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Abstract

In functional languages such as OBJ*, CafeOBJ, and Maude, symbols
are given strategy annotations that specify (the order in) which subterms
are evaluated. Syntactically, strategy annotations are given either as lists
of natural numbers or as lists of integers associated to function symbols
whose (absolute) values refer to the arguments of the corresponding sym-
bol. A positive index prescribes the evaluation of an argument whereas
a negative index means “evaluation on-demand”. These on-demand in-
dices have been proposed to support laziness in OBJ-like languages. While
strategy annotations containing only natural numbers have been imple-
mented and investigated to some extent (regarding, e.g., termination, con-
fluence, and completeness), fully general annotations (including positive
and negative indices) are disappointingly under-explored to date.

In this paper, we first point out a number of problems of current pro-
posals for handling on-demand strategy annotations. Then, we propose
a solution to these problems by keeping an accurate track of annotations
along the evaluation sequences. We formalize this solution as a suitable
extension of the evaluation strategy of OBJ-like languages (which only
consider annotations given as natural numbers) to on-demand strategy
annotations. Our on-demand evaluation strategy (ODE) overcomes the
drawbacks of previous proposals and also has better computational prop-
erties. For instance, we show how to use this strategy for computing
(head-)normal forms. We also introduce a transformation which allows
us to prove termination of the new evaluation strategy by using standard
rewriting techniques. Finally, we present two interpreters of the new strat-
egy together with some encouraging experiments which demonstrate the
usefulness of our approach.
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1 Introduction

Eager rewriting-based programming languages such as Lisp, OBJ*, CafeOBJ,
ELAN, or Maude evaluate expressions by innermost rewriting. Since nonter-
mination is a frequent problem of innermost reduction, syntactic annotations
have been used in OBJ-like programming languages—OBJ2 [FGIMS5], OBJ3
IGWM™00], CafeOBJ [FN97], and Maude [CDET"07]—to (hopefully) avoid non-
termination. These annotations can also improve the efficiency of computa-
tions (e.g., by reducing the number of attempted matchings or avoiding useless
or duplicated reductions) [Eke00]. Syntactic annotations have been generally
specified as sequences of integers associated to function symbols called local
strategies. Local strategies are used in OBJ programs for guiding the evaluation
strategy (abbr. E-strategy): When considering a function call f(¢4,...,t), only
the arguments whose indices are present as positive integers in the local strategy
for f are evaluated (following the specified order), and when 0 is encountered,
then the evaluation at the root position is attempted.

Example 1 Consider the following Maude (functionaﬂ) modules NAT and
LIST-NAT defining sorts Nat and LNat with symbols O and s for expressing nat-
ural numbers, and symbols nil (the empty list) and _._ for the construction of
lists. Note that Maude gives a default strategy (1 2 --- ar(f) 0) to each symbol
f, which is not given an explicit strateqy. The reserved word protecting can
be understood as module reuse. In this paper, infiz symbols such as _._, are
right-associative, and thus written without extra parenthesis.

fmod NAT is
sort Nat .
op O : => Nat .
op s : Nat -> Nat .
ops _+_ _-_ _*_ : Nat Nat -> Nat .
op _"2 : Nat -> Nat
vars X Y : Nat .

eq 0 +Y =Y. eq 0 -Y=0.

eq s(X) + Y =sX+Y) . eq s(X) - 0 =sX)

eq 0 xY =0 . eq s(X) - s(¥) =X -Y.
eq s(X) *x Y=Y+ X*xY). eqX "2=X%*X.
endfm

fmod LIST-NAT is
protecting NAT .

sort LNat .
op nil : -> LNat .
op _._ : Nat LNat -> LNat [strat (1 0)]

In Maude, local strategies are only considered for functional modules, where termination
and confluence are assumed. In this paper, we are only interested in termination of the
evaluation relation, since we adopt a non-deterministic evaluation strategy and confluence is
not necessary.



op from : Nat -> LNat .

op take : Nat LNat -> LNat .

vars X N : Nat . var XS : LNat .

eq from(X) = X . from(s(X))

eq take(0, XS) = nil .

eq take(s(N), X . XS) = X . take(N,XS)
endfm

The strategy (1 0) for symbol _._ guarantees that the resulting program is ter-
minatmgﬂ |

Unfortunately the absence of some indices in the local strategies can jeopar-
dize some computational properties, e.g. the ability to compute normal forms.

Example 2 The evaluation of the term take(s(0) ,from(0)) w.r.t. the pro-
gram in Example (1| using Maudeﬁ yields the following:

Maude> red take(s(0),from(0))
result Nat: 0 . take(0,from(s(0)))

Due to the absence of natural number 2 in the strategy (1 0) for the symbol
_._, the contraction of the redex take(0,from(s(0))) is not possible and the
evaluation stops. |

The problems related to the correctness and completeness of computations
when (only) positive annotations have been used are discussed in [AEL04]
LucO1al, INOOTl [OF00]. A number of solutions have been proposed:

1. Perform a layered normalization: when the evaluation stops due to the
replacement restrictions imposed by the strategy annotations, it is enabled
again over certain inner parts of the resulting term until a normal form is
reached (if there exists any) [Luc02al;

2. Transform the program so that values, i.e., constructor ground terms, can
be computed [AEL04]; and

3. Extend strategy annotations with negative indices, which enable some
extra, on-demand evaluation [NOQIL [OF00].

For the term “0 . take(0,from(s(0)))” of Example [2] solutions [I] and [2] ac-
complish the rewriting of the subterm take(0,from(s(0))) into nil, yielding
the final term “0 . nil”.

2The interested reader can prove the termination of this specification automatically, e.g. by
using the tool MU-TERM available at http://www.dsic.upv.es/~slucas/csr/termination/
muterm.

3We use the Maude interpreter version 2.1.1 [CDE*07] available at http://maude.cs.uiuc.
edu.
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In this paper, we show how solution [3| above, based on negative (or on-
demand) strategy annotations, can improve program properties such as com-
pleteness or termination as compared to using (only) positive strategy annota-
tions. We formalize a well-defined computational model for such negative an-
notations that outperforms previous proposals [OF00, NOOTL [FKWO00, LucO1a].
Note that such a formalization is a difficult error-prone task, as evidenced by the
many mistakes and deficiencies of previous proposals. Before going into details,
let us motivate in the following subsections how negative indices can improve
Maude strategy annotations.

1.1 Motivation for on-demand evaluation
1.1.1 Using negative indices in strategy annotations

Let us consider a concrete example where negative (on-demand) annotations
allow us to achieve correctness and completeness, whereas other techniques that
only use positive annotations do not.

Example 3 (Example cont’d) The following modules FRAC, LIST-FRAC, and
PI implement the well-known infinite series expansion to approzimate 7/4:
1 1 1

142 _Z
4 3+5 7+

3

fmod FRAC is

protecting NAT .

sort IntFrac .

op 1/_ : Nat -> IntFrac . op -1/_ : Nat -> IntFrac .
endfm

fmod LIST-FRAC is

protecting FRAC .

sort LIntFrac .

op nil : -> LIntFrac .

op _._ : IntFrac LIntFrac -> LIntFrac .
endfm

fmod PI is
protecting LIST-NAT .
protecting LIST-FRAC .
op pi : Nat -> LIntFrac .
ops seriesPos seriesNeg : Nat LNat -> LIntFrac .
vars N X Y : Nat . var XS : LNat .
eq seriesPos(0,XS) = nil .
eq seriesPos(s(N),X . Y . XS)
eq seriesNeg(0,XS) = nil .
eq seriesNeg(s(N),X . Y . XS) = -1/ Y . seriesPos(N,XS)
eq pi(N) = seriesPos(N,from(0))
endfm

1/ Y . seriesNeg(N,XS)



The evaluation of the term pi(s(s(0))) should yield the approzimation 1 — %
to /4, denoted by the term “1/ s(0) . -1/ s(s(s(0))) . nil”. However,
we get:

Maude> red pi(s(s(0)))
result LIntFrac: seriesPos(s(s(0)), 0 . from(s(0)))

The problem is that the absence of index 2 in the strategy for symbol _._ of sort
LNat in Ezxample 1| disallows the evaluation of subterm “from(s(0))” in the
term “seriesPos(s(s(0)), 0 . from(s(0)))”, thus disabling the application
of the second equatiorﬁ of seriesPos. We can informally say that a rewriting
step on subterm “from(s(0))” in “seriesPos(s(s(0)), 0 . from(s(0)))”
is demanded by the above equation because the root symbol from differs from
the root symbol _._ at the same position in the left-hand side of the equation.
This demand—driven evaluation mode, which would be specified by including the
index —2 in the strategy (1 —2 0) for symbol . _, triggers the following rewrite
ste}ﬂ:
seriesPos(s(s(0)), 0 . from(s(0)))
— seriesPos(s(s(0)), 0 . s(0) . from(s(s(0))))

Then, the second equation of seriesPos can be applied, since no inner subterm
is demanded by the equation (according to the previous informal definition):

seriesPos(s(s(0)), 0 . s(0) . from(s(s(0))))
— 1/s(0) . seriesNeg(s(0), from(s(s(0))))

Note that solutions[d] or[q mentioned above cannot solve this problem, since they
can reduce inner non-reduced subterms but can never reduce the whole term at
the top. Indeed, both solutions[1] and[q will enter a loop when trying to reduce
every new occurrence of the symbol from (assuming the original strategy (1 0)
for symbol _._):
seriesPos(s(s(0)), 0 . from(s(0)))
— seriesPos(s(s(0)), 0 . s(0) . from(s(s(0))))
— seriesPos(s(s(0)), 0 . s(0) . s(s(0)) . from(s(s(s(0)))))

— e

1.1.2 Problems with previous on-demand evaluation strategies

As a solution to the incompleteness problem under positive strategy annotations,
the rather intuitive notion of on-demand evaluation has been investigated in
this context (see [ALOZ] for a survey on demandness in the general context
of programming languages). In [NOOIl [OF00], negative indices are proposed
to indicate those arguments to be evaluated only ‘on-demand’. However, the
on-demand E-strategy of [NOOIl [OF00] entails a number of shortages that we
discuss in the following example.

4We use the words rule and equation both in the sense of a rewrite rule.
5We underline the redex reduced at each evaluation step.



Example 4 Consider the following program encoding the length function for
lists which uses an auxiliary symbol length’ that does not allow any reduction
on its argument:

fmod LIST-NAT-LENGTH is
protecting LIST-NAT .
op length : LNat -> Nat [strat (-1 0)]
op length’ : LNat -> Nat [strat (0)]
var X : Nat . var XS : LNat .
eq length(XS) = length’(XS)
eq length’(nil) = 0 .
eq length’(X . XS) = s(length’(XS))
endfm

The term length(from(0)) s rewritten (in one step) to the term
length’ (from(0)). No evaluation is demanded on the argument of length
for enabling this step, since the equation for length does have a variable at its
argument position, and no further evaluation on length’ (from(0)) should be
performed due to the absence of indices 1 and —1 in the local strategy (0) of
length’. Howewver, the strategy (-1 0) of function length is treated in such a
way by the models of [OF00, INOOI|] that the on-demand evaluation of the term
length(from(0)) yields an infinite sequence (whethmﬁ we use the operational
model in [OF00] or whether we use [NOQ1]). For instance, CafeOBﬂ ends with
a stack overflow (using CafeOBJ’s syntaz to represent the program):

LIST-NAT-LENGTH> red length(from(0))
Error: Stack overflow (signal 1000)

This is because the negative annotations are implemented as marks on terms
that are propagated through the evaluation and can (inappropriately) initiate
reductions later on; see Example below for further details. In our approach,
we substitute such marks on symbols by a list of already processed annotations,
local to each symbol. |

Other proposals in the literature that use on-demand strategy annotations are
lazy rewriting (LR) [FKWO00] and on-demand rewriting (ODR) [LucOlal, though
they are not expressed by using negative annotations. Actually, the inspiration
for the (positive) local strategies of OBJ comes from lazy rewriting (LR), which
uses a strategy to specify the eager evaluation of function arguments, whereas
the default strategy is lazy (or on-demand). On-demand rewriting (ODR) is the
natural extension of context-sensitive rewriting [Luc9§| to deal with on-demand
strategy annotations. We demonstrate that the on-demand evaluation strategy
(ODE) introduced in this paper outperforms also these two approaches.

6 Actually, the operational models in [OF00] and [NOOI] differ and deliver different com-
putations, see Example below.

"Negative annotations are (syntactically) accepted in current OBJ implementations, namely
OBJ3, Maude, and CafeOBJ. However, they have no effect on the computations of OBJ3 and
Maude whereas CafeOBJ manages negative annotations using the model of [OF00].



1.2 Plan of the paper

After some preliminaries in Section [2 in Section [3] we recall the previous pro-
posals for dealing with on-demand strategy annotations in OBJ-like languages,
namely the on-demand E-strategy [OF00, NOQ1], and discuss some drawbacks
regarding the management of demandedness. These previous proposals will
guide the definition in Section [4] of our on-demand evaluation strategy (ODE),
which handles demandedness in the right way. We think it is useful to mo-
tivate our approach by discussing two previous proposals since the involved
problems are quite subtle and have led to various erroneous decisions in the
past. In Section [5] we prove some computational properties of ODE regard-
ing its ability to compute head-normal forms and normal forms. In Section [6]
we compare our reduction model to three representative previous approaches:
(i) the on-demand E-strategy, (ii) lazy rewriting (LR), and (iii) on-demand
rewriting (ODR). Since one of the main purposes of strategy annotations is to
guarantee and prove termination, Section [7] investigates how to formally prove
termination of programs that use our computational model for implementing
negative strategy annotations. In order to prove the practicality of our ideas,
we present in Section [§ two interpreters of the on-demand evaluation strategy
(ODE) together with some encouraging experiments. Section |§| concludes and
summarizes our contributions. The proofs of all technical results are included
in Appendix [A]

This paper is a substantially extended and improved version of [AEGL02]. In
particular, the definition of the on-demand evaluation strategy (ODE) has been
improved (it is more restrictive than the previous one while preserving the same
properties), and Sectionsandthat compare ODFE with the on-demand E-
strategy and with the on-demand rewriting (ODR), have been added. Moreover,
in Section [8] two implementations of the on-demand evaluation strategy (ODE)
are benchmarked and compared with different OBJ-family systems (dealing with
negative annotations or not).

2 Preliminaries

In this paper, we follow the standard framework of term rewriting (see [BN9S|
TeRO03]).

Given a set A, P(A) denotes the set of all subsets of A. Let -=C A x A be
an arbitrary binary relation on a set A. We denote the reflexive closure of — by
—=, its transitive closure by — T and its reflexive and transitive closure by —*.
An element a € A is an —-normal form, if there exists no b such that a — b.
We say that b is an —-normal form of a (written a —' b), if b is an —-normal
form and a —* b. We say that — is terminating iff there is no infinite sequence
a1 — ag — ag---. We say that — is confluent if, for every a, b, c € A, whenever
a —* band a —* c, there exists d € A such that b —* d and ¢ —* d.

Throughout the paper, X denotes a countable set of variables and F denotes
a signature, i.e., a set of function symbols {f,g, ...}, each having a fixed arity



given by a function ar : F — N. We denote the set of terms built from F and
X by T(F,X). Var(t) is the set of variables in ¢. A term is said to be linear if
it has no multiple occurrences of a single variable. A k-tuple t1, ..., t; of terms
is written £. The number k of elements of the tuple ¢ will be clear from the
context.

We will extensively use labeled terms in this paper: Given a signature F
and a set of labels £, F x L (or Fr) is a new signature of labeled symbols. The
labeling of a symbol f € F for a given A € L is denoted by, e.g., f* or fy, rather
than (f, \); the arity of f* or fy is the arity of f.

A substitution is a mapping o : X — T (F,X) which homomorphically ex-
tends to a mapping o : 7 (F,X) — T(F,X). The substitution o is usually
different from the identity substitution id, i.e., Va € X : id(x) = z, for a finite
subset Dom(c) C X, called the domain of o.

Terms are viewed as labeled trees in the usual way. Positions p,q,... are
represented by sequences of positive natural numbers used to address subterms
of t. We denote the empty sequence by A. By Pos(t) we denote the set of all
positions of a term t. The set of positions of all non-variable symbols in ¢ is
denoted by Posgz(t), and Posx(t) is the set of all positions of variables in ¢.
Given positions p, ¢, we denote their concatenation by p.q. Positions are ordered
by the standard prefix order <. Given a set of positions P and a partial order
<, minimal<(P) is the set of minimal positions of P w.r.t. order <. If < is
a total order, then min<(P) (resp. max<(P)) is the smallest (resp. greatest)
position of P w.r.t. order <. For p € Pos(t), the subterm at position p of ¢ is
denoted as t|,, and ¢[s], is the term ¢ with the subterm at position p replaced
by s. The symbol labeling the root of ¢ is denoted by root(t).

A rewrite rule is an ordered pair (I,r), written | — r, with {,r € T(F, X)),
Il ¢ X and Var(r) C Var(l). The left-hand side (lhs) of the rule is [ and r is
the right-hand side (rhs). A term rewriting system (TRS) is a pair R = (F, R)
where R is a set of rewrite rules. L(R) denotes the set of lhs’s of R. A TRS R
is left-linear (LL) if for all [ € L(R), I is a linear term. Given R = (F, R), we
take F as the disjoint union F = C W D of symbols ¢ € C, called constructors,
and symbols f € D, called defined functions, where D = {root(l) | | — r € R}
and C = F—D. A TRS R = (CW D, R) is a constructor system (CS) if for all
flla,...,lg) = reR, 1, €T(C,X), for 1 <i<k.

An instance o (1) of a lhs [ € L(R) by any substitution o is called a redez. A
term t € T(F, X) rewrites to s (at position p), written t > s (or just t — s),
if t|, = o(l) and s = t[o(r)]p, for | — r € R, p € Posx(t), and substitution o.
A term is a head-normal form if it does not reduce (in finitely many steps) to a
redex.

In this paper, we do not consider AC symbols (neither rewriting modulo any
equational theory) nor TRSs that are not left-linear or are not constructor sys-
tems, though they are supported by many of the OBJ-like languages. Strategy
annotations are explicitly prohibited for AC symbols (see [FR99, [GMO04]) and
the completeness of evaluation with positive (and negative) strategy annotations
is known to hold only for left-linear and constructor systems (see [Luc02al).



3 Rewriting with strategy annotations

In this section, we recall the current proposals for dealing with positive and nega-
tive (on-demand) strategy annotations in OBJ-like languages. The acquaintance
gained from the discussion will guide the definition of our computational model
in Section @ below.

