arXiv:2207.07053v1 [cs.PL] 14 Jul 2022

On Pitts’ Relational Properties of Domains

Arthur Azevedo de Amorim

October 3, 2022

Abstract

Andrew Pitts’ framework of relational properties of domains is a powerful method for defining predicates or relations on domains, with applications ranging from reasoning principles for program equivalence to proofs of adequacy connecting denotational and operational semantics. Its main appeal is handling recursive definitions that are not obviously well-founded: as long as the corresponding domain is also defined recursively, and its recursion pattern lines up appropriately with the definition of the relations, the framework can guarantee their existence.

Pitts’ original development used the Knaster-Tarski fixed-point theorem as a key ingredient. In these notes, I show how his construction can be seen as an instance of other key fixed-point theorems: the inverse limit construction, the Banach fixed-point theorem and the Kleene fixed-point theorem. The connection underscores how Pitts’ construction is intimately tied to the methods for constructing the base recursive domains themselves, and also to techniques based on guarded recursion, or step-indexing, that have become popular in the last two decades.

1 The Original Result

When reasoning about programs, it is common to compare their behaviors. We might ask if two programs behave equivalently, if their public outputs are equal, or if one program terminates more often than the other, among other questions. Many of these issues can be phrased naturally using recursive relations. For example, to argue that two functions are equivalent, we might want to check if they produce equivalent outputs when applied to equivalent inputs, for some notion of equivalence. However, when reasoning about higher-order or stateful programs, equivalence for inputs and outputs is defined in terms of equivalence for arbitrary programs. Thus, we end up with a circular definition of equivalence, which requires care to justify formally without running into paradoxes.

Andrew Pitts’ framework of relational properties of domains [Pit96] is a powerful tool for constructing such relations. We can summarize the idea as follows.

Theorem 1.1 ([Pit96]). Let 𝐷 be an object of a pointed 𝖢𝖯𝖮-category 𝒞. Suppose that 𝐷 is equipped with an isomorphism 𝑖 ∶ 𝐹(𝐷, 𝐷) ≅ 𝐷 that satisfies the minimal invariant property, where 𝐹 ∶ 𝒞^{𝑜𝑝} × 𝒞 → 𝒞 is a 𝖢𝖯𝖮-functor. Suppose moreover that 𝒞 is equipped with an admissible relational structure ℛ, and that 𝐹 acts on ℛ. Then there exists 𝑅_𝐷 ∈ ℛ_𝐷 such that 𝑅_𝐷 = (𝑖^{−1})^∗𝐹(𝑅_𝐷, 𝑅_𝐷).

Here is how we can read this result intuitively, before diving into formal definitions. The object 𝐷 is a universe where we model the behavior of the programs. In Pitts’ original result, 𝐷 was assumed to be a complete partial order, or CPO, a domain-theoretic notion for modeling general recursion and nontermination. Here, instead, we assume that 𝐷 lives in some pointed 𝖢𝖯𝖮-category 𝒞, a generalization allows us to carry the core of Pitts’ arguments while accounting for variations that have been explored in the literature, such as families of CPOs [AFJ20], diagrams of CPOs [Lev02], or CPOs equipped with a metric [Aze+17].

We assume that 𝐷 is defined recursively as 𝐹(𝐷, 𝐷) ≅ 𝐷. The equation is stated using a functor 𝐹, where each recursive occurrence of 𝐷 is either contravariant or covariant; being a 𝖢𝖯𝖮-functor simply means that 𝐹 interacts well with the structure of 𝒞. In principle, there could be many solutions to such equations, but Theorem 1.1 only applies to those that satisfy the minimal invariant property, which roughly means that 𝐷 is completely characterized by repeatedly unfolding its definition.

The conclusion of the theorem says that we can construct some “relation” 𝑅_𝐷 on 𝐷. In the applications we sketched above, 𝑅_𝐷 could be a binary relation on a CPO, but the result applies to other settings as well, such as relations of different arities or families of relations. The relational structure ℛ formalizes which properties are required of the notion of “relation” for the construction to apply. The definition of 𝑅_𝐷 is given by a recursive equation 𝑅_𝐷 = (𝑖^{−1})^∗𝐹(𝑅_𝐷, 𝑅_𝐷), which is derived from an action of 𝐹 on ℛ. Different actions and relational structures yield different definitions, and it is our job to choose them appropriately depending on the application at hand.

Let us now spell out how this works in detail. A complete partial order (CPO) is a poset (𝑋, ⊑) such that every increasing chain 𝑥 ∶ ℕ^{mono}�→ 𝑋 has a limit, or least upper bound, denoted lim_𝑛 𝑥(𝑛). A CPO 𝑋 is pointed if it has a least element ⊥ ∈ 𝑋.

A function 𝑓 ∶ 𝑋 → 𝑌 between CPOs is continuous, denoted 𝑓 ∶ 𝑋^{cont}�→ 𝑌, if it is monotone and preserves limits. CPOs and continuous functions between them form a category 𝖢𝖯𝖮. This category is cartesian closed; the exponential 𝑌^𝑋 is given

by the set of continuous functions of type 𝑋^{cont}�→ 𝑌 ordered pointwise.

A 𝖢𝖯𝖮-category is a category 𝒞 where the sets of morphisms 𝒞(𝑋, 𝑌) are CPOs, and such that composition (−)◦(−) ∶ 𝒞(𝑌, 𝑍) × 𝒞(𝑋, 𝑌) → 𝒞(𝑋, 𝑍) is continuous. (Product CPOs are ordered component-wise.) The most basic example of 𝖢𝖯𝖮-category is 𝖢𝖯𝖮 itself, for the order relation on continuous functions defined above. Another example is given by functor categories of the form 𝒞^𝐼 , where 𝒞 is a 𝖢𝖯𝖮-category and 𝐼 is a small category. A morphism in 𝒞^𝐼 is a family of arrows (𝑋_𝑖 → 𝑌_𝑖)_{𝑖∈𝐼}, and we obtain a 𝖢𝖯𝖮-category by ordering such families pointwise. Combined with the previous example, this shows that families or diagrams of CPOs also form 𝖢𝖯𝖮-categories. If 𝒞 is a 𝖢𝖯𝖮-category, then so is 𝒞^{𝑜𝑝}, by inheriting the structure on 𝒞. A 𝖢𝖯𝖮-functor 𝐹 ∶ 𝒞 → 𝒟 is a functor whose action on morphisms is a continuous function.

Given a 𝖢𝖯𝖮-category, we say that 𝑌 ∈ 𝒞 is pointed if 𝒞(𝑋, 𝑌) is pointed for every 𝑋, and if ⊥◦𝑓 = ⊥ for every 𝑓. When 𝒞 = 𝖢𝖯𝖮, this definition of pointedness coincides with the one given above. Every terminal object 1 is pointed: if 𝑋 is an object, the unique arrow of type 𝑋 → 1 is the least element. We say that 𝒞 itself is pointed if every object is pointed and it has a terminal object 1. In this case, any ⊥ ∶ 𝑋 → 𝑌 in 𝒞 factors through 1. For example, 𝖢𝖯𝖮 is not a pointed 𝖢𝖯𝖮-category (because not every CPO is pointed according to our definition), but we do obtain a pointed 𝖢𝖯𝖮-category by restricting ourselves to pointed CPOs. (More generally, any 𝖢𝖯𝖮-category 𝒞 with a terminal object has a pointed counterpart 𝒞_⊥ obtained by restricting 𝒞 to pointed objects.)

