢, else ¢y)
Error(c)

Error(if e then ¢, else ¢y)
Error(c;)

Error(if e then ¢, else ¢;)
e : nat

(1) Error(e)
Error(while e do c)

) Error(c)
Error(while e do ¢)

e :nat

(3)

Error(while e do c)

3.8 FExercises

Ezpressions
1. Try out a few example evaluations.

2. Write down rules for the right-to-left evaluation of expressions, as opposed to the left-to-
right evaluation described above.

3. Write down rules for the parallel evaluation of expressions, so that the following kind of
transition sequence is possible:

(1+2+3)+((4+5)+6) — (1+(2+3)+(9+6) — (1+5)+ (9+6)
—6+(9+6) —6+15 — 21

Here one transition is one action of imaginary processors situated just above the leaves
of the expressions (considered as a tree).

4. Note that in the rules if (e,0) — (¢/,0’) then ¢/ = o. This is the mathematical coun-
terpart of the fact that evaluation of L-expressions produces no side-effects. Rephrase the
rules for L-expressions in terms of relations o - e — €’ where 0 - ¢ — ¢’ means that

17

(e,0) — (¢/,0) and can be read as “given o, e reduces to €.
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Give rules for “genuine” parallel evaluation where one or more processors as imagined in
3 can perform an action during the same transition. [Hint: Use the idea of exercise 4.]

“* Try to develop a method of axiomatising entire derivation sequences. Can you find any
advantages for this idea?

Boolean FExpressions

7.

10.

Can you find various kinds of rules analogous to those for or for conjunctions b and v'?
By the way, the left-sequential construct is often advantageous to avoid array subscripts
going out of range as in:

while (i <=n) and ali] <> x
do i:=i+4+3;c
Treat the following additions to the syntax

e := if b then ¢j else ¢;
b ::= if by then b; else b,

Presumably you will have given rules for the usual sequential conditional. Can you find
and give rules for a parallel conditional analogous to parallel disjunction?

Treat the following additions to the syntax which introduce the possibilities of side-effects
in the evaluation of expressions:

e ::= begin cresult ¢

(meaning: execute ¢ then evaluate e) and the assignment expression:

where the intention is that the value of (v := e) is the value of e but the assignment also
occurs, producing a side-effect in general.

Show that the equivalence relations on expressions and boolean expressions are respected
by the program constructs discussed above so that for example:

a)ep=ey, N eg=¢) D (eg+er)=(ef+¢€))

blep=ey Ner=e€e; D (eg—er1)=(ey—¢€))

c)ep=ey, Neg=€) D (eg=-¢e1)=(ey=¢))
>
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Commands

11. Give a semantics for the “desk calculator” command

v+ =e
so that the equivalence

(v+:=e) =

(v:i=v+e)

holds (and you can prove it!)
12. Give a semantics for the ALGOL-60 assignment command
e)...)

so that (see exercise 9) the equivalence

(v, =€) ..))

where e = (v := ... (v,

(v) :=€)

e)...) holds, and you can prove it.

13. Treat the simultaneous assignment

v :=e;and ... and v, := e,

where the v; must all be different. Execution of this command consists of first evaluating
all the expressions and then performing the assignments.

14. Treat the following variations on the conditional command:

if b then ¢ | unless b then ¢ |
if bl then C1
else if b, then ¢,

else if b, then ¢,
else ¢, 1

and show they can all be eliminated (to within equivalence) in favour of the ordinary
conditional.

15. Treat the simple iteration command

do e times ¢

and the following variations on repetitive commands like while b do ¢:

repeat c until b | until b repeat ¢ | repeat c unless b |
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

loop

&1

when b; do ¢] exit
Co

when b, do ¢, exit

Cn+1
repeat

where the last construct has n possible exits from the loop.

Show that equivalence is respected by the above constructs on commands so that, for
example

— ! J— — !
a)e=e D (vi=e)=(v:i=¢)
— — . — . /
Joo=cgNar=¢, D co; 1 =c; C
co=cyNey =cp D if bthen ¢ else ¢; = if I then ¢ else ¢}

c=c O whilebdoc= while? do ¢

Redefine behaviour and equivalence to take account of run-time errors. Do the statements
of exercise 16 remain valid?

** Try time and space complexity in the present setting. [Hint: Consider configurations of
the form, say, (c,o,t,s) where

t = “the total time used so far”
s = “the maximum space used so far”|

There is lots to do. Try finding fairly general definitions, define behaviour and equivalence
(approximate equivalence?) and see which program equivalences preserve equivalence. Try
looking at measures for the parallel evaluation of expressions. Try to see what is reasonable
to incorporate from complexity literature. Can you use the benefits of our structured
languages to make standard simulation results easier /nicer for students?

“* Try exercises 23 and 24 from Chapter 1 again.
Give an operational semantics for L, but where only 1 step of the evaluation of an expres-
sion or Boolean expression is needed for 1 step of execution of a command. Which of the

two possibilities — the “big steps” of the main text or the “little steps” of the exercise —
do you prefer and why?
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Proof

21. Let ¢ be any command not involving subexpressions of the form (e —e’) or while loops but
allowing the simple iteration command of exercise 15. Show that any execution sequence

{e,0) —

*

... terminates.

22. Establish (for L) the following “arithmetic” equivalences:

eo+0 = e

ey + €1 = e1+t+e€g
eo+(e1+e) = (eg+er)+ e
etc

Which ones fail if side-effects are allowed in expressions?

Establish the equivalences:

if bthencelsec = ¢

if b then if b then ¢; else ¢ else if b then ¢y else ¢ = if b then ¢ else ¢
if b then if ¥’ then ¢ else ¢; else if V/ then ¢, else ¢ =

if v/ then if b then ¢ else ¢, else if b then ¢; else c;.

Which ones remain true if Boolean expressions have side-effects/need not terminate?

23. Establish or refute each of the following suggested equivalences for the language L (and
slight extensions, as indicated):

a)nil, ¢ = ¢ = ¢ nil

b)¢;if b then ¢y else ¢; = if begin c result b then ¢ else ¢;
c) (if bthen ¢y else ¢1);¢ = if b then ¢y;c else ¢p; ¢
d)whilebdoc¢ = if bthen (¢; while b do ¢) else nil

e) repeat cuntilb = ¢;while ~bdoc

Type-Checking

24. Make L a little more realistic by adding a type real, decimals, variables of all three types,
and a variety of operators. Allow nat to real conversion, but not vice-versa.

25. Show that if (c,0) — (¢, 0’) and € Dom(o)\Var(c) then o(x) = o'(z).

26. Show that if (c,0) — (¢/,0’) is a transition within I'cy and (c,7) — (¢/,7') is a
transition within I'cy» where V' C V' then, if o =7 [ V, it follows that o' =3 [ V.
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27. The static error specification is far too crude. Instead one should have a set M of messages
and a relation:

Error(e, m) = m is a report on an error in e

and similarly for commands. Design a suitable M and a specification of Error for L'. Try
to develop a philosophy of what a nice error message should be. See [Hor| for some ideas.

28. How would you treat dynamic type-checking in L'? What would be the new ideas for error
messages (presumably one adds an M (see exercise 27) to the configurations).

3.9 Bibliographical Remarks

The idea of reduction sequences originates in the A-calculus [Hin| as does the present method
of specifying steps axiomatically where I was motivated by Barendregt’s thesis [Barl]. I applied
the idea to A-calculus-like programming languages in [Plol], [Plo2] and Milner saw how to
extend it to simple imperative languages in [Mill]. More recently the idea has been applied to
languages for concurrency and distributed systems [Henl], [Mil2], [Hen2]. The present course
is a systematic attempt to apply the idea as generally as possible. A good deal of progress
has been made on other aspects of reduction and the A-calculus, a partial survey and further
references can be found in [Ber] and see [Bar2).

Related ideas can be found in work by de Bakker and de Roever. A direct precursor of our
method can be found in the work by Lauer and Hoare [Hoal|, who use configurations which have
the rough form (si,...,s,,0) where the s; are statements (includes commands). They define
a next-configuration function and the definition is to some extent syntax-directed. The idea of
a syntax-directed approach was independently conceived and mentioned all too briefly in the
work of Salwicki [Sal.

Somewhat more distantly various grammatical (= symbol-pushing too) approaches have been
tried. For example W-grammars [Cle] and attribute grammars [Mad]; although these defini-
tions are not syntax-directed definitions of single transitions it should be perfectly possible to
use the formalisms to write definitions which are. The question is rather how appropriate the
formalisms would be with regard to such issues as completeness, clarity (= readability), nat-
uralness, realism, modularity (= modifiability + extensionality). One good discussion of some
of these issues can be found in [Mar]. For concern with modularity consult the course notes
of Peter Mosses. Our method is clearly intended to be complete and natural and realistic, and
we try to be clear; the only point is that it is quite informal, being normal finite mathematics.
There must be many questions on good choices of formalism. As regards modularity we just
hope that if we get the other things in a reasonable state, then current ideas for imposing
modularity on specifications will prove useful.

For examples of good syntax-directed English specifications consult the excellent article by
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Ledgard on ten mini-languages [Led|. These languages will provide you with mini-projects
which you should find very useful in understanding the course, and which could very well be
the basis for more extended projects. For a much more extended example see the ALGOL 68
Report [Wij]. Structural Induction seems to have been introduced to Computer Science by
Burstall in [Burl; for a system which performs automatic proofs by Structural Induction on
lists see [Boy|. For discussions of what error messages should be see [Hor| and for remarks on
how and whether to specify them see [Mar].
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5 Definitions and Declarations

5.1 Introduction

In this chapter we begin the journey towards realistic programming languages by considering
binding mechanisms which enable the introduction of new names in local contexts. This leads to
definitions of local variables in applicative languages and declarations of constant and variable
identifiers in imperative languages. We will distinguish the semantic concepts of environments
and stores. The former concerns those aspects of identifiers which do not change throughout
the evaluation of expressions or the execution of commands and so on; the latter concerns those
aspects which do as in side-effects in the evaluation of expressions or the effects of the execution
of commands. In the static semantics context-free methods no longer suffice, and we show how
our rules enable the context-sensitive aspects to be handled in a natural and syntax-directed
way.

5.2 Simple Definitions in Applicative Languages

We consider a little applicative (= functional) language with simple local definitions of variables.
It can be considered as a first step towards full-scale languages like ML [Gor].

e Syntax Basic Sets
Numbers: m,n €N
Binary Op.: bop € Bop = {+, —, *}
Variables:  z,y,z € Var = {x1,29,...}
e Derived Sets
Expressions: e € Exp where

ex=m|x|eybope| letx=cepine

Note: Sometimes let © = eg in e; is written instead as e; where x = ¢3. From the point of
view of readability the first form is preferable when a bottom-up style is appropriate, and the
second where a top-down style is appropriate. For in the first case one first defines  and then
uses it, and in the second it is used before being defined.

Clearly any expression contains various occurrences of variables, and in our language there are
two kinds of these occurrences. First we have defining occurrences where variables are intro-
duced; second we have applied occurrences where variables are used. For example, considering
the figure below the defining occurrences are 2, 6, 9 and the others are applied. In some lan-
guages - but not ours! - one finds other occurrences which can fairly be termed useless.
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ot x (let 22 =5 % y® x

in 2%+ (let 5 = 14 — 27
in 3® + (let 2% = 3 + 20 4 2!

in 212 4 19)))
Some Variable Occurrences

Now the region of program text over which defining occurrences have an influence is known as
their scope. One often says, a little loosely, that, for example, the scope of the first occurrence
of x in e = let x = ey in ey is the expression e;. But then one considers examples such as
that of the above figure, where occurrence 12 is not in the scope of 2 (as it is instead in the
scope of 9), this is called a hole in the scope of 2. It is more accurate to say that the scope
of a defining occurrence is a set of applied occurrences. In the case of let z = ¢y in e; the
scope of x is all those applied occurrences of = in ey, which are not in the scope of any defining
occurrence of x in e;. Thus in the case of figure 1 we have the following table showing which
applied occurrences are in the scope of which defining occurrences (equivalently which defining
occurrences bind which applied occurrences).

Defining Occurrence | Applied Occurrences
2 {5, 7, 10, 11}
6 {8, 13}
9 {12}

Note that each applied occurrence is in the scope of at most one defining occurrence. Those
not in any scope are termed free (versus bound); for example occurrences 1, 3, 4 above are free.
One can picture the bindings and the free variables by means of a drawing with arrows such

e

letz =5 + y
M

inlety = 44+2+y

I\/

inz+y+z

From the point of view of semantics it is irrelevant which identifiers are chosen just so long as
the same set of bindings is generated. (Of course a sensible choice of identifiers greatly affects
readability, but that is not a semantic matter.) All we really need are the arrows, but it is

55



hard to accommodate then into our one-dimensional languages. In the literature on A-calculus
one does find direct attempts to formalise the arrows and also attempts to eliminate variables
altogether; as in Combinatory Logic [Hin]; in Dataflow one sees graphical languages where the
graphs display the arrows [Ack].

Static Semantics

Free Variables: The following definition by structural induction is of FV(e), the set of free
variables (= variables with free occurrences) of e:

m| x eo bop eq let + = ¢y in e

FV |0 | {2} | FV(ey) UFV(e1) | FV(eg) U (FV(er)\{z})

Example 17

FV(letr=5+yin(lety=4+y+zinx +y+2))
—FVG+y)UFV(lety =4+ +yinz+y+ 2)\{z})
={y} U (({z, v} Uz, y, 2P\ {yH)\{z})

= }y} L; {z,y,21\{=})

= y,Z

Dynamic Semantics

For the most part applicative languages have no concept of state; there is only the evaluation
of expressions in different environments (= semantic contexts). We take:

Envy = (V — N)

for any finite subset of V' of the set Var of variables and let p range over Env = )"y Envy and
write p : V to mean that p is in Envy. Of course Envy = Storey, but we introduce a new
notation in order to emphasise the new idea.

The set of configurations is also parameterised on V' and
I'v ={e€Exp|FV(e) CV}
Ty =N
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The transition relation is now relative to an environment and for any p : V and e, e’ in 'y we
write

phye— ¢

and read that in (= given) environment p one step of the evaluation of the expression e results
in the expression €’. The use of the turnstile is borrowed from formal logic as we wish to think
of the above as an assertion of e — ¢’ conditional on p which in turn is thought of as an
assertion supplied by the environment on the values of the free variables of ¢ and e’. As this
environment will not change from step to step of the evaluation of an expression, we will often
use, fixing p in the transition relation, the transitive reflexive closure p -y e —* ¢’. It is left
to the reader to define relative transition systems.

Rules:

Variables: p by — p(z)

Binary Operations: (1) ply eg — e = p v ey bop e1 — €, bop e,
(2) pFv e — €} = pky mbop e — m bop €}
(3) pky m bop m' — n (where n = m bop m/')

Note: To save space we are using an evident horizontal lay-out for our rules. That is the rule:

Definition 18 Informally, to evaluate e = let x = eq in ey given p
(1) Ewvaluate eq given p to get the value my.

(2) Change from p to p' = p[mg/x].

(3) FEvaluate ey given p' to get the value m.

Then m is the value of e given p.

The rules for one step of the evaluation are:

/
plyv ey — e

(1) phy let x =¢yine; — let v =¢f in ¢
) plm/z] Fvigey e1 — €

pky letz=mine; — let x =min ¢}
(3) plkv letz=minn — n

(2

Of course these rules are just a clearer version of those given in Chapter 2 for expressions (as
suggested in exercise 4). Continuing the logical analogy our rules look like a Gentzen system
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of natural deduction [Pra] written in a linear way. Possible definitions of behaviour are left to
the reader.

5.3  Compound Definitions

In general it is not convenient just to repeat simple definitions, and so we consider several ways
of putting definitions together. The category of expressions is now:

ex=m|x|eybope|letdine
where d ranges over the category Def of definitions where:
d:=nil|z=eldyd | dyand d; | dy in dy
To understand this it is convenient to think in terms of import and export. An expression, e,

imports values for its free variables from its environment (and produces a value). This can be
pictured as:

Y
™

An Expression

where x is a typical free variable of e. A definition, d, imports values for its free variables and
exports values for its defining variables (those with defining occurrences). This can be pictured
as:

A Definition
These are dataflow diagrams and they also help explain compound expressions and definition.