A local strategy for a k-ary symbol f € F is a sequence ¢(f) of integers taken
from {—k,...,—1,0,1,...,k} which are given in parentheses and put together
by juxtaposition. The empty list is denoted by nil. We sometimes write 4 : L
instead of (i L) to denote a list composed of an integer ¢ and the rest of the list
L. We write abs(z) for the absolute value of an integer i. Note that repeated
indices are allowed in local strategies as well as indices with the same absolute
value (i —i), e.g. @(f) = (01 =1 1 0 —1). Let LZ be the set of all lists
consisting of integers and LZ be the set of all lists of integers whose absolute
values do not exceed n € N. Similarly, LY is the set of all lists consisting of
naturals and L} its restriction to naturals that do not exceed n € N. We define
an order C between sequences of integers as follows: L C L' if L is embedded
into L'; formally: (i) nil C L, for every L, (ii) (¢1 42 -+ im) T (J1 J2 -+ Jn) if
i1 = g1 and (iz -+ im) E (J2 -+ jn), and (iii) (i1 42 -+ 4m) & (J1 J2 -+ Jn)
if i1 # 51 and (41 @2 -+ im) C (Jo -+ jn). For instance, (1 4) C (21 3 4) but
(41)Z(2134).

A mapping ¢ that associates a local strategy o(f) to every f € F is called
an F-strategy map [Nag99, INOO1, [OF00]. In this paper, we assume that the
default strategy (i.e., when no explicit strategy is provided) given to a symbol f
is (12 ---ar(f) 0). For simplification, the default strategy given to a constant
¢ (i.e., ar(c) = 0) is nil if ¢ is a constructor symbol, and (0) if ¢ is a defined
symbol. The extension of an order C to a strategy map is defined as follows:
pC ¢ ifforall feF, of) C ¢ (f). In other words, ¢ C ¢’ means that, for
all symbols f € F, ¢(f) is embedded into ¢'(f).

The semantics of rewriting under a given E-strategy map ¢ is usually given
by means of a mapping eval, : T(F,X) — P(7(F,X)) from terms to the set
of its computed values (technically E-normal forms).

3.1 Rewriting with positive E-strategy maps

In [Nag99], Nagaya describes the mapping evalﬁ for positive E-strategy maps
¢ (i.e., E-strategy maps where negative indices are not allowed) by using a
reduction relation on pairs (¢, p) of labeled terms ¢ and positions p. Given an

E-strategy map ¢ for F, we use the signatur .735 ={fL|feFLce L§r(f),

and L C ¢(f)} and labeled variables X} = {z, | = € X}. An E-strategy map
o for F is extended to a mapping from 7 (F, X) to T(]-"EI, XE) by introducing

8Note that Nagaya (as well as Nakamura and Ogata) use Fin and Ay instead of .7-'};] and
XE (or _7-'% and Xg), i.e., they do not consider the restriction to L C ¢(f) as we do. Using
terms over ]—'E (]’g) does not cause loss of generality and it actually provides a more accurate
framework for formalizing and studying the strategy, since these terms are the only class of
terms involved in the computations.
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Figure 1: The positive part (full frame) of the term 0 . from(s(0)) according
to the term with strategy annotations Onq - (1 o) fromy o)(s(1 0)(Onit))-

the local strategy associated to each symbol as a subscript of the symbol. The
mapping erase : T(}'g’,XE) — T(F,X) removes labels from symbols in the
obvious way. We define the set of positive positions of a term s € T(]—'g , XE )
as Posp(s) = {AY U {i.Pos’(s|;) | root(s) = fr,i € L, and i > 0}.

Example 5 For the OBJ program and the E-strategy map ¢ of Fxample 1], we
have
s = QO(O . from(O)) = 0p4 -(10) from(1 0)(0m'l)-

The annotated term is depicted in Figure[l, where the symbols at positive posi-
tions Posyp(s) are framed. |

Definition 1 [Nag99, Definition 6.1.3] Given a« TRS R = (F,R) and a pos-
itive E-strategy map ¢ for F, evalg T(F,X) — P(T(F,X)) is defined as

N . .
eval}(t) = {erase(s) € T(F,X) | (@(t),A)=,(s,A)}. The binary relation
ﬁ’w on T(}'E,XE) x N7 is defined as follows: <t,p>ﬁ>@<s,q> if and only if
p € Posp(t) and either

1. root(tlp) = fni, s =1, and p = q.i for some i;
2. tlp = for(tr,...,tg), withi >0, s =t[fr(t1,...,t)]p, and ¢ = p.i;

3. tlp = fo.(t1,...,tk), erase(t|y) is not a redex, s = t[fr(t1,...,tx)]p, and

q=p; or
4- tlp = for(tr,....tx) = o(l'), erase(l') =1, s = t[o(p(r))]p, and q¢ = p for
some l — r € R and substitution o. | |

Intuitively, an innermost evaluation is performed, which is restricted to (and
follows the order of) those indices included in the E-strategy map. This means
that if a positive index ¢ > 0 is found in the list labeling the symbol at ¢,, then
the index is removed from the list, the “target position” is moved from p to p.i,
and the subterm ¢|,; is considered next. If 0 is found, then the evaluation of
t|, is attempted: if possible, a rewriting step is performed (note that annotated

10
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Figure 2: Execution of term from(0) by Definition

subterms are propagated through the matching substitution); otherwise, the 0
is removed from the list. In both cases, the evaluation continues at the same
position p.

Example 6 Consider the OBJ program of Ezample [1. Note that this pro-
gram has only positive annotations. The evaluation of term from(0) produces
the sequence shown in Figure @ according to Definition 1| (for each step, we
indicate which case of Definition 1| has been considered, frame the index in-
volved, and underline the redex reduced, if any). The evaluation stops at term
“0 . from(s(0))”, since no further evaluation step can be performed. Recall
that Figure 1| shows the term “0 . from(s(0))” with the symbols at positive
(or reducible) positions framed. |

3.2 The on-demand FE-strategy

Ogata and Futatsugi [OF00] proposed the use of negative integers in local strate-
gies. Following Nagaya’s style of description, Nakamura and Ogata [NOOI] have
formalized the corresponding evaluation mapping evalg by using a reduction re-
lation. We recall here the latter one since it is more abstract and independent
of the CafeOBJ programming language.

Given an FE-strategy map ¢, we use the signature ff ={fo|feF Le
L2, (5 L Co(f), and b € {0,1}} and labeled variables X7 = {2}, | z € X}. An
on-demand flag b = 1 indicates that the term may be reduced if demanded. An
E-strategy map ¢ for F is extended to a mapping from 7 (F, X) to ’T(]-"%, Xf)
as follows:

= z0, ift=xecX
v )_{ fg(f)(cp(tl)w'-a@(tk)) ift:f(tla"'atk)

Given a term s € T(FZ,X%), we define the set of its positive positions as

Posh(s) = {A}U{i.Posh(s|;) | root(s) = f2,i € L, and i > 0}, the set of its ac-
tive positions as Pos’ (s) = {A}U{abs(i).Pos’ (s];) | root(s) = f2 and either b =
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[fromj friom
TL
19} 0

Figure 3: The positive and negative positions (full and dashed frame, respec-
tively) of terms length?_1 0)(from?l 0)(Ogu-l)) and length’(()o)(from?1 0)(02“)).

1,i€{l,...,ar(f)} ori € L,i# 0}, and the set of its on-demand (or negative)
positions as Posk (s) = Posh(s) — Posp(s).

Example 7 For the OBJ program and the map ¢ of Example [}, we have
s1 = ¢(length(from(0))) = length(()_1 ())(f:lrom(()1 0)(021'1))’

and
s2 = p(length’ (from(0))) = 1ength’(()0)(from(()1 0)(02”)).

Figurela shows them with the symbols at positive positions Pos%(s1) and Pos(s2),
and on-demand positions Posy (s1) and Posx (s2) framed with a full or dashed
line, respectively. [ |

The mapping erase : T(F2,X%) — T(F,X) removes labels from symbols in
the obvious way. The (partial) function flag : T(F%, X2) x N© — {0,1} re-
turns the flag of the function symbol at a position of the term: flag(t,p) =
b if root(t,) = ff. The map up : T(FL,XL) — T(FL XZ) (vesp. dn :
T(FZ, XZ) — T(FL,X%)) switches on (resp. switches off) the on-demand flag
of each function symbol in a term simply by applying b = 1 (resp. b = 0),
ie. up(x®,)) =dn(z%,) = 2%, up(f2(t1, ..., tx)) = fi(up(t1),...,up(ty)), and
dn(f2(t1,... . tr)) = fR(dn(t),. .., dn(ty)).

Example 8 For the OBJ program and the map ¢ of Example[], we have
length(()_l 0) (up(from(()l O)(O(T)Lil))) = length?_l 0)(from%1 0)(07111'1))

and

up(length(()_l 0)(fr°m(()1 0)(021‘!))) = length%_l 0) (from%l 0)(03nl))~

In [NOOI], the matching of a term ¢ with the left-hand side { of a rule is
attempted following the top-down and left-to-right order. Let

Posx(t,1) = {p € Posx(t) N Posz(l) | root(l],) # root(t|,)}

12



be the set of (common) positions of non-variable disagreeing symbols of terms ¢
and [. Note that variables in both terms ¢ and [ are treated as constants by the
operator Pos, and thus no substitution is actually computed. Therefore it may
happen that Pos(t,l) = @ but t is not an instance of [ due to some repeated
variable in [. Then, the map df; : 7(F,X) — N U{T} returns the first position
where the term ¢ and the lhs [ differ (on some non-variable positions of the lhs)
or T if each function symbol of the term coincides with [:

df(t) = { ming,.,(Posx(t1) i Posa(t,1) # &

T otherwise
where <., is the lexicographic order on positions: p <., q iff p < g or p =
w.i.p', q=w.j.q, 4,7 €N, and i < j.
Example 9 For the OBJ program and the map ¢ of Example[]], we have l; =
length(XS), lo = length’ (nil) and l3 = length’ (X . XS) with

dfi, (length(from(0))) = T dfi,(length(from(0))) = A
dfi,(Length(from(0))) = A

and
dfi, (length’ (from(0))) = A df;,(length’ (from(0))) =1
dfi,(Length’ (from(0))) =1

|
Similarly, given a TRS R, the map DFr : T(F,X) — N{ U{T} returns the

first position (w.r.t. the inverse of the lexicographic order, i.e., right-to-left and
bottom-up) where the term differs w.r.t. all lhs’s:

DFp(t) =4 | if dfy(t) = T for some | —r € R
YT maz<, {dfi(t) |l = r € R} otherwise

Example 10 (Ezample[q cont’d) We have DFg (length(from(0))) = T, since
dfi, (length(from(0))) = T, and DFr(length’ (from(0))) = maz<,,, ({A,1}) =
1. |

Definition 2 [NOOI, Definition 4.4] Given o« TRS R = (F,R) and an ar-
bitrary E-strateqy map ¢ for F, evalg : T(F,X) — P(T(F,X)) is defined
as evalg(t) = {erase(s) € T(F,X) | (cp(t),A>£i0<s,A>}. The binary relation
E@ on T(ff,)(f) x N is defined as follows: <t,p>£¢<5,q) if and only if
p € Posi(t) and either

1. root(tl,) = fb,, s=t, and p = q.i for some i;

2. tlp=flr(tr,. o tr), i >0, s =t[f2(t1,. .., tr)]p, and ¢ = p.i;

3. t, = fﬁi:L(tl,...,tk), 1>0,s= t[fg(tl, cooup(t), .. te)]p, and ¢ = p;

13



4o tlp = for(t1, .. tk), s =t[t'],, ¢ = p where t' is a term such that
(a) t' = 0(p(r)) if DFr(erase(t|,)) = T, t|, = ('), erase(l') =1, and
l—>reR;
(b) t' = fe(t1,...,t) if either (i) DFg(erase(t|,)) = T and erase(t|,)
is not a redex, (ii) DFg(erase(t|,)) = A, or (i) DFg(erase(t|,)) =
p' # A and flag(t,p.p’) = 0;

(c) t' = fo(tr,....t:[up(s)]pr,... tx) if DFr(erase(t|,)) = p' = ip”,
flag(t,p.p') =1, (dn(t|p,p/),A>E>fp<s,A>, and DFg(erase(t|,[s]y)) =
P’

(@) ¥ = tlup(s)]y if DFr(erase(t],)) = o' # A, flaglt.pp') = 1,
(dn(t|p.p/)7A>£fp(s7A>, and either p' <jep DFgr(erase(t|y[s]y)) or
DPFr(erase(tlp[s]y)) = T. |

Case 1 means that no more annotations are provided and the evaluation is
completed. In case 2, a positive argument index is found and the evaluation
proceeds by selecting the subterm at that argument. In case 3, the subterm at
the argument indicated by the (absolute value of the) negative index is com-
pletely marked with on-demand flags. Case 4 considers the attempt to match
the term against the left-hand sides of the program rules. Case 4(a) applies if
the considered (unlabeled) subterm is a redex (which is, then, contracted). If
the subterm is not a redex, cases 4(b), 4(c) and 4(d) are considered, possibly
involving some evaluation steps on demanded positions. The selected demanded
position for term ¢ (w.r.t. program R) is denoted as DFg(¢) (eventually, sym-
bol T is returned if ¢ matches the left-hand side of some rule of the TRS).
According to DFg(t), case 4(b) applies if no demanded evaluation is allowed
(or required). Cases 4(c) and 4(d) apply if on-demand evaluation of the sub-
term t|, s is required, ie., DFg(t|,) = p’. In both cases, the evaluation is
attempted; if it finishes, then the evaluation of ¢|, continues according to the
computed value. In case 4(c), after the evaluation of subterm ¢|,,/, position
p.p’ is still demanded, which implies that more evaluation is necessary but un-
feasible, and thus the index 0 is removed. In case 4(d), after the evaluation of
subterm ¢|,.,/, position p.p’ is no longer demanded, and thus more evaluation is
needed at another (possibly demanded) position.

3.2.1 Unexpected behavior of the on-demand F-strategy

In the following example, we illustrate in detail why the notion of demandedness
of [NOO1], given in Definition [2| does not work for Example

Example 11 (Example cont’d) The on-demand evaluation of term
length(from(0)) following Definition |9 is shown in Figure |4| (at each step,
we indicate which case of Definition [ has been considered, frame the indices
involved in such steps, and underline the selected redex, if any). In the first re-
duction step, annotation —1 of symbol length is consumed according to case
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3 of Deﬁm‘tion@ and, thus, the subterm from‘()1 0)(09”‘1) is marked with the
on-demand (superscript) flag, i.e., up(fromf; ((0y;)) = fromf; o (05;). An-
notation 0 of length is considered and the whole term is rewritten using rule
length(Z) = length’(Z), according to case 4(a) of Deﬁnition@. Then, anno-
tation O of length’ is processed and the whole term length’ (from(0)) is not
a redex, thus an on-demand position is sought. Here, the function DFg, which
calculates demanded positions, returns position 1 as shown in Example[I0, Since
this position is marked with the on-demand flag, case 4(c) or 4(d) is applied and
the evaluation of term from(0) at position 1 is initiated (using a different rewrit-
ing subsequence). The term from(0) is evaluated into “0 . from(s(0))” and
the term “length’(0 . from(s(0)))” is re-evaluated. The cycle of demand-
ing the evaluation of the first argument of length’ is repeated again and again.

The point is that, within the labeled term length’?o)(from%1 O)(O}”.l)), the
strategy does not recognize that the (activated) on-demand flag on symbol from
does not stem from the local annotation for length’. That is, the strategy
does not record the origin of on-demand flags. Hence, it (unnecessarily) eval-
uates the arqgument of length’. Moreover, at this point, the evaluation does
not correspond to the ‘intended’ meaning of the strategy annotations that the
programmer may have in mind (since the specific annotation (0) for length’
forbids reductions on its argument). |

The problem is that the on-demand E-strategy does not keep track of the origin
of the on-demand flags, i.e., the strategy does not recognize whether an on-
demand flag stems from the annotations of symbols. This could be fixed either
by resetting the on-demand flags w.r.t. the current annotations of symbols after
each rewriting step or by keeping track of the origin of on-demand flags. In this
paper, we solve the problem by keeping a sort of memory of each processed
index, i.e., by keeping track of the origin of on-demand marks.

3.2.2 Differences between the two models of the on-demand E-
strategy

The two existing definitions for the on-demand E-strategy (namely Nakamura
and Ogata’s [NOOI] and Ogata and Futatsugi’s [OF00]) sensibly differ. For
instance, Nakamura and Ogata select a demanded position for evaluating a
given term t by taking the maximum (according to the lexicographic order on
positions) of all positions demanded on ¢ by each rule of the TRS. However,
in the selection of demanded positions of Ogata and Futatsugi’s definition, the
order of the rules in the program is extremely important.

Example 12 Consider the following module with the function greater than or
equal to between natural numbers, denoted by geq, and the (auziliary) non-
terminatingﬂ function foo:

fmod NAT-FOO is

9Note that the function foo may be replaced by a terminating but computationally expen-
sive expression and, thus, we use a non-terminating function only for motivational purposes.
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Figure 4: Execution of term length(from(0)) by Definition

protecting NAT .
op foo : -> Nat .
eq foo = foo .
endfm
fmod NAT-GEQ is
protecting NAT .
protecting BOOL .
protecting NAT-FOO .
vars X Y : Nat .
op geq : Nat Nat -> Bool [strat (-2 -1 0)]
eq geq(s(X),s(Y)) = geq(X,Y)
eq geq(X,0) = true .
endfm

Consider the term geq(foo,0 + 0). According to Ogata and Futatsugi’s defini-
tion of the on-demand E-strategy, an infinite reduction sequence is started, since
position 1 is the leftmost demanded position in the first rule of the program, and
thus it is selected, which triggers a mon-terminating evaluation sequence. For

instance, CafeOBJ ends with a stack overflow:
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NAT-GEQ> red geq(foo,0 + 0)
Error: Stack overflow (signal 1000)

However, Nakamura and Ogata’s definition of on-demand E-strategy (Definition
@) selects position 2 as demanded (according to the inverse of the lexicographic
order) and, after the evaluation, the second rule is applied, thus obtaining true
(see case 4(d) in Definition |9). Note that exactly the inverse behavior can be
obtained by adding equatio “eq geq(0,X) = true .” before the other two
and using term geq(0 + 0,foo), i.e., Nakamura and Ogata’s definition does
not terminate whereas Ogata and Futatsugi’s definition terminates. Thus, both
definitions produce different E-normal forms. |

In this paper, we follow the strategies fixed by the user instead, and thus proceed
according to the strategy (—2 —1 0) for geq that determines that the second
argument must be selected when both the first and the second arguments are
demanded, thus the evaluation of term geq(foo, 0 + 0) terminates, whereas
it does not terminate for term geq(0 + 0,foo), which is the intended behavior
associated to the strategy (—2 —1 0). See Remark [1| below for further details
about the impact of the order of evaluation.

