arXiv:2301.09802v2 [cs.LO] 7 Apr 2023

Inductive Reasoning for Coinductive Types

ALEXANDER BAGNALL, Ohio University, USA GORDON STEWART, BedRock Systems, Inc., USA ANINDYA BANERJEE, IMDEA Software Institute, Spain

We present AlgCo (Algebraic Coinductives), a practical framework for inductive reasoning over commonly used coinductive types such as conats, streams, and infinitary trees with finite branching factor. The key idea is to exploit the notion of algebraic complete partial order from domain theory to define continuous operations over coinductive types via primitive recursion on “dense” collections of their elements, enabling a convenient strategy for reasoning about algebraic coinductives by straightforward proofs by induction. We implement the AlgCo framework in Coq and demonstrate its power by verifying a stream variant of the sieve of Eratosthenes, a regular expression library based on coinductive trie encodings of formal languages, and expected value semantics for coinductive sampling processes over discrete probability distributions in the random bit model.

1 INTRODUCTION As a tool for defining and proving correctness of computations over well-founded data, the principle of induction is intimately familiar to most computer scientists. Consequently, proof assistants like Coq and Agda provide ergonomic support for programming and proving with induction [1, 2]. The dual principle of coinduction [3], on the other hand, is not nearly as well supported.

Coinduction provides a natural means for programming with and verifying properties of infinitary structures such as conats (natural numbers extended with a “point at infinity”), streams (infinite lists) [4], and potentially nonterminating decision processes (e.g., samplers for discrete distributions compiled from probabilistic programs [5]). However, coinductive reasoning has a tendency to betray intuition, and proof assistants like Coq and Agda are designed with a noticeable bias toward induction, which can exacerbate the inherently unintuitive nature of coinduction. As a result, the use of coinduction in a proof assistant is often plagued by technical snags due to rigid syntactic guardedness conditions (limiting the range of allowable coinductive definitions), and the generation of coinduction hypotheses that interact poorly with automation tactics [4, 6]). Hur et al. proposed – and Pous later generalized [7] – parameterized coinduction (paco [6]) as a way to address rigid syntactic checks through the use of a semantic notion of guardedness. While paco substantially upgrades coinduction in Coq, it does not represent a fundamental departure from primitive coinduction.

This paper proposes an alternative strategy: instead of generalizing coinduction in Coq (e.g., as paco does to semantic guardedness), we consider a subset of coinductive types – those corresponding to algebraic CPOs [8, 9] – for which a completely different strategy can be applied for reasoning about coinductive programs that is more suited to the inherently inductive disposition of proof assistants like Coq.

To illustrate our approach, consider the problem of defining a filter operation for coinductive streams (i.e., infinite lists). In Haskell, it is possible to filter a stream by a given predicate – e.g., the stream of even numbers is given by [𝑛|𝑛 ← [0..], 𝑛‘𝑚𝑜𝑑‘2 =

0]. We can attempt to implement a similar filter operation for streams in Coq as follows:

CoFixpoint filter (P : N → B) (s : Stream N) ≜ match s with Cons n s' ⇒

if P n then Cons n (filter P s') else filter P s' end.

This definition is rejected, however, due to presence of an unguarded recursive call (not wrapped in a Cons constructor) in the ‘else’ branch. Indeed, it is a good thing that it is rejected, or else we could create a divergent term (rendering the logic of Coq inconsistent) by filtering any stream by 𝑃 := 𝜆 _. false. While there may be specific circumstances in which we could prove it safe to filter a stream by a given predicate (i.e., when the resulting stream will be “productive” [4]), we cannot do that because filter is not definable in the first place.

A common solution (taken, e.g., by Xia et al. in the interaction tree library [10]) is to add a constructor to the stream type for so-called “silent steps” (Tau nodes). Tau nodes trivially satisfy the guardedness checker – wrap unguarded co-recursive calls by applications of Tau – but lead to extra cases in definitions and proofs, and to unnecessary execution overhead. Moreover, replacing points of divergence with infinite sequences of Taus passes the responsibility of handling divergence to consumers of the stream, leading to complications in subsequent computation and analysis.

As an example of a complication of Tau, consider taking the infinite sum of a stream of reals in which Tau nodes can appear. Lacking a general induction principle for streams, we resort to a coinductive relation between streams and their sums (where R^∞_{≥0} denotes the nonnegative reals extended with +∞):

CoInductive sum : Stream R^∞_{≥0} → R^∞_{≥0} → P ≜ | sum_tau : ∀ s r, sum s r → sum (Tau s) r | sum_cons : ∀ s x r, sum s r → sum (Cons x s) (x + r).

and attempt to prove that the relation is functional:

Lemma sum_functional (s : Stream R^∞_{≥0}) (a b : R^∞_{≥0}) :

sum s a → sum s b → a = b. Proof. ... Abort. (∗ unprovable ∗) But sum_functional is unprovable because it isn’t true. The problem is that coinductive relations are interpreted as the greatest relations closed under their rules, and so tend to relate more pairs of elements than intended. E.g., the stream Ω ≜ Tau Ω is related by sum to every 𝑟 : R, so sum is clearly not a functional (i.e., deterministic) relation because, e.g., sum Ω 0 and sum Ω 1, but 0 ≠ 1). We could constrain the lemma to apply only to streams containing no infinite sequences of Taus, but then we take on the burden of proving this side condition for all of our stream constructions. Defining the sum relation via paco does not help because it suffers from the same fundamental problem, being defined as the greatest fixed point of a monotone functional.

We take an alternative approach (similar to that in [11]) for defining sum inspired by domain theory. We first define an inductive analogue of sum on lists:

Fixpoint lsum (l : List R^∞_{≥0}) : R^∞_{≥0} ≜ match l with | nil ⇒ 0 | cons x l' ⇒ x + lsum l' end.

and then for 𝑠 : StreamR^∞_{≥0} we define sum𝑠 : R^∞_{≥0} ≜ sup{lsum𝑙 | 𝑙 is a finite prefix of 𝑠}. This definition of sum maps every stream to a unique element of R^∞_{≥0}, even in the presence of Tau nodes. We may ask: under what conditions is it possible to define functional mappings on coinductives in this way? For the answer we turn to a fundamental result of domain theory (Lemma 12):

- R^∞_{≥0} is a CPO (complete partial order), - Stream R^∞_{≥0} is an algebraic CPO, - and nsum is monotone.

We call sum the continuous extension of lsum. It is continuous by construction, and many proofs about it (specifically, proofs of continuous properties, see Section 2.5) can be reduced to straightforward proofs by induction over lists. Moreover, every continuous function from streams into R^∞_{≥0} (or indeed, from any algebraic CPO into another CPO) can be obtained in this way, that is, as the continuous extension of a monotone function over finite elements.

A basic connection between coinductive types and CPOs that can be understood as follows: A coinductive type, interpreted as the final coalgebra of a given functor [12], is equipped (by finality) with a canonical introduction principle for defining elements of the type. The completeness property of a CPO can likewise be viewed as a kind of introduction principle for which elements of the CPO are introduced as suprema of directed sets of approximations. Thus coinductive types naturally form CPOs (e.g., the type of streams can be seen as the “completion” of the type of lists wrt. suprema of directed sets [13]). Furthermore, by exploiting algebraicity (the existence of a dense compact subset) of the domain and completeness of the codomain (in this case Stream R^∞_{≥0} and R^∞_{≥0}, respectively), we are able to provide a continuous elimination principle for algebraic domains (Lemma 12) for defining continuous functions like filter and sum as well as continuous predicates and relations (Section 2.5) over them.

While the theory of algebraic CPOs is well known to domain theorists [9], the practical implications of its connection to coinductive types appear under-appreciated. We are not aware of any prior work to explicitly draw this connection and elaborate on its practical applications in a theorem proving environment. The main contribution of the present paper is thus to elucidate the power and generality of the concept of algebraic CPOs by providing a comprehensive framework (AlgCo, short for Algebraic Coinductives) for programming and proving with continuous functions in Coq over the class of coinductive types forming algebraic CPOs (including commonly used structures such as conats, streams, and infinitary trees), and demonstrating its utility on a handful of interesting use cases including the semantics of probabilistic programming languages (Section 6). In Section 4.1, we show that the aforementioned filter operation can be defined with the tools of AlgCo without the need for Tau nodes at all.

1.1 Contributions This paper makes the following contributions:

Concept. We describe AlgCo (short for Algebraic Coinductives): a comprehensive type-theoretic framework for programming with continuous functions over a class of structures known as algebraic CPOs. AlgCo allows definitions and proofs over algebraic CPOs to be reduced to primitive recursion and proofs by induction over finite approximations. We provide an implementation of the theory in Coq called AlgCo.

Technical. The technical contributions of this paper include:

- an introduction to the basic concepts and proof principles of algebraic coinductives (Section 2), - a framework for lazy coiteration with conats (Section 3), - a library for reasoning about coinductive streams, with application to a formally verified sieve of Eratosthenes (Section 4), - verified regular expression matchers based on coinductive tries (Section 5), and - a library for reasoning about coinductive binary trees, with application to (realvalued) expected value semantics of potentially nonterminating sampling processes in the random bit model (Section 6), culminating in a theorem showing equidistribution of generated samples wrt. that semantics (Theorem 69).

Source Code. Embedded hyperlinks in the PDF point to the underlying Coq sources.

1.2 Limitations Continuous extensions such as sum : Stream R^∞_{≥0} → R^∞_{≥0} are defined via a nonconstructive supremum operator (see Section 2.1) and thus are not computable in general. In some special cases, however, including lazy coiteration (Section 3.1) and cofolds (Section 4.1)), we provide Haskell extraction primitives that are useful in practice. Section 4.5 discusses computability in more detail.

The techniques described in this paper apply only to types forming algebraic CPOs. While this includes many useful coinductive types such as streams and infinitary binary trees, there exist many interesting types for which it does not apply, e.g., trees that are infinite in both depth and breadth.

Axiomatic Base. We extend the type theory of Coq with excluded middle, constructive indefinite description, and functional extensionality [15, 16]. We also use Coq’s axiomatic real number library and extensionality axioms (e.g., Axiom 1 in Section 3) for coinductive types (see Appendix B).

2 ALGEBRAIC COINDUCTIVES AlgCo is a formal framework for defining and reasoning about Scott-continuous functions on a class of structures known as algebraic CPOs (Section 2.2). Examples of algebraic CPOs include conats (Example 17), streams [3, 4] (Section 4), countable sets, and infinitary trees with fixed and finite branching factor (Section 6).

Much of the basic theory underlying the framework of algebraic coinductives is well-known and can be studied in classic texts on domain theory [9, 17]. However, some of its practical implications for formal verification in type theory remain unexplored. In this section, we show how a fundamental result about algebraic CPOs (Lemma 12) gives rise to a powerful framework for programming with coinductive types in Coq.

2.1 Domain Theory We begin with a quick tour of some definitions from order and domain theory upon which the rest of the paper depends.

Definition 1 (Ordered type). An ordered type (or partial order) is a type 𝐴 with an order relation ⊑_𝐴 that is reflexive and transitive.

We often view ⊑_𝐴 as an approximation relation, such that 𝑎 ⊑ 𝑏 when 𝑎 is a somehow coarser or less defined version of 𝑏. An ordered type 𝐴 is said to be pointed when it contains a bottom element ⊥_𝐴 such that ∀ 𝑎 : 𝐴, ⊥_𝐴 ⊑_𝐴 𝑎. 𝐴 may also have a top element ⊤_𝐴 such that ∀ 𝑎 : 𝐴, 𝑎 ⊑_𝐴 ⊤_𝐴. We often omit the subscripts on ⊑_𝐴 and ⊥_𝐴 when the ordered type 𝐴 is clear from context.