For example a definition block let d in e imports from its environment into d and then d exports
into e with any other needed imports of e coming from the block environment. Pictorially
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Y
Y

Y

Y

A Definition Block

Here a is a typical variable imported by d but not e, and b is one imported by d and e, and
c is one imported by e and not d; again x is a variable exported by d and not imported by e
(useless but logically possible), and y is a variable exported by d and imported by e. Of course
we later give a precise explanation of all this by formal rules of an operational semantics.

Turning to compound definitions we have sequential definition, dy;d;, and simultaneous def-
initions, dy and d;, and private definitions, dy in d;. What dy;d; does is import from the
environment into dy and export from dy into d; (with any additional exports needed for d
being taken from the environment); then dy;d; exports from both dy and d; with the latter
taking precedence for common exports. Pictorially (and we need a picture!):

a >
- > x
h—— y dy y
> Lz N
d() >
C——— -

Sequential Definition

Simultaneous definition is much simpler; dy and d; imports into both dy and d; from the
environment and then exports from both (and there must be no common defined variable).
Pictorially
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a -

d() > T
b >

d1 > Yy
C >

Simultaneous Definition

Finally, a private definition dy in d; is just like a sequential one, except that the only exports
are from d;. It can be pictured as:

a >
> —
b—— dl —
- Y )
z
dy |
1
c ] u |
1

Private Definition

We may write also dy in d; as let dy in d; or as private dy within d;. Private definitions
provide examples of blocks where the body is a definition. We have already seen blocks with
expression bodies and will see ones with command bodies. Tennent’s Principle of Qualification
says that in principle any semantically meaningful syntactic class can be the body of a block
[Ten|. We shall later encounter other examples of helpful organisational principles.

As remarked in [Ten] many programming languages essentially force one construct to do jobs
better done by several; for instance it is common to try to get something of the effect of both
sequential and simultaneous definition. A little thought should convince the reader that there
are essentially just the three interesting ways of putting definitions together.

Example 19 Consider the expression

let + =3
inletz=5&y=06xx
inz+y
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Depending on whether € is ; or and or in, the expression has the values 35 = 5+ (6 x 5) or
23=5+(6%3) or 33 =34 (6%5).

Static Semantics

We will define the set DV (d) of defined variables of a definition d and also FV(d/e), the set of

free variables of a definition d or expression e.

nil| x=e dg, d1 do and d1 d(] in d1
DV | 0 | {z} DV(dy) U DV (d;) DV (dy) UDV(d;) DV(d,)
FV | § | FV(e) | FV(dy) U (FV(di)\DV(do)) | FV(do) UFV(dy) | FV(do) U (FV(d1)\DV(dy))

For expressions the definition of free variables is the same as before except for the case

FV(let dine) = FV(d) U

(FV(e)\DV(d))

Because of the restriction on simultaneous definitions not all expressions or definitions are well-
formed - for example consider let x = 3 and x = 6 in x. So we also define the well-formed ones
by means of rules for a predicate W(d/e) on definitions and expressions.

Rules:

e Definitions

Nil:

Simple:
Sequential:

Simultaneous:

Private:

e Expressions
Constants:
Variables:
Binary Op.:

=== ====2

(nil)

(e) = W(x =e)

(do), W(dl) = W(do, dl)
(do),W(dl) = W(do and d1>
(d0>7W(d1> = W(do in d1>

(if DV(do) NDV(dy) = 0)




Definitions:  W(d), W(e) = W(let d in e)

Dynamic Semantics

It is convenient to introduce some new notation to handle environments. For purposes of dis-
playing environments consider, for example, p : {x,y, 2z}, where p(z) = 1, p(y) = 2, p(z) = 3.
We will also write p as {x = 1,y = 2,z = 3} and drop the set brackets when desired; this
situation makes it clearer that environments can be thought of as assertions.

Next for any Vg, Vi and po:Vp, p1:V1 we define p = po[p1]:Vo U Vi by:

) (eWn)
p(r) =
po(z)  (z€Vo\W)

We now have the nice p[x = m] to replace the less readable p[m/z]. Finally for any po:Vy, p1:V4
with Vo N'Vp = 0 we write pg, p1 for po U p;. Of course this is equal to po[p1], and also to pi[po],
but the extra notation makes it clear that it is required that Vo NV, = 0.

The expression configurations are parameterised on V' by:
Py ={e | W(e), FV(e) €V}
and of course
Ty =N
And our transition relation, p -y e — €', is defined only for p: V', and e, ¢ in T'y.

For definitions the idea is that just as an expression is evaluated to yield values so is a definition
elaborated to yield a “little” environment (for its defined variables). For example, given p =
{r = 1,y = 2,z = 3} the definition * = 5+ 2 + 2; y = v + y + 2 is elaborated to yield
{z =9,y = 14}. In order to make this work we add another clause to the definition of Def

d:=p

What this means is that the abstract syntax of declaration configurations allows environments;
it does not mean that the abstract syntax of declarations does so.

In a sense we slipped a similar trick in under the carpet when we allowed numbers as expressions.
Strictly speaking we should only have allowed literals and then allowed natural numbers as part
of the configurations and given rules for evaluating literals to numbers. Similar statements hold
for other kinds of literals. However, there seemed little point in forcing the reader through this
tedious procedure.
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Returning to definitions we now add clauses for free and defined variables:

FV(p) =10
DV(p) =V (ifp:V)

and also add for any p that W(p) holds, and for any V' that
I'v ={d | W(d), FV(d) C V'}
and
Tv ={p}
and consider for V and p: V and d,d" € T'y the transition relation
phyd—d
which means that, given p, one step of the elaboration of d yields d'.
Example 20 We shall expect to see that:
r=1y=2z=3Fe=0+4+2)+zny=(+y) +=
—*{r=9}y=(r+vy)+=2
o {a = 0% {y = 14}
— {z =9,y =14}
Rules:

e Expressions: As before but with a change for definitions:
Definitions: Informally, to evaluate e; = let d in ¢ in the environment p
(1) Elaborate d in p yielding py.
(2) Change from p to p’ = p[po]-
(3) Evaluate ey in p’ yielding m.
Then the evaluation of e; yields m. Formally we have:
(1) prbyd—d

(2) P[PO] I_VUVO € — 6/
pFy let pgine — let pyin €

phy letdine — let d' ine

(where pg : Vo)

(3) ptv let pginm — m
e Definitions: The first two cases are self-explanatory.
Nil: p vy nil —
Simple: (1) ptye—¢€¢ = pFyar=e—az=¢
(2) pFyz=m — {x =m}
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Sequential: Informally to elaborate dg; d; given p

(1) Elaborate dy in p yielding po

(2) Elaborate d; in p[pg| yielding p;

Then the elaboration of dy; d; yields pg[p1]. Formally we have:
p by do;dy — d65d1
plpo) Fvuvy di — dy
p v po;di — po; dy

(3) pEv poipr — polpi]
Simultaneous: Informally to elaborate dy and d; given p

(1) Elaborate dy in p yielding py.

(2) Elaborate d; in p yielding p;.

Then the elaboration of dy and d; yields py, p; if that is defined. Formally

(1) P }_V do — d6 = P }_V do and d; — d6 and d;

(2) pFvdi —dy = phky poand dy — py and d}

(3) ptv poand p1 — po, p1
Private: Informally to elaborate dy in d; given p

(1) Elaborate dy in p yielding py.

(2) Elaborate d; in p[po] yielding p.

Then the elaboration of dy in d; yields p;. Formally

(1)p|‘vd0—>d6 = pl—vdoind1—>d61nd1

(2) plpol Fvive di — dy = plkyv poind; — poin d

(where pg : Vo)
(3) ptv poinpr — p

(2) (where po : V)

Example 21

v=1ly=2z2=3Fe=0+a)+zny=(r+y) +=

Ay = (54+1)+ z;y = (x +y) + z (using SIM1)
SE—Q>193:9;?J:(ZU+?/)+Z (using SIM1)
= {r=9%y=(+y) += (using SIM2)

T e =9y =(9+y) +2
SEQ2 r=9};{y = 14}

SEes r =9,y =14}

The reader is encouraged here (and generally too) to work out examples for all the other
constructs.
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5.4 Type-Checking and Definitions

New problems arise in static semantics when we consider type-checking and definitions. For
example one cannot tell whether or not such an expression as x or tt or x + x is well-typed
without knowing what the type of z is and that depends on the context of its occurrence. We
will be able to solve these problems by introducing static environments « to give this type
information and giving rules to establish properties of the form

abye:r
As usual we work by considering an example language.

e Basic Sets

Types: T € Types = {nat, bool}
Numbers: m,n € N;
Truth-values: te'l;

Variables: x,y,%z € Var;

Binary Operations: bop € Bop = {+, —, ,=,0r}.
e Derived Sets

Constants: con € Con where con :=m |t

Definitions: d € Def where

d:::nil|9§:7':e|d0;d1|d0andd1|d0ind1

Expressions: e € Exp where
ex=con|x|~eleybop e |if ey then e; else e, |
let dine

Static Semantics

The definitions of DV(d) and FV(d) are as before as is FV(e) just adding that
FV(if ey then e; else e5) = FV(ey) UFV(ey) UFV(es)
We now need type environments over V. These form the set
TEnvy =V — Types
and the set TEnvy = 37y, TEnvy is ranged over by o and 3 and we write a : V for a € TEnvy,.

Of course all the notation a[f] and «a,  extends without change from ordinary environments
to type environments.
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Now for every V and a:V, 7 and e with FV(e) C V we give rules for the relation

abyve:T
meaning that given a the expression e is well-formed and has type 7. This will involve us in
giving similar rules for constants and also for every V and « : V, [ and definition d with
FV(d) C V, for the relation

(07 |_V d: ﬁ

meaning that given a the definition d is well-formed and yields the type environment (.

Example 22 (1) y =bool - (let z : nat = 1 in (z = z) or y) : bool
(2) y=bool F (z :nat = if y then 0 else 1;y : nat = 2+ 1) : {x = nat,y = nat}

Rules:

e Constants:

Numbers: a by m o nat
Truth-values: a byt bool
e Expressions:
Constants: ablycon:T = ablycon:T (this makes sense!)
Variables: aty x:a(x)
Negation: abkye:bool = «aby ~e:bool

abyvey:mg abye:m

Binary Operations: (if 7= 70 ThopT1)

atyegboper T
Conditional: alyeg:bool,abye imaby e T

= «abty if ey then e elsees : 7

Oél_vdiﬁ Oé{ﬁ]"vUvoeiT
abyletdine: 7T

Definition: (where 3 : V)

Note that this allows the type of variables to be redefined.
Definition 23

Nil: a by nil : ()
Simple: aFye:r = aby(z:7=¢):{z="1}
abyvdo:fo alfo] Fvuw di: B

Sequential: where - Vi
. army Qg pPg arydp: P .
S It : DV (dy) NDV(d;) =
1multaneous o |_v (do and dl) iﬁo,ﬁl (’Lf ( 0) ( 1) @)
Private: afvdo: by alfl Fvov, i i By (where By : Vy)

(6% |_V (do in dl) : 51
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It is hoped that these rules are self-explanatory. It is useful to define for any V' and o : V' and
e with FV(e) C V the property of being well-formed

Wy(e,a)=3r.abye: T
and also for any V', a : V and d with FV(d) C V the property of being well-formed

Wy (d,a) =36. aby d: p.

Dynamic Semantics

If z has type T in environment « then in the corresponding p it should be the case that p(z)
also has type 7; that is if 7 = nat, then we should have p(x) € N and otherwise p(x) € T. To
this end for any V and o : V and p: V — N + T we define:
p:a=VreV (alxr) =nat D p(x) € N)
A (a(x) = bool D p(x) € T)

and put Env, = {p: V — N+ T | p:a}. Note that if py : g and p; : o then po[p1] : o]
and so too that (if it makes sense) (po, p1) : (g, 7).

Configurations: We separate out the various syntactic categories according to the possible
type environments.

e Expressions: For every o : V we put I', = {e | Wy (e,)} and T, = N+ T.
e Definitions: We add the production d ::= p as before (but with p ranging over the Env,)
and then for every o : V we put I'y, = {d | Wy (d, )} and T, = {p}.

Transition Relations:

e Expressions: For every a : V we have the relation where p : « and e, e’ € I':
phae— ¢

e Definitions: For every a : V' we have the relation where p : a and d,d’ € T',:
pbod—d

Rules: The rules are much as usual but with the normal constraints that all mentioned ex-
pressions and definitions be configurations and environments be of the right type-environment.
Here are three examples which should make the others obvious.

e Expressions:

l_a QU !
Definition 2: pleo] Fofa) € — €

pFa let ppine — let py in €

(where pg : )
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e Definitions:
Simple 2: p o x=con — {x = con}
plpol Fajag) i — di

Sequential 2:
p o poidi — po; dy

(where pg : )
Example 24

{x = tt,y = 5} F{s=bool,y=nat} let private(z : nat = 1 and y : nat = 2)
within z :nat =z 4+ y
in if x then y + 2 else y
let private {z =1,y = 2}
within z :nat =z 4y
in if x then y + z else y
— let private {z =1,y = 2}
within {z = 3}
in if x then y + z else y
— let {z =3} inif x then y + z else y
— let {z=3}iny+ =

— 8.

Declarations in Imperative Languages

The ideas so far developed transfer to imperative languages where we will speak of declarations
(of identifiers) rather than definitions (of variables). Previously we have used stores for imper-
ative languages and environments for applicative ones, although mathematically they are the
same - associations of values to identifiers/variables. It now seems appropriate, however, to use
both environments and stores; the former shows what does not vary and the latter what does
vary when commands are executed.

It is also very convenient to change the definitions of stores by introducing an (arbitrary) infinite
set, Loc, of locations (= references = cells) and taking for any L C Loc

Stores;, = L — Values
and

Stores = Z Storesy, ( = Loc —g, Values)
L
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and putting
Env = 1d —g, (Values + Loc)

The idea is that if in some environment p we have an identifier  whose values should not
vary then p(x) = that value; otherwise p(z) is a location, [, and given a store o : L (with [
in L) then o(l) is the value held in the location [ (its contents). In the first case we talk of
constant identifiers and in the second we talk of variable identifiers. The former are introduced
by constant declarations like

const r =95
and the latter by variable declarations like
var r =9

In all cases declarations will produce new (little) environments, just as before. The general form
of transitions will be:

pti{d,o) — (o)

where p is the elaboration environment and o, ¢’ are the stores. So, for example we will have
p ki (const x =5,0) — ({x =5},0)

and
pby(var z =5,0) — ({x =1},0[l = 5]) (%)

where [ is a certain “new” location.

Locations can be thought of as “abstract addresses” where we do not really want to commit
ourselves to any machine architecture, but only to the needed logical properties. A better way
to think of a location is as an individual or object which has lifetime (= extent); it is created
in a transition such as (x) and its lifetime continues either throughout the entire computation
(execution sequence) or until it is deleted (= disposed of) (the deletion being achieved either
through such mechanisms as block exit or through explicit storage management primitives
in the language). Throughout its lifetime it has a (varying) contents, generally an ordinary
mathematical value (or perhaps other locations). It is generally referred to by some identifier
and is then said to be the L-value (or left-hand value) of the identifier and its contents, in
some state, is the R-value (right-hand value) of the identifier, in that state. The lifetime of the
location is related to, but logically distinct from the scope of the identifier. Thus we have a
two-level picture
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The L/R value terminology comes from considering assignment statements

T =1

where on the left we think of the variable as referring to a location and on the right as referring
to a value. Indeed we analyse the effect of assignment as changing the contents of the location
to the R-value of y:

pt (2= y,0) — olpr = o(py)]

This is of course a more complicated analysis of assignment than in Chapter 2. The L/R ter-
minology is a little inappropriate in that some programming languages write their assignments
in the opposite order and also in that not all occurrences on the left of an assignment are
references to L-values.

