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Abstract

In this thesis we develop a novel, implicitly typed A—calculus for objects, by viewing
these as extendible case—functions rather than as extendible records.

This novel view, allows to unify the concepts of function, object and process into
one concept, that of a functional entity which is self contained and provided with a
uniform communication protocol. We use this view to give a formal foundation for
both sequential and concurrent object oriented languages. In the later case, we view
objects as case—functions communicating asynchronously over unbounded channels.

Our calculus is a conservative extension of the polymorphic type system of Aiken
and Wimmers, to include case—function extension and lazy data types. Its soundness
is proven with respect to a semantical model based on ideals. Subtyping and case—
function extension play a central role in our modeling of generalization /specialization
and inheritance. To model self and self—class, our calculus includes recursive types.
These are also necessary to model streams and provide the theoretical background
for passing streams themselves as messages. We use higher order streams to express
mobile systems. For the study of mobile systems we additionally devise a network
calculus on the top of the lambda calculus.

The implicitly typed A-calculus is accompanied with a decidable type inference
algorithm, which always delivers the least type of a term (if this exists). An imple-
mentation of this algorithm was written in Common Lisp.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 The Object Oriented Paradigm

The continuing development of programming languages and software technology al-
lows the construction of increasingly complex systems. In order to master their
complexity, methodologies are elaborated, which guide the analysis, design and im-
plementation phases of these systems [96, 95, 30, 40]. Inevitably, both methodologies
and programming languages are organized around a conceptual model or software
paradigm.

In the last years a great popularity has gained the object oriented (OO) paradigm.
Nowadays there is a great diversity of both OO methods and OO languages. Among
the OO methods, probably the best known are the Object Modeling Technique of
Rumbaugh [86], the Object Oriented Analysis and Design of Booch [13, 14], the Fu-
sion method of Coleman [33], the Object Oriented Analysis and Design of Coad and
Yourdan [32, 31], the Object Oriented Software Engineering of Jackobson [48] and
the Object Oriented Analysis and Design of Martin and Odell [58]. Programming
languages range form untyped [43, 54] to typed [88, 62] from class based [88, 62]
to delegation based [29] from functional [54, 87] to procedural [88, 62| and from
sequential [43, 88, 62, 29, 54, 87| to concurrent [10, 50, 4].

Given this diversity it is naturally to wonder what makes the OO paradigm so
popular. For this purpose it is very useful to consider three different views or aspects
of every reasonable complex system: the static or structural view, the functional or
transformational view and the dynamic or temporal view.
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1.1.1 Views of a Software System
The functional Model

The functional model concentrates on the data transformation aspect of a system,
completely ignoring structural and temporal considerations. It captures what a
system does without regarding when.

Systems are regarded as functions and complexity is managed by decomposing func-
tions in sub-functions each performing a well defined task. This can be characterized
by the following equation:

Functional Decomposition = Functions
+ Sub-Functions
+ Functional Interfaces

The above decomposition and the well behaving of the whole system is guaranteed
by the following principle for managing complexity:

Definition 1.1 Functional abstraction

The principle that any operation that achieves a well defined effect can be
treated by its users as a single entity, despite the fact that the operations may
actually be achieved by some sequence of lower level operations. O

In other words a function is completely characterized by its input/output behavior.
This is also called referential transparency, and beside assuring a simple semantics,
it allows the application of powerful verification techniques.

However, functional decomposition is guided by the transformation done on data
and not by the objects which actually occur in the task to be modeled. This has
two immediate consequences:

e The data structuring aspect, which normally is determined by the objects
occuring in the system, is in this model very poor.

e The model itself, is extremely volatile to future changes, since later versions
of a system may consider more or fewer characteristics of these objects.

Further, by ignoring the time sensitive behavior of the modeled objects, the dynamic
aspect of the system is lost.
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The Information Model

The information model represents the static (or structural or data) aspect of a
system. Modeling the world by data, helps to capture the problem domain content.
In this model, a system is decomposed by finding objects in the real world, and
describing them with attributes. These objects are then classified according to
the similarity of their attributes and relationships to other objects. Briefly, this
decomposition process is given by the following equation:

Information Modeling = Objects
+ Attributes
+ Relationships

Among the relationships between object classes, an important role plays the con-
tainment or part-of relation and the generalization/specialization or is-a relation.

Structural decomposition is very general. As a principle for managing complexity,
it is employed in most human activities.

Definition 1.2  Pervading methods of organization [16]

In apprehending the real world, people constantly employ three methods of
organization, which pervade all of their thinking:

e The differentiation of experience into particular objects and their at-
tributes — e.g. when they distinguish between a tree and its size or spatial
relations to other objects.

e The distinction between whole objects and their component parts — e.g.
when they contrast a tree with its component branches.

e The formation of and the distinction between different classes of objects
— e.g. when they form the class of all stones and distinguish between

them.
O
Definition 1.3  Association [39)]
An association is a union or connection of ideas. O

By capturing the problem domain content, structural decomposition is very stable
to future changes. This is the reason why it plays a central role in all of the OO
methodologies. However, this modeling is incomplete, because it ignores the func-
tional and the temporal aspects of a system. It only describes which are the entities
involved in a system but not what are they doing and when.
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The Dynamic Model

Temporal aspects of a system are more difficult to understand. This understanding
is significantly simplified by first identifying the static structure of the system i.e. the
objects and their interrelations. Then, one can examine the changes to the objects
and their relationships over the time.

Those aspects of a system that are concerned with time and changes build the
dynamic model. Changing over time is closely related with the functional aspects.
Together they form the behavior of objects. Characterizing objects according to
their behavior is also a very general principle of managing complexity.

Definition 1.4  Behavioral Classification [16]

Objects can be classified

e On the basis of immediate causation,
e On the similarity of evolutionary history (change over the time),

e On the similarity of function.

Objects interact by exchanging messages. Receiving a message is for an object
an event determining a precise reaction and change of state (i.e. of attributes and
relations). As with behavioral classification, communication with messages is a very
common human activity. For example a message is defined in [39] as follows.

Definition 1.5 Message

A message is any communication written or oral sent between humans. a

Summarizing, the dynamic view describes the sequencing of operations based on
events and states, defining the context of these events without regard for what
the operations really do. It describes when without regard of what and which. Its
understanding is however intimately related with the other views. The corresponding
equation for the dynamic view can be given as follows.

Dynamic Model = Change Over Time
+ Communication with Messages
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1.1.2 The Object Oriented Methods

The successful application and acceptance of a method is determined by the scope,
number and relative emphasis it places on the various modeling components.

For example, the Structured-Analysis/Structured-Design method supports like the
OO methods all three modeling components. However, by putting the main empha-
sis on the functional aspect, it leads to models which are difficult to comprehend by
the customers and extremely volatile to future changes.

On the other hand, the OO methods put the main emphasis on the structural as-
pect. A system is decomposed by identifying the objects in the real world. However,
the static view of objects is augmented with functional and dynamic aspects. An
object does not only contain attributes (i.e. a state) but also services (i.e. func-
tions). By encapsulating attributes and functions together, the functional view is
not anymore applied to the whole system, but localized in particular objects. This
new augmented view of objects allows the application of two further principles of
managing complexity:

Definition 1.6 Data Abstraction

The principle of defining a data type in terms of the operations that apply to
objects of the type, with the constraint that the values of such objects can be
modified and observed only by the use of the operations. O

Definition 1.7 Encapsulation (Information Hiding)

Encapsulation is the process of hiding all of the details of an object that do
not contribute to its essential characteristics. O

By adding behavior, objects become dynamic. An object does not call anymore a
procedure from another object, but it sends a message with the requested task. The
receiver object itself “knows” which service has to perform the required task. This
permits to augment the generalization/specialization principle (i.e. the third pervad-
ing method of organization) and derive a new principle of managing complexity’:

Definition 1.8 Inheritance

A mechanism for expressing similarity among classes simplifying defini-
tion of classes similar to one(s) previously defined. It portrays generaliza-
tion/specialization making common attributes and services explicit within a
class hierarchy or lattice. O

L A precise analysis of the relation between inheritance and generalization /specialization is given
in the next chapter.
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The dynamic aspect like the functional one is distributed among objects. These
communicate and synchronize each other with messages.

In summary, the principles for managing complexity used by the OO methodology
are given in the following table.

‘ Principle ‘ Purpose
) P dural .
Abstraction rocedura Define Objects
Data
Encapsulation Implement Abstraction
. Structural '
Classification rue }1ra Define and Compare Classes of Objects
Behavioral
Association Define Interrelations
Communication with Messages Define Interactions

All these principles are implied by the following equation of the OO approach:

Object Oriented = Classes and objects
+ Inheritance
+ Communication with messages

In contrast to Structured-Analysis/Structured-Design the OO—methodology offers a
uniform framework for the analysis, design and implementation of a system. The
design and implementation phases extend the analysis model with new objects and
with design/implementation details. Further, by encapsulating attributes and func-
tions in objects it also assures a good stability to future modifications.

1.2 Current Work in Formal Foundations

1.2.1 The Sequential World

Despite of the terminology of message passing most existing object oriented lan-
guages are sequential in nature [43, 88, 62, 29, 54, 87|. Their formal foundation was
the focus of intensive research activity.

In 1984 Cardelli suggested that basic concepts of OO programming could be under-
stood type-theoretically, using the following rough correspondence [22, 23]:
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Object Oriented Languages ‘ Typed Lambda-Calculus ‘

class record type
object record
subclass subtype
method function
method call function call

This correspondence was extended or slightly modified during the intervening years
(18], [26, 25, 24], [35, 21], [69, 72|, [47], [80], [81], [91, 93]. Some of these extensions
and modifications are given in the following Table.

Object Oriented Languages ‘ Typed Lambda-Calculus ‘

class parameterized record definition
class interface recursive record type

attribute bound variable

object modification functional record update
method inheritance cascaded record construction
self record recursion variable
selfType type recursion variable

New type theoretical approaches were also developed for example in [1, 72, 79, 77].

1.2.2 The Concurrent World

Concurrent OO languages are by far less represented as their sequential counterparts.
Among them, probably best known are the Actor languages [3, 4], POOL ]9, 10, 11],
mof [50, 51], Abacus [75, 74] and Maude [60].

There is also less consensus for their formal foundation. This is in particular a con-
sequence of the various synchronization mechanisms which can be used to explain
message passing. For example POOL, o\ and Abacus use synchronous commu-
nication while Actor languages use asynchronous communication.

1.3 Claims and Outline of the Thesis

The purpose of this thesis is to give a formal foundation for the principal concepts
of the OO paradigm like objects, classes, message passing, inheritance and polymor-
phism in a concurrent, asynchronous setting. By interpreting objects as functions
communicating asynchronously over unbounded channels we extend the results from
the sequential world to the concurrent one. Our major claims are that:
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e Objects, functions and processes can be unified by using an appropriate type
system and communication model.

e This model gives a better description of the objects’ behavior by unifying their
functional and the dynamic aspects.

e This model can be effectively used in conjunction with OO methods and leads
to a better understanding and design of software systems.

These claims are materialized in our thesis as follows.

In Chapter 2 we critically review the definitions of objects, classes, inheritance, poly-
morphism and associations as given in some of the best known OO methods and OO
programming languages, and extract our own informal definitions. This is necessary,
because the great diversity of OO methods and OO programming languages, often
not accompanied by a clear formal foundation, causes some confusion about the OO
terminology. The same names often denote slightly different things in different OO
dialects.

In Chapter 3 we develop the syntax and the semantics of the typed lambda calculus
which forms the basis of our object model. The syntax is given as a type system
i.e. as a system of rules which simultaneously defines the well formed terms and
their associated types.

Starting with Cardelli, most typed lambda calculi for objects identify objects with
records, classes with parameterized record definitions and class interfaces with record
types. Generic classes are polymorphic class definitions and inheritance is a cascaded
record construction in presence of subtyping. Given a record term, the reconstruc-
tion of its associated type, is not a trivial task in a type discipline which includes
parametric polymorphism and subtyping. To make this problem decidable, most
type systems for records require explicit type information for the variables inside
the terms [18, 26, 25, 24, 35, 21, 69]. Such systems are therefore known as explicitly
typed. However, since polymorphic languages involve quite a bit of type informa-
tion, the process of declaring the type of variables is usually very tedious. This
is the motivation of more restricted languages which make this declaration process
optional. Type systems for such languages are known as implicitly typed. They all
have a decidable type inference algorithm. The most important example of such a
language was obtained by encoding record inclusion with parametric polymorphism
[81, 91, 93|. This encoding is however very rough, because the depth of inclusion is
limited to the depth of quantification i.e. to one.

In contrast to the record approach, we model objects in a new way, as case functions.
This modeling has the advantage that it can be easily extended to describe objects
working on message histories. In our model classes are parameterized case—function
definitions and class interfaces are particular function types. Moreover, inheritance
is a cascaded case—function construction in presence of subtyping and generic classes
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are polymorphic class definitions.

Our typed lambda calculus is defined by an implicitly typed system. It includes
union, intersection and conditional types beside the more usual function and con-
structor types. As in the record approach, it also includes recursive type definitions,
subtyping and parametric polymorphism. A very important characteristic of our
calculus is its decidability. In Section 3.2.7 we give a type inference algorithm which
infers the least type of a term if this is well formed; otherwise the term is rejected.

The semantics of our language is given in a Curry—style. This means, the interpre-
tation of a term e is some element of an untyped model U given by a semantical
function [—] which is defined by induction on the structure of terms. Typing is a
matter of predication; a typing statement involving a term e is an assertion about
le]. According to this point of view, types are predicates (i.e. sets) and subtyping is
inclusion.

In Chapter 4 we use the lambda calculus to define our object model. This model
is purely functional and asynchronous. It is therefore most closely related to Actor
languages. However, in contrast to Actor languages, we use a typed formalism.
Moreover, the set of messages that are sent but not yet received i.e. the message
histories are explicitly modeled by infinite lists of messages, also known as streams
[17]. The processes are continuous case-functions operating in a sequential manner
on streams. The main advantage of this approach is that it effectively unifies the
concepts of object and process into one concept, that of a functional entity which
is self contained and provided with a unified communication protocol. Based on
this model we give a precise definition for objects, communication with messages,
classes, inheritance and parameterization.

Since the major interest for using objects, is to construct systems where each object
contributes to the overall behavior by interacting with one another, Chapter 5 is
devoted to the study of object configurations. These configurations are classified
by methodological criteria in aggregation systems and mobile systems. The first
ones are hierarchical systems which can be treated as a whole. The second ones
are systems in which the communication partners can change on the basis of com-
putation and interaction. We start by discussing aggregation networks. We give
some typical examples and investigate their properties. We then analyze mobile
systems. We discuss their properties and show how mobility can be achieved with
higher order streams. This is an important result, since it is usually believed that
stream processing function configurations are static. Finally for the study of the
logical properties necessary to express mobility, we devise a network calculus. This
calculus does not view a system as a function, but as a collection of equations with
designated input/output channels.

In Chapter 6 we present a system which implements the type inference algorithm
from Chapter 3. We give some typical examples together with their types as inferred
by the system.
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Finally in Chapter 7 we summarize the main results of the thesis and describe addi-
tional areas for further study. For each of these areas we outline some preliminary

ideas.



Chapter 2

Basic Principles

From the pioneering work in CLU [56] and Smalltalk until the recent explosion of OO
programming languages, the OO concepts evolved and diversified. OO languages
range today from untyped to typed, from sequential to parallel from class based to
delegation based etc. As a consequence, the same names denote slightly different
things in different dialects. This was also amplified by the lack of a clear formal
foundation. In this section we define the OO concepts which we model later by
comparing definitions from several well known OO literature sources. Since our
framework is functional we will have a preference for functional dialects.

In subsection 2.1 we define the objects i.e. the basic building blocks for OO systems.
In order to understand and manipulate them, objects are classified according to
their similarities. Object classes are defined in subsection 2.2. Classification was
also heavily used outside the OO community in the theory of (abstract) data types.
In subsection 2.3 we point out the difference between the abstraction/encapsulation
mechanisms used by abstract data types and classes. In particular we show that
classes are not abstract data types (ADTs) implementations as it is usually be-
lieved in the OO community. To simplify the comparison we use a functional,
non—concurrent dialect. Since the comparison is rather technical it can be skipped
at a first lecture. In section 2.4 we emphasize the difference between generaliza-
tion/specialization and inheritance. Generalization hierarchies allow to define poly-
morphic methods i.e. methods which occur with the same name but with different
bodies at different levels of the hierarchy. This kind of polymorphism is known as
subtype polymorphism. Another form of polymorphism is the parametric polymor-
phism. It allows to define generic classes as for example generic lists. Parametric
polymorphism is discussed in section 2.5. Finally, in section 2.6 we discuss associa-
tions. They allow to describe statically the potential object configurations.

11



12 CHAPTER 2. BASIC PRINCIPLES

2.1 Objects and Messages

In every OO methodology a system is conceived, by analogy with the real life,
as a collection of interacting objects. The objects are abstractions of their real
life counterparts. They exhibit only those properties which are meaningful for the
system. Let us look to the object definitions given in some of the most popular OO
sources:

[86] An object is a concept, abstraction or thing with crisp boundaries and meaning
for the problem at hand. All objects have identity and are distinguishable.

[13] An object has state, behavior and identity; the structure and behavior of
similar objects are defined in their common class; the terms instance and
object are interchangeable.

[9] An object is an integrated unit of data and procedures acting on these data.
The data in the objects is stored in variables not accessible to other objects:
they are strictly private.

The first definition is deliberately very general and thought for the analysis phase of
systems, while the other ones are more closely related to the design and implemen-
tation phases. However, all agree that objects are uniquely identified, have some
internal data and exhibit a particular behavior. More precisely, we define objects as
follows:

Definition 2.1  Objects
An object is a clearly delimited software entity which has:

e a state i.e. it contains some private data,
e a behavior i.e. it can execute certain procedures,

e a unique identity.

|

The private data is stored in variables local to the object also known as instance
variables or attributes. Methods and programming languages differ with respect to
the nature of the private data.

In pure OO languages like Smalltalk [43], POOL [9] or Actor Systems [4], variables
contain only references to other objects (i.e. object identifiers). Ounly these are
manipulated by objects. As a consequence all data values, even booleans or integers,
have to be modeled as objects. The addition 243 written as 2!ladd(3) is performed
by sending to the object referenced by 2 the message add with the reference 3 as
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parameter. As a result of the addition the object returns the reference 7 of the
object behaving as the integer 7.

Hybrid OO languages like C++ [88], Objective-C [37] or Eiffel [62] have the standard
data types like integers, characters or booleans built in. Their elements are values
and they are distinguished from (object) references.

Finally, in OO methods like [86], it is suggested that attributes should contain only
data values. References should be treated as elements of the (directed or undirected)
relations which occur between classes of objects. They are not subordinated anymore
to objects but get instead a separate status.

The procedures inside an object are known as the object methods. Only these are
accessible to the outside world. A graphical representation of objects is given in
Figure 2.1.

vary

var,

meth;

meth,,
[

Figure 2.1: Object structure

A particular method is activated by sending the object a message. Again, citing
from the literature:

[9] The only way objects can interact is by sending messages to each other. Such
a message is in fact a request from the sender for the receiver to execute a
procedure. Such procedures, which are executed in response to messages are
called methods. The receiver decides whether and when it executes such a
method and in some cases? it even depends on the receiver which method is
executed.

[37] An object is requested to perform one of its operations by sending it a mes-
sage telling the object what to do. The receiver responds to the message by
executing this operation and returning control to the caller.

'In a pure functional OO language 2 and 3 are the objects themselves instead of references.
Hence add would return the object 7.
2When using inheritance.
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[94] Computation or information processing is represented as a sequence of message
passing among objects.

parameters
Sender Receliver
result
Vi varj
Vo var,
V3 z
meth;
meth; |
meth,,
vy := vylmeth; (v3) Answer (meth,)

Figure 2.2: Communication between objects
We can conclude that:

Definition 2.2 Communication and messages

Objects can interact by exchanging messages according to a precisely deter-
mined message interface. A message consists of a method name and actual
parameters to be passed the method. The receiver alone determines when and
which method to execute in response to a message. The method can return a
result which is passed back to the sender. O

Hence, interaction among objects respects the abstraction/encapsulation principles.
The objects alone are responsible to maintain their local data in a consistent state.
A graphical representation of communication inspired from [9] is given in Figure
2.2. The object pointed by vy receives the message meth;(vs). This is written as
volmeth; (v3). In response to the message this object activates the corresponding
method. The result is returned to the caller which updates v;.

Objects have a dynamic nature. Citing again:
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[61] Object is a run time notion; every object is an instance of a certain class,
created at execution time and made of a number of fields.

[9] Objects are entities of dynamic nature. At any point in the execution of
a program a new object can be created, so that an arbitrary large number
of objects can come into existence. Objects are never destroyed explicitly.
However, they can be removed by garbage collection if it is certain that this
will not influence the correct execution of the program.

We can conclude that objects do not explicitly occur in a program. More precisely:

Definition 2.3 Dynamic nature of objects

Objects are semantic entities which occur only in the meaning of a program.
They are dynamically created and destroyed by executing i.e. by interpreting
the program. O

2.2 Classes

As we already pointed out objects are semantic entities. On the syntactic level, the
corresponding notion is that of a class. Citing from the literature:

[32] A class is a description of one or more objects with a uniform set of attributes
and services, including a description of how to create new objects in the class.

[86] An (object) class describes a group of objects with similar properties (at-
tributes), common behavior (operations), common relationship to other ob-
jects and common semantics.

9] In order to describe systems with many objects, the objects are grouped in
classes. All elements (the instances) of a class have the same name and types
for their variables (although each object has its own set of variables) and they
all execute the same code for their methods. In this way, a class can serve as
blueprint for the creation of its instances.

[61] A class is an ADT implementation®, not the ADT itself. It is a language
construct combining the module and type aspect. Classes are a purely static
description of a set of possible objects — the instances of a class. At run time
we have only objects, in the program we see classes.

[35] A class is a parameterized object definition. Different instantiations of the
parameters permit the creation of different objects.

3As we will show in the next section this is not true.
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Excepting the last one, all the above definitions exhibit a dual understanding and
use of a class: as a type and as a function (or module).

As a type it is used for classification purposes. In this case:

e A class describes the properties (or attributes) and the behavior (or methods)
of its own objects.

Hence a class can be understood as a predicate selecting from all objects with the
same interface those behaving as stated in the class definition.

As a function it is used as a generator. In this case:

e A class is used to create new objects, behaving as stated in the class definition.

The class definition however, is actually encoded in the object creation function.
Trivially this function generates all objects behaving as described in the class defi-
nition. Hence we can state that:

Definition 2.4 Class

A class is a parameterized object definition. Different instantiations of the
parameters permit the creation of different objects. In other words a class is
the definition of an object creation function. O

In most OO programming languages part of the definition is implicit in the specifica-
tion of the attributes and of the methods. Hence when a user defines his own object
creation function he only describes how to assign initial values to the attributes.

Although in some languages (like Smalltalk for example) classes are allowed to be
dynamically created we will consider them to be static.

If we view a class as a function it is natural to ask what is the type of the class.
Usually this type is exactly the syntactic interface of the objects in this class. Distin-
guishing between classes and their types Cook, Hill and Canning put an end to the
long lasting confusion between inheritance and subtyping in [35]. A more detailed
presentation is given in section 2.4.

Most OO methodologies support a graphical notation for classes which is actually
nothing more than the type (or syntactic interface) of the objects in this class. For
example [86] suggest for classes the notation from Figure 2.3.
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Class-Name

attribute-name-1 : data-type-1 = default-value-1
attribute-name-2 : data-type-2 = default-value-2

operation-name-1 (argument-list-1) : result-type-1
operation-name-2 (argument-list-2) : result-type-2

Figure 2.3: OMT Notation for Classes

A class is represented as a box which may have as many as three regions. The
regions contain from top to bottom: the class name, a list of attributes and a list
of operations. Each attribute may be followed by optional details such as type and
default value. Each operation name may be followed by optional details such as
argument list and result type. Attributes and operations may not be shown; it
depends on the level of detail.

A class diagram corresponds to an infinite set of instance (i.e object) diagrams.
Instance diagrams are useful for documenting test cases (especially scenarios) and
discussing examples. Figure 2.4 shows a class (left) and two possible instance dia-
grams it describes.

Person (Person) (Person)
name: string Joe Smith Mary Sharp
age: integer 24 52

Figure 2.4: The Class Person and Two Instances

2.3 Classes and Abstract Data Types

One may argue, the above definitions are nothing but a formulation of well known
concepts in new words: classes are actually abstract data types, objects are abstract
data type values and message sending is procedure call. So, what is the difference
between abstract data types and classes? In this section we try to answer this
question.

Both abstract data types and classes have a type aspect i.e. they both can be
understood as a set of objects with uniform behavior. However, abstract data types
and classes observe this behavior differently. Abstract data types regard objects
as values. Hence, uniform behavior means they have the same set of applicable
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operations. Classes regard objects as procedures®. Hence, uniform behavior means
they respond in the same way to the same input values. Both views allow data
abstraction by creating objects with abstract constructors and observing them with
abstract observers. However, the observers are in the first case functions while in
the second case messages.

Strongly related to abstraction is the concept of encapsulation. The relation be-
tween abstraction and encapsulation is similar to the relation between specification
and implementation. A specification can be regarded as an incomplete program de-
scription. It defines only the “externally observable” behavior of objects and it is
this behavior on which other objects are expected to rely on. An implementation
on the other hand, can be regarded as a complete program specification. However,
by encapsulating or hiding the additional details, other objects are forced to use
only the properties given by the abstract specification. As a consequence, imple-
mentations can be changed without affecting the correctness of the other modules.
Because of the strong connection between abstraction and encapsulation, abstract
data types and classes use, as expected, different encapsulation principles. In the
first case, encapsulation is achieved by hiding the concrete representation of the
data values. In the second case, encapsulation is achieved by using a functional (or
procedural) interface (i.e. by A-abstraction).

In the following subsections we compare the abstraction/encapsulation principles
of classes and abstract data types by means of an example: the specification and
implementation of lists®. For the simplicity of exposition we ignore object identities
and take a purely functional view of objects. For specifications we use a first order
logic of higher order functions with a relatively powerful type system.