3.2.3 Inconsistency of the on-demand E-strategy

The computational description of on-demand strategy annotations in Definition
involves recursive steps, as shown in Figure A single reduction step on a
(labeled) term t may involve the application of more than one reduction step on
subterms of ¢ (as it is defined in steps 4(c) and 4(d) of Definition [2)). In fact, the
definition of a single rewriting step depends on testing whether an expression
is irreducible, which is just negation of reducibility, as shown in the following
example.

Example 13 Consider the following program:
fmod INCONSISTENCY is
sort S .
opsag : —>3S .
op f : S ->8 [strat (-1 0)]

eq f(a) = a .
eq g = £(g)
endfm

Let us consider the term t = £(g) in its annotated form (t) = f?_l 0) (g(()o)).
According to Definition[d, we have the following rewriting sequence where index
—1 of the strategy list of £ activates superscript 1 in symbol g:

z
( f((J_1 0)(8?0))a A)=u( f?o)(g%o))a A)

10This equation does not correspond to the greater than or equal to function but we use it
only for motivational purposes.
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©(8(0))

and only cases 4(c) or 4(d) of Deﬁmtion@ could be applied to s. However, the
application of cases 4(c) or 4(d) implies testing whether g(()o) has a normal form

There is no more single (or simple) step for the resulting term s = £

z . . .
w.r.t. =, or not, and this raises a contradiction:

1. If g?o) had a mnormal form, then it would be of the form
£00) (- £()((&l)) -+ ). But by Definition @Y there is a possible step re-

ducing g%o) in such normal form. Thus, we have a contradiction.

2. If g?o) did not have a normal form, then f?_l 0)((g?o)) would not have

: : 0 z 0 0 e 0 0
one either, since ( gy, A )=,(£_1 o)(8p))s A )- .But if £0_1 o) (g(p))
does not have a normal form, then there must erist a next rewriting
step and this step must reduce g?o). However, there is no next step for

( f((jf1 0) (g?o)),A ) according to Deﬁnition@ (because g?o) does not have a
normal form by assumption) and then we have a contradiction.

The problem is that the strategy is defined recursively and it makes use of
“negative information” associated to its own definition. In this paper, we do
not give a recursive definition of the evaluation strategy but put some sort of
“negative information” explicitly as a mark on top of symbols.

In the following, we provide a correct and practical framework for implement-
ing and studying OBJ computations, which may integrate the most interesting
features of modern evaluation strategies with on-demand syntactic annotations.

4 Improving rewriting under on-demand strat-

egy annotations: the on-demand evaluation
strategy (ODE)

The drawbacks of existing operational models for arbitrary strategy annotations
discussed so far can be summarized as follows:

1. the one-step reduction relation is, in general, contradictory (see Example

13);

2. the mechanization of demandedness by using negative annotations (via
the marking of terms with flag 0 or flag 1) enables evaluation steps that
should not be allowed (see Example , since

3. it does not properly keep track of the origin of the marks (lack of memory,
see Example ; and

4. the order between on-demand annotations fixed by the user is not used in
the selection of on-demand positions (see Example [12)).
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Here, we want to discuss an extra drawback that further motivates our improved
definition. Let us illustrate it by means of an example.

Example 14 Consider the following OBJ program defining the function lower-
than or equal-to between natural numbers, denoted by 1t, and the non-terminating
function foo defined in Example [12:

fmod NAT-LT is
protecting NAT .
protecting BOOL .
protecting NAT-FOO .
op 1t : Nat Nat -> Bool [strat (-2 -1 0)]
vars X Y : Nat .
eq 1t(0,s(Y)) = true .
eq Llt(s(X),s(Y)) = 1t(X,Y)
endfm

Consider the term t = 1t(f00,0), which is a head-normal form, since no pos-
sible evaluation could enable the term to match the left-hand side of a rule due
to subterm 0 at position 2. Neither Nakamura and Ogata’s nor Ogata and Fu-
tatsugi’s formulations are able to avoid evaluations on t. For instance, CafeOBJ
ends with a stack overflow:

NAT-LT> red 1t(foo0,0).
Error: Stack overflow (signal 1000)

Nevertheless, by exploiting the standard distinction between constructor and de-
fined symbols of a signature in the presence of a TRS, it is easy to detect that
no rule for 1t could ever be applied. That is, 0 is a constructor symbol in the
input term t and, hence, it cannot be reduced for improving the matching of t
against the left-hand side of the rule for 1t. See [AFJV97, [AL02, IMR92] for
a more detailed motivation and formal discussion of the use of these ideas for
defining and using demand-driven strategies. |

In the following, we propose a refined (and fixed) definition of the on-demand
FE-strategy which takes into account all previous considerations.

4.1 Labeling terms

Two important points in our formulation are the use of two lists of annota-
tions for each symbol (instead of only one as in the on-demand E-strategy of
Definition [2) and a special flag for avoiding recursive definitions of the strategy.

The function @ defines the concatenation of two sequences of numbers.
Given a F-strategy map ¢, we use the signature

.7:}; = U{fL1|L2a?L1|L2 | f € Fand Ly, Ly € LZT(f) s.t. (Ll @ Ly C @(f))}

and labeled variables XSE., = {Tpiajna | * € X} for marking ordinary terms
t e T(F,X) as terms t € T(ffj, Xﬁ). Overlining the root symbol of a subterm
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means that no evaluation is required for that subterm and the control goes back
to the parent. The auxiliary list L; in the subscript L; | Lo is interpreted as
a kind of memory of previously considered annotations; indeed, we will call it
the memory list. We use f* to denote f or f for a given symbol f € F. The
operator ¢ is extended to a mapping from 7 (F, X) to T(}"&, Xé) as follows:

Tnil|ni ift=xeX
S@(t) _ nil|nil .
fnzl|ga(f)(<p(t1)77@(tk)) lft:f(t17"'7tk)

Also, the operator erase : T(ffj, Xg) — T(F,X) drops labels from terms.

Example 15 For the OBJ program and the map ¢ of Exzample[], we have

¢(length(from(0))) = length,;;_y o)(fromui 1 0)(Onitnit))-

4.2 On-demand matching

We define the set of demanded positions of t € 7(F, X) w.r.t. [ (a lhs of a rule
defining root(t)), i.e., the set of (positions of) maximal disagreeing subterms,
as:

DR(t) = minimal<(Posx(t,1)) if minimal<(Posx(t,1)) C Posp(t)
A otherwise

Note that we exploit the standard distinction between constructor and defined
symbols of a signature by restricting the attention only to disagreeing positions
that correspond to defined symbols (by using Posp(t)). Note that the use of
minimal< in DP;(t) only considers the topmost different positions between a
term ¢t and a lhs [, not even the demanded positions, and is not related to the
use of min., , in Section which selects only one position among all the
demanded positions.

Example 16 (Ezample cont’d) Consider the lhs’s l; = 1t(0,s(Y)) and
lo =1t (s(X),s(Y)). For the term

t; = 1t (f00,0),

we have DP}, (t1) = & and DP,(t1) = @, i.e., no position is demanded by l; or
la because of a constructor conflict with subterm 0 at position 2. For the term

to = 1t (f00,0 + 0),

we have DPy, (ta) = {1,2} and DP,(t2) = {1,2}, i.e. positions 1 and 2 are
demanded by 1, and ly because both positions are rooted by defined symbols.
Finally, for

t3 =1t (0,fo0),

we have DPy, (t3) = {2} but DP,(t3) = &, i.e. position 2 is demanded by l; but
not by ly because of a constructor conflict with ls. |
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The following notion is auxiliary. We define the list of lookout indices of a
labeled symbol fgl‘ L, 88

ZOOkOUt(f§,1|L2) = { Lo if L1 = nil

Intuitively, the lookout indices of a symbol f are those already processed, or
those in the sequence o(f), if no annotation has been processed yet. We define
the set of positive positions of a term s € T(}"B,, Xf,) as

Posp(s) = {A} U{i.Posp(s|;) | i > 0 and lookout(root(s)) contains i},
the set of active positions as
Posa(s) = {A} U{i.Posa(s];) | i > 0 and lookout(root(s)) contains i or — i},

and the set of on-demand (or negative) positions as Posy(s) = Posa(s) —
Posp(s). Note that Posp(s) C Posa(s) for all s € T(}'&,Xg); moreover,
Posp(s) = Posa(s) if the labels in s contain no negative number. By abuse,
symbols rooting subterms at positive and on-demand positions are called pos-
itive and on-demand symbols, respectively. We also define the set of positions
with empty annotation list as

Posnii(s) = {p € Pos(s) | root(s|p) = frini}-

Example 17 For the annotated term

ty = length’ ;1 0)(fromnil|(1 0) (Onitjnit)),

we have Posp(t1) = Posa(t1) = {A,1,1.1}, and Posn;(t1) = {1.1}. For the
annotated term

ty = length’m”(_l 0) (fromnil\nil(Onil|nil))>

we have Posp(t2) = {A}, Posa(te) = {A, 1}, and Posniu(te) = {1,1.1}. For the
annotated term

t3 = length’, ;) o) (fromyiy1 0)(Onitnit)),

we have Posp(ts) = {A}, Posa(ts) = {A}, and Posn(ts) = {1.1} Finally, for
the annotated term

ty = length’ _yy (o) (fromyi 1 0)(Onitjnat));

we have Posp(ts) = {A}, Posa(ts) = {A,1}, and Pos,u(ts) = {1.1}. Figure [3
shows these four terms with the positive and on-demand symbols framed with a
full or dashed line, respectively. |
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Figure 5: The positive and the on-demand symbols (full and dashed frame,
respectively) of the terms of Example

Then, the set of active demanded positions of a term ¢ € T(]-"g, Xf,) w.r.t. [ (a
lhs of a rule defining root(erase(t))) is defined as follows:

DNPosu(t) if DN (Posp(t)UPosnu(t)) =
ADP(t) = where D = DPj(erase(t))
%] otherwise

and the set of active demanded positions of ¢ € T(]—"B;, Xg) w.r.t. TRS R as
ADPgr(t) = U{ADP,(t) |l — r € R Aroot(erase(t)) = root(l)}.

Note that the restriction of active demanded positions to non-positive and non-
empty positions is consistent with the intended meaning of strategy annotations,
since empty positions would have been evaluated before and positive (but not
empty) positions will be evaluated later.

Example 18 (Ezample cont’d) Consider the lhs | = length’(nil). For
the annotated term t1, we have DP;(erase(t;)) = {1} but ADP,(t1) = &, since
position 1 is demanded by I but it s a positive position, as shown in Fxample
. For the annotated term to, we have ADPi(t2) = &, since position 1 is again
demanded by | but it is rooted by a symbol with an empty annotation list. For the
annotated term ts, we have ADP,(t3) = &, since position 1 is again demanded
by I but it is not an active position, as shown in Ezample[I7, because no index 1
or —1 appears in the memory list of symbol Length’. Finally, for the annotated
term tq, we have ADP,(t4) = {1}. [ |

4.3 Selection of the demanded redex

When ADP,(s) contains more than one active demanded position, we use an
order <, to select the redex position, where s € T(F%, Xé). This is related to
the min<, , and maz<, , functions used in Section In contrast to Section
however, the order <, is based on the annotations fixed by the user. The
intuitive idea is that every time we have either ¢(f) = (-+- ¢ -+ 7 -++), o(f) =
(oomi e G ) @(f) = (i —j ) or@(f) = (e —i e —j -0 for
i,j € Nand i # j, then we can say that any position p € i.Pos(s|;) is preferable
(for the user) to any position g € j.Pos(s|;), for a term s such that root(s) = f;
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in symbols, p <s q. Given a term s € T(ff,, X£)7 the total ordeIE <s between
active positions of s is defined as:

(1) A< pforall pe Posa(s);
(2) if i.p,i.q € Posa(s) and p <y, ¢, then i.p <, i.q; and

(3) ifi.p,j.q € Posa(s), i # j, and the leftmost occurrence of ¢ or —i appears
before the leftmost occurrence of j or —j in the list lookout(root(s)), then

i.p <5 j.q.

Example 19 (Ezample[16 cont’d) Recall that p(1t) = (—2 —1 0) and ¢(+_) =
(120). For the term to = 1t(foo,0 + 0) and its annotated version

¢(ta) = Ltnir)(—2 —1 0)(£00ni1)(0); Onitnit *nit|(1 2 0) Onitfnit)

we have that Posp(p(t2)) = {A} and Posa(p(t2)) = {A,1,2,2.1,2.2}. Then,
since the user specified that the second argument of 1t is preferable to the first
one and the first argument of _+_ is preferable against the second one, we have
that

A <p(ta) 2 <pp(ta) 21 <pp(ta) 22 <p(ta) L.

Now, we are able to define the set of demanded positions which would be
considered for reduction. We define the set ODg(s) of on-demand positions of
aterm s € 7(F4, &%) wr.t. TRS R as follows:

(o if ADPr(s) =@
ODg(s) = {{mmgs(ADPR(s))} otherwi?e

Note that the ODy is a deterministic strategy due to min<_.

Example 20 (Example cont’d) For ty = 1t(foo,0 + 0), we have
ODr(p(t2)) = {2} with ADPr(p(t2)) = {1,2}. u

Remark 1 Note that the order relation provided by the user is important in
our computational model and can determine program properties; see [Eke00] for
the same point w.r.t. positive annotations. Recall Example with

eq geq(s(X),s(Y)) = geq(X,Y)

eq geq(X,0) = true .
For each strategy (12 0), (210), (1 =20), (=2 10), and (=1 —2 0) for symbol
geq, calls geq(foo,0 + 0) and geq(0 + 0,foo) do not terminate. However,
for each strategy (—1 2 0), (2 =1 0) and (—2 —1 0), call geq(fo0,0 + 0) does
terminate but call geq(0 + 0,foo) does not.

Intuitively, there is an implicit evaluation order in the rules for symbol geq
that suggests reducing first the second argument and then, possibly, the first

1A more general notion that captures this idea is given in [OhI02, Def. A.1.4].
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argument. Thus, we should include index 2 in the strategqy for geq because its
evaluation is necessary, and index —1 (instead of index 1) because its evaluation
is (only) sometimes necessary. Alternatively, we can include indices —1 and —2,
but imposing an explicit order between them, i.e., with (—2 —1 0).

It is worth noting that some sophisticated lazy strategies try to find out this
implicit evaluation ordeﬁ automatically from the rules, see for instance [Esc03,
EMT05]. This is an interesting line of research which is outside the scope of the
paper. Here we adopt a simpler user-guided approach, which is coherent with
the use of strategies in OBJ-like languages.

4.4 A new reduction model for on-demand evaluation
strategies

In order to avoid the generation of different rewriting subsequences in Definition
we use symbols f to mark non-evaluable positions. This helps the evalua-
tion of a demanded position to come back to the position which demanded a
particular evaluation. Given a term ¢ € T(]—'&, Xf,) and a position p € Pos(t),
mark(t,p) is the term s with every symbol f between p and the root (excluding
them) marked as f, in symbols Pos(s) = Pos(t) and Vq € Pos(t), if A < g < p
and root(t|ly) = fr,|L,, then root(s|,) = le‘LQ, otherwise root(s|y) = root(t|y).

Example 21 Consider the program of Example[3 and the term

t = seriesPos(1 2)|(0)(s(1)nit (8(1)nit (Onit|nit));
Onitlnil - (1 —2)|nil £romui|(1 0)(Snit|(1 0)(Onitfnit)))
When we mark the position 2.2 in t, we have that symbol _._ at position 2,
i.e., “.(1 —2)na’, gets marked with a bar, i.e., “=1 _o)nu”, to denote that this
symbol is in the middle of a demanded computation and is non-evaluable (i.e.,
when the execution strategy considers this subterm, then it must jump to the
position above it):

mark(t,2.2)
= seriesPos(1 2)|(0)(8(1)[nit (S(1)nit (Onit|nit))
Opitfnil =(1 —2)[nil TT0mpir|(1 0)(Snit)(1 0)(Onitjnit)))
[ |
Finally, we define a binary relation —ﬁ><p on the set T(}'ﬁ,, Xf,) x N* , such that

a single reduction step on a (labeled) term ¢ does not involve the application of
recursive reduction steps on t.

Definition 3 (On-demand evaluation strategy (ODE)) Given a TRS
R = (F,R) and an arbitrary E-strategy map ¢ for F, evalg, T(F,X) —
P(T(F,X)) is defined as eval?,(t) = {erase(s) € T(F,X) | {p(t), A) ii, (s,A)}.