The general idea of locations and separation of environments and stores comes from the Scott-
Strachey tradition (e.g., [Gor,Ten,Led]); it is also reminiscent of ideas of individuals in modal
logic [Hug]. In fact we do not need locations for most of the problems we encounter in the rest
of this chapter (see exercise 26) but they will provide a secure foundation for later concepts
such as

Static binding of the same global variables in different procedure bodies (storage sharing).
Call-by-reference (aliasing problems).

Arrays (location expressions).

Reference types (anonymous references).

On the other hand it would be interesting to see how far one can get without locations and to
what extent programming languages would suffer from their excision (see [Don|[Rey]). One can
argue that it is the concept of location that distinguishes imperative from applicative languages.

We now make all this precise by considering a suitable mini-language.

Syntax:

e Basic Sets:
Types: T € Types = {bool, nat}
Numbers: m,n € N
Truth-values: teT
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Binary Operations: bop € Bop
e Derived Sets

Constants: con € Con where con :=m |t
Expressions: e € Exp where

e=con |z |~e|eybop e |if ey then e; else ey
Declarations: d € Dec where

d:=nil|constx:7=¢|varz:7=-¢e|dy;d; |
d(] and d1 | d() in d1

Commands: ¢ € Com where

cu=mnil|z:=e|cpc | if e then ¢ else ¢ |
whileedo ¢ | d;c

Note: On occasion we write begin ¢ end for (c¢). That is begin ... end act as command
parentheses, and have no particular semantic significance. However, their use can make scopes

more apparent.

The whole of our discussion of defining, applied, and free and bound occurrences carries over
to commands and is illustrated by the command in figure 2.

var x : bool = tt ;
M
] A
var y :int = if x then 0 else z;
4
const  z:bool = if ~ (z =0) then tt else v;
A
begin
y : = if x then 0 else z
J
r:=ttorw
end
Bindings

Note that left-hand variable occurrences in assignments are applied, not binding.
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Static Semantics

Identifiers: For expressions we need the set, FI(e), of identifiers occurring freely in e (defined
as usual). For declarations we need the sets FI(d) and DI(d) of identifiers with free and defining
occurrences in d; they are defined just like in the case of definitions and of course

Fl(const x : 7 =¢) =Fl(var z : 7 = e¢) = Fl(e)
Dl(const x : 7 =¢) =DIl(var z: 7 = ¢) = {z}

For commands we only need FI(c) defined as usual plus FI(d; c) = FI(c)\DI(d).
Type-Checking: We take
TEnv = Id —4, (Types + Types x {loc})

and write « : [ for any v in TEnv with domain I C Id. The idea is that a(z) = 7 means that =

denotes a value of type 7, whereas a(z) = 7 loc ( o (1,1oc)) means that = denotes a location
which holds a value of type 7.

Assertions:

e Expressions: For each I and expression e with Fl(e) C I and type-environment « : [ we
define

abre: T
meaning that given « the expression e is well-formed and of type 7.

e Declarations: Here for each I and declaration d with FI(d) C I and type-environment « : I
we define

atrd:p
meaning that given a the declaration d is well-formed and yields the type-environment (.
e Commands: Here for each I and command ¢ with FI(c¢) C I and type-environment « : [ we
define:
abre
meaning that given o the command c is well-formed.
Rules:
e Expressions: As usual except for identifiers where:

Identifiers: aF;x:7 (if a(z) = 7 or a(x) = 7 loc)
e Declarations: Just like definitions before, except for simple ones:
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abre:r

Constants:
abFrconstz:7=e:{z="1}

abre: T

Variables:
ariables ab;varz:7T=e: {z=r7loc}

e Commands: The rules are similar to those in Chapter 2. We give an illustrative sample.

Nil: o b7 nil
Fre:
Assignment: aal—II::::Te (if a(z) = 7 loc)
) akrc akFra
Sequencing:
o Fr coie
Frd: +
Blocks: afrd: B alf]Fron (where (5 : Ij)

abkrdc

Dynamic Semantics

Following the ideas on environments and stores we consider suitably typed locations and assume
we have for each 7 infinite sets

Loc,

which are disjoint and that (in order to create new locations) we have for each I C Loc, a
location New,(I) € Loc, with New.(I) ¢ I (the new property).

Note: It is very easy to arrange these matters. Just put Loc, = N x {7} and New.(I) =
(pm.(m, 7) & I,7).

Now putting Loc = U Loc, we take for

Stores = {0 : L C Loc —g, Con | VI € Locp,y N L. o(l) € N
AVl € Lochea N L. o(l) € T}

(as Con is the set of values). And we also take
Env = Id —4, Con + Loc

For any p: I and « : I we define p : a by:

p:a=Vrel (a(x)=DboolAp(z) € T) V(a(zr) =nat A p(x) € N)
V 3r. (a(z) = 7 loc A p(x) € Loc,)

Transition Relations:
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e Expressions: For any « : [ we set

I, ={{e,o) | IT.atre: 1}
{

and for any « : I we will define transition relations of the form
ptao(e,0) — (¢, o)

where p : o and (e, o) and (¢, 0’) are in I,
e Declarations: We extend Dec by adding the production

d:=p

and putting FI(p) = () and DI(p) = I (where p : I), and putting o 7 p : 3 (where p : 3).
Now for any « : I we take

Lo =1{(d,0) |38. at;d:B}U{p} and T, = {p}
and the transition relation has the form
pFald.o) — (d.0") (or f)

where p : a and (d, o) and (d’,0’) (or p') are in [,
e Commands: For any « : I we take

Iy ={(c,0) |atrc} U{o} and T, = {0}
and the transition relation has the form
ptao(c,0) — (0" (or o)
where p : a and (c,0) and (¢, 0’) (or 0’) are in T',,.
Rules:
e Expressions: These should be fairly obvious and we just give some examples.
Identifiers: (1) pkq (z,0) — {(con, o) (if p(z) = con)

(2) ptqo (x,0) — (con, o) (if p(z) = l/and o(l) = con)
Conditional: (1) pFa le0,0) — (€0, 0)

p Fo (if eg then e; else ey, 0) — (if €[, then e; else ey, o)
(2) pFq (if tt then e; else ey, 0) — (ey,0)

(3) p o (if ff then e; else ey, 0) — (ey,0)
e Declarations:
Nil: pbq (nil, o) — (0, 0)
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ptao(e,0) — (¢ 0

Constants: 1
nstat M) pha(const z:7 =e,0) — (const z: 7 =¢,0')

(2) ptq (const z: 7 = con,o0) — ({x = con}, o)
Variables: Informally to elaborate var x : 7 = e from state o given p
(1) Evaluate e from state o given p yielding con.
(2) Get a new location [ and change o to o[l = con] and yield {x = [}.
Formally

(1)

(2) pko (varx : 7 = con,0) — ({x =1}, 0[l = con])
(where ¢ : L and | = New,(L N Loc;,))
pbo (dy,0) — (d}, o)
p o (do; di, 0) — (dp; dy, o)

(2) /)[,00] l_a[ao] <d170> I <d,1>OJ>
1% }_oc <PO, d1, U> - <p07 dllv OJ)
(3) pFa {po; p1.0) — (polpil. o)
Private: 1./2. Like Sequential.
3. pla(poinpi,0) — (p1,0)
Simultaneous: (1) Like Sequential.
(2) P l_a <d17 0> - <d/1> U/>
pFao (poand dy,0) — (py and dy, o’)

pFa e, o) — (¢, 0"

pbo(varx:7 =e,0) — (varz : 7 = ¢, 0’)

Sequential: (1)

(where pg : ag)

(3) pFa (po and p1,0) — (po,p1,0)
Note: These definitions follow those for definitions very closely.
e Commands: On the whole the rules for commands are much like those we have already seen
in Chapter 2.
Nil: pFq (nilo) — o
phale o) —

*

(con, o)

Assignment: plto (x:=e,0) — o[l = con]
(where p(z) =1, and if [ € L where o : L)
Composition: 1./2. Like Chapter 2, but with p.
Conditional While: Like Chapter 2, but with p.
Blocks: Informally to execute d;c¢ from o given p
(1) Elaborate d from o given p yielding py and a store o’.
(2) Execute ¢ from o’ given p[pg| yielding ¢”. Then ¢” is the result of the
execution.
) prald,o) —({d o)
ptaold;c,o) — (d;c, o)

) Al Foi (e.0) — (¢
P I_oz <p07 C, U> - <PO> Cl? OJ>

(po : ap)

75



(3) p[p()] l_a[cxo] <Cv U) — 0’
pta (po;c,o) — o’

In the above we have not connected up p and o. In principle it could happen either that

(1) There is an [ in the range of p but not in the domain of . This is an example of a dangling
reference. They are also possible in relation to a configuration such as (c, o) where [ occurs
in ¢ (via some p) but not in the domain of o.

(2) There is an [ not in the range of p but in the domain of o. And similarly wrt ¢ and o, etc.
This is an example of an inaccessible reference.

However, we easily show that if for example we have no dangling references in p and o,

or cand o and if p + (¢,0) —* (¢, 0’) then there are none either in p and ¢’ or ¢ and o’.
One says that the language has no storage insecurities. An easy way to obtain a language
which is not secure is to add the command

¢ ::= dispose(x)
with the dynamic semantics
p Fo (dispose(z),0) — o\l (where | = p(x))

(and o\l = o\{({l,o(1))}) (and obvious static semantics). One might wish to add an error
rule for attempted assignments to dangling references.

On the other hand according to out semantics we do have inaccessible references. For example
a block exit

p F (var x : bool = tt, begin nil end, o) — ({x = [};nil, o[l = tt])
— o[l = tt]

Another example is provided by sequential or private definitions, e.g.,

p F (var x : bool = tt; var = : bool = tt,0) — ({x =[;};var x : bool = tt, o[l; = tt])
— <{.%' = ll}, {CC = lg},O'[ll = tt,lg = tt]>
e <{I’ = lQ},O’[ll = tt, lg = tt]>

and again

pt (var z : bool = tt in var y : bool = tt,0) —* ({z =L iny = b}, ol = tt, [ = tt])
— ({y = b}, olly = tt, 1y = tt])

It is not clear whether inaccessible references should be allowed. They can easily be avoided,
at the cost of complicating the definitions, by “pruning” them away as they are created, a kind
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of logical garbage collection. We prefer here to leave them in, for the sake of simple definitions;
they do not, unlike dangling references, cause any harm.

The semantics for expressions is a little more complicated than necessary in that if p - (e, 0) —
(¢/,0') then ¢ = ¢'; that is there are no side-effects. However, the extra generality will prove
useful. For example suppose we had a production:

e :=begin c

result e

To evaluate begin ¢ result e from o given p one first executes ¢ from o given p yielding o’ and
then evaluates e from ¢’ given p. The transition rules would, of course, be:

pFaoc,o) — (o)

p Fo (begin c result e, 0) — (begin ¢ result e, o)

ptac,o) — o

p Fo (begin cresult e, 0) — (e, 0’)
(and the static semantics is obvious).

With this construct one also has now the possibility of side-effects during the elaboration of
definitions; previously we had instead that if

P Fa <d7 U) - <d,7 OJ)
then ¢’ | L = o where o : L.

We note some other important constructs. The principle of qualification suggests we include
expression blocks:

e:=letd
in e
with evident static semantics and the rules
pFao(d,o) — (d, o)
pto (let dine o) — (let d' in e, o’)

plpol Fafag) (€,0) — (€', 0)
p o (let pgin e, o) — (let po in €', o”)

(where pg : )
p Fo (let po in con, o) — (con, o)
As another kind of atomic declaration consider

d:=x==y
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meaning that = should refer to the location referred to by y (in p). The relevant static semantics
will, of course, be:

Dl(z ==y) = {x}; Fl(x ==y) = {y}
ab;x==y:{r=r7loc} (if a(y) = 7 loc)

and the dynamic semantics is:
phalt==y0) —(x=1Lo) (if ply) =1)

This construct is an example where it is hard to do without locations; more complex versions
allowing the evaluation of expressions to references will be considered in the next chapter.

It can be important to allow initialisation commands in declarations such as
d:=d
initial
c

end

and the static semantics is:
DI(d initial ¢ end ) = DI(d); FI(d initial ¢ end) = FI(d) U (FI(c)\DI(d))

and

Oél_[diﬁ Oé[ﬂ] |_IUIOC
« b7 d initial c end

However, we may wish to add other conditions (like the drastic FI(¢) C DI(d)) to avoid side-
effects. The dynamic semantics is:

p Fa <d7 U> - <dl7 OJ>
p Fo (d initial c end, 0) — (d’ initial ¢ end, o’)

P I_cv[ozo] <Ca U) - <Cl7 0J>

h :
p Fa {po initial c end, ¢) — (p, initial ¢ end, o’) (where pg : aq)

p[p()] l_a[ao] <Ca U> — 0
p Fo {po initial c end, o) — (pg, o)

In the exercises we consider a dual idea of declaration finalisation commands which are executed
after the actions associated with the scope rather than before the scope of the declaration.

Finally, we stand back a little and look at the various classes of wvalues associated with our
language.
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e Expressible Values: These are the values of expressions. In our language this set, EVal, is
just the set, Con, of constants.

e Denotable Values: These are the values of identifiers in environments. Here the set, DVal,
is the set Con + Loc of constants and locations. Note, that Env = Id —, DVal.

e Storeable Values: These are the values of locations in the store. Here, the set, SVal, is the

set Con of constants. Note, that Stores is the set of type-respecting finite maps from Loc to
SVal.

Thus we can consider the sets EVal, DVal, SVal of expressible, denotable and storeable values;
languages can differ greatly in what they are and their relationship to each other [Str|. Other
classes of values — e.g., writeable ones — may also be of interest.

5.5 FExercises

1. It is possible to formalise the notion of occurrence. An occurrence is a sequence [ =
my ... my (n > 0) of non-zero natural numbers. For any expression, e, (say in the first
language of Chapter 3) and occurrence, [, one has the expression ¢’ = Occ(e, [) occurring
in e at [ (it may not be defined). For example

Occ(e,e) = e
Oce(z,1) (m=1)
0) N =2
Occ(let x = eginey,m ~ 1) = celeo ) (m=2)
Occ(ey, 1) (m =3)
undefined (otherwise)

Define Occ(e, 1) in general. Define FO(z, e) = the set of free occurrences of z in e and also
the sets AO(x,e) and BO(z, e) of applied and binding occurrences of x in e. For any [ in
BO(x, e) define Scope(l) = the set of applied occurrences of x in the scope of [; for any
bound occurrence, [, of = in e (i.e., [ in [AO(z,e) UBO(z,e)]\FO(x, e), define binder(()

the unique occurrence in whose scope [ is.
2. Repeat exercise 1 for the other languages in Chapter 3 (and later chapters!).

3. Ordinary mathematical language also has binding constructions. Notable are such exam-
ples as integration and summation.

/Oy /136 f(y) dy dx and Z apx"”

n>0

Define mathematical expression language with these constructs and then define free vari-
ables and occurrences etc, just as in exercise 1.
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. The language of predicate logic also contains binders. Given a syntax for arithmetic
expressions (say) we can define formulae by:

Fi=e=ele>el|...|"F|FVF|FANF|FDF|Vo. F|3zF

where A,V, D mean logical and, or and implies and to assert Vx. F' means that for all
x we have F' and to assert Jx. F' means that we have F' for some z. Repeat the work
of exercise 3 for predicate logic. To what extent is it feasible to construct an operational
semantics for the languages of exercise 3 and 47 How would it help to only consider finite

sums, Z e and quantifications Vz. < b.F and piecewise approximation?
a<n<b

. Can you specify the location of dynamic errors? Thus starting from ¢, o suppose we reach
¢, 0" and the next action is (for example) division by zero; then we want to specify an error
occurred as some occurrence in the original command c. [Hint: Add a labelling facility,
c ::= L :: ¢ and transition rules for it, and start not from ¢ but a labelled version in which
the occurrences are used for labels.]