2.3.1 The List Example

The abstract constructors for integer lists are nil, which is the empty list, and cons,
which takes a list and an integer and delivers a new list with the integer in front of
the list. The observers are null which is true for empty lists and false for cons lists,
head which returns the head of the list and tail which returns the rest of the list.
Postponing for the moment what observers really are, an abstract specification for
lists can be given as a matrix with constructors on one axis and observers on the
other one. Each cell of the matrix defines the behavior of a constructor/observer
pair, as shown in Figure 2.5.

4We will therefore use sometimes the phrase Procedural Data Types (PDT) instead of classes.
>This example is inspired from [34].
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const
nil cons | x
obs
null true false
head 1 X
tail 1 |

Figure 2.5: Abstract specification matrix

2.3.2 The ADT Variant

In this case the observers are functions. Their definition corresponds to the parti-
tioning of the matrix into horizontal slices as shown in Figure 2.6.

const
nil cons 1 x
obs
null true false
head 1 X
tail 1 |

Figure 2.6: Decomposition into observers

The equivalent axiomatic specification is given below. It consists of two parts: a
signature listing the names and types of the available operations and a set of axioms
describing the behavior of the operations. The signature and the axioms are also
called the syntactic and the semantic interface respectively.

ListADT = Jt. {
nil  :t;

cons : t—Int—t;
head : t — Int;
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tail :t—t;
null : t— Bool;
eq :t—t— Bool;

axioms V x : Int, | : tin
head(nil) = L;
head(cons | x) = x;

tail(nil) = L;
tail(cons | x) = I;

null(nil) = true;
null(cons | x) = false;

eq(nil)(1) = null(1);
, eq(cons | x)(I') = —null(I') A x == hd(I') A eq(l)(tail(I"));

The existential quantifier is written in algebraic specification languages (e.g. OBJ)
inside brackets as sort t. An implementation for ListADT is considered in this case
to be an algebra i.e. a set together with operations on this set.

The existential quantification over types allows to construct and manipulate algebras
syntactically. If the above specification is abbreviated as Jt.{3(t), Ax(t)}, then
its signature is the existentially quantified record type 3t.{X(¢)}. To simplify the
notation we will write it as 3¢.3(¢). The elements of this type must contain a
representation type 7 for t and a record of representation functions A : ¥(7). In other
words they are pairs A =< 7, A >. Since from X(7) it is usually impossible to recover
¥(t) (1 may already occur in X(t)) these pairs are written as < ¢t =7, A : X(t) >.

The formulas-as-types analogy [70] immediately provides us the necessary typing
rules for introducing/eliminating syntactic algebras. They are the introduction/elim-
ination rules of an existential quantifier®:

; T > Alr/t] - S[r /1]
() F'><t=7,A:3>:3t.3(t)

(3e) '>A:3tY Da:X>N:p {tnotfreeinporF(y)

I'>open Aas <t,x> in N:p where y # x is free in N

6An expression of the form I' > t : o(t) with ' = {z1 : 01,...,2, : 0,} is called a typing
assertion. It intuitively says that if variables zy,...,x, have types o1,...,0, then ¢ is a well
formed term of type o. T is a type assignment or type context with no x; occuring twice. See
Section 3.2 or [46, 70] for more details.
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The axiomatic semantics of these rules is given by the following law:
open <t=7, A:3(t)> as <s, x:X(s) > in N = N[r/s|[A/x]

N can be any expression of the language. The variables s and = are bound to
the scope of N. As a consequence, terms built with open are unique modulo « -
equivalence. This use of s as a bound variable makes it “abstract” and different
from every other type’. The side conditions in rule (Je) play a central role on the
observability (or abstractness) of the elements of 7. First, no free identifier y : o is
allowed in NV if ¢ occurs free in 0. As a consequence the elements of the abstract
type t can be accessed only by the explicitly declared operations x. Second, t is
not allowed to occur free in the type of N. This prevents values of the abstract
data type to be visible outside the scope of the declaration. Let us denote the
subset of 7 reachable with A by 7w. Then each algebra A =< 7,4 : ¥(7) > is an
implementation of ListADT only if it additionally satisfies Az (7s)®.

As an example, suppose the type List was declared as follows:
data List = Nil | Cell(Integer, List)

Then it is easy to prove that the algebra A given below is an implementation of
ListADT.

A=<
t = List,
nil = Nil;

cons | x = Cell(x,1);

head(l) = case | of
Nil = 1
Cell(x,l) = x;

tail(l) = case | of
Nil = 1
Cell(x,l) =1

null(l) = case | of
Nil = true
Cell(x,l) = false;
eq(l)(m) = case | of
Nil = null(m)

"The open expression is written in [73] as abstype t with z : 3(t) is A in N.
8Sometimes it is also necessary to replace in Az(7s) the equality symbol on 7 with a congruence
eg on 7. Then A has to satisfy Az(rs)eq/ =]
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Cell(x,I') = case m of
Nil = false
Cell(y,m’) = x==y A eq(I')(m")
>

The representation type List is given by the data type definition as a labeled union
with cases Nil and Cell. This automatically introduces a case functional which is
used in the definition of the observers head, tail, null and equal. The function L is
defined to not terminate. The abstract constructors nil and cons are taken to be
the same as Nil and Cell. Since each use of A has to be of the form open A as <
t, x : X(t) > in N, the list representation is hidden. This has the following
beneficial consequence: it can be changed in the future without affecting N. Hence,
encapsulation is achieved in this case by type abstraction.

In algebraic formalisms using initial semantics [41] the open functional corresponds
to a parameterized specification. In that case NV is also an algebraic specification
and the actual parameters are initial algebras. As expected, they must contain the

necessary operations and satisfy the formal parameter axioms®.

A restricted form of ADTs is given by type classes [90, 76, 45, 44]. In this case, all
algebras from a type class must have a different representation type. This allows,
for each context, the automatic inference of the right algebra. As a consequence no
explicit open operation is necessary. Moreover, N does not need to be a specifica-
tion.

Since axioms cannot be checked automatically, programming languages use only
the signature of an interface. In most of them, similarly to algebraic specifications,
signatures do not live in the same universe as the other types. A typical example is
ML where the open functional is known as a functor in order to distinguish it from
“normal” functions. However, in [73] Mitchell and Plotkin develop the language
SOL in which existential types live in the same universe as the other types. As
a consequence, algebras may be passed as arguments to functions or returned as
results. A similar approach is taken by Cardelli and Wegner in [26].

2.3.3 The CLASS Variant

In this case the observers are messages and the objects are procedures containing
a separate branch for each possible observation!?. One can also view objects as
procedures with multiple entry points''. These are modeled in typed functional
languages by records with functional fields. Their definition corresponds to the

9To allow different instantiations, formal parameters are loosely interpreted.
10This view will prove to be particularly useful when considering concurrent OO programs.
HBoth views were already suggested in [97].
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vertical slices obtained by decomposing the specification matrix into constructors as
shown in Figure 2.7,

const
nil cons 1 x
obs
null true false
head 1 X
tail 1 1

Figure 2.7: Decomposition into constructors

In this case each constructor is converted into a template or class and the arguments
of the constructors become the local state or instance variables of the functional
objects.

Let us now examine the axiomatic specification.

ListPDT = {
data ListPdt = ut. {
cons : Int—t;

head : Int;
tail :t;
null : Bool;
eq :t—Bool;

}

Nil : ListPdt;

Cell : Int X ListPdt — ListPdt;

Cell hidden

axioms V x : Int, | : ListPdt in
Nil.head =1,
Nil.tail =1;
Nil.cons(x) = Cell(x,Nil);
Nil.null = true;
Nil.eq(1) = L.null;

Cell(x,I).head = x;
Cell(xl).tail =1
Cell(x,1).cons(y) = Cell(y,Cell(x,1));
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Cell(x,1).null = false;
Cell(x,).eq(l') = —l'.null A x == I".head A l.eq(I'.tail);

}

As with the specification ListADT, the signature is obtained by erasing the axioms.
However, the signature of ListPDT does not classify algebras but object creation
functions for the list objects. The recursive type ListPdt of list objects closely re-
sembles the signature of ListADT. If f : ¢ — o(t) occurs in the signature of ListADT
then f : o(t) occurs in ListPdt. With one exception. The constant nil : t occur-
ring in ListADT does not occur in ListPdt. Instead, it is made an object creation
constant Nil : ListPdt. But there is another important difference. The binding op-
erator for t. In the first case it is an existential quantifier. As a consequence,
ListADT classifies algebras owning a concrete representation type for list elements.
The open functional hides this representation. In the second case the binding oper-
ator is the recursion operator. As a consequence, ListPdt does not classify algebras
but recursive records. These records are the list elements. Although their internal
representation is hidden with a functional interface, lists are not anymore abstract
objects but multi-procedures. This is the key difference between abstract data types
and classes. The encapsulation principle is different. In the first case each function
inside the abstracted algebra knows the representation of all of its arguments. In the
second case, only the representation of the first argument is known. For the other
arguments it is only known that they have a corresponding syntactic interface.

It is easy to check that the following function Nil is an implementation of the above
specification.

Nil = fix Aself.{
null = true
head = L
tail =L
cons = Ay. Cell(y,self)
eq = Am. m.null }
where {

Cell(x,1) = fix Aself.{

null = false

head = x

tail =1

cons = \y. Cell(y,self)

eq = Am. = m.null A (x == m.head) A (l.eq(m.tail)) }}

Nil is the only visible class constructor. As a consequence, list objects are created,
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inspected or modified by sending it messages. FEncapsulation is achieved by A\
abstraction.

Note that the definition of Cell uses two levels of recursion. The first one is due to the
recursive use of self and it is also known as object recursion. The second one is due
to the recursive use of Cell and it is known as class recursion'?. An adequate theory
of procedural data abstraction (for short PDT) for a non—concurrent, functional
setting is given by closures [80].

2.3.4 Comparison

In the table 2.1 we summarize the most important aspects of both formalisms. We
assume that X; does not contain the abstracted type t and that Y; is arbitrary.
We also abbreviate {x; | i € I} by x;. This table clearly reveals that abstract
data types are different form classes. However, it is natural to wonder if they are
isomorphical. In that case we could use only one formalism and automatically
translate the implementations into the other formalism if necessary.

Let us first give a translation function pdtadt: ListPDT — ListADT mapping each
record Nil satisfying ListPDT into an algebra A satisfying ListADT.

pdtadt(Nil) = <t = ListPdt,
nil = Nil;
cons = Al : ListPdt. Ax : Int. l.cons(x);

head = Al : ListPdt. |.head;

tail = Al : ListPdt. l.tail;

null = Al : ListPdt. l.null;

eq = Al: ListPdt. Am : ListPdt. l.eq(m);
>

This is indeed an implementation of ListADT if the above functions satisfy the
ListADT axioms on all elements reachable with nil, cons and tail. But this is the

same as to require that Nil satisfies the ListPDT axioms. Hence A implements
ListADT.

In general, given an object creation function satisfying a class specification we can
automatically generate an algebra satisfying the associated abstract data type spec-
ification. Two different object creation functions are mapped in two different alge-
bras. So, only loosely speaking, each object creation function is an implementation
of an abstract data type specification.

The other way around, let us define adtpdt: ListADT — ListPDT as follows:

12We will use a related technique for our concurrent framework in Section 4.2. In that case
object recursion is eliminated by the use of streams.
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ADT

PDT

specification Jt. < B(t), Ax(t) > <e¢:Xi—T, Ax(T) >
where where
E(t)= o0;:t—=Y; Y(t)=0;: Y
¢ X, =t T = put.X'(t)
implementation algebra function tuple
A=<1A:3(1) > i X;—T
abstraction type abstraction procedural abstraction
encapsulation hidden representation hidden state and
of elements function representation
open Aas <uz,t> in N ci: X;—T
objects abstract elements multiprocedures
e:t m: T
creation abstract constructors object creation functions
G X; —t ¢ X; =T
observation abstract observers messages
0;:t =Y, m.o; : Y,
protection level algebra object
security ok dangereous if

m : T can be constructed
without using c;

Table 2.1: Comparison between ADTs and PDTs
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adtpdt(A) = open A as
<t,

nilg :t;
cons4 t— Int— t;
head 4 : t — Int;
tail4 : t—t;
null 4 : t— Bool;
eqq :t—t—Bool;

>
in Nil where {
Nil = abs(nily);

abs(l) = { cons = abs o cons4(l);
head = head 4(1);
tail = abs(tail 4(1));
null = null 4(1);
eq =equ(l)orep};
rep(r) = if r.null then nil 4 else cons 4(rep(r.tail)) (r.head)

}

In order to define adtpdt we need two auxiliary functions: abs : List4 — ListPdt
and rep : ListPdt — List 4 such that rep o abs = id;,. We can not expect that
abs o rep = id; ;¢ pqr because ListPdt also contains records which are not valid lists.
Then we define the fields of the recursive record as in Figure 2.8:

COHSA(I) qu(l)
Int List 4 List 4 Bool
~ P -
~ - abs rep ~
cons -~ €q
N ~
ListPdt ListPdt

Figure 2.8: Definition of the functional fields

It is easy to verify that the record Nil satisfies the axioms from ListPDT.

In general, if all functions in the abstract data type signature contain the abstract
sort t only once in an argument position then abs can be defined entirely automatic.
If this is not the case (e.g. the function eq) we also need a representation function
rep. This function however, cannot be defined automatically. It needs additional
information in order to discriminate the objects on their constructor basis. For lists
we “knew” that the record field null discriminates Nil from the other records.

In conclusion, we can automatically translate each object creation function into an
algebra. The other way arround needs however, discrimination information. Even
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if this would be the case, pdtadt(adtpdt(.A)) # A because their sorts are different.
The most important difference between abstract data types and classes is their
encapsulation mechanism. The protection achieved by abstract data types is at type
level while the protection achieved with classes is at object level. Hence, procedural
data abstraction leads to a more fine grained protection as type abstraction. While
for sequential programs, the advantage of a finer protection is not so evident, this
proves to be very important in the case of concurrent systems.

2.4 Inheritance and Subtyping

One of the merits of OO methodologies, is their effort to reduce the conceptual
gap between different phases of software development, by unifying related concepts
occuring in each of their phases. However, the price for this unification is often a loss
of precision and also a source of confusion. The best example for such a confusion
is inheritance.

From the programmer’s (or implementor’s) point of view, it is very convenient when
defining a new class, to start with all the ingredients (attributes and methods) of
an existing class, and to add some more and/or possibly redefine some in order to
get the desired new class. The new class is said to inherit the attributes and the
methods from the old one. This can be repeated several times, and one can even
allow a class to inherit from more than one class — multiple inheritance. In this
way a complete inheritance hierarchy arises. By sharing code among classes in this
way, the total amount of code in the system can be significantly reduced and its
maintenance simplified.

From the analyst’s point of view, an important role in managing complexity play
the so called “pervading methods of organization (or classification)”. Among them,
is also “the formation and distinction between classes of objects”. Identifying com-
monalities between classes with respect to their observable structure and behavior,
allows the construction of complete generalization/specialization hierarchies. A more
specialized class (a subclass) is also said to inherit the properties of its superclass.

In most OO methodologies, these two points of view are unified. For example:

[14] Inheritance is a relationship among classes, wherein one class shares the struc-
ture or behavior defined in one (single inheritance) or more (multiple inher-
itance) other classes. Inheritance defines an is-a hierarchy among classes in
which a subclass inherits from one or more generalized super—classes; a sub-
class typically specializes its superclass by augmenting or redefining existing
structure and behavior.

[86] Inheritance is an OO mechanism that permits classes to share attributes and
operations based on a relationship, usually generalization.
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[33] Inheritance is a relationship between classes where the inheriting class has all
the properties of the inherited class and may have some more. Specialization
is a relationship between a class and the superclass from which it inherits all
the attributes and relationships.

However, generalization/specialization and incremental definition are related, but
quite different concepts. In some cases they may be even contradictory. Both
concepts are very useful and should be present in every OO method, but they reflect
completely different concerns.

2.4.1 Generalization and Specialization

Generalization /specialization, or the is—a relationship, is concerned with the exter-
nally observable behavior of objects i.e. with what the objects are expected to do
and not with how they do it. If objects from a more specialized class have all the
observable properties (or behavior) of the objects in a more general class and possi-
bly some more, we can safely use these objects in a context requiring objects from
the more general class. The externally observable behavior of objects in a class is
given by their class interface. The class is said to implement this interface and the
interface is a property of the class.

Super class

A

Subclass-1

Subclass-2

More Subclasses Exist

Super class

A

Subclass-1

Subclass-2

Superclass-1

Super class-2

A

A

Subclass

Multiple Inheritance

Subclasses have overlapping membership

Super class

A discriminator

[ |

Subclass-1 Subclass-2

Discriminator is an attribute whose
value differentiates between subclasses

Figure 2.9: OMT notation for generalization/specialization
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In its simplest form, an interface is a type. In this case, generalization/specialization
is subtyping.

Definition 2.5 Subtyping

A type o is a subtype of a type 7 written as o < 7 if any expression of type o

is allowed in every context requiring an expression of type 7. O
Equipment
name
manufacturer
Pump Heat exchanger Tank
sucction pressure surface area volume
discharge pressure tube diameter pressure
Centrifugal Pump Diaphragm pump
nr. of blades diaphragm material
axis of rotation

e I\
(Diaphragm pump) (Heat exchanger) (Tank)
name = P101 name = E302 name=T111
manuf = Simplex manuf = Brown manuf = Simplex
succt pres= 1.1 atm surf area= 300 m 2 volume = 400 000 |
disch pres=3.3 atm tube diam =2 cm pressure = 3 atm
kdia matl = Teflon

Figure 2.10: A multilevel inheritance hierarchy with instances

In a more sophisticated system (e.g. axiomatic specification languages) the type is
only the syntactic part of the interface. In this case the properties of the components
listed in the syntactic interface can be stated more precisely by a set of axioms. They
form the semantic interface. Hence, an interface is a pair (7,¢). A specification
(0,1) is a specialization of (7, ¢) if both ¢ < 7 and ¥ = ¢ hold. A class A : ¢ is an
implementation of the interface (o, ¢) if A satisfies the axioms in ¢.
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Each OO methodology provides a graphical notation for constructing generaliza-
tion/specialization hierarchies. For example, the OMT notation is given in Figure
2.9.

Using this notation, one can describe for example the class hierarchy and the asso-
ciated instances for different kinds of equipments as in Figure 2.10.

2.4.2 Inheritance

Inheritance is concerned with the internal structure of objects, their attributes and
the code they execute for their methods. In other words, inheritance is concerned
with how the objects do what they do. Objects in a class which inherits methods
from another class have the same code for the inherited methods as the objects from
the superclass. This is the reason why Mitchell defines inheritance in [68] as follows:

[68] Inheritance is a mechanism for implementing objects of one class by reusing
the implementation of another.

In a more general perspective, inheritance can be understood as a general mechanism
for incremental code modification. Since objects and classes are recursive or self
referencing (the pseudo variables self and self class are used for this purpose in
e.g. Smalltalk) we can formulate the following definition:

Definition 2.6 Inheritance

Inheritance is a mechanism for incremental extension of recursive structures.
O

This definition can be instantiated on the object, class and type level. Since recursion
on the object level also implies recursion on the class level which in turn implies
recursion on the type level, inheritance on the object level implies inheritance on
the class level which in turn implies inheritance on the type level.

2.4.3 Inheritance versus Subtyping

The separation between generalization/specialization and inheritance is analogous
to the separation between an interface and its implementations. There are cases in
which we want inheritance without specialization or specialization without inheri-
tance. For example, in implementing a class queue it may be convenient to inherit
the code from the class array. However we do not want Queue to be a subtype of
Array because we do not want that all operations applicable to arrays to be appli-
cable to queues too. Moreover, adding a new method or overriding an old one, may
violate some invariant of the superclass and therefore destroy the subtype relation.
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inheritance ‘ subtyping ‘
a construction a property
internal view external view

reuses class code | relates class interfaces

Table 2.2: Inheritance versus subtyping

The other way around, suppose we specialize the type Queue to LQueue by adding
a new method measuring the length of a queue. Then it is possible to have a class
implementing Queue and a class implementing LQueue which are not at all related
by inheritance.

The first who distinguished between subtyping and inheritance were Cook, Hill and
Canning in [35]. This distinction is also done in some recent OO methods. For
example Martin/Odell define generalization/specialization as:

e the result (or act) of distinguishing an object type as being more general or
inclusive then other,

and class inheritance as:

e an implementation of generalization which permits all the features of an OOPL
class to be physically available to, or reusable by, its subclasses — as though
they were the features of the subclass.

The table 2.2 summarizes the above discussion.

2.5 Parametric classes

A feature which considerably improves the flexibility of typed OO languages is the
possibility to define parameterized or generic classes.

[13] A generic class is a class that serves as a template for other classes, in which the
template may be parameterized by other classes, objects and/or operations.
A generic class must be instantiated (its parameters filled in) before objects
can be created. Generic classes are typically used as container classes. The
terms generic class and parameterized class are interchangeable.

[86] A parameterized class is a template for creating real classes that may differ
in well-defined ways as specified by parameters at the time of creation. The
parameters are other data types or classes, but may include other attributes,
such as the size of a collection (also called generic classes).
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A typical generic class is the list class which can be instantiated as a list of points or
a list of integers. The generic methods ft, rt and cons on the list implicitly depend
on the type of the element. Local variables within the method have generic type
that depends on the instance. An example of a parameterized class list is given in
section 4.4. Parameterized classes are available in Eiffel and C++.

2.6 Associations

In the previous sections we analyzed objects in isolation. However, the major interest
for using objects is the construction of systems where each object contributes to the
overall behavior by interacting with one another.

For the static description of potential object configurations OO analysis uses links
and associations. Both concepts are borrowed from information modeling [30].

Definition 2.7 Link

A link is a physical or conceptual connection between objects. Mathematically,
a link is a tuple of objects. O

Definition 2.8 Association

An association describes a group of links with common structure and com-
mon semantics. All the links in an association connect objects from the same
classes. Mathematically an association is a relation among collections of ob-
jects. A link is an instance of an association. O

An association describes a set of potential links in the same way a class describes a
set, of potential objects. Graphically, links and associations are represented e.g. in
OMT by a (possibly named) line between objects and classes respectively, as shown
in Figures 2.11 and 2.12.

Country Has-Capital City

name name

Figure 2.11: Associations — class diagram



34 CHAPTER 2. BASIC PRINCIPLES

(Country) Has-Capital (City)

Canada Ottawa

(Country) Has-Capital (City)

France Paris

Figure 2.12: Associations — instance diagram

Associations are inherently bidirectional (i.e. symmetric). However, as in the case
of relations they can be traversed (or read) either in the forward or in the backward
direction. A particular direction or end of an association may be identified with a
role name. Each role on a binary association identifies a set of objects associated
with an object at the other end as shown in Figure 2.13.

employee employer
Person Company
Works-for

Figure 2.13: An association with roles

Similarly to relations, associations can be binary, ternary or higher order. However,
the vast majority are binary. The later ones are usually annotated with multiplic-
ity information which constraints the number of related objects. More precisely,
multiplicity specifies how many objects of one class may relate to a single object of
an associated class. Different forms of multiplicity information are shown in Figure
2.14.

— Class Exactly one
Class Many — O Class Optional
(zero or more) (zero or one)
1+ 1-2,4 .
Class One or more Class Numerically
specified

Figure 2.14: Multiplicity information
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2.6.1 Aggregation

A very important form of association is the part-of association. This kind of as-
sociation encourages a hierarchical top down design. A system is decomposed in a
design step into subsystems (the “parts” of the system) which themselves can be
further decomposed until they are simple enough to be directly coded. Such systems
are known in the OO methodology as aggregates. Citing from [86]:

Definition 2.9 Aggregates

An aggregate is semantically an extended object that is treated as a unit
in many operations, although physically it is made of several lesser objects.
Aggregation is a special form of transitive and antisymmetric association where
a group of component objects form a single semantic entity. Operations on an
aggregate often propagate to the components. d

Because of their importance, in most OO methodologies, part-of associations are
marked with a special symbol which distinguishes them from other associations.
In [86] they are marked with a diamond. For example, a microcomputer can be
described as an aggregation as shown in Figure 2.15.

Microcomputer

1+ (5

Monitor System Box Mouse Keyboard

TS o

Chassis CPU RAM Fan

Figure 2.15: A microcomputer as aggregate

An important characteristic of aggregates is that the role of each constituent is
fized within the whole system. Constituents cannot later leave the original system
(i.e. the aggregate) and “associate” to build another system. They are private to
the original system. For example in Figure 2.16 a company is represented as an
aggregation of its divisions which are in turn aggregations of their departments.
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i Works-For

Person

Figure 2.16: Aggregation and association

However, a company is not an aggregation of its employees since company and
person are objects with equal status. Employees may work for a company or leave
the company. We say that the relation between the company and the employees
may vary dynamically. This issue is discussed thoroughly in the next subsection.

The microcomputer example has shown a two level aggregation. According to [86],
aggregation can be fized, variable or recursive.

o A fized aggregate has a fixed structure. The number and types of subparts are
predefined. A fixed aggregate is shown in Figure 2.17.

Lamp

Base Cover Switch Wiring Socket

Figure 2.17: A fixed aggregate

e A wariable aggregate has a finite number of levels, but the number of parts
may vary. The microcomputer is a two level aggregate with a variable number
of monitors, mouses, RAMs and Fans.

o A recursive aggregate contains directly or indirectly an instance of the same
kind of aggregate; the number of potential levels is unlimited. Figure 2.18
shows a computer program which is an aggregation of blocks with optionally
recursive compound statements.
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Program

Block

Compound Simple

Statement Statement

Figure 2.18: A recursive aggregate

Aggregation is not the same thing as generalization. Aggregation relates instances.
Two distinct objects are involved; one of them is part of another. Generalization
relates classes and is a way of structuring the description of a single object. With
generalization an object is simultaneously an instance of the superclass and an in-
stance of the subclass.