Given an isomorphism 𝑖 ∶ 𝐹(𝐷, 𝐷) ≅ 𝐷 in 𝒞, where 𝐷 is pointed, we say that 𝐷 has the minimal invariant property if the following condition holds. First, given

𝜋 ∶ 𝐷^{cont}�→ 𝐷, we define Φ(𝜋) ∶ 𝐷^{cont}�→ 𝐷 as Φ(𝜋) ≜ 𝑖◦𝐹(𝜋, 𝜋)◦𝑖^{−1}, and pose 𝜋_𝑖 ≜ Φ^𝑖(⊥). Intuitively, each 𝜋_𝑖 is a projection function that truncates 𝐷 to allow for at most 𝑖 unfoldings of its definition; hence, lim_𝑖 𝜋_𝑖 is a projection function that allows for an arbitrary number of unfoldings. Intuitively, we would expect lim_𝑖 𝜋_𝑖 to be the identity on 𝐷, because leaving the number of unfoldings unbounded should be tantamount to not truncating 𝐷 at all. However, this is not necessarily true; the best we can show in general is lim_𝑖 𝜋_𝑖 ⊑ 1_𝐷. The minimal invariant property says precisely that we can strengthen this inequality to lim_𝑖 𝜋_𝑖 = 1_𝐷.

Given a category 𝒞, a relational structure on 𝒞 is simply a functor ℛ ∶ 𝒞^{𝑜𝑝} → 𝖢𝖫𝖺𝗍_∧, where 𝖢𝖫𝖺𝗍_∧ is the category of complete lattices and functions that preserve greatest lower bounds. We denote the value of ℛ at some object 𝑋 ∈ 𝒞 as ℛ_𝑋, and we use the variables 𝑅, 𝑆 and 𝑇 to range over the elements of ℛ_𝑋 . If 𝑓 ∶ 𝑋 → 𝑌 is a morphism in 𝒞, we write ℛ(𝑓) as 𝑓^∗ when ℛ can be understood from the context.

Example 1.2. Our motivating example of relational structure is the one obtained by choosing 𝒞 = 𝖢𝖯𝖮, and posing ℛ_𝑋 to be the set of binary relations between the elements of 𝑋 ordered by inclusion. The greatest lower bound of a family of relations is simply their intersection. And the action of a continuous function 𝑓 ∶

𝑋^{cont}�→ 𝑌 on ℛ_𝑌 takes the inverse image of a relation by 𝑓. For intuition, we’ll keep this vocabulary when discussing other relational structures as well.

To define admissible relational structures, it is convenient to shift our perspective a bit. Given a relational structure ℛ on 𝒞, we can build a category, also denoted ℛ, as follows. The objects of ℛ are pairs (𝑋, 𝑅), where 𝑋 ∈ 𝒞 and 𝑅 ∈ ℛ_𝑋 . (By abuse of notation, I’ll often use 𝑅 to represent the object (𝑋, 𝑅) ∈ ℛ.) A morphism 𝑓 ∶ (𝑋, 𝑅) → (𝑌, 𝑆) is a morphism 𝑓 ∶ 𝑋 → 𝑌 in 𝒞 such that 𝑅 ≤ 𝑓^∗𝑆. In terms of Example 1.2, this simply means that the function 𝑓 takes elements related by 𝑅 to elements related by 𝑆. We can check that identities and composition in 𝒞 can be lifted to the morphisms of ℛ. We have a canonical functor 𝑝 ∶ ℛ → 𝒞 that maps the object (𝑋, 𝑅) to 𝑋 and acts as the identity on morphisms.

By unfolding definitions, we can restate some of the properties of the functor ℛ in terms of the above construction:

Lemma 1.3. Let 𝑋, 𝑌 and 𝑍 be arbitrary objects of 𝒞.

1. 1_𝑋 ∶ 𝑅 → 𝑆 ⟺ 𝑅 ≤ 𝑆, for all 𝑅, 𝑆 ∈ ℛ_𝑋.

2. 𝑓 ∶ 𝑓^∗𝑆 → 𝑆 for any 𝑆 ∈ ℛ_𝑌 and 𝑓 ∶ 𝑋 → 𝑌.

3. 𝑔𝑓 ∶ 𝑅 → 𝑆 ⟺ 𝑓 ∶ 𝑅 → 𝑔^∗𝑆, for all 𝑓 ∶ 𝑋 → 𝑌, 𝑔 ∶ 𝑌 → 𝑍, 𝑆 ∈ ℛ_𝑍 and 𝑅 ∈ ℛ_𝑋 .

4. 𝑓 ∶ 𝑅 → ⋂ 𝑖∈𝐼 𝑆_𝑖 ⟺ ∀𝑖 ∈ 𝐼, 𝑓 ∶ 𝑅 → 𝑆_𝑖, for any index set 𝐼, 𝑓 ∶ 𝑋 → 𝑌, 𝑅 ∈ ℛ_𝑋 and 𝑆 ∈ ℛ^𝐼_𝑌.

If ℛ is a relational structure over a pointed 𝖢𝖯𝖮-category 𝒞, we say that a relation 𝑆 ∈ ℛ_𝑌 is admissible if the following conditions hold for all 𝑅 ∈ ℛ_𝑋 . First, ⊥ ∶ 𝑅 → 𝑆; second, lim_𝑖 𝑓_𝑖 ∶ 𝑅 → 𝑆 whenever (𝑓_𝑖 ∶ 𝑅 → 𝑆)_{𝑖∈ℕ} is an increasing sequence of morphisms. We say that ℛ itself is admissible if every relation is admissible. Intuitively, being admissible means that a relation always holds of diverging programs and is compatible with recursive program definitions, which are constructed using limits via Kleene’s fixed point theorem.

Example 1.4. We can adapt Example 1.2 to obtain an admissible relational structure as follows. First, instead of considering arbitrary CPOs,we just consider pointed ones; that is, we take 𝒞 = 𝖢𝖯𝖮_⊥. Second, instead of considering arbitrary relations, we consider only those that contain ⊥ and are closed under taking limits of chains.

The missing piece in the statement of Theorem 1.1 is what it means for a 𝖢𝖯𝖮functor 𝐹 ∶ 𝒞^{𝑜𝑝} × 𝒞 → 𝒞 to act on ℛ. For each 𝑅 ∈ ℛ_𝑋 and 𝑆 ∈ ℛ_𝑌, we assume that there is some 𝐹(𝑅, 𝑆) ∈ ℛ_{𝐹(𝑋,𝑌)}; moreover, if 𝑓 ∶ 𝑅^′ → 𝑅 and 𝑔 ∶ 𝑆 → 𝑆^′ are morphisms in ℛ, then 𝐹(𝑓, 𝑔) should be a morphism of type 𝐹(𝑅, 𝑆) → 𝐹(𝑅^′, 𝑆^′) in ℛ. (Note the contravariance on first argument).