. Define the behaviour and equivalence of definitions and expressions of the second language
of this chapter; prove that the program constructs respect equivalence. Establish or refute
each of the following suggested equivalences

do and (d; and d3) = (dp and d;) and d
d() and d1 = dl and do

doand nil = d,

dyand nil = nil

and similar ones for private and sequential definition.
. Show that the following right-distributive law
doin (dy and d3) = (dpin d;) and (dy and d»)

holds. What about the left-distributive law? What about other such laws? Show that
dy in (x = e) = x = let dy in e. Show that do;d; = dy in (d; and dy) where V =
DV(dy)\DV(d;) and where for any V' = {z1,...,2,} weputdy = x; = z; and ... and z,, =

x,,. Conclude that any d can be put, to within equivalence, in the form z; = e; and ... and x,, =
En.
. Show that let do;d; in e = let dp in (let d; in e). Under what general conditions do we

have do;di = dy;dy? When do we have dy;d; = dy in d;?” When do we have let dy; d;
ine = let dyin d; in dy; e?

. It has been said that in blocks like let dy in e all free variables of e should be bound by
d for reasons of programming readability. Introduce strict blocks let dy in e and dy in d;
where it is required that FV(e) (resp. FV(d;)) € DV(dp). Show that the non-strict blocks

80



10.

11.

12.

13.

are easily defined in terms of the strict ones. [Hint: Use simultaneous definitions and the
dy of exercise 7.] Investigate equivalences for the strict constructions.

Two expressions (of the first language of the present chapter) e and e’ are a-equivalent -
written e =, €’ - if they are identical “up to renaming of bound variables”. For example

letz=cinlety=¢cinz+y =, lety=cinletzr=¢iny+ux

ifz,y ZFV(e),but let z =einx+y #, let y = e in y + y. Define a-equivalence.
[Hint: For a definition by structural induction to show let z = ¢y in e; =, let y =
e; in €] it is necessary to show some relation between e; and €. So define 7 : e =, €
where 7 : FV(e) = FV(€') is a bijection; this relation means e is a-equivalent to €’ up
to the renaming, 7, of the free variables.] Show that e =, €’ implies e = ¢’. Show that
for any e there is an ¢’ with e =, ¢’ and no bound variable of ¢’ in some specified finite
set and no variable of ¢/ has more than one binding occurrence.

Define for the first language of the present chapter the substitution of an expression e
for a variable z in the expression e’ - written [e/z]€/; in the substitution process no free
variable of €’ should be captured by a binding occurrence in €/, so that some systematic
renaming of bound variables will be needed. For example we could not have

[z/y|let x =einz+y= letz=[z/yleinz+ =z
but could have
z/yl|let x =ecinx+y= let z =[z/ylein z + x

where z # x. Show the following

letz=cine =, lety=cin [y/x]e (if y € FV(¢))

le/xle'/yle” =a [le/ale'fylle/x]e”  (if = #y)
[e/x][e/xle" =a [le/x]e'/x]e"

le/z]e’ = (if z € FV(e))
FV(le/x] ') = FV(e) U(FV(e)\{z})

le/z]e’ = let z =ein €.

By using substitution we could avoid the use of environments in the dynamic semantics
of the first language of the present chapter. The transition relation would have the form
e — ¢ for closed e, e’ (no free variables) and the rules would be as usual for binary
operations, none (needed) for identifiers, and let © = ey in e; — [ep/x]e;. Show this
gives the same notion of behaviour for closed expressions as the usual semantics.

Extend the work of exercises 10, 11 and 12 to the second language of the present chapter.
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

It is possible to have iterative constructs in applicative languages. Tennent has suggested
the construct

e = for x = e to e; op bop on e,

So that, for example, if g = 0 and e; = n and bop = + and e; = z*x then e = Z T*T.
0<z<n
Give the operational semantics of this construct.

It is even possible to use definitions to obtain analogues of while loops. Consider the
definition construct

d = while e do d

So that

let privater =1andy =1
within while y #n
dor=zxyandy=y+1
inzx

computes n! for n > 1. Give this construct a semantics; show that the construct of exercise
14 can be defined in terms of it. Is the new construct a “good idea”?

Consider the third language of the present chapter. Show that the type-environments
generated by definitions are determined by defining by Structural Induction a partial
function DTE: Definitions — TEnv and then proving that for any «, V., d, 3:

atyd: [ = DTE(d) is defined and equal to [3.

Give a semantics to a variant of the third language in which the types of variables are
not declared and type-checking is dynamic.

Change the fourth language of the present chapter so that the atomic declarations have
the more usual forms:

const x — e and var x T

Can you type-check the resulting language? To what extent can you impose in the static

semantics the requirement that variables should be initialised before use? Give an op-

erational semantics following one of the obvious alternatives regarding initialisation at

declaration:

(1) The variable is initialised to a conventional value (e.g., 0/ff), or an unlikely one (e.g.,
the maximum natural number available/?).
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19.

20.

21.

(2) The variable is not initialised at declaration. [Hint: Use undefined maps for stores
or (equivalently) introduce a special UNDEF value into the natural numbers (and
another for truth-values).] In this case show how to specify the error of access before
initialisation. Which alternative do you prefer?

In PL/I identifiers can be declared to be “EXTERNAL”; as such they take their value
from an external environment - and so the declaration is an applied occurrence - but
they have local scope - and so the declaration is also a binding occurrence. For example
consider the following fragment in an extension of our fourth mini-language (not PL/I!)
(where we allow d ::= external z : 7):

external x : nat;

begin
T =2
var x : nat;
begin
x =1
external x : nat;
begin y := x end
end
end

This sets y equal to 2. Give a semantics to external declarations.

In PL/I variables can be declared without storage allocation being made until explicitly
requested. Thus a program fragment like

var 2z :nat
begin
x := 1;allocate(x)

end

would result in a dynamic error under that interpretation of variable declaration. Give a
semantics to this idea.

In the programming language EUCLID it is possible to declare identifiers as pervasive,
meaning that no holes are allowed in their scope - they cannot be redeclared within their
scope. Formulate an extension of the imperative language of this chapter which allows
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22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

pervasive declarations and give it a static semantics. Are there any problems with its
dynamic semantics?

Formalise Dijkstra’s ideas on scope as presented in Section 10 of his book, A Discipline of
Programming (Prentice-Hall, 1976). To do this define and give a semantics to a variant
of the fourth mini-language which incorporates his ideas in as elegant a way as you can
manage.

Suppose we have two flavours of variable declaration
local var x : 7 and heap var x : 7

(cf PL/I, ALGOL 68). From an implementation point of view local variables are allocated
space on the stack and heap ones on the heap; from a semantical point of view the locations
are disposed of on block exit (i.e., they live until the end of the variable’s scope is reached)
or never (unless explicitly disposed of). Formalise the semantics for these ideas. Does
replacing local by heap make any difference to a program’s behaviour? If not, find some
language extensions for which it does.

Add to the considerations of exercise 23 the possibility
static var x : 7

Here, the locations are allocated as part of the static semantics (of FORTRAN, COBOL,
PL/I).

Consider the finalisation construct d = dy final c. Informally to elaborate this from
an environment p one elaborates dy obtaining py but then after the actions (whether
elaboration, execution or evaluation) involved in the scope of d one executes ¢ in the
environment p’ = p[po] (equivalently, one executes p'; ¢). Give an operational semantics for
an extension of the imperative language of the present chapter by a finalisation construct.
[Hint: The elaboration of declarations should result in an environment and a command
(with no free identifiers).] Justify your treatment of the interaction of finalisation and the
various compound definition forms.

How far can you go in treating the constructs of the imperative language of this chapter
(or later ones) without using locations? One idea would be for declarations to produce
couples < p, o > of environments and stores (in the sense of Chapter 2) where p : I, 0 :
I, and I1 N I, = ¢. What problems arise with the declaration x == y?

Formalise the notion of accessibility of a location and of a dangling location by defining
when given an environment p and a configuration (¢, o) (or (d,o) or (e,o)) a location,
[, is accessible. Define the notion of lifetime with respect to the imperative language of
the present chapter. Would it be best to define it so that the lifetime of a location ended
exactly when it was no longer accessible or dangling? Using your definition formulate and
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prove a theorem, for the imperative language, relating scope and lifetime.

28. Locations can be considered as “dynamic place holders” (in the execution sequence) just
as we considered identifiers as “static place holders” (in program text). Draw some arrow
diagrams for locations in execution sequences to show their creation occurrences analogous
to those drawn in this chapter to show binding occurrences.

29. Define a-equivalence for the imperative programming language of the present chapter
(see exercise 10). One can consider ¢ =, ¢ as saying that ¢ and ¢ are equivalent up
to choice of static place holders. Define a relation of location equivalence between couples
of environments and configurations, written p, v =, p/, v/ (where « is an expression,
command or declaration configuration); it should mean that the couples are equivalent
up to choice of locations (dynamic place holders). For example

{r=04L}{y=Ltiz=c+y,{li=3,1b=4}) =
{r=0L}{y=L}x=c+y {lo =31 =4})

holds.

30. Define the behaviour of commands, expressions and declarations and define an equivalence
relation =; between behaviours which should reflect equality of behaviours up to choice
of dynamic place holders. Prove, for example, that

(var z :nat = 1;vary :nat =1) =, (vary:nat= 1;var z:nat=1)

even though the two sides do not have identical behaviours. Investigate the issues of
exercises 10, 11, and 12 using =;.

5.6 Remarks

The ideas of structuring definitions and declarations seem to go back to Landin [Lan] and Milne
and Strachey [Mil]. The idea of separating environments and stores, via locations, can also be
found in [Mil]. The concepts of scope, extent, environments, stores and their mathematical
formulations seem to be due to Burstall, Landin, McCarthy, Scott and Strachey. [I do not want
to risk exact credits, or exclude others ...] For another account of these matters see [Sto].

The ideas of Section 5.4 on static semantics where the constraints are clearly context-sensitive
in general were formulated in line with the general ideas on dynamic semantics. In fact, they
are simpler as it is only needed to establish properties of phrases rather than having relations
between them. It is hoped that the method is easy to read and in line with one’s intuition.
There are many other methods for the purpose and for a survey with references, see [Wil].
It is also possible to use the techniques of denotational semantics for this purpose [Gor,Sto].
Our method seems particularly close to the production systems of Ledgard and the extended
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attribute grammars used by Watt; one can view, in such formulae as oy d : 3, the turnstile
symbols a and V' as inherited attributes and 3 as a synthesized attribute of the definition
d; obviously too the type-environments o and (3 are nothing but symbol tables. It would be
interesting to compare the methods on a formal basis.

As pointed out in exercise 26 one can go quite far without using locations. Donahue also tries
to avoid them in [Don]. In a first version of our ideas we also avoided them, but ran into
unpleasantly complicated systems when considering shared global variables of function bodies.

As pointed out in exercise 12 one can try to avoid environments by using substitutions; it
is not clear how far one can go in this direction (which is the usual one in syntactic studies
of the A-calculus). However, we have made a definite decision in these notes to stick to the
Scott-Strachey tradition of environments. Note that in such rules as

let © = eg in e; — [eg/x]eq

there is no offence against the idea of syntax-directed operational semantics. It is just that
substitution is a rather “heavy” primitive and one can argue that the use of environments is
closer to the intuitions normally used for understanding programming languages. (One awful
exception is the ALGOL 60 call-by-name mechanism.)
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7 Functions, Procedures and Classes

In this chapter we consider various mechanisms allowing various degrees of abbreviation and
abstraction in programming languages. The idea of abbreviating the repeated use of some
expressions by using definitions or declarations of identifiers was considered in Chapter 3; if we
apply the same choice to commands we arrive at (parameterless) procedures (= subroutines). It
is very much more useful to abstract many similar computations together, different ones being
obtained by varying the values of parameters. In this way we obtain functions from expressions
and procedures from commands.

Tennent’s Principle of Abstraction declares that the same thing can be done with any semanti-
cally meaningful category of phrases. Applying the idea to definitions of declarations we obtain
a version of the class concept, introduced by SIMULA and recently taken up in many modern
programming languages. (If we just use identifiers to stand for definitions or declarations we
obtain the simpler but still most useful idea of module.)

Calling (= invoking) abstractions with actual parameters (their arguments) for the formal
ones appearing in their definition results in appropriate computations whether evaluations,
executions or elaborations of the bodies of their definitions. We will explain this by allowing
abstraction identifiers to denote closures which record their formal parameters and bodies.
Invocations will be explained in terms of computations of blocks chosen in terms of Tennent’s
Principle of Correspondence which declares that in principle to every parameter mechanism
there corresponds an appropriate definition or declaration mechanism. For example if we define

f(z :nat) :nat =x + 1
then the elaboration results in the environment
f =Xz :nat. x +1:nat
To invoke f in an expression, say f(5), we just evaluate the expression block
letx :nat =5
in z+1
Note that this block exists by virtue of Tennent’s Principle of Qualification.

Below we use these ideas to consider an applicative programming language with (possibly re-
cursive) definitions of functions of several arguments. We then consider an imperative language
where we consider both functions and procedures and use the Principle of Correspondence
to obtain the parameter mechanisms of call-by-constant and call-by-value. Other parameter
mechanisms are easily handled using the same ideas (some explicitly in the text and others
in exercises); let us mention call-by-reference, call-by-result, call-by-value-result, call-by-name
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and call-by-text. Next we consider higher order functions and procedures. Finally we use the
Principles of Abstraction and Correspondence to handle modules and classes; this needs no new
ideas although some of the type-checking issues are interesting.

7.1  Functions in Applicative Languages

We begin with the simplest case where it is possible to define functions of one argument (unary)
functions. Let us consider throughout extensions of the second applicative language of Chapter
3. Add the following kind of function definitions:

di=f(x:m):mm1=¢e
and function calls
e = f(e)

where f is another letter we will use to range over variables (but reserving its use to contexts
where functions are expected).

Static Semantics

This is just as before as regards free and defining variables with the extensions

FV(f(x:71):m =€) =FV(e)\{z}
DV(f(z:7):m=e)={f}
FV(f(e)) ={ftUFV(e)

It is convenient to consider types a little more systematically than before. Just as we have
expressible and denotable values (EVal and DVal) we now introduce the sets of ETypes and
DTypes, expressible and denotable types (ranged over by et and dt respectively) where

et =17
dt =7 | 19— 7

More complex expressible types will be needed later; denotable types of the form 75 — 7 will
be used for functions which take arguments of type 7y and deliver results of type 71. Later we
will want also sets of storeable types and other such sets. Now we take

TEnv = Var —g, DTypes
ranged over, as before, by a and 3 and give rules for the predicates

abye:et
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where o : V and FV(e) C V, and
(07 |_V d: ﬂ

where a : V and FV(d) C V. These rules are just as before with the evident extensions for
function calls and definitions:

Fve:et
Function Calls: Oﬁ_v‘}(ee) (f 2t1 (if a(f) = ety — ety)
abye:mn

Function Definitions:
aby fle:m):n=e:{r0— 7}

Dynamic Semantics
We introduce the set, Closures, of closures
Closures = {\x :etg. e s ety | {z =elo} Fymye:etr}
and define the set of denotable values by
DVal = Con + Closures
and then we define, as usual,
Env = Var —, DVal
and add the following production to the definition of the category of definitions
d:=p
(and put for p: V, DV(p) =V and FV(p) = 0).

It is important to note that what is meant here is that the sets Dec, Exp, Closures, DVal and
Env are being defined mutually recursively. For example the following is an expression of type
nat
let f = Ax : nat
(let{y = 3,9 = Ay : bool. ~y : bool} in if g(ff) then x else y) : nat
and w =5
in f(2)+w

There is no more harm in such recursions than in those found in context-free grammars; a
detailed discussion is left to Appendix B.
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Note too that closures have in an obvious sense no free variables. This raises the puzzle of
what we intend to do about the free variable in function definitions. In fact in elaborating such
definitions we will bind the free variables to their values in the elaboration environment. This
is known as static binding (= binding of free variables determined by their textual occurrence),
and will be followed throughout these notes. The alternative of delaying binding until the
function is called, and then using the calling environment, is known as dynamic binding, and is
considered in the exercises.