2.6.2 Dynamic Associations

The aggregates presented in the previous section impose a hierarchical view of sys-
tems. Each component has a precisely stated position in the hierarchy which can
not be changed anymore. Although this is adequate in many cases, and in principle
each system can be designed in this way, a “flat structure” seems to be preferable
for systems which we call mobile (or democratic). In such systems, the role of com-
ponents may change as the system evolves. They may associate at a given point of
time to build a system and leave this system to build another one later on.

Definition 2.10 Mobile Systems

Systems in which every object can change its communication partners on the
basis of computation and interaction are designated as mobile. a

The first systems exhibiting mobility were the Actor systems [3]. However, the
lack of a clear mathematical foundation limited their influence until recently when
plenty of mobile systems appeared in the literature. Among them is the m-Calculus
which not only adds mobility but also simplifies CCS [66, 67, 65|, the Chemical Ab-
stract Machine [12] which consecrated the multi-set laws and the Rewriting Logic of
Meseguer [59] which is based on parallel rewriting modulo associative-commutative
laws.
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Chapter 3

The A —Calculus for Objects

When giving a formal foundation for objects, a very important concern is to devise
an appropriate type system. The main reasons for introducing a type system are:

e the detection of erroneous expressions at compile time (e.g. the use of a natural
number as if it where a function),

e the enhancement of program efficiency by using compile time information,

e the support for data abstraction and modularity.

The type of an object can be understood as a property or theorem about that
object. This property says that it never delivers an answer of the form message not
understood, as do objects in an untyped language like Smalltalk or Object Scheme.
We are therefore concerned in this chapter with the definition of a typed language
for objects.

The object model which we present in the next chapter, views objects roughly as
case—functions with a hidden state, where each branch of the function corresponds to
a method of the object. This contrasts to the usual modeling of objects in the typed
A—calculus where objects are interpreted as records. In section 3.1 we compare these
two models and show why the first one is more appropriate for our purpose. We
also intuitively introduce a type system for this model by highlighting the problems
which occur in a naive typing with variants. The next two sections describe in
detail the corresponding typed A—calculus. In section 3.2 we present its syntax and
in section 3.3 we present its semantics.

3.1 Design Decisions

The comparison between the record and the case models uses a small but typical
OO-programming example: Cartesian points. Let us first introduce this example

39
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as it would be written in a typed OO language which distinguishes inheritance from
subtyping as e.g. [36].

3.1.1 The Cartesian Points Example

A Cartesian point is an object with two attributes (or instance variables), the coor-
dinates xc¢ and yc and with four methods, x(), y(), mv (dz, dy) and eq(p). The first
two return the coordinates values, the third one increments them with dr and dy
respectively and the fourth one tests if the current point is equal with the point p.

The interface of the Cartesian points class is defined as follows:

interface Point

x() returns Real;
y() returns Real;
mv (Real, Real) returns Point;
eq (Point) returns Bool;

It is a description of the messages understood by the Cartesian point objects where
each message is given with the parameters and the result types. As we will discuss
later, the interfaces are used to ensure that message sending never generates a run
time error.

class cart_point (zc : Real, yc : Real)
implements Point;

method x () returns Real
return xc,

method y () returns Real
return yc;

method mv (dx : Real, dy : Real) returns Point
return new myclass (sel f.x() + dx, self.y() + dy);

method eq (p : Point) returns Bool
return self.x() == px() A self.y() == p.y();

The class is a pattern that can be used to create objects with common structure.
It describes what attributes the objects (or instances) will have, the code for each
method and how to create objects. The messages understood by the objects in
a class are listed in the class interface. They can be regarded themselves as the
interfaces for abstract operations. The methods are particular implementations of
these operations. This is the reason why the class cart_point point is declared to be
an implementation of the interface Point.



3.1. DESIGN DECISIONS 41

The definition of the class cart_point reveals a common characteristics of objects:
they are recursive. First, recursion is necessary to allow methods to refer each
other. For example the method eq refers both x() and y()!. Like in Smalltalk,
we used the pseudo variable self to refer to the object itself. When the methods
eq or mv are invoked, self is bound to the receiver of the message. This level of
recursion is known as object recursion. Beside sel f, Smalltalk also uses the construct
self class to create an object of the same class as self (we used instead myclass).
This is actually another level of recursion (or self reference) which is known as class
recursion. A graphical illustration is given in figure 3.1

class
object
Constructor
new
class
Messages
Variables
xC mv method
yce
mv myclass
eq self

Figure 3.1: Recursive structure of objects

The recursion in the class definition is also reflected in the interface definition.
The interfaces of both mv and eq use Point recursively. The separation between
classes and interfaces allows multiple implementations respecting the same message
protocol. Safety is guaranteed by compile time checking which uses the declaration
of instance variables and formal parameters in the form v : < inter face > in class
< class >. For example:

p : Point in class cart_point

3.1.2 The Record versus The Case Semantical Model

In order to give the objects a denotational semantics and in particular to correctly
type inheritance, these are often regarded as closures i.e. as functions (or data struc-
tures containing functions) with some local bindings to values or storage locations

'Tn this respect the example is not very convincing since instead of x () and y () one could have
used xzc and yc. However, in general this is not the case.
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[80]. In this modeling the instance variables are simply the A or let bound vari-
ables. For the explanation of message passing there are two possible alternatives,
as already suggested by Zilles in [97]. In the first case, each method is a separate
entry point of a multi—-procedure. The method name is used to select the appropri-
ate entry point. In the second case, each method is a separate branch of a single
procedure. The method name is used to select the appropriate branch. Although
very similar, these two different approaches lead to different (data) structures. In
the first case objects become records with functional fields as first pointed out by
Cardelli in [22, 23]. The method name corresponds to a record field so it is applied
as field selection to the object. In the second case the objects become case functions
as pointed out by Adams and Rees in [2]. The method name corresponds to a case
selection so it is passed to the object which chooses the appropriate branch. Let us
examine these approaches on the Cartesian point example. To simplify notation we
do not explicitly write the type annotations.

The record variant is as follows:

P = Amyclass.\xc, yc).\sel f
{x =

y = UY¢
mv = A(dx, dy). fix myclass(sel f.x + dx, sel f.y + dy),

eq = Ap.(selfx==px) A(selfy==py) }

cart-point = fix P ——class definition
o = fix cart_point (a,b) ——object creation
(o.mv)(dz, dy) ——message passing

‘P can be regarded as the definition of the class cart_point. The class itself is obtained
by binding myclass to this definition. The self reference role of myclass is made
explicit as a fixed point variable. A Cartesian point object is obtained by instanti-
ating xc and yc with actual coordinates and by binding self to the object. Again,
as with myclass the self reference role of self is made explicit. Objects are passed
only the method arguments. The method name is used to select the appropriate
method.

The object—as—record modeling was extensively analyzed in the literature including
type checking systems [23, 26, 25, 21|, type inference systems [81, 91, 93, 49] and
semantical models [23, 19, 20, 15]. The above double recursion scheme for the
modeling of objects first appeared in [35].

The alternative object—as—case—function variant is as follows:

P = Amyclass.\xc, yc).Asel f . m.

case m of
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x = xc

y = yc

mv (dz, dy) = fix myclass(sel f(x) + dx, self(y)+ dy)
eq (p) = (self(x) == p(x)) A(self(y) == p(y))

cart_point = fix P ——class definition
o = fix cart_point (a,b) ——object creation
o mv(dz, dx) ——message passing

The treatment of instance variables and of recursion is similar to the record variant.
However, in this case the whole message (including the method name) is passed
to the object. This selects the appropriate branch with the message arguments
substituted for the pattern variables. The object—as—case—function modeling was
persuaded in Scheme. More precisely, since Scheme is an untyped language, Scheme—
objects are actually conditional—functions instead of case—functions. For example, a
Scheme modeling of the Cartesian points, similar to the one discussed in [2] but in
our syntax and without side effects like !set, would be:

P = Amyclass.\xc, yc). Asel f. . m.

cond

m==x = A).xc

m==y = A).yc

m == mv = \(dx,dy). Y myclass(sel f(x) + dx, self(y)+ dy)
m ==eq = Ap.(self(x) == p(x)) A (self(y) == p(y))

true = error

Y is the untyped version of the fixed point operator.

Both the above record and function models make a significant simplification which
does not correspond to the OO programming intuition. Asking a point about its
x or y coordinate destroys that point. We actually expect the point to return its
coordinate and subsequently be able to answer to other messages. As a consequence
an object should be a function mapping histories of input messages onto histories of
answers. Beside being closer to our intuition this modeling will also allow to move
from the sequential to the parallel world.

Note that considering an object as a record of functions working on message histo-
ries is not of very much use because field selection would also destroy the object.
However, the object as case—function model can be easily extended to histories by
replacing the single message m by a history of messages s and modifying each branch
to consume the first message and to recursively call the object on the rest of the
history. More details are given in section 4.2. This is the first important design
decision we take:
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Objects are case—functions extended to message histories.

3.1.3 Problems Encountered in a Naive Typing

Although the object—as—case—function modeling is more appropriate for our concur-
rent setting, an adequate typing proves to be a non trivial task in this case. First,
let us show the problems encountered in a naive typing with variants.

Suppose we have points only with a coordinate xc and a color col which we loosely
define as follows:

XC = dmyclass. N xe, col). Asel f . m
case m of

X = XcC
c = col

XC = fix XC

A point p with the coordinate 0 and the color red is obtained as fix(XC(0, red)). A
tentative typing for p could be the following one:

p: [x, c]—[x : Real, c : Color]|
where [l : 01,... 1, : 0,] is a variant or a labeled sum. The variant type [x, c] is
an abbreviation for [x : (), ¢ : ()] where () is the unit type which contains only one

member, the nullary constructor (). To correctly reflect this typing we have to
modify the above definition of X'C as follows:

XC' = Amyclass.\(xc, col). Asel f.Am

case m of
X = [x = x(]
c = [c = col]

A first negative consequence of this typing is that we are forced to explicitly la-
bel the answers. This is naturally an inconvenience compared with the object—
as—record approach. However, there is a much more serious problem: the typing
[x, c] =[x : Real, c : Color] is not accurate enough. Although, our objects always
deliver the coordinate when asked for the coordinate and the color when asked for
the color, the above type also contains functions which deliver the coordinate when
asked for the color or the color when asked for the coordinate. In order to see why
this matters, suppose we extend the above definition by adding the coordinate yc.
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XCY' = Amyclass. N xe, col, yc). Asel f.Am

case m of
X = [x = x(]
c = [c = col]
y = [y = yc]

Then an object ¢ generated by this class definition has the type:
q: [x ¢, y] =[x : Real, c: Color, y : Real]

This object behaves exactly as the object p for the messages [x], [c] and additionally
delivers [y = y¢| in response to the message [y]. Hence, we would expect to be able
to use ¢ in every context in which p is allowed. However, nothing prevents a func-
tion with the same type as ¢ to deliver [y = yc| as the answer to the messages [c] or
[x]. This could generate a run time error. As a consequence, the type of ¢ is not a
subtype of the type of p. More formally, the sub—typing rule for functional types is:

o <o <7
c—-17 < o —=171

(£=)

It says that we are allowed to increase the domain of the input values or to de-
crease the domain of output values. Although [x, ] < [, ¢, y] it is not the case that
[x : real, c : Color, y : Real] < [x : Real, c : Color| as the above rule requires, but the
other way around. As a consequence

[x, ¢, y] =[x : Real, c : Color, y : Real] £ [x, c] —[x : Real, c : Color]

which implies that the extension ¢ of p is not allowed in the contexts in which p
is. Since, as we show later, inheritance is nothing but a general mechanism for such
function extensions, this also implies that we cannot correctly type inheritance. In
conclusion, neither records nor variants are adequate for our functional modeling of
objects. However, we can use related ideas when searching for a more appropriate
type system.

3.1.4 An Adequate Type System

Our first criticism of variants was the obligation of output labeling. This forced us
to replace the definition X'C of colored points by X'C’'. However X'C is a well typed
term in a type discipline allowing union types [84, 6]. In this case, the output type of
XC is the union Real U Color?. Variants and their subtyping relation are also easily

2Typically Real will be disjoint from Color.
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recovered as follows. Each element constructor is considered to determine a unique
sort, constructor which has the same name and arity. Moreover, it is distinct from any
other sort constructor, including the function space constructor. For example x is
the only member of the sort x and mv(dx,dy) is an element of the sort mv(Real,Real).
Then [x, c] is given by x U ¢ and [x :Real, ¢ : Color] is given by x(Real) U c(Color).
Adding the axioms o < aU  and # < a U (where < is understood as inclusion)
we also get the previous subtype relations:

xUc<xUcUy
x(Real) U ¢(Color) < x(Real) U c(Color) U y(Real)

In the presence of unions we can consider that:
p : x U c— Real U Color

Although it is also the case that

x U ¢ U y—Real U Color < x U c— Real U Color

unions are in general not enough to solve the second problem. For example, if we
first considered points only with a x and a y coordinate and subsequently added a
color, we would have obtained that:

x Uy Uc —Real U Color £ x Uy — Real

In order to solve this problem, let us first discuss a very desirable property of modern
strongly typed languages (e.g. ML), namely parametric polymorphism. For example,
the function:

cons : Va. a X List oo — List «

is said to be polymorphic. Given a universe U of types which is closed under sort
constructors (e.g. X, —, List) the polymorphic type of cons can be understood as the
infinite intersection N, ey (7 X List 7 — List7)3. As a consequence, cons can be used
in any context requiring a function of type 7 X List7 — List7, for an arbitrary 7.
Cardelli and Wegner [26] refined this form of polymorphism in the presence of sub-
typing by restricting the range of o to subtypes of a given bound-type o. This type
of polymorphism is known as bounded polymorphism. Parametric polymorphism can
be recovered from bounded polymorphism by taking o to be the whole universe. For
example,

3In a type discipline which does not contain intersections one usually speaks about the infinite
product I, ¢y (7 X List 7 — List 7).
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cons : Vo < Point. « X List @ — List «

restricts a to be a subtype of Point. Parametric polymorphism allows the definition
of parametric object classes and its bounded form was essential to correctly type
inheritance in [26]. We therefore also include bounded polymorphism in our type
system.

As already implied by the definition of polymorphic types, we also include intersec-
tion types [84, 78]. However, unions and intersections are used in a very restricted
way, allowing decidable type inference (more details are given in the next sections).

Finally we also include conditional types [82, 6]. A conditional type is written as
717 7. It is void if 7 is void; otherwise it equals 7;%.

Combining the above types we can accurately express the connection between the
input and the output of a case expression. For example:

p : Ya <xUc. a— (Real’lanx) U (Color?aNc)

Similarly, if ¢ is a point defined by XC) which is obtained by forgetting about the
variants in the output of XC)’ we have:

q : Ya<xUcUy. a—(Real?7anx) U (Color’anc) U (Real’lany)

Now we can use the subtyping rule for polymorphic types:

Str<n Sa<nkFn<mn
St Ma<nmn) < Va<T1.7)

(V)

where S is a set of subsort assumptions. Analogous to function types, polymorphic
types are anti-monotonic in the “first argument” (7; and 7{) and monotonic in
the “second one” (7o and 75). As for variants, anti-monotony is satisfied since
xUc < xUcUy. Moreover, in this case, if 7 < x U c, then the type of p equals
the type of ¢ when instantiated to 7 because Real?T Ny = (). Hence, by using (< V)
we obtain as desired that:

Va < xUcUy.a— (Real?a nx) U (Color’aNc) U (Real?Zany) <
Va<xUc. a—(Real?anx)U (Color?’a nc)

Summarizing:

In order to correctly type objects we use a polymorphic type discipline which is
based on union, intersection and conditional types.

“The void type contains only one element |, which denotes nontermination.
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In the above discussion we did not consider the methods mv and eq. In order to
correctly type the points in their presence, we also need recursive types. Instead of
introducing them explicitly, we use a more general form of bounded quantification:
Va,;. 7 where S, where «; abbreviates the set {a; | 1 < ¢ < n}. The quantified
variables must satisfy the set of mutually recursive constraints S. For example, we
obtain the following type for points p as defined by P:

Va.co— (Real?a N x) U (Color?a N c) U (Bool?a N eq(t)) U (t?7a N mv(Real,Real))
where

a < xUcUmv(Real,Real) U eq(?)

t = a—(Real?anx) U (Color?anc) U (Bool?a Neq(t)) U (t?7a N mv(Real,Real))

This justifies the next design decision:

The type discipline for objects has to support recursive types.
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3.2 The Syntax

3.2.1 Notational Conventions

Usually a language is first described by a context free grammar. The terms generated
by this grammar are called rough terms because among them there are also erroneous
ones. The set of well formed terms i.e. the set of terms respecting the typing
discipline are then filtered out by using a context sensitive syntax. We give this
syntax by using a formalism based on logic. Specifically, we define expressions and
their types simultaneously using axioms and inference rules. An inference rule has

the form:
I'>ei o1 ... I'>e,:o,

'>e:o

It allows us to derive the conclusion I' > e : ¢ if all the assumptions I' > ¢; : 0; are
true. The expressions I' > e : o with I' = {2y : 0q,...,2, : 0,} are called typing
assertions. They intuitively say that if variables xq,...,z, have types oy,...,0,
then e is a well formed term of type o. I' is a type assignment or type context with
no x; occurring twice. We will write I', x : o for T U {x : ¢}. In doing so we assume
that x does not appear in ['. An axiom is an inference rule with no assumptions.

Remark 3.1

Alternatively, a typing assertion I I> e : ¢ can be considered as the least three
place relation > closed under the inference rules. We use these two definitions
interchangeably. O

The function dom(I") denotes the set of variables defined by I'. The range of T is
the collection of right-hand sides of bindings in I'. I'(x) denotes the type of x in T,
if it has one. The set of free variables of a term e is written as FV(e). We say that a
term is closed with respect to the context I' if FV(e) C dom(T). A typing assertion
['> e: o is closed if e is closed with respect to I'. The set of free type variables of a
type 7 is written as FTV(7). The set FTV(I") of the free type variables of a context
[' is the union of the sets of free type variables of elements of the range of I'.

In order to reason about subtyping, we use a second relation + . In this case the
expression S F o < 7 is called a subtyping assertion where the subtyping context
S={o1 <71,...,0, <T,} is a set of proper® subtyping assumptions.

A derwation of a typing or subtyping statement 7" is a proof tree, valid according
to some collection of inference rules, whose root is T. We write d :: T' to indicate
that d is a derivation of 7.

SProper sets of constraints are defined in Section 3.2.7.
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In the next sections we present the context free and the context sensitive language
of expressions together with their associated types. This language is based on [6].
However, the following modifications were necessary in order to make it appropriate
for our object model.

e Add a new syntactical construct f extend (p = e). This construct allows to
extend a (case—) function with a new branch. As we show in Section 4.3 this
construct is essential for modeling inheritance.

e Adapt the subtyping rules for a lazy semantics. This allows an appropriate
treatment of message histories.

Moreover, in contrast to [6] we make a sharp distinction between the type inference
system which is presented in Sections 3.2.2 through 3.2.6 and the type inference
algorithm which is presented in Section 3.2.7. This considerably improves the clarity
of the exposition. Also for the sake of clarity, we present the language incrementally.
Each new production (or inference rule) extends the language introduced so far.

3.2.2 The Calculus A\

This language is the core lambda calculus. On the level of expressions it contains
only variables, function abstraction and function application. On the level of types
it contains only type variables and the function space constructor.

Definition 3.1 Type expressions

The type expressions of A\ are given by the following grammar:

T oi=a|lm o

Definition 3.2  Expressions

The context free language of terms of A" is given by the following grammar:

e == x| Ar.elerey

Remark 3.2 Type assignment systems

The absence of any type annotation for the bound variable occuring in the
syntax of the A-abstraction signals a fundamental design choice which we shall
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maintain throughout the thesis: all calculi we consider are type assignment
systems as opposed to explicitly typed systems. These systems are compared
in Section 3.3.1. O

Omitting type annotations allows the programmer to write programs as concise as
in an untyped language. Moreover, like in ML, it is also easy to extend the system to
allow optional type annotations. However, the absence of type annotations requires
a very careful language design which assures decidability of type inference.

Definition 3.3 Context

A context is a pair S | A where S is a subtyping context and A is a typing
context. O

Definition 3.4  Context sensitive syntax

The context sensitive syntax for A" is given by the following inference rules:

(var) Slex:o>ax:o
S|Ax:mi>e:n
S|AD> Are:m — 1

(=)

L, S|A>e:mm—1 S|AD>e:n
S|A|>616237'2

(—e)

S|A>e:nn SkEFn <mn
S|A>e:n O

(sub)*

The rule (sub)* allows a term of type 71 to be promoted (or coerced) to a type 7
whenever 77 is a subtype of 7. This rule is however not appropriate for a type
inference algorithm where the next step of inference is determined by the term
structure. One can eliminate (sub)* by modifying the rule (— e)* to perform the
necessary coercions as follows:

S|A>e:m S|Apey:n Skn<m—m Skn<n

(_>6) S|A|>616237'4

In our calculus, this rule replaces (— e)* and (sub)*.

In order to complete the definition of the context sensitive syntax, we have to define
the subtype relation. Intuitively, a subtyping statement S F ¢ < 7 corresponds to
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the assertion that o is a refinement of 7 in the sense that every element of ¢ contains
enough information to meaningfully be regarded as an element of 7. Actually, in the
semantic model presented later, ¢ < 7 simply means that o is a subset of 7. This
intended semantics for < immediately implies that the subtype relation should be
reflexive and transitive i.e. it should be a preorder. In order to obtain the necessary
subtype relation for function spaces, consider that f : 0 — 7. Regarding a type as
a constraint, o — T requires that f maps all values satisfying o to values satisfying
7. If o' is a weaker constraint, then informally, ¢’ denotes a larger set than o.
Weakening o to ¢’ has the opposite effect on the type ¢ — 7 of functions from o
to 7 because f : ¢ — 7 requires f to map the larger set ¢’ to values satisfying 7.
Hence ¢’ — 7 is a stronger constraint on f as ¢ — 7. On the other hand, weakening
7 to 7’ yields the weaker constraint o — 7’ since each function satisfying o — 7 also
satisfies 0 — 7.

Definition 3.5 Subtyping

The subtyping relation of A2 is given by the following rules:

(S Tef) SFr<r

Sl_TlgTQ Sl_TQSTy,
Sl_TléTg

(< tra)

S"T{S’ﬁ Sl_TQSTQ,

! ’
SkFnn—=n<n—m

(£=)

O

Borrowing terminology from category theory one says that the function space con-
structor is contravariant in the first argument (i.e. it changes the direction of the
subtype relation) and covariant in the second argument (i.e. it preserves the direc-
tion of the subtype relation).

Remark 3.3

The subtyping relation for arrow types is both structural and compositional.
It is structural because the ordering on arrow types is completely determined
by their left— and right—hand sides. It is compositional because the ordering
on arrow types may be computed as a function of the ordering of their left—
and right—hand sides. O

We say that o is equivalent with 7, written as S F o=7 if and only if S+ ¢ < 7 and
SkEFr<o.
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3.2.3 The Calculus )\;’C

Beside the function space constructor we also allow arbitrary free data type con-
structors. As we see later, they are very useful in defining functions by pattern
matching.

Definition 3.6 Type expressions

The type expressions of )\;’C are obtained from AZ by adding the following
production:
T o u=c(T, ..., Th)

Definition 3.7 Expressions

The context free syntax for the terms of A\Z°° is obtained from AZ" by adding
the following production:

e um=cleg,...,ep)

Definition 3.8 Context sensitive syntax

The context sensitive syntax of )\;’C is obtained from AZ" by adding the fol-
lowing inference rule:

S|A>e:m ... S|A>e,: 1,
STAD>cler,...,en):c(T1,...,Tn)

(con)

Remark 3.4

It is assumed that both element and type constructors occur with a single
arity within a programming context. O

The rules for the subtype relation basically express that a data type is different from

any other type. This means that each type of the form ¢(7y, ..., 7,) is different from
any other type d(77,..., 7/ ) and from any function type. Moreover, the subtyping

relation between data types is required to be structural and compositional.
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Definition 3.9  Subtyping

c

The subtyping relation of A
inference rules:

is obtained by adding to AZ the following

(€= ¢

Strm—mnLcr,...7))

<
Se=) Srad £ =

(< ed) {ifc#d

Stc(r,...m) Ld(r,...7))

m

Sk <7 ... Sk7n, <71,
Steclry,...m) <c(r],...7)) O

n

(< ce)

Remark 3.5 Covariance

It can be observed from the rule (< cc) that constructors are covariant in all
arguments. This corresponds to our intuition since if 7, < 7/ than 7/ contains

4 / / / /
more elements than 7; and as a consequence the image ¢(7{,...,7.) of 7/, ..., 7,
under ¢ contains more elements than c(7, ..., 7,). a

3.2.4 The Calculus )\;’C’U’m’?

As we already mentioned in Section 3.1, in the presence of union types and con-
structors we can easily obtain variants. Since variant types are accompanied on the
level of expressions by a case functional, we also expect to be able to define such a
functional. Moreover, by using intersection types and conditional types we can type
it more accurately as variants do. Beside these types we also introduce a least type
0 containing only the value L, which denotes nontermination, and a greatest type 1
containing the entire semantic domain. More details are given in Section 3.3.

Definition 3.10 Type expressions

m?

The type expressions of )\;’C’U’ " are obtained from A by adding the follow-

ing productions:
T s=nUn|nNn|ntn|0]1

|

In general when writing types we omit parenthesis and assume, the priority of con-
structors is from lower to upper as follows: —,U, 7, N, c.
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Definition 3.11  Expressions

The context free language of terms of )\;’C’U’ﬂ’? is obtained from A" by adding
the following productions:
e == caseeof py =e1...p, = €,
| e extend (p=e)
p == x|xasp|c(p,...,pn)

Remark 3.6 Selectors

We do not provide selectors. Instead, functions can be defined by pattern
matching. The syntactic category of patterns is given above by p. Patterns
are either variables, data elements or variables restricted by patterns. O

Remark 3.7 Abbreviations

As a general rule for the syntax, we abbreviate an indexed set of expressions
{e; | i € I'} with e; and an indexed set of judgments {(S; | A;>e;:7;) | i € I}
with S; | A; > e; : 7, if this causes no confusion. For example V{a; | 1 <
i < n}.7 is written as Vo;.7 and case e of p; = e1,...,p, = e, is written as
case ¢ of p; = e¢;. O

In the type expressions given below we use two additional types. The complement
type —7, which is the largest type such that 7 N =7 = 0, and the hat type 7, which
is the smallest monotype such that 7U =7 = 1 and for all substitutions p, p(7) < 7.
If a pattern p has type 7 then 7 intuitively denotes the set of all values that can
match the pattern p. We did not provide these types in the type expressions’ syntax
because they can be written in terms of the others. More about their motivation
will be said later.