We can now sketch the main idea of Pitts’ original construction. For the rest of the paper, we fix some pointed 𝖢𝖯𝖮-category 𝒞 equipped with an admissible relational structure ℛ, a 𝖢𝖯𝖮-functor 𝐹 ∶ 𝒞^{𝑜𝑝} × 𝒞 → 𝒞 with an action on ℛ, and an object 𝐷 that satisfies the minimal invariant property for an isomorphism 𝑖 ∶ 𝐹(𝐷, 𝐷) ≅ 𝐷.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. The proof relies on the Knaster-Tarski fixed point theorem: every monotone function on a complete lattice has a least fixed point. Since the mapping 𝑅 ↦ (𝑖^{−1})^∗𝐹(𝑅, 𝑅) is not monotone, we need to modify its definition a bit. Pitts’ employed the trick of separating covariant and contravariant arguments: if we pose 𝐿 ≜ ℛ^{𝑜𝑝}_𝐷 × ℛ_𝐷, then the function

Ψ ∶ 𝐿 → 𝐿

Ψ(𝑅^−, 𝑅^+) ≜ ((𝑖^{−1})^∗𝐹(𝑅^+, 𝑅^−), (𝑖^{−1})^∗𝐹(𝑅^−, 𝑅^+))

is monotone, and we can construct a least fixed point (𝑅^−_𝐷, 𝑅^+_𝐷). Note that (𝑅^+_𝐷, 𝑅^−_𝐷) is also a fixed point, so (𝑅^−_𝐷, 𝑅^+_𝐷) ≤ (𝑅^+_𝐷, 𝑅^−_𝐷) in 𝐿, and thus 𝑅^+_𝐷 ≤ 𝑅^−_𝐷. To finish the proof, we just need to show the reverse inequality. This is where the properties of minimal invariant and the relational structures come into play. We can show that 𝜋_𝑖 ∶ 𝑅^−_𝐷 → 𝑅^+_𝐷 by induction on 𝑖, which implies, by admissibility, that 1 = lim_𝑖 𝜋_𝑖 ∶ 𝑅^−_𝐷 → 𝑅^+_𝐷. But this is equivalent to 𝑅^−_𝐷 ≤ 𝑅^+_𝐷 by Lemma 1.3, from which the result follows.

Remark 1.5 (Uniformity). This proof shows that a stronger result holds: for all 𝑖 ∈ ℕ, 𝜋_𝑖 ∶ 𝑅_𝐷 → 𝑅_𝐷. (1)

Intuitively, this means that the constructed relation 𝑅_𝐷 still holds after we truncate an element of 𝐷 after 𝑖 unfoldings. This property, known as uniformity, will play an important role in Section 3, when constructing 𝑅_𝐷 by the Banach fixed-point theorem.

Remark 1.6. Pitts’ presentation differs from mine in a few respects [Pit96]. What I call a relational structure here corresponds to what he calls a relational structure with inverse images and intersections. More importantly, his notion of action on a relational structure is different: rather than requiring ℛ to be admissible, he requires 𝐹(𝑅, 𝑆) to be admissible whenever 𝑆 is. This is a strengthening of the above notion of action, since it must be defined even for relations that are not admissible. It allows us to formulate more useful coinduction principles associated with the relation 𝑅_𝐷, but it does not change the construction of 𝑅_𝐷 itself, which is why we do not consider it here.

2 Inverse Limit Construction

In practice, minimal invariants such as 𝐷 are often obtained with Scott’s inverse limit construction. The method can be seen as an adaptation of Kleene’s fixed-point theorem that accounts for mixed-variance functors, and can be carried out for many 𝖢𝖯𝖮-categories [Wan79; SP82]. After reviewing the idea, we will see that Pitts’ result, Theorem 1.1, is just an instance of it!

We say that two morphisms 𝑓^𝑒 ∶ 𝑋 → 𝑌 and 𝑓^𝑝 ∶ 𝑌 → 𝑋 in 𝒞 form an embedding-projection pair if 𝑓^𝑝𝑓^𝑒 = 1_𝑋 and 𝑓^𝑒𝑓^𝑝 ⊑ 1_𝑌. We can show that each half of the pair uniquely determines the other. Embeddings and projections compose, so we can form a subcategory 𝒞^𝑒 consisting of all embeddings, and 𝒞^𝑝 consisting of all projections. With embeddings and projections, we can make mixed-variance functors more symmetric. Since 𝐹 is a 𝖢𝖯𝖮-functor, its action on morphisms is monotone, and we can show that 𝐹(𝑓^𝑝, 𝑓^𝑒) is an embedding, with 𝐹(𝑓^𝑒, 𝑓^𝑝) being the corresponding projection. Thus, 𝐹 determines a functor 𝐹^𝑒 ∶ 𝒞^𝑒 → 𝒞^𝑒 by posing 𝐹^𝑒(𝑋) ≜ 𝐹(𝑋, 𝑋) on objects, and 𝐹^𝑒(𝑓^𝑒) ≜ 𝐹^𝑒(𝑓^𝑝, 𝑓^𝑒) on morphisms.

Much like Kleene’s fixed-point theorem, we’ll see that we can build 𝐷 by considering a chain of finite iterations of 𝐹^𝑒 and taking its colimit—which, in the context of Kleene’s construction, would just correspond to a limit in a CPO. Since we are dealing with embeddings, colimits behave particularly symmetrically, a phenomenon known in the literature as the limit-colimit coincidence:

Theorem 2.1 ([SP82]). Let 𝑋^𝑒 ∶ (ℕ, ≤) → 𝒞^𝑒 be a diagram of embeddings, which uniquely corresponds to a diagram 𝑋^𝑝 ∶ (ℕ, ≥) → 𝒞^𝑝 of projections. Let 𝐴 ∈ 𝒞. The following conditions are equivalent.

• 𝐴 is a colimit of 𝑋^𝑒 in 𝒞. • 𝐴 is a limit of 𝑋^𝑝 in 𝒞.

• There is a cocone of embeddings 𝑓^𝑒 ∶ 𝑋^𝑒 → Δ𝐴 such that lim_𝑖 𝑓^𝑒_𝑖 ◦𝑓^𝑝_𝑖 = 1_𝐴. • There is a cone of projections 𝑓^𝑝 ∶ Δ𝐴 → 𝑋^𝑝 such that lim_𝑖 𝑓^𝑒_𝑖 ◦𝑓^𝑝_𝑖 = 1_𝐴.

In this situation, 𝑓^𝑒 ∶ 𝑋^𝑒 → Δ𝐴 is a colimiting cocone, and 𝑓^𝑝 ∶ Δ𝐴 → 𝑋^𝑝 is a limiting cone. We call the pair (𝐴, 𝑓) the bilimit of 𝑋.

Because of this result, we can show that 𝐹^𝑒 preserves bilimits of chains of embeddings in 𝒞. Then, constructing the fixed point of 𝐹 becomes simply a matter of adapting the proof of Kleene’s fixed-point theorem.

Theorem 2.2 ([SP82]). Suppose that 𝒞 has bilimits of chains of embeddings. Then 𝐹 has a minimal invariant 𝑖 ∶ 𝐹(𝐷, 𝐷) ≅ 𝐷.

Proof. Let 𝑋_𝑖 = (𝐹^𝑒)^𝑖(1). Since 𝒞 is pointed, there is an embedding 𝑓^𝑒_0 = ⊥ ∶ 1 → 𝑋_1. By iterating 𝐹^𝑒 on 𝑓^𝑒_0, we can construct a sequence of embeddings 𝑋_𝑖 → 𝑋_{𝑖+1}. By hypothesis, this chain has a bilimit, which we call 𝑔^𝑒 ∶ 𝑋 → Δ𝐷. Since 𝐹^𝑒 preserves bilimits of embeddings,we know that 𝐹^𝑒(𝑔) ∶ 𝐹^𝑒(𝑋) = (𝑋_𝑖)_{𝑖≥1} → Δ𝐹^𝑒(𝐷) is a bilimit. Note that 1 is an initial object of 𝒞^𝑒, so we can extend this cocone to ℎ^𝑒 ∶ 𝑋 → Δ𝐹^𝑒(𝐷) by posing ℎ^𝑒_0 ∶ 1 → 𝐹^𝑒(𝐷) ℎ^𝑒_0 ≜ ⊥ ℎ^𝑒_{𝑖+1} ∶ 𝐹^𝑒(𝑋_𝑖) → 𝐹^𝑒(𝐷) ℎ^𝑒_{𝑖+1} ≜ 𝐹^𝑒(𝑔_𝑖).