To extend the static semantics we type denotable values defining the predicate for dval in DVal
and dt in DTypes

dval : dt
and for p: V in Env and o : V in TEnv define
P

by the rules

Constants: m : nat t : bool
Closures: (Ax s etg. € : ety) : ety — ety
Vr e V. :
Environments: ‘ pla) : alz) (where p: V, a: V)
P

and add the rule for environments considered as definitions

e
Blyvp:a

With all this we now easily extend the old dynamic semantics with the usual transition relations

Environments:

phae—¢
phod—d

by rules for function calls and definition.
e Function Calls:
phao fleg) — let x:etg =egine (if p(f) = Az :etg. e : ety )
This rule is just a formal version of the Principle of Correspondence for the language under

consideration.
e Function Definitions:

pba flx 1) m=e—{f=Xx:7.(let p[ Vine):nn} (where V=FV(e)\{z})
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Example 25 We write f(x : 79) : 71 = e for the less readable f = Az : 1. € : 71 (and miss out
70 and/or Ty when they are obvious). Consider the expression

e Y let double(z : nat) : nat = 2% x

in double(double(2))

We have

0 -y e — let p in double(double(2))
where p - {double(z) = 2%z} and now note the computation

p Fdouble(double(2)) — let x : nat = double(2) in double(2)
— letz:nat=(let z:nat =2in2%z)in 2% x
—3let z:nat =4in2x*z

38
and so
e —*8

Our function calls are call-by-value in the sense that the argument is evaluated before the body
of the function. On the other hand it is evaluated just after the function call; a slight variant
effects the evaluation before.

e Function Call (Amended)
pbye—¢

(1) ———— ;

pFv fle) — f(e)

(2) ptv f(con) — let x : 1o = con in e (if f(x:70) =eisin p)

This variant has no effect on the result of our computations (prove this!) although it is not
hard to define imperative languages where there could be a difference (because of side-effects).
Another important possibility — call-by-name — is considered below and in the exercises.

We now consider how to extend the above to definitions of functions of several arguments such
as

max(x : nat,y : nat) : nat = if x > y then x else y

Intending to use the Principle of Correspondence to account for function calls we expect such
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transitions as

let z : nat,y : nat = 3,5
p F max(3,5) —
in if z > y then z else y

and therefore simultaneous simple definitions. To this end we adopt a “minimalist” approach
adding two syntactic classes to the applicative language of the last chapter.

Formals: This is the set Forms ranged over by form and given by
form == | x: 71, form
Actual Expressions: This is the set AcExp ranged over by ae where
ae :=- | e,ae
Then we extend the category of definitions allowing more simple definitions and function defi-
nitions
d = form =ae | f(form):T7=¢e
and adding function calls to the stock of expressions
e = f(ae)

To obtain a conventional notation x : 7, - and e, - are written x : 7 and e respectively and f()
replaces f(-). In a “maximalist” solution we could include actual expressions as expressions and
allow corresponding “tuple” types as types of identifiers and function results; see exercise 2.

Static Semantics

Formals give rise to defining variable occurrences
DV(:)=0  DV(x:,form)={x} UDV(form)

Then we have free variables in actual expressions
FV()=0  FV(e,ad) =FV(e) UFV(ae)

and for the new kinds of definitions

FV(form = ae) = FV(ae) DV (form = ae) = DV(form)
EV(f(form):1T=¢) =FV(e)\DV(form) DV(f(form):7=¢)={f}
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and for function calls, FV(f(ae)) = {f} UFV(ae).

Turning to types we now have ETypes, AcETypes (ranged over by aet) and DTypes where
et i=T aet = - | 7,aet dt ==et | aet — et

Then with TEnv = Var —yg, DTypes as always we have the evident predicates
abye:et a by oae:aet abyd:p

Formals give positional information and type environments. So we define 7" : Formals —
AcETypes by

T() =" T(z : 7, form) =1, T(form)
and give rules for the predicate form : (3

(1) -:0
(2) form: 5 = (x:7,form):{zx=71}pF (if x & DV(form))

Note that it is here the natural restriction of no variable occurring twice in a formal is made.

Here are the rules for the other predicates:

a by oae :aet
aty f(ae):et
form : B a by oae:aet

a by (form = ae) :

form : B alB) Fvuv, €
aty (f(form):T7=c¢€):{f =aet — 7}
(where (3 : Vj and aet = T'(form))

Function Calls:

(if a(f) = aet — et)

Definitions: (where aet = T'(form))

Actual Expr.: oty -:-
abye:et abyae:aet

aty e ae:et,aet

Dynamic Semantics
We proceed much as before as regards closures, denotable values and environments

Closures = {Aform. e:et | AG,V. form : fand §:V and Sy e: et}
DVal = Con + Closures

Env = Var —j4, DVal

d:=p
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with the free and defining variables of p as usual and extend the static semantics by defining
the predicates dwval : dt and p : a much as before.

As regards transition rules we will naturally define p -y e — €’ and p by d — d' and, for
actuals, p by ae — ae’. The terminal actual configurations are the “actual constants”-tuples
of constants given by the rules

acon = - | con, acon

As for formals they give rise to environments in the content of a value for the corresponding
actuals and so we begin with rules for the predicate

acon F form : p

(1) -F-:0

acon = form : p
(2)

con,acon = (x : 1, form) : pU{x = con}

While this is formally adequate enough it does seem odd to use values rather than environments
as dynamic contexts.

The other rules should now be easy to understand.

Function Calls: pFao flae) — let form = aein e (if p(f) = Aform. e : et)

Fa /
Definitions Simple: P o ae —ac

p b form = ae — form = ae’

acon = form : pg

p b form = acon — pg

Function: pFao f(form):7=e— {f=Norm.let p[ Vine: 7}
(where V' = FV(e)\DV(form))
Actual Expr.: prae—¢€ = pk,eae— € ae

pboqae — ae! = phk, con,ac — con,ae

Example 26 We calculate the mazimum of 2+ 3 and 2x 3. Let py be the environment {max =
Az : nat,y : nat. let () in if x > y then x else y : nat}. Then we have

0 - {let max(z : nat,y : nat) : nat = if x > y then x else y} in max(2 + 3,2 x 3)
— let py in max(2 + 3,2  3)
— let ppinlet z : nat,y : nat =2+ 3,2+ 3 in let () in (if = > y then x else y)
—* let pp inlet {x =5,y =6} in let () in (if = > y then z else y)
—*let ppinlet {x =5,y =6} inlet ) in 6

—36.
as one sees that

poF x:nat,y :nat =2+3,2%«3 —* {x =5,y =6}
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Recursion

It will not have escaped the readers attention that no matter how interesting our applicative
language may be it is useless as there is no ability to prescribe interesting computations. For
example we do not succeed in defining the factorial function by

Y fact(n : nat) : nat = if n = 0 then 1 else n * fact(n — 1)

as the fact on the right will be taken from the environment of dy, and not understood re-
cursively. (Of course the imperative languages are interesting owing to the possibility of loops;
note too exercise 3, 14, 15.)

Clearly we need to introduce recursion. Syntactically we just postulate a unary operator on
definitions (and later on declarations)

d:=recd

Thus rec dg,; will define the factorial function. In terms of imports and exports rec d imports
all imports of d other than exports which provide the rest of the imports to d; the exports of
rec d are those of d. In other words define X to be FV(d)\DV(d), Y to be DV(d) and R to be
FV(d) N DV(d). Then X is the set of imports of rec d and Y is the set of its exports with R
being defined recursively. Diagrammatically we have

<
<

> R
d

X—> —v

A Recursive Declaration: rec d

The unary recursion operator gives a very flexible way to make recursive definitions since the
d in rec d can take many forms other than simple function definitions like f(z : 7 ...) : 7 =e.
Simultaneous recursive definitions are written

rec f(...)

: ...f...g...and...and
g(...)=...f...g

A narrow scope form of sequential recursive definitions is

rec f(...)=...f...g...; ...
recg(..)=...f...g...;

where the g in the definition of f is taken from the environment but the f in the definition of
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g is the recursively defined one. A wide scope form is obtained by writing

rec f(...)=...f...g...;...;

which is equivalent to the simultaneous definition unless f = g for example.

Static Semantics

For free and defining variables we note that

FV(rec d) = FV(d)\DV(d)
DV(rec d) = DV(d)

We keep TEnv and DTypes, ETypes and AcETypes as before. The natural rule for recursive
declarations is

alf | Rl Fvurd: 3
atyrecd:

(where R = FV(d) N DV(d))

However, this is not easy to use in a top-down fashion as given rec d and a one would have
to guess 3. But, as covered by exercise 11, it would work. It is more convenient to use the fact
that in oy d : 3 the elaborated 3 does not depend on « but is uniquely determined by d, the
« only being used to check the validity of 3. We make this explicit by defining two predicates
for definitions. First for any V' and d with FV(d) C V and 3 we define

}_V d: @
and secondly for any a : V and d with FV(d) C V we define
0% |_V d

The first predicate can be read as saying that if d is a valid definition then it will have type 3;
the second says that given o then d is valid. The other predicates will be as before

abye:et a by oae: aet form :
Rules:
e Definitions:
Nil: (1) Fy nil :
(2) a by nil
Simple: (1) form : 5

Fv form =ae :
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) form : 3 aty ae: T(form)
a by form = ae

Function: (1) by f(form):7=e:T(form — 1)

@) form : 35 alB] Fyow, e T

aty f(form):7=e
Fvdo: o Fvdi: B
Fv dos dy = o[ B1]

2) atydy Fydo:B o8] Fvoy, du

a by doy dy
Fvdo:fo Fvdi:fh
}_V do and d1 . 60,61
o "V do « |_V d1

(where 3 : V)

Sequential: (1)

(where (3 : V)

Simultaneous: (1)

(if DV(do) NDV(dy) = 0)

Private: 1
rivase ) aind 4
atyvdy Fydo:By alBy] Fvoy, di ‘
(2) a l_v dO in dl (Where ﬂo . %)
Fv d -
Recursion: (1) - :ec dﬁ: 3
Fvd:B o] RlFyurd
2 h =F DV (d
(2) pE— (where R V(d) N DV(d))

The other rules are as before except for expression blocks:

kvdiﬂ al_vd Oé[ﬂ] "VUvoe
abyletdine

(where (3 : V)

Example 27 Consider the definition
d =rec f(z :nat) : nat = g(x) and g(x : nat) : nat = f(z)
Here as by f(x : nat) : nat = g(x) : {f = nat — nat}, etc. we have
Fg d : {f = nat — nat, g = nat — nat}.

Then to see that ) ¢ d one just shows that {f = nat — nat,g = nat — nat} kg, dy (where
rec dy = d). This example also shows why it is needed to explicitly mention the result (= output)
of functions.

Dynamic Semantics

Before discussing our specific proposal we should admit that this seems, owing to a certain
clumsiness and its somewhat unnatural approach, to be a possible weak point in our treatment
of operational semantics.
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At first sight one wants to get something of the following effect with recursive definitions

plpo T Vol Favae d —* po
p o rec d —* py

(where pg : DV(d) and for suitable ag : Vp)

Taken literally this is not possible. For example put d = f(x : nat) : nat = f(z) and suppose
po(f) = d. Then for V = () and p = () we would have

po Fisy f(x :nat) : nat = f(z) — {f = Az : nat. (let py in f(z)) : nat}

and so we would have d = Az : nat. (let py in f(x)) : nat which is clearly impossible as d
cannot occur in itself (via pg). Of course it is just in finding solutions to suitable analogues of
this equation that the Scott-Strachey approach finds one of its major achievements.

Let us try to overcome the problem by not trying to guess py but trying to elaborate d without
any knowledge of the values of the recursively defined identifiers. Thus in our example we first
elaborate the body

0 g f(z :nat) : nat = f(z) — {f = Az : nat. (let @ in f(z)) : nat}

and let py be the resulting “environment”. Note that we no longer have closures as there can
be free variables in the abstractions. So we know that for any imported value of f that py gives
the corresponding export. But in rec d the imports and the exports must be the same, that is

f = p(f) in some recursive sense and we can take f “ rec po- To get a closure we now take
the all important step of binding f to rec py in pg and take the elaboration of rec d to be

p1 = {f(x : nat) : nat = let rec po in (let () in f(x) : nat)}

What we have done is unwound the recursive definition by one step and bound into the body
instructions for further unwinding. Indeed it will be the case that

Frec po — p1
and so when we call f(e) we will arrive at the expression
let x : nat = e in let rec py in let () in f(z) : nat

Then we will evaluate the argument e, then we will unwind the definition once more (in prepa-
ration for the next call!), then we will evaluate the body. This is perhaps not too bad; in the
usual operational semantics of recursive definitions (see exercise 7) one first evaluates the ar-
gument, then unwinds the definition for the present call and then evaluates the body. Thus we
have simply performed in advance one step of the needed unwindings during the elaboration.

Let us now turn our attention to the formal details, the changes from previously mostly concern
allowing free variables in closures, and we define

Abstracts = {Aform. e : et}
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and put
DVal = Con + Abstracts
and
Env = Var —, DVal
and add
d=p
To extend the static semantics we define FV(dval) by
FV(con) =0  FV(Aform.e:et) = FV(e)\DV(form)
and then for p: V

DV(p)=V  and  FV(p) = |J FV(p(x))

zeV

Now we define predicates Fy dval : dt and o Fy dval by

Constants:

Fy t
v Morme.e : et : T(form) — et

form: 8 al] Fyov, €
a by Aform. e : et

Abstracts:

(where (5 : V)

Then the rules for environments p : V/

Ve e V. by p(z) : B(2)

Fwop:f
Ve e V.abw p(x)

abwp

(1)
(2)

Turning to the transition relations we define for a: V and §: W, with W CV and p: a | W,
and e, ¢ in T', (as before)

phae— ¢

and keep the same set I',, of terminal expressions. Similarly we define p F, ae — ae’ and
pbod—d.
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The rules are formally the same as before except that for p : W conditions of the form p(f) = ...
are understood to mean that f € W and p(f) = ... and similarly for p(z) = ... (this affects
looking up the values of variables and function calls).

We need rules for recursion:

plXFaagd—d
pFq,recd — recd
(where X = FV(d)\DV(d) and taking ( from the requirement that - d : 3 we have
ap = [ R where R =FV(d)NDV(d))
(2) pFarecpg — {xr=con | x=coninpy} U
{f(form) : 7 = let rec po\DV(form)ine | f(form):T=ein py}

(1)

In other words we first elaborate d without knowing anything about the values of recursively
defined variables and then from the resulting py we yield py altered to bind its free variables by
rec py. Here are a couple of examples. More can be found in the exercises.

Example 28 Consider the traditional definition of factorial

d = rec fact(z : nat) : nat = if x = 0 then 1 else z * fact(x — 1)
Then for any suitable p and o we have

P Fajao) fact(x : nat) :nat = ... — py (with o as given above)

where py = {fact(x : nat) : nat = let 0 in...} (and from now on we omit the tedious
et 0 in”). Then we have

p o recd— rec pg — py
where p; = {fact(x) = let rec py in. ..}
To compute fact(0) we look at the derivation

0 g let rec d in fact(0) —™ let p; in fact(0)
— let z :nat =0 inletrec py in ...
—"let {x =0} in let p; in if z =0 then 1 else ...

3
Equally for fact(1) we have

0 g let din fact(1) —* let {x = 1} in let p; in

if x = 0 then 1 else = x fact(x — 1)
—" let {x = 1} in let p; in x * fact(z — 1)
—"let {r =1} inlet p;in1x*[let x :nat =2 — linrec pyin.. ]
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—"let {r =1} inlet p; in 1 x[let z =0 inlet p; in.. ]

_>1

Example 29 [t is allowed to define natural numbers or truth-values recursively. For example
consider d = (rec x = z + 1). To elaborate d given p = {x = 1} we must elaborate x = x + 1
from p\{z} = 0 and that elaboration sticks as we must evaluate x+1 in the empty environment.
It could be helpful to specify a dynamic error in this case. Again the elaboration of

d =rec z = fact(0) and fact(x : nat) : nat = ...

does not succeed as, intuitively, we need to know the value of fact before the elaboration —
which produces this value — has finished. On the other hand simple things like the elaboration
of rec x = 5 do succeed. If desired we could have specified in the static semantics that only
recursive function definitions were allowed.