Definition 2 (Order equivalence). Elements 𝑥 and 𝑦 of ordered type 𝐴 are orderequivalent, written 𝑥 ≃ 𝑦, when 𝑥 ⊑ 𝑦 and 𝑦 ⊑ 𝑥.

Definition 3 (Directed set). For index type 𝐼 and ordered type 𝐴, a collection 𝑈 : 𝐼 → 𝐴 is directed when ∀ 𝑖 𝑗 : 𝐼, ∃ 𝑘 : 𝐼, 𝑈 𝑖 ⊑ 𝑈 𝑘 ∧ 𝑈 𝑗 ⊑ 𝑈 𝑘, or downward-directed when ∀ 𝑖 𝑗 : 𝐼, ∃ 𝑘 : 𝐼, 𝑈 𝑘 ⊑ 𝑈 𝑖 ∧ 𝑈 𝑘 ⊑ 𝑈 𝑗.

Intuitively, a directed set is one in which all elements are ultimately approximating the same thing. This leads to a natural notion of convergence: a directed set “converges” to its supremum whenever it exists. A special case of directed set is that of 𝜔-chain:

Definition 4 (𝜔-chain). For ordered type 𝐴, a collection 𝐶 : N → 𝐴 is an 𝜔-chain when ∀ 𝑖 𝑗 : N, 𝑖 ≤ 𝑗 ⇒ 𝐶 𝑖 ⊑ 𝐶 𝑗.

Definition 5 (Complete partial order). An ordered type 𝐴 is a complete partial order (CPO) when every directed𝑈 : N → 𝐴 has a supremum, or a lower-complete partial order (lCPO) when every downward-directed 𝑉 : N → 𝐴 has an infimum. We say that 𝐴 is a d-lattice when it is both a CPO and lCPO.

Our choice to specialize to countable directed sets is an artifact of the formalization. We could work with 𝜔-CPOs instead (where every 𝜔-chain has a supremum) but it is generally easier to construct directed sets than 𝜔-chains (e.g., every collection of real numbers is trivially directed).

Remark 1 (P is a d-lattice). The type P of propositions ordered by implication (i.e., 𝑃 ⊑ 𝑄 ⇐⇒ 𝑃 ⇒ 𝑄) is a d-lattice with bottom ⊥ and top ⊤ where for any 𝑈 : 𝐼 → P (not necessarily (downward-)directed), sup (𝑈 ) ≜ ∃ 𝑖.𝑈 𝑖 and inf (𝑈 ) ≜ ∀ 𝑖.𝑈 𝑖.

Remark 2 (B is a d-lattice). The type B of Booleans is a d-lattice with bottom false and top true.

Remark 3 (R^∞_{≥0} is a d-lattice). The type R^∞_{≥0} of nonnegative extended reals is a dlattice with bottom 0 and top +∞.

Definition 6 (Monotone). For ordered types 𝐴 and 𝐵, a function 𝑓 : 𝐴 → 𝐵 is monotone when ∀ 𝑥 𝑦 : 𝐴, 𝑥 ⊑ 𝑦 ⇒ 𝑓 𝑥 ⊑ 𝑓 𝑦, or antimonotone when ∀ 𝑥 𝑦 : 𝐴, 𝑥 ⊑ 𝑦 ⇒ 𝑓 𝑦 ⊑ 𝑓 𝑥.

Definition 7 (Continuous). For ordered types 𝐴 and 𝐵, a function 𝑓 : 𝐴 → 𝐵 is continuous when for every directed set 𝑈 : N → 𝐴, 𝑓 (sup𝑈 ) = sup (𝑓 ∘ 𝑈 ), or cocontinuous when 𝑓 (sup 𝑈 ) = inf (𝑓 ∘ 𝑈 ).

Note that (co-)continuity implies (anti)monotonicity.

Definition 8 (Lower-continuous). For ordered types 𝐴 and 𝐵, a function 𝑓 : 𝐴 → 𝐵 is lower-continuous (l-continuous) when for every downward-directed set 𝑈 : N → 𝐴, 𝑓 (inf 𝑈 ) = inf (𝑓 ∘ 𝑈 ), or l-cocontinuous when 𝑓 (inf 𝑈 ) = sup (𝑓 ∘ 𝑈 ).

Computing Suprema. Suprema of directed sets are not generally computable. However, we can use the axioms of indefinite description and excluded middle [15] to define a sup (inf) operator (special cases of Hilbert’s epsilon operator [18]) allowing succinct expression of suprema (infima) in a classical style within computational contexts in Coq [16]. We define sup : (N → 𝐴) → 𝐴 such that sup 𝑓 is the supremum of any directed 𝑓 : N → 𝐴, and inf : (N → 𝐴) → 𝐴 such that inf 𝑓 is the infimum of any downward-directed 𝑓 : N → 𝐴. Any attempt to compute with these operators will become blocked [19], but in some special cases, they can be implemented by extraction primitives for lazy execution in Haskell (see Section 4.5 for discussion).

2.2 Algebraic CPOs A CPO is traditionally said to be algebraic when it contains a subset of “basis” elements that can be used to approximate any element of the domain [9]. These basis elements are required to be compact:

Definition 9 (Compact element). Let 𝐴 be an ordered type. An element 𝑥 : 𝐴 is compact when for every directed collection 𝑈 : N → 𝐴 such that sup (𝑈 ) = 𝑥, we have ∃ 𝑖,𝑈 𝑖 = 𝑥.

A compact element 𝑥 : 𝐴, while not necessarily finite, is finitely approximable, i.e., any directed set “converging” to 𝑥 contains a finite subset that also converges to 𝑥 (see Section 5 for an algebraic CPO whose basis elements are compact but not finite). A type 𝐴 is compact when every 𝑥 : 𝐴 is compact. Compactness is essential because it coincides with the presence of an induction principle; a key idea of this paper is to reduce reasoning about continuous functions over coinductive types to inductive reasoning over basis elements (see, e.g., Lemmas 33, 34, 65, 66 and Theorems 37, 38).

We adapt the traditional definition of algebraicity to a type-theoretic framework by saying that a CPO 𝐴 is algebraic when there exists a basis type 𝐵 that can be injected into 𝐴 (hence is like a subset of 𝐴) and is “dense” in 𝐴, i.e., all elements of 𝐴 can be obtained as suprema of directed collections of elements in 𝐵 injected into 𝐴.

Definition 10 (Dense). Let 𝐴 be a CPO and 𝐵 an ordered type. 𝐵 is dense in 𝐴 when there exist continuous operations

incl_{B,A} : 𝐵 → 𝐴 idl_{B,A} : 𝐴 → N → 𝐵

such that for all 𝑎 : 𝐴,

idl_{B,A} 𝑎 is an 𝜔-chain, and sup (incl_{B,A} ∘ idl_{B,A} 𝑎) = 𝑎.

The idl operator (read “ideal”) applied to element 𝑥 : 𝐴 produces an 𝜔-chain of basis elements whose injections into 𝐴 converge to 𝑥. Strictly speaking, we should only require idl to produce directed sets, but we choose to constrain to 𝜔-chains in hopes of developing a useful notion of general computability of continuous extensions in the future. We omit the subscripts on idl and incl when they are clear from context.

Definition 11 (Algebraic CPO). Let 𝐴 be a CPO and 𝐵 an ordered type. 𝐴 is an algebraic CPO (aCPO) with basis 𝐵 when 𝐵 is compact and dense in 𝐴.

We let B(𝐴) denote the basis of algebraic CPO 𝐴. Algebraic CPOs are closed under the formation of products and sums. The type 𝐴 → 𝐶 is an algebraic CPO when 𝐴 is finite and 𝐶 is an algebraic CPO.

2.3 Continuous Extensions A key idea of the AlgCo framework is to define continuous functions on algebraic CPOs as continuous extensions of simpler monotone functions on basis elements, characterized by the following lemma (based on [9, Lemma 5.24]):

Lemma 12 (Continuous extension). Let 𝐴 be an algebraic CPO, 𝐶 a CPO, and 𝑓 : B(𝐴) → 𝐶 a monotone function. Then, there exists a unique continuous function 𝑓^{co} : 𝐴 → 𝐶 (the continuous extension of basis function 𝑓 ) such that 𝑓^{co} ∘ incl = 𝑓 . I.e., the following diagram commutes:

B(𝐴)

𝐴 𝐶 𝑓incl!𝑓^{co}

The main aspects of Lemma 12 are two-fold:

Existence. Any monotone function 𝑓 : B(𝐴) → 𝐶 defined on the basis of an algebraic CPO can be extended to a continuous function 𝑓^{co} : 𝐴 → 𝐶 on the whole domain 𝐴.

Uniqueness. The extension is unique. Any continuous function completing the diagram must be equal to 𝑓^{co}.

Existence of 𝑓^{co} constitutes a continuous elimination scheme for algebraic CPOs: to define a continuous function on algebraic CPO 𝐴, it suffices instead to define a monotone basis function 𝑓 : B(𝐴) → 𝐶 (typically by induction, (see Sections 4 and 6)) and extend it to 𝑓^{co} : 𝐴 → 𝐶.

Moreover, uniqueness of 𝑓^{co} implies that every continuous function 𝑔 : 𝐴 → 𝐶 can be represented as a continuous extension 𝑓^{co} : 𝐴 → 𝐶 for some monotone basis function 𝑓 : B(𝐴) → 𝐶, namely 𝑓 = 𝑔 ∘ incl (see Corollary 73).

Lemma 12 tells us that the continuous functions on algebraic CPOs are precisely the functions that can be “easily” defined (as extensions of basis functions), and entails a collection of useful proof principles (e.g., Lemma 13, Theorem 14, and more in Appendix A) for reasoning about them. For example, the following lemma is often useful for proving equivalence of continuous extensions:

Lemma 13 (Equivalence of continuous extensions). Let 𝐴 be an algebraic CPO, 𝐶 any CPO, and 𝑓 : B(𝐴) → 𝐶 and 𝑔 : B(𝐴) → 𝐶 monotone functions on the basis of 𝐴. Then, 𝑓 = 𝑔 ⇒ 𝑓^{co} = 𝑔^{co}.

Lemma 13 is extremely useful in practice: to show 𝑓^{co}𝑎 = 𝑔^{co}𝑎 for all 𝑎 : 𝐴, it suffices to show 𝑓 𝑏 = 𝑔 𝑏 for all 𝑏 : B(𝐴), which can often be proved by straightforward induction.

Besides the fact that continuous extensions are continuous (which should not be understated since ad hoc proofs of continuity are often difficult and time consuming), we have a fusion law for continuous extensions:

Theorem 14 (Fusion). Let 𝐴 be an algebraic CPO, 𝐵 and 𝐶 CPOs, 𝑓 : B(𝐴) → 𝐵 a monotone function, and 𝑔 : 𝐵 → 𝐶 a continuous function. Then, 𝑔 ∘ 𝑓^{co} = (𝑔 ∘ 𝑓 )^{co}.

2.4 Cocontinuous Extensions We can also obtain cocontinuous functions over an algebraic CPO as cocontinuous extensions of antimonotone basis functions. Every proof principle for continuous extensions has an analogue for cocontinuous extensions.

2.5 (Co-)continuous Properties Continuous functions with codomain P are called continuous properties. Continuous properties on an algebraic CPO 𝐴 can be defined as continuous extensions of monotone properties on B(𝐴). Specializing the definition of monotonicity to algebraic CPO 𝐴 and codomain P, we see that a property 𝑃 : B(𝐴) → P is monotone when:

𝑥 ⊑ 𝑦 ⇒ 𝑃 𝑥 ⇒ 𝑃 𝑦.