Since both 𝐹(𝐷, 𝐷) and 𝐷 satisfy the same universal property, we get an isomorphism 𝑖 ∶ 𝐹(𝐷, 𝐷) ≅ 𝐷. The construction of this isomorphism implies, for every 𝑗 ∈ ℕ, 𝑖◦ℎ^𝑒_{𝑗+1} = 𝑖◦𝐹(𝑔^𝑝_𝑗 , 𝑔^𝑒_𝑗) = 𝑔^𝑒_{𝑗+1}.

Taking projections on both sides, we obtain 𝐹(𝑔^𝑒_𝑗, 𝑔^𝑝_𝑗 )◦𝑖^{−1} = 𝑔^𝑝_{𝑗+1}.

Combining the two equations, we find 𝑔^𝑒_{𝑗+1}◦𝑔^𝑝_{𝑗+1} = 𝑖◦𝐹(𝑔^𝑝_𝑗 𝑔^𝑒_𝑗, 𝑔^𝑒_𝑗𝑔^𝑝_𝑗 )◦𝑖^{−1}.

Since 𝑔^𝑒_0 = ⊥ and 𝑔^𝑝_0 = ⊥, this implies that 𝜋_𝑗 ≜ 𝑔^𝑒_𝑗◦𝑔^𝑝_𝑗 satisfies exactly the same equations as the projection functions used in the definition of the minimal invariant property. By Theorem 2.1, the limit of this sequence is the identity on 𝐷, so 𝑖 ∶ 𝐹(𝐷, 𝐷) ≅ 𝐷 indeed satisfies the minimal invariant property.

To see how this relates to Pitts’ construction, note that ℛ can also be seen as a pointed 𝖢𝖯𝖮-category, and the projection 𝑝 ∶ ℛ → 𝒞 preserves this structure. Indeed, admissibility means that the morphisms of ℛ have the structure of a pointed CPO inherited from the morphisms of 𝒞. The terminal object of ℛ is just the terminal object of 𝒞 equipped with the greatest relation on ℛ_1, which exists because ℛ_1 is a complete lattice. Moreover, if we see each relation 𝐹(𝑅, 𝑆) as an object of ℛ, then the action of 𝐹 on ℛ can be described equivalently as a 𝖢𝖯𝖮-functor of type ℛ^{𝑜𝑝} × ℛ → ℛ making the following diagram commute:ℛ^{𝑜𝑝} × ℛ ℛ

𝒞^{𝑜𝑝} × 𝒞 𝒞. 𝐹

To apply the inverse limit construction to this lifted functor, we just need to show that ℛ has bilimits of chains of embeddings.

Lemma 2.3. Admissible relational structures create bilimits. That is, if 𝑋 is a chain of embeddings in ℛ, and 𝑓 ∶ 𝑝𝑋 → Δ𝐿 is a bilimit in 𝒞, then 𝑓 ∶ 𝑋 → Δ𝑅 is a bilimit in ℛ, where 𝑅 ∈ ℛ_𝐿 is defined as 𝑅 ≜ ⋂ 𝑛 (𝑓^𝑝_𝑛 )^∗𝑋_𝑛.

Proof. By Theorem 2.1, it suffices to show that the corresponding cone of projections is a limiting cone in ℛ. We’ll show that there is a bijective correspondence between morphisms of type 𝑇 → 𝑅 and cones of type Δ𝑇 → 𝑋 in ℛ that is natural in 𝑇.

In one direction, suppose that 𝑔 ∶ 𝑇 → ⋂ 𝑛(𝑓^𝑝_𝑛 )^∗𝑋_𝑛 is a morphism in ℛ. This means that 𝑓^𝑝_𝑛 𝑔 ∶ 𝑇 → 𝑋_𝑛 is a morphism for every 𝑛 ∈ ℕ, and we can check that they form a cone Δ𝑇 → 𝑋. Conversely, suppose that we are given a cone 𝑔 ∶ Δ𝑇 → 𝑋. By projecting this cone onto 𝒞, we obtain another cone 𝑝𝑔 ∶ Δ𝑝𝑇 → 𝑝𝑋. Since 𝑓^𝑝 ∶ Δ𝐿 → 𝑝𝑋 is limiting, there is a unique mediating morphism 𝑔^′ ∶ 𝑝𝑇 → 𝐿. Moreover, for every 𝑛 ∈ 𝑁, we have 𝑓^𝑝_𝑛 𝑔^′ = 𝑔_𝑛. Since 𝑔_𝑛 ∶ 𝑇 → 𝑋_𝑛 by hypothesis, this means that 𝑔^′ ∶ 𝑇 → (𝑓^𝑝_𝑛 )^∗𝑋_𝑛 for every 𝑛 ∈ ℕ. Thus, 𝑔^′ ∶ 𝑇 → ⋂ 𝑛(𝑓^𝑝_𝑛 )^∗𝑋_𝑛 = 𝑅, and the mediating morphism can be lifted as expected. After checking that this is natural in 𝑇, we conclude.

Remark 2.4 (A dual characterization). Since each inverse image function 𝑓^∗ ∶ ℛ_𝑌 → ℛ_𝑋 preserves intersections and relations form complete lattices,we can build a corresponding left adjoint 𝑓_! ∶ ℛ_𝑋 → ℛ_𝑌, called the direct image by 𝑓. This allows us to find an alternative characterization of the bilimit 𝑅 above, by dualizing the proof. 𝑅 = ⋃ 𝑛 (𝑓^𝑒_𝑛)_!𝑋_𝑛.

Here, ⋃ refers to the supremum of a family of relations, which exists by completeness.

Corollary 2.5. If 𝒞 satisfies the hypotheses of Theorem 2.2, then so does ℛ.

This leads to an alternative strategy for constructing recursive relations.

Proof of Theorem 1.1; inverse limit construction. Thanks to Corollary 2.5, we can apply Theorem 2.2 to the lifting of 𝐹 in ℛ, and build a minimal invariant object 𝑖_𝑅 ∶ 𝐹(𝑅, 𝑅) ≅ 𝑅 in ℛ. We can check that 𝑝𝑅 is just 𝐷 up to isomorphism, since both are built as bilimits and those are preserved by 𝐹. Thus, we might as well assume that 𝐷 = 𝑝𝑅 and 𝑖_𝑅 = 𝑖. The fact that 𝑖 is an isomorphism implies that 𝑅 ≤ (𝑖^{−1})^∗𝐹(𝑅, 𝑅). To conclude, we just need to show the reverse inequality. We know that 𝑖^{−1} ∶ (𝑖^{−1})^∗𝐹(𝑅, 𝑅) → 𝐹(𝑅, 𝑅). Since 𝑖 ∶ 𝐹(𝑅, 𝑅) → 𝑅, we find by composition that 1 ∶ (𝑖^{−1})^∗𝐹(𝑅, 𝑅) → 𝑅, and we conclude that 𝑅 = (𝑖^{−1})^∗𝐹(𝑅, 𝑅).