7.2 Procedures and Functions
We now consider abstractions in imperative languages. Abstracts of expressions give rise to

functions, as before, but now with the possibility of side-effects as in:

function f(var z : nat) : nat =

begin
yi=y+1
result x +y

In several programming languages the bodies of functions are commands, but are treated, via
special syntactic devices, as expressions — see exercise 12. We take a straightforward view where
the bodies are (clearly) expressions. Abstracts of commands give rise to procedures as in:

procedure p(var x : nat)
begin
yi=x+y

end

which may also have side-effects and indeed are often executed for their side-effects. To see why
we write var in the formal parameter let us see how the Principle of Correspondence allows us
to treat a procedure call. First the above declaration, d, will be elaborated thus

pla(d,o) — ({p(var z :nat) ={y =1}; y ==z +y},0)
where [ = p(y). Then the procedure call p(e) in the resulting environment p’ will look like this

P Fo (p(e),o) — (var z : nat = e; begin {y =1}; y :=x +y end, o)
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And we see the reason for writing var... is to get an easy correspondence with our previous
declaration mechanism. The computation now proceeds by evaluating e, finding a new location
I, making [’ refer to the value of e in the state and then executing the body of the procedure
with 2 bound to [’. This is very clearly nothing else but the classical call-by-value. Constant
declarations will give rise to a call-by-constant parameter mechanism.

We begin by working these ideas out in the evident extension of the imperative language of
Chapter 3. Then we proceed to other parameter mechanisms by considering the corresponding
declaration mechanisms. (Many real languages will not possess such a convenient correspon-
dence; one way to deal with their parameter mechanisms would be to add the corresponding
declaration mechanisms when defining the set of possible configurations.)

For the extension we drop the const z : 7 = e and var x : 7 = e productions and add:

Expressions: e :=letdine | f(ae) | begin c result e

Actual Expr.: ae :=- | e,ae

Declarations: d ::= form = ae | function f(form): T = e | procedure p(form) c |
rec d

Formals: form :=- | const x : T, form | var x: T, form

Commands: ¢ ::= p(ae)

Static Semantics

We have the following sets of identifiers with the evident definitions and meanings: FI(e), FI(ae),
FI(d), DI(d), DI(form), FI(c). For example

Fl(procedure p(form) c¢) = FI(c)\DI(form)
DI(procedure p(form) ¢) = {p}

Fl(p(ae)) = {p} U F1(ae)

Turning to types we define ETypes, AcETypes and DTypes; these are as before except that
both locations and procedures are denotable, causing a change in DTypes

et =T
aet :=- | T,aet
dt ==et | etloc | aet — et | aet proc

and of course TEnv = Id —g, DTypes. We also need T'(form) € AcETypes with the evident
definition

const x : 7, form | var x : T, form

T- T, aet T, aet
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Then we define the expected predicates
abre:et a7 ae: aet Frd: (3 atrdform: (B alkrec

We give some representative rules:

Procedure (1) F; procedure p(form) c¢: {p = T'(form) proc}
Declarations: . )
(2) form ﬁa I—al[ﬁc] 10t © (where (3 : Iy)
Formals: (1) -: 0
(2) const x : TfOfZWZmﬁ{a: = T} 3 (if x & Iy where (3 : [0)
7fo7"m : B 7

if Iy wh i
var z : 7, form : {x = 7 loc}, (if # € Iy where 3 : Iy)

= s aet
Procedure Calls: (1) arrac-ae

o1 p(ac) (if a(p) = aet proc)

Dynamic Semantics

We begin with environments, abstracts and denotable values. First the set, Abstracts (ranged
over by abs), is

Abstracts = {Aform. e : et} U {\form. c}
then
DVal = Con + Loc + Abstracts
where Loc is the set Locyae U Locpee of Chapter 3 and
Env = Id —4, DVal
and we add the production
dz=p
and all the above is to be interpreted recursively as usual.
Then FI(dval) is defined in the obvious way; for example
FI(Aform. ¢) = Fl(¢)\DI(form)
Then DI(p) and FI(p) are defined. Next we define the evident predicates

Frdval : dt a b1 dval Frp:p abrp:p
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as expected; for example

Procedure (1) b; Aform. ¢ : T(form) proc

Abstracts:
form : 3 alf] Fru, ¢
a b1 Aform. ¢

(2) (where 3 : Iy)

Transition Relations: Turning to the transition relations we first need the set of stores
Stores = {0 : L € Loc —g, Con | o respects types}
— the same as in Chapter 3.
e Expressions: We have
Lo ={(e,0) | Jet. atre:et} (for ac: I)
and
T, = {{con,o)}
and the evident relation
ptale,0) — (o)
e Actual Expressions: We have
I, = {{ae,o) | Jaet. a by ae: aet} (for a: 1)
and
T, = {{acon, o)}
where acon is in AeCon, as before. And we have the relation
ptqo (ae, o) — (ac', o)
e Declarations: We have
I ={({d,0) | ak;d} (for a: I)
and
To ={(p.0) | (p,0) €Ta}

and the relation

p Fa <d7 U) - <d,7 OJ>
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e Formals: We define
acon, L = form : p,o

meaning that in the context of an actual expression constant acon and given an existing set,
L, of locations the formal (part of a declaration) form yields a new (little) environment p
and store o.

e Commands: We have

r., T,
and
pba{c,o) — (o) (or o)
as usual.
Rules: The rules are generally just those we already know and only the new points are covered.

e Declarations:

l_ / /

p Fo (form = ae,0) — (form = ae’,o’)

acon, L = form : pg, 09

(2) oo (form = ae,0) — (po, 0 U o) (where o : L)

Procedure: p o (procedure p(form) c,0) — ({p = Aform. p\I;c}, o)

(where I = FI(c)\DI(form))
p\R Fa[ao] d E— d/

pFqrecd — recd

(where if Fpyg) d : 8 then R = FI(d) NDI(d) and o = 3 | R)
(2) plarecpg — p1

Recursive: (1)

(where py = {x =con | x =conin py} U
{zr=1loc | z=1locin py} U
{f(form) : et = let rec po\I in e |
f(form) : et = e in py and I = DI(form)} U

{p(form). rec po\I; ¢ |

p(form) ¢ in py and I = DI(form)})
e Formals:
Empty: L2000

e Declarations
acon, L = form : pg, 0

Empty:
mpLy (con,acon), L = const x : 7, form : po U {z = con}, oy
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acon, L U {l} F form : pgy, oo
(con,acon), L = var x : 7, form : {x =1} U py, {l = con} Uay
(where [ = New, (L N Loc,))

Variable:

Example 30 The following program demonstrates the use of private variables shared between
several procedures. This provides a nice version of ALGOL’s own variables and anticipates the

facilities provided by classes and abstract data types. Consider the command

¢ =private var z : nat = 1
within procedure inc() z ==z +1

procedure dec() if z > 0 then = := = — 1 else nil;

begin
inc(); dec()

end

First look at the declaration part, d:

pF (d,o) — (private {x = [} within procedure inc()—; procedure dec()...,o[l = 1])
— (private {x = [} within{inc() = {z = [}; —}; procedure dec() ..., o[l = 1])
—3 (private {z = [} within {inc() = {z = I}; —,dec(){z = 1};...,0[l = 1])
— {inc(){z = 1}; —,dec(){x =1};...,0ll = 1))
= (p,oll = 1]), say

So we see that
pt{e,0) —" {po; (inc(); dec()), ofl = 1])
and so we should examine the computation:

plpol F (inc(); dec(), ofl = 1})
— ({r =1}z =2+ 1);dec(), o]l =1])
—" (dec(), o[l =2])
— ({z =1};if 2 > 0 then 2 := z — 1 else nil, o[l = 2])
—" (o[l =1]).

7.8  Other Parameter Mechanisms

Other parameter mechanisms can be considered in the same manner. The general principle is to
admit more ways to declare identifiers (as discussed above) and to admit more ways of evaluating
expressions (and/or actual expressions). The latter is needed because actual expressions can be
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evaluated to various degrees when abstracts are called. One extreme is absolutely no evaluation
(see exercise 16 for this call-by-text mechanism). We shall first consider call-by-name in the
context of our applicative language which we regard as evaluating the argument to the extent of
binding the call-time environment to it; this well-known idea differs from the official ALGOL-60
definition and is discussed further in exercise 15.

Then we consider call-by-reference in the context of our imperative language where the argu-
ment is evaluated to produce a reference. Other mechanisms are considered in the exercises.
Note that in call-by-name for example the actual parameter may be further evaluated during
computation of the body of the abstract. It is even possible to have mechanisms (e.g., variants
of call-by-result) where some or all of the evaluation is delayed until after the computation of
the body of the abstract.

Call-by-Name

Syntactically it is only necessary to add another possibility for the formal parameters to the
syntax of our applicative language

form ::= name x : T, form

Static Semantics

The sets of defining variables of name x : 7, form is clearly {z} UDV(form). Regarding types
we add

aet ::= T name, aet
dt :==et | T name | aet — et

The definition of the type T'(form) of a formal needs the new clause
T(name z : 7, form) = 7 name, T'(form)
Here are the new predicate rules

e Formals: form : § = (name z : 7, form) : {x = T name} U 3 (if x & DV (form))
e Expressions:
Variables: a by x: 7 (if a(x) = 7 name)
This rule expresses the fact that if x is a call-by-name formal parameter as in name x : 7

then in the calling environment its denotation can be evaluated to a value of type 7.
abye:et a by oae: aet

e Actual Expr.:
a by e, ae : et name, aet

It is important to note that this rule is in addition to the previous rule. So given « an
actual expression can have several different types; these are needed as the same expression
can correspond to formals of different types, and that will require different kinds of evaluation.
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Example 31 Consider these two expressions

let function fred(z : nat,name y : nat) : nat = x +y
in fred(u +v,u —v)

and

let function fred(name x : nat,y : nat) : nat = x +y
in fred(u +v,u —v)

In the first case we need the fact that o - v+ v,u — v : nat, nat name and in the second that
a b u+v,u—v:nat name, nat (where o = {u = nat,v = nat}).

Dynamic Semantics

Clearly we must add a new component to the set of denotable values, corresponding to the new
denotable types 7 name

DVal = Con + NExp + Abstracts

where we need NExp = {e : name 7} to allow free variables in the expressions because of the
possibility of recursive definitions. For example consider

rec name z :nat = f(5) and
f(z:nat) = ... f...
The extension to the definition of FV(dval) is, of course, clear
FV(e:name 7) = FV(e)
For the predicates kv dval : dt and o -y dval we add the rules

akle:T

Fy (e : 7 name) : name 7
a b e: 7 name

Transition Relations: For expressions and definitions we refine the usual p -, e — €’ and
p Fo d — d' alittle, parameterising also on the set of variables whose definition is currently
available in the environment (the others will be in the process of being recursively defined). So
for o : V and W C V we will define the relations

prawe—¢€ and ptawd—d
where p: o | Woand e, ¢’ € Ty and d,d’ € T'S%;, where

oS ={e | Jet. abye:et}
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M, = {d | oy d)
We also have the evident Tg 1, and T4, .
For formals we have the predicate

ae =, w form : py
where ae € T, w and p = M (T (form)).

For actual expressions the result desired will depend on the context and we introduce an
apparatus of different evaluation modes. The set Modes of modes is ranged over by u given by

p =+ | value,u | name,p
Each actual expression type, aet, has a mode, M (aet) where

M() =
M (1, aet) = value, M (aet)
M (T name, aet) = name, M (aet)

We define transition relations p -, w,, ae — ae’ which are also parameterised on modes. The
set of configurations is, for a : V., W C V and mode p

Low,y ={ae | Jaet. aty ae : aet and M(aet) = p}
and we define the set T, w,, of terminal actual expressions by some rules of the form F,, y T'(ae)

(1) Fw T()
©) Fuw T'(ae)
F(vatue,u),w 1'(con, ae)
Fuw T'(ae)

|_(name,u),VV T(ea ae)

(3) (if FV(e)n W = 0)

It is rule 3 which introduces the need for W, insisting that all variables are bound, except,
possibly, for those being recursively defined.

The transition relation is defined for p: o | W and ae, ae’ € I', w,,, and has the form p F, w,,
ae — a€e’ . The apparatus of modes gives types what might also be called metatypes and this
may be a useful general idea. The reader should not confuse this with one normal usage of the
term mode as synonymous with type.

Transition Rules:
e Expressions: These are the same as before except for identifiers:

Identifiers: (1) pF 2 — con (if p(z) = con)
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(2) pboz—e (if p(z) = e : T name)
e Actual Expr.

Fa /
Value Mode: (1) Plawe ¢

/
P l_a,(value,u),W €, ae > €,ae

©) pFapuw ae — ae’

P I_oz,(value,,u),W con,ae — con, ae’
Name Mode: (1) p o (mameu),w €,ae — (let p [ FV(e) in ), ae

? if F —
(2) P Fa,(name,u),w €, ae — e, ae’ (if FV(e) N W = ()

e Definitions: Here we need a rule which ensures that the actual expressions are evaluated in
the right mode. Otherwise the rules are as before.
H ae — ae’
Simple: (1) P apw

pFauw ae — ae’

p Faw form = ae — form = ae’ (where = M(T(form)))

ae = form : pg

p Faw form = ae — py

(if ae € Ty w where p = M (T(form))
Formals: (1) Fow-:0
ae =, w form : p

con, ae Fatue ), w (T 7, form) : {x = con} Up

ae &, w form : p

e, ae F(name ), w (@ : 7 name, form) : {x = e: 7 name} Up

Example 32 The main difference between call-by-name and call-by-value in applicative lan-
guages is that call-by-name may terminate where call-by-value need not. For example consider
the expression

e =let f(x : nat name) : nat = 1 and rec g(x : nat) : nat = g(z) in f(g(2))

Then p = e —* let po in f(g(2)) where py = {f(x : nat name) : nat = 1, g(x : nat) : nat =
...}. So we look at

poF f(g(2)) — let x : nat name = ¢g(2) in 1
—*let {x =let g(z :nat) :nat =...} in1

_>1

On the other hand if we change the formal parameter of f to be call-by-value instead, then, as
the reader may care to check, the evaluation does not terminate.
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Call-by-Reference

We consider a variant (the simplest one!) where the actual parameter must be a variable (identi-
fier denoting a location). In other languages the actual parameter could be any of a wide variety
of expressions which are evaluated to produce a location; these might include conditionals and
function calls. This would require a number of design decisions on the permitted expressions
and on how the type-checking should work. For lack of time rather than any intrinsic difficulty
we leave such variants to exercise 17. Just note that it will certainly be necessary to rethink
expression evaluation; this should either be changed so that evaluation yields a natural value
(be it location or primitive value) or else different evaluation modes should be introduced.

Syntactically we consider an extension to our imperative language

form :=1loc x : T, form.

Static Semantics

Clearly we have DI(locx : 7, form) = {x} UDI(form). For types we add another actual expres-
sion type

aet ::= 7 loc, aet
and
T(ref x : 7, form) = 7 ref, aet

and we have the rule

form : 3

ref x : 7, form : {x = T ref},

(if x & I where 5: 1)

e Actual Expressions: These are as before with the addition

a by oae: aet

(if a(x) = 7 loc)

aty x,et: 1 loc, aet

It is here that we insist that actual reference parameters must be variables. As in the case of
call-by-name the type of an actual expression is not determined by its environment alone, but by
its context as well. (A more honest notation might be «, aet by ae rather than « by ae : aet.)