12This idea is formally expressed with the notion of neededness of a computation. See
[ALO2] for a relation of neededness and demandness in programming languages.
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The binary relation L@ on T (FE, X2)xNY is defined as follows: (t, p) l’w (s,q)
if and only if p € Posa(t) and either

L tly = frpalty, ... tk), s =1t, and p = q.i for some i; or

2. tlp = frijin.(te, .o str), @ >0, 8 = t[fr air, (t1, . t)]p, and ¢ = p.i;
or

3. t|I) = fL1|7i:L2(t13 s atk)7 T > O; s = t[leﬁafi\Lz(th e 7tk)]IH and q=Dp;
or

4' t|p = fL1\0:L2 (t17 e 7tk) = U(l/)) 6’/’0,56(1/) = l) s = t[g((p(T))}Pa and q=2p
for some l — r € R and substitution o; or

5. tlp = frijo:n,(t1, ... tr), erase(t|y) is not a redex, ODg(t|,) = @, s =
t L. (s - th)]p, and g = p; or

6. tlp = frijo:n,(t1, - tr), erase(t],) is not a redex, ODg(t],) = {p'}, s =
timark(t|,, p")lp, and ¢ =p.p'; or

7. tlp, = ?L1|L2(f17 cootr), s =t fry . (tr, . t)]p and p = q.i for some i.
||

Cases 1 and 2 of Definition |3| essentially correspond to cases 1 and 2 of
Definitions [1| and [2; that is, (1) no more annotations are provided and the
evaluation is completed, or (2) a positive argument index is provided and the
evaluation proceeds by selecting the subterm at this argument position (note
that the index is stored because, in the future, there can be negative indices
under this positive one). Case 3 only stores the negative index for further use.
Cases 4, 5, and 6 consider the attempt to match the term against the left-hand
sides of the program rules. Case 4 applies if the considered (unlabeled) subterm
is a redex (which is, then, contracted). If the subterm is not a redex, cases 5 and
6 are considered (possibly involving some on-demand evaluation). We use the
lists of indices labeling the symbols for fixing the concrete positions on which it
is safe to allow on-demand evaluations; in particular, the first (memoizing) list
is crucial for achieving this (by means of the function lookout and the order <j
used in the definition of the set ODx(s) of on-demand positions of a term s).
Case 5 applies if no demanded evaluation is allowed (or required). Case 6 applies
if the on-demand evaluation of the subterm |, is required, i.e., ODg(t|,) =
{p’}. In this case, the symbols lying on the path from t|, to ¢|,, (excluding
the ending ones) are overlined. Then, the evaluation process continues on term
t|p.pr (with the overlined symbols above it). Once the evaluation of t|,, is
completed, the only possibility is the repeated (but possibly idle) application
of steps issued according to the last case 7 which sends the evaluation process
back to position p (which originated the on-demand evaluation) using overlined
symbols f.
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Example 22 Consider the modules of Example [ with the strategy (1 -2 0)
for symbol _._ of sort LNat. Figure [§ shows the first steps of the evaluation
sequence of the term pi(s(s(0))) wia evalfa (for each step, we indicate which
case of Definition [3 has been used, we frame the indices involved in that step,
and we underline the redex reduced, if any). We continue until the symbol _. _
1s obtained at the top. That evaluation sequence corresponds to the following
(much simpler) general rewriting sequence:
pi(s(s(0)))
- — seriesPos(s(s(0)), from(0))
— seriesPos(s(s(0)), 0 . from(s(0)))
— seriesPos(s(s(0)), 0 . s(0) . from(s(s(0))))
— 1/s(0) . seriesNeg(s(0), from(s(s(0))))

Note that in the step (x) of Figure@ i.e., when an on-demand evaluation starts
and the evaluation moves suddenly from position A to position 2.2, the symbol
_._ is overlined, as explained in Example[21] |

In the following example, we illustrate in detail why our notion of demand-
edness does work for Example [4

Example 23 Consider Ezamples [J] and [I1. The on-demand evaluation of
length(from(0)) under ODE is the following:

< lengthnil\( 0) (fromnil|(1 0) (Onil\nil))a A >

#

o < length(—l)\(@) (fromni”(l 0) (Onil|nil))ﬂ A >
<, (length’, @ (fromuy o) (Oninit)), A )

_ﬁ>tp < 1ength,nil|nil(fromnil|(1 0) (Onil\nil))a A >

In the first step, negative annotation —1 of length is recorded for further use
according to case 3 of Definition[3 Annotation O of length is processed and
the whole term is rewritten using rule length(Z) = length’(Z), according to
case 4 of Definition[3 Then, annotation O of length’ is reached but the whole
term cannot be rewritten since it is not a redex and demanded positions are
computed. However, there are no demanded positions, since the memoizing
list of strategy annotations for length’ is empty (see ADP(t3) in E:vample
above). Therefore, we obtain length’ (from(0)) as the computed value of the
evaluation, according to case 5 of Definition[3 |

In the following Section, we study different properties of the on-demand evalu-
ation strategy (ODE).

5 Properties of the on-demand evaluation strat-
egy (ODE)

We first give a general property stating the uselessness of repeated indices in a
strategy map by defining a mapping || : 7 (F%, X%) — T (FE, X%) that removes
redundant non-zero indices.
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Figure 6: On-demand evaluation of term pi(s(s(0))) by Definition [3]
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Given a list L of integers, let |L| be the list without repeated non-zero
indices, i.e., we keep only the leftmost occurrence of each index i € Z — {0}
appearing in L. Given an FE-strategy map, let |¢| be the E-strategy map
obtained from ¢ by removing repeated non-zero indices for each symbol f € F.
Note that |¢| C ¢, for every E-strategy map . For an E-strategy map ¢ and
a term t € T(FE, XL), we define || : T(FE, X2) — T(F2, XL) as |znapmal =
xnil|nil for z € X and ||fgl\L2 (tl, cee atn)” = fgll‘[/?(”tl”v RS th”) such that
Lll @ L/Q = ”Ll @ LQH, Lll E L17 and L/2 E LQ.

Theorem 1 Let R be a TRS and ¢ be an E-strateqgy map. Lett, s € T(}'ﬁ,, Xf,),
Then, {t,A) % (s, 8) if and only if {J¢], &) 57 (Is], A).

5.1 Comparison with Nagaya’s model

Now, we compare our ODFE with the Nagaya’s evaluation strategy using only
positive indices to show that ours is a sound extension. We define a mapping
LIy s T(FE, &%) — T(F,,XL) that removes negative indices and transforms
terms T(}"f,, Xfp), used by our ODFE strategy, into terms T(fg, Xg), used by
Nagaya'’s strategy.

Given a list L of integers, let | L] be the list without negative indices. Given
an E-strategy map, let |¢| be the E-strategy map obtained from ¢ by removing
all negative indices for each symbol f € F. Note that |¢] C ¢, for all E-
strategy map . For an FE-strategy map ¢ and a term ¢ € T(}'ﬁ,){gﬁ), we
define |_|y : T(Té,é\’g) — T(fE,XE) as |Tpinit]N = Tpa for x € X and
L (e tu) I = fliay (), - L ).

The following theorem shows that, for positive strategy annotations, each

reduction step with N exactly corresponds to Nagaya’s original relation K

of Section 311

® ®

Theorem 2 Let R be a TRS and ¢ be a positive E-strateqgy map. Let t,s €
'T(.?—'PP7 Xg), p € Posp(t), and ¢ € Posp(s). Then, (t,p) _n)(p (s,q) if and only if

(Lt)n )2 (L5 ) @)

Proof. Straightforward according to Definitions [1] and ad

5.2 Meaningful negative annotations

In the following, we show that for E-strategy maps ¢ whose positive part (the
sublists of positive indices) |¢] is canonical, extra negative annotations can
be completely disregarded. We first introduce the notion of canonical strategy
maps, then a mapping |-] : T(ﬁﬁp,/’t’(ﬁ) — T(]—'&,Xﬁ) that removes negative
indices (note that the mapping |_| does not transform terms between different
domains, as the mapping |_|y does), and finally the notion of an alternating
strategy map.
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Sometimes, it is interesting to get rid of the order among indices in lo-
cal strategies and, then, we use replacement maps [Luc98]. Given a signa-
ture F, a mapping u : F — P(N) is a replacement map (or F-map) if for
all f e F, p(f) € {1,...,ar(f)} [Luc98]. The set of p-replacing (or sim-
ply replacing) positions Pos”(t) of a term t is: Pos”(t) = {A}, if t € X and
Post(t) = {at U Uiepuy i-Pos’(tli), if root(t) = f. Let Mr be the set of
all F-maps. The order C on Mg, i.e., the set of all F-maps, is: pu T p' if
for all f € F, u(f) C p/(f). The lattice (P(N),C, &, N,U) induces a lattice
(Mg, C, iy, pr,U): The minimum (maximum) element is u; (uT), given by
pr(f) =@ (ur(f) = {1,...,;ar(f)}) for all f € F. The lub U is given by
(kU p)(f) = p(f) Up'(f) for all f e F.

Given a TRS R, pug™ is the canonical replacement map, i.e., the most re-
strictive replacement map which ensures that the non-variable subterms of the
left-hand sides of the rules of R are replacing. Note that u%" is easily obtained
from R: for all f € F, for alli e {1,...,ar(f)}, i € p$™(f) iff 3 € L(R) and
p € Posx(l) such that root(l|,) = f and p.i € Posx(l) [Luc9g, LucO2a]. Let
CMp = {pp € Mx | p%™ T u} be the set of replacement maps which are less
than or equally restrictive as pgg™ [Luc9g].

Given an E-strategy map ¢, let u, be the following replacement map given
by p,(f) = {abs(i) | i € ¢(f) Ni# 0}. We say that ¢ is a canonical E-strategy
map (and, slightly abusing notation, we write ¢ € CMg) if p, € CMg.

For an FE-strategy map ¢ and a term t € T(fg,)c’sﬁp), we define
-] T(ff;,Xé) — T(Fi,Xﬁ) as |Tpitjnit] = Tpijpa for € A and
\.fﬁﬂ[@(th s ’tn)J = fleJH.Lﬁ (I_t1J FEE] I_tnj )

Given an FE-strategy map ¢, we say ¢ is an alternating strategy map if
whenever index ¢ appears in ¢(f) for f € F, then index —i does not appear in
©(f), and vice versa.

Theorem 3 Let R be a TRS and ¢ be an alternating E-strategy map such that
lo] € CMgr. Lett,s € T(}'ﬁi,Xg), p € Posa(t), and q € Posa(s). Then,
(t.p) S, (s,q) if and only if ([t],p) ST, (5], ).

This result means that negative annotations are only meaningful if the positive
indices do not include all indices in the canonical replacement map of the TRS.

This motivates when and why we should use negative annotations (as it was
suggested in Remark [1| above, and also in [AL02]):

1. the i-th argument of a symbol f is annotated with index 7 if all occurrences
of f in the left-hand side of the rules contain a non-variable i-th argument;

2. if all occurrences of f in the left-hand side of the rules have a variable i-th
argument, then the argument is not annotated;

3. in any other case, index —i is given to f.

This is specially interesting when termination can be proved for those positive
and negative annotations but cannot be proved for the canonical map including
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only positive annotations, since adding negative annotations to those positive
annotations may yield termination while providing completeness; Example
illustrates such a situation. This has also implications on the execution time,
as shown in Table [ in Section [l

The following result is a consequence of Theorems [2] and

Corollary 1 Let R be a TRS and ¢ be an alternating E-strategy map such
that || € CMg. Lett,s € T(FL, X}), p € Posa(t), and q € Posa(s). Then,

(t.p) S, (s,q) if and only if {|t]r,p) =5, (5], 0)-

5.3 Ensuring head-normal forms

Example above shows that restricting the evaluation by using on-demand
strategy annotations can result in terms which are not even head-normal forms
wrt. —rg, eg., term length’(from(0)) is a normal form w.r.t. —, but
is not a normal form (and also not a head-normal form) w.r.t. the general
rewriting relation —g. The following result establishes conditions ensuring
that the normal forms computed by the on-demand strategy (ODE) % are

©
ordinary head-normal forms w.r.t. —x.

Theorem 4 Let R = (F,R) = (C W D,R) be a left-linecar CS and ¢ be an
E-strategy map such that ¢ € CMg and o(f) ends with O for all f € D. Let
teT(F,X). Ifse eval?p(t), then s is a head-normal form of t.

Left-linearity (LL) and constructor system (CS) conditions cannot be dropped,
as |[Luc98, [Nag99] has shown for positive annotations and [LucOla] has shown
for on-demand rewriting (ODR). The following two counterexamples are an
adaptation of the ones in [LucOla]. Note that the models in [OF00, NOO1]
are neither able to compute the head-normal forms in the following examples,
since the considered programs do not fulfill the LL and CS conditions, which
are implicitly required by [OF00, NOOT].

Example 24 Consider the following TRS R from [LucO1d] which is not a CS:

fmod NONCS is
sort S .
ops ab: ->5S .
opf: S ->8 [strat (-1 0)]
opg: S8 ->38 [strat (1 2 0)]
var X : S .
eq f(g(X,a)) = a .
eq g(a,b) = g(b,a)
endfm

The term t = £(g(a,b)) is not a head-normal form since we have

f(gla,b)) — f(gb,a)) — a.
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However, the head-normal form a of t is not computed by —n>¢ :

(£nit) @ 0)(Bnitj1 2 0) (@nitfnits Britnit) ) A)
—n@ (£ 1))@ (8nit)(1 2 0)(@nitnits Pritnit)), A)
#
= (E)mit(8ni1 2 0)(@nitinit; Pritjnit) ) A)

Note that 1 & Posx(f(g(a,b)),f(g(x,a))), i.e., position 1 of t is not de-
manded by lhs £ (g(x,a)). ]

Example 25 Consider the following TRS R from [LucOld] which is not left-
linear:
fmod NONLEFTLINEAR is
sort S .
ops ab: ->8S .
opf: S ->8 [strat (-1 -2 0)]

var X : S .

eq £(X,X) =X .

eqa=>b.
endfm

Term t = £ (a,b) is not a head-normal form since we have

f(a,b) — £(b,b) — b.

However, the head-normal form b of t is not computed by —ﬁ@, :

<fm‘z\( -2 O)(am'l|m'l7 bpitfnil)s A)
#
_ﬁ)go <f(71)|( O)(anil|nilubnil|nil)7/\>
_ﬁ)“ (£21 —2)|q@) (Bnitfnits Pritfnit ), A)
e <f(—1 —2)\nil(anil\nil,bnil\nil)vA>

Note that 1 ¢ Posx(f(a,b),f(x,x)), i.e., position 1 of t is not demanded by
the lhs £ (x,x). | |

Theorem W4 suggests the following extension of the normalization via ¢-
normalization procedure of solution [I] in Section [1] to obtain normal forms of
a term t: given an F-strategy map ¢ and s = f(s1,...,8;) € evalfp(t), the
evaluation of s proceeds by (recursively) normalizing s1, ..., s, using the terms
collected in evalfo as intermediate values. It is not difficult to see that confluence

and the termination of the TRS R (w.r.t. —n>¢) guarantee that this procedure
actually describes a normalizing strategy (see [LucOTal [Luc02al).

In the following section, we show that the on-demand strategy (ODEFE) improves
(i) Nakamura and Ogata’s model, (ii) lazy rewriting (LR), a popular demand-
driven technique to perform lazy functional computations which inspired the
development of local strategies in OBJ, and (iii) on-demand rewriting (ODR),
the natural extension of context-sensitive rewriting to deal with on-demand
strategy annotations.
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6 Comparison with other techniques dealing with
on-demand annotations

In the following we show that our on-demand strategy (ODE) is strictly more
restrictive than all previous proposals. The reasons are:

1. First, we are able to stop some useless computations thanks to the con-
structor test performed in DP;(t) and the non-positive and non-empty
position test performed in ADP,(t).

2. Second, we always follow the order of evaluation specified by the user’s
strategy, and thus we can have termination where other proposals do not.

Note that this last statement can also be interpreted in the opposite way, thus
meaning that we can get stuck because the user provided a malicious strategy.
However, in such a situation, we are still coherent with the user’s intention.

The on-demand evaluation strategy introduced in Nakamura’s thesis [Nak(02]
Chapter 5] is another proposal for on-demand evaluation that splits a local strat-
egy into two sequences: one specifying an order of arguments to be reduced,
and the other specifying an order of arguments to be matched with the lhs of a
rewrite rule. This approach of splitting into positive and “on-demand” annota-
tions was already considered by the on-demand rewriting [LucOla], introduced
in Section [6.3 below, and it is contrary to our approach of allowing the user full
control on the order of evaluation. That is, in Nakamura’s approach [Nak02]
Chapter 5], on-demand annotations cannot be attached to the position of the
index 0, which determines when the whole term should be checked for evalua-
tion and a strategy of our framework mixing positive indices, negative indices
and several indices 0 cannot be specified in Nakamura’s approach, as shown in
the following example.

Example 26 Consider the following two versions of this simple program that
differ only in the position where negative annotation —2 is placed.

fmod TEST1 is fmod TEST2 is
sort S . sort S .
var Y : S . var Y : S .
ops abc: ->8S . ops abc: ->8S .
opf :SS8S->8 opf : S8 ->8
[strat (-2 0 1 0) . [strat (0 1 -2 0)
eq f(a,¥Y) = a . eq f(a,Y) = a .
eq £(b,c) = b . eq f(b,c) = Db .
opg: —>8S. opg: —>8S.
eq g =a . eq g =a .
op foo : -> S. op foo : -> S.
eq foo = foo . eq foo = foo .
endm endm

Our on-demand evaluation strategy (ODE) will provide two different behav-
iors for term t = £(g,foo0): for theory TEST1 the computation of term t never
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stops whereas for theory TEST2 the computation of term t stops and returns
term a. However, if you disconnect negative annotations from indices 0 and
positive annotations, as in Nakamura’s approach, then you will always get the
non-terminating behavior of theory TEST1. Nakamura’s approach would be sim-
ilar to having all the negative annotations pasted right before each index 0, i.e.,
strategy (—2 0 1 —2 0) for symbol £. |

Nevertheless, Nakamura’s approach is quite similar to Nakamura and Ogata’s
strategy [NOOI], compared below with our approach, and suffers the same in-
consistencies of Nakamura and Ogata’s strategy that we have shown in Sec-

tion B.2.3

6.1 Nakamura and Ogata’s model

In Section we have introduced Nakamura and Ogata’s model for arbitrary
strategy annotations [NOOQI]. In the following, we relate their model to ours.
A defined function symbol f € D is completely defined [TeR03| if it does
not occur in any ground term in normal form, that is to say that functions are
reducible on all ground terms (of appropriate sort). A TRS R is completely
defined [TeR03] if each defined symbol of the signature is completely defined.
Let ¢ be a strategy map. We say ¢ is in lexicographic order if for each f € F
and for each 4, j € Z such that o(f) = (--- i j ---), we have that |i| < |j|. We
say ¢ is standard if for each f € D, ¢(f) has only one occurrence of index 0 at
the end. We say that a term [ is in @-order if for each pair of active positions
p1,p2 € Posa(p(l)) such that py <, p2, if p2 is a non-variable position,
i.e., p2 € Posg(l), then p; is also a non-variable position, i.e., p; € Posz(l).
Intuitively, the term [ is in @-order if it follows with non-variable positions the
evaluation order fixed by the strategy ¢. We say that a TRS R is in p-order
if every | € L(R) is. For an E-strategy map ¢ and a term ¢ € ’T(ff,,)(ﬁ),

we define |_|z : T(FE, &) — T(FZ,X2) as |2pima)z = @na for © € X and
L (s ta)Jz = £, (B )z, - [t 2).

Theorem 5 Let R be a left-linear completely defined CS and ¢ be a standard
E-strategy map in lexicographic order such that ¢ € CMp. Let R be in p-order.

Let t,s € T(}"ﬁ,, Xg). Then, (t,A) i# (s, A) if and only if (LtJZ,A>£!¢(LsJZ,A>.