3 Banach Fixed Point

In the last two decades, guarded recursion has emerged as a popular method for defining recursive relations. While originally developed for reasoning about denotational semantics [Nak00], it was shortly after adapted to the operational setting, where it proved to be a convenient interface to step-indexed reasoning [AM01; App+07].

The basic idea is to work with a family of relations (𝑅_𝑛)_{𝑛∈ℕ}. In the case of step indexing, 𝑅_𝑛 represents a property that holds of terms of a language within at most 𝑛 steps of computation, such as “if the term terminates in at most 𝑛 steps, then it is a value of type 𝖻𝗈𝗈𝗅”. It is always possible to define such a family recursively if each 𝑅_𝑛 depends only on the values of 𝑅_𝑚, for each 𝑚 < 𝑛. Manipulating such indices directly quickly becomes cumbersome, so guarded recursion encapsulates this process in a modality ▹, usually known as “later”. Then, any recursive definition becomes valid, as long as recursive occurrences of the relation appear under ▹. After reviewing the basics of guarded recursion, we will see how it leads to an alternative proof of Theorem 1.1. First, we need a general, abstract setting where guarded definitions can be formulated.

Definition 3.1. An ordered family of equivalences (OFE) is a tuple (𝑋, (^𝑛=)_{𝑛∈ℕ}),

where 𝑋 is a set, (^0=) ⊃ (^1=) ⊃ ⋯ is a decreasing sequence of equivalence relations

on 𝑋, and^0= is the total relation on 𝑋. The family should converge to the identity on 𝑋: ⋂ 𝑛(^𝑛=) = (=) or, equivalently, (∀𝑛.𝑥^𝑛= 𝑦) ⇒ 𝑥 = 𝑦 for any 𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ 𝑋.

We will soon see examples of OFEs connected to the denotational models we have been studying so far. Before we get there, however, let us go back to the example sketched above: an indexed family of relations on terms 𝑡 ∈ 𝑇. The set of such indexed families forms an OFE: we say that 𝑅^𝑛= 𝑆 if and only if 𝑅_𝑚 = 𝑆_𝑚 for any 𝑚 < 𝑛. Intuitively, this means that the two relations are equivalent if we restrict ourselves to strictly less than 𝑛 steps of computation. To define fixed points in such an abstract setting, we require slightly more structure of OFEs.

Definition 3.2. Let 𝑋 be an OFE. A Cauchy sequence on 𝑋 is a sequence of elements 𝑥 ∶ ℕ → 𝑋 such that, for every 𝑛 ∈ ℕ, there exists 𝑚 ∈ ℕ such that, for any 𝑖, 𝑗 ≥ 𝑚, we have 𝑥_𝑖^𝑛= 𝑥_𝑗. We say that 𝑋 is a complete OFE (COFE) if, for every Cauchy sequence 𝑥, there exists some (necessarily unique) lim 𝑥 ∈ 𝑋 such that, for every 𝑛 ∈ 𝑁, there exists 𝑚 ∈ ℕ such that 𝑥_𝑖^𝑛= lim 𝑥 for every 𝑖 ≥ 𝑚.

We can show that the OFE of relations sketched above is complete. Intuitively, if we look at the 𝑛th level of the terms of a Cauchy sequence, they will eventually stabilize at some 𝑅_𝑛, and we can take the family of such 𝑅_𝑛 to be the limit of the sequence.

Theorem 3.3 (Banach Fixed Point). Suppose that a function 𝑓 ∶ 𝑋 → 𝑋 on a

COFE is contractive; that is, if 𝑥^𝑛= 𝑦, then 𝑓(𝑥)^{𝑛+1}= 𝑓(𝑦). Suppose, moreover, that there exists some 𝑥_0 ∈ 𝑋. The sequence 𝑥_𝑖 ≜ 𝑓^𝑖(𝑥_0) is a Cauchy sequence, and its limit is the unique fixed point of 𝑓; 𝑓(lim 𝑥) = 𝑥.

Remark 3.4 (Connection to metric spaces). Each OFE 𝑋 gives rise to a metric space as follows: 𝑑(𝑥, 𝑦) = 2^{−𝑛}, where 𝑛 is the greatest 𝑛 such that 𝑥^𝑛= 𝑦 holds (if there is no such 𝑛, then 𝑥 = 𝑦, and we set 𝑑(𝑥, 𝑦) = 0). If 𝑋 is complete, then the resulting metric space is also complete. If 𝑓 ∶ 𝑋 → 𝑋 is contractive, in the sense of Theorem 3.3, then 𝑑(𝑓(𝑥), 𝑓(𝑦)) ≤^1_2 𝑑(𝑥, 𝑦), implying that 𝑓 is contractive in the traditional sense of metric spaces. This requirements guarantee that the usual metric formulation of Banach’s fixed point theorem applies.

Remark 3.5 (Defining later). Given a family of relations (𝑅_𝑛)_{𝑛∈ℕ} as above, we can define another family ▹𝑅 by shifting 𝑅 by 1: (▹𝑅)_0 = 𝑇 × 𝑇, and (▹𝑅)_{𝑛+1} = 𝑅_𝑛. To define a contractive function on families of relations, it suffices to consider functions of the form 𝑓(𝑅) = 𝑔(▹𝑅), where 𝑔 is non-expansive, which means that it preserves each relation^𝑛=. In this case, we say that the definition of 𝑓 is guarded, which explains the connection to guarded recursion alluded to above. Similar definitions of ▹ can be stated for other types of relations. Though it will not play a major role in what follows, guardedness is often a convenient way of checking that a definition is contractive (e.g. in a type theory).

To apply Theorem 3.3 to construct recursive relations, we need to show that relations on a minimal invariant 𝐷 form a COFE. To this end, we restrict ourselves to uniform relations, which are the 𝑅 ∈ ℛ_𝐷 such that 𝜋_𝑖 ∶ 𝑅 → 𝑅 for every 𝑖. As noted in Remark 1.5, the relation that we aim to build is known to be uniform, so there is no harm in restricting our search space to require uniformity from the start. We let 𝒰 ⊂ ℛ_𝐷 denote the set of uniform relations.

The reason for focusing on uniform relations is that they are entirely determined by their inverse images by each of the 𝜋_𝑛. Indeed, if 𝜋^∗_𝑛𝑅 = 𝜋^∗_𝑛𝑆, then 𝑅 ≤ 𝜋^∗_𝑛𝑅 = 𝜋^∗_𝑛𝑆, where the first inequality holds by uniformity. If this holds for every 𝑛, by admissibility, 1 = (lim_𝑛 𝜋_𝑛) ∶ 𝑅 → 𝑆 and 𝑅 ≤ 𝑆. An analogous reasoning shows that 𝑆 ≤ 𝑅, and we conclude that 𝑅 = 𝑆. This property, in turn, helps us define a COFE structure over 𝒰.

Lemma 3.6. If 𝑅 and 𝑆 are uniform, then the following conditions are equivalent for every 𝑛 ∈ ℕ:

• 𝜋^∗_𝑛𝑅 = 𝜋^∗_𝑛𝑆

• 𝜋_𝑛 ∶ 𝑅 → 𝑆 and 𝜋_𝑛 ∶ 𝑆 → 𝑅.

If one of these conditions holds, we say that 𝑅^𝑛= 𝑆. This assignment endows the set 𝒰 with the structure of a COFE.