I.e., 𝑃 is monotone when its holding on some approximation 𝑥 implies its holding on all further refinements of 𝑥 (all 𝑦 such that 𝑥 ⊑ 𝑦). What then does it mean for a property to be continuous? Recalling that a function 𝑓 : 𝐴 → 𝐵 is 𝜔-continuous when for every 𝜔-chain 𝐶 : N → 𝐴, 𝑓 (sup 𝐶) ≃ sup (𝑓 ∘ 𝐶), specialized to 𝑃^{co} : 𝐴 → P: 𝑃^{co} (sup 𝐶) ⇐⇒ sup (𝑃^{co} ∘ 𝐶) or, equivalently (by Definition 10 and Remark 1): 𝑃^{co} 𝑎 ⇐⇒ ∃𝑖. 𝑃 (idl 𝑎 𝑖). (1) We see that the property 𝑃^{co} holds on element 𝑎 : 𝐴 if and only if its restriction to B(𝐴) holds for some approximation of 𝑎. This leads us to the definition of continuous property:

Definition 15 (Continuous property). Let 𝐴 be an algebraic CPO. A predicate 𝑃 : 𝐴 → P is a continuous property on 𝐴 when for all 𝑎 : 𝐴: 𝑃 𝑎 ⇐⇒ ∃𝑖. 𝑃 (incl (idl 𝑎 𝑖)).

It follows that continuous extensions of decidable properties are semi-decidable. We also have the dual notion of cocontinuous properties:

Definition 16 (Cocontinuous property). Let 𝐴 be an algebraic CPO. A predicate 𝑃 : 𝐴 → P is a cocontinuous property on 𝐴 when for all 𝑎 : 𝐴: 𝑃 𝑎 ⇐⇒ ∀𝑖. 𝑃 (incl (idl 𝑎 𝑖)).

3 CONATS Our first concrete example of a coinductive algebraic CPO is the type N^{co} of conats, the natural numbers extended with a “point at infinity” 𝜔_N.

Definition 17 (N^{co} (conat)). Define the type N^{co} of conats coinductively by the formation rules: conat-zero cozero : N^{co} conat-succ 𝑛 : N^{co} cosucc 𝑛 : N^{co} Definition 18 (𝜔_N). Define the infinite conat 𝜔_N coinductively: 𝜔_N ≜ cosucc 𝜔_N The order relation on N^{co} is the usual ordering of natural numbers extended so that 𝑛 ⊑ 𝜔_N for all 𝑛 : N^{co}. To obviate the need for excessive reliance of generalized rewriting [20], we introduce an extensionality axiom entailing propositional equality from order equivalence. The same is done for coinductive types of streams, trees, and tries in Sections 4, 5, and 6, respectively (see Appendix B for discussion). Axiom 1 (Conat extensionality). ∀ 𝑛 𝑚 : N^{co}, 𝑛 ≃_Nco 𝑚 ⇒ 𝑛 = 𝑚.

The type N of natural numbers serves as a compact basis for N^{co}, where the inclusion map incl_{N,N}co : N → N^{co} injects natural numbers into N^{co}, and idl_{N,N}co : N^{co} → N → N generates convergent chains of finite approximations of conats.

Remark 4 (N is compact).

Remark 5 (N is dense in N^{co}). For all 𝑛 : N^{co}, idl 𝑛 is an 𝜔-chain, 𝑎𝑛𝑑 sup (incl ∘ idl 𝑛) = 𝑛.

Remark 6 (N^{co} is a pointed algebraic CPO with bottom element cozero and basis N).

3.1 Unlimited Fuel When a function is not inductive on the structure of any of its arguments, a common trick is to define it instead by induction on a separate N argument (the fuel), and ensure that enough fuel is always provided for the function to complete its task. We define fueled computations via the following ‘iter’ construction that, starting from initial element 𝑧, repeatedly applies a function 𝑓 until exhausting the fuel.

Definition 19 (iter). For type 𝐴, 𝑧 : 𝐴, 𝑓 : 𝐴 → 𝐴, and 𝑛 : N, define iter 𝑧 𝑓 𝑛 : 𝐴 by induction on 𝑛: iter 𝑧 𝑓 : N → 𝐴 O ≜ 𝑧 S 𝑛 ≜ 𝑓 (iter 𝑓 𝑛)

By taking the continuous extension of a fueled iteration, we extend its domain to include 𝜔_N, allowing it to be supplied an unlimited amount of fuel!

Definition 20 (coiter). For pointed type 𝐴 and 𝑓 : 𝐴 → 𝐴, define coiter 𝑓 : N^{co} → 𝐴 by: coiter 𝑓 ≜ (iter ⊥_𝐴 𝑓 )^{co}.

We call this technique lazy coiteration, and use it to implement the Kleene closure operator on a coinductive encoding of regular languages in Section 5.1.

4 STREAMS In this section we define streams (or colists) as a coinductive algebraic CPO (Definition 21), define a number of essential operations and predicates over them (including the oft-problematic ‘filter’ operation) (Section 4.1), and illustrate the use of the basic proof principles of AlgCo to reason about streams (Section 4.2), culminating in the verification of a coinductive variant of the sieve of Eratosthenes (Section 4.4).

Streams as an Algebraic CPO. Our definition of coinductive lists deviates slightly from the standard definition of streams (e.g., [4]) by inclusion of a bottom element:

Definition 21 (Streams). Define the type L^∗_𝐴 of streams with element type 𝐴 coinductively by the formation rules:

stream-bot

⊥_L∗_𝐴 : L^∗_𝐴 stream-cons 𝑎 : 𝐴 𝑙 : L^∗_𝐴 cocons 𝑎 𝑙 : L^∗_𝐴

We are careful not to regard ⊥_L∗_𝐴 as simply a nil constructor for streams, viewing it instead as the undefined or divergent stream which loops forever producing no output. Streams are ordered by a straightforward structural prefix relation:

Definition 22 (Stream order). Define ⊑_L∗_𝐴 : L^∗_𝐴 → L^∗_𝐴 → P coinductively by the inference rules: ⊑_L∗_𝐴 -bot 𝑙 : L^∗_𝐴 ⊥_L∗_𝐴 ⊑_L∗_𝐴 𝑙

⊑_L∗_𝐴 -cons 𝑎 : 𝐴 𝑙_1 ⊑_L∗_𝐴 𝑙_2 cocons 𝑎 𝑙_1 ⊑_L∗_𝐴 cocons 𝑎 𝑙_2

Intuitively, we have 𝑙_1 ⊑_L∗_𝐴 𝑙_2 when either 𝑙_1 is a ⊥-terminated finite approximation of 𝑙_2, or 𝑙_1 and 𝑙_2 are equal. A compact basis for L^∗_𝐴 is given by the inductive type L_𝐴 of lists (with constructors nil and cons) with prefix ordering:

Definition 23 (List order). Define ⊑_{L𝐴} : L_𝐴 → L_𝐴 → P inductively by the inference rules:

⊑_{L𝐴} -nil 𝑙 : L_𝐴 nil ⊑_{L𝐴} 𝑙

⊑_{L𝐴} -cons 𝑎 : 𝐴 𝑙_1 ⊑_{L𝐴} 𝑙_2 cons 𝑎 𝑙_1 ⊑_{L𝐴} cons 𝑎 𝑙_2

Remark 7 (L_𝐴 is compact).

Remark 8 (L_𝐴 is dense in L^∗_𝐴). Let 𝐴 be a type. Then, for all 𝑎 : L^∗_𝐴, idl𝑎 is an 𝜔-chain and sup (incl ∘ idl 𝑎) = 𝑎.

Remarks 7 and 8 show that L_𝐴 is a compact basis for L^∗_𝐴. Furthermore, we have ⊥_L∗_𝐴 ⊑ 𝑙 for all 𝑙 : L^∗_𝐴, and thus:

Remark 9 (L^∗_𝐴 is a pointed algebraic CPO with basis L_𝐴).

Example 24 (nats). For 𝑛 : N, define the stream nats 𝑛 : L^∗_N of natural numbers starting from 𝑛 coinductively by: nats 𝑛 ≜ cocons 𝑛 (nats (S 𝑛))

4.1 Cofolds Many continuous extensions over streams share a common computational structure. In this section we define an abstraction over this common pattern (“cofolds”) and use it to derive definitions and computation rules for standard operations on streams. In Section 4.5 we provide an extraction primitive for cofolds for lazy execution in Haskell. The basis of cofolds is the standard right-associative fold operator on lists:

Definition 25 (fold). For types 𝐴 and 𝐵, 𝑧 : 𝐵, 𝑓 : 𝐴 → 𝐵 → 𝐵, and 𝑙 : L_𝐴, define fold 𝑧 𝑓 𝑙 : 𝐵 by induction on 𝑙: fold 𝑧 𝑓 : L_𝐴 → 𝐵 nil ≜ 𝑧 cons 𝑎 𝑙 ≜ 𝑓 𝑎 (fold 𝑓 𝑙)

Operations of the form fold 𝑧 𝑓 are often called catamorphisms [21], or simply folds. We introduce cofolds: continuous functions on streams of the form (fold ⊥ 𝑓 )^{co} for monotone 𝑓 , and anticofolds (written ĉofold): cocontinuous functions of the form (fold ⊤ 𝑓 )^{ĉo} for antimonotone 𝑓 .

Definition 26 (cofold). For type 𝐴, pointed type 𝐵, and 𝑓 : 𝐴 → 𝐵 → 𝐵, define cofold 𝑓 : L^∗_𝐴 → 𝐵 by: cofold 𝑓 ≜ (fold ⊥_𝐵 𝑓 )^{co} or when 𝐵 has a top element ⊤_𝐵 , define ĉofold 𝑓 : L^∗_𝐴 → 𝐵: ĉofold 𝑓 ≜ (fold ⊤_𝐵 𝑓 )^{ĉo}.

cofold 𝑓 is continuous when 𝑓 is monotone, and ĉofold 𝑓 is cocontinuous when 𝑓 is antimonotone. Cofold computation. The following generic computation lemma can be used to derive computation rules for cofolds.

Lemma 27 (cofold computation). Let 𝐴 be a type, 𝐵 an ordered type, and 𝑓 : 𝐴 → 𝐵 → 𝐵. Then, if 𝐵 is a pointed CPO and 𝑓 𝑎 is continuous for every 𝑎, cofold 𝑓 (cocons 𝑎 𝑙) ≃ 𝑓 𝑎 (cofold 𝑓 𝑙) or if 𝐵 is an lCPO with a top element and 𝑓 𝑎 is l-continuous for every 𝑎, ĉofold 𝑓 (cocons 𝑎 𝑙) ≃ 𝑓 𝑎 (ĉofold 𝑓 𝑙).

Recall that ‘≃‘ stands for order-equivalence (Definition 2), which often implies propositional equality (e.g., for R^∞_{≥0} by antisymmetry and N^{co} by Axiom 1).

Example cofolds. Here we present some illustrative cofolds over streams and derive their computation rules from Lemma 27. We sometimes give explicit names to the basis functions being extended to make proofs about them more readable (e.g., Definition 32 and Lemma 33). Our first example is the cofold length_L∗_A mapping cotrees to N^{co} such that the length of any infinite stream is equal to 𝜔_N.

Definition 28 (length_L∗_A ). For type 𝐴, define length_L∗_A : L^∗_𝐴 → N^{co} ≜ (foldcozero(𝜆_.cosucc))^{co}, with computation rule:

length_L∗_A (cocons _ 𝑙) = cosucc (length_L∗_A 𝑙).