Dynamic Semantics

It is not necessary to change the definitions of DVal (or Env or Dec) as locations are already
included. However, we allow locations in AcExp and AeCon

ae ::=1,ae
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acon ::= L, acon
and clearly FV([,ae) = FV(ae) and we have the rule

abrae: aet

(I € Loc,)

atrl ae: 1loc, aet

Transition Rules: We have relations p F, (e,0) — (€¢/,0'), p ko (d,0) — (d’,0’) and
p Fao (c,0) — (c,0’) (or ¢’) and a predicate acon, L - form : p,o as before. For actual
expressions we proceed as with call-by-name and introduce a set, Mode, of evaluation modes

=+ | val,u | loc,p
with the evident definition of M (aet) € Mode and put for « : I and p,

Lo ={(ae,0) | 3aet. a b ae: aet and p = M (aet)}
T, M—{(acon o) €ela,u}

and will define the transition relation for p : @ and p
p oy (ae,0) — (a€',o’)
Rules:

e Actual Expressions:

- ’ot
Value Mode: (1) phafeo) — (e ,U? /
'0 I_av(VélLu) <(€’ a’e)a 0> — <(€ s CL@), o >

ptq (ae,0) — (a€’, o’)

(2)

p Faval ((con,ae), o) — ((con,ae’),o’)
Ref. Mode: (1) plq et ((z,ae),0) — ((l,ae),0) (if p(z) =1)
) pFayu (ae,0) — (a€’,o’)

1Y l_a,(ref,,u) <(l> ae), 0-> I <(l7 CL@I), OJ>
e Definitions:

. . ptau (ae, o) — (ae o’ —
Simple: (1) oo (form i PR | Fr——— (if u = M(T(form)))

acon, L &= form : py, 0

@) p Fo (form = acon, o) — (py, o U 0p) (where o': L)
Formals: We just add a rule for declaration-by-reference (= location)
acon, L = form : py, 09
(I,acon), L Floc x : T, form : {x =1} U py, 0
Note: All we have done is to include the construct x == y of Chapter 3 in our simple

declarations.
o Commands: No new rules are needed.
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Clearly our discussion of binding mechanisms is only a start, even granting the ground covered
in the exercises. I hope the reader will have been led to believe that a more extensive coverage
is feasible. What is missing is a good guiding framework to permit a systematic coverage.

7.4 Higher Types

Since we can define or declare abstractions, such as functions and procedures, Tennent’s Prin-
ciple of Correspondence tells us that we can allow abstractions themselves as parameters of
(other) abstractions. The resulting abstractions are said to be of higher types (the resulting
functions are often called functionals). For example the following recursive definition is of a
function to apply a given function, f, to a given argument, x, a given number, ¢, of times:

rec Apply(f : nat — nat, z : nat, ¢ : nat) : nat =
if t = 0 then x else Apply(f, f(x),t — 1)

We will illustrate this idea by considering a suitable extension of the imperative language of this
chapter (but neglecting call-by-reference). Another principle would be to allow any denotable
type to be an expressible type; this principle would allow locations or functions and procedures
as expressions and, in particular, as results of functions (by the Principle of Abstraction). For
example we could define an expression (naturally, called an abstraction)

Aform. e

that would be an abbreviation for the expression let f(form) : 7 = e in f. For a suitable
7, depending on the context, it might, more naturally, be written as: function form. e; such
functions (and other similar abstractions) are often termed anonymous. Then the following
function would output the composition of two given functions

Compose(f : nat — nat, g : nat — nat) : nat — nat = Az : nat. f(g(z))

In this way we obtain (many) versions of the typed A-calculus. A number of problems arise in
imperative languages where functions are not denotable, but only references to them. In the
definition of Compose one will have locally declared references to functions as the denotations
of f and g; if these are disposed of upon termination of the function call one will have a
dangling reference. Just the same thing happens, but in an even more bare-faced way, if we
allow locations as outputs

function f() : nat loc = let var z :nat =5inx

At any rate we will leave these issues to exercises, being moderately confident they can be
handled along the lines we have developed.

Now, let us turn to our language with higher types. We extend the syntax by including the
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category AcETypes of actual expression types:
aet 2= | T,aet | (aet — T),aet | aet proc,aet
and then add to the stock of formals
form ::= function f : aet — 7, form | procedure p : aet, form

It is clear how this allows functions and procedures of higher type to be defined; they are passed
as arguments via identifiers that denote them.

Static Semantics
Clearly

DI(function f : aet — 7, form) = {f} U DI(form) and
DI(procedure p : aet, form) = {p} U DI(form)

The definition of T'(form) in AcETypes is also evident and we note

T'(function f : aet — 7, form) = (aet — 7),T(form)
T (procedure p : aet, form) = aet proc, T'(form)

As for the predicate form : (3 we first note the definition of the set, DTypes, of denotable types:
dt :==et | etloc | aet — et | aet proc

The rules are fairly clear and we just note the procedure case:

form : (3
procedure p : aet, form : {p = aet proc},

(if p & I where 5 : 1)

Turning to the other predicates we only need to add a rule for actuals:

abrae: aet

where dt = a(x) is either of the form aet — et or aet proc

albrx ae:dt aet ( (z) - proc)
Example 33 Try type-checking the following imperative version of Apply in the environment
{z = nat}

function double(x : nat) : nat =2 %z

rec function apply(function f : nat — nat, z : nat, ¢ : nat) : nat =
let var result : nat = x in
begin while ¢ > 0 do begin = := f(z); t :=t — 1 end
result result; end

x := apply(double, z, x)
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Dynamic Semantics

Once more there is no need to change (the form of) the definitions of DVal or Env or Dec. We
must now allow abstracts within actual expressions and also AcCon

ae ::= (AMform. e: 1),ae | (Aform. c),ae
acon ::= (Aform. e : 7),acon | (Aform. c),acon

with the evident extensions to the definitions of FV(ae) and a b ae : aet.
Transition Relations: In the following o : [ and J C [.

e Expressions: We define configurations and terminal configurations as usual; for the transi-
tion relation we define for p: a [ J

ptaye,o) — ()
e Actual Expressions: We take
Loy ={(ae,0) | Fl(ae) C I}
and
To.s = {(acon,o) | Fl(acon)nJ =0}
and for p: a [ J the relation
ptag (ae,0) — (ae',o’)

e Declarations: We define I', ;, T, s in the evident way, and the transition relation p , s
(d,0)y — (d', 0"} is of the evident form.

e Commands: Again the configurations, the terminal configurations and the transition rela-
tion are of the evident forms.

e Formals: We will define the predicate acon, L - form : py, oo where Fl(acon) N J = ().

Rules: Expressions, Declarations, Commands as before.
e Actual Expressions: As before, plus
pFag((x,ae),0) — ((abs, ae), o) (if p(z) = abs € Abstracts)

pFa. (ae, o) — (ae, o)

p Fa.y ((abs,ae),c) — ((abs,ae’),c’)
e Formals: We just need two more rules

acon, L & form : (3
((Aform. e : 7),acon), L F; function f : aet — 7, form : {f = Aorm.e: 7},
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(if f & I where 3:1)

acon, L =5 form : 3

((Aform. €),acon), L ; procedure p : aet, form : {p = Aform. e}, 3
(if p & I where 3 : 1)

As a matter of fact the J’s are not needed, but we obtain finer control over the allowable actual
expression configurations. This can be useful in extensions of our language where abstractions
are allowed.

7.5 Modules and Classes

There is a certain confusion of terminology in the area of modules and classes. Rather than
enumerate the possibilities let me say what I mean here. First there is a Principle of Denotation
which says that one can in principle use an identifier to denote the value of any syntactic phrase
— where “value” is deliberately ambiguous and may indicate various degrees of “evaluation”.
For expressions this says we can declare constants (in imperative languages) but also allows
declaration by name or by text and so on; for commands it means we can have parameterless
subroutines. For declarations we take it as meaning one can declare identifiers as modules, and
they will denote the environment resulting from the elaboration. (There is a corresponding
Principle of Storeability which the reader will spot for himself; it is anything but clear how
useful these principles are!)

Applying the Principle of Abstraction to declarations on the other hand we obtain what we call
classes. Applying a class to actual arguments gives a declaration which can be used to supply
a denotation to a module identifier; then we say the module is an instance of the class. (Of
course everything we say here applies just as well to applicative languages; by now, however, it
is enough just to consider one case!)

A typical example is providing a random natural number facility. Let d,.,q be the declaration

private
var a = seed mod d
within
function draw() : nat
begin a := a * m mod d
result a/d end

where seed, d and m are assumed declared previously. This would declare a function, draw,
providing a random natural number with its own private variable — inaccessible from the outside.
If one wanted to declare and use two random natural numbers, just declare two modules

module X : draw : - — nat = dianq
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module Y : draw : - — nat = dyanq
begin... X.draw()...Y.draw()...end

Thus draw is an attribute of both X and Y and the syntax X.draw selects the attribute (in
general there is more than one).

When one wants some parameterisation and/or desires to avoid writing out d,anq several times,
one can declare and use a class

class random(const seed : nat, const d : nat) : draw : - — nat; drang;
begin

module X : draw : - — nat = random(5, 2);
module Y : draw : - — nat = random(2, 3);
begin...X.draw()...Y.draw()...end

end

Finally we note that it is possible to use the compound forms of declarations to produce similar
effects on classes. For example a version of the SIMULA class-prefixing idea is available.

class CLASS1(form1)...;...;

class CLASS2(form2)—;—;

class PREFIXCLASS(form1, form?2)...—;
CLASS1(form1); CLASS2(form2)

Naturally we will also be able to use simultaneous and private and recursive class declarations
(can you tell me some good examples of the use of these?). One can also easily envisage classes
of higher types (classicals?), but we do not investigate this idea.

Here is our extension of the syntax of the imperative language of the present chapter (but no
call-by-reference, or higher types).

e Types: We need the categories DTSpecs, AcETypes and DecTSpecs of denotable type spec-
ifications, actual expression types and declaration type specifications

dts :=71 | Tloc | aet — 7 | aet proc | dects | aet — dects
aet :=- | T,aet
dects ::=x : dts | x:dts,dects

Clearly dect will be the type of a module identifier and aet — dect will be the type of a class
identifier.

e Expressions: We add five(!!) new categories of expressions, function, procedure, variable,
module and class expressions, called FExp, PExp, VExp, MExp, CExp and ranged over by
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fe, pe, ve, me, cle and given by the following productions (where we also allow f, p, v, m,
cl as metavariables over the set, Id, of identifiers)

fex=f | me.f
pe=p | mep
ve i=v | mew
me :=m | me.m | cle(ae)

cle :=cl | me.cl
The definition of the set of expressions is extended by
e=mex | fe(ae)

(and the second possibility generalises expressions of the form f(ae)). The set of actual
expressions is defined as before.

e Commands: We generalize commands of the forms p(ae) and z := e (i.e., procedure calls
and assignment statements) by

c:=pe(ae) | ve:=¢e
e Declarations: We add the following productions to the definition
d ::= module m : dects = d | class cl(form) : dects;d

Note that declaration types are used here to specify the types of the attributes of modules
and classes. If we except recursive declarations this information is redundant, but it could
be argued that it increases readability as the attribute types may be buried deep inside the
declarations.

e Formals: The definition of these remains the same as we do not want class or module
parameters.

Note: In this chapter we have essentially been following a philosophy of different expressions
for different uses. This is somewhat inconsistent with previous chapters where we have merged
different kinds of expressions (e.g., natural number and boolean) and been content to separate
them out again via the static semantics. By now the policy of this chapter looks a little ridicu-
lous and it could well be better to merge everything together. However, the reader may have
appreciated the variation.

Static Semantics

For the definitions of FI(fe),...,FI(cle) we do not regard the attribute identifiers as free (but
rather as a different use of identifiers from all previous ones; their occurrences are the same
as constant occurrences and they are thought of as standing for themselves). So for example
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Fl(me) is given by the table

m | me.m cle(ae)

FI| {m} | FI(me) | FI(cle) U F1(ae)

For the definitions of FI(e), FI(c) we put

Fl(me.x) =FI(me)
Fl(fe(ae)) =FI(fe) U FI(ae)
Fl(pe(ae)) =FI(pe) U FI(ae)
Fl(ve := e) =FI(ve) U Fl(e)

and for FI(d) and DI(d) we have

module m : dect = d | class cl(form) : dect; d
FI FI(d) FI(d)\DI(form)
DI {m} {d}

(We are really cheating somewhere here. For example the above scheme would not work if we
added the reasonable production

d::=me

as then with, for example, a command m; begin ...x... end the x can be in the scope of
the m if the command is in the scope of a declaration of the form module m : dect = var x :
nat =...;...

Thus it is no longer possible to define the free identifiers of a phrase in a context-free way. Let
us agree to ignore the problem.)

e Types: We define (mutually recursively) the sets ETypes, FETypes, ..., CIETypes, DTypes,
TEnv of expression types, function expression types, ... , class expression types, denotable
types and type environments by

et .=

fet i=aet — 1
pet ::= aet proc
vet ::= 7 loc

met 1= «

clet ::= aet — «

dt :==et | vet | fet | pet | met | clet
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TEnv = Id —, DTypes (with « ranging over TEnv)

To see how the sets DT'Specs and DecTSpecs of denotable and declaration type specifications
specify denotable and declaration types respectively, we define predicates

dts : dt and dects : dect

by the formulae
- DTSpecs:

7 loc: 7 loc
aet - 17 :aet — T

aet proc : aet proc

dects :
dects e (where the premise means proved from the rules for DecTSpecs)
ects :

dects : «

aet — dects : aet — «
- DecTSpecs:

dts : «
(1) (x:dts) : {z = a}
) dts : « dects : 3

(x : dts,dets) : {zr =a}Up
Next T'(form) € AcETypes is defined as before. Now we must define the predicates

(ifx &I for p:1)

abre:et aty fe: fet,...,atycle:clet,atyec,
Frd:p abrdform: (B
The old rules are retained and we add new ones as indicated by the following examples.

e Expressions:
atrme: [
(1)

(if B(x) = dt)

atr fe:aet — et albyae:aet
(2) :
atr fe(ae) : et
e Function Expressions:
(1) abp foft (if a(f) = ft € FTypes)

atrme: . B
Q) el B() = Jt € FTypes

e Class Expressions:
(1) abycle: clet (if a(cl) = clet € CIETypes)

@) atrme: [
o bFrme.cl: clet

¢ Commands:

abrmex:dt

(if B(cl) = clet € ClETypes)
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a1 pe:aet proc «ljae: clet

(1)

a Fr pe(ae)

abjvet:Tloc abre:T

2
2) a by (vet :=e)
e Declarations:

- Modules:
dects : 3

1
(1) (module m : dects = d) : {m = 3}
@) dects: 8 atrd:[(
o Fr module m : dects = d
- Classes:
(1) dects : 3
(class cl(form) : dects; d) : {cl = T(form) — [}
©) dects : 3 form : oy gl Fron, d: B
a by class cl(form) : dects : d

(where ag : Ip)

Dynamic Semantics

First we define the sets FECon, ... , CIECon of function expression constants, ...

expression constants by

fecon = Aform. e : et
pecon ::= Aform. c
vecon =1

mecon ::=p

clecon ::= Aform. d : 3

and also add the productions
fe = fecon, ... cle::=clean | d
and define the sets DVal and Env of denotable values and environments by

dval ::= con | vecon | fecon | pecon | clecon | mecon
Env = Id —4, DVal

and extend the definition of declarations by the production

d:=p

, class

These are mutually recursive definitions of a harmless kind. The extensions to the definition of
Fl(fe),...,FI(de),FI(d),DI(d) are evident; for example FI(Aform. d : 5) = FI(d)\DI(form).

We must also extend the definitions of a7 fe: fet,...,atrcle:clet andt;d: (and a7 d

(the latter two in the case d = p). The former extensions are obvious; for example
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e Class Abstracts:

form oy alog) Fro d: B
a b (Aform. d: ()

(where oy : Ip)

For the latter we have to define F; decon : dt and this also presents little difficulty; for example

e Class Abstracts:

Fr (Aform. d : B) : T(form) —
Then we have the two rules
Ve ely Fpp(z): f(x)
Frp: B

Ve e ly atypz): [B(x)
abrp

(1)

(where p : 1y)

(2)
Transition Relations: The set, Stores, is as before.