Proof. The equivalence between the two notions follows from the previous discussion. To show that this indeed defines a COFE, note that we have already seen that 𝑅 = 𝑆 when 𝑅^𝑛= 𝑆 for every 𝑛, so we have a well defined OFE. Thus, we just need to prove completeness. Let (𝑅_𝑖) be a Cauchy sequence on 𝒰. For every 𝑖 ∈ ℕ, there exists some 𝑚_𝑖 ∈ ℕ such that 𝜋^∗_𝑖 (𝑅_𝑛) is equal to 𝑆_𝑖 ≜ 𝜋^∗_𝑖 (𝑅_{𝑚𝑖} ) for any 𝑛 ≥ 𝑚_𝑖. Without loss of generality, we can assume that (𝑚_𝑖) is increasing. We pose

lim 𝑅 ≜ ⋂ 𝑖 𝑆_𝑖.

We can show that uniform relations are closed under inverse images by 𝜋_𝑖 and intersections, hence each 𝑆_𝑖 and lim 𝑅 are indeed uniform. Moreover, because 𝑆 is a subsequence of 𝑅, it must be a Cauchy sequence, and it must have the same limit as 𝑅, if one of them does have a limit.

To conclude, we just need to show that lim 𝑅 is indeed the limit of 𝑆. First, note that (𝑆_𝑖) is decreasing. Indeed, given 𝑖 ≤ 𝑗, we have

𝑆_𝑖 = 𝜋^∗_𝑖 (𝑅_{𝑚𝑖} ) = 𝜋^∗_𝑖 (𝑅_{𝑚𝑗} ) = (𝜋_𝑗◦𝜋_𝑖)^∗(𝑅_{𝑚𝑗} ) = 𝜋^∗_𝑖 (𝜋^∗_𝑗 (𝑅_{𝑚𝑗} )) = 𝜋^∗_𝑖 (𝑆_𝑗).

Thus, 𝑆_𝑗 ≤ 𝑆_𝑖 = 𝜋^∗_𝑖 (𝑆_𝑗) is equivalent to 𝜋_𝑖 ∶ 𝑆_𝑗 → 𝑆_𝑗, which follows from the uniformity of 𝑆_𝑗.

On the other hand, given 𝑖 ∈ ℕ, we have lim 𝑅^𝑖= 𝑆_𝑖. Indeed,

𝜋^∗_𝑖 (lim 𝑅) = 𝜋^∗_𝑖 ⎛ ⎜ ⎝ ⋂ 𝑗 𝑆_𝑗 ⎞ ⎟ ⎠ = 𝜋^∗_𝑖 ⎛ ⎜ ⎝ ⋂ 𝑗≥𝑖 𝑆_𝑗 ⎞ ⎟ ⎠ 𝑆 is decreasing = ⋂ 𝑗≥𝑖 𝜋^∗_𝑖 (𝑆_𝑗) intersections commute with inverse images = ⋂ 𝑗≥𝑖 𝜋^∗_𝑖 (𝑆_𝑖)

= 𝜋^∗_𝑖 (𝑆_𝑖),

which shows that 𝑆 does converge to lim 𝑅.

Now that we have a COFE, we just need a contractive operator on 𝒰.

Lemma 3.7. The following defines a contractive operator on 𝒰:

Ψ(𝑅) ≜ (𝑖^{−1})^∗(𝐹(𝑅, 𝑅)).

Proof. We begin with the following auxiliary result. If 𝑅^𝑛= 𝑆, for 𝑅, 𝑆 ∈ 𝒰, then

𝜋_{𝑛+1} = 𝑖𝐹(𝜋_𝑛, 𝜋_𝑛)𝑖^{−1} ∶ Ψ(𝑅) → Ψ(𝑆).

Indeed, by unfolding definitions, we have 𝑖^{−1} ∶ (𝑖^{−1})^∗𝐹(𝑅, 𝑅) → 𝐹(𝑅, 𝑅) and 𝑖 ∶ 𝐹(𝑆, 𝑆) → (𝑖^{−1})^∗𝐹(𝑆, 𝑆). By unfolding Ψ, and by composition, we can prove this statement by showing

𝐹(𝜋_𝑚, 𝜋_𝑚) ∶ 𝐹(𝑅, 𝑅) → 𝐹(𝑆, 𝑆).

This follows from 𝑅^𝑛= 𝑆 by Lemma 3.6.

Let us proceed with the main proof. First, note that Ψ(𝑅) is indeed uniform, so Ψ ∶ 𝒰 → 𝒰. Indeed, we need to show that 𝜋_𝑛 ∶ Ψ(𝑅) → Ψ(𝑅) for any 𝑛. If 𝑛 ≠ 0, we apply the auxiliary result above. If 𝑛 = 0, it suffices to show that 𝑖^{−1}⊥ ∶ Ψ(𝑅) → 𝐹(𝑅, 𝑅). But 𝑖^{−1}⊥ = 𝑖^{−1}⊥⊥ ≤ 𝑖^{−1}𝑖⊥ = ⊥, so 𝑖^{−1}⊥ = ⊥, and we conclude because ℛ ∋ 𝐹(𝑅, 𝑅) is pointed. Second, we need to show that 𝑅^𝑛= 𝑆 implies

Ψ(𝑅)^{𝑛+1}= Ψ(𝑆). This follows by applying the auxiliary result in both directions, and by using Lemma 3.6.

Combining all these ingredients, we obtain yet another strategy for building 𝑅_𝐷.

Proof of Theorem 1.1; Banach fixed point. It suffices to apply Theorem 3.3 to the operator Ψ ∶ 𝒰 → 𝒰 of Lemma 3.7. We just need to find an initial uniform relation to construct the fixed point. Note that ℛ_𝐷 has an element ⊤, defined as the intersection of the empty family of relations. Moreover, for any 𝑓 ∶ 𝑋 → 𝐷 in 𝒞 and 𝑅 ∈ ℛ_𝑋 , we have 𝑓 ∶ 𝑅 → ⊤ by Lemma 1.3. In particular, 𝜋_𝑖 ∶ ⊤ → ⊤ for any 𝑖, so ⊤ ∈ 𝒰 and we conclude.

4 Kleene Fixed Point

As observed earlier, the inverse limit construction can be seen as a generalization of Kleene’s fixed point theorem:

Theorem 4.1 (Kleene). Let 𝑋 be a pointed CPO and 𝑓 ∶ 𝑋 → 𝑋 be a continuous function. Then 𝑓 has a least fixed point 𝑥 = 𝑓(𝑥), given by the limit of the chain ⊥ ⊑ 𝑓(⊥) ⊑ 𝑓^2(⊥) ⊑ ⋯.

As a minor variation on Section 2, let us sketch how we can restate those results using Kleene’s theorem, by viewing domains and relations as an ordered structure rather than a category. There are two issues that we need to address. First, ℛ contains potentially many morphisms between a pair of objects, whereas a CPO 𝑋 seen as a category has at most one. Second, ℛ is not a skeletal category: there are objects that are isomorphic, but not equal. By contrast, a CPO seen as a category is skeletal because its order is antisymmetric.

To solve the first issue, consider the slice category 𝒞^𝑒∕𝐷. Objects of 𝒞^𝑒∕𝐷 are embeddings of type 𝑋 → 𝐷, and arrows from 𝑋 → 𝐷 to 𝑌 → 𝐷 commuting triangles of embeddings: 𝑋 𝑌

𝐷.