Quantifying Predicates Over Streams. Existential quantification over streams is given by the continuous predicate:

Definition 29 (∃^{co}_𝑃 ). For type 𝐴 and predicate 𝑃 : 𝐴 → P, define ∃^{co}_𝑃 : L^∗_𝐴 → P ≜ (fold ⊥ (𝜆𝑎. 𝜆𝑄. 𝑃 𝑎 ∨ 𝑄))^{co}, with derived introduction and elimination rules:

∃^{co}_𝑃 -intro-1 𝑃 𝑎 𝑙 : L^∗_𝐴 ∃^{co}_𝑃 (cocons 𝑎 𝑙)

∃^{co}_𝑃 -intro-2 𝑎 : 𝐴 ∃^{co}_𝑃 𝑙 ∃^{co}_𝑃 (cocons 𝑎 𝑙)

∃^{co}_𝑃 -elim ∃^{co}_𝑃 (cocons 𝑎 𝑙) 𝑃 𝑎 ∨ ∃^{co}_𝑃 𝑙 and universal quantification by the cocontinuous predicate:

Definition 30 (∀^{ĉo}_𝑃 ). For type 𝐴 and predicate 𝑃 : 𝐴 → P, define ∀^{ĉo}_𝑃 : L^∗_𝐴 → P ≜ (fold ⊤ (𝜆𝑎. 𝜆𝑄. 𝑃 𝑎 ∧ 𝑄))^{ĉo}, with derived introduction and elimination rules:

∀^{ĉo}_𝑃 -intro

𝑃 𝑎 ∀^{ĉo}_𝑃 𝑙 ∀^{ĉo}_𝑃 (cocons 𝑎 𝑙)

∀^{ĉo}_𝑃 -elim-1 ∀^{ĉo}_𝑃 (cocons 𝑎 𝑙) 𝑃 𝑎 ∀^{ĉo}_𝑃 -elim-2 ∀^{ĉo}_𝑃 (cocons 𝑎 𝑙) ∀^{ĉo}_𝑃 𝑙 Definitions 29 and 30 are used to prove the correctness properties of the sieve of Eratosthenes in Theorems 37 and 38.

Order Relation as Continuous Extension. Although a primitive order relation on streams must have already been defined (Definition 22) to gain access to the machinery of the AlgCo framework in the first place, we can re-define it as a continuous extension and prove it equivalent to the original.

Definition 31 (⊑^{ĉo}_{L𝐴} ). For type 𝐴, define ⊑^{ĉo}_{L𝐴} : L^∗_𝐴 → L^∗_𝐴 → P where ⊑_{L𝐴} :L_𝐴 → L^∗_𝐴 ≜

fold (𝜆_. ⊤) (𝜆𝑎. 𝜆𝑓 . 𝜆𝑙. match 𝑙 with | ⊥_L∗_𝐴 ⇒ ⊥ | cocons 𝑏 𝑙^′ ⇒ 𝑎 = 𝑏 ∧ 𝑓 𝑙^′ end)

Remark 10 (⊑^{ĉo}_{L𝐴} coincides with ⊑_L∗_𝐴 ). Let 𝐴 be a type. Then, ∀ 𝑙_1 𝑙_2 : L^∗_𝐴, 𝑙_1 ⊑^{ĉo}_{L𝐴} 𝑙_2 ⇐⇒ 𝑙_1 ⊑_L∗_𝐴 𝑙_2.

Definition 31 is often more convenient in practice than the primitive order relation (Definition 22) due to being fuseable (by Theorem 14) with other continuous extensions.

Cofilter. Filtering a coinductive stream by a given predicate is a notoriously awkward exercise, typically requiring the stream type to be extended with a special constructor for so-called “silent-steps” (as in, e.g., [10], inducing significant definitional clutter and performance overhead), or the use of complicated mixed well-founded induction-coinduction schemes as in [22]. We easily define filter as a cofold:

Definition 32 (filter_L∗_A ). For type 𝐴 and 𝑓 : 𝐴 → B, define filter_L∗_A 𝑓 : L^∗_𝐴 → L^∗_𝐴 ≜ (filter_{LA} 𝑓 )^{co}, where:

filter_{LA} 𝑓 ≜ fold ⊥ (𝜆𝑎. 𝜆𝑙. if 𝑓 𝑎 then cocons 𝑎 𝑙 else 𝑙)

with computation rule:

filter_L∗_A 𝑓 (cocons 𝑎 𝑙) =

if𝑓 𝑎 then cocons 𝑎 (filter_L∗_A 𝑓 𝑙) else filter_L∗_A 𝑓 𝑙.

4.2 Proving with Fusion Here we illustrate the use of AlgCo to prove commutativity of filter_L∗_A . First we use Theorem 14 to fuse both sides of the equation, and then we apply Lemma 13 to reduce the proof to induction over basis elements.

Lemma 33 (filter_L∗_A is commutative). Let 𝐴 be a type and 𝑓 , 𝑔 : 𝐴 → B. Then, ∀ 𝑙 : L^∗_𝐴, filter_L∗_A 𝑓 (filter_L∗_A 𝑔 𝑙) = filter_L∗_A 𝑔 (filter_L∗_A 𝑓 𝑙).

Proof. Unfolding the definition of filter_L∗_A , we wish to show: filter_L∗_A 𝑓 ∘ (filter_{LA} 𝑔)^{co} = filter_L∗_A 𝑔 ∘ (filter_{LA} 𝑓 )^{co}.

We first fuse both sides of the equation by Theorem 14: (filter_L∗_A 𝑓 ∘ filter_{LA} 𝑔)^{co} = (filter_L∗_A 𝑔 ∘ filter_{LA} 𝑓 )^{co} which then follows by Corollary 13 from:

∀ 𝑙 : L_𝐴, filter_L∗_A 𝑓 (filter_{LA} 𝑔 𝑙) = filter_L∗_A 𝑔 (filter_{LA} 𝑓 𝑙) which follows by straightforward induction on 𝑙 and application of the filter_L∗_A computation rule (Definition 32). □ 4.3 Proving (Co-)Continuous Properties A surprising but elegant feature of the AlgCo framework is that by considering predicates over algebraic CPOs as a special case of continuous functions, we can easily compose them with continuous extensions and greatly simplify their proofs via fusion. To illustrate, let us prove that filter_L∗_A 𝑃 preserves ∀^{ĉo}_𝑄 for any 𝑃 and 𝑄: Lemma 34 (filter_L∗_A preserves ∀^{ĉo}_𝑄 ). Let 𝐴 be a type, 𝑃 : 𝐴 → P, 𝑄 : 𝐴 → P, and 𝑠 : L^∗_𝐴 such that ∀^{ĉo}_𝑄 𝑠. Then, ∀^{ĉo}_𝑄 (filter_L∗_A 𝑃 𝑠).

Proof. Unfolding the definition of filter_L∗_A , the goal becomes: ∀^{ĉo}_𝑄 ((filter_{LA} 𝑃)^{co} 𝑠).

By fusion this is equivalent to: (∀_𝑄 ∘ filter_{LA} 𝑃)^{ĉo} 𝑠 which by ĉo-intro (Definition 16) follows from: ∀𝑖 : N, ∀_𝑄 (filter_{LA} 𝑃 (idl 𝑠 𝑖)).

Fix 𝑖. By the fact that ∀𝑙 : L_𝐴, ∀_𝑄𝑙 ⇒ ∀^{ĉo}_𝑄 (filter_{LA} 𝑃𝑙) (by straightforward induction on 𝑙), it suffices to show: ∀_𝑄 (idl 𝑠 𝑖) which follows by ĉo-elim (Definition 16) from ∀^{ĉo}_𝑄 𝑠. □

4.4 Sieve of Eratosthenes The sieve of Eratosthenes is an ancient algorithm for generating a sequence of prime numbers up to a given limit. An infinitary variant of the sieve (sometimes called “the unfaithful sieve” [23]), while often used to demonstrate the elegance of lazy functional programming, is difficult to replicate in a sound type theory (such as Coq’s) due to its use of the filter operation on streams. We define the sieve as a monotone function on lists continuously extended to streams:

Definition 35 (sieve). Define sieve : L^∗_Z ≜ sieve_aux (nats 2), where:

sieve_aux : L^∗_Z → L^∗_Z ≜ sieve_aux_{LA}^{co}, where

sieve_aux_{LA} ≜ fold ⊥_L∗_Z (𝜆𝑛. 𝜆𝑙. cocons 𝑛 (filter_L∗_A (𝜆𝑚. 𝑚 mod 𝑛 ≠ 0) 𝑙))

with computation rule:

sieve_aux (cocons 𝑛 𝑙) =

cocons 𝑛 (filter_L∗_A (𝜆𝑚. 𝑚 mod 𝑛 ≠ 0) (sieve_aux 𝑙)).

We prove that sieve is complete (Theorem 37) and sound (Theorem 38) wrt. the prime numbers, and that it generates them in ascending order without duplicates (Theorem 39).

Definition 36 (is_prime). Define is_prime : Z → P by:

is_prime 𝑛 ≜ 1 < 𝑛 ∧ ∀ 𝑚, 1 < 𝑚 → 𝑛 ≠ 𝑚 → 𝑛 mod 𝑚 ≠ 0.

Theorem 37 (sieve is complete wrt. the prime numbers). Let 𝑛 : Z such that is_prime𝑛. Then, ∃^{co}_{eq 𝑛} sieve. I.e., every prime number 𝑛 appears in the stream generated by sieve.

Theorem 37 states a continuous property (Definition 15) of the sieve stream, and so is proved by showing for every 𝑛 that it holds for some finite approximation of the sieve.

Theorem 38 (sieve is sound wrt. the prime numbers). ∀^{ĉo}_{is_prime} sieve. I.e., every number appearing in the stream generated by sieve is prime.

Theorem 38 states a cocontinuous property (Definition 16) of the sieve stream, and so is proved by showing that it holds for all finite approximations of the sieve.

Theorem 39 (sieve is sorted and contains no duplicates).

Theorem 39 is proved by showing that the stream nats 2 is strictly increasing and that the continuous extension sieve_aux (Definition 35) is strictly order preserving.

cofold = \ o p f l -> case l of Conil -> bot o p Cocons a l' -> f a (cofold o p f l')

Fig. 1. Haskell extraction primitive for cofold. Parameters 𝑜 and 𝑝 are OType and PType instance dictionary objects for the order relation of the codomain.

4.5 Extracting the Sieve Continuous extensions are noncomputable because sup (Section 2.1) is nonconstructive. Nevertheless, it is possible to implement an extraction primitive for cofolds over streams (shown in Figure 1) for lazy execution in Haskell. The correctness of the cofold extraction primitive is justified by the cofold computation rule in Lemma 27, the specialization of which can be checked explicitly on streams one intends to execute (e.g., the sieve computation rule in Definition 35).

On Computability of Continuous Extensions. The extraction primitive shown in Figure 1 provides a computational interpretation of cofolds that is only partially correct because programs extracted from continuous extensions are not guaranteed to terminate for every input (cf. the extracted fixpoint operators of [16] and [24]). The reason is that continuous predicates are only semi-decidable (see Section 2.5), and continuity in general corresponds only to partial computability. For example, the continuous Boolean-valued predicate bad ≜ (𝜆_ 𝑥. 𝑥)^{co} : L^∗_B → B diverges for every stream.

We may, however, define a notion of productivity of streams generated by continuous extensions (the proof of which for our sieve follows from Euclid’s theorem on the infinitude of primes [25]):

Definition 40 (productive). For any type 𝐴, a stream 𝑠 : L^∗_𝐴 is said to be (infinitely) productive when length_L∗_A 𝑠 = 𝜔_N.

We prove that sieve is productive:

Theorem 41 (sieve is productive). length_L∗_Z sieve = 𝜔_N.

But this notion of productivity is not sufficient in general to absolutely guarantee the absence of divergence. To see why, consider the stream defined coinductively by bad_stream ≜ cocons (bad (nats 0)) bad_stream. Each element of bad_stream is provably equal to false, and bad_stream is productive, but any attempt to extract and compute with its elements will immediately diverge.