Note that we cannot relate one 2 -step to one N -step due to the recursive

© ©
calls to E’w in Deﬁnition Requiring R to be completely defined is necessary,
as it was shown in Example [[4] with term 1t(fo0o,0), and then we have to

restrict ourselves also to the conditions of Theorem [4| to ensure that every E@_

normal form is a head-normal form. Moreover, we have to restrict ourselves
. . . z ..

to a strategy ¢ in lexicographic order because —, always selects the minimum

demanded position w.r.t. such lexicographic order for each lhs. And we have

to restrict ourselves to a TRS in -order because Ecp selects the maximum

position among the demanded positions collected from all Ths’s. A canonical
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strategy is also necessary because of inappropriate propagations of on-demand

flags in E@. Note that Example |3| satisfies all these properties and Theorem
can be applied, ensuring that evaluations are equivalent. However, Examples [4]
[[2] and [14] do not satisfy these properties, i.e., the strategy is not canonical in
Example |4l the program is not in ¢-order in Example and the program is
not completely defined in Example

6.2 Lazy rewriting (LR)

In lazy rewriting (LR) [FKWO00, [Luc02b], reductions are performed on a partic-
ular kind of labeled terms. Nodes (or positions) of a term t are labeled with e
for the so-called eager positions and with ¢ for the so-called lazy ones. Labeled
terms are terms in 7 (F,Xz) where £ = {e,¢}. Given t € T(Fg,Xs) and
p € Pos(t), if root(t|,) = z¢ (= z*) or root(t|,) = f¢ (= f%), then we say that
p is an eager (resp. lazy) position of t.

Given a replacement map u € My and s € T(F,X), label,(s) denotes the
following intended labeling of s:

(1) the topmost position A of label,(s) is eager;

(2) given a position p € Pos(label,(s)) and i € {1,...,ar(root(s|p))}, the
position p.i of label,(s) is lazy if ¢ & pu(root(s|,)), or is eager, otherwise.

Example 27 Consider the program of E:mmple@ (viewed as a TRS) and the

replacement map p given by p(-.) = {1} and p(f) = {1,...,ar(f)} for any
other f € F. Then, the labeling of

s = seriesPos(s(s(0)),0 . from(s(0)))
18
t = label, (s) = seriesPos®(s®(s¢(0°)),0¢ .¢ from’(s°(0%))).
All positions are eager positions except position 2.2 which is lazy. Figure[7 shows
all the eager and lazy positions framed by a full or dashed line, respectively. W

Given t € T(Fg,Xr), erase(t) is the term in 7 (F,X) that results from
removing the labels of t. As remarked above, given t € T (F,X), a position
p € Pos(t) is eager (resp. lazy) if root(t|,) is labeled with e (resp. £). The
so-called active positions of a labeled term ¢t € T (F,, X), denoted by Act(t),
are those positions which are always reachable from the root of the term via a
path of eager positions.

Example 28 (Ezample|27 cont’d) Positions A,1,1.1,1.1.1,2 and 2.1 are active
in term t of Ezample [27; positions 2.2.1 and 2.2.1.1 are eager but not active,
since position 2.2 above is lazy in t. See Figure[7 |

In lazy rewriting, the set of active nodes may increase as reduction of labeled
terms proceeds. Fach lazy reduction step on labeled terms may have two different
effects:
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seriesPos

Figure 7: Eager and lazy positions (full and dashed frame, respectively) in the
term seriesPos(s(s(0)),0 . from(s(0))) w.r.t. lazy rewriting (LR).

1. changing the “activation” status of a given position within a term, or
2. performing a rewriting step (always on an active position).

The activation status of a lazy position immediately below an active position
within a (labeled) term can be modified if the position is ‘essential’, i.e., ‘its
contraction may lead to new redices at active nodes’ [FKWQQ).

Definition 4 (Matching modulo laziness [FKWO00]) Let ! € T(F,X) be a
linear term, t € T(Fr,Xz), and p be an active position of t. Then, | matches

modulo laziness s = t|, if either 1 € X, orl = f(la,...,lk), s = f(s1,.-., k)
and, for alli € {1,...,k}, if p.i is eager, then l; matches modulo laziness s;. If
position p.i is lazy and l; & X, then position p.i is called essential. |

If p is an active position in ¢ € 7 (Fz, Xz) and | — r is a rewrite rule of a left-
linear TRS R such that [ matches modulo laziness t|, giving rise to an essential

position ¢ of t and t|, = f(t1,...,tx), then we write ¢ A tfe(t1, ..., tx)]q for
denoting the activation of position p.

Lazy rewriting reduces active positions. Let p be an active position of t €
T(Fe,Xe), uw = t|p, and I — r be a rule of a left-linear TRS R such that I

matches erase(u) using substitution o, then, ¢ Em s, where s is obtained from
t by replacing t|, in ¢ by label,(r) with all its variables instantiated according
to o but preserving its label according to label,(r) (see [Luc02b] for a formal
definition).

Example 29 (Example cont’d) Some A and iu steps for term
t = seriesPos®(s%(s%(0%)),0° .¢ fromf(s¢(0%))) are (we underline the re-
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dex reduced and frame the superscript involved in each step):

seriesPos®(s®(s¢(09)),0° .¢ fromd(s®(0%)))

A seriesPos®(s°(s€(0%)),0° .¢ from®(s°(0%)))

B’u seriesPos®(s¢(s°(0°)),0°¢ .¢ s°(0°) @ from® (s (s€(0%))))
iseriesPose(se(se(Oe)),Oe ¢ 8°(0°) .° fromf(s®(s°(09))))

Note that this last term is an “>-normal form, since the symbol from’ is under
a variable position in the corresponding lhs seriesPos(s(N),X . Y . XS). A

Definition 5 (Lazy rewriting) [FKWO00| The lazy term rewriting relation on

labeled terms (LR) is B’u =AU &M and the evaluation LR-eval,(t) of a

term t € T(F,X) using LR is given by LR-eval,(t) = {erase(s) € T(F,X) |

label, (t) iL s

In the following, we show that each evaluation step of the on-demand strat-
egy (ODE) is included into some evaluation steps of lazy rewriting. First,
we give some definitions auxiliary for Theorem [6] below. Given a term ¢ €
’]’(]—'ﬁ>7 Xﬁ) and p € Pos(t), we translate the labeling of terms in ’T(}"f,, Xg) into
the labeling of 7T (F., Xz) by considering only positive annotations and trans-
forming overlined symbols and the symbol at the position under consideration
into eager symbols, as follows:

lazyf(t) = py (pi(label, ,, (erase(t)))) where
(1) b e {e, 0},

/(rb _ fe(plsl(tl)7"'7p/sn(tn)) ift:?LﬂLg(Sl?"an)
@) P (0 tn)) = {fb(/?’sl(tl)>~-,ﬁ’sn(tn)) 1= fr (510 5n)

(3) pj(s) = s[fe(s1,- .., sk)]p for s|p = fOs1,..., sk)

We define the order <;,,, between terms 7 (F, X.) by extending the following
order to terms in the obvious way: f¢ <jq.y f¢, ft <ilazy [¢, and ft <lazy 1t
for all f € F.

Example 30 Consider Ezample |4 with the E-strategy map o(-._) = (1),
p(length) = (=1 0), ¢(length’) = (0), and ©(f) = (1 --- ar(f) 0) for any
other f € F. Let us consider the term t = length’ (from(0)). The labeling
using ¢ is

p(t) = length’, ;o) (fromyiy1 0)(Onitjnit))

and its version transformed into LR is

lazy{,}(t) = length®(from‘(0°)).
However, we also have

lazyglj(t) = length®(from®(0°)),

which corresponds to the activated term obtained in Example[3]] below. |
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The following theorem shows that each evaluation step of the on-demand
strategy (ODE) corresponds to some evaluation steps of lazy rewriting. Also,
it shows that lazy rewriting (potentially) activates as many symbols (within a
term) as our strategy does (we use the order <j,, for expressing this fact).

Theorem 6 Let R be a left-linear TRS and @ be an E-strategy map. Let t €
T(]—"Pp, Xﬁ), p € Posa(t) and = . If (t,p) —u>¢ (s,q) and p € Act(lazyb(t)),
then q € Act(lazyl(s)) and lazyb(t) i;‘; s for s € T(Fg,Xe) such that
lazyd(s) <iazy -

Note that lazy rewriting is defined only for left-linear TRSs (see Definition
. Note also that one _n)(p -step may correspond to zero iz -steps because
of those i@, -steps dealing only with annotations/marks on symbols; and can
correspond to more than one i’; -step because a demanded evaluation needs

only one —ﬁwJ -step (i.e., when ODx(t) = {p’}) when several activation i—steps
may be necessary to make position p active. In general, our strategy is more
restrictive than LR as the following example shows.

Example 31 Consider the program R (as a TRS) and the E-strategy map ¢
of Example . Consider the replacement map p = fi|,|, i.e., u(length) =
p(length’) = &, p(-._) = {1} and p(f) ={1,...,ar(f)} for any other f € F.
Note that if no positive annotation is provided for an argument of a symbol, then
LR freely demands this argument. In Example|40 below, we prove that R is L@ -
terminating. However, LR enters an infinite reduction sequence starting with
the term label, (length(from(0))) (we underline the redex reduced and frame
the superscript involved at each step):

length®(from’(0%))

R e e

—,, length’¢(from“(0¢))

A length’¢(from®(0°))
E’u length’¢(0° . from‘(s¢(0°)))
" s®(1ength’¢(fromd(s¢(0°)))
s¢(length’¢(from®(s¢(0°)))

1% |>» =

W

That is, in contrast to _n)(P (where p(length’) = (0)), LR can evaluate position
1 in the term length’ (from(0)). |

By Theorems [4 and [] we have the following result relating completeness of
both strategies.

Theorem 7 Let R be a left-linear completely defined CS and ¢ be an E-strategy
map such that ¢ € CMpg and ¢(f) ends with O for all f € D. Ift € T(F,X)

and {p(t), A) i>i0 (s,A), then lazyg(t) iL lazyfp\(s).
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The complete definedness condition as well as those of Theorem [4] are necessary
to ensure that every —u><P -normal form is a head-normal form with a construc-
tor symbol at the top. We can use Example [14] with term 1t(foo,0) as a
counterexample. Note that the opposite direction of the Theorem cannot be
proved because LR does not follow any particular order for activating symbols

in contrast to —ﬁ>¢ . However, we can also provide the following result.

Theorem 8 Let R be a left-linear completely-defined CS and ¢ be an E-strategy
map such that ¢ € CMgr and ¢(f) ends with 0 for all f € D. Let R be

—u@, -terminating. Let t € T(F,X). Then, {o(t),A) Lio (s, A) if and only if
lazyé,\(t) iL lazy;}(s).

6.3 On-demand rewriting (ODR)

A replacement map u € Mg specifies which arguments of symbols in F may
be reduced. In context-sensitive rewriting (CSR [Luc9§]), we (only) rewrite
subterms at replacing positions: ¢ p-rewrites to s, written ¢ <=,y s (or simply

tes, sort s),ift Br sand p € Pos”(t). As we mentioned above, context -
sensitive rewriting inspired the frozen arguments of system modules in Maude
whereas lazy rewriting inspired the local strategies of OBJ and Maude.

Example 32 Consider R in Ezample [3 and the replacement map
w(-.2) = {1} and p(f) = {1,...,ar(f)} for any other f € F (which corre-
sponds to the strategy map @ of Example @ Then, we have:
seriesPos(s(s(0)),from(0)) —, seriesPos(s(s(0)),0 . from(s(0)))

and this last term cannot be further p-rewritten. |

The <—,-normal forms are called p-normal forms. The non-replacing posi-
tions of a term ¢ are denoted by Pos'(t) = Pos(t) — Pos'(t); we also use
Lazy,(t) = minimal<(Pos"(t)) which covers the non-replacing positions of ¢,

ie., for all p € Pos"(t), there exists ¢ € Lazy,,(t) such that ¢ < p. Given a pair
{(u, pp) of replacement maps p and pp, on-demand rewriting (ODR) is defined
as an extension of CSR (under u), where on-demand reductions are also per-
mitted according to pp. Given f € F, each index j € up(f) aims at enabling
reductions on subterm ¢; of a function call f(t1,...,t;,...,t) if it can eventu-
ally lead to matching a pattern of a rule defining f (i.e., I — r € R such that
root(t) = f). After its formal definition, we will explain the notion and give
an example. The chain of symbols lying at positions above/on p € Pos(t) is
prefiz,(A) = root(t), prefiz,(i.p) = root(t).prefiz,, (p). The strict prefix sprefiz
is sprefir,(A) = A, sprefiz,(p.i) = prefiz,(p).

Definition 6 (On-demand rewriting [LucOla]) Let R = (F,R) be a TRS
and p,up € Mx. Then, tti(M;MD)S (or simply t — y 8), if t L s and

either

M D
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1. p € Pos”(t), or

2. p € Pos"MP(t) — Post(t) and there exist e € Pos"(t), pi1,...,pn €
Eazyw)um(t), Tlyeooytnyt € T(F,X), | — r € R, and substitution o
such that

(1) e <p, t' =tlrilp, - [Fulpn, t'le = (1) and

(2) for all q € Pos(l) s.t. sprefizy (q) = sprefir,(q), whenever e.q < p,
we have that l|q € X.

Here, Lazy, ..\ (t) = Lazy, (t) N Post P (t). |

Therefore, given a term ¢, a rewriting step t - s is on-demand (w.r.t. p and
wup) if either

(i) t im s, or

(ii) ¢ i’ul—'u 5 ¢ and reducing t|, may contribute to a future p-rewriting step
at p-replacing position e, using some rule [ — r.

Such a contribution is approximated by checking whether the replacement of
some non-y-replacing maximal subterms of t would eventually make the match-
ing possible (condition 2(1) of Definition[6). On-demand indices in s determine
the positions (in Lazy, ., (t)) of the subterms of ¢ that can be refined. Note
that the position p on which the rewriting step is performed is always covered
by some position p; € Eazyw)uD)(t), i.e., p; < p and p; is a position demanded
by the lhs I, which is (possibly) applicable at position e. On the other hand,
the position p is constrained to have no variable position of I covering p (con-
dition 2(2) of Definition @; otherwise, the reduction at ¢|, would not improve
the matching.

Example 33 (Ezample |39 cont’d) Consider the following on-demand replace-
ment map up(-.-) = {2} and u(f) = @ for any other f € F (where the union
of u and pwp corresponds to the strategy map @ of Example @ Now we have the
following sequence starting from seriesPos(s(s(0)),from(0)), until symbol
_._ 18 obtained at the top:
seriesPos(s(s(0)),from(0))

—(uup) seriesPos(s(s(0)),0 . from(s(0)))

—(uup) seriesPos(s(s(0)),0 . s(0) . from(s(s(0))))

“(uup) 5(0) . seriesNeg(s(0),from(s(s(0))))

but

seriesPos(s(s(0)),0 . s(0) . from(s(s(0))))
> (uup) seriesPos(s(s(0)),0 . s(0) . s(s(0)) . from(s(s(s(0)))))

since 2.2.2 € Pos(l) with | = seriesPos(s(N),X . Y . XS). Figure[§ shows
the reducible and demanded parts of the term

“seriesPos(s(s(0)),0 . from(s(0)))”

w.r.t. on-demand rewriting, framed with a full or dashed line, respectively. W
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seriesPos

Figure 8: Reducible and on-demand positions (full and dashed frame, respec-
tively) of term “seriesPos(s(s(0)),0 . from(s(0)))” w.r.t. on-demand
rewriting (ODR).

In the following, we show that each evaluation step of the on-demand strategy
(ODE) is included in (at most) one evaluation step of on-demand rewriting.
Given a term t € T(fg, Xg) and a position p € Pos(t), we say that the tuple
(t,p) is consistent w.r.t. TRS R and strategy map ¢ (or simply consistent) if

there exists s € T (F, X) such that (p(s),A) —u>:; (t,p).

Theorem 9 Let R be a left-linear CS and ¢ be an E-strateqy map such that
) (c) =@ forceC. Let p, up € Mx be such that p = p|,) and pUpp = fi,.

Let t € T(FE, XE) and p € Posa(t). If (t,p) _n)(p (s,q) and (t,p) is consistent,

then erase(t) N o erase(s).

D)
Similarly to the LR case, the on-demand strategy (ODE) is more restrictive
than ODR as the following example shows.

Example 34 Consider the program:

fmod TEST is
sort Nat .
op O : -> Nat .
op foo : Nat -> Nat .
op f : Nat -> Nat [strat (-1 0)]
op g : Nat -> Nat [strat (-1 0)]
var X : Nat .
eq foo = foo .

eq £(X) =0 .
eq g(0) =0 .
endfm
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Consider the TRS underlying this program and the following replacement maps
(whose union corresponds to the strategy map ¢ given in the module) pu(g) =
w(f) = @ and p(h) = {1,...,ar(f)} for each other symbol h; also, up(g) =
up(f) = {1} and pup(h) = @ for each other symbol h. The term t = g(£(£f00))

has a single terminating evaluation sequence using $so :
{ &)@ 0) (Enit|(—1 0)(£00nir(0))), A)
o { 8@ Eni-1 0)(£00nity))); A)
o (&80 Eninj@m o) (Foonir©)); 1)
o {810 E i@ Eoonim)), 1)

¢ {810 Onim) 1)
o
(
o (0

g( 1)|(@)( nzl\nil)v A>

8(—1)|@) Onitfnit)s A )

nil|nil» >

However, even if ODR is able to reproduce the previous terminating reduction
sequence:

g(£(£00)) = (upp) 8O —(upup) O
the following non-terminating reduction sequence is also possible:

g(£(£00)) = pp) 8E(E00)) —(upp) o
Note that A is a positive position of g(£f(foo)) which is eventually rewritten
into redex g(0), and positions 1 and 1.1 of g(£(£00)) are always demanded by

the lhs g(0), whereas only position 1 should be demanded, as it is done in ODE.
|

Moreover, the condition in Theorem [J] that ¢ be an E-strategy map such that
t| | (c) = @ for ¢ € C cannot be dropped.

Example 35 Consider the following module containing a non-terminating func-
tion inf:

fmod TEST is
sort Nat .
op O : -> Nat .
op s : Nat -> Nat [strat (1 0)]
op inf : -> Nat .
op £ : Nat -> Nat [strat (-1 0)]
var X : Nat . var XS : LNat .
eq inf = s(inf)
eq £(s(X)) =

endfm

Consider the TRS underlying this program and the following replacement maps
(whose union corresponds to the strategy map ¢): u(f) = &, and u(h) ={1,...,
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ar(f)} for all other symbol h; and pup(f) = {1} and pp(h) = & for all other
symbol h. Now the term t = £(inf) has a unique normalizing evaluation se-
quence under ODR:
£Anf) = pupy £UEDE)) gy up) O
Subterm inf of £(s(inf)) is under the variable X of lhs £(s(X) and then it
is not further evaluated. However, the evaluation sequence for L@ 8 non-
terminating:
< nzl\(- O)(infnzl|(0)> >

S (£ @ (0L nit)0)); A)

—”> (£ (10 1nfu@) 1)

—u> (£ (=1)1(0) (Snitj@ 0) (10 it (0))) 1)
L (£ (=10 (300 (inf iy @), 1-1)
_ﬁ\o

The reason is that we follow the user’s annotations and thus we always eval-
uate the argument of s according to its strategy (1 0) and generate an infinite
computation. |

In Theorem [9} the condition of R being a CS cannot be dropped either. An
argument similar to the one in Example 35 can be used if we consider a defined
symbol at a non-root position of a lhs which is given a positive annotation in
the strategy map.