Since embeddings are monomorphisms, if there are two arrows of type 𝑋 → 𝑌 in 𝒞^𝑒∕𝐷, they must be equal. We can apply a similar idea to ℛ by considering ℛ(𝒞^𝑒∕𝐷), which is defined as the following pullback:ℛ(𝒞^𝑒∕𝐷) ℛ^𝑒

𝒞^𝑒∕𝐷 𝒞^𝑒 ⌟

Explicitly, objects of ℛ(𝒞^𝑒∕𝐷) are triples 𝑋 = (|𝑋|, 𝑒_𝑋 ∶ |𝑋| → 𝐷, 𝑅_𝑋 ∶ ℛ_𝑋), where 𝑒_𝑋 is an embedding. An arrow 𝑓 ∶ 𝑋 → 𝑌 is an embedding 𝑓^𝑒 ∶ |𝑋| → |𝑌| such that 𝑒_𝑌𝑓^𝑒 = 𝑒_𝑋 and such that, in ℛ, we have 𝑓^𝑒 ∶ 𝑅_𝑋 → 𝑅_𝑌 and 𝑓^𝑝 ∶ 𝑅_𝑌 → 𝑅_𝑋. Once again, there is at most one arrow of any given type in this category.

To solve the second issue, note that, in many cases of interest, we can replace 𝒞^𝑒∕𝐷 (and ℛ(𝒞^𝑒∕𝐷)) with equivalent skeletal subcategories, by choosing canonical representatives for their objects. For instance, if 𝒞 is 𝖢𝖯𝖮_⊥, we can replace an embedding 𝑒_𝑋 ∶ 𝑋 → 𝐷 with its image in 𝐷, which is isomorphic to 𝑋. Two objects in 𝒞^𝑒∕𝐷 are isomorphic if and only if their images in 𝐷 are equal. In what follows, I’ll assume that such canonical representatives exist, and that 𝐷 → 𝐷 is its own representative. By abuse of notation, I’ll identify the above categories with their skeletal equivalents.

Both 𝒞^𝑒∕𝐷 and ℛ(𝒞^𝑒∕𝐷) are CPOs: to compute the least upper bound of a chain, we simply project the chain onto 𝒞 (or ℛ), compute its bilimit, and use its canonical representative in 𝒞^𝑒∕𝐷 (or ℛ(𝒞^𝑒∕𝐷)). Moreover, these CPOs are pointed: their least elements are (1, ⊥ ∶ 1 → 𝐷) and (1, ⊥ ∶ 1 → 𝐷, ⊤). This leads to the following alternative proof.

Proof of Theorem 1.1; Kleene fixed point. Let 𝐹 ∶ 𝒞^{𝑜𝑝} × 𝒞 → 𝒞 be a 𝖢𝖯𝖮-functor. As we have seen in Section 2, we can view the admissible action of 𝐹 on ℛ as a lifting 𝐹_ℛ ∶ ℛ^{𝑜𝑝} × ℛ → ℛ. These functors give rise to functors 𝐹^𝑒 ∶ 𝒞^𝑒 → 𝒞^𝑒 and 𝐹^𝑒_ℛ ∶ ℛ^𝑒 → ℛ^𝑒 that preserve colimits of chains. We have the following commutative diagram:

ℛ^𝑒 ℛ^𝑒

𝒞^𝑒 𝒞^𝑒.

𝐹^𝑒_ℛ𝐹^𝑒

By working with canonical representatives, we can view these functors as continuous functions 𝑓 ∶ 𝒞^𝑒∕𝐷 → 𝒞^𝑒∕𝐷 and 𝑓_ℛ ∶ ℛ(𝒞^𝑒∕𝐷) → ℛ(𝒞^𝑒∕𝐷), and we can take their fixed points by Theorem 4.1. By construction, the fixed point of 𝑓 is just 𝐷, and the above diagram implies that 𝑝(𝖿𝗂𝗑(𝑓_ℛ)) = 𝖿𝗂𝗑(𝑓) = 𝐷, where 𝑝 ∶ ℛ(𝒞^𝑒∕𝐷) → 𝒞^𝑒∕𝐷 is the canonical projection. This means, after some unfolding, that the relation component of 𝖿𝗂𝗑(𝑓_ℛ) is a relation on 𝐷 that satisfies the recursive equation we are seeking.

Remark 4.2. Most categories used in domain theory have canonical representatives of embeddings—we can take the image of an embedding, as we have done above, or we can choose representatives using the axiom of choice. But if images are not available, there is another option that does not rely on the axiom of choice: to work with ̄𝒞, the Karoubi envelope of 𝒞. This category extends 𝒞 by freely splitting all idempotent arrows in 𝒞 (that is, arrows 𝑝 ∶ 𝑋 → 𝑋 such that 𝑝𝑝 = 𝑝). Roughly, this means that ̄𝒞 contains canonical image objects of all idempotents in 𝒞. In particular, we can compute the image of the idempotent 𝑓^𝑒𝑓^𝑝 determined by an embedding 𝑓^𝑒 ∶ 𝑌 → 𝑋, which yields a choice of representatives for embeddings. Moreover, ̄𝒞 (and ̄ℛ) inherit the properties of the original categories that we relied on to carry the above constructions, so our results still apply.

5 Conclusion

We have just reviewed Pitts’ framework of relational properties of domains [Pit96] and seen how it relates to other important fixed-point theorems: the inverse limit construction [SP82], Banach’s fixed-point theorem, and Kleene’s fixed point theorem. These connections are implicit in some of the existing literature, and probably already known by experts. For example, the work of Hermida and Jacobs [HJ98] presents a different method for constructing relations on recursive data types that requires lifting limits and colimits along a fibration; likewise, the proof of Pitts’ method with the inverse limit construction uses Lemma 2.3, which lifts bilimits to a relational structure. As for Banach’s fixed-point theorem, several works for reasoning about denotational models [BST09b; BST09a; Bir+11] employ similar constructions while sometimes noting that Pitts’ framework could have been used instead [BST09b]. Here, we have seen how this connection goes beyond the construction of a particular set of logical relations, and lies at the heart of Pitts’ method. It is worth noting that the connections between these fixed-point theorems go beyond the setting of relational reasoning—e.g. Thamsborg [Tha10] discusses how we can view Banach’s fixed-point theorem as an instance of Kleene’s.

Traditionally, step-indexing uses the steps in some operational semantics to define recursive relations [AM01]. In light of the connections explained above, Pitts’ construction—as well as other applications of Banach’s fixed-point theorem for denotational models [Bir+11; BST09a; BST09b; MPS86]—use a similar trick to ensure that the recursion is well-founded, but count the number of unfoldings of a recursive type instead. In this sense, guarded recursion is more general, since the notion of counting can be tied to anything that can be tracked in the execution of a program, not just the number of unfoldings of the domain equation. On the other hand, relations constructed with Pitts’ method are often cleaner then their guarded counterparts, because they do not have to mention step indices or guards explicitly.

One question that I have not explored is how this connects to variants of Pitts’ construction used for operational semantics, as developed by Birkedal and Harper [BH99] or Crary and Harper [CH07]. Such works note that the projections 𝜋_𝑖 can often be defined as regular programs in a language, and leverage this fact to adapt Pitts’ ideas to establish powerful reasoning principles for program equivalence. Like Pitts’ original construction, these works employ the Knaster-Tarski fixed-point theorem, but I believe that it might be possible to adapt their constructions to leverage other results as well. One possible connection lies in the proof of metric preservation for the Fuzz language [RP10]. Its argument employed step-indexed logical relations, but the indices of the relations tracked the number of recursive unfoldings reduced during execution rather than the number of transitions in a small-step semantics. This idea is similar to constructions by guarded recursion performed in denotational settings [BST09a; BST09b; Bir+11; MPS86], suggesting that it might be possible to obtain an alternative, operational proof of metric preservation for Fuzz along the lines of Birkedal and Harper [BH99] and Crary and Harper [CH07].