5 COINDUCTIVE TRIES Formal languages, typically defined as sets of strings over an alphabet Σ, can be given an elegant representation by infinite prefix trees (cotries) branching over Σ. The cotrie representation of a formal language encodes an automaton for recognizing strings in the language by marking each node as either accepting or rejecting the empty string

... a b a a b b ............................................. aaa aaa aaa aaa bbbb bbbbb bbb

Fig. 2. Coinductive trie encoding of regular language ‘𝜖 +𝑎^∗𝑏 +𝑏^∗𝑎’ over alphabet {a, b}. Green nodes indicate accept states of the encoded automaton.

𝜖 and directly encoding the Brzozowski derivative at the node wrt. each symbol of the alphabet via a coinductive continuation [26]. In this section, we define the type of cotries as an algebraic CPO, develop regular operations over them, and prove that the operations satisfy the axioms of a Kleene algebra, resulting in extraction of verified regular expression matchers to Haskell (see, e.g., the file 𝑅𝐸_𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡.𝑣 ).

Formal languages as an algebraic CPO. The type of cotries is defined with respect to a finite alphabet type (indexing the children of each node) and a pointed ordered type for node labels. For ease of presentation, we specialize to a fixed finite alphabet Σ and label type B.

Definition 42 (lang_Σ). Define the type lang_Σ of languages over finite alphabet Σ coinductively by the formation rule: lang-node 𝑏 : B ∀ 𝑎 : Σ, 𝑘 𝑎 : lang_Σ lnode 𝑏 𝑘 : lang_Σ

Definition 43 (lang_Σ order). Define ⊑_{langΣ} : lang_Σ → lang_Σ → P coinductively by the inference rule: ⊑_{langΣ} -node 𝑏_1 ⊑_B 𝑏_2 ∀ 𝑎 : Σ, 𝑓 𝑎 ⊑_{langΣ} 𝑔 𝑎 lnode 𝑏_1 𝑓 ⊑_{langΣ} lnode 𝑏_2 𝑔

Unlike the other coinductive types in this paper, there is no constructor for ⊥, or any finite constructor at all (provided that the alphabet is nonempty). Every cotrie is thus infinite and congruent in structure to every other cotrie, differing only by the values of node labels. The empty language in which every label is false serves as the bottom element:

Definition 44 (∅ language). Define the empty language ∅ coinductively by: ∅ ≜ lnode false (𝜆_. ∅).

Although all cotries are infinite, we can take as a compact basis the subset of cotries that are meaningfully defined only up to a finite depth (being equal to ∅ thereafter). Such cotries are finitely approximable and thus compact, and can be represented by an inductive type with a ⊥ constructor standing in for ∅:

Definition 45 (tlang_Σ). Define the type tlang_Σ of finite trie languages over alphabet Σ inductively by the formation rules:

tlang-bot

⊥_{tlangΣ} : tlang_Σ trie-node 𝑏 : B ∀ 𝑎 : Σ, 𝑘 𝑎 : tlang_Σ tlnode 𝑘 : tlang_Σ However, if we were to define the order relation on tlang_Σ in the usual way (e.g., Definition 22), the inclusion map into lang_Σ would not be injective (up to order equivalence), as multiple elements of tlang_Σ (all approximations of ∅) would be mapped to ∅. We solve this by defining the order relation in such a way that all approximations of the bottom cotrie are collapsed into a single equivalence class.

Definition 46 (tlang_Σ order). Define ⊑_{tlangΣ} : tlang_Σ → tlang_Σ → P inductively by the inference rules:

⊑_{tlangΣ} -bot is_bot 𝑡_1 𝑡_2 : tlang_Σ 𝑡_1 ⊑_{tlangΣ} 𝑡_2

⊑_{tlangΣ} -node 𝑏_1 ⊑ 𝑏_2 ∀ 𝑎 : Σ, 𝑓 𝑎 ⊑_{tlangΣ} 𝑔 𝑎 tlnode 𝑏_1 𝑓 ⊑_{tlangΣ} tlnode 𝑏_2 𝑔 where is_bot : tlang_Σ → P is defined inductively by:

is_bot-bot

is_bot ⊥_{tlangΣ} is_bot-node ∀ 𝑎 : Σ, is_bot (𝑘 𝑎) is_bot (tlnode false 𝑘) Remark 11 (tlang_Σ is compact).

Remark 12 (lang_Σ is a pointed algebraic CPO with basis tlang_Σ).

5.1 Regular Languages Definition 47 (lang_Σ membership). For 𝑡 : lang_Σ and 𝑙 : L_Σ, define in_lang 𝑡 𝑙 : B by induction on 𝑙:

in_lang : lang_Σ → L_Σ → B (lnode 𝑏 _) nil ≜ 𝑏 (lnode _ 𝑘) (cons 𝑎 𝑙) ≜ in_lang (𝑘 𝑎) 𝑙 A remarkable property of lang_Σ is that the semantic notion of language equivalence coincides exactly with structural equality (cf. the extensional tries of [27]). This greatly simplifies proofs of equations between cotries by reducing them to straightforward induction on lists.

Lemma 48 (Semantic equivalence coincides with structural equality). Let 𝑎 : lang_Σ and 𝑏 : lang_Σ. Σ. Then, (∀𝑙 : L_Σ, in_lang 𝑎 𝑙 = in_lang 𝑏 𝑙) ⇐⇒ 𝑎 = 𝑏.

We let ‘o 𝑎’ denote the Boolean indicating whether 𝑎 accepts the empty string or not and we let ‘𝛿_𝑎 𝑥’ denote the Brzozowski derivative of language 𝑎 wrt. character 𝑥 (i.e., o (lnode 𝑏 _) ≜ 𝑏 for all 𝑏 and 𝛿_{(lnode _ k)} 𝑥 ≜ 𝑘 𝑥 for all 𝑘 and 𝑥).

Definition 49 (Regular language constructions). Define the language 𝜖 containing the empty string: 𝜖 ≜ lnode true (𝜆_. ∅) and define the union, intersection, and complement of languages via primitive coinduction:

𝑎 + 𝑏 ≜ lnode (o 𝑎 ∨ o 𝑏) (𝜆𝑥. 𝛿_𝑎 𝑥 + 𝛿_𝑏 𝑥) 𝑎 & 𝑏 ≜ lnode (o 𝑎 ∧ o 𝑏) (𝜆𝑥. 𝛿_𝑎 𝑥 & 𝛿_𝑏 𝑥) ¬𝑎 ≜ lnode (¬(o 𝑎)) (𝜆𝑥. ¬(𝛿_𝑎 𝑥)) The structural order on cotrie languages also coincides with the standard semantic order on Kleene algebras: 𝑎 ⊑ 𝑏 ⇐⇒ 𝑎 + 𝑏 = 𝑎. The concatenation and Kleene star operators are more difficult to define than those given above, because they are not primitive corecursive. We define concatenation as the continuous extension of a monotone fold over finite tries:

Definition 50 (concat). For languages 𝑎 : lang_Σ and 𝑏 : lang_Σ, define the concatenation 𝑎 · 𝑏 : lang_Σ ≜ tconcat^{co} 𝑎 𝑏, where: tconcat ≜ fold_{tlang˚} (𝜆_. ∅)

(𝜆𝑏 𝑘 𝑙. lnode (𝑏 ∧ 𝑜 𝑙) (𝜆𝑥. 𝑘 𝑥 𝑙 + (if 𝑏 then 𝛿_𝑙 𝑥 else ∅))) The Kleene star is a lazy coiteration (see Section 3.1):

Definition 51 (Kleene star). For language 𝑎 : lang_Σ, define the Kleene closure 𝑎^∗ : lang_Σ by:

𝑎^∗ ≜ coiter (𝜆𝑏. lnode true (𝛿_𝑎 𝑥 · 𝑏)) 𝜔_N All the operations defined in this section can be extracted to Haskell and used to decide membership of strings over a finite alphabet in regular languages. We prove finally that they satisfy the Kleene algebra axioms:

Theorem 52 (Kleene Algebra). The type lang_Σ with zero element ∅, one element 𝜖, and +, ·, and^∗ operations forms a Kleene algebra.

6 COINDUCTIVE BINARY TREES In this section, we define the coinductive type of infinitary trees with finite branching factor (cotrees) as an algebraic CPO. We then use cotrees to encode samplers for discrete distributions in the random bit model [28, 29] and show how AlgCo enables expected value [14, 30, 31] reasoning about them (Section 6.1), culminating in Theorem 69 showing that sequences of samples are equidistributed [32] wrt. the expected value semantics of the cotrees used to generate them. The results of this section are used to verify samplers compiled from probabilistic programs in the Zar system [5].

Coinductive Trees as an Algebraic CPO. For clarity of presentation we specialize cotrees to the case of coinductive binary trees with index type B (the index type must be finite in general to ensure the compactness of basis elements). Definition 53 (Cotrees). Define the type T^∗_𝐴 of cotrees with element type 𝐴 coinductively by the formation rules:

cotree-bot ⊥_T∗_𝐴 : T^∗_𝐴 cotree-leaf 𝑎 : 𝐴 coleaf 𝑎 : T^∗_𝐴 cotree-node ∀ 𝑏 : B, 𝑘 𝑏 : T^∗_𝐴 conode 𝑘 : T^∗_𝐴 and straightforward structural prefix relation:

Definition 54 (Cotree order). Define ⊑_T∗_𝐴 : T^∗_𝐴 → T^∗_𝐴 → P coinductively by the inference rules:

⊑_T∗_𝐴 -bot 𝑙 : T^∗_𝐴 ⊥_T∗_𝐴 ⊑_T∗_𝐴 𝑙

⊑_T∗_𝐴 -leaf 𝑎 : 𝐴 coleaf 𝑎 ⊑_T∗_𝐴 coleaf 𝑎

⊑_T∗_𝐴 -node ∀ 𝑏 : B, 𝑓 𝑏 ⊑_T∗_𝐴 𝑔 𝑏 conode 𝑓 ⊑_T∗_𝐴 conode 𝑔 A compact basis for cotrees is given by a corresponding ordered type of finite binary trees (with order corresponding to that of cotrees (Definition 54), omitted for brevity):

Definition 55 (Finite trees). Define the type T_𝐴 of finite binary trees with element type 𝐴 inductively by the formation rules: tree-bot ⊥_{T𝐴} : T_𝐴 tree-leaf 𝑎 : 𝐴 leaf 𝑎 : T_𝐴 tree-node ∀ 𝑏 : B, 𝑘 𝑏 : T_𝐴

node 𝑘 : T_𝐴 Remark 13 (T_𝐴 is compact).

Remark 14 (T^∗_𝐴 is a pointed algebraic CPO with basis T_𝐴).

Cofolds over cotrees and their computation rules are derived analogously to streams (Section 4.1) wrt. the fold operator:

Definition 56 (fold_{TA} ). For type 𝐴, ordered type 𝐵, 𝑧 : 𝐵, 𝑓 : 𝐴 → 𝐵, 𝑔 : (B → 𝐵) → 𝐵, and 𝑡 : T_𝐴, define fold_{TA} 𝑧 𝑓 𝑔 𝑡 : 𝐵 by induction on 𝑡: fold_{TA} 𝑧 𝑓 𝑔 : T_𝐴 → 𝐵 ⊥_{T𝐴} ≜ 𝑧 leaf 𝑎 ≜ 𝑓 𝑎 node 𝑘 ≜ ℎ (fold_{TA} 𝑧 𝑓 𝑔 ∘ 𝑘)

6.1 Discrete Distribution Samplers A cotree 𝑡 : T^∗_𝐴 can be interpreted as a sampling procedure over sample space 𝐴 in the random bit model, where it is provided a stream of uniformly distributed random bits from which to generate samples. Indeed, that is the approach taken in the Zar [5] system, in which probabilistic programs with unbounded loops and conditioning are compiled to cotree representations of samplers over their posterior distributions.

truefalse truefalse ... Fig. 3. Cotree encoding of Bernoulli(^2_3 ) distribution over sample space B.