Definition 3.12 Context sensitive syntax

—,6U,N,7

The Context sensitive syntax of A_ is obtained from A" by adding the
following inference rules:

S|A>e:T

SEFr<ur. 7
S|A A, >pi 16T 7= =T

cas
(cas) S|A>caseeof p,= e U 77T NT
S|A> f:1" SE" <1 —mn
S|AA>p:T, e SkEr<7U(mN-7)
(ext)

S|AD> fextend (p=e€):73 — (T73NT Un?m3 N =7)
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S|A>z: T, p: 7
S|A>zasp:mNn

(asp)

Remark 3.8 Patterns

Patterns are required to be linear (i.e. each variable occurs exactly once). In
the rule (cas) they are also required to be pairwise disjoint. O

In the rules (cas) and (ext) A, is the sort assignment for the free variables occuring
in the pattern p. The rule (cas) is a generalization of the analogous rule for sums
or varitants because on the one side, p;, may be an arbitrary nested pattern and not
only a label like inl or inr and on the other side, the expressions e; are allowed to have
different types. This generality is mainly achieved through the use of conditional
types. The first constraint 7 < U 7/ assures both an exhaustive analysis of the
type 7 and the propagation of the type information about e to the output type
U, ;77 N7 If e has type 7, then, because the patterns are required to be pairwise
disjoint, only the intersection 7, N7 is different from 0 and the result is of type 7.

The rule (ext) allows to extend a (case—) function with a new branch p = e which
overrides any branch p’ = ¢’ in f matching an instance of the pattern p. It is very
similar in spirit with the record extension rule [25] but it directly allows to extend
functions instead of their encoding as records. Moreover, f may have an arbitrary
body and not only a case expression. The overriding effect can be read from the
type 73 — (7713 N T U n?13 N —7') where 73 < 7/ U (7y N =7') as follows: if the
argument is in 7 (i.e. it matches p) then 73 N7 # 0 and the result is in 7; otherwise
the argument is both in the complement =7 of 7 and in 77 i.e. in 73 N =7’ and the
result is in 75. The reason for using the disjoint union 7/ U (7 N—7") instead of 7' Ury
and more details about 7 and —7 are given in Section 3.2.7.

The subtyping relation is defined by considering the properties of union, intersection
and conditional types. It is also assumed that data constructors and functions are
lazy i.e. that ¢(L,..., L) #L and that Az. L# 1 respectively.

Definition 3.13  Subtyping

ﬁi

The subtyping relation of )\;’C’U’ " is obtained by adding to A the following

inference rules:

St <1 SkEr < n

<N
( ) ST < mNmn

(< nib)

SkEFrnnNm < Ti{z:172
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Stk <1 Sk <71

< Ul
(<UD SFnumn < 71

< Ugb
(_ g) S’l_Tz S 7'1U7'2

Sl_’/—l < T

<71
(<71) Stn?rn <71

Sl_TQ S 0

<72
(<72) Stn?rn <71

<0) ———M—
(< )SI—OST

(< 0c)

Ste(r,....,7) £ 0

(§0—>)

Skr—=m £ 0

3.2.5 The Calculus )\\;’_”C’U’mv?

The notion of bounded quantification was introduced by Cardelli and Wegner [26]
in the language Fun. This language integrates the Girard—Reynolds parametric
polymorphism [42, 85] with Cardelli’s first order calculus of subtyping [22, 23]. A
bounded polymorphic type Yoo < ¢. 7 constrains the type variable o to range only
over subtypes of o. Since we are mainly interested in the existence of a type inference
algorithm, we retain the constraint idea, but use instead of the second order poly-
morphism of Fun, the simpler ML polymorphism [63, 38]. However, we generalize
the constraint o < o to proper sets of constraints.

Definition 3.14 Type expressions

The type expressions of )\\;’H’C’U’ﬁ’? are obtained from )\;’C’U’m by adding the
following productions:

o =7 |Va,. 7 where S

The type Va,;.7 where S is said to be polymorphic.
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Remark 3.9 Shallow polymorphism

The universal quantifier binds sets of variables {aq,...,a,}. It cannot be
nested in the form V.S.V1.7. Moreover, polymorphic types cannot occur in the
argument positions of the type constructors. This is the reason why, this type
of polymorphism is also called shallow polymorphism. O

As in [63, 38], to enable the definition and use of polymorphic terms, we extend the
term language with the let construct.

Definition 3.15 Expressions

The context free language of terms of )\\;’H’C’U’W is obtained from )\;’C’U’m by

adding the following production:
e == letx=¢ in ey

|

The variable x occuring in the let declaration is polymorphic. As a consequence,
different occurrences of x in e; may have different types. Each of them must be an
instance of the polymorphic one. This polymorphic type is given by a generalization
operation Gen(S,A,7) = Va;.7 where S where o; = FTV(7) — FTV(A). The
instantiation of polymorphic types is given by a modified form of the rule (var).
Finally, typing contexts A are extended to include polymorphic variables.

Definition 3.16 Context sensitive syntax

6,U,N,7

The context sensitive syntax of )\vg’ﬁ is obtained from )\;’C’U’ﬂ’? by adding

the following inference rules®:

v:0€ A
Ti/Oéi]|A>.TiT[Ti/Oéi

(var) o =VYa;.7 where S
51 !

S|A> e S |Ax:oD>ey:n
S,S"|A>let x =¢€; iney: 7y

(let) {0 =Gen(S, A, 1)

|

If e is a closed term and S | ) > e: 7, then we consider the type inferred for e
to be 0 = Gen(S,0,7) and write > e : o. In general, given a typing context A
and a subtyping context S such that S | A > e: 7, we write A > e : o where
o=Gen(S,A,T).

6The rule (var) replaces the old (var) rule.
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3.2.6 Recursion

Recursive types are not included in the grammar for type expressions because they
are definable using constraints. For example, the type of lists with elements of type
(3 is the unique solution of the recursive constraint o = cons(3, a) U nil.

In general the set S from a type Va.7 where S contains both recursive subtyping
constraints and recursive equations. For example, if we define the following function:

pt = Azc.As.
case s of
cons(x,t) = cons(xzc, pt xc t)

then type of pt 1 is as follows:

Va.co — cons(Int, 5)7a N cons(X, 1)
where

0 < a < cons(X,«)

= cons(Int,5) 7 & N cons(X,1)

We say that « is free in S and that (3 is bound in S because if the type cons(Int,3) ? «
N cons(X,1) is contractive in /5 then the above equation is guaranteed to have a unique
fixed point which is written as:

pf3. cons(Int,3) 7 a N cons(X,1)

Intuitively, a type constructor f is contractive if it decreases the difference (or dis-
tance) d between types, i.e. it exists an 7 with 0 < r < 1 such that d(f(m), f(72)) <
T d(Tl, 7'2).

Definition 3.17 Contractive types

Let 7 be a type expression and 3 a type variable. The predicate 7 > [ read
as 7 is contractive in 3, is defined inductively on the structure of 7 as follows:

07 1>0

T =0 -7 = 3

(11, T0) = TN — Ty =3
a-Bea#p =& n=BAn=f

Un=0en=0An=0 N =0&n =A==
O

The set of variables TLV(7) = {a | 7 # «} are called in [5] top level variables. As we
shall see in Section 3.3 every set of inductive constraints {l; < a; < wu; |1 <i<n}
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is cascading i.e. TLV(l;) N TLV(u;) C {ay,...,a; 1}. We use this property in the
rules given below. They are induction rules for proving the equality and inequality
for recursive types. The rules are given in the form S | A - 71 < 75 where A is a set
of subtyping assumptions used in the induction.

Rules for Free Variables

< vl
(< 0D) Sil<a<u|Aa<rtha<rT

<
(< or) Sil<a<u|Ar<aF7T<a

Sil<a<u|Aa<thFu<rT

< ol
(< pol) Sil<a<u|Ara<rT

Sil<a<u|AT<abr<I
Sl<a<u|AFT<a

(< por)

S,lgaj§u|A,ai§ajl—ai§l{_<,
Sl<oj<u|AF o <aq; b=

(< polr);

Sil<o<ul|A o <ajtu<a;

< uwl
(< poir)s Si<a;<u|AFa; <q

{j <i

In (< pwlr); and (< pwlr), we used the cascading property of inductive constraints.
If : < j then o; may occur in the lower and respectively upper bounds of «;.

Rules for Bound Variables

< bl
(_ ) S,Oé:T1|A,Oé§TQ|_Oé§TQ

<b

(< br) Sa=n|An<abn<a
Sa=n|Aa<nFn<n

< ubl

(< ubi) Ssa=7|AFa<mn {n-a
S, a= A <aklFn<

(< pbr) a=njdnsa T2_T1{Tl>04

S,Oé:T1|A|_T2§OZ
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5704:7-17/6:7—2|A704§ﬁ|_7-1§7—2
S7a:Tlv/6:TQ|A|_&§/6

(< pblr) {fn=a n~p

Note the similarity of the rule (< pblr) with the rule given by Cardelli for recursive
types [1]:

Sa<fFn<n
SEpar < pb.m

(< w)

{n-=a, nn>=p

3.2.7 The Type Inference Algorithm

Type inference is the general problem of transforming untyped or partially typed
terms into well-typed terms by inferring missing type information. The motivation
for type inference is pragmatic. On the one side it allows to program in a typed
language, where type errors are detected at compile time. On the other side, the
tedious process of declaring the type of every variable is made optional. This is
particularly useful in polymorphic languages since polymorphism involves quite a
bit of type information.

Given an untyped closed term e it is in general possible to infer more than one
type 7 such that § > e : 7. A type 7 is more general than another type 7' if there
is a substitution p such that 7" = pr. For the ML language Milner proposed the
algorithm W [63] which given a term e and a type assignment A computes a substi-
tution p and a most general type (or principal type) 7 such that pA > e : 7. This
algorithm interleaves the production of equational constraints with their resolution
by unification. For example, using the notation pA F" e : 7 for W(A,e) = (p,7) as
suggested by Remy in [81], the rule (— e) is given as follows:

PAFV e im ppAFY ey pnEm—a
Up'pAFEY e ey : Ua

(—e) { a new

However, as shown by Wand in [92], the generation and the resolution of the equa-
tional constraints can be separated by splitting the above algorithm in two parts:
the first one which generates a set of constraints and the second one which solves
them by unification. For example, writing £ | A F"' e : 7 for W/(A,e) = (E, 7) the
generation and accumulation of constraints for (— e) can be given as follows:

E1|A|_W’61:7'1 E2|A|_W’€237_2

!
E17E27T1:T2—>OJ|A|_W €1 €2 1 (¥

(—e { a new
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If W/(A,e) = (E,7) and U is the most general unifier for E (if this exists) then
(U,UT) is equal with (p,7) as given by W. Thus, the type inference problem can
be totally reduced to a unification problem.

The Constraint Accumulation Algorithm

We use a similar technique where the equational constraints are replaced by sub-
typing constraints. As an immediate consequence, the algorithm W is obtained as
a particular case of ours. The algorithm Z, for accumulating constraints is given
below. Note the similarity with the type inference system.

(x : Ya;.7 where S) € A
S[ﬁl/al] | A "Z T T[ﬁl/al]

{f; new

(var)®

S|Ax:akF2e: T
S|AFZ Mre:a—T

{a new

51|A|_Z61:7'1 SQ|A|_Z€2§T2
51752771§&_>/6772SQ|A|_Z61 62:5

(=€) {a, # new

Si|AFZ e :m Sy|Az:ot? ey

let)? = Gen(S), A,
(6) 51,5’2|A|—Z1€t£€:61 inengg {U en( ! Tl)
Si|AFZer:m ... S, |AF e, T,
(con)? ~
Sty Su | A2 cler, ... en) (T, ... Tn)
Z . ) YA
(cas)’ S|AF e:Tm S;|AA, F p 16T
f’glcjyl;l,s”’ | AFZ case e of p; = ¢; : U 77T NT/
S"IAFZ f.1" S|A A FZp:7 e:
(6xt)2 | foT | y Ap p:7,e:T {&,ﬁ,fynew
S" o <a— f3, |Ar? f extend (p = e):
S, v <7 U(an—7) v = (T NT U BTy N =T
Si|AFZ w7 Sy |AFZp:my
(asp)®

SL,Sy |AFZ vasp:m N

Theorem 3.1 Termination

The algorithm Z always terminates.
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Proof: Each rule generates subgoals involving terms smaller than the original.
]

Definition 3.18 Minimal type

A closed term e has a minimal type o iff > e: o and for any o', if > e: o’
then o < ¢'. O

Minimal types are related to but not the same as principal types. In the type systems
presented so far, closed terms have minimal types but may not have principal types
(e.g. because many type expressions denote the same type). A minimal type is the
smallest derivable type in the semantical model.

Lemma 3.1 Minimal Type

If S| AFZ e:7 and S is a solvable set of constraints then o = Gen(S, A4, 7)
is the minimal type for e.

Proof: The type ¢ has the form Vo;.7 where S. By the inspection of the
typing rules any other type ¢’ such that A > e: ¢’ is equal to Yo,;.7 where S'.
Since S contains the minimal set of subtyping constraints and these are in their
most general form (with fresh type variables) it follows that the set of solutions
Sol(S”) C Sol(S). But the meaning of a quantified type is the intersection of
the meaning of 7 in all solutions of the constraints. As a consequence o < o’.

([

The Constraint Solving Algorithm

The above algorithm reduces the type inference problem for a term e to the resolution
of the associated set of subtyping constraints S. The algorithm described in this
section resolves S by attempting to transform it into an equivalent set of constraints
S"={l; < a; < wu; | 1 <i<n} which is inductive” and therefore is guaranteed
to have solutions. If the transformation succeeds then the term ¢ is well typed,
otherwise it is not.

Each step of the transformation should replace a constraint ¢ € S with the simpler
set, of constraints SC' given by applying the corresponding subtyping rule backwards.
By the soundness of the rules, S and (S — {c}) U SC, have the same solutions.

However, the subtyping rules for )\VS’H’U’ﬁ’? do not directly constitute an algorithm.
In particular, for a constraint 71775 < 7 one can either apply rule (<71) or the rule
(<72) backwards to get the simpler constraints 77 < 7 and 7 < 0. To take into

"Inductive constraints and sets of inductive constraints are defined in in Section 3.3.3
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account both cases we write the rules in the form
LS ntn<rt~T|Sn<7|S1m<0

where | separates constraint systems and I is a list of constraint systems. Obviously
the union of the solutions for the right—hand side systems is equivalent with the union
of the solutions for the left—-hand side systems.

The rule (< tra) cannot effectively be applied backwards since this would involve
“guessing” an appropriate value for the intermediate type. Instead of (< ref) and
(< tra) we use the following reformulation:

=reh) sraza

Sl_’/'lSOZSTQ
Sl_TléTQ

(< tra)

The reflexivity axiom is restricted to variables, and the transitivity rule is applied
in the forward direction in a restricted form as shown below.

There are two cases of constraints which cannot be further decomposed by the rules
given so far: N7, < 7 and 7 < 7y U y. For the last constraint one can try to
“simplify” it by using set complement and write 7 < U < 7N (1 —7) < 7.
However, in the semantical interpretation of type expressions given in Section 3.3,
the set 1 —7; may not be downward closed and consequently not a type. For example
1 — (1 — 0) contains every function except the least one Az. L. This motivates the
following:

Definition 3.19 Complement

The type expression =7 denotes the largest type such that 7N -7 =0. O
Since —7 is not the set complement of 7 one has to impose restrictions on the
constraints 7 N7y < 7 and 7 < 71 U7y that can be solved. For example it is not the
case that 7 < 7 Um < 7N =71 < 7. The statement is however true if m U -1 = 1.
Definition 3.20 Hat type

The hat type 7 of a type 7 is the smallest monotype such that 7U -7 = 1 and

for all substitutions p, p(7) <7 O

The above result about hat types can be used to provide a general way of decom-
posing constraints 7 < 7 U 75.
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Lemma 3.2 Unions decomposition

Let 7 < 13 U1y such that p(m N'7y) = 0 for all substitutions p. Then:

T<nUn&e (TN-1<n) A (TN-T<mn)

Proof: The proof is given in [5]. It basically uses the fact that 7 < 7, that
T<TTUm < 7N-7 <7y and that Vp.p(rpNp) =0 iff 77N =0. O

For the constraints 7y N, < 7 if the intersection is restricted to the form 7 N7 < 71
then the following equivalence holds:

Lemma 3.3 Intersections decomposition

nNH<ren<(RNT)U-T

Proof:
nN(Rm<Te nl 7/ UT
HUT & 7 UTN(RUR) & 7 U TN

The type 7 is written above as 75 N 7 in order to get a disjoint union on the right
which can be further simplified by using the previous lemma. In conclusion, the
following restrictions apply for constraints:

e Unions on the right of constraints must be disjoint,

e Intersections on the left of constraints must have the form = N 7.

The above restrictions are formalized by the following grammar [5]:

) 33:0|Q|T—>Z|C(l1,...,ln)|llmE|Z1Ulg

r ou=0|all—r|elr,...;r) | riNry|rmUry  wherer; Nra =0
Definition 3.21 Proper constraints

A system of proper constraints has the form {l; <r; | 1 <i <n}. O

Remark 3.10 Inference rules

The constraint accumulation algorithm generates proper constraints if all the
primitive functions have [-types. This is not very restrictive since functions
tend to have [~types. O
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The type 1 does not appear in the grammar because it can be defined using proper
constraints as & = (0 — «) U Ueec ¢, ..., a). Moreover, T and =7 can be elim-
inated from type expressions. An algorithm for their simultaneous elimination is
given in Appendix B.3. The constraint simplification rules given below also assume
that the type expressions are in disjunctive normal form. A normalization algorithm
is given in Appendix B.4.

(<0l) T|S0<r ~ TS

(<ee) T|Sielly,...l,) <clry,...mn) ~ T |SL<ry,... L<r,

(=) D[S —=hL<lh—r ~ TS <l <y

(Sul) T[S hLUl<r ~ TS L <ril<r

(<nr) T[S i<rnr ~ TS 1<r,l<r

(<712) T[S 07 <r ~ T|SL<r|Sl<0

(SUr) T[S 1<rUr ~ TS In=r <ry,ln=-m <y
(<ref) T'|S,a<a ~ IS

(<nib) T|Sanl<a ~ IS

(<nl) T|Sani<r ~ TlSa<(rnlu-l

The Constraint Simplification Rules

Remark 3.11

The inequalities (<— ¢), (< ¢ —), (< ed), (< 0¢), (< 0 —) are not included
in the above rules. They are used by the algorithm given below to detect
inconsistent systems of constraints. Moreover, the rule (< Ugb) is replaced by
(< Ur) and the rule (< NIb) is rewritten as above. O

Definition 3.22 Inductive constraints

A constraint 7 < o; or o; < 7 is inductive iff TLV (1) C {ay,...,q; 1}. O

Now, the constraint solving algorithm can be presented as follows.
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Definition 3.23 The constraint solving algorithm

Given a set S of proper constraints, iterate the following steps until all con-
straints are inductive, no additional inductive constraints can be added and
there are no inconsistent systems:

1. For any constraint that is not inductive use the first (top down) applicable
constraint simplification rule.

2. For every pair of inductive constraints [ < «; and «; < r in a system S
add the transitive constraint [ < r to S.

3. Delete any system from I' with a constraint

0(7—{1"'7_7,1) < 71— Ty, C(T1,...Tn) < d(T{,...TT’n), 1 <0,

=1 <clr,...7h), cr,...,m) <0, =T <0

because it has no solutions.

Finally, for each S € I' combine lower bounds [; < «, o < ainto [y Uly < «
and upper bounds o < r, a < ry into a < r; N ry. The result is a set of
inductive systems. u

Theorem 3.2 Proper constraints

Every solvable system of proper constraints {l; < r; | 1 <i < n} is equivalent
to a finite set of inductive systems which is found by the constraint solving
algorithm.

Proof: The algorithm presented above generates less constraint systems and
detects more inconsistencies as the algorithm presented in [5] because our data

constructors are lazy. For example we detect S, c(m,...7,) < d(7y,...7],) as

inconsistent whereas in [5] this is reduced to S,7; < 0 | ... | S,7, < 0.
However, all our constraints are also generated in [5]. Since this algorithm
always finds the equivalent set of inductive systems if this exists, so does ours.

|

As an immediate consequence is the following lemma.

Lemma 3.4 Decidability

It is decidable whether systems of proper constraints have solutions. Further-
more, all solutions can be exhibited. O
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3.3 The Semantics

3.3.1 Curry Semantics versus Church Semantics

Work in the semantics of typed programming languages and A—calculi may be
roughly divided into two philosophical camps. The first one, sometimes called
Curry—style semantics takes the semantics of an expression to be the semantics of the
pure A\-term found by erasing any type annotation it may contain. The other one,
sometimes called Church—style semantics views the expressions of a typed A—calculus
as a linear shorthand for fully typed forms in which every phrase and sub—phrase is
annotated with its typing; it is these fully explicit forms, i.e. the typing derivations
of the calculus, to which a semantic interpretation is given. In general, Curry-style
systems correspond to the left-hand side of the following diagram, while Church
presentations correspond to the right hand side.

source expression

type eraV Ne reconstruction

pure A-terms typing derivation
[e] [A>e:T]
untyped model typed model

Figure 3.2: Church versus Curry semantics

The two perspectives have also been called the epistemological and the ontological
views of types [55] since one is primarily concerned with knowledge, the other with
being; extrinsic and intrinsic. Both views yield sensible and useful interpretations.

3.3.2 Typed Semantics

In Church-style type systems, commonly referred to as typed A\—calculi typing has
behavioral force: it is not a description of semantics but an integral part of semantics.
The interpretation function [—] is defined by induction on typing derivations, not
on the underlying terms. In cases where typing derivations contain a subsidiary
subtyping derivation, the latter is mapped into a function between semantic domains
— a derivation whose conclusion is o < 7 is mapped into a coercion function from
[o] to [7]-

In order to give a semantics to the implicitly typed language AE’H’C’U’W we can

proceed in an analogous way as Mitchell and Harper did for Standard ML in [71].



3.3. THE SEMANTICS 69

First, we introduce an explicitly typed variant TAZ 2™ for )\VS’H’C’U’O’T’. The

v, —,c,U,N,?
)‘S

intention is that any implicitly typed term from may be regarded as a

convenient shorthand for an explicitly typed term in TA\;’H’C’U’W. Given a semantics
for the target language, a translation process can be used to study the meaning of
programs in the source language.

The relationship between the untyped and the typed languages can be pictured as
in Figure 3.3. The two vertical arrows ¢ and ¢ are functions mapping derivations
to the typing that appear as their conclusion and the horizontal arrow ~» represents
the translation process.

a2
untyped )\\;’H’C’U’m’? derivations typed T)\VS’H’C’U’Q’? derivations
¢ (G
V,—,c,U,n,? . V,—,c,u,n,? .
untyped AZ typings typed TAZ typings

Figure 3.3: The relationship between typed and untyped derivations

Rather than giving separate definitions for the untyped calculus, the typed calculus
and the translation between them, it is convenient to define all three using judgments
of the form S | A > e ~ ¢’ : 0 where e is the untyped term and ¢’ is its corresponding
typed translation®. The rules are given below, where a coercion function ¢ from o
to 7 is written as ¢ : ¢ < 7 and interpreted as an ewvidence of the subtyping relation.
Moreover, S is also extended to contain evidences.

(var) Sle:o>ar~uz:o

S|lAz:mi>e~e
) 1 2

(= 1)

S|AD> Are~ Ar e i1 — Ty

S|A>e ~e€l:m St mn<m—mn
) S|AD> ey~ €y 7 Ste:m<m
S|AD> e ey~ (cre]) (c26h) 1 g
(con) S|A>e~ei:in ... S|A>e,~el, T,
STAD cler, ... en) ~cle,....eh)c(m,....,m)

8 A similar approach was used by Jones in [52] for Core ML.
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S|A>e~ce T

<< U 7!
( ) S|A7ApiDpu@ivp;:n’,e;:n SkerrsULT
cas
case e of p;, = ¢; _
S|A> ~ CUR TN T
case ce' of p) = ¢!
SIAD fr fror” Ske:m"<n—mn
(ex) S|A A >p, e~p T €T Stey:m<7Uun?-7
ex
f extend (p = e)
STAD> ~ 13— (T NT UnR?N-T)
(c1f" extend (p' = €')) o ¢y
S|A>x,p~a:im, pPim
(asp) ,
S|A>rasp~rasp :mNn
S|A>e~ce T
¢ FT(A
(gen) D] A> e~ A€ Va1 WhereS{Oégé (4)
(ins) S|AD> e~ € :Va.r where S’
ins
S, S'mi/ai] | A> e~ e[/l
(let) S|A> e ~ej:o S |Azr:o>e~eh:T

S,S"|A>letx =e;iney~let x =€) ine) : 7

A starting point for the typed semantics can be the bounded polymorphic language
with intersection types F, as given by Pierce in [78]. However, we would have to
extend it to also include union types and to generalize the constraints a < 7 to sets
of proper constraints {o; < 7; | 1 < i < n}. Moreover we would have to prove the
coherence of the translation i.e. we would have to prove that any translation e; and
ey of a term e given by derivations S | A> e~r e :7and S| A > e~ ey: 7 are
semantically equivalent. Coherence results for systems with subtyping were given
in [15, 28] and for systems with intersection types were given in [83].

We do not continue the development of this semantics and let it rather as a further
research.

3.3.3 Untyped Semantics

Curry style systems are often called type assignment systems. The interpretation of
a term e is some element m of an untyped model U, given by a semantical function
[—] which is defined by induction on the structure of terms. Typing is a matter of



3.3. THE SEMANTICS 71

predication: a typing statement involving a term e is an assertion about [e].