Acknowledgments

I would like to thank Lars Birkedal for useful discussions on this topic.

References

[AFJ20] Arthur Azevedo de Amorim, Matt Fredrikson, and Limin Jia. “Reconciling noninterference and gradual typing”. In: LICS ’20: 35th Annual ACM/IEEE Symposium on Logic in Computer Science, Saarbrücken, Germany, July 8-11, 2020. Ed. by Holger Hermanns et al. ACM, 2020, pp. 116– 129. isbn: 978-1-4503-7104-9. doi: 10.1145/3373718.3394778. url: https://doi.org/10.1145/3373718.3394778.

[AM01] Andrew W. Appel and David A. McAllester. “An indexed model of recursive types for foundational proof-carrying code”. In: ACM Trans. Program. Lang. Syst. 23.5 (2001), pp. 657–683. doi: 10.1145/504709.504712. url: https://doi.org/10.1145/504709.504712.

[App+07] Andrew W. Appel et al. “A very modal model of a modern, major, general type system”. In: Proceedings of the 34th ACM SIGPLAN-SIGACT Symposium on Principles of Programming Languages, POPL 2007, Nice, France, January 17-19, 2007. Ed. by Martin Hofmann and Matthias Felleisen. ACM, 2007, pp. 109–122. isbn: 1-59593-575-4. doi: 10.1145/1190216.1190235. url: https://doi.org/10.1145/1190216.1190235.

[Aze+17] Arthur Azevedo de Amorim et al. “A semantic account of metric preservation”. In: Proceedings of the 44th ACM SIGPLAN Symposium on Principles of Programming Languages, POPL 2017, Paris, France, January 18-20, 2017. Ed. by Giuseppe Castagna and Andrew D. Gordon. ACM, 2017, pp. 545–556. isbn: 978-1-4503-4660-3. doi: 10.1145/3009837.3009890. url: https://doi.org/10.1145/3009837.3009890.

[BH99] Lars Birkedal and Robert Harper. “Relational Interpretations of Recursive Types in an Operational Setting”. In: Inf. Comput. 155.1-2 (1999), pp. 3–63. doi: 10.1006/inco.1999.2828. url: https://doi.org/10.1006/inco.1999.2828.

[Bir+11] Lars Birkedal et al. “Step-indexed kripke models over recursive worlds”. In: Proceedings of the 38th ACM SIGPLAN-SIGACT Symposium on Principles of Programming Languages, POPL 2011, Austin, TX, USA, January 26-28, 2011. Ed. by Thomas Ball and Mooly Sagiv. ACM, 2011, pp. 119–132. isbn: 978-1-4503-0490-0. doi: 10.1145/1926385.1926401. url: https://doi.org/10.1145/1926385.1926401.

[BST09a] Lars Birkedal, Kristian Støvring, and Jacob Thamsborg. “Realizability Semantics of Parametric Polymorphism, General References, and Recursive Types”. In: Foundations of Software Science and Computational Structures, 12th International Conference, FOSSACS 2009, Held as Part of the Joint European Conferences on Theory and Practice of Software, ETAPS 2009, York, UK, March 22-29, 2009. Proceedings. Ed. by Luca de Alfaro. Vol. 5504. Lecture Notes in Computer Science. Springer, 2009, pp. 456–470. isbn: 978-3-642-00595-4. doi: 10.1007/978-3-642-00596-1\_32. url: https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-00596-1%5C_32.

[BST09b] Lars Birkedal, Kristian Støvring, and Jacob Thamsborg. “Relational parametricity for references and recursive types”. In: Proceedings of TLDI’09: 2009 ACM SIGPLAN International Workshop on Types in Languages Design and Implementation, Savannah, GA, USA, January 24, 2009. Ed. by Andrew Kennedy and Amal Ahmed. ACM, 2009, pp. 91– 104. isbn: 978-1-60558-420-1. doi: 10.1145/1481861.1481873. url: https://doi.org/10.1145/1481861.1481873.

[CH07] Karl Crary and Robert Harper. “Syntactic Logical Relations for Polymorphic and Recursive Types”. In: Electron. Notes Theor. Comput. Sci. 172 (2007), pp. 259–299. doi: 10.1016/j.entcs.2007.02.010. url: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.entcs.2007.02.010.

[HJ98] Claudio Hermida and Bart Jacobs. “Structural Induction and Coinduction in a Fibrational Setting”. In: Inf. Comput. 145.2 (1998), pp. 107– 152. doi: 10.1006/inco.1998.2725. url: https://doi.org/10.1006/inco.1998.2725.

[Lev02] Paul Blain Levy. “Possible World Semantics for General Storage in Call- By-Value”. In: Computer Science Logic, 16th International Workshop, CSL 2002, 11th Annual Conference of the EACSL, Edinburgh, Scotland, UK, September 22-25, 2002, Proceedings. Ed. by Julian C. Bradfield. Vol. 2471. Lecture Notes in Computer Science. Springer, 2002, pp. 232–246. isbn:

3-540-44240-5. doi: 10.1007/3-540-45793-3\_16. url: https://doi.org/10.1007/3-540-45793-3%5C_16. [MPS86] David B. MacQueen, Gordon D. Plotkin, and Ravi Sethi. “An Ideal Model for Recursive Polymorphic Types”. In: Inf. Control. 71.1/2 (1986), pp. 95– 130. doi: 10.1016/S0019-9958(86)80019-5. url: https://doi.org/10.1016/S0019-9958(86)80019-5.

[Nak00] Hiroshi Nakano. “A Modality for Recursion”. In: 15th Annual IEEE Symposium on Logic in Computer Science, Santa Barbara, California, USA, June 26-29, 2000. IEEE Computer Society, 2000, pp. 255–266. isbn:

0-7695-0725-5. doi: 10.1109/LICS.2000.855774. url: https://doi.org/10.1109/LICS.2000.855774. [Pit96] Andrew M. Pitts. “Relational Properties of Domains”. In: Inf. Comput.

127.2 (1996), pp. 66–90. doi: 10.1006/inco.1996.0052. url: https://doi.org/10.1006/inco.1996.0052. [RP10] Jason Reed and Benjamin C. Pierce. “Distance makes the types grow stronger: a calculus for differential privacy”. In: Proceeding of the 15th ACM SIGPLAN international conference on Functional programming, ICFP 2010, Baltimore, Maryland, USA, September 27-29, 2010. Ed. by Paul Hudak and Stephanie Weirich. ACM, 2010, pp. 157–168. isbn:

978-1-60558-794-3. doi: 10.1145/1863543.1863568. url: https://doi.org/10.1145/1863543.1863568. [SP82] Michael B. Smyth and Gordon D. Plotkin. “The Category-Theoretic Solution of Recursive Domain Equations”. In: SIAM J. Comput. 11.4 (1982), pp. 761–783. doi: 10.1137/0211062. url: https://doi.org/10.1137/0211062.

[Tha10] Jacob Thamsborg. “Denotational World-indexed Logical Relations and Friends”. PhD thesis. IT University of Copenhagen, 2010.

[Wan79] Mitchell Wand. “Fixed-Point Constructions in Order-Enriched Categories”. In: Theor. Comput. Sci. 8 (1979), pp. 13–30. doi: 10.1016/0304-3975(79)90053-7. url: https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-3975(79)90053-7.