The sampler encoded by a cotree 𝑡 : T^∗_𝐴 can be understood as follows: starting from the root, consume random bits from the environment to guide a traversal of 𝑡 by consuming one bit at each conode to determine whether to take the left or right subtree. The process terminates when (if ever) a coleaf 𝑥 is reached, yielding sample 𝑥 : 𝐴.

For example, consider the cotree sampler 𝑡 2_3 in Figure 3 encoding a Bernoulli distribution with 𝑝 =^2_3 (the probability of true). The process encoded by 𝑡 2_3 terminates with probability 1 (i.e., it is “almost surely” terminating). However, although we can be confident that it will terminate eventually, we cannot place any finite upper bound on how many steps it will take because there technically exists an infinite execution path of alternating right and left choices.

To reason formally about cotree samplers, we define a variant of the weakest preexpectation (wp) semantics (originally due to Kozen [30]), adapted from its application to the probabilistic Guarded Command Language (pGCL) [33].

An expectation is a function 𝑓 : 𝐴 → R^∞_{≥0} mapping elements of sample space 𝐴 to the nonnegative extended reals. The purpose of wp is to compute expected values of expectations over cotrees:

Definition 57 (wp_T∗ ). For type 𝐴 and expectation 𝑓 : 𝐴 → R^∞_{≥0}, define wp_T∗_A 𝑓 : T^∗_𝐴 → R^∞_{≥0} ≜ (wp_{TA} 𝑓 )^{co}, where:

wp_{TA} 𝑓 ≜ fold_{TA} 0 𝑓 (𝜆𝑘.

𝑘 true + 𝑘 false 2 ) with computation rules:

wp_T∗_A 𝑓 ⊥_T∗_𝐴 = 0 wp_T∗_A 𝑓 (coleaf 𝑎) = 𝑓 𝑎

wp_T∗_A 𝑓 (conode 𝑘) = wp_T∗_A 𝑓 (𝑘 true) + wp_T∗_A 𝑓 (𝑘 false) 2 . wp_T∗_A can be used to express the probability of a given event 𝑄 : 𝐴 → P over the distribution encoded by cotree 𝑡 : T^∗_𝐴 via the expected value of the indicator function [𝑄] given by wp_T∗_A [𝑄] 𝑡. For example, the probability that 𝑡 2_3 produces the value true is given by wp [𝜆𝑥. 𝑥 = true] 𝑡 2_3 =^2_3 . Technically, wp_T∗_A [𝑄] 𝑡 denotes the probability of terminating with a sample satisfying 𝑄, and does not account for executions which produce no sample at all.

The following lemma shows a fundamental connection between wp_T∗ and monadic bind (in the T^∗ monad) that is especially relevant when reasoning about cotree samplers compiled from probabilistic programs with sequenced commands:

Lemma 58 (wp_T∗ bind). Let 𝐴 and 𝐵 be types, 𝑓 : 𝐵 → R^∞_{≥0}, 𝑡 : T^∗_𝐴 , and 𝑘 : 𝐴 → T^∗_𝐵 . Then, wp_T∗_B 𝑓 (𝑡 ≫= 𝑘) = wp_T∗_A (wp_T∗_B 𝑓 ∘ 𝑘) 𝑡.

We further validate wp_T∗ by proving several healthiness conditions, including Markov’s inequality [14]. All proofs are carried out with the machinery of AlgCo from Section 2.

Theorem 59 (Markov’s inequality). Let 𝐴 be a type, 𝑓 : 𝐴 → R^∞_{≥0}, 𝑡 : T^∗_𝐴 , and 𝑎 : R_{≥0}. Then,

wp_T∗_A [𝑓 ≥ 𝑎] 𝑡 ≤ wp_T∗_A 𝑓 𝑡 𝑎 6.2 Coinductive Measure A cotree sampler can alternatively be viewed as an encoding of a partial function mapping infinite bitstreams (elements of the Cantor space 2^𝜔 ) to samples. Given 𝑡 : T^∗_𝐴 , we let 𝑓_𝑡 : 2^𝜔 ⇀ 𝐴 denote the function induced by 𝑡 that either diverges on a given bitstream or produces a sample 𝑥 by starting from the root of 𝑡 and using the bits of the stream to guide traversal (e.g., taking the left subtree on 1 and the right on 0) until reaching a leaf containing 𝑥.

The preimage 𝑓^{−1}_𝑡 (𝑄) of an event 𝑄 under sampler function 𝑓_𝑡 is the subset of bitstreams in 2^𝜔 sent by 𝑓_𝑡 to samples in 𝑄. We represent subsets of 2^𝜔 as cotrees of type T^∗_{LB} encoding countable unions of basic sets in 2^𝜔 . Basic sets are encoded by finite bitstrings, where bitstring 𝑏 denotes the set {𝑠 : 2^𝜔 | 𝑏 ⊑ 𝑠} of all bitstreams sharing prefix 𝑏. We further require that all bitstrings appearing in a cotree set be pairwise incomparable, i.e., disjoint. We let Σ^0_1 denote the class of countable unions of basic sets, and show how to compute cotree representations of Σ^0_1 preimages of events via a continuous extension in Definition 62.

Under this view, we re-cast the task of inferring the probability of event 𝑄 wrt. sampler 𝑡 to that of computing the measure of 𝑓^{−1}_𝑡 (𝑄) ⊆ 2^𝜔 , where the measure of a bitstring 𝑏𝑠 is equal to^1_{2(𝑙𝑒𝑛𝑔𝑡ℎ 𝑏𝑠)} , and the measure of a Σ^0_1 cotree (see Definition 63) is the sum of the measures of its constituent bitstrings (so long as they are pairwise disjoint). We prove that the probability of any event 𝑄 according to the wp_T∗_A semantics of sampler 𝑡 coincides with the measure of its preimage under 𝑓_𝑡 (Lemma 67), and then use this to prove that sequences of samples generated from 𝑡 are equidistributed wrt. its wp_T∗_A semantics (Theorem 69).

Computing preimages. Preimages of cotrees are defined by the composition of two continuous extensions lang_T∗_A and filter_T∗_A . We begin with lang_T∗_A , which indiscriminately (not wrt. any predicate) computes the subset of 2^𝜔 sent by sampler 𝑡 to any leaf at all (i.e., the preimage 𝑓^{−1}_𝑡 (𝐴) of the entire sample space 𝐴, or, the language of 𝑡). Definition 60 (lang_T∗_A ). For type 𝐴, define lang_T∗_A : T^∗_𝐴 → T^∗_{LB} ≜ lang_{TA}^{co}, where: lang_{TA} ≜ fold_{TA} ⊥_T∗_{LB} (𝜆_. coleaf nil) (𝜆𝑔.conode (𝜆𝑏. map_T∗_A (cons 𝑏) (𝑔 𝑏))) with computation rules: lang_T∗_A 𝑓 (coleaf 𝑎) = coleaf nil lang_T∗_A 𝑓 (conode 𝑘) =

conode (𝜆𝑏. map_T∗_A (cons 𝑏) (lang_T∗_A (𝑘 𝑏))). We then define a continuous extension for filtering:

Definition 61 (filter_T∗_A ). For type 𝐴 and predicate 𝑃 : 𝐴 → B, define filter_T∗_A 𝑃 : T^∗_𝐴 → T^∗_𝐴 ≜ (filter_{TA} 𝑃)^{co}, where: filter_{TA} 𝑃 ≜

fold_{TA} ⊥_T∗_𝐴 (𝜆𝑎. if 𝑃 𝑎 then coleaf 𝑎 else ⊥_T∗_𝐴 ) conode with computation rules:

filter_T∗_A 𝑃 (coleaf 𝑎) = if 𝑃 𝑎 then coleaf 𝑎 else ⊥_T∗_𝐴 filter_T∗_A 𝑃 (conode 𝑘) = conode (filter_T∗_A 𝑃 ∘ 𝑘).

Notice that, in contrast to filter_L∗_A (Definition 32), elements removed by filter_T∗_A are simply replaced by ⊥_T∗_𝐴 rather than restructuring the tree to eliminate them entirely. This is no problem because we never compute with preimage sets – they are only part of the correctness specification for the ultimate equidistribution theorem (Theorem 69).

The preimage of a predicate 𝑄 wrt. sampler 𝑡 is then obtained as the language of 𝑡 after being filtered by 𝑄.

Definition 62 (preimage_T∗_A ). For type 𝐴 and predicate 𝑄 : 𝐴 → B, define preimage_L∗_A : T^∗_𝐴 → T^∗_{LB} as:

preimage_L∗_A ≜ lang_T∗_A ∘ filter_T∗_A 𝑄 We define the desired measure on Σ^0_1 sets as an application of the sum_T∗_A operator for summing a function over a cotree.

Definition 63 (sum_T∗_A ). For type 𝐴 and 𝑓 : 𝐴 → R^∞_{≥0}, define sum_T∗_A 𝑓 : T^∗_𝐴 → R^∞_{≥0} ≜ sum_{TA} 𝑓^{co}, where:

sum_{TA} ≜ fold_{TA} 0 𝑓 (𝜆𝑔. 𝑔 true + 𝑔 false) with computation rules: sum_T∗_A 𝑓 (coleaf 𝑎) = 𝑓 𝑥 sum_T∗_A 𝑓 (conode 𝑘) = sum_T∗_A 𝑓 (𝑘 true) + sum_T∗_A 𝑓 (𝑘 false)

Definition 64 (mu_T∗_{LB} ). Define mu_T∗_{LB} : T^∗_{LB} → R^∞_{≥0} ≜ sum_T∗_{Lbool} (𝜆𝑙.^1_{2(lengthLB 𝑙 )} )

Proving Equidistribution With AlgCo. In this section we use AlgCo to prove that that any sequence of samples produced by a cotree sampler 𝑡 is equidistributed wrt. the wp_T∗_A semantics of 𝑡. At a high level, our strategy is to “push forward” through the sampler the assumption of uniform distribution of the source of random bits. We first need the following two lemmas:

Lemma 65 (wp_T∗_A filter_T∗_A ). Let 𝐴 be a type and 𝑄 : 𝐴 → B. Then, wp_T∗_A [𝑄] = wp_T∗_A 1 ∘ filter_T∗_A 𝑄.

Lemma 66 (wp_T∗_A 1 equals mu_T∗_A ∘ lang_T∗_A ). Let 𝐴 be a type and 𝑄 : 𝐴 → B. Then, wp_T∗_A 1 = mu_T∗_A ∘ filter_T∗_A 𝑄.

The proofs of Lemmas 65 and 66 both proceed by fusing the RHS to a single comorphism and applying Lemma 13 to reduce the goal to straightforward induction over finite trees. It immediately follows that the probability of any event 𝑄 according to the wp_T∗_A semantics of sampler 𝑡 coincides with the measure of the preimage of 𝑄 under 𝑓_𝑡 :

Lemma 67 (wp_T∗_A is measure of preimage). Let 𝐴 be a type, 𝑄 : 𝐴 → B, and 𝑡 : T^∗_𝐴 . Then, wp_T∗_A [𝑄] 𝑡 = mu_T∗_{LB} (preimage_T∗_A 𝑄 𝑡).

To specify uniform distribution of the source of random bits, we use a variation of the classic notion of “uniform distribution modulo 1” [32, 34] generalized to Σ^0_1 subsets of 2^N.

Definition 68 (Σ^0_1-u.d.). A sequence {𝑥_𝑖 } of bitstreams is Σ^0_1-uniformly distributed (Σ^0_1-u.d.) when for every 𝑈 : Σ^0_1, lim_{𝑛→∞}^1_𝑛

�_{𝑛𝑖=0} [∃^{co}_{=𝑥𝑖} 𝑈 ] = mu_T∗_{LB} 𝑈 .