According to this point of view, the interpretation of a type 7 is a predicate i.e. a
set of elements for which the assertion expressed by 7 is true. When o and 7 are
regarded as sets, the assertion that ¢ < 7 simply means [o] C [7]. Similarly, [o N 7]
=[o]Nn[r] and [p U T] = [o] U [7].

A type—checker in this context can be thought as proving theorems about programs
— theorems that show on the basis of a set of typing rules that are known to be sound
descriptions of the semantics of terms, that the interpretations of terms behave in a
certain way. A type inference procedure is a deterministic procedure for discovering
a principal theorem — a theorem of which all other theorems about the behavior of
the program are corollaries.

The untyped semantics presented below is known as the ideal model [63, 57]. Tt is
a veritable example of the use of different mathematical constructions on different
levels of the semantics to solve in principle the same problem: find a solution of a
recursive equation # = f(x). On the first level f is a function. Hence, this level gives
a semantics to recursive functions. On the second level f is a domain constructor.
As we see later, this provides a semantics for self application. Finally, on the third
level f is a type constructor. Consequently, this level gives a meaning to recursive

types.

Level 1 : Recursive Functions

The mathematical machinery used to provide a semantics for recursive functions is
based on complete partial orders and continuous functions. Being standard stuff
in domain theory we do not give their definitions here but include them in Ap-
pendix C.1. The basic result about continuous functions over cpo’s is the fized point
theorem.

Theorem 3.3 Fixed points in w—cpo’s

Suppose U is an w—cpo and f : U — U is w—continuous. If © C f(x) for
some x € U, then there is a least element y such that y = f(y) and for all z,
xC 2Az= f(2) = y C 2 This element is the limit ||, f"(x) of the chain
rC fiYx) C f(x)... O

If the cpo U has a least element L then LC f(L) and y = [y, f"(L).

Level 2: Self Application

In the untyped A—calculus, any pure A—expression can be used either as a function
or as an argument. For example, in the expression z(x), x is both a function
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i.e.x € U — U and a value i.e. x € U. This implies that U is equal with U — U
i.e. U is the solution of the recursive cpo equation U = U — U?.

In this case, — 1is a cpo constructor and U is a cpo. The basic cpo constructors are
function space (. — .), product (. x.), sum (. .) and lifting ((.), ). Their definitions
are given in Appendix C.2.

In order to solve a cpo equation we would like to build a chain U; C U, C ... and
use the fixed point theorem to construct the fixed point. Although at first sight
very appealing, taking C for C is not satisfactory since the arrow constructor is, as
we already pointed out, not monotonic in the first argument. Hence, it cannot be
continuous.

The fix of this problem is to generalize the inclusions U; C U; to continuous em-
beddings ¢ : U; — U, (with corresponding projections ¢ : U; — U;) and the chains
(Un)new to chains (Uy,, ép)new. In other words, posets are generalized to categories
with objects c¢po’s and arrows embedding/projection pairs. Accordingly, the sort
constructors become functors, since they do not only map cpo’s but also the arrows
between them. The challenge is now to provide for function space, product, sum and
lifting, functors which preserve the direction of arrows (i.e. they “are monotonic”)
and preserve colimits (i.e. they “are continuous”). These functors are also given in
Appendix C.2.

Definition 3.24 Embedding/projection pairs

A continuous function ¢ : U — V is an embedding if there is a continuous
function ¢ : V' — U such that:

Yoo =idy, ¢oyLidy

The map ¢ is called a projection and being uniquely determined by ¢ it is also
written ¢f. O

The injections in; and iny are embeddings with projections out; and out,. The iden-
tity is both an injection and a projection. Embeddings are preserved by composition

and (¢ o gbO)R = gbé% o gb{{

Definition 3.25 Basic embedding/projection pairs

If pg : Uy — Vy and ¢y : Uy — V; are embeddings then we have the following

9In practice equality is weakened to isomorphism which is written as U = U — U.
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embedding/projection pairs between the constructed cpo’s:

¢y — @12 (U= Ui) = (Vo= Vi), do—off: (Vo — Vi) — (Up — Uh)
dox o1 (UpxUp) = (Vox Vi), o xof: (Vo x Vi) — (Uy x Uy)
po® s (UodlUi) = (VoaW), of@ef: (VooVi)— (Uedlh)

(do)L : (Uo)r — (Vo)L (¢8)L (Vo) — (Up)L
0

Before writing the recursive cpo equation for our language let us make some ad-
ditional observations. First, we want to distinguish between L and Az. L. Se-
mantically, this can be expressed by using a lifted space (U — U), of continuous
functions. Second, we want to distinguish between L and ¢(L,..., L) and between
constructors with different names. Semantically this can be achieved by interpreting
constructors with injective functions which map lifted n—ary tuples. We write U™ for
an n—ary product and |c| for the arity of the constructor ¢. The n—ary products and
sums are trivial generalizations of their binary counterparts. Third, we introduce
the value * for wrong typed elements. Now, the cpo isomorphism for A27>™"" is:

U @eeo(U)L & (U — U @ {+}.

The cpo U is the result of a limiting process.

9
U—— Gecc(U) & (U—-U), & {x}.1

vo vi v2

Ho H1 K2

o

Uy Uy Us Us
%0 1 P2 @3

Figure 3.4: The colimit construction

Definition 3.26  Colimit
Define cpo’s U,, and the embeddings ¢,, : U,, — U, 1 as follows:

Up=10y, Uni1 = Becc (Ul L @ (U, = Un) L @ {*}1

do =M € Up. L, ¢np1 = Beec(dlf) L & (0F — ¢n) L Sidpy,
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U is the colimit of the chain <U,, ¢,> in the category of embeddings i.e. there
is a cone!® p : <U,, ¢,> — U such that p o pu® is an increasing chain with
Unso pn © pff =idy. The desired isomorphism 6 is constructed via a cone

Vp . <Un+17 ¢n+1> - @CEC(UM)L ©® (U - U)L ©® {*}L

of embeddings where

le|

Vn = Beec(Pl) L & (1 — pa) L ®idpy,

by putting 6 = Ul v, o pff,; and its inverse 87! = LI 1,41 o . The cones u
and v are related by the equations

— —p-1
Vn—QO/,Ln+1, Hn41 =0 SR

As we already anticipated, terms are interpreted in U.

Definition 3.27 The semantics of terms

The semantics of terms is given by an interpretation function & : Eaxp —
Env — U which is defined by induction on the term structure. Env = Var —
U is the set of environments ranged by p. To save some tedious numbering for
the injections into the sum, let us write d : D for the injection of an element
d into the D component of the sum.

Elalp = p(x)
ENelp=up(f): (U —-U),

fld) = { Elelpld/z] otherwise

down(f)(Elea]p) if Elealp=f: (U —U).L
* otherwise

Elerea)p = {

Ele(er.....en)lo = { wp(Elerlp, - Elealp) : (UIN) L3 Eledp #

* otherwise

10To say that p : <U,,¢n,> — U is a cone means that for all n, u, : U, — U and that
Hon = Hnt1 © P
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Eledold/z) it Eldp = Elplola/z A 7 = FV(p)
Elcaseeof f=elp=< L it Ele]p =L
otherwise

*

E[z as plp = E[plp
E[f extend (p = e)lp =up(g) : (U — U),

Elelpla/z] it d = Eplpla/T) AT = FV(p)
g(d) = { down(h)(d) if E[flp=h: (U —U),

* otherwise
. * it Eleq]p =
let ©x = = .
Ellet z =1 in 5]y { Eles)p[Eler]p/x] otherwise
O
Remark 3.12 Data constructors
The uniqueness of @ = (aq,...,a,) in the interpretation of case and extend

is assured by the the injectivity of constructors which implies the injectivity
of patterns. Patterns are injective because they contain only constructors and
variables and the composition of injective functions is an injective function. O

Level 3: Types

Considering types as predicates over the untyped universe U i.e. as subsets of U
which contain elements with similar structure (e.g. they are all functions or pairs)
leads to the very intuitive interpretation of subtyping as inclusion and of union and
intersection as set theoretical union and intersection. However, as we already pointed
out, recursive type equations cannot be solved by taking inclusion as ordering and
applying the fixed point theorem because of the anti-monotony of — in its first
argument.

The key idea in this case is to use the cpo’s U,, occuring in the colimit construction
to define a metric that measures the distance (or difference) between types. Now,
if the type constructors decrease this distance i.e. they are contractive, then by the
Banach fixed point theorem they have a unique fixed point. The mathematical
machinery for explaining recursion is in this case topological.

In order to formalize notions like “distance” and “same structure” it is convenient
that each element x € U is the limit of a chain of finite elements which approzimate
x. The appropriate cpo’s having this property are known as bounded complete do-
mains (see Appendix C.3). New finite elements are created in the limiting process
when proceeding from U; to U, ;.
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The intuition about types is formalized by the following definition. It says that the
structure of the elements should be preserved when we go down to approximations
or when we go up to limits. Moreover, since ) > (Av.zz)(Az.zx) : Va.a and the
meaning of (Az.xx)(Ax.zz) is L it follows that L has every type. As a consequence,
no type can be empty.

Definition 3.28 Ideals

A subset I of a partial order P is an order ideal iff

1T+
2. VyelVee PeCy=ax¢€l

A subset I of a bc—domain U is an ideal if it is an order ideal and it additionally
satisfies:

3. Y()new- (Y, € I) = (Upewt, € 1)

The collection of all order ideals is written as P,(P) and the collection of ideals
as P(U). O

Ideals are determined by their finite elements i.e. there is an evident isomorphism
between (P(U),C) and (P,(U°), C).

Definition 3.29 Rank, closeness, distance

The rank r(e) of a finite element e € U° is the least n > 0 with e € p,(U?)
where r : U° — N. A witness for two ideals I and J is any element in their
symmetric difference (I — .J) U (J — I). The closeness c¢(I,.J) is the least

possible rank of a witness for I and .J and oo if none exists. The distance
d(1,J) = 2= O

Proposition 3.4 Rank
Lr(u)=0iff u =1y

2. Any finite element u of (U/l) other than L is equal to up (ay, ..., @) with
a; finite and r(a;) < r(u) for all i.

3. Any finite element u of (U — U), other than L is equal to up(a; =
by) U...U(a, = b,) with a; and b; finite and r(a;),r(b;) < r(u) for all 4.
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0
U——dcccUlh, @ (U - U)L & {*}1L

le]

Pn+1 Un = @cec(pn )L & (1l — pn) L didy

Upi1 = @eec (UKL ® Uy — Un) L @ {+}1

Proof: The proof is similar to the proof given in [57] but here we have to
take care of lifting.

1. Immediate from the definition of r.

2. To say that uw € (Ul); means that 0(u) = up(as,...,a,) € (U,
(ignoring the injection into the sum). Since w is finite, so are a; for all 7. As
u # L we can assume that r(u) = n+1 for some n > 0, and hence u = f1,,41(d)
for some d € Uy, ;. Then:

up (ar, ..., ape) = 0(u) = 0(pni1(d)) = vald) = (pn X ... X pin) L(d)

and so d = up (ay, . . ., aj.) for some a; € Uy with up (a1, ..., @) = (pn X ... X
tn)1 (up (af,. .. ,.aic‘)) = up (ala))s- -, palal,)). Therefore a; = p,(aj) and
r(a;) < n for all i.

3. To say that v € (U — U),, means that 0(u) = up(f) € (U — U),
(ignoring the injection into the sum). Since w is finite so is f. Consequently it
is represented as the limit of step functions, f = (a; = by) U ... U (a, = b,)
with a; and b; finite. As u #1 we can assume that r(u) = n + 1 for some
n > 0, and hence u = pip41(g) for some g € U7, . Then:

up (f) = 0(w) = 0(n+1(9)) = valg) = (1 — pin) L(9)
and so g =up (ay = 0y)U... U(a, = b)) with

up (ap = b)) U... U(a, = b,) =

(i = pn) 1 (up (ay = by) U U(ay, = 0,)) =

up (pn(at) = pa(by)) U U (pnlar,) = 1 (0],))
Therefore a; = u,(al), b; = p,(b;) and r(a;),r(b;) < n < r(u). O

The analog of chains are in the topological setting the Cauchy sequences and the
analog of cpo’s are the complete metric spaces.

Definition 3.30 Cauchy sequence, complete metric space
A sequence of ideals (I,,),>o is called a Cauchy sequence if
Ve > 0.3nVi,j.(i >nAj>n)=d(I;, ;) <e

A metric space is complete if every Cauchy sequence converges. O
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Theorem 3.5 Complete metric space
The metric space <P(U),d> is complete. The limit of (I,),>¢ is I where
I°={be U°|bis in almost all I,}. O

For complete metric spaces the analog of continuous functions are the contractive
ones.

Definition 3.31 Contractive, non—expansive

A uniformly contractive map f : X — Y of metric spaces is one such that
there is a real number 0 < r < 1 such that

Vi, e X.A(f(2), f(i)) < rmax{d(z;, 1) |1 <i<n}

and is non—expansive if it holds with r» < 1. O
The analog of the fixed point theorem is the Banach fixed point theorem.

Theorem 3.6 Banach

If X is a nonempty complete metric space and f: X — X is contractive then
it has a unique fixed point, namely lim,,>of"(zo) where xy is any point in X.

(|
Definition 3.32 Type constructors
e
The type constructors X, — and 7 and are defined as follows:

e c]

X | (Il, . ..,[M) = (X (Il, . “’I\C|))i

I -, J={feU—=U|fI)CJ},.

17— I it J 7& {1}

{L} otherwise

(|

Theorem 3.7 Contractive type constructors

|c] ) .
The type constructors x; and — are contractive on ideals.

Proof: The proof is similar with the one given for x and — in [57]. Here
we have to take care of lifting. First note that
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d(f(Z), f(7)) < rmax{d(z;,y;) [ 1 < i < n}iff (f(Z), f(§)) = min{d(z;,y) |
1<i<n}

if some x; # y;. If r < 1 then the strict inequality > must hold.

le]| c| |c]
X 1@ Suppose u is a witness of minimum rank for X, (fy,...,I) and X

le|
(I{,.... I},) with say v €x(I;,...,I)). Since u #L, by the proposition

lc|
about ranks, u = up(ai, ..., a)) where a; are finite elements of ; for all 7 and

lc|
r(u) > max{r(a;) | 1 <i < |ec|}. Since u ¢x,(I7,...,1],) there must be an i

]

such that a; ¢ I;. But this is a witness for I; and I} of rank less then r(u) and

| |
(X i(Tryeeoy Do)y X (Lo oo 1)) = x(u) > r(a;) > (L, 1) >

|
min{c(f;, I}) |1 < i< ||}

—: Let u be a witness of minimum rank for I —, J and I' — J’, being
say in the former ideal. Then u #.1 and by the proposition about ranks,
w=up(a; = by)U... U (a, = b,) where n > 0 and «a;, b; are finite elements
of U with r(u) > max{r(a;),r(b;) | 1 < i < n}. Since u ¢ I' —, J' there
must be an « € I’ such that down(u)(x) € J'. Let a = UW{a; | a; C 2} and
b=1{b; | a; C 2} = down(u)(z). Then a € I'asa T x € I" and b ¢ J'. The
rank r(a) = r(L{a; | @; C x}) < r(u) and similarly r(b) < r(u). Now there are
two cases:

a & I: Then a is a witness for I and I’ of rank less then r(u).

a € I: Then b = down(u)(a) € J because v € [ — | J and thus b is a witness
for J and J' of rank less than r(u).

In both cases we have:

c(I -, J,I' =, J)=r(u) > min{c(,I'),c(J,J)} O

Theorem 3.8 Nonexpansive type constructors

The type constructors U, N and 7 are not contractive but non—expansive,
considered as binary functions over ideals.

Proof: The proof for U and N is given in [57]. The proof for 7 is given along
the same lines. Noncontractiveness is shown by d(I71,1'71) = d(I,I'). The
proof that 7 is nonexpansive is done by a case analysis.

J=0,J'=0: c(I?J,I'?7J") = ¢(0,0) > min{c(I,I"),c(0,0)}

J=0,J"#0: c(I?J,I'?7J") = max{c(0,I'),c(0,J")} > min{c(L,I"),c(0,J")}
J #0,J' =0: similarly to the previous case

J#0,J'#0: c(I?,1'7)") =c(I,I') > min{c(L,I'),c(J, )}
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Definition 3.33 Semantics of type expressions

For the semantics of type expressions we define the semantic function 7 :
Texp — Tenv — P(U) where Tenv = Tvar — P(U) is the set of environ-
ments ranged over by v. The definition is by structural induction on the type
expression structure.

Tllv T

Tl — v — Tl —. Tl

Tle(r,. .ty = (T, ... Tp)

Tl Uy — Tl U T

Tl A oy — TN Tl

Tlromly — Tl ? Tl

Tl _ (0

e _ U4

Tlair where Sy = N, Tflil/al]
VI faill=s

|

We write v |= S iff for all constrains [ < 7 in S, T[lJv C T[r]v. In order to complete
the semantics of type expressions we have to characterize S and to show how to find
solutions v such that v = S.

Let us first define the syntactic class of recursive equations which are guaranteed to
have unique fixed points in the semantics.

Definition 3.34 Contractive predicate

Let 7 be a type expression and 3 a type variable. The predicate 7 > [ read
as 7 is contractive in 3, is defined inductively on the structure of 7 as follows:

00 1>p

T =0 -7 = 3

(11, T) = 3 TN — Ty =3
a-Bea#p =& n =N f

Un=0en=0An=0 N =0&n =A==
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Remark 3.13 Hat types

Similarly to 0 and 1, the hat types and their negations are also contractive in
[ because they do not contain any type variables. a

The set of variables TLV(7) = {a | 7  a} are called in [5] top level variables.

Definition 3.35 Contractive equations

An equation o = F is contractive if £ > «. O

Definition 3.36  Cascading equations

A set of equations {ay = E,...,«a, = E,} is cascading if TLV(E;) C
{&1,...,0@;1}. O

Cascading equations allow the elimination of the recursive top level variables «; by
substituting E; for ; in E; 1 through E,. Now, given an environment v/ for the other
variables the above results guarantee the existence of a unique extension v = v/'[I;/ ;]
of v such that 7T[o;]v = T[E;]Jv. Hence, v is a solution for E i.e. v = E. A particular
class of recursive inclusion constraints, the so called nductive constraints can be
shown equivalent with a set of cascading equations.

Definition 3.37 Inductive constraints

A constraint 7 < o; or o; < 7 is inductive iff TLV(7) C {aq,...,; 1}. O

Definition 3.38 Inductive sets of constraints

Let us denote by ¢; the smallest type containing U; — {*}. Then, a system S
of constraints is inductive if the following three conditions hold:

. TLV(ll) U TLV(ul) Q {041, ey Oéi_l}
3. V1 <ip<nVjVu
V1 <11 <.
Tl[lz]V N tj Q V(Ozi) N tj Q T|[ul]7/ N tj VAN
Tl[lz]V N tj—l Q V(Ozi) N tj—l Q T|[ul]7/ N tj—l

= Tl[lioly N tj - T|[ui0]1/ N tj
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The above definition makes it possible to build solutions v with a double induc-
tion over (i,7). The indices (i,7) in v;; say that at induction step j we already
constructed the interpretation {oqy — Iy j,...,0; — I; j} where I ; C U; are sets
of finite elements in U;. For the rest of the variables we have the interpretation
constructed in the previous induction step i.e. {1 — Liv1j-1,---,0n — Inj1}
where I, ;1 C U;_;. Now, condition 2. allows at a given induction step j to assign
sets I; j successively to oy, ..., o, because each «; is constrained only by lower level
variables at the top level. Condition 3. assures the existence of a ;1 ; satisfy-
ing the constraint 7l +1]vi; C Liy1,; C Tluis1]vij. The induction starts by taking
vno ={on — {L},...,a, = {L}}.

Theorem 3.9

Let S = {l; < o; < u;} be an inductive set of constraints. Then S is equivalent
to the cascading set of equations S" = {a; = [; U (f; Nw;)} where (3; are fresh
variables.

Proof: The proof is given in [5]. The first implication (from inequations to
equations) is immediate by letting 5, = «a;. The other implication uses the
properties of inductive constraints. O

Since «; and f; are the only variables occuring in S’ each environment v/ = [I;//3]
for f3; induces a unique solution v such that v = .S” which also implies that v = S.

This completes the semantics because the remaining type expressions 1,7 and -7
can be expressed in terms of the other type expressions.

Now we are ready to state the main results linking the syntax with the semantics.

Definition 3.39

S E, 11 <1 means that Ty C Tnly  ifv =S,
S E 1 < 1 means that S |, 11 < 1y for all v € TEnv. O

Theorem 3.10 Subtyping soundness

[fSEm <7mthen SEM <.

Proof: By induction on the height of the proof that 7 < 7.

<—:

Given a type environment v we have to prove for the rule (<—) that S |,

71 — T < 7] — 75 under the assumptions that S =7, <7 and S E n < 75.
If

feTln—mnly={9eU—Ulyg(Tnl) € Tlnlv}.
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then:
down(f)(7[rilv) C down(f)(T[nlv) C Tnlv C Tlrlv
so feT[n — nv.

The rules (< tra) and (< ref) are trivially satisfied by interpreting types as
sets.

<ec:
Given a type environment v we have to prove for the rule (< cc) that S |,
c(ry. .., 71) < e(rq,..., 7)) under the assumptions that S = 7, <7/ for 1 <
i <|el|. If
le|

a=up(ay,...,ay) € Tle(ry, ..., m)lv =< (T[nlv, ..., Trlv)
then a; € Tr]v C T[r!]v so

lc|

a €x (T[nlv,.... Tl lv) = Tle(r, ..., 7).

’'n

The inequalities (<— ¢), (< ¢ —) and (< ed) are true because the associated
types are injected in U with different functions: _ : (Ul),, _: (UM), and
_: (U — U), respectively.

< un:
The rules (< Nr), (< Nib), (< Ul) and (< Ugb) are trivially satisfied by
interpreting types as sets.

<0:
The axiom (< 01) is trivial since each type contains L. The proofs of the

axioms (< 0c) and (< 0 —) use the fact that each lifted type contains at least
two elements, L and up (L), and it is therefore different from 70y = {L}.

<7

For (< 71) note that t; 7t, C ¢; by the definition of 7. Hence if 7T[n]v is
included in T[r]v so does T|r ? m]v. For (< 72),if T[n)y C {L} then T[n)y =
{L} and therefore by the definition of 7 we have that 7[r 7 n]Jv = { L} which
is included in every type. O

Definition 3.40

=, (S]A) means that v |= S and E[z]p € Tlolv whenever (z:0) € A,
S| Ak, e: 7 means that Ele]p € T[rlv  if =,, (S|A4),
S|AkEe:7 meansthat S| Ak, ,e:7forall pe Envand v e TEnv. O
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Lemma 3.5 Typing soundness

IfS|A>e:7then S|AEe:T.

Proof: The soundness of the rules (— i), (— e) and (let) is proven in [63].
Let us prove the soundness of (ext), (cas) and (con).

ext) :
(FOI’ g)iven p and v such that |=,, (S|A) we have to prove that
S| Ak, gextend (p=¢) i — (1 N7 U nlrn-r)
under the assumptions
S|AA Ep:The:r SET"<n—mn B
S|AEg:T SEmn<t U (rnn-r)
Suppose d € T[r]v. Then either d € T|rlv or d € Trlv N T[-7v.

d € T[r'lv : Then by the injectivity of constructors there is a unique @ such
that d = Eplpld/z]. As a consequence S | A, A, Fya/ap p: 7'se: 7 and by
the semantical definition
fd) = EleJpla/z) € Tlrjy =TTy n Ty C
T TRl n Ty U TR Ty n T[-rv
d € Tnly N T[-7fv : Then d € T|n]v and d € T[-7lv. Hence for h = E[g]p
we have that

f(d) =down(h)(d) € Ty =TRWTHlvN T~y C
T TRl n Ty U Tle? Ty n Tl-1v

Hence
Vd € Tlnlv. f(d) € T TRy N Ty U Tl Tnly N T-7vy
As a consequence
up(f) € Tl — (T3 N7 U RN —7)v

(cas)
The proof for (cas) is similar with the proof for (ext).

(con)
For given p and v such that }=,, (S|A) we have to prove that
S|AkE,,cler,....en) c(mr,..., )
under the assumptions

S|AEe :m forl<i<]c|.

From the semantical definition of constructors and from these assumptions we
can easily derive the desired result, that

]

up (Eledlo, - - Elealp) : (UL €x (T[rly, ..., Tlralv) : (U,
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that is that Ec(er, ..., en)]p € Tle(m, ..., )V

Corollary 3.11

If e is a closed expression and > e : o then Efe] # *.
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Chapter 4

The Functional Object Model

4.1 Introduction

The OO methodology is very appealing because it uses concepts which seem to be
very intuitive and closely related to the “real world”. However, these concepts are
often (deliberately) stated very informally and a precise formulation leads to very
different models. A typical example is message passing. According to Coad and
Yourdon [32], pp 149:

e a message connection is a mapping of one object to another object (or occa-
sionally to a class) in which a sender sends a message to a receiver to get some
processing done.

In this definition it is left open what happens after the message is sent. Does this
message interrupt the receiver or does the sender wait for the answer?

A precise response to these questions not only separates the sequential and the par-
allel worlds but also distinguishes between different parallel models. Despite of the
terminology message passing, most existing object-oriented languages are sequen-
tial in nature. This can be explained by the fact that they observe the following
restrictions:

1. Execution starts with exactly one object being active,
2. Whenever an object sends a message, it waits until the result is returned,

3. An object is only active when it is executing a method in response to an
incoming message.

Under these conditions at any moment there is exactly one active object, although
control is transferred very often from one object to another. The most sensible ways
to introduce parallelism to OO languages is to relax restrictions 2 or 3.

87
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Relaxing restriction 2, an object is not forced anymore to wait for the result after
sending a message, but is allowed instead to immediately proceed in doing its own
activities. This is called asynchronous communication. In this way, the sender can
execute in parallel with the receiver of the message. This scheme has been adopted
most notably by the family of Actor languages [3, 4].