We have the following result relating completeness of both strategies.

Theorem 10 Let R be a left-linear completely-defined CS and ¢ be an E-
strategy map such that ¢ € CMg, o(f) ends with 0 for all f € D, and

Pp)(c) = @ forc e C. Let R be l’w -terminating. Let u,up € Mgz be such
that o = p,) and p U pup = pu,. Let t € T(F,X). Then, (p(t),A) —u>!¢ (s,A) if
and only iftr—)!(u,up) erase(s).

To conclude this section, Figure [J] summarizes the precise relationships be-
tween the different strategies, i.e., under which conditions two strategies have
the same behavior. In the following section, we consider an important aspect of
the definition of a suitable (on-demand) execution strategy, namely termination,
and formulate a method for proving termination of the on-demand evaluation
(ODE).

7 Proving termination of programs with nega-
tive annotations by transformation

In [Luc02b] a method for proving termination of LR as termination of context-
sensitive rewriting (CSR [Luc98]) is described. In contrast to LR, context-

sensitive rewriting forbids every reduction on the arguments not included into
wu(f) for a given function call f(t1,...,tx). A TRS R is p-terminating if the
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Strategies Conditions for equivalence w.r.t.
on-demand evaluation (ODE)

Nagaya’s model P-¢ (Theo P)
Nakamura and Ogata’s model (LL, CD, CS)-R, (S, LO, C)-¢ (Theo |5
Lazy rewriting (LR) (LL, CD, CS, T)-R, (C, E0)-¢ (Theo [8
On-demand rewriting (ODR) (LL, CD, CS, T)-R, (C, E0, C0)-¢ (Theo |10
LL Left-linear TRS CS Constructor TRS
CD Completely defined TRS T ﬁq, -terminating TRS
LO Lexicographic order strategy S Standard strategy
P Positive strategy EO Strategy ended with 0 for
C Canonical strategy each defined symbol

CO0  Constructor symbols do not have positive annotations

Figure 9: Summary of the relation between different on-demand strategies and
the on-demand evaluation (ODE).

context-sensitive rewrite relation associated to R and p is terminating. The idea
of the aforementioned method is simple: given a TRS R and a replacement map
i, anew TRS R’ and a new replacement map ' is obtained in such a way that
w'-termination of R’ implies LR(u)-termination of R. Fortunately, there are
a number of different techniques for proving termination of CSR (see [Luc02c,
GMO04] for surveys on this topic) and tools such as MU-TERM [Luc06] and
AProVE [GTSKFE(04]. This provides a formal framework for proving termination
of lazy rewriting (LR).

A simple modification of such transformation provides a sound technique for
proving the p-termination of TRSs for arbitrary strategy annotations . Here,
as in [LucOTal [Luc02b], by ¢-termination of a TRS R we mean the absence of
infinite —n>¢ -sequences of terms starting from (p(t), A). As for the transforma-
tion in [Luc02b], the idea is to encode the demandedness information expressed
by the rules of the TRS R together with the (negative) annotations of the E-
strategy map ¢ as new symbols and rules (together with the appropriate mod-
ification/extension of ¢) in such a way that ¢-termination is preserved in the
new TRS and E-strategy map, but the negative indices are finally suppressed
(by removing from the lhs of the rules the parts that introduce on-demand com-
putations). We iterate on these basic transformation steps until obtaining a
canonical E-strategy map. In this case, we can stop the transformation and use
the existing methods for proving termination of CSR.

Let ¢ be an arbitrary E-strategy map. Given [ — r € R, we define

NegPos(l) = min<,, ({p.i € Posz(l) NPosa(l) | —i € p(root(l|p))})

Note that we take the minimum to ensure that the transformed program will
follow the proper evaluation order. Assume that NegPos(l) = {p.i} for some p
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and i (i.e., NegPos(l) # @) and let f = root(l|,). Then, R® = (F°, R°®) and ¢°
are as follows: F° = FU{f;}, where f; is a new symbol of arity ar(f;) = ar(f),
and

RC=R—-{l—-r}u{ll = rlzlp — Uz]p}

where I = I[fi(l[p.1, - Up.ar(s)]p, P = minimal<({p" € Posa(l) — Posp(l) |
p.i <, P'}), and T is a sequence of new different variables. We let p°(f;) =
(i -+ @ -+ ip) such that o(f) = (44 -+ — 1 -+ iy), and ©°(h) = @(h) for
any other h € F. Informally, if p is a position in a lhs [ with a symbol f with
a negative annotation —i and position p.i is a non-variable position in [, then
we transform the rule [ — r into {[z], — I'[z], and ' — r; where I’ is | with
a new symbol f’ at position p such that the annotation —i is converted to i in
the strategy for f’ and removed from the strategy for f (though we remove all
negative annotations only at the end).

Example 36 Consider the following program with the strategy (1 -2 0) for
symbol _._ of module LIST-NAT:

fmod LIST-NAT is

op _._ : Nat LNat -> LNat [strat (1 -2 0)]
endfm
fmod LIST-NAT-3RD is

protecting LIST-NAT .

vars X Y Z : Nat . var XS : LNat .

op 3rd : LNat -> Nat .

eq 3rd(X . Y . Z . X8) =2Z.
endfm

The one-step transformation R® generates the following two rules from 1 (we
write _[.1_ instead of symbol _. 5 or _.o_):

eq 3rd(X . X8) = 3rd(X [.] X8)
eq 3rd(X [.] Y . Z . XS) =2 .

Note that the left-most symbol _._ in 1 is the one selected for the transformation
because it is the minimum element (w.r.t. orders <,y and <) of the positions
i | with a negative indez, i.e.,

{1.2, 1.2.2 } = {p.i € Posz(l) NPosa(l) | —i € p(root(l|,))}
and 1.2 <, 1.2.2. ]

The transformation proceeds in this way (repeatedly constructing R° and ¢°)
until obtaining R = (F%, R") and ¢* such that NegPos(l) = @ for each | € R,
and then we remove all negative annotations from o?. Note that this removal
of negative annotations does not modify the evaluation behavior of RY, as it is
proved in Theorem [3]
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Example 37 ( Example cont’d) The final transformed program R is:

fmod LIST-NAT-NONEG is

op _._ : Nat LNat -> LNat [strat (1 0)]
op _[.J_ : Nat LNat -> LNat [strat (1 2 0)]

endfm
fmod LIST-NAT-3RD-NONEG is
protecting LIST-NAT-NONEG .
vars X Y Z : Nat . var XS : LNat .
op 3rd : LNat -> Nat
eq 3rd(X . X8) = 3rd(X [.] X8)
eq 3rd(X [.J] Y . X8) = 3rd(X [.] Y [.]1 X8

eq 3rd(X [.J Y [.]J]Z . XS) =2 .
endfm

. . o t . . tt
Finally, we can state a sufficient condition for — -termination as —_; .-
termination in the transformed program RE.

Theorem 11 (Termination) Let R be a CS and ¢ be a standard E-strategy

map. If the relation ﬁw e 18 terminating, then the relation $%R is also
terminating.

Note that the opposite does not hold, as shown in the following example.

Example 38 Consider the module LIST-NAT-3RD of Example with the fol-
lowing extra lines:

op g : —> Nat .
eq g = 3rd(0 . g . 0 . nil)

For the term g, Fz'gure shows its evaluation sequence according to —ﬁ>qJ , which
corresponds to the (rather simple) general rewriting sequence:

g—3rd(0 . g . 0. 1nil) —»0

No other sequence can be compute for term g using ﬁw . If we add the two
lines defining symbol g to the module LIST-NAT-3RD-NONEG of Ezample we

have an evaluation sequence from term g using the relation —’j>vJ that corresponds

13 The TRS without symbol g, i.e., the TRS in Example is terminating and we can prove
it using the technique of this section, the proof is similar to the one in Figure However,
the TRS including symbol g is terminating but we cannot prove it with the transformation
technique of this section.
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Figure 10: Evaluation of term g of Example
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to the following (infinite) ordinary rewriting sequence (recall from E:vample
that p(-.-) = (1 0) and ¢(-[.1-) =(120)):

g —3rd(0 . g . 0 . nil)

~ —3rd(0 [.L] g . 0 . nil)
—3rd(0 [.] 3rd(0 . g . 0 . nil) . 0 . nil)
—3rd(0 [.] 3rd(0 [.] g . O . nil) . O . nil) — ---

Then, since the transformed program does not include any negative anno-
tation, we can use p-termination of CSR to approximate ﬁw—termination, see
[LucO1b] for further details. It is well-known that CSR does not completely cap-
ture the @-termination property of an OBJ program with only positive strategy
annotations, since the order between positive indices included in a strategy does
not appear in a replacement map. Thus, the technique proposed in the paper
does not completely capture the ¢-termination of an OBJ program with on-
demand strategy annotations. In the following, we show how some examples
used along the paper can be proved terminating by this technique.

Example 39 Consider the module PI in Example[3 with the strategy (1 —2 0)
for symbol _._, i.e., the only change is the following line in module LIST-NAT:

fmod LIST-NAT is
c‘>1.>._._ : Nat LNat -> LNat [strat (1 -2 0)]
endfn
Then, the transformed program RP is (we show only the changes in module
LIST-NAT and the module PI, which is the only one transformed):

fmod LIST-NAT is

op _._ : Nat LNat -> LNat [strat (1 0)]
op _[.J_ : Nat LNat -> LNat [strat (1 2 0)]

endfm
fmod PI-NONEG is
protecting LIST-NAT .
protecting LIST-FRAC .
op pi : Nat -> LIntFrac .
ops seriesPos seriesNeg : Nat LNat -> LIntFrac .
vars N X Y : Nat . var XS : LNat .
eq seriesPos(0,XS) = nil .
eq seriesPos(s(N),X . XS) = seriesPos(s(N),X [.] XS)

eq seriesPos(s(N),X [.J Y . XS) = 1/ Y . seriesNeg(N,XS)
eq seriesNeg(0,XS) = nil .
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< AProVE - Automated Program Ve ation Environment
File Edit Action Mode Result Log Help

[2]c]x[n]a > o]0

: Source: pi-from.trs rgeneraled \

ke D [ Time Limit H

Further Options IF, X, N, X8]

add(, ¥) -> I
Improved Combination For CSRS add(s(sy, 1) -> s(add(¥, 13)
Transformations in Parallel prod(0, ¥)-= 0

prod(s(%), 1) -> add(r, prod(¥, 1))
minus(¥, 0) == ¥

2. Zantema minus{s(¥), s{¥)) = minus(¥, 1)
square() -> prod(*, %)

from(¥} -» cons(Y, from(s(¥)))

1. Lucas

3. Incomplete Giesl-Middeldorp

4. Ferreira-Ribeiro taked, nil) -> nil
take(s("), cons(¥, ¥5)) -> cons(¥, take (¥, ¥5))
5. Giesl-Middeldorp seriesPos(0, %53 = fnil

seriesPos(s(\), cons(¥, ¥5)) -= seriesPos(s ("), ncons(¥, ¥5))
seriesPos(s{’), ncons(¥, cons{¥, ¥5Y)) -> feons(recip(), seriesNeg(V/, ¥5))
seriesNeg(0, ¥5) -= fnil

seriesNeg(s ("), cons(¥, X5)) -» seriesMNeg(s ("), ncons{¥, X))

1. Improved Combination for TRSs seriesNeg(s (), ncons(¥, cons(¥, ¥5))) -> frons(nrecip(¥), seriesPos (', ¥5))
i) -= seriesPos(/, from(D))

6. Innermost Giesl-Middeldorp

Processing of Transformed TRS

Results |

: ﬁﬂesul(s |

Surnmary:

YES

([t

The following files succeeded:

Chagohpi-from trs 1:25 mimites =

Figure 11: Output of AProVE for the proof of termination of the transformed
program of Example

eq seriesNeg(s(N),X . XS) = seriesNeg(s(N),X [.] XS)
eq seriesNeg(s(N),X [.J] Y . XS) = -1/ Y . seriesPos(N,XS)
eq pi(N) = seriesPos(N,from(0))

endfm

The p,z-termination of R is automatically proved by the tools MU—TERI\/‘E'
and AProVE‘El Figure shows the outcome of the tool AProVE. |

Example 40 Consider the module LIST-NAT-LENGTH of Ezample[]} Our trans-
formation returns the original module with only the following change in module
LIST-NAT:

fmod LIST-NAT is
op _._ : Nat LNat -> LNat [strat (1 0)] .

endfm

14 Available at http://www.dsic.upv.es/~slucas/csr/termination/muterm.
15 Available at http://www-12.informatik.rwth-aachen.de/AProVE/.
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rﬁ ™ @  Proof of termination: ExLength

Proof of termination for ExLength_1;

_»I[frnmit!n =X+1
(cons}(X1,X2) = X1
[shX) = X

TIME: 0.010000sec
Proof of termination for ExLength_2.

(length]iX) = X
[cons){(X1X2) = X1 + X2 + 2
[shi0) = X

[lengthl]iX} =X + 1

[nil] = 1

[0]=0

TIME: 0.620000sec

SETTINGS:

‘Base ardering: Palynomial ordering

‘Proof mode: Polynomial termination

Upper bound for coeffs: 5

‘Ratignals below 1 for all non-replacing args: Mo
‘Polynomial interpretation: Linear

Coeffs in polynomials: Rationals and integers
Delta: automatic

E

-

-
'
L

Constraints ) (L Solve )

I;; Save ) |\ Close h}

Figure 12: Output of MU-TERM for the proof of termination of the transformed
program of Example [40]

The pga-termination of module LIST-NAT-LENGTH can be automatically proved,
e.g., by the tool MU-TERM as shown in Figure [I3. More precisely, termina-
tion of each module is proved separately and then a modularity result is applied

[GL02). [ |

8 Experiments

In order to demonstrate the practicality of the on-demand evaluation strategy
(ODE) proposed in this paper, two interpreters have been implemented, one in
Haskell (version 6.4 available at http://www.haskell.org/ghc) and the other
one in Full Maude (version 2.1.1.a available at http://maude.cs.uiuc.edu).
The first system is called OnDemandOBJ and is described in [AELO3|] and the
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PI LIST-NAT-LENGTH

OnDemandOBJ 659 ms. < 1 ms.
ODMaude 675 sec. 10 ms.
CafeOBJ 370 ms. overflow
Maude unavailable unavailable

Table 1: Execution of call pi((372)~2) and length(from(0)).

second system is called ODMaude and is described in [DEL04]. Both systems
are publicly available at http://www.dsic.upv.es/users/elp/soft.html.

Tables[1] and 2l show the runtimed™® of the benchmarks for the different OBJ-
family systems. CafeOBJ (version 1.4.6 available at http://www.1dl.jaist.
ac.jp/Research/Cafe0BJ/system.html) is developed in Lisp at the Japan Ad-
vanced Institute of Science and Technology (JAIST); Maude (version 2.1.1 avail-
able at http://maude.cs.uiuc.edu/)) is developed in C++ and maintained by
the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. Maude provides only com-
putations with positive annotations whereas CafeOBJ provides computations
with negative annotations as well, using the on-demand evaluation of [OF00].
OnDemandOBJ and ODMaude compute with negative annotations using the on-
demand evaluation strategy (ODE) provided in this paper. That is, they com-
pute the same and the only difference is how are they implemented. In Table
mark overflow indicates that the execution raised a memory overflow without
computing the associated normal form (see Example , whereas the mark un-
available in Tables[I]and [2]indicates that the program cannot be executed in such
an OBJ implementation. Note that since Maude is implemented in C4++, typical
execution times are close to 0 milliseconds. In ODMaude, programs are executed
using a very naive implementation of the on-demand strategy (ODEFE) of Section
[ and thus runtimes are much greater. The objective of the implementation in
ODMaude is to give an extremely compact and readable implementation of the
strategy whereas its implementation is improved in OnDemandOBJ.

Table [1| compares the existing OBJ implementations through the evalua-
tion of a concrete term of the module PI of Example |3| and also the term
length(from(0)) of the module LIST-NAT-LENGTH of Example [d] It witnesses
that negative annotations are actually useful in practice because they allow re-
ductions in situations where only positive annotations are not sufficient and has
better computational properties than previous proposals.

On the other hand, Table [2illustrates the interestlZ] of using negative anno-
tations to improve the behavior of programs:

e the benchmark NAT eager represents the module NAT of Example [1] en-
coding functions +_, -_, *_ and _"2 over natural numbers using only
positive annotations. Every k-ary symbol f is given a strategy (12 ---k 0)

16The average of 10 executions measured in a AMD Athlon XP machine running Fedora
Core 3.

1"We exclude ODMaude from this comparison because runtimes are extremely high, more
than 30 minutes for NAT neg and NAT_lazy.
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NAT_eager NAT . can NAT neg NAT lazy
OnDemandOBJ 406 ms. 1005 ms. < 1 ms. < 1 ms.
500 ms. 2059 ms. 2050 ms. 1750 ms.

CafeOBJ 170 ms. 460 ms. < 1 ms. < 1 ms.
540 ms. 850 ms. 830 ms. 850 ms.
Maude 1 ms. 10 ms. wunavailable unavailable
2 ms. 12 ms. wunavailable unavailable
Table 2: Execution of terms 0 - (((B3 "2)"2)"2) and

(((3 72)72)72) - (((3 "2)72)72).