In other words, a sequence of bitstreams is uniformly distributed when every Σ^0_1 set gets its “proper share” of samples as the number of samples goes to infinity. Theorem 69 (Equidistribution of samples). Let 𝐴 be a type, 𝑡 : T^∗_𝐴 , 𝑄 : 𝐴 → B, {𝑥_𝑛} a Σ^0_1-u.d. sequence of bitstreams, and {𝑓_𝑡 (𝑥_𝑛)} a sequence of samples obtained by mapping 𝑓_𝑡 over {𝑥_𝑛 }. Then, {𝑓_𝑡 (𝑥_𝑛)} is wp_T∗_A -equidistributed wrt. 𝑡:

lim_{𝑛→∞} 1 𝑛 𝑛� 𝑖=0 [𝑄 (𝑓_𝑡 (𝑥_𝑖))] = wp_T∗_A 𝑡 [𝑄] 𝜎

Proof. Rewrite the RHS by Lemma 67 so the goal becomes:

lim_{𝑛→∞} 1 𝑛 𝑛� 𝑖=0 [𝑄 (𝑓_𝑡 (𝑥_𝑖 ))] = mu_T∗_{LB} (preimage_T∗_A 𝑄 𝑡).

Then let 𝑈 = preimage_T∗_A 𝑄 𝑡 in the assumption of Σ^0_1-u.d. to obtain:

lim_{𝑛→∞} 1 𝑛 𝑛� 𝑖=0 [∃^{co}_{=𝑥𝑖} preimage_T∗_A 𝑄 𝑡] = mu_T∗_{LB} preimage_T∗_A 𝑄 𝑡

from which the goal immediately follows since 𝑄 (𝑓_𝑡 (𝑥_𝑖)) ⇐⇒ ∃^{co}_{=𝑥𝑖} preimage_T∗_A 𝑄 𝑡. □

7 RELATED WORK

Parameterized Coinduction (paco). The paco library [6] provides the most well known generalization of primitive coinduction in Coq. Paco replaces the syntactic guardedness condition for coinductive proofs with a semantic one, leading to a greater degree of compositionality in comparison to Coq’s built in cofix mechanism, and alleviation of some common pitfalls, e.g., misapplication of coinduction hypotheses that are not checked until QED-time. Coinductive properties defined using paco are still, however, defined as greatest fixed points of monotone functionals, and thus suffer from the problems described in the introduction when attempting to define functional mappings over coinductive structures. With AlgCo, we take an entirely different approach by carving out a subset of coinductive types (those forming algebraic CPOs) for which coinductive reasoning can be replaced by inductive reasoning. The cawu framework of Pous [7] generalizes the theory of parameterized coinduction and simplifies its treatment of “up-to” [35, 36] enhancements of bisimulation, but fundamentally stands in the same relation as paco to the present paper.

Copatterns. Abel et al. [37] present a type-theoretic foundation for programming with infinite data such as streams via observations (i.e., copattern matching). As the categorical dual to inductive pattern matching, which provides a general elimination scheme for inductive data, copattern matching provides a general introduction scheme for coinductive data. AlgCo fills a gap in the middle by providing a continuous elimination scheme for algebraic coinductives (Lemma 12). For example, the function sum : Stream R^∞_{≥0} → R^∞_{≥0} from our introduction can’t be defined via copatterns because the codomain is not coinductive, but it can be defined as a continuous extension because the domain is algebraic.

Regular Coinductives. Jeannin et al. [38] extend OCaml with support for “regular” (finitely representable) coinductives, and equip them with a general elimination scheme parameterized by user-specified solvers, allowing the programmer to define mappings from regular coinductive structures into CPOs (e.g., mapping regular infinitary 𝜆 terms to sets of their free variables via a fixpoint solver). Many coinductive structures we are interested in, however, such as the cotree samplers generated from probabilistic programs described in Section 6.1), are not always finitely representable. The notion of algebraic CPO generalizes to a broader class of coinductive structures while still providing a general (albeit less computable) principle for elimination.

Friendly Functions and Sized Types. Syntactic guardedness conditions on primitive corecursive definitions are relaxed in the Isabelle/HOL proof assistant via so-called

“friendly functions” [39], which preserve productivity of their arguments. Corecursive calls are thus allowed to appear under applications of friendly functions. Sized types [40] have been implemented in the Agda proof assistant [2] to fulfill a similar role in broadening the scope of allowable corecursive definitions, and have been used to implement the concatenation and closure operators on coinductive tries [26] as in Section 5.1.

Continuous Extensions. Lochbihler and Hölzl [41] employ concepts from domain theory and topology to define the filter operation on streams as a continuous extension (the “consumer view”) of a function on finite lists, and reduce proofs about it to induction over lists. AlgCo does not explicitly require any concepts from topology and generalizes from stream transformers to a wide variety of continuous mappings over coinductive structures including real-valued semantics (Section 6.1) and propositional functions (Section 2.5).

Rusu and Nowak take a similar approach for defining corecursive functions based on finite approximations of CPO elements [11] to define filter and mirror operations on streams and rose trees, respectively. We identify the underlying abstraction of algebraic CPO and provide a principled and coherent story around the composition, verification, and execution of such functions within the AlgCo framework.

8 CONCLUSION This paper presents AlgCo (Algebraic Coinductives), a formal type-theoretic framework for reasoning about continuous functions over the class of coinductive structures that form algebraic CPOs. We introduce the basic concepts of the framework and provide a Coq implementation in the AlgCo library. We demonstrate its usefulness by implementing and verifying a number of illustrative examples including a stream variant of the sieve of Eratosthenes, a regular expression framework based on Brzozowski derivatives, and expected value reasoning over discrete distribution samplers in the random bit model.

REFERENCES

[1] INRIA. (2022) Coq reference manual. [Online]. Available: https://coq.inria.fr/refman/# [2] The Agda Team. (2022) Agda user manual. [Online]. Available:

https://agda.readthedocs.io/en/v2.6.2.2.20221128/ [3] D. Kozen and A. Silva, “Practical coinduction,” Math. Struct. Comput. Sci., vol. 27, no. 7, pp. 1132–1152, 2017. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1017/S0960129515000493 [4] A. Chlipala, Certified programming with dependent types: a pragmatic introduction to the Coq proof assistant. MIT Press, 2022.

[5] A. Bagnall, G. Stewart, and A. Banerjee, “Formally verified samplers from probabilistic programs with loops and conditioning,” 2022. [Online]. Available: https://arxiv.org/abs/2211.06747 [6] C. Hur, G. Neis, D. Dreyer, and V. Vafeiadis, “The power of parameterization in coinductive proof,” in The 40th Annual ACM SIGPLAN-SIGACT Symposium on Principles of Programming Languages, POPL ’13, Rome, Italy - January 23 - 25, 2013, R. Giacobazzi and R. Cousot, Eds. ACM, 2013, pp. 193–206. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1145/2429069.2429093 [7] D. Pous, “Coinduction all the way up,” in Proceedings of the 31st Annual ACM/IEEE Symposium on Logic in Computer Science, LICS ’16, New York, NY, USA, July 5-8, 2016, M. Grohe, E. Koskinen, and N. Shankar, Eds. ACM, 2016, pp. 307–316. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1145/2933575.2934564 [8] A. Jung, “Cartesian closed categories of algebraic cpos,” Theor. Comput. Sci., vol. 70, no. 2, pp.

233–250, 1990. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-3975(90)90124-Z [9] C. A. Gunter, Semantics of programming languages: structures and techniques. MIT press, 1992. [10] L. Xia, Y. Zakowski, P. He, C. Hur, G. Malecha, B. C. Pierce, and S. Zdancewic, “Interaction trees:

representing recursive and impure programs in coq,” Proc. ACM Program. Lang., vol. 4, no. POPL, pp. 51:1–51:32, 2020. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1145/3371119 [11] V. Rusu and D. Nowak, “Defining corecursive functions in Coq using approximations,” in 36th European Conference on Object-Oriented Programming, ECOOP 2022, June 6-10, 2022, Berlin, Germany, ser. LIPIcs, K. Ali and J. Vitek, Eds., vol. 222. Schloss Dagstuhl - Leibniz-Zentrum für Informatik, 2022, pp. 12:1–12:24. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.4230/LIPIcs.ECOOP.2022.12 [12] T. Hagino, “Codatatypes in ML,” J. Symb. Comput., vol. 8, no. 6, pp. 629–650, 1989. [Online]. Available:

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0747-7171(89)80065-3 [13] J. Adámek, “Algebraic cocompleteness and finitary functors,” Log. Methods Comput. Sci., vol. 17, no. 2, 2021. [Online]. Available: https://lmcs.episciences.org/7524 [14] B. L. Kaminski, “Advanced weakest precondition calculi for probabilistic programs,” Ph.D. dissertation, RWTH Aachen University, Germany, 2019. [Online]. Available: http://publications.rwth-aachen.de/record/755408 [15] A. Charguéraud. (2017) Coqandaxioms. [Online]. Available:

https://github.com/coq/coq/wiki/CoqAndAxioms [16] A. Charguéraud, “The optimal fixed point combinator,” in Interactive Theorem Proving, First International Conference, ITP 2010, Edinburgh, UK, July 11-14, 2010. Proceedings, ser. Lecture Notes in Computer Science, M. Kaufmann and L. C. Paulson, Eds., vol. 6172. Springer, 2010, pp. 195–210. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-14052-5_15 [17] S. Abramsky and A. Jung, “Domain theory,” in Handbook of Logic in Computer Science, S. Abramsky, D. M. Gabbay, and T. S. E. Maibaum, Eds. Clarendon Press, 1994, vol. 3, pp. 1–168.

[18] (2023) Library coq.logic.classicalepsilon. [Online]. Available:

https://coq.inria.fr/library/Coq.Logic.ClassicalEpsilon.html [19] X. Leroy. (2015) Using coq’s evaluation mechanisms in anger. [Online]. Available:

http://gallium.inria.fr/blog/coq-eval/ [20] M. Sozeau, “A new look at generalized rewriting in type theory,” J. Formaliz. Reason., vol. 2, no. 1, pp.

41–62, 2009. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.6092/issn.1972-5787/1574 [21] E. Meijer, M. M. Fokkinga, and R. Paterson, “Functional programming with bananas, lenses, envelopes and barbed wire,” in Functional Programming Languages and Computer Architecture, 5th ACM Conference, Cambridge, MA, USA, August 26-30, 1991, Proceedings, ser. Lecture Notes in Computer Science, J. Hughes, Ed., vol. 523. Springer, 1991, pp. 124–144. [Online]. Available:

https://doi.org/10.1007/3540543961_7 [22] Y. Bertot, “Filters on coinductive streams, an application to eratosthenes’ sieve,” in International Conference on Typed Lambda Calculi and Applications. Springer, 2005, pp. 102–115.

[23] M. E. O’Neill, “The genuine sieve of eratosthenes,” J. Funct. Program., vol. 19, no. 1, pp. 95–106, 2009.

[Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1017/S0956796808007004 [24] Y. Bertot and V. Komendantsky, “Fixed point semantics and partial recursion in coq,” in Proceedings of the 10th International ACM SIGPLAN Conference on Principles and Practice of Declarative Programming, July 15-17, 2008, Valencia, Spain, S. Antoy and E. Albert, Eds. ACM, 2008, pp. 89–96. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1145/1389449.1389461 [25] T. L. Heath et al., The thirteen books of Euclid’s Elements. Courier Corporation, 1956. [26] D. Traytel, “Formalizing symbolic decision procedures for regular languages,” Ph.D. dissertation, Technical University Munich, 2015. [Online]. Available: https://nbn-resolving.org/urn:nbn:de:bvb:91-diss-20151016-1273011-1-9 [27] A. W. Appel and X. Leroy, “Efficient extensional binary tries,” CoRR, vol. abs/2110.05063, 2021.