The configurations, final configurations and the transition relations for expressions, actual ex-
pressions and declarations are as before; for formals we have the same predicate as before. Now
fixw: I and p:a | J (for some J C ).

e Function Expressions: We take I', = {(fe,o) | Ifet. a by fe: fet}, T, = {(fecon,o) |
dfet. a by fecon : fet} and the transition relation has the form p F; v — +/

The definitions for PExp, ... , CExp are the analogues of that for function expressions

Rules:

e Class Expressions:
(1) ptq (cl,0) — (clecon, o) (if p(cl) = clecon)

2) p o (me, o) — (me,o’)

(3) pta (po.cl,oc) — (clecon, o) (if po(cl) = clecon)

p o (me.cl, o) — (me'.cl, o)

The rules for FExp, ..., MExp are similar except that in the last case we need also
(1) Fo (cle, o) — (cle’,o’)
pFa (cle(ae) o)y — (cle/(ae), ')
(2) ptao (Morm. d: §)(ae), o) — (private form = ae within d, o)
(3) phald o) — <d:’ ) (where in the top line we mean a transition of Decl)
pFald,o) —(d, o)
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The new rules for expressions and commands should be clear; for example

e Assignment:
(1) p o (ve,o) — (ve', o)
pFao (ve:=e o) — (ve' :=e, o0')

P l_a <€’ U> - <6/, 0/>

2) pho(l:=e0) — (l:=¢€,0)

(3) pkq (I :=con,o) — ol = con]

For declarations the new rules are

e Modules:
(1)
(2) ptqo (module m : dects = pg,0) — ({m = po}, o)

e Classes:
p Fo class cl(form) : dects; d — {cl = Aform. (p\I) in d} (where I = DI(form))

ptaold,oy — (d, o)
p Fo (module m : dects = d, o) — (module m : dects = d', o)

7.6 Ezxercises

1. Consider dynamic binding in the context of a simple applicative language so that, for
example,

letx=1; f(ly) =xz+y
in let + =2 in f(3)

has value 5. What issues arise with type-checking? Can you program iterations (e.g.,
factorial) without using recursive function definitions?

2. In a maximalist solution to the problem (in the applicative language) of neatly specifying
functions of several arguments one could define the class of formal parameters by

form == | x:7 | form,form
and merge expressions and actual expressions, putting
ex=-|ee| fle)
and amending the definition of definitions
d:=form=e | f(form):T=¢e
a) Do this, but effectively restrict the extension to the minimalist case by a suitable choice

of static semantics.

124



b) Allow the full extension.
¢) Go further and extend the types available in the language by putting

T =mnat | bool | 7,7 | -
thus allowing tuples to be denotable.
3. Consider the maximalist position in a simple imperative programming language.

4. Consider in a simple imperative language how to allow expressions on the left-hand of
assignments:

€y :— €1

and even the boolean expression ey = e; which is true precisely when ey and e; evaluate
to the same reference. As well as discussing type-checking issues, try the two following
approaches to expression evaluation:

a) Expressions are evaluated to their natural values which will be either locations or basic

values.

b) Modes of evaluation are introduced, as in the text.
Extend the work to the maximalist position where actual expressions and expressions are
merged, thus allowing simultaneous assignments.

5. Just as expressions are evaluated, and so on, formals are matched (to given actual values)
to produce environments (= matchings). The semantics given above can be criticised as
not being dynamic enough as the matching process is not displayed. Provide an answer
to this; you may find configurations of the form

(form, con, p)

useful where form is the formal being matched, con is the actual value and p is the
matching produced so far. A typical rule could be

(x :71,con p) — pU{x = con}

This is all for the applicative case; what about the imperative one? Investigate dynamic er-
rors, allowing constants and repeated variables in the formals (dynamic error = matching
failure).

6. In the phrase rec d all identifiers in R = FV(d) N DV(d) are taken to be recursively
defined. Investigate the alternative rec 1, ..., x,.d where {z1,...2,} C R.

7. In some treatments of recursion to evaluate an expression of the form

let rec (f(z)=...f...g...and g(z)=— f — g —) in f(5)
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one evaluates f(5) in the environment
p={flx)=...f...g...,9(x)=—f—g—}

(ignoring free variables) and uses the simple transition:
pFEf(5) —let x=5in ...f...g...

I could not see how to make this simple and nice idea (leave the recursively defined
variables free) work in the present setting where one has nested definitions and binary
operations on declarations. Can you make it work?

8. Try some examples of the form
let rec (f(z)=...f...g... &kg(x)=—f—g—)ine
where & is any of ;, and or in.

9. Consider the following recursive definitions of constants:

a)rec r :nat =1
b)

rec (y :nat = 1 and z : nat = y)

c) rec (x:nat =y and y : nat = 1)
d)rec (x : nat = x)
e) rec (r:nat =y and y: nat = x)

How are these treated using the above static and dynamic semantics? What do you
think should happen? Specify suitable static and dynamic semantics with any needed
error rules. Justify your decisions, considering how your ideas will extend to imperative
languages with side-effects (which might result in non-determinism).

10 Find definitions dy and d; to make different as many as possible of the following definitions:

where (rec) d indicates the two possibilities with and without rec.

11. Check that the first alternative for type-checking recursive definitions would work in the
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sense that
atyd: 6 iff Fyd:fandatbyd

12. Programming languages like PASCAL often adopt the following idea for function defini-
tion:

function f(form) : 7
begin
c

end

where within ¢ the identifier f as well as possibly denoting a function also denotes a
location, created on function entry and destroyed on exit; the result of a function call is
the final value of this location on exit. For example the following is an obscure definition
of the identity function:

rec function f(z : nat) : nat
begin
f=1
if r =0 then f:=0
else f:=f+ f(z—1)

end

Give this idea a semantics.

13. Clall-by-need. In applicative languages this is a “delayed evaluation” version of call-by-
name. As in call-by-name the formal is bound to the unevaluated actual, with the local
environment bound in the closure. However, when it is necessary for the first time to
evaluate the actual, the formal is then bound to the result of the evaluation. Give this idea
a semantics. One possibility is to put (some of) the environment into the configurations,
treating it like a store. Another is to bind the actual to a new location and make the
actual the value of that location in a store. Prove call-by-need equivalent to call-by-
name. Consider delayed evaluation variants of parameter mechanisms found in imperative
languages.

14. Call-by-name. Consider (minimalist & maximalist) versions of call-by-name in imperative
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

programming languages. Look out for the dangers inherent in

procedure f(z : nat name) =

begin

end

Discover the official ALGOL 60 definition of call-by-name (it works via a substitution
process); give a semantics following the idea and prove it equivalent to one following the
idea in these notes (substitution = binding a closure).

Call-by-text. Give a semantics for call-by-text where the formal is bound to the actual
(not binding in the current environment); when a value is desired the actual is evaluated
in the then current environment. Consider also more “concrete” languages in which the
abstract syntax (of the text) is available to the programmer, or even the concrete syntax:
does the latter possibility lead to any alteration of the current framework?

Call-by-reference. Give a maximalist discussion of call-by-reference, still only allowing ac-
tual reference parameters to be variables. Extend this to allow a wider class of expressions
which (must) evaluate to a reference. Extend that in turn to allow any expression as an
actual; if it does not evaluate to a reference the formal should be bound to a new reference
and that should have the value of the actual.

Call-by-result. Discuss this mechanism where first the actual is evaluated to a reference, [;
second the formal is bound to a new reference I’ (not initialised); third, after computation
of the body of the abstract, the value of [ is set to the value of I’ in the then current store.
Discuss too a variant where the actual is not evaluated at all until after the body for the
abstract. [Hint: Use declaration finalisation.]

Call-by-value-result. Discuss this mechanism where first the actual is evaluated to a refer-
ence [; second the formal is bound to a new reference !’ which is initialised to the current
value of [; third, after the computation of the abstract of the body, the value of [ is set
to the value of I’ in the then current store.

Discuss selectors which are really just functions returning references. A suitable syntax
might be

selector f(form): T =¢e

which means that f returns a reference to a 7 value. First consider the case where all
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21.

22,

lifetimes are semi-infinite (extending beyond block execution). Second consider the case
where lifetimes do not persist beyond the block where they were created; in this case
interesting questions arise in the static semantics.

Consider higher-order functions in programming languages which may return abstracts
such as functions or procedures. Thus we add the syntax:

e := Morm. e | Aorm.c
The issues that arise include those of lifetime addressed in exercise 20.
Here is a version of the typed A-calculus

Tu=nat | bool | T — 7T

ex=m | t| x| ebope | ifethenecelseec |
letz:7=cine | ele) | A\x:T. e
Give a static semantics and two dynamic semantics where the first one is a standard
one using environments and where the second one is for closed expressions only and uses

substitutions as discussed in the exercises of Chapter 3. Prove these equivalent. Add a
recursion operator expression

e:=Y

with the static semantics a by Y : (1 — 7) — 7 (7 # nat, bool) and a rule something
like p F Yeg — eg(Yeg). What does this imply about formals which are of functional
type and their evaluation, and why is that important?
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A A Guide to the Notation

Syntactic Categories

Truthvalues teT
Numbers m,n € N
Constants con € Con
Actual Constants acon € ACon
Unary Operations uop € Uop
Binary Operations bop € Bop
Variables v, f € Var V Cgy Var
Identifiers x, f,p,m,cl € Id I Cqn Id
Expressions e € Exp
Boolean b € BExp
Actual ae € AExp
Variable ve € VExp
Function fe € FExp
Procedure pe € PExp
Module me € MExp
Class cle € CExp
Commands
(=Statements) c € Com
Definitions/
Declarations d € Def /Dec
Formals form € Forms
Types T € Types
Expression et € ETypes
Actual Expr. aet € AETypes
Denotable
Type Spec. dts € DTSpecs
Declaration
Type Spec. dects € DecTSpecs

Static Semantics
Free Variables/

Identifiers FV/I(e), Fl(c), FV/I(d) etc.
Defined Variables/
Identifiers DV/I(d) DV/I(form)
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Denotable Types
Type Environments
Example Formulae

Dynamic Semantics

Denotable Values
Environments
Storeable Types
Locations
Storeable Values
Stores

Evaluation Modes
Transition Systems

Example
Configurations
Example Final
Configurations
Example Transition
Relations

dt € DTypes

a, € TEnv (e.g., = Id —g, DTypes)
atbFye:et abje abrd:p

form : 3 T(form) = aet

dval € DVal

p € Env (e.g., = Id —4, DVal)

st € STypes

I € Loc = }_,; Locg

sval € SVal = Y, Valy,

o € Stores (e.g., = {o € Loc —, SVal |
Vst € STypes. o(Locg) C SValg})

1 € Modes

(I, T,—) vel

where I is the set of configurations
T C T is the set of final configurations
v — 7/ is the transition relation

L Cg, Loc

(e,a); (c,0),0; (d, o)
{con,a); 05 (p,0)
p }_LM <€7U> - <6/,O'/>

ot (e,0) — (0"} /o’
pr1 (o) — (d.0)/df

B Notes on Sets

We use several relations over and operations on sets as well as the (very) standard ones. For
example X Cg, Y means X is finite and a subset of Y.

Definition 34 Let Op(X;,...,X,) be an operation on sets. It is monotonic if whenever X; C
X1, Xn € X], we have Op(Xy,...,X,) C Op(X1,...,X])). It is continuous if whenever

X CX?...C X" C...is an increasing sequence and ... and X} C X2 C ...C X™ C ... s
an increasing sequence then

(x) Op(UXT,....lUX7) =Uop(XT", ..., X))

Note: Continuity implies monotonicity. Conversely to prove continuity, first prove monotonic-
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ity. This establishes the ”2” half of (x); then prove the "C” half.
Example 35

e Cartesian Product:
Xy x ... x X, ={{(x1,...,2,) | 11 € Xy and ... and x,, € X,,}

is monotonic and continuous. Prove this yourself.
e Disjoint Sum:

X+ .+ XY xx)u...u({n} x X,,)

de .
dica Xi :fUieA{Z} X X;

Show that the finite sum operation is continuous. (Finite Sum is just union, but forced to be
disjoint.)
e Finite Functions: The class of finite functions from X to'Y 1is

X =5, Y = Z A—-Y

AgﬁnX

Note that the union is necessarily disjoint. Show that —g, s continuous.

For ACgh Xif fe A—Y C X —g, Y (we identify f with (A, f)) we write f : A. This is
used for environments (including type environments) and stores. There are two useful unary
operations on finite functions. Suppose that f : A and B C A. Then the restriction of f to B
is written f | B, and defined by:

(f I B)(b) = f(b) (for b in B)

Note that f | B : B. For any C' C X we also define f
C=f1(ANC).

There are also two useful binary operations. For f : A and ¢ : B in X —g, Y we define
flg] : AU B by

g(c) (ce B)
fe) (c € A\B)

and in case AN B = () we define f,g: A, B (also written f U g) by:

[flgl(e) =

fl(e) = fe) (ce A)
g(c) (c € B)

Note this is a special case of the first definition, but it is very useful and worth separate mention.

132



The Importance of Continuity
Suppose Op(X) is continuous and we want to find an X solving the equation
X = Op(X)

Put X% =0 and X™*! = Op(X™). Then (by induction on m) we have for all m, X™ C X™*!
and putting X =U,, X™

Op(X) =Op(U,, X™)
=U, Op(X™) (by continuity)
— Um Xm+1
=X

And one can show (do so!) that X is the least solution — that is if Y is any other than X C Y.
Indeed X is even the least set such that Op(X) C X.

This can be generalised, suppose Op; (X1, ..., X,),...,0p, (X1, ..., X,) are all continuous and
we want to solve the n equations

X1 :Opl(Xl, . 7Xn)

X, =0p,(X1,...,X,)
Put X? =0 fori =1,...,n and define
XM = Opy(XT, ..., X™)
Then for all m and i, X C X" (prove this) and putting
X; = Usz
we obtain the least solutions to the equations — if Y; are also solutions then for all ¢, X; C Y.

Indeed the X; are even the least sets such that Op;(X;,...,X,) € X; (¢ = 1,...,n). This is
used in the example below. Prove this.

Example 36 Suppose we are given sets Num, Id, Bop and wish to define sets Exp and Com
by the abstract syntax

ex=m | x| ey bop e

ex=x:=¢e | co; ¢y | if eg = ey then ¢y else ¢; | while ey =¢; doc

133



Then we regard this definition as giving us set equations

Exp = Num + Id + (Exp x Bop x Exp)
Com = (Id x Exp) + Com x Com + (Exp x Exp x Com x Com) + (Exp x Exp x Com)

and also giving us a notation for working with the solution to the equations. First m is identified
with (1,m) € Exp and x is identified with (2,x) in Exp. Next

€0 bOp €1 = (9, {€o, b0p7€1>>
ri=e = (1, (z,e))
Co; C1 =

if ey = e; then ¢ else ¢; = (3, {eg, €1, o, 1))

(3¢

(1,¢

(2, {co, 1))

(3¢
while e, = e; do ¢ = (4, {(eg, €1, Co))

Now the set equations are easily solved using the above techniques as they are in the form

Ezp = Op,(Exp, Com)

Com= Op,(Exp, Com)
where Op; (Exp, Com) = Num + Id + (Exp x Bop x Exp) and Ops is defined similarly. Clearly
Opy and Opy are continuous as they are built up out of (composed from) the continuous disjoint
sum and product operations (prove they are continuous). Therefore we can apply the above
techniques to find a least solution FExp, Com. Note that FExp and Com are therefore the least
sets such that

1.Num C Exp and Id C Exp (using the above identifications).

2. If eg,e1 are in Exp and bop is in Bop then ey bop ey is in Exp.

3. 1If x 1s in Id and e is in Exp then x := e is in Com.

4. ..

5.,

6. If ey, ey are in Exp and c is in Com then while ey = e; do ¢ is in Com.
At some points in the text environments (and similar things) were mutually recursively defined

with commands and so on. This is justified using our apparatus of continuous set operators
employing, in particular, the finite function operator.
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