(this corresponds to default strategies in Maude) yielding o(+_) = (1 2 0),
o(=2) = (120), p(*x-) = (120), and ¢(-"2) = (1 0). Note that this
module NAT is terminating as a TRS (i.e., without any annotation).

e The benchmark NAT_can is similar to NAT_eager, but canonical positive
strategies are provided: the i-th argument of a symbol f is annotated
only if there is an occurrence of f in the left-hand side of a rule having
a non-variable ¢-th argument; otherwise, the argument is not annotated
(see [ALO2]), i.e., we have p(+_) = (1 0), p(-—_) = (1 20), p(*_) = (10),
and ¢(-~2) = (0).

e The benchmark NAT neg is similar to NAT _can, though canonical arbitrary
strategies are provided: now (from left-to-right), the i-th argument of a
defined symbol f is annotated if all occurrences of f in the left-hand side
of the rules contain a non-variable i-th argument; if all occurrences of f
in the left-hand side of the rules have a variable i-th argument, then the
argument is not annotated; in any other case, annotation —i is given to f
(see Remark([T]and [AL02]), i.e., we have ¢(+_) = (10), ¢(--_) = (1 —20),
() = (10), and (_"2) = (0).

e The benchmark NAT_lazy is similar to NAT_neg, but each positive annota-
tion is replaced by its negative counterpart, i.e., we have ¢(_+_) = (-1 0),
o) = (=1 =20), p(x) = (1 0), and (-"2) = (0).

Then, for instance, the first term runs in less time when using program NAT neg
than using programs NAT_eager and NAT_can, which do not include negative
annotations. For the second (more general) term, NAT eager runs faster than
other programs (because it does not replicate computations due to the equation
of symbol _~2) but we can observe that NAT neg does not significantly increase
the runtimes w.r.t. NAT_can. Moreover, we can see that NAT_lazy, which uses
only negative annotations, has similar runtimes to NAT_can and NAT_neg in
CafeOBJ and it is even better in OnDemandOBJ.
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9 Conclusions

We have provided a suitable extension of the positive evaluation strategy of
OBJ-like languages to general (positive as well as negative) annotations. This
extension is conservative, i.e., programs which only use positive strategy anno-
tations and that are executed under our strategy behave exactly as if they were
executed under the standard OBJ evaluation strategy (Theorems |1|and . The
main contributions of the paper are:

(a) the definition of a suitable and well-defined approach to demandedness via

E-strategies (see Examples and [34] for motivation

regarding the inadequacy of the model in the previous proposals),

(b) the demonstration of the computational properties associated to the on-
demand evaluation strategy (ODE) (Theorem [2| Corollary (1} and Theo-

rem ,

(¢) the definition of techniques for analyzing termination under strategy an-
notations (Theorem [11]),

(d) the experimental results of Sectionwhich demonstrate that our approach
is better suited for implementation.

We have shown that our on-demand evaluation strategy (ODE) improves the
three most important evaluation strategies dealing with on-demand annotations,
and we have also provided conditions for the equivalence of ODE w.r.t. the other
three:

e on-demand evaluation with negative annotations of Nakamura and Ogata
[NOOI] as well as Ogata and Futatsugi [OF00] (Theorem [5)),

o lazy rewriting (LR) [FKWO00], a popular, demand-driven technique to per-
form lazy functional computations which inspired the development of on-
demand strategies in OBJ (Theorems @ |z|, and , and

e on-demand rewriting (ODR) [LucOIa], which extends the context—sensitive
rewriting of [Luc98] by also considering “negative annotations” and which
does not directly apply to OBJ and is not comparable to LR (Theorems

[9) and [10)).

The reader might think that the computational model introduced by negative
annotations is too complex, e.g. arguing that a program with such a negative
(lazy) behavior is difficult to understand by somebody else than its author
and thus, vulnerable to programming errors. However, we have (hopefully)
proved that the computational model is very intuitive (up to the complexity
associated to user-defined strategies) and automatically driven by the order
among (positive and negative) annotations given by the user. Note that this
was not achieved yet by previous proposals dealing with negative annotations.

Let us conclude by summarizing the modus operandi: Given a TRS R and
a strategy map ¢, if the positive indices in the strategy ¢ do not cover all the
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non-variable positions in the left-hand sides (this idea is captured by the notion
of canonical replacement map [Luc98|, see page [29| above), then we have to add
positive or negative indices to recover completeness, i.e., we add indices until a
canonical replacement map is obtained. This is exactly the problem shown in
Example 3] Once completeness is ensured, if termination can be proved for the
original program but it cannot be proved for the program annotated with only
positive indices, then we must shift some positive annotations into negative ones,
since they can preserve termination while achieving completeness for broader
classes of programs. Where and why shall we use negative annotations?

o If for each occurrence of a symbol f in the left-hand side of the rules, the
i-th argument contains a non-variable term, then f must be annotated
with positive index 1.

e If for each occurrence of a symbol f in the left-hand side of the rules, the
i-th argument is a variable, then f must not be annotated with positive
index % nor negative index —i.

e If the two previous cases do not apply, negative index —i is given to f.

Alternatively, in many situations we can work without any positive index at
all, using only negative indices (see Table [2[ in Section [§ for some practical
examples).

As future work, we plan to extend the program transformation developed
in [AELO04], which provides completeness of the evaluation strategy for positive
strategy annotations, to the case of on-demand strategy annotations.
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A Proofs
A.1 Proofs of Section [5]

Theorem Let R be a TRS and ¢ be an E-strategy map. Lett,s € ’T(}"g, Xé).
Then, (t,A) i{; (s, AY if and only if (||, A) Li‘*@" (Is], A)-

Proof. 'We consider the more general situation of p € Posa(t) instead of A. Let
us consider that (¢, p) iﬂ (s,p) and (|t|, p) —ﬁﬂ‘o” (s',p). We prove n > m and
s’ = ||s| by induction on n. If n =0, then ¢t = s, m = 0, and s’ = s, since no
step on [t| can be done with || whenever no step on ¢ can be done with .

For n > 0, (t,p) Ls@ ', q) $g*1 (s,p) and we consider different cases:

o Ift], = fr,jir.(t1, - tk), i # 0, and root(|t[,|) is not of the form fr;;.Ly,
then ¢ € L;, since the occurrence in L; cancels out the current num-
ber i. Let t' = t[fr, @i, (t1,-- - tk)]p- If i < 0, then, by definition,
(t,p) i>¢ (t',p). If i > 0, then root(t|,.;) = grjni, since subterm ¢|, ; has
already been evaluated, and, by definition, (¢, p) —MJ ', p.i) i@, {t',p). In
both cases, [t| = |t/| and no step on - | is necessary. Finally, the

conclusion follows by induction hypothesis.

o Ift[, = fr,j0:L,(t1, ..., tr), then root([t],]) is also of the form frrjo.r,. It

2

is easy to see that ODx(t|,) = ODxr(|t|,]), since Posp(t) = PésP(”tH),
Posn(t) = Posn(|t]), and Pos,u(t) = Posnpu(|t]). Therefore,

(Itl, p) —u>"¢“ (I¥’]l, ¢) and the conclusion follows by induction hypothesis.

e For all the remaining cases, (|¢], p) i)llwll (I¢'l, ¢) and by induction hypoth-
esis {1¢'],0) 27 (Il ). 0

Lemma 1 Let R be a TRS and ¢ be an alternating E-strategy map such that
lo] € CMg. Ift € T(F}, XL), then ODg(t) = @.

Proof. Givenl € L(R) such that root(l) = root(erase(t)), if p € DP(erase(t)),
then, since ¢ is alternating and || € CMg, either p € Posp(t) or p & Posa(t).
Thus, ADP,(t) = @ for any | € L(R) such that root(l) = root(erase(t)) and
ODg(t) = @. a

Theorem Let R be a TRS and ¢ be an alternating E-strategy map such
that |¢| € CMg. Lett,s € T(fg,XSﬁ), p € Posa(t), and g € Posa(s). Then,

(t.p) 5, (s,q) if and only if ([t],p) 5T, (5], q)-

Proof. By Lemma [} ODg(t) = @ and thus steps [6] and [7] of Definition [3] are
never going to be used. We can remove all the negative annotations from ¢,
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i.e., use || instead of . The steps performed by LN consuming negative

O

)

annotations are simply discarded by LL e

Theorem Let R = (F,R) = (CWD,R) be a left-linear CS and ¢ be an
E-strategy map such that ¢ € CMg and ¢(f) ends with O for all f € D. Let
teT(F,X). Ifse eval?p(t), then s is a head-normal form of t.

Proof. First, note that it is not possible to have that root(s) = fL‘m-l for f € F,
since non-evaluable flags are raised only when a position is demanded and only
for those symbols occurring at positions between the root and the considered
demanded position (excluding both).

We prove the claim by structural induction on s. If s € C or s € X, we
are trivially done. Consider s = f € D, with ar(f) = 0. By assumption, ¢(f)

ends with 0, thus the last rewriting step was (fpi1/(0), A) i>¢ (fnitjnit» A). The
only case when this can happen is when erase(f,i10)) = f is not a redex and
ODx(fni0)) = 9. But this case can only occur if there is no [ € L(R) such
that root(l) = f. Hence, s is a head-normal form.

For the induction case, we omit the case root(s) € C which is trivial. Con-
sider root(s) = f € D. By assumption, ¢(f) ends with 0, thus, there are
terms t', s’ € T(}'&, Xg) such that the last rewriting step was (t/, A) $@ (s', A),
s = erase(s’), root(t') = frj0) and 8" = frnu(t'|1,. ..t |ar(r)). This can hap-
pen only when erase(t') is not a redex and ODg(t') = @.

If erase(t’) is not a redex, then s (recall that s = erase(s’) = erase(t’)) is also
not a redex and A € L(R) and o € Subst(T (F, X)) such that s = o(l). By left-
linearity, there are disagreeing positions in s’ (Posx(s,l) # & for all [ € L(R))
that could be demanded but they are not (ODg(s") = ODx(t') = @). Note
that if we drop left-linearity then it is possible that s is not a redex but there
is | € L(R) such that Pos.(s,l) = @. In the following, we prove that for each
l € L(R) either Posx(s,l) = {A}, i.e., root(l) # root(s), or p € Posx(s,l) and
s|p is a head-normal form. And, by the CS property of the rules, for any position
p > A in s that is a head-normal form, no evaluation above it can rewrite the
symbol at position p into the symbol expected at rule [, and thus we conclude
s is a head-normal form.

We have that ODg(s') = @ implies ADPg(s') = @. If ADPr(s') = @, then
either (i) there is no ! € L(R) such that root(s) = root(l), i.e., Posx(s,l) =
{A} for each | € L(R), or (ii) ADP,(s") = @ for each | € L(R) such that
root(s) = root(l). In case (ii), we have that those rules which could be applied
to s have a conflict of positions with s. If ADP)(s') = @ for | € L(R) such
that root(s) = root(l), then either (iii) DPF;(s) = &, or (iv) DP,(s) # @ and
DP,(s) N Posa(s’) = @, (v) DP/(s) # @ and DP,(s) N Posp(s’) # &, or
(vi) DPi(s) # @ and DP(s) N Posni(s’) # @. In case (iii), if DP/(s) = @
but Posx(s,l) # @ # {A}, then there is a position p € Posx(s,l) such that
p € Posc(s) and the conclusion follows. The case (iv) is not possible because
» € CMg. In cases (v) and (vi) we have that there is a position p € DP(s)
such that p > A and the position is disagreeing with [ and should be demanded
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and evaluated. However, by hypothesis, s|, is a head-normal form and the
conclusion follows. ]

A.2 Proofs of Section [6.1]

Proposition 1 Let R be a left-linear completely defined CS and ¢ be a standard
E-strategy map in lexicographic order such that ¢ € CMp. Let R be in p-order.
Let t € T(]—'&Xg) such that erase(t) is not a redex and root(t) = fr). Let
p € Posa(t) N Posp(erase(t)) such that p > A. Then, {p} = ODx(¢) if and
only if {p} = DFg(erase(t)).

Proof.

(=) If {p} = ODr(t), then p € ADPg(t) and p is the minimum position w.r.t.
the total order <; (p = min<,(ADPg(t))). Since ¢ is in lexicographic order, p
is also the minimum position w.r.t. the total order <j.,. Since p € ADPg(t),
there is a lhs [ € L(R) such that root(erase(t)) = root(l) and p € ADP(t).
And then, p € DP,(erase(t)) and p € minimal<(Posx(erase(t),1)).

Now, since p € minimal<(Posx(erase(t),l)) and p = min<,(ADPg(t)), we
have that p = dfj(erase(t)) = min<,,, (Posx(erase(t),l)). Then, for proving
that DFg(erase(t)) = {p} = maz<,  ({dfi(erase(t)) | | — r € R}), we sim-
ply have to prove that for each I’ € L(R) such that I’ # [, it is impossible that
dfy (erase(t)) = {p'} such that p <je, p’. If suchp’ = min<, , (Posx(erase(t),l’))
exists, then p & Posx(erase(t),l’). But then, by the property that R is in -
order, we have that p € Posx(l) and, by the CS property, p € Posc(erase(t)),
contradicting the assumption that p € Posp(erase(t)). Thus, DFg(erase(t)) =

{r}

(<) If p € DFg(erase(t)), then p = maz<, , ({dfi(erase(t)) | I — r € R}).
Since R is completely defined, there exists I € L(R) such that Pos(erase(t),l) C
Posp(erase(t)). Thus, p € DFj(erase(t)). Since ¢ is standard and ¢ € CMg,
Posp(t) C Pospi(t), i.e., all positive positions in ¢ have been already evaluated.
By Theorem [4] and since ¢ is standard, for each p € Pos,(t), t|, is a head-
normal form and, by the completely defined property, p € Posc(erase(t)). Thus,
by the CS property, minimal<(Posx(erase(t),l1)) N (Posp(t) UPosp(t)) = @.
Thus, p € ADP(t) and p € ADPg(t). Finally, since R is in @-order, for
each position p’ <., p, we have that p’ € Posz(l) and, by the CS prop-
erty, p’ € Posc(l). Moreover, for any other lhs I’ € L(R) such that p’ €
Posx(erase(t),l'’) — {A}, p & DPy(erase(t)). Thus, ODRg(t) =
{min<,(ADPr(t))} = {p}. O

Lemma 2 Let R be a TRS and ¢ be a standard E-strategy map such that
p€ OCMg. Lett, s, t',s € T(Fg, Xg) such that t' and s’ have more symbols with

the on-demand flag activated than t and s, respectively. Then, (t,p)>(s,q) if
and only <t’,p>£¢<8/79>~
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Proof. The only case in Definition affected is case 4(c), where
tly = for(t1,...,tx), and DFg(erase(t|,)) = p' # T and flag(t,p.p’) = 0.
However, this case is impossible, since ¢ € CMg and ¢ is standard. That is,
o being standard implies that the only index 0 is at the end of any strategy
list and thus every possible on-demand flag has been activated before index 0
at position p in ¢ is reached. And the property ¢ € CMpz implies that every
non-variable position in any lhs is covered by a positive or negative position. O

Theorem [5| Let R be a left-linear completely defined CS and ¢ be a standard
E-strategy map in lexicographic order such that ¢ € CMp. Let R be in p-order.

Let t,s € T(}"g,)(g). Then, (t,A) - <3 A) if and only if <LtJZ7A>£!¢<L8JZ,A>-

Proof. First note that, by Lemma[2] it is not a problem to add more on-demand

flags than the necessary and thus, we can use ||z without loosing any z>g(,-step.

(=) By induction on the number n of steps of (¢, A) lﬁ (s,A).

1. If n = 0, then s = ¢ and root(t) = frjny. Thus, [t]z = 1., and the
conclusion follows.

2. If n > 0, then we consider the first step (¢, A) i>(p ', p) —ﬁ>ia (s,A) and all
its possible cases:
(a) Ift = fL1|i:L2(tla~--atk)a 7 > 0, t = leeai\Lg(tl,"-atk) and p =
) z
i, then [t|z = il:L2(|_t1JZ7 ..y |tk ]z) and thus (LtJZ,A>—>¢<Lt'JZ,p>.
We are in the following situation

(t,8) Sy, (', p) 5 (" p) Sy (s 0) B (5,4)

where ('], A) l’ia (t"]p, A) inn' steps and n’ < n. Then, by induction
hypothesis, {[#'],]z, A) = ([£"],) 2, A) and (|s'|7, A) 5 (| 5]z, A), thus
we conclude

Ltz A2 (1 2 D)2t 2, 2) B (8 ]2 A) B (52, A).

(b) Ift = fr,—ir, (b1, hte), @ > 0, ' = fria i, (t1,...,tk) and
p = A, then, since |t' |z raises all on-demand flags at the same time,

(lt)z. )5 ([t ]2,A)  and, by  induction  hypothesis,
()2 8) 5 (]2, A).

(c) Ift = fr j0:o(t1, - ) = o(l'), erase(l') =1, t' = o(p(r)) for some
[ — r € R and substitution o, and p = A, then (LtJZ,A>£¢<Lt'JZ,A>
and, by induction hypothesis, (|t']z, A)AHLSJZ, A).
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(d)

(f)

If t = frjon.(t1,...,tx), erase(t) is not a redex, ODg(t) = @,
t'" = fr,p,(t1,...,tx), and p = A, then, since ¢ € CMg and R is
completely defined, we have that root(t) € C and DFg (erase(t)) = A.

Thus, <Lth,A>£w<Lt’JZ,A> and, by induction hypothesis,

z
([t')z,0)= (]2, A).
Ift = fr,j0:0,(t1,. - -, L), erase(t) is not a redex, ODz(t) = {p}, and
t' = mark(t,p), then, by Proposition |1, DFg(erase(t)) = p and, by
definition, flag(|t]z,p) = 1. Thus, a recursive subsequence for t|, is
going to be started. We are in the following situation

(t,8) Sy, (', p) B (" p) S5 (') B (5,4)

where (t/|,, A) —u>i0 (t"]p,A) in n' steps and n’ < n. By induction

hypothesis, <Lt’|pJZ,A>£;<Lt”|pJZ,A>. By Theorem erase(t”|,)

is a head-normal form. By the property R is completely defined,
p € Posc(erase(t”)). And, since R is completely defined, p #
DFg(erase(t”)). Thus, we are in case 4(d) of Definition [2| and, since

erase(s’) = erase(t”) and the steps (t,p) _n):; (s',A) only remove
bars above symbols, (LtJZ7A>£¢<LSIJZ7A>- Then, by induction hy-
pothesis, (|s']7,A) 51 (| s]7, A).

We cannot have the case where ¢t = ?L1|L2 (t1y. ..y tg).

(<) By induction on the number n of steps of this sequence (|t |z, A>£!¢’< ls]z, A)
plus the steps of all the subsequences (and their subsequences) demanded inside

this sequence. Note that, since (|t]z, A)Eip(LsJZ, A) is finite, we know there is
a finite number of recursive subsequences inside other subsequences and thus n
is finite.

1.