[Online]. Available: https://arxiv.org/abs/2110.05063 [28] J. Von Neumann, “Various techniques used in connection with random digits,” Appl. Math Ser, vol. 12, no. 36-38, p. 5, 1951.

[29] F. A. Saad, C. E. Freer, M. C. Rinard, and V. K. Mansinghka, “Optimal approximate sampling from discrete probability distributions,” Proc. ACM Program. Lang., vol. 4, no. POPL, pp. 36:1–36:31, 2020. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1145/3371104 [30] D. Kozen, “A probabilistic PDL,” J. Comput. Syst. Sci., vol. 30, no. 2, pp. 162–178, 1985. [Online].

Available: https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-0000(85)90012-1 [31] C. Morgan, A. McIver, and K. Seidel, “Probabilistic predicate transformers,” ACM Trans. Program.

Lang. Syst., vol. 18, no. 3, pp. 325–353, 1996. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1145/229542.229547 [32] V. Becher and S. Grigorieff, “Randomness and uniform distribution modulo one,” Inf. Comput., vol.

285, no. Part, p. 104857, 2022. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ic.2021.104857 [33] A. McIver and C. Morgan, Abstraction, Refinement and Proof for Probabilistic Systems, ser. Monographs in Computer Science. Springer, 2005. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1007/b138392 [34] L. Kuipers and H. Niederreiter, Uniform distribution of sequences. Courier Corporation, 2012. [35] R. Milner, Communication and concurrency. Prentice hall Englewood Cliffs, 1989, vol. 84. [36] D. Sangiorgi, “On the bisimulation proof method,” Mathematical Structures in Computer Science, vol. 8, no. 5, pp. 447–479, 1998.

[37] A. Abel, B. Pientka, D. Thibodeau, and A. Setzer, “Copatterns: programming infinite structures by observations,” in The 40th Annual ACM SIGPLAN-SIGACT Symposium on Principles of Programming Languages, POPL ’13, Rome, Italy - January 23 - 25, 2013, R. Giacobazzi and R. Cousot, Eds. ACM, 2013, pp. 27–38. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1145/2429069.2429075 [38] J. Jeannin, D. Kozen, and A. Silva, “Cocaml: Functional programming with regular coinductive types,” Fundam. Informaticae, vol. 150, no. 3-4, pp. 347–377, 2017. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.3233/FI-2017-1473 [39] J. C. Blanchette, A. Bouzy, A. Lochbihler, A. Popescu, and D. Traytel, “Friends with benefits - implementing corecursion in foundational proof assistants,” in Programming Languages and Systems - 26th European Symposium on Programming, ESOP 2017, Held as Part of the European Joint Conferences on Theory and Practice of Software, ETAPS 2017, Uppsala, Sweden, April 22-29, 2017, Proceedings, ser. Lecture Notes in Computer Science, H. Yang, Ed., vol. 10201. Springer, 2017, pp. 111–140. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-662-54434-1_5 [40] J. Hughes, L. Pareto, and A. Sabry, “Proving the correctness of reactive systems using sized types,” in Conference Record of POPL’96: The 23rd ACM SIGPLAN-SIGACT Symposium on Principles of Programming Languages, Papers Presented at the Symposium, St. Petersburg Beach, Florida, USA, January 21-24, 1996, H. Boehm and G. L. Steele Jr., Eds. ACM Press, 1996, pp. 410–423. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1145/237721.240882 [41] A. Lochbihler and J. Hölzl, “Recursive functions on lazy lists via domains and topologies,” in Interactive Theorem Proving - 5th International Conference, ITP 2014, Held as Part of the Vienna

Summer of Logic, VSL 2014, Vienna, Austria, July 14-17, 2014. Proceedings, ser. Lecture Notes in Computer Science, G. Klein and R. Gamboa, Eds., vol. 8558. Springer, 2014, pp. 341–357. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-08970-6_22 [42] S. P. Boulier, “Extending type theory with syntactic models. (etendre la théorie des types à l’aide de modèles syntaxiques),” Ph.D. dissertation, Ecole nationale supérieure Mines-Télécom Atlantique Bretagne Pays de la Loire, France, 2018. [Online]. Available: https://tel.archives-ouvertes.fr/tel-02007839 [43] J. Gross. (2023) Coinductive extensionality. [Online]. Available: https://stackoverflow.com/a/69905520

A ALGEBRAIC CPO PROOF PRINCIPLES The primary definition principle for continuous extensions:

Theorem 70 (Existence of continuous extensions). Let 𝐴 be an algebraic CPO, 𝐶 any CPO, and 𝑓 : B(𝐴) → 𝐶 a monotone function. Define

𝑓^{co} 𝑎 ≜ sup (𝑓 ∘ idl 𝑎).

Then, 𝑓^{co} ∘ incl = 𝑓 . (2) I.e., the following diagram commutes:

B(𝐴)

𝐴 𝐶 𝑓incl𝑓^{co}

The uniqueness of continuous extensions yields the fundamental proof principle:

Theorem 71 (Uniqueness of continuous extensions). Let 𝐴 be an algebraic CPO, 𝐶 any CPO, 𝑓 : B(𝐴) → 𝐶 a monotone function on the basis of 𝐴, and 𝑔 : 𝐴 → 𝐶 a continuous function on 𝐴 such that:

𝑔 ∘ incl = 𝑓 ,

i.e., that the following diagram commutes:

B(𝐴)

𝐴 𝐶 𝑓incl𝑔

Then, 𝑔 = 𝑓^{co}.

The following generalized point-wise form of the equivalence principle is more powerful than Lemma 13 because it remembers that the basis elements in the antecedent are approximations of the CPO elements appearing in the goal, which may be important when the equality being proved is contingent on some precondition.

Lemma 72 (Generalized equivalence of continuous extensions). Let 𝐴 and 𝐵 be algebraic CPOs, 𝐶 any CPO, 𝑓 : B(𝐴) → 𝐶, 𝑔 : B(𝐵) → 𝐶 monotone functions, 𝑎 : 𝐴 and 𝑏 : 𝐵. Then,

∀ 𝑖 : N, 𝑓 (idl 𝑎 𝑖) = 𝑔 (idl 𝑏 𝑖) ⇒ 𝑓^{co} 𝑎 = 𝑔^{co} 𝑏.

Corollary 73 (Representation of continuous functions). Let 𝐴 be an algebraic CPO, 𝐶 any CPO, and 𝑔 : 𝐴 → 𝐶 a continuous function. Then,

𝑔 = (𝑔 ∘ incl)^{co}.

Corollary 73, a fairly direct consequence of theorem 71, shows that every continuous function 𝑔 : 𝐴 → 𝐶 can be written as the continuous extension (𝑔 ∘ incl)^{co}. I.e., every continuous function 𝑔 : 𝐴 → 𝐶 can be expressed as the continuous extension of a monotone basis function. It follows that any two continuous functions are equal when their restrictions to the basis are equal:

Corollary 74 (Equivalence of continuous functions). Let 𝐴 be an algebraic CPO with basis 𝐵, 𝐶 any CPO, and 𝑓 , 𝑔 : 𝐴 → 𝐶 continuous functions. Then,

𝑓 ∘ incl = 𝑔 ∘ incl ⇒ 𝑓 = 𝑔

B COINDUCTIVE EXTENSIONALITY The usual notion of propositional (Leibniz) equality in Coq is too weak to prove equalities over coinductive types such as N^{co} (Definition 17). For example, suppose we define a function coplus : N^{co} → N^{co} → N^{co} for taking the sum of two conats. We quickly become stuck when trying to prove basic properties such as commutativity: ∀𝑛 𝑚, coplus 𝑛 𝑚 = coplus 𝑚 𝑛. Typically the proof would proceed by induction on either 𝑛 or 𝑚, but here neither term is inductive. We cannot use coinduction either because the goal is not coinductive.

An alternative is to define a coinductive bisimulation relation that holds between 𝑛 and 𝑚 iff they are structurally identical:

Definition 75 (N^{co} Equivalence). Define =_Nco : N^{co} → N^{co} → P coinductively by the inference rules:

=_Nco -zero

cozero =_Nco cozero

=_Nco -succ 𝑛 =_Nco 𝑚 cosucc 𝑛 =_Nco cosucc 𝑚

Now we can prove commutativity up to =_Nco via coinduction: ∀𝑛𝑚, coplus𝑛𝑚 =_Nco coplus 𝑚 𝑛. The problem with this approach, however, is that if we want to rewrite by such equations then we have to explicitly prove that all of our operations on N^{co} are proper wrt. =_Nco . But note that =_Nco is carefully designed to coincide exactly with Leibniz equality. Although it cannot be proved within Coq, we can assert this fact in the form of an extensionality axiom (Axiom 1) that deduces Leibniz equality on conats from proofs of bisimilarity (and thus easily rewrite by them without the need for any Proper instances).

To gain confidence in the soundness of Axiom 1, notice that N^{co} modulo =_Nco is isomorphic to the type N+1, because every conat is either a finite natural number or the infinite conat 𝜔_N. Let sect : N^{co} → N + 1 and retr : N + 1 → N^{co} witness this isomorphism. We may derive conat extensionality as a theorem from one side of the isomorphism: ∀𝑛 : N^{co}, retr(sect𝑛) = 𝑛. That is, conat extensionality may be derived from the fact that injecting a conat into N + 1 and then projecting it back reproduces the original conat.

Similar arguments can be made for streams, cotries, and cotrees. See [42, Section 2.2.2] and [43] for more discussion on soundness of extensionality axioms for coinductive types.

C RELATING COTREES TO INTERACTION TREES The Zar system [5] does not extract cotrees directly for execution. Rather, it compiles probabilistic programs to interaction trees [10] (itrees) for sampling execution in OCaml and relates them to equivalent cotree constructions from which correctness guarantees (e.g., Theorem 69) obtained via AlgCo are transported. Interaction trees contain Tau nodes (as described in the introduction of this paper), guaranteeing productivity at the cost the possibility of infinite Tau sequences (appearing anywhere ⊥_T∗_𝐴 would have appeared in the cotree representation). Zar thus includes Tau nodes in the definition of cotrees for ease of relating them with corresponding itrees.

The main challenge in relating the two representations is to provide an iteration construct for cotrees to match the ITree.iter combinator of the itree library:

Definition 76 (iter_T∗_A ). For types 𝐼 and 𝐴, 𝑓 : 𝐼 → T^∗_{𝐼+𝐴}, and 𝑧 : 𝐼, define iter_T∗_A 𝑓 𝑧 : T^∗_𝐴 ≜ sup (F^𝑛 (𝜆_. cobot)) 𝑧, where F : (𝐼 → T^∗_𝐴 ) → 𝐼 → T^∗_𝐴 is given by:

F 𝑔 𝑖 ≜ 𝑓 𝑖 ≫= 𝜆𝑙𝑟 . match 𝑙𝑟 with | inl 𝑗 ⇒ 𝑔 𝑗 | inr 𝑥 ⇒ coleaf 𝑥 end.

Figure 4 shows a Haskell extraction primitive for iter_T∗_A , justified by the following computation rule:

Lemma 77 (iter_T∗_A computation rule). Let 𝐼 and 𝐴 be types, 𝑓 : 𝐼 → T^∗_{𝐼+𝐴}, and 𝑖 : 𝐼. Then, iter_T∗_A 𝑓 𝑖 = 𝑓 𝑖 ≫= 𝜆𝑙𝑟 . match 𝑙𝑟 with | inl 𝑗 ⇒ iter_T∗_A 𝑓 𝑗 | inr 𝑥 ⇒ coleaf 𝑥 end.

Further detail on relating itrees and cotrees can be found in the sources of the Zar system.

cotree_iter =

\ f i -> cotree_bind (f i) (\ lr -> case lr of Inl j -> cotree_iter f j Inr x -> coleaf x)

Fig. 4. Haskell extraction primitive for iter_T∗_A .