Relaxing restriction 3, objects have their own activity (also called body) regardless if
they receive a message or not. Execution of the body is started as soon as the object
is created and it takes place in parallel with other objects in the system. Commu-
nication is most naturally achieved in this case by explicitly indicating rendezvous
points where the body can synchronize with another object in order to exchange
a message. This is called synchronous communication and was used most notably
in the POOL family [9] and in the OO languages based on 7-Calculus like 7o\
[50, 51] and Abacus [75, 74].

The approach presented in this section is purely functional and asynchronous. It
is therefore most closely related to Actor languages. However, in contrast to Actor
languages, we use a typed formalism. Moreover, the set of messages that are sent
but not yet received i.e. the message histories are explicitly modeled by infinite lists
of messages, also known as streams [17]. The processes are particular continuous
functions (case functions) operating in a sequential manner on streams. The main
advantage of this approach is that it effectively unifies the concepts of object and
process into one concept, that of a functional entity which is self contained and
provided with a unified communication protocol. Processes interact only at clearly
defined points: only where messages are sent or answered. Moreover, the possible
ways of interaction are limited: only parameters or results may be sent. The vari-
ables in each object are protected from direct access by other objects. Shared data
can be put in an object on its own and accessed by the available object methods.
Another important aspect is that inside an object everything happens sequentially.
This sequential, deterministic inside is protected from the parallel, nondeterministic
outside world by the message interface. We consider that nondeterminism inside an
object would make the models too difficult to comprehend and to verify.

The major simplification done in this asynchronous, functional model is to disal-
low explicit manipulation of object identities. Objects themselves or sometimes the
streams they deliver and not their identifiers are sent as messages. However, by
sending streams instead of identifiers we achieve most of the power of languages
with explicit identity manipulation in a much more simpler setting. Moreover, it
may be argued that encapsulation, subtyping and inheritance are the essential fea-
tures of object orientation while identity manipulation only distinguishes between
functional and procedural languages where the last ones usually provide constructs
for manipulating pointers (read identifiers).

This chapter is organized as follows. In Section 4.2 we look for an appropriate
formalism which extends in a natural way the sequential world to the parallel one.
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This allows us to clarify the concepts of class, object and message passing. Section
4.3 is devoted to inheritance and Section 4.4 to parametric classes. For each OO
concept, we review the definition given in Chapter 2 and instantiate it for our model.

4.2 Classes, Objects and Messages

The purpose of this section is to give a precise meaning for objects, classes and
message passing. For reference, let us review their informal definitions as given in
Sections 2.1 and 2.2.

Definition Class

A class is a parameterized object definition. Different instantiations of the
parameters permit the creation of different objects. In other words, a class is
the definition of an object creation function. O

Definition Object

An object is a clearly delimited software entity which has:

e a state i.e. it contains some private data,
e a behavior i.e. it can execute certain procedures,

e a unique tdentity.

Definition  Communication and messages

Objects can interact by exchanging messages according to a precisely deter-
mined message interface. A message consists of a method name and actual
parameters to be passed the the method. The receiver alone determines when
and which method to execute in response to a message. The method can
return a result which is passed back to the sender. O

4.2.1 The Sequential World

The sequential model of Cartesian point objects presented in Section 3.1 identifies
objects with functions. Their state is given by the A— and the let—bound variables
and the scoping rules for bound variables assures their privacy. For the representa-
tion of object methods (i.e. object behavior) and message passing we provided two
alternatives. The first one is the record variant.
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P = Amyclass.\zc, yc).Asel f
{x =

y =1Y¢
mv = A(dx, dy). fix myclass(sel f.x + dx, sel f.y + dy),

eq = Ap.(selfx==px) A(selfy==py) }

cart_point = fix P ——~Class definition
o = fix cart_point (a,b) ——Object creation
(o.mv)(dz, dx) ——Message passing

In this case methods are functional fields in a record and messages are not directly
delivered to the objects. The message name is first used to select the appropri-
ate field (i.e. method) which is then applied to the message arguments. In this
functional view, objects are not distinguished from their identities. The objects
themselves and not their identifiers are sent among objects. Classes are represented
as parameterized object definitions (or object creation functions).

The second alternative is the case variant.

P = Amyclass.\xc, yc). Asel f . m.

case m of
X = xc
y = yc

mv (dz, dy) = fix myclass(sel f(x) + dx, self(y)+ dy)
eq (p) = (self(x) == p(x)) A(self(y) == p(y))

cart_point = fix P ——~Class definition
o = fix cart_point (a,b) ——Object creation
o mv(dz, dy) ——Message passing

This variant differs from the previous one only in the message passing mechanism.
Objects are applied in this case to the whole message and not only to its arguments.
Using an OO terminology, the whole message is passed to the object.

In the next sections we analyze how can we extend these formalisms to obtain objects
working on histories of messages.
4.2.2 Simplifying the Recursion Scheme

The double recursion scheme used in the above examples can be simplified by un-
derstanding sel f as an abbreviation for a new object identical to the receiver object.
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We already used a similar technique when we modeled updating of instance vari-
ables (as done by mv) with the creation of a new object, identical to the receiver one
except for the updated variables. For example, we can rewrite the record variant of
points as follows:

P = dmyclass. N xe, yc).
let self = myclass(xc,yc) in
{x =
y =1Y¢
mv = A(dz, dy). myclass(sel f x + dx, sel f.y + dy),
eq = Ap.(selfx==px) A(selfy==py) }

cart_point = fix P ——Class definition

o = cart_point (a,b) ——Object creation

Moreover, since self.x = xc and self.y = yc we can simplify again and write:

P = Amyclass.\xc, yc).
{x =
y =Uy¢,
mv = \(dx, dy). myclass(xc + dz, yc + dy),
eq = Ap. (zc==px) A(yc==py) }

A similar rewriting is also possible for the case—function variant. We therefore
dispense from now on from the use of self as a recursion variable.

4.2.3 An Appropriate Extension to Message Histories

As we already pointed out, the record variant cannot be reasonably extended on
message histories because field selection would destroy the object. Moreover, en-
closing the “instantaneous” record object with a function which decodes the mes-
sages and selects the appropriate record field, would also involve a case selection but
also additionally a record field selection. Hence, the case variant seems to be more
appropriate for the needed extension.

In this case there are two possible alternatives. The first one is the straightforward
extension of the “sequential” case variant. It considers instead of a message m a
stream s of messages. Note that the recursive type of streams with elements of
type [ is the solution of the recursive constraint a = 3 : a'. Such constraints are

LAs in Haskell, “” is the list constructor and ft takes the first element of a list. Lists are lazy
i.e. their elements are evaluated only when they are needed. The list L is the undefined list.
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automatically inferred for recursive functions which use patterns only in the form
m : s as the one given below.

Q = dmyclass. \(xe,yc).\s

case s of
x:t = xc:myclass (ze,yc) t
y:t = yc: myclass (ze,yc) t

mv(dz,dy) :t= p:pt where {
p =myclass (x + dv,y + dy)}
eq(p) : t = b:myclass (xzc,yc) t where {

b= (vc=="ft(p(x: L)) ANyc=="1t(p(y: 1))) }

scart_point = fix @ ——Class definition
o = scart_point (a,b) ——Object creation
0s ——Message passing

In this case, as in POOL, all messages sent to an object are stored in one queue in
the order in which they arrive. A graphical illustration is given in Figure 4.1.

S

t

Figure 4.1: A point object with only one input channel

The second alternative is inspired by the record variant; instead of encoding an
object as a record of stream processing functions it rather encodes it as a function
taking as input a record of streams (the messages) and delivering as a result a
record of output streams (the answers). Since the method names themselves are not
included in the messages, we need a separate stream for each method. Each element
of a stream contains the arguments of the instantaneous invocation of the method.
In the case of nullary methods like x () and y () these elements contain just activation
messages which we denote by (). A graphical illustration is given in Figure 4.2.
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X y mv eq

X y mveq

Figure 4.2: A point object with separate channels

This modeling of objects allows the parallel processing of the messages which do not
alter the object state (the so called accessors).

Q = dmyclass. \(xe,yc).\s
case s of

{x=0:xzs,y={():ys, mv=1nuvs, eq =p:eqs} =
{x=wxc:rx,y=yc:ry mv=rmv,eq=>:req} where {

r = myclass(xe,yc){x = xs, y = ys, mv = muvs, eq = eqs},
b= (xc==ft sx) A (yc == ft s.y),
s=p{x=()L y=()L mv=_1,eq=_1}}

{x =wxs, y =ys, mv = (dz,dy) : mvs, eq = eqs} =
{x=rx,y=ry mv=p:r.my,eq=r.eq} where {

p = myclass(zc + dx, yc + dy)
r=p{x=uwxs,y=ys, eq =eqs, mv=muvs}}

In contrast to the first variant, this object specification is nondeterministic, because
the two record patterns occuring in the case expression are overlapping. Like e.g. in
Ada, each entry (in this case corresponding to a method name) has its own queue
and fairness between different queues is not necessarily guaranteed. In the first case
however, nondeterminism and fairness concerns are pushed outside the objects by
letting the environment to store all messages in one queue in the order in which
they arrive. Because we consider nondeterminism inside an object more difficult to
comprehend and verify, we prefer the first variant.

In the Cartesian points example each method was able to compute the result alone.
However, in general a method needs further communication with other objects called
servers. A graphical illustration is given in Figure 4.3.
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client

Servers

Figure 4.3: Object with many servers

In this case, the object has more than one input/output channel but it is case driven
by the client input. In order to simplify things, we use this scheme also for more
than one client as shown in Figure 4.4.

prophecy

clients servers

Figure 4.4: Object with many clients and servers

In this case the object is case—driven by the prophecy stream. Prophecy streams
can be avoided by explicitly using nondeterministic merge components which collect
the input from clients as shown in Figure 4.5.

clients

servers

Figure 4.5: Object with nondeterministic merge

The behavior of merge components is usually given by predicates. The extension
of our formalism to predicates and the usefulness of explicit merge components is
considered as an important future work.

Now, we are ready to precisely state the meaning of classes, objects and message
passing.
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Definition 4.1 Objects

Objects are continuous functions having one input/output pair of streams on
the client interface and possibly more output and input channels on the server
interface.

e The attributes are the A— and let—bound variables,

e The body of the functions is a case expression with one branch for each
message type,

e Objects are their own identities.

Remark 4.1

Although channels usually occur in pairs, it is perfectly legal to have only one
of them. For example, there could be objects which act as terminators (they
eat the messages without delivering anything) or as initiators (they deliver
spontaneously messages without any input). O

Definition 4.2 Communication and messages

Objects interact by exchanging messages asynchronously over message
streams. A message is a data element consisting of a method name and ac-
tual parameters to be passed to the method. The receiver alone determines
when and which method to execute in response to a message. The method
can return a result to the sender. O

Definition 4.3 Classes

Classes are parameterized object definitions i.e. they are object creation func-
tions. O

4.2.4 Ticks versus Objects

In the previous examples, the objects returned a copy of their modified versions
in response to a mv message. In a more conservative approach one could consider
mv as a “procedure” which updates the state of the object and does not return
anything. In the semantical model, returning nothing actually means returning a
special symbol / also known as tick. As a consequence, streams are always defined
and the merge anomaly is avoided. We decided to be more informative and return
instead a copy of the object. This made it possible to define for example methods
like eq.
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4.3 Inheritance and Subtyping

Let us first review the informal definitions of inheritance and subtyping given in
Section 2.4.

Definition Inheritance

Inheritance is a mechanism for incremental extension of recursive structures.
O

Definition  Subtyping

A type o is a subtype of a type 7 written as o < 7 if any expression of type o
is allowed in every context requiring an expression of type 7. O

Note that inheritance makes sense both in a typed or an untyped language, while
subtyping makes sense only in a typed language i.e. in a language where every well
formed term has an associated type. This type can be understood as a property
or theorem about that term. For well formed objects this property says that they
never deliver an answer of the form message not understood as do the objects in
an untyped language like Smalltalk or Object Scheme. Beside this additional secu-
rity, typing information inferred in the compilation process can be used to enhance
program efficiency. Typing also supports data abstraction and modularity. We
are therefore concerned with the inheritance mechanism in a typed language. The
formal foundation for such a language was presented in Chapter 3.

4.3.1 Inheritance

Suppose we have stream points with only one coordinate z¢ and with only one
method x. Their definition can be written as below.

P = A\pt.\ze. s
case s of

Xx:t = xc : ptect

def

P fix P

The class P of stream point objects is the fixed point of P. Now, we would like to
define a class CP of colored points containing additionally a color attribute which
is delivered in response to the new message c. This can be simply expressed in our
framework as follows.
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CP = Aept. \xc. \col.

let pt = Ax.cpt x col in
P pt xc extend
c:t= col:cptxccol t

CP Y fix cP

Let us analyze this definition in more detail.

The State

The state of colored points contains an additional color attribute. This is simply
modeled by adding a new A—bound variable col.

Recursion

The recursion variable of P is unified with the recursion variable of CP. Only after
this unification is taken the fixed point to obtain the class CP. Note that in P
the recursion variable is already bound. Hence, using P instead of P would not
lead to the desired result since once receiving a message understood by P control
would never be given back to CP. Now it is clear why we defined inheritance as a
mechanism for incremental extension of recursive structures. Finally, the let clause
is used to accommodate the difference in the attributes of P and CP.

The Function Extension

If we expand P pt xc we obtain the following result.

P pt xc =
case s of

Xt = xc : cptaccol t

Hence CP is equivalent with the following definition.

CP = Aept. \xe. \col.
(As. case s of

x:t = xc :cptaccol t
) extend
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c:t = col : cptxccol t

The body of CP is in the form f extend p = e where f is a stream processing
function. It says that the function f is extended with the new branch p = e
which overrides any existing branch in f which matches an instance of p. Since no
overriding takes place in CP the branch ¢ : ¢ = col : cpt xccolt simply extends the
definition of P. The obtained function has a new attribute and understands a new
message. Moreover, this function is guaranteed to understand only the messages x
and c. Any other message is caught at compile time and signaled as an error. As
a consequence, an object created with CP never fails with the error “message not
understood”.

4.3.2 Subtyping

In the previous section we defined the class CP by inheriting (i.e. by extending) the
definition of the class P. The correctness of the extension was assured by the calculus
given in Chapter 3. A question which naturally arises, is if the objects generated by
CP may also be used everywhere where objects generated by P may be, i.e. if the
type of CP—objects is a subtype of the type of P-objects. This property is “proven”
by the algorithm which infers the corresponding type of these objects. This is the
key difference between inheritance and subtyping: the first one is a construction
while the second one is a property.

Suppose we define a point p = P 2. The type of p is then as follows:

V7.

v — Int:a?yNx:1

where
a=Int:a?vyNx:1
0<y<x:v

Since the class P is recursive, it is no wonder that this type is also recursive. It says
that p accepts as input a stream of x messages and delivers as output a stream of
integer messages. We write this type shortly as Vvy.7; where S;.

Before discussing the type of CP—objects, let us look to a somewhat “simpler” defi-
nition of colored points.

Q = A\pt.\xzc.\col. \s
case s of

x:t = xc : ptaccol t
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c:t = col : ptxccol t

QL fix Q

A colored point ¢ defined by ¢ = Q 0 red has the following type:

Vyy — (
Int:6?7yNx:1U
red:a?yNc:1)
where
0<~y<(xUc):vy
a=Int:b?7yNx:1 Ured:a?yNc:1
b=Int:b?7yNx:1 Ured:a?yNc:1

This point accepts as input, streams s €  such that v < (xUc) : . In other words,
it accepts any mixture of x and ¢ messages including streams of purely x messages
and streams of purely ¢ messages. But if the input stream contains only x messages,
i.e it has the type 7' < x:9' then v Nc: 1 =0 and the output stream has the type
b=1Int:b7y Nx:1. Hence, the type of ¢ is a subtype of the type of p. More
formally, if we write the type of ¢ shortly as V.7, where S;, then

V.75 where Sy < Vv.7; where S,

Although we did not provided an explicit rule for polymorphic types, this inequality
can be proven generically by using the same instance variables for both types i.e. by
proving that

S, Sy |07 <7

This is easily achieved by observing that yNc:1 =0 if v <x:~ as required by
S1 and by using the subtyping rules given Section 3.2 (including those for free and
bound variables).

The type inferred for an inherited object » = CP 0 red is more complicated as the
type inferred for ¢ because it additionally contains overriding information.

Vo, vy — (
Int:07anx:17yN-c:1U
red:a?yNc:1)

where
0<alx:y
0<y<c:yvy Uan-c:1

a=red:a?yNc:1 U Int:b?anx:17~yN-c:1
b=red:a?yNc:1 U Int:b?anx:17~yN-c:1
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However, by using the subtyping rules this type can also be proven as a subtype
of Vv.7, where S;. This means that » may be used in each context in which p is
allowed.

In general an inherited type is not necessarily a subtype. For example if we have also
defined the recursive methods corresponding to the messages mv and eq we would
had obtained an inherited type for CP which was not a subtype of P (see [35]).

4.3.3 The Meaning of Super

The treatment of the pseudo—variable super which is used to invoke methods of the
super class is modeled in our framework simply with an additional let variable. For
example, suppose we have points with an equality test as below.

Q = Apt.AN(xe,yc).As

case s of
x:t = xc:pt(xe,ye) t
y:t = yc: pt(xc,yc) t
eq(p) : t = b:pt(zc,yc) t where {
b= (wc=="ft(p(x: L)) A yc=="ft(p(y: 1)) }
Q¥ fix Q

Then we can define by inheritance colored points with equality test as follows.

CQ = Aept.A(zce, ye, col).
let pt = A\(x,y).cpt (z,y, col)
super = P(pt)(zc,yc)
in super extend

c:t = col : ept (xc,yc, col) t
cap)t = (col == ft(p(c L)) A (Re(super(ea(p) L))
CQ ¥ fix O

We used here the abbreviation:

f extend p; = €1,...,p, = €,
for

((f extend p; = ¢1)...) extend p, = e,
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4.3.4 The Sequential World

A very important feature of our approach is that the sequential world can be ex-
pressed in the same formalism, without any additional construct. If P is the defini-
tion of points as given in Section 4.2 then we can define colored points as follows.

CP = Aept.Nxe, ye, col).
let pt = A\(x,y).cpt (z,y, col)
super = P(pt)(zc,yc)
in super extend

C = col
eq(p) = (col == p(c)) A (super(eq(p)))
CP ¥ fix cp

4.4 Parametric Classes

The purpose of this section is to give a precise meaning for parametric classes. Let
first review one of the definitions given in Section 2.5.

[13] A generic class is a class that serves as a template for other classes, in which the
template may be parameterized by other classes, objects and/or operations.
A generic class must be instantiated (its parameters filled in) before objects
can be created. Generic classes are typically used for container classes. The
terms generic class and parameterized class are interchangeable.

Parameterization is expressed in our framework by parametric polymorphism. Since
classes are functions, parameterized classes are simply polymorphic functions. Note
that parametric polymorphism is not an exclusive feature of OO languages. In
its most general form, as parameterized abstract data—type, parameterization was
already used in languages like Ada, Obj or ML. In this case the parameters may
be arbitrary abstract data types. If the parameters are restricted to be types,
parameterization is known e.g. in ML as parametric polymorphism. To distinguish
between these two forms of parameterization, parameterized ADTs are called in ML
functors. In comparison with ML, our polymorphism is more powerful, because it
can be combined with recursive subtyping constraints. This makes it even more
powerful as the bounded polymorphism introduced by Cardelli and Wagner in [26]
(see Section 3.1).

Remember that type annotations are in our framework optional and that the type
inferred for terms is as general (i.e. as parametric) as possible. For example, the
type inferred for the class Q defined in previous section,
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Q = A\pt.\xzc.\col. \s

case s of
x:t = xc : ptxccol t
c:t = col : ptxccol t
Q= fix Q

is as follows:

Va,d,v.a— 3 —7 —(
a:b?7yNx:1U
f:a?yNc:1)

where
0<y<(xUc):vy
a=a:b7yNx:1 U f:a?yNc:1
b=a:a?7yNx:1 U f:a?yNc:1

The instance variables xc¢ and col have the generic types « and . These types are
instantiated at object creation. For example an object where xc is an integer and
col is a color can be created as o = Q(0)(red), and has the following type:

Vyy — (
Int:6?7yNx:1U
red:a?yNc:1)
where
0<~y<(xUc):vy
a=Int:b7yNx:1 Ured:a?yNc:1
b=Int:a?yNx:1 Ured:a?yNc:1

Note that there is no restriction for instantiation. We could have used even objects
as actual parameters for Q as in p = Q(0)(0).

List classes are often cited as a typical example for parameterization. So let us give
a list class definition in our framework before concluding this section.

L= Nt \v.\s
case s of
ft:t = case z of cons(a,b) = a : ltxt
rt:t = case z of cons(a,b) = ltb: Itht

add(a) : t = ltcons(a,x) : ltcons(a,x)t
L% fix £
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The bounded variable z stands for a finite list, with constructors cons and nil. When
creating a new list, one would usually like to initialize it with a given element. In
this case, the creation function has the form L cons(a,nil). The type of a determines
the type of the list elements. One can also imagine a creation function which delivers
an empty list. In this case the creation function has the form L nil and the type of
the list elements is determined by the first add message.



104 CHAPTER 4. THE FUNCTIONAL OBJECT MODEL



Chapter 5

Object Configurations

5.1 Introduction

As we discussed in Section 2.6, objects are not very interesting in isolation. The
major reason for using objects is to construct systems where they contribute to
the overall behavior by interacting with one another. The static structure of such
systems is usually described with links and associations.

Definition Link

A link is a physical or conceptual connection between objects. O

Definition Association

An association describes a group of links with common structure and common
semantics. All the links in an association connect objects from the same
classes. O

In Chapter 4 we modeled objects with stream processing case—functions. As a con-
sequence, it is very natural to model links with streams (or channels).

Definition 5.1 Link

A link is a channel (or stream) between two or more objects. O

Since streams are directed, our links are directed. Undirected links can be described
as a pair of directed ones. Modeling links with channels give links an equal status
to objects. This is very close to Rumbaugh recommendation: do not bury links as
object attributes in the analysis phase. Object attributes (or references) are however

105
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a common practice in OO programming languages. Links versus object attributes
are investigated in Section 5.2.4.

Methodologically, it is very important to classify object configurations in aggregation
systems and mobile systems. They have quite different properties and consequently
require quite different correctness proofs with respect to a requirement specification.
Section 5.2 is devoted to aggregation networks. We give some typical examples and
investigate their properties. Section 5.3 analyzes mobile networks. We review their
properties and show how to express mobility with higher order streams. Finally,
in Section 5.4 we give a calculus of mobile networks. This calculus does not view
systems as functions but as collections of equations with designated input/output
channels.

5.2 Aggregation Networks

Aggregation networks are hierarchical systems which can be treated as a whole. In
Section 2.6.1 we defined them as below.

Definition Aggregates

An aggregate is semantically an extended object that is treated as a unit
in many operations, although physically it is made of several lesser objects.
Aggregation is a special form of transitive and antisymmetric association where
a group of component objects form a single semantic entity. Operations on an
aggregate often propagate to the components. O

We also classified aggregates in fixed, variable and recursive:

o A fized aggregate has a fixed structure. The number and types of subparts are
predefined.

e A wariable aggregate has a finite number of levels, but the number of parts
may vary.

o A recursive aggregate contains directly or indirectly an instance of the same
kind of aggregate; the number of potential levels is unlimited.

In our asynchronous, functional framework aggregates are very naturally modeled
with Khan networks®.

!Their name was given after the French scientist Gilles Kahn who first described them formally
in [53].
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Definition 5.2 Kahn Networks

A Kahn network has the following form:

—

f(7) =z where

:y_i: 91(5, g)

yjl: gn(zv y)
The variables z= (x1,...,2,) represent the input channels and the variables
Z= (z1,...,2m) represent the output channels of the whole network. Each
network component is described by an equation = gi(f, y) Similarly to

the whole network, gﬁgﬁz are the output channels and = and Y the input
channels of the i-th network component. Since these equations may be mutu-
ally recursive, the behavior of the whole network is given by their least fired
point. The network performs additionally a hiding operation by allowing only
the channels Zg? to be visible as output outside the system. The channels
Y — 7 are local. O

Let us consider some examples.

5.2.1 Fixed Aggregates
The Master/Slave Aggregate

A very important example of a fixed aggregate is the master/slave configuration.

ms(z) =2 where
(z,y) =m(z,u)

u=s(Y)

Its class and object diagrams in OMT like notation are given in Figure 5.1.

MS

Figure 5.1: The class and object diagrams for master/slave

2We regard here ¥ as a set.
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The master/slave configuration consists of two components, m the master and s the
slave. All the input of the slave comes via the master and all the output of the slave
goes to the master. Viewing the master as the environment and the slave as the
system, the master/slave configuration models a very general form of composition.
Every network ms with a subnet s can be understood as a master/slave system where
m denotes the surrounding net, the environment of s.

Note that fixed aggregates may contain loops i.e. they may contain recursive stream
definitions. Both © and ¥ are defined recursively. This stream recursion should not
be confused with object recursion as present in recursive aggregates. Note also that
the 1-1 association between the master and the slave in the class diagram is modeled
as a pair of channels in the object diagram.

The fixed point of the equations contained by ms is taken simultaneously. Hence,
we could alternatively define ms as follows:

ms(z) =2 where

((2,9),u) = (m(z, u),s(Y))
This definition emphasizes more directly the parallel composition of the master and
the slave. The corresponding object diagram, where only the physical position of m
and s is modified is given in Figure 5.2.

Figure 5.2: The master/slave configuration

The Summation Aggregate

A particular instance of the fixed master/slave configuration is the summation ag-
gregate which is shown in Figure 5.3. It describes the stream processing function
sum which takes as input a stream x of numbers and outputs each time the sum of
the numbers already read. The summation aggregate description is as follows.

sum(z) = z where
(2,y) = (add(,9),0: 2)
add(a : as,b: bs) = (a+0b) : add(as, bs)
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Figure 5.3: The summation aggregate

5.2.2 Recursive Aggregates

If the slave is taken to be the master/slave configuration itself, we obtain a recursive
aggregate. A typical instance of such a configuration is the interactive queue shown

in Figure 5.4.
q(add(a) : x) = z where
((z,9),u) = (aca (x, u),q(y))

qca (x,u) = case z of

add(b) : t = (z, add(l))) : y) where (z,y) =qca(t,u)

fst: ¢t = (a: z,y) where (z,y) = qca (t,u)
rst : ¢ = (u,t)

Q

Qc

Figure 5.4: The interactive queue and one of its unfoldings

The interactive queue is capable to store in a queue cell qc only one element. Each
time a new element arrives, the recursive definition is unfolded and a new cell qc
is created to store that element. Unfolding is also shown in Figure 5.4. As a
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consequence, although the structure of the queue is predefined, the number of cells
can vary dynamically.

5.2.3 The Static Structure of Kahn Networks

Let us analyse in more detail the master/slave configuration shown in Figure 5.5

ms(xX) = z where

(Zy), u) = (m(xu), s(y))

Figure 5.5: The master/slave configuration

Function composition, tupling and recursion can be interpreted for networks as
sequential composition, parallel composition and feedback of network components.
More precisely, denoting by [1]* the type of all streams and by [1]" the n-ary product
[1] x ... x [1] we can define [17]:

sequential composition
s ([ = 1) = ([ = [1™) — [1" = 1"
(f;9)(x) = g(f(x))

parallel composition
A (1) = 1)) — (1™ — [1]") — 1] — [1])*
(Fllg) e, y) = (f(x), 9(y))

feedback

pos (A — 1) — A" — 1"

(nf)(x) = fix Ay.f(z, )
Using these forms of composition, the right hand side of the equation in ms repre-
sents the parallel composition of m and s. The channel variables z,y and u together
with the feedback operator i perform the necessary wiring between m and s. Vari-
ables actually allow to multiplicate a channel, to exchange the relative position of

channels, or simply to transmit the values as they are. All these operations have a
corresponding stream processing function [17]:

3Remember that 1 is the whole universe.
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duplication
71— [
Vo= (x,2)
exchange
n)zn: [1]n+m N [1]m+n

X (z,y) = (y,2)

wdentity
L[] — 1]
I(x)=x

hiding
i 1t — [1)°

111

Hiding () is the unique stream processing function which consumes its input without

producing any output.

The above forms of composition used in conjunction with the above stream pro-
cessing functions allow us to describe the wiring of the master slave configuration
without using variables. The corresponding configuration is given in Figure 5.6,

11, 11
where we use a slightly more powerfull exchange operator. This is actually X || X.

Feedback Map

Output Map

7l
g 28|

J[3

X X
I
Z>
z
m Yy
y u
FS
/

Figure 5.6: The structure of the master/slave configuration
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The structure of the above figure is quite general. In fact, each Kahn network can
be understood as consisting of 3 blocks:

e a parallel composition of the network components,

e a wiring component (the feedback map) which keeps track of the channel order
and prepares the output for the feedback operator,

e a hiding component (the output map).

The interconnection of components is essentially determined by the feedback map

which is constant. In this figure it is by [ . This is the reason why Kahn networks
have a static structure even if they are recursive, exactly as the aggregates do. Since
the relationships between components are fixed once for all, aggregates do not need
explicit manipulation of object identifiers. Each object has already the necessary
channels to each of its clients and to each of its servers and no new clients or servers
can appear anymore. Sharing of objects is also statically predefined. An object is
shared by all of its clients.

5.2.4 Links versus Object Attributes

In the interactive queue definition from Section 5.2.2 we explicitly linked the rest
of the queue to the cell being in front of it. Alternatively, we can understand this
queue as an object attribute. This leads to a somewhat simpler definition.

qs = case s of

add(a) : t = cellaqt

cellagi = case i of

fst : t = a:cellagt

rst : ¢ = qt:qt

add () : t = cella (¢ <«<add(b))t : cella (¢ <«<add(b))t where
q <<add(b) = As. ¢(add(b) : s)

The case statement allows us to explicitly require that the first message a queue can
ever receive is an add message. Each time the queue receives another add message,
its object attribute is updated accordingly. This object replaces the current queue
in response to a rst message.

In conclusion, object attributes allow to reduce the number of private servers which
are explicitly linked to a client. This simplifies both the interface and the definition
of the client.
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5.3 Mobile Networks

5.3.1 Introduction

Aggregates are a very natural way to describe systems with a hierarchical structure.
Such systems occur so often, that they received a special notation in object modeling.
In principle, each system can be conceived as an aggregate.

However, encouraged by the OO paradigm, more and more researchers in the field
of concurrent computation got interest in mobile systems.

Definition = Mobile systems

Systems in which every object can change its communication partners on the
basis of computation and interaction are designated as mobile. O

To give an example of mobility, consider a simplified view of a mobile telephone
system [65]. A Centre is in permanent contact with two Base stations, each in
a different part of the country. A Car with a mobile telephone moves about the
country; it should always be in contact with a Base. If it gets rather far from its
current Base contact, then a hand—over procedure is initiated, and as a result the
Car relinquishes contact with one Base and assumes contact with another. Figure
5.7 shows the possible configurations.

Figure 5.7: The mobile telephone example

Since the connection between the Car and the Bases is dynamic this network is
mobile.

Probably the best known models which express mobility are the Actor Model of
Hewitt [3, 4], the 7—Calculus of Milner, Parrow and Walker [66, 67], the Chemical
Abstract Machine of Berry and Boudol [12], the Rewriting Logic of Meseguer [59]
and the Higher Order CCS of Bent Thomsen [89].

In these models mobility is achieved either by allowing processes to be passed as
values in communication or by allowing references to processes to be communicated.
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5.3.2 Mobility in m—Calculus

The 7—Calculus [66, 67] is a way of describing and analyzing systems consisting of
agents which interact among each other and whose configuration or neighborhood is
continually changing. This calculus both simplifies CCS [64] by defining a structural
congruence on processes and extends it by allowing to pass link references among
processes.

The Syntax

The most primitive entity in m—calculus is a name. Names, infinitely many, are
x,9,... € X; they have no structure. In the basic version of m—calculus there is
only one another kind of entity: a process. Processes P are built from names by the
following syntax.

P:=N|P|Q](¥)P|!P
Ni=7P|0O|M+N
7 = a(y) | Ty

N are processes in normal form. They are either prefixed processes n.P or sums
M + N of normal processes. A nullary sum is written as 0.

In a summand 7.P the prefix 7 represents an atomic action, the first action per-
formed by 7.P. There are two basic forms of prefixes:

x(y) which stands for reading some name on the channel = and calling it y. The
variable y is bound in the prefixed process.

Ty which stands for writing the name y on the channel named x. It does not bind
Y.
In each case x is the subject and y is the object of the action. The subject is positive
for input and negative for output. A name refers to a link or a channel.

The sum M + N represents a process able to take part in one — but only one — of
the left and right alternatives. The choice is not made by the process.

P || Q means that P and Q are concurrently active, so they can act independently —
but can also communicate.

IP means P || IP. It is known as the replication operator or bang.

Finally (vz)P introduces a new name x and restricts its use to P. The variable x is
bound by v.

Processes with complementary prefixes can communicate with each other. For ex-
ample in the process:
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Ty.0 || z(u)@v.0 | T2.0

can occur one of two possible communications: between the first and the second
component or between the third and the second component. If the first communi-
cation takes place, then the result configuration is:

0 gv.0| Tz0

The Structural Congruence

The intended semantics for the processes defined by the above syntax can be better
understood by an anology with a chemical solution [12]. Molecules are normal form
processes in a continous Brownian motion. If they get in contact then they react
(i.e. communicate) with one another provided they have complementary prefixes
(nested + processes can rotate and expose the prefix of the next summand). The
hiding operator v can be understood as a membrane which separates different so-
lutions. This membrane is somewhat porous to allow communication between the
encapsulated solution and its environment. The following congruence formalizes this
behaviour.

The structural congruence = is the smallest congruence relation over the set P of
processes such that the following laws hold:

(1) a—equivalence
(1.1) vx.P = vy.Ply/x] {y¢fv(P)
(1.2) 2(x).P = z(y).Ply/] {y#fv(P)

(2) (P/=, ||, 0) is a symmetric monoid
(1) N (M || P) = (N || M) || P
(22)NJJO=N
23)N|M=M| N

(3) Scoping rules for v
(3.1) »xx0=0
(3.2) vx.vy. N = vywx. N
(33) vx. (N || M) = N || vx. M {x & fv(N)

(4) Recursion (Bang operator)
IN=N || IN

(5) (N/=, +, 0) is a symmetric monoid
B51)N+ M+P)=(N+M)+P
(52)N+0=N
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(53)N+ M=M + N

Rules (1) are the usual a—conversion rules for bound variables. Rules (2) model
the Brownian motion of the molecules and rules (5) their rotation. They also al-
low to discard the inactive process 0. Rules (3) model the membrane behavior.
Among them, very important is rule (3.3) because it allows molecules to pass the
membrane and interact with other molecules. As we will see later, reaction (i.e. com-
munication) is allowed only inside the membrane. Finally, the rule (4) models tail
recursion. Combined with link reference passing this is strongly enough to model
general recursion.

The Reduction Rules

Communication in 7 calculus is given by defining a reduction relation — over pro-
cesses P € P. The identification of expressions as required by = considerably
simplifies the definition of this relation. P — P’ means that P can be transformed
into P’ by a single computational step.

(comm) (.. +a(y).P)|[(...+72.Q) — Pl/y]]Q

P — P
PlQ — P'[Q

(par)

P — P
(ve)P — (vz)P'

(res)

Q=P P—P P=Q

(struct) 0= O

The only axiom is (comm). It shows both how communication occurs between
two atomic normal processes 7.P which are complementary and how the other al-
ternatives are discarded. The first two inference rules say that reduction can occur
underneath composition and restriction. The third one simply says that structurally
congruent terms have the same reductions.

The Mobile Telephone Example

Passing link refernces among processes allows to express mobility. Let us show this
on the mobile telephone example. We use here the following abbreviations:

(Y1, yn)  for o w(w)aw(y). .. w(y.)
TYL .. Yn for (vw)Twwy, ... Wy,
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We write  and T when n = 0. Note that w is a private channel between the
communication partners so no other process can interrupt the sequence yy,...,y,.
Beside the above abbreviations we also use recursive, parametric definitions in the
form:

K(z) = Py
They can be expressed by using only ! and link passing (see [65]).

Now we are ready to give the example. The process configuration is shown in Figure
5.8.

Car(talk_1, switch_1)

tal k_itch_l tak 2 switch 2
IdleBase 2
gi ve ert 1 give ert 2

Figure 5.8: Mobile telephones in 7 calculus

ﬁ

System def (v thy, thy, swy, swy, guy, gue, aly, aly).

(Centre || Base, || IdleBase, || Car(tk;, sw;))

Centre % Gy thy sws. aly. Centre’
Centre’ & G0 thy swy. al,. Centre

Base(tk, sw, gv, al) < tk. Base(tk, sw, gv, al)
+ gu (tk', sw').swtk’ sw'. IdleBase (tk, sw, gv, al)

|dleBase(tk, sw, gv, al) L 41, Base (tk, sw, gv, al)

Car (th, sw) % tk.Car(tk, sw)
+ sw (tk', sw'). Car (tk', sw’)

Base; = Base (tky, swy, gvy, aly)
Base; = Base (tky, swy, gus, aly)

|dleBase; = lIdleBase (tky, swq, gvi, aly)
|dleBase; = lIdleBase (tky, swq, gus, aly)

The task of the Centre is (according to information which we do not model) to
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switch the communication between the Car and the Bases. If the Car is for example
in contact with Base; then it sends the channels talks and switchy to the Car and
allerts Base, of this fact.

A Base can talk repeatedly with the Car. However, at any moment it can receive
along its give channel two new channels which it should communicate to the Car
and then become idle itself.

The Car is parametric upon a talk channel and a switch channel. On talk it can talk
repeatedly; but at any time along switch it may receive two new channels which it
must then start to use. In this way it relinquishes contact with the current Base and
assumes contact with the new one. This dynamic switching makes the configuration
mobile.

5.3.3 Mobility by Higher Order Streams

In Section 5.2.3 we discussed the inherently static structure of Kahn networks. The
source of their static behavior is the way variables are used in the defining equations,
a way which is equivalent to a constant feedback map. This is the reason why it
is commonly accepted that Kahn networks are not adequate to describe mobile
systems.

Fortunately, this is true only for first order systems i.e. for systems where messages
themselves are not streams. However, in higher order systems i.e. in systems with
higher order streams the constant feedback map only defines an initial configuration.

Sending streams is closely related to sending channel references as it happens in the
m—calculus. To grasp its subtlety, let us reuse the Cartesian Points.

P = Amyclass.\(xc).\s
case s of

Xt = xc:myclass xct
mv(dx):t = pt:ptwhere p=myclass(x + dx)

The interesting point about this point definition is that the message returned in
response to a mv request contains the whole history produced after this request.
Regarding the output stream as a sequence of storage locations, this intuitively
corresponds to returning a reference into this sequence. This reference advances
each time a message is sent but is delivered only in response to a mv message.

It is therefore no wonder that with higher order streams we are able to model a wide
class of mobile systems very similarly to 7—Calculus. For example, let us formalize
the mobile telephones with higher order streams. The process configuration is shown
in Figure 5.9.
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hist.1  give 2

Figure 5.9: Mobile telephones with higher order streams

System(py, p2) = o where
0 = Car(ts1)
(tSl, htl) = Basep1 qguy
(guv1, gvy) = Centre(hty,tsy : hty)
(tsq, hty) = Baseps gus

Centre (uy : hy, ha) = (g1, gv(uy) : go) where (g1, g2) = Centre’ (hy, hs)
Centre’ (hy, us : hy) = (gv(us) : g1, g2) where (g1, go) = Centre (hy, hs)

Base p (gv(u) : g) = case p of
0:ps = (tk : t, h) where(t, h) = Base ps (gv(u) : g)
1:ps = (sw(u): ¢t t:h) where(t, h) =Basepsyg

Cart = case t of
tk : s = out : Cars
sw(u) : s = Caru

119

This formalization is different from the 7—Calculus one in the following aspects:

e The nondeterministic choice operator “4” from the Base process is replaced

by an arbitrary prophecy stream p,

e |dleBase and the channels alert and switch were removed because they are

superflous in our asynchronous formalism.

As before, the task of the Centre is (according to information which we do not
model) to switch the communication between the Car and the Bases. If the Car
is for example in contact with Base; then it sends the channel ts, i.e. the output

produced by Base, to the Car.
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A Base can talk repeatedly with the Car. However, at any moment it can receive
along its give channel a new channel which it should communicate to the Car. In this
case it also returns to the Centre on the channel hist a message containing ts i.e. its
future output for the Car. The choice between talking or switching is controlled by
the prophecy stream p.

The Car reads the messages from the current fs channel. If it receives a stream
message sw(u) it discards the rest of the stream i.e. it relinquishes contact with the
current base and uses subsequently the stream w i.e. it establishes contact withe the
other base.

5.3.4 Higher Order Streams versus m—Calculus

The purpose of this section is to prove informally that each mobile system expressible
in 7—Calculus can also be expressed with higher order Kahn networks. The proof
uses the observation that each mobile system is built in 7—Calculus around two basic
prefixes: nput—directed input and input—directed output. They are shown in Figure
5.10.

il i2 in 01 02 On
a

rec= a(i).i(x).rec sen = a(0).0 m.sen’

Input-directed Input Input-directed Output

Figure 5.10: Basic building blocks for mobility in m—calculus

If we give a translation of this basic structures to higher order networks than we are
done, because to each other m—calculus system corresponds a Kahn network given
as the composition of basic translations.

It is important to see that both rec and sen have only one generic input and respec-
tively output channel which is indirected by the data read on the channel a. Neither
rec nor sen know in advance which are their communication partners. If trying to
model this statically, one would have to allocate a separate channel for each possible
partner.
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Input—directed Input

Input—directed input is shown in Figure 5.11.

i i, i

rec = a(i).i(x).rec’

Figure 5.11: Input—directed input

It was the essential construct used by the Car process in the mobile telephones ex-
ample.
def

Car (tk, sw) = tk.Car(tk, sw)
+ sw (tk', sw'). Car (tk', sw’)

The translation to Kahn networks is as follows:
rec = a(i).i(x).rec’  ~» rec(sw(u):t) =rec(u)

Similarly to the m—calculus, the process rec from the Kahn network has only one
(generic) input channel. However, over this channel it can receive as a message any
of the other channels i»,...,7,. In that case, it discards the rest of the stream and
uses the stream contained in the message. This is equivalent to switching to the
other channel. This switching happens again if the current stream, say 7, contains
a message of the form sw (i,, ).

Input—directed Output

The dual configuration is the input—directed output as shown in Figure 5.12.
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0, 0, o

sen = a(0).0 m.sen’

Figure 5.12: Input—directed output

In this case the sender writes on a channel which is received as a message. It can in
no way predict which is this channel. As in the previous case, the sender has only
one generic output channel. We model this with a Kahn network having also only
one channel. However, in this case the correspondence with the w—calculus is not
so close beacuse it makes no much sense to receive as a message on the channel a
an input channel. It seems to be more appropriate if Sen receives as a message the
actual receiwver. In this case it can write to this receiver and optionally return the
receiver continuation. As a consequence, we give the following translation:

sen = a(o0).om.sen’ ~» sen(fn(r):t) = (sw(r(m:u)) : u, fn(r < m) : v)
where
(u, v) =sent
Note that the first projection of the output produced by the sender has the same
structure as the input of the receiver in the input—directed input case.

As an example, suppose we want to model a system which is dual to the mobile
telephones. There is a Centre knowing the input channels of the receivers Rec; and
Rec,. As before, it sends these channel refernces to a sender Sen which is parametric
upon an output channel o. It can repeatedly talk on the channel o or receive a new
output channel on a which it then starts to use. Finally, the receivers Rec, consume
the messages sent by Sen.

System % (v a, iy, iy). (Centre || Sen(iy) || Rec; || Recy)

def _ .
Centre = @i,. Centre’

Centre’ % 74,. Centre
Sen(o) & otalk. Sen(o) + a(0'). Sen(o')

Rec, ir(m). Recy,
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The corresponding configuration in w—calculus is shown in Figure 5.13.

Centre

Figure 5.13: Input—directed output example

In this modeling the Centre contains as “attributes” the channel references 7; and
1o to the processes Rec; and Recy. In the modeling with higher order streams the
processes Rec; and Rec,. themselves are attributes of the Centre. The corresponding
configuration with higher order streams is given in Figure 5.14.

(o]

Figure 5.14: Input—directed output example

System(p) ¥ o where
(0,¢) = SenpRec;a
a — Centre Recqy Recsy ¢

Centre 175 (1 : ¢) Al . Centre! rryc

Centre’ 7y 75 (7 : ¢) 4t -, - Centre ry7c

Senprec (r:t) Y case p of
0:p" = (ms(m) : (7“66 << m) : v) where(u,v)=Senp' (rec < m)(r:t)
1:p = (sw(ru) :u,r:v) where(u,v) = Senp' rt

Recy(z : t)Recy t
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5.4 A Calculus of Mobile Networks

In the previous sections we described an object configuration as a Kahn network
i.e. as a function having the form:

f(r) =2 where
:y_i: gl(za y)

— —

Yn= gn(gv y)

One can alternatively dispense from f and describe a network simply as a set of
equations:

—

?71: g1 (zv y)
y_v;z gn(:E, y)
As before ¥ is the output and 7 is the input of the whole network and for each
network component y;= ¢:(7, ¥), y; is the output and =, ¥ is the input. The hiding
operation performed by f is achieved by introducing an existential quantifier. To
simplify the syntax we also dispense from the set notation and compose network

components with a parallel composition operator ||. Finally, parametric, recursive
networks can be defined in the form P(7) = Kp.

The motivation for this calculus is to define a platform for comparing the properties
of Kahn networks and calculi expressing mobility (especially the w-calculus). It can
be also understood as an instrument for investigating the logical properties necessary
to express mobility.

5.4.1 The Syntax

The context free syntax of networks is given below where P is the name of a param-
eterized network:

No=x=t|NJ| N|3xN|P()

Hence, a non-recursive network is described in this case as

— —

Fug, .o, Uy, ulzgl(f,ﬁ) |- || un =g, (z,u)

where m < n. For the context sensitive syntar we must consider the following
aspects:
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1. The parallel composition M || N of two networks automatically conects the
output channels of M to the input channels having the same name of N and
reciprocally. These channels cease to be input channels for M || N.

2. Networks can be composed only if they have disjoint output channels. Oth-
erwise, common output channels would have to be merged in some way. We
want to avoid this situation.

3. For parameterized networks P () we have to know which are the input and
which are the output channels. This is given by the network signature which
has the form P : oy X ... x 0, " net. Each o, defines the type of the
channel k£ and ¢ states if it is an input or an output channel (¢, € {7, 0}).

The rules given below have no axioms. This is because they are based on the
context sensitive syntax for A-terms. A typing assertion I' > e : 0 says that e is a
well formed A-term of stream type o with free stream variables in I'. The contexts
of the network terms contain additional information stating the input or the output
nature of the channel variables. An output channel x of type o is written as o(x) : o
to distinguish it from an input one which is written as i(z) : . When we do not
want to distinguish between input and output channels we write ¢(x) : 0. For a
context I' = {xy : 0q,...,2, : 0,} we write ¢(I") for {c(xy) : o1,...,c(xn) : on}.

e:o>ye:o
i(I'),o(x):0>x=c¢€:net

(eq) {dom(T) = fv(e) — {x}

(I1%) I'> M :net A> N:net

'+ A text
I'+Ap> M||N : net {I'+ A contex

[o(x): o> N :net

(30)

['> do.N : net
I'>yxy:00 ... T'D>ya,:0, {
TL PG E c1 X...Xcn
(pn) ci(xy) iop, ..o en(xn) o > Play, ... x,) : net g1x.xan 5 et

The operation + over contexts, takes care of the interconnections occurring in the
parallel composition. It builds a multiset modulo the following interconnecting

equations:

{i(z) s o} +{i(w) : 0} = {i(x) : 7}

{i(x) : o} +{o(z) : 0} = {o(x) : 0}
The first equation says that input channels are shared. The second one says that an
output channel is connected to the input channel with the same name. The input

channel is removed from the input/output channel context. If the same channel
occurs with different types or twice as output then neither of the above rules can
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be applied. As a consequence the multiset cannot be reduced to a set i.e. to a valid
context and the composition is undefined.

The annotation ¢; X ... x ¢, where ¢; € {i, 0} in the type of a parameterized network
reflects its potential input/output behavior.

5.4.2 The Structural Congruence

As in 7-calculus, network components can be understood as molecules in a, Brownian
motion which react if they have complementary channels. The existential quantifier
plays the role of the membrane. It is interesting that these solution properties are
a natural consequence of the intended interpretation for our calculus as a subset of
the first order logic with equality and recursive predicates (read || as A).

Our calculus is axiomatic. As a consequence we do not define a separate reduction
relation. Instead we have laws which correspond to the structural congruence of the
m-calculus and laws corresponding to communication.

The congruence relation < must satisfy the following axioms.

(1) a—equivalence
Ix.P < Jy.Ply/x] {y¢fv(P)

(2) (N/<, ||, 0) is a symmetric monoid with 0 = true
L) N[ (M P) < (N[ M)I[P
(22)N||0< N
(23)N|[|[M& M|N

(3) Scoping rules for 3
(3.1) 0 < 0

(3.2) Ix.Jy. N & Jy.3x. N
(33) I (N[ M) < N | Ix. M {x ¢& fv(N)
(4) Recursion - For each definition P(z) = K add
P(v) = K[v/7]
(5) Input and output neutrals

(5.1) i(x) € Chan(N) = (N < Ju. u = x || N[u/x])
(5.2) o(y) € Chan(N) = (N < 3v. y = v || N[v/y])

The graphical representation of the neutrals is given in Figure 5.15.
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Figure 5.15: The input and output neutrals

5.4.3 Communication

In contrast to the m-calculus we have only one axiom. Requiring that < is a congru-
ence relation we automatically obtain the equivalents for (par), (res) and (struct).
However, we can follow a similar path to the m-calculus when giving an operational
semantics.

(6) Internal Communication
Je.N||x=a:Q<« Jx. N[a:z/z] || v =Qla: x/x]

The graphical representation for (6) is given in Figure 5.16.
B
X
JEL
-

Figure 5.16: Local channel communication

X

It can be explained as follows. The rest () of the stream x can be given a local name
yie y=CQ. Then v = a : y. If we substitute z with ¢ : y in N and Q then x
does not occur anymore in N and Q and it can therefore be discarded. Now using
a-conversion we can rename y in x. A proof for the equivalences (5.1) and (6) in
a natural deduction style is given in Appendix D. The communication axiom also
gives the motivation for the rules (5). They prepare the network N for the internal
communication.

5.4.4 The Mobile Nets versus the m-Calculus

The input-directed output example discussed in Section 5.3.4 can be expressed in
the above calculus very similarly to the m-calculus description. The configuration is
shown again in Figure 5.17.
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il iz in
0, 0, 0,

Sen = a(0).o m.Sen’

Figure 5.17: Input-directed output

This can be described in the above syntax as follows:

Syst défEla,il,...,in,ol,...,on.
01 = Recy(i1) || ... || o = Rec,(iy) || Sen(a)

Sen(i:a(i)) = Ju. (i =m: u) || Sen(a(u))

The stream « is not further specified. It should contain only channel names which
are not already defined as outputs in the system configuration otherwise we get the
merge problem. How to verify this condition statically is not treated in this thesis
and it is left as a further research problem. This example also shows the definition
of a recursive network.

The input-directed input example can be modeled as before. We split here for change
the input of Rec in two channels. The configuration is shown in Figure 5.18.

Rec = a(i).i(x).Rec’

Figure 5.18: Input-directed input

It can be described in the above syntax as follows:
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Syst(p) 30,0y, .. lns Ol oo vy Op.
0, = Seny(iy) || ... || 0, = Sen,(i,) || 0o = Recpoja

Recp (talk : i) (j : a) = case p of

0: ps = out: Recpsi(j:a)
1: ps= Recpsja

As before, the channels a and 71, ...,1, are not further specified here.
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Chapter 6

Implementation

An implementation of the type inference algorithm given in Section 3.2 was written
in common Lisp. It is an extension of the system Illyria to support lazy data types
and function extension. Illyria was developed at IBM by Aiken and Wimmers and
it is used to type the language FL, a successor of the Backus’ language FP.

In the following examples we use some syntactic conventions of lisp. A quote sup-
presses evaluation; the value of a quoted expression is just the unevaluated expres-
sion. Terms must be quoted. Either a normal quote or a back-quote may be used.
If an expression is back-quoted, then any subexpression ,x is replaced by the value
of variable x. The prompt of the Common Lisp interpreter is <cl>. Finally, Illyria
displays unions as | and intersections as &.

For example, the function which applies its argument on the argument itself can be
defined and typed in this system as below.

<cl> (defvar t-half-bottom "(lam x (x x)))
T-HALF-BOTTOM

<cl> (typ t-half-bottom)
forall (a, c).c — a

where

0<c<c—a

This type is more general than the familiar one which is recovered by making a = b.

The untyped fixed-point operator can be defined and typed as below.

<cl> (defvar t-y '(lam u ((lam x (u (x x))) (lam x (u (x x))))))
TY

<cl> (typ t-y)

forall (a, b).((b — a) & (b — b)) — a

131
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As before this type is more general than the familiar one which is recovered by
making a = b.

A simple point object with coordinates 0 and 1 can be defined and type checked as
below. Constructor symbols are preceded by a colon.

<cl> (defvar xyD ‘(lam m

(case m of
(:x 0)
(y1)

)

)
XYD

<cl> (typ xyD)

forall (a).a — ((INT ? (a & X)) | (INT ? (a & Y)))
where

O<=a<=X]|Y

If we apply xyD on :x or :y we obtain the expected type INT.
<cl> (defvar xyAl ‘(,xyD :x))

XYA1

<cl> (typ xyAl)

INT

We can extend this definition with a color as follows.

<cl> (defvar xycD ‘(,xyD extend

(:c :red)
)

XYCD

<cl> (typ xycD)
forall (a, b).b —
(((INT? (@& X)) | (INT ? (a &Y))) ? (b & NOT{C})) |
(RED ? (b & (Q)))
where
0<=b<=C]|(a&NOT{C})
0<=a<=X]Y

Applying xycD on :x and :c we get as expected the types INT and RED.

<cl> (defvar xycAl ‘(,xycD :x))
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<cl> (defvar xycA2 ‘(,xycD :c))
XYCA1l
XYCA2

<cl> (typ xycAl)
INT
<cl> (typ xycA2)
RED

Similarly, we can override the definition for the y coordinate as follows.

<cl> (defvar xyDO ‘(,xyD extend

(cy :red)
)

XYDO

<cl> (typ xyDO)
forall (a, b).b —
((((INT 7 (a & X)) [ (INT 7 (a & Y))) 7 ((b & NOT{Y}))) |
(RED ? (b & Y)))
where
0<=b<=Y|(a&NOT{Y})
0<=a<=X]Y

Applying now xyDO to :x and :y we get as expected the types INT and RED.

<cl> (defvar xyDOal ‘(,xyDO :x))
<cl> (defvar xyDOa2 ‘(,xyDO :y))
XYDOA1
XYDOA2

<cl> (typ xyDOal)
INT
<cl> (typ xyDOa2)
RED

Finally, a stream of :x messages can be defined and type-checked as follows.

<cl> (defvar stD ‘(,t-y (lam self (:cons :x self))))
STD

<cl> (typ stD)
CONS(X, a)
where

a = CONS(X, a)
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Chapter 7

Conclusions and Future Work

In this thesis we have developed a functional, asynchronous model for concurrent
object oriented programming. This model is based on the implicitly typed calculus
AZTEY0 and it views an object configuration as a network of stream processing
functions interacting over streams of messages.

Both concurrency aspects and OO issues influenced our object model and the prop-
erties of the calculus. Concurrency considerations determined us to abandon the
record model in favor of the case-function one. Inheritance motivated the use of
subtyping with its natural extension to union, intersection and conditional types.
Parameterized or generic classes motivated the use of parametric polymorphism.
Finally, the recursive nature of objects which is implicit in the use of the pseudo-
variables self and myclass motivated the use of recursive types. Recursive types
were also necessary to model streams and provided the theoretical background for
passing streams themselves as messages. Higher order streams proved to be very
useful in expressing mobile systems. For the further investigation of mobility we
also developed a network calculus.

From a theoretical perspective, some of the main contributions of this thesis are:

e A new way to model objects as case-functions. This modeling treats in a
uniform manner both the sequential and the concurrent dialects of OO pro-
gramming. Moreover it closes the gap between functions and objects and
between objects and processes.

e A formal meaning for the basic OO concepts like objects and classes, links and
associations, polymorphism and inheritance. Associated with objects we gave
a meaning for object creation, encapsulation and message passing. Associated
with classes we gave a meaning for inheritance and polymorphism. Finally,
object configurations explained links and associations.

e An asynchronous model for concurrent OO programming. Associated with

135
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concurrency we showed how higher order streams can be used to model mo-
bility. Moreover, for the further analysis of mobility we developed a network
calculus.

From a practical perspective we mention:

e A step towards the integration of informal OO methodologies and formal meth-
ods. Providing the OMT or the Fusion method with our formal notation seems
to be pragmatically feasible. In this respect note that our formalism makes
the very desirable unification of the functional and of the dynamic aspects of
a system.

e The practical verification of our ideas with an implementation of the inference
algorithm.

As with any work of this nature there are aspects in this thesis which were de-
liberately ignored or simplified in order to keep its size and complexity between
reasonable limits. The following sections describe additional areas for further study
outlining some preliminary ideas in each case.

7.1 Theoretical Work

7.1.1 A First Order Logic

In chapter 3 we were mainly interested to develop a type theoretical framework for
explaining OO issues like inheritance and polymorphism.

A first priority of the future activity is to extend this framework with the associated
equational theory. This theory can be further embedded in the first order logic as
done for example for the language SPECTRUM [45]. This would allow us to support
system developments from abstract, non-executable specifications to concrete, exe-
cutable implementations. This logic will also allow us to investigate the usefulness
of OO concepts like inheritance and subtyping in the specification process.

7.1.2 Strictness Declarations

In order to keep things simple we used in this thesis only lazy constructors. This is
also the case for lazy languages like Haskell or Gofer. However, in a first order logic
it would be desirable to allow strictness declarations for various argument positions
of constructors. One could imagine declarations of the form:

cons(c, 3) strict in 1
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The modification of the type inference system, of the type inference algorithm and
of the semantics is straight forward. Syntactically we have to replace the rule (< cc)
by

(<ee) T|S,clly,....l) <c(ri,...,rn) ~ TS Lh<ry,....lh<r,

where 21, ...,17; are the strict positions of the constructor c.

Semantically a uniform treatment of constructors which are strict on some argument
positions and lazy on others is achieved by using lifting and coalesced products.
Instead of the type (U x ... x U), we can use the isomorphic type U; @ ... U,.
Strict positions are not lifted like in the product U @ U, which corresponds to cons.

7.1.3 PER Semantics

The ideal or inclusive sets model given in section 3.3 allows a very intuitive inter-
pretation for types as sets and for subtyping as inclusion. A well known deficiency
of this model is that the £ rule is not sound and consequently extensionality fails.
Although this does not influence our soundness lemma this could not be satisfactory
when providing the equational theory.

The main reason that subset models do not form models of typed lambda calculus is
that equality is untyped or independent of type. However, we can construct models
in much the same spirit if in addition to a membership predicate we also associate
an equivalence relation with each type. The equivalence says when two elements are
to be regarded as equal with respect to that type. The membership relation and
the equivalence relation can be combined by using Partial Equivalence Relations
(PERs). In this case types can be interpreted as PERs and subtyping as inclusion
of relations. PER models for recursive types known as CUPERs (Complete Uniform
PERs) were developed in [7, 27, 8, 1].

7.1.4 Typed Semantics

The ideal and the CUPER models are type assignment semantics. However, follow-
ing the directions presented in section 3.3.2 we can give a typed semantics for our
calculus. The main technical difficulty in this case seems to be proving coherence.
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7.1.5 Merge Component

In the network calculus presented in section 5.4 we allowed to compose networks
only if they had disjoint output channels. In this way we avoided merging. In a
practical implementation however, it could be necessary to explicitly use merging
components. Further work should investigate the usefulness of explicit merging
components and give an adequate formal treatment.

7.1.6 The Calculus of Mobile Networks

The calculus presented in section 5.4 has to be further developed. For example, in
this calculus it is possible to describe network configurations both on the functional
and on the predicative level. Since these descriptions are not completely independent
we have to find out the right balance between them.

An important role in mobility is played by privacy constraints. In this respect we
need syntactical criteria to assure the correctness of configurations like the input-
directed output one.

Experience with this calculus should be gained by using it on particular examples.
These should also point out if additional rules are necessary.

Last but not least, we should provide the calculus both with an operational and
with a denotational semantics.

7.2 Practical Work

7.2.1 Type Simplification

The implementation of the type inference algorithm always returns the least type
of an expression. This is not the principal type because it is often equivalent with
other types which are not instances of this type. An important aspect is therefore
to put this type in a “most-simple” form. This is currently done by a type simpli-
fication algorithm. However, this algorithm does not always deliver the expected
results, especially when conditional types occur in conjunction with recursive ones.
It is therefore necessary to carefully analyze the sources of these anomalies and to
redesign the simplification part if necessary.

7.2.2 Theorem Proving

Theorem proving in presence of subtyping got much interest in the last period. It
would be therefore very desirable to extend existing theorem provers like e.g. Isabelle



7.2. PRACTICAL WORK 139

with a type system along the lines presented in this thesis. Since Isabelle uses the
Hindley-Milner type inference algorithm which is an instance of ours, this seems to
be practically realizable.

7.2.3 Object Oriented Methodologies

An interesting practical consideration is to integrate our formal framework with an
OO methodology like OMT or Fusion. Especially Fusion which is a “descendent” of
OMT seems to be appropriate for this purpose because its operations specification
and its asynchronous communication model are very close to ours.
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Appendix A

The Type Inference System

A.1 Types

A.1.1 Type Expressions

T ou=aln—=mn|dn,.., ) | mUn | N | 7l |01

o =7 |Va,. 7 where S

A.1.2 Subtyping

Proper Constraints

Subtyping Rules

(<ref) SE-<-

(StT‘Cl) S|_T1§7—2

b)) [N [ Ul

cyTn) [Ty ey Uy

S|_7—2§7—3

S|_7'1§7'3

SI—T{STl

Sl_TQSTé

(£=)

! !
Sk —=mn<1n—rT

141

where r{yNry, =0
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<
(£=0) Stm—mnLdr,...7))
<
(€e—) Stc(r,...7,) €11 —
< cd i
(< cd) Sl—c(ﬁ,...rn)ﬁd(T{,...T{n){lfc#d
(< co) St <7 ... Skt7n, <71,
- Stcl(ry,...m) <c(r],...7))
St <17 SFEr < n
<n = =
(=) SEF7T < 1Nm
< Nlib ) —
(_ ) Sl_TlmTQ S Ti{l 1’2
(Sul)SFﬁgT Sktkn <71
SFnumn < 71
< Ugb —
(_ g) Sl_Tl S 7'1U7'2{Z 172
(<71) Strn < 71
SEn’n < 71
SEn’n < 71
<0l) ——
(< 00) SFEFO < 7
<0
(< 0c) Ste(r,....,7) £ 0
(£0—)

Skr—=m £ 0
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A.1.3 Recursive Constraints

Contractive types

0=p 17

T=f =T = 3

(T, yTn) = =Ty =3
a-Bsa#p i =B&n=BAmn -

mUn=0en=0An=0 nNn=0&n=0An=[

Rules for Free Variables

< vl
(<) Sil<a<u|Aa<rtha<rT

(< wr)

Sil<a<u|Ar<aF7T<a

Sil<a<u|Aa<thFu<rT

< vl
(< wl) Sil<a<u|Ara<rT
(< )S,l§a§u|A,T§ozl—T§l
el Sil<a<u|AFT<a
Sil<a;<ul|Aa <ajFao<l
< I b By y L > Oy 7> <
(< polr) Sl<oj<u|AF o <aq; i<y
Sil<o;<ul|Aa <aFu<laq;
< I y U (g X y g X Oy > Oy <
(< poir)s Sl<o;<u|AFa; <aq =i
Rules for Bound Variables
< bl
(_ )S,Oé:T1|A,Oé§TQ|_Oé§TQ
<b
(<br) Sa=n|An<abn<a
Sa=n|Aa<nFn<n
< ubl
(_M) S,OZZTl|A|_Oé§7'2 {Tl>a
S, o= An<abn<
(< pbr) a=njdnsa T2_T1{Tl>04

S,Oé:T1|A|_T2§OZ
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5704:7-17/6:7—2|A704§6|_7-1§7—2
Sva:Tlv/B:TQ|A|_&§/B

(< pblr) {n=a, n~p

A.2 Expressions

A.2.1 Context free syntax

e == x| Arve|ee|cle,... e,)
| case cof py = e...p, = €,
| e; extend (p = e)
| let + =¢; in ey

p == wx|xasp|cpr,...,pn)

A = x:0,A|€ { no x occurs twice

A.2.2 Context sensitive syntax

v:0€ A
Ti/Oéi] |A>.Ti7’[7’i/04i]

(var) 5] {0 =Va;.7 where S

S|Ax:mi>e:n
S|AD> \re:m — 1

(=)

S|A>e:m S|A>ey:n SkFn<m—mn Skn<mn

(—>6) S|A|>616237'4
S|A>e:m ... S|A>e,: T,
(con)
STAD>cler,... en):c(T1,...,Tn)
S|A>e:T
< yn 7!
) S|A A >pTe:m ShrsuUam
(cas S|A>caseeof p,= e U 1,77 NT
S|A> f:1" SF"<1 —n
S|AA>p:T, e:T Str<7'U (N7
(ext)

S|AD> fextend (p=e€):13— (T73NT Un?m3 N =7)
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S|A>z:T, p:7
S|A>zasp:m N7

(asp)

S|A>e:m S |Ax:oD>ey:n

let
(tet) S,S"|A>let x =€ in ey : 7y

{0 =Gen(S, A, 1)
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Appendix B

The type inference algorithm

B.1 The constraint accumulation algorithm

(x : Ya;.7 where S) € A
S[ﬁl/az] | A "Z X . T[ﬁl/al]

{f; new

. S|lAx:aFfe:r (
z o new
(=) S|AFZ Mre:a—T1

51|A|_Z6127'1 SQ|A|_Z€2§T2

p B ne
(—e) 51’52’71§&_>5’72SQ|A|_26162:5{aﬁnw
Si|AFZ e ... S, |AF e, T,
(con)? ~
Sty Su | A2 cler, ... en) e, ... )
Z . . Z oy ol ol e
(cas)’ S|AF e Si|AA, F piTle:m
S.S,.....S. n B
TSIU?:lTi' | A-Z case e of p; = ¢; : U ;77 N7
" Z - Z J— .
(ext)? S"IARTfir" S|AAF p:T et
S" o <a— f3, |Ar? f extend (p = e):
S, v <7U(an—7) v = (T NT U BTy N =T
S |AFY i Sy |AF pimy
(asp)”

SL,Sy |AFZ vasp:m N
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{o, 8,7 new
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Si|AFZ e :m Sy|Az:ob? ey

S, Sy |AFZlet v =e; in ey : 1

(let)* {0 = Gen(S1, A, 1)

B.2 Constraint Simplification

(<o) T[S0<r ~ TS

(<ee) T|Syely,...l,) <clry,...m) ~ T|Sh<ry,. ... L<r,

(=) T[Sr—=hL<lh—r ~ TS <l <y

(Sul) T[S Lul,<r ~ TS hL<rl<r

(<nr) TS I1<rinmr ~ TSI <r,l<nr

(<712) T |S,0% <r ~ T|SL<r|Sl<0

(Sur) T[S 1<ruUmn ~ TSN =T1 <ryln-T3 <1
(<ref) T'|S,a<a ~ TI|S

(<nib) T|S,anl<a ~ IS

(<nl) T'|S,anli<r ~ TI|Sa<(rnlu-l



B.3. ELIMINATION ALGORITHM FOR —(.) AND (.) 149

B.3 Elimination Algorithm for —(.) and (.)

71N Ty ~ T M Ty

numn ~ (AN-R)UFENTR)U(ANT)
T, — T9 ~0—1

(11, Tn) ~ (T, Th)

(e} ~ 1

0 ~ 0

AT~ (7N U (N ) U (5 N 7)
70"~ -mNom

T — T2 ~ Ueece(1, ..., 1)

(g, ey Ty) ~ (00— 1)U

I <d UdEC—{c}d(la"'71>

~ Ue(—7, 1, ..., ) Ue(m, 7,..., L) Ue(Tr, .., T, 7Tn)
~ 0

~ 1

B.4 Putting Types in Disjunctive Normal Form

7NO ~ 0
c(ry,...,m)Nelry,....7) ~ cnnr,....,7NT)
c(ry, ... ) Nd(r],...,7) ~ 0

(1, ) N T — T ~ 0

mn—o>TN0—1 ~ T — Ty

TUT ~ T

TNT ~ T

(mUmn)Ns ~ (mNm)U(rNTs)
(an)Nm ~ an(mn N
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Appendix C

Domains

C.1 Complete Partial Orders

The following definitions are standard definitions from domain theory [46]. We
include them here to get a self contained presentation.
Definition 3.1 Partial order
A partial order U is a pair (U,C) where U is a set and (C) C U x U is a
reflexive, transitive and antisymmetric relation. O
Definition 3.2 w-Cpo
A partial order U is (countably) w-complete iff every chain a; C ... C a, C
.., n € w has a least upper bound in /. We denote it by Ll;c, ;. O
Definition 3.3  w-Pcpo
A chain complete partial order U is pointed iff it has a least element. In the
sequel we denote this least element by L. a
Definition 3.4 Monotonic functions

Let U = (U,Cy) and V = (V,Cy) be two pcpo’s. A function! f € VV is
monotonic iff

dCy d = f(d) Ty f(d)

IWe write VU for all functions from U to V.
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Definition 3.5 w-Continuous functions:

A monotonic function between w-pcpo’s U and V is continuous iff for every
chaihay C...Ca, C...InU:

f(a) = fla)

1Ew 1EW

C.2 Cpo Constructors
Let Y = (U,Cy) and V = (V,Cy) be two pcpo’s.

Function Pcpo
The Set
U =5 V is the set of all continuous functions from U to V.
The Ordering
fCpey g il VaeU.f(a)Cy gla)
Lyey =Ax:U. Ly
The Universal Property
External Aziomatization

1. Vf: (W xU)— V. f=applyo (Curry(f) xidy)
2. Yg: W — (U — V). g=Curry(apply o (¢ x idy))
Internal Aziomatization
1. f — reduction : (Az.e)(e') = ele’/z]
2. n —reduction : Ar.e(r)=e x¢ FV(e)
The Functor
f—=g:(U=V)= (U —=V)
f—=9g=M:U—=V.gohof

1. ldU — ldv - idU*}V

2. (fog)—=(gof)=(@—g)o(f—1)
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g X 1dy h
(U—=V)xU W xU U——>V
apply f ! g
1% U’ V!
(f = 9)(h)

Figure C.1: The Universal Property and The Functor

Product Pcpo
The Set
UxV=A{(u,v) |lueUANnveV}
The ordering
(d,e) Cyxy (d'ye') it (dCy d)A(eCye€)
Luwv = (Ly, Lv)
The Universal Property
External Aziomatization
L Vfi:V—=U,fo:V—=U,i<2 mo(fi,f)=Ffi
2. Yh:V - Uy xUy. h=(moh,moh)
Internal Aziomatization
1. Vay: Uy, xg: Uy mi(wq,20) = 24
2. Vo :U; x Uy x = (m(x),m(x))
The Functor
fix fo:U xUy — U xUj
fi X fa=(from, f20m)

1. ZdUl X ZdU2 = ZdUlXU2

2. (g10f1) x(g20f2) = (g1 X g2) o (f1 X f2)

Ut P
U=—U xUy —= U,

fi Ji X fa f2
Uy =—U; xUs Us U{&U{XUéﬁUé
st P 1 2

Figure C.2: The Universal Property and The Functor

This definitions may be generalized to n-ary products in a straight forward way.
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Coalesced Sum Pcpo
The Set
UaV ={0,u) |luelUu# Lyt U{(l,v)|veVo# Ly} U{L}
The Ordering
T =_1 \Y
rCpgyy iff 2=(0,2"YAy=(0,y)A2'Cpy V
r=(LaYNy=(Ly)rna' Cy ¢
The Universal Property

External Aziomatization
L. Vfi:Uo—=V, fy: Upyo— Vi < 2. [f1, fo] oing = f;
2. Yh:U, @& Uyo— V. h=[hoing,hoiny]
Internal Aziomatization
out;, : Uy @ Uyo— V
out; = [Ny : Upx, L], outy =[L, A\ x: Uy.x]
1s; : Uy © Uyo— Bool
is1 = [Apay.tt, A pxo. ff],  ise = [Aiay.ff, AL xs. 1]
1. Va:U;. x = out;(in;(x))
2. Vo :U @ Uy x=isi(x) — ing(outy(x)) | ise(x) — ing(outy(x)) | L
The Functor
fidfo: U Uy — (U & Uy)
J1 @ fo=[ing o fi,iny 0 f5
1. idy, ®idy, = idy,au,
2. (uofi)®(g20fa) =(91©g)0(f1Df2)

inl in2
U1 —_— U1 D U2 - U2

i f1® f2 fa

U —= U @ Up =— Uj
inl ing

Figure C.3: The Universal Property and The Functor

This definitions may be generalized to n-ary sums in a straight forward way.

Lift Pcpo
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The Set
U, =Ux{0} U {Ly, } where Ly, is not a pair.
The Ordering

(I,O) EUL (yvo) iff EU Y
Vz € UL-J—UL Ly, 2

The Universal Property

External Axiomatization

1. Vf:U—=V. f=1ift(f)oup

2. Yh:Uio— V. h=Ilift(h oup)
Internal Axiomatization

down : Ujo— U

down = lift(idy)

6 : U o— Bool

6 = lift(A\x : U.tt)

1. Va:U. x=down(up(z))

2. Yy:U,.y=06(x)— up(down(y)) |L
The Functor

(-)L U — UL

f1 = lift(up o f)

1. (ZdU)L = idUL

2. (gof)L=giLofL

=
T

up

U UJ_ U UJ_
f i lift(f) f n
\%4 \%4 vV,
up

Figure C.4: The Universal Property and The Functor

C.3 Bounded Complete Domains

Definition 3.6 w-Finite

155

An element of a cpo is w-finite iff whenever it is less than the limit Li,c,x,
of a chain xy C x5... it is less than some element of the chain. The w-finite
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elements in any subset X of a cpo are denoted by X°. O

Definition 3.7 w-Algebraic
A cpo is w-algebraic iff

e it has countable many w-finite elements,

e for every element x, there is an increasing chain (z,,),>0 of finite elements
such that v = U,>02,.

([
The problem with w-algebraic cpo’s is that given algebraic cpo’s U and V the func-

tion space U — V is not algebraic. However, an additional condition removes this
problem.

Definition 3.8 Bounded Complete cpo

A cpo U is bounded or consistently complete if every bounded subset of U has
a least upper bound. O

Definition 3.9 Bc-domain

A bounded complete domain is a bounded complete algebraic cpo. O

All countable flat cpo’s are bc—domains and all the constructions send bec—domains
to be—domains.

Proposition 3.1 Finite elements

UxVy=UxVe UaV)y=UaVe (U) = (U, O

Definition 3.10 Continuous step function

For the function space U — V the continuous step function (a = b) for any
a €U be V?is defined by:

b iHHaClux
(a = b)) = { 1 otherwise

Definition 3.11 Finite functions

Finite functions are the finite lubs of step functions.
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f=(ay=b)U...U(a, = by)
flx) =U{b; | a; C x}

The lub (a; = by)U...U(a, = b,) exists if and only if whenever {a;,,...,a; }
is a subset of {a;,...,a,} with an upper bound, then {b;,,...,b; } has an
O

upper bound too.
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Appendix D

Network Calculus Proofs

D.1 Internal Communication (6)

“i”
v =a"Qz/y] AN Nlz/y]
drx =a"Qz/y| ANlz/y] Fvax =Qa"x/y| A Nla"z/y]
Jr.x = Qla"x/y]| A Nla "z /y]

()
(3e)

The proof A is given below:

= Qlz/y) Aw = a"Qlx/y] A N[x/y]
z=Qlx/y| Nz =a"z N Nl[z/y]

(Net,subst)

(Ae,subst)

dz.z=Qlx/y] v =a"Qlv/y] N Nlz/y] (Ai3N) = Qla"z/y| A Nla"z/y] (Fi,a)

32z =Qu/ylAx=0a"Qz/y| NNz/y] Elx.x = Qla"x/y] A Na"x/y] (He’)
Jr.x = Qa"x/y] A N[a"z/y]

“<:77

r=Q[a"z/y] AN Nla"x/y]
Jrv.x =Qla"x/y| N Nla"x/y] v =a Qlx/y] A Nlz/y]
dr.x =a"Qx/y| A Nlz/y]

The proof B s given below:

(B)
(Fe

159
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c=a"wAz=Qla x/y|AN[a x/y]
c=a x Az =Ql/yl AN[z/y]
ex=a"w v=Qla"a/y] AN[a"x/y) . 2= a"Q[/y| A N[=/y]

Jzz=a"xANx=Q[a"x/y] N Nla"x/y] Jv.x =a Qlx/y| N Nx/y
dr.x = a”Qz/y| A N(z/y

(Nei,subst)

(Ae,subst)
(Fi,e)
(Fe)

D.2 Input Neutral (5.1)

L‘j”
u=rA N[x/y] (Net,subst)
Juu=x Nlz/y] (i3 u=x A Nlu/y| (30
Ju.u =z A Nu/y]
“<:77
u=u1xA Nlu/y| (subst)
Ju.u =z A Nu/y] Nlz/y] (3e)

Nlz/y]
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