(a)

If n =0, then |s]z = [t]z and root(|t|z) = fy;- Thus, t = fr .y and the
conclusion follows.

n

If n > 0, then we consider the first step (|¢]z, A)Ewﬂt’JZ,p)E;(LsJZ,A}
and all its possible cases:

If [t]z = flo(ta, ... tk), i >0, [t')z = fL(t1,...,t;) and p = i, then
(t,A) i>¢ (t',p). We are in the following situation

’

(L) MY (Lt ]2 D)2 (L8 ) 2y 0) Do (18 20 A) 4 (52, A)

where (|t'|,]z, A)gip<Lt”|pJZ, A) in n’ steps and n’ < n. By induction

hypothesis, (t'|,, A) —ﬁﬁp (t"]p,A) and (', A) l)io (s,A). Thus,

(8, A) S (t'0) D5 (8", 0) D (5, A) S, (5,8)
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(b) If LtJZ = fli:L(tl, . ,tk), 1> 0, \_t,JZ = fi(tl, R ,up(ti), R ,tk) =
i1, o tiy. .. ty) and p = A, then (£, A) —ﬁ>¢ (t',A) and, by induc-
tion hypothesis, (t/,A) 5 L (s,A).

(©) T8 [tz = fi 1 (t1,ost0), p = A, [¢]2 = 0(o(r)), DFx (erase(t)) = T,
[t]z = 6(l'), erase(l’) =1 and | — r € R, then (¢, A) i)w (t', A) and,
by induction hypothesis, (t/, A) < L (s,A).

(A) If [tlz = fop(tr,..te), p = A, [U']z = fi(t,...,tk), and
DFg(erase(t)) = A, then root(erase(t)) € C. Note that the case
where DFg(erase(t)) = T and erase(t) is not a redex is not pos-
sible because R is left-linear and the case where DFyg(erase(t)) =
p # A and flag(t,p.p’) = 0 is not possible by definition of |_|z.
Thus ODR( ) = @ and (t,A) —ﬁ@, (t',A). By induction hypothesis,

(t/,0) 5, (s, ).

(e) The case where |t|z = fo(t1,...,tk), p = (er se( ) =
p = ip’ for i € N, flag([t]z,p') = 1, <dn( thIp) A5 (w, A>
DFg(erase(|t|zw]y)) = p/, and ¢ = fL(ts,... ti{lup(w)]pr, ... t)
is not possible by Proposition[I]and the property that R is completely
defined.

() If [tlz = flo(ti,... ty), p = A, DFg(erase(t)) = p' # A,
z
flag([t]z,p") = 1, {dn([t]z]y), A)=,(w, A), [¢']z = tlup(w)],, and
either p' <jep DFg(erase(tjw],)) or DFg(erase(t]s],)) = T, then
p’ € Posp(erase(t)) and, by Proposition [l ODx(t) = {p'}. By in-
duction hypothesis, (t|,, A)Ai‘,@”, A) such that w = ¢ |z. The steps
", p) —ﬁ>:, (s',A) remove just bars above symbols, i.e., erase(t”) =
erase(s’). Also by induction hypothesis, (s’ A) i>10 (s,A). And thus,

(t,0) 5, (t',p) 55 (t",p) D5 (s, 8) 5L (5,0)

A.3 Proofs of Section [6.2]

Lemma 3 Let R be a left-linear TRS and ¢ be an E-strategy map. Let t €
T(fg,)(g). If ODz(t) = {p}, then (i) 3l € L(R) such that I matches modulo
laziness label, , (erase(t)), (i) root(erase(t)|,) # root(lly) ¢ X, (iii) for all p’
such that A < p' < p, root(erase(t)|, ) = root(l|,), and (i) at least one position
p' 1A <p' <pis declared essential.

Proof. If ODr(t) = {p}, then there exists I € L(R) such that
p € Posx(erase(t),l) and root(erase(t)|,) # root(l|,) ¢ X. By minimality, for
all p’ sit. A < p’ < p, root(erase(t)|,) = root(l|,). Also, ADP;(erase(t)) N
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Posp(t) = @ and ADP(erase(t)) N Pospu(t) = @. That is, for all ¢ €
DP(erase(t)), g € Posp(t) and then, there is ¢’ < g such that ¢’ € Posa(t),
root(label,, (erase(t))]y) = f* and for all ¢ such that A < ¢” < ¢/, symbol
root(label, , (erase(t))|q) is marked as eager. Hence, the conclusion follows
and [ matches modulo laziness ¢. a

Lemma 4 Let R be a left-linear TRS and ¢ be an E-strategy map. If t,I',r" €
T(Fe, X)) and | — v € R such that t = o(I'), erase(l') =1, and ' = o(p(r)),
then | matches erase(t) and, let t? = label,  (erase(t)), there exists ¢ for LR
such that label,, , (erase(r')) = 0(label, , (r)).

Proof.  Note that all variables of I’ have the same labeling, i.e., Var(l') =
{Zpitjnit | © € Var(l)}. Note also that, if t = o(I’), then [ matches erase(t)
and there exists 6 for LR such that erase(o(z')) = erase(6(z")) for erase(z’) =
erase(z”") = x € Var(l). Finally, 0(label, , (1)) = label,  (erase(o(r))), i.e.
labely, ,, (erase(r’)) = O(label, , (1)) O

Hle)

Theorem [6] Let R be a left-linear TRS and ¢ be an E-strategy map. Let t €
T(}'&, Xé), p € Pos(t) and = |, . If (t,p) l)so (s,q) and p € Act(lazyg(t)),

then q € Act(lazyl(s)) and lazyb(t) i; s for s € T(Fg,Xe) such that
lazyd(s) <iazy 8"

Proof. We consider the different cases of Definition [3] separately.

LIf t|, = frpalty,....tx), s = t and p = q.i for some i, then

lazyl(t) ii lazyb(t) and lazyl(s) <iazy lazyb(t). Note that
q € Act(lazyd(s)) since p = q.i € Act(lazyh(t)).

2. If tl, = frijip, (tr, .. k) with @ >0, s = t[fr, @i, (t1,. .., tk)]p and ¢ =
p-i, then lazy? (t) = lazyl(s), since p, ¢ € Posp(t), and, g € Act(lazyd(s)),

since i € pu(f). Thus, we have lazy? () ij lazyd(s).

3. If t‘p = le\fi:Lz(tlw cytg) with ¢ >0, s = t[leéBfi\Lz (t1,-.. ,tk)]p and
q = p, then lazyl(t) = lazyd(s), ¢ € Act(lazyl(s)) and

LR —
lazyb(t) — lazyd(s).

4. If tl, = frij0:o (1, k) = a(l'), erase(l’) =1, s = t[o(p(r))], for some
Il — r € R and substitution o, and ¢ = p, then by Lemma |4] there exists
¢ for LR such that lazy? (t) &# lazyl (t)[0(label,(r))],- By Lemma we
also have that lazy? (t)[0(label,(r))], = lazyh (t)[label, (erase(a (o (r))))]p-
Since |, contains no overlined symbol and p € Act(lazyl(t)), then
label,(erase(o(p(r)))) = lazyb(o(p(r))), and we finally get
lazyg (t)[0(label, (r))lp = lazyl (t)[lazyl (o (p(r))], = lazyl(s).
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5. If t|, = fryj0:L,(t1,. .. tr), erase(t|,) is not a redex, ODx(t[,) = @,
s = t[fry L (t1, - te)]p, and g = p, then lazyl(t) = lazyl(s), ¢ €
Act(lazyd(s)) and lazyl(t) ij lazyd(s).

6. If t|, = fr,j0:.(t1,- .., tk), erase(t],) is not a redex, ODg(t|,) = {p'},
s = timark(t|p,p')]p, and ¢ = p.p/, then for all p” s.t. p < p” < pp/,
root(lazyd(s)|pr) = f¢ and g € Act(lazyd(s)). Thus, the only difference
between lazyl(t) and lazyd(s) is the activated set of positions between
p and p.p/, ie., for all p” st. p < p"” < pp', root(lazyd(s)|pr) = f¢
and root(lazy? (t)|,») = f*. Moreover, we know that there is a lhs | €
L(R) such that for all p” st. A < p” <P/, root(l],») € F. Thus, by
successive applications of Lemma (3| there are several activation steps of

lazy rewriting and we obtain lazy? (%) A lazyd(s).

7. If t], = ?Ll‘LQ(tl, coost), 8 =t fry . (t1s - -, tr)]p, and p = ¢.i for some 4,

then, since lazyl(s) <iazy lazyb(t), we have lazyb () L—Rj lazyh(t). Note
that ¢ € Act(lazyl(t)) since q.i € Act(lazyb(t)). 0

Theoreml 7] Let R be a left-linear completely defined CS and ¢ be an E-strategy
map such that ¢ € CMzp and ¢(f) ends with 0 for all f € D. Ift € T(F,X)

and {(p(t), A) l{p (s,A), then lazy’(t) iL lazyl(s).

Proof. By Theorem EI, there is a sequence lazyj;(t) i; s’ such that
lazyf;(s) <lazy 8. By Theorem [l erase(s’) = erase(s) is a head-normal form.
And by the property R is completely defined, root(erase(s)) € CU X. If
erase(s) = erase(s’) = x € X, then it is clear that s’ = lazy{,}(s). Other-
wise, since all positive positions have been evaluated in s’ and a constructor

symbol cannot activate any position, we can speak of normalization instead of
an arbitrary number of steps, i.e., lazy}(t) iL s" and ' = lazy}(s). O

Theorem Let R be a left-linear completely-defined CS and ¢ be an E-
strategy map such that ¢ € CMgr and ¢(f) ends with O for all f € D. Let R

be —n>¥, -terminating. Let t € T(F,X). Then, (p(t),A) ii, (s,A) if and only if
lazy{,}(t) i'ﬂ lazyf}(s).

Proof. We only have to prove the < implication, since the = implication is

proved by Theorem |7} We have lazy{,}(t) i; w for some term w. Since R is a

left-linear CS, erase(w) is a head-normal form. Since R is completely defined,

root(erase(w)) € C UX. Then, since R is —ﬁ>s(J -terminating, we can take any

sequence {(p(t), A) —n>io (s, A) for some term s. By Theorem [4f s is a head-normal

form and, since R is completely defined, root(erase(s)) € C U X. Finally, by
Theorem [7, w = lazy{,}(s). O
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A.4 Proofs of Section [6.3]

Given a term t € T(ff,,Xf;,) and a position p € Posa(t), we say p is a stop
position if there is no sequence (t,p) L; (t',q) such that p < q, erase(t) =
erase(t'), and erase(t'|,) is a redex.

Lemma 5 Let R be a TRS and ¢ be an E-strategy map such that i, (c) = @
JorceC. Lett € T(F:, XE) and p € Posa(t). If root(erase(t|,)) € C, then p
18 a stop position.

. . . #
Proof. Immediate, since t|, is a —,-normal form. O

Lemma 6 Let R be a left-linear CS and ¢ be an E-strategy map such that
ppi(c) = @ forc € C. Lett € T(]-"g,)(é) and p € Posa(t). If (t,p) is
consistent, then either p € Posp(t) or g € Posp(t) s.t. q¢ < p and either
ODx(t|q) # @ or, otherwise, if erase(t|y) is a redex, then for allw s.t. ¢ < w <
p, w 1S a stop position.

Proof. By induction on the length n of the evaluation sequence

(p(s),A) —ﬁ>$ (t,p) for s € T(F,X).

e (n=0) It is immediate to see that p = A and A € Posp(t).

e (n > 0) Let us consider (p(s), A) _n>2_1 ', p') —uw, (t,p). The induction hy-
pothesis is: p’ € Posp(t') or p’ € Posa(t') — Posp(t') and 3¢’ € Posp(t)
s.t. ¢ < p’ and either ODg(t'|) # @ or, otherwise, if erase(t'|y) is a
redex, then for all ¢’ s.t. ¢ < w < p’, w is a stop position. We consider
the different cases of Definition [3] separately:

1. Let t'|y = frpna(ty,....tx), t = t' and p’ = p.i for some i. If

p' € Posp(t'), then p € Posp(t). If p' € Posa(t') — Posp(t') and

" = p, then p € Posp(t). If p' € Posa(t') — Posp(t'), ¢ < p, and

ODx(t|q) # @, then the conclusion follows since no symbol occur-

ring above or at position p’ has been changed. If p’ € Posa(t') —

Posp(t'), ¢ < p, and ODg(t|) = @, then the conclusion follows by
induction since p is also a stop position.

2. Let t'|py = frjin, (b1, s th), 0> 0, t = [fr, @i, (T, - tk)]p and
p =pli It p’ € Posp(t'), then p € Posp(t). If p’ € Posa(t') —
Posp(t'), ¢ < p, and ODg(t'|y) # @, then the conclusion follows
since no symbol occurring above or at position p has been changed.
If p' € Posa(t') — Posp(t'), ¢ < p, ODr(t'|y) = @, and erase(t'|4)
is a redex, then p is a stop position if p’ is.

3. Let tl‘p/ = le\—i:Lg (tl, . 7tk)7 1> 0,1t = t/[le@—i|L2 (tl, . ,tk)]p/
and p = p’. This case is straightforward since the symbols above and
at position p’ are unchanged.
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4. Let t'|y = fryjo:n,(t1, ..o t) = o(l'), erase(l') =1, t = t'[o(o(7))]p

for some I — r € R and substitution o, and p = p'. If p’ € Posp(t'),
then p € Posp(t). Otherwise, p’ € Posa(t') — Posp(t') and ¢’ < p.
If ODg(tly) # @ or ODgr(t|y) = @ and erase(t|y) is not a redex,
then the conclusion follows. Otherwise, erase(t|y) is a redex.
Here, note that it is impossible that ODgz(t'|;) = @ because in
that case, either erase(t’|,;) would not be a redex and, since R is a
left-linear CS, it is impossible that erase(t|,) becomes a redex; or
erase(t'|,) would be a redex and p’ a stop position, but, then, no
reduction could be performed at position p’. Thus, ODz(t'|y) # @,
ODx(t|¢) = @, and erase(t|q) is a redex. Now, since R is a CS, for
all ¢ s.t. ¢ <w < p, root(erase(t|,,)) € C and, by Lemma 5] w is a
stop position.

5. Let t'|p = fr,j0:L,(t1,- - tr), erase(t],r) is not aredex, ODg (t'],) =
@, t =1t[fr,L,(t1, ..., tx)]p, and p = p’. Then, it is straightforward
(see Case 3).

6. Let t'|p = fr,j0:0,(t1,- - tr), erase(t’],r) is not aredex, ODg (t'] ) =
"}, t = t'[mark(t'|,,p")]y, and p = p'p". If p' € Posp(t'),
then p’ < p, ODg(t|,) # @, and the conclusion follows. If p’ €
Posa(t') — Posp(t'), ¢ < p, and ODgr(t'|;) # @, then the con-
clusion follows since no symbol above p has been changed. If p' €
Posa(t') — Posp(t'), ¢ < p, ODr(t'|y) = @, and erase(t'|y) is a
redex, then p is a stop position if p’ is.

7. Let t/|p/ = fL1|L2(t1a - ,tk), t = t/[fL1|L2(t1, .. ,tk)]p/ and p’ = p.t
for some ¢. This case is similar to case 1 above. a

Theorem [9] Let R be a left-linear CS and ¢ be an E-strategy map such that
| (c) =D force C. Let p,up € Mx be such that g = |, and pUpp = fi,.

Let t € T(ff;, Xg) and p € Posa(t). If (t,p) ﬁ@ (s,q) and (t,p) is consistent,

P
then erase(t) — Gon) erase(s).

Proof. We consider only case 4 of Definition [3]since the other cases only manip-
ulate annotations on symbols or compute the next position ¢ to be considered,
which implies a reflexive on-demand rewriting step. Then, by Lemma [6] case 4
can only occur under the following conditions:

1. If p € Posp(t), then we are trivially done.

2. If p € Posa(t) — Posp(t), 3q € Posp(t) s.t. ¢ < p and ODg(t|,) # @,
then it is easy to prove that there exist p1,...,p, € Lazy, ) (erase(t)),
Tiyeeoytn,t € T(F,X), 1l — r € R, and a substitution o such that

t' = erase(t)[r1]p, - [Tnlp,s t'lq = o(l) and, for all w € Pos(l) s.t.
SPTefiTergse(s)), (W) = sprefiz(w) whenever g.w < p, hence we have that
lh & ¥
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3. Otherwise, p € Posa(t) — Posp(t), and there is no ¢ € Posp(t) s.t. ¢ < p,
ODx(tlq) = @, and erase(t|,) is a redex. Note that, by Definition [3| there
exist ¢ € Posp(t) and | € L(R) s.t. ¢ < p and Posx(erase(t|q),l) # @
because, otherwise, it is impossible that position p & Posp(t) is used
for reduction. Thus, it is easy to prove that there exist pi,...,p, €
Lazy, . (erase(t)), r1,...,rn,t" € T(F,X), | — r € R, and substi-
tution o such that t' = erase(t)[r1]p, - [Tnlp,, t'lq = o(l) and for all
w € Pos(l) s.t. sprefiepgse(sy), (W) = sprefiz(w), whenever g.w < p, we
have that l],, & X. O

Theorem Let R be a left-linear completely-defined CS and ¢ be an E-
strategy map such that ¢ € CMg, o(f) ends with 0 for all f € D, and p|,)(c) =

& force C. Let R be —ﬁ>¢ -terminating. Let p,up € Mz be such that pn = |,
and pU pp = p,. Lett € T(F,X). Then, (p(t),A) ii, (s,A) if and only if

E ) €TasE(S).

!
(s

Proof. We only have to prove the < implication, since the = implication is
proved by Theorem [0] The proof for the = implication is similar to Theorem

B a

A.5 Proofs of Section [T]

In the following, we write $%R instead of $¢ to denote that the TRS R is
used.

Proposition 2 Let R be a CS and ¢ be a standard E-strategy map. Letl — r €
R such that NegPos(l) = {p".j}, f = root(l| ), and " = I[f;(l|p .15 Up.arcr))]pr
for the new symbol f;. Let R® be _u)w -terminating. Let t,s € T(]—'g,, Xg) and

p € Pos(t). If (t,p) l>%R (s,q), then (t,p) _ﬁ’zonao (s',q) such that either (i)
s' and s differ only in some positions Q € Pos(s’) NPos(s) such that for each
w € Q, (8|w,A) _wsaﬁ (s'|w, A) or (ii) there exists a position ¢’ € Pos(s)NPos(s’)

such that ¢ > A and erase(s) and erase(s’) differ only in the symbol at position
/

q.

Proof.  'We can prove that (t,p) —’3%7a (s,q) implies (t,p) i%o’n<> (s,q) ex-
cept in the following three cases, where we have that (¢, p) i>%R (s,q) implies
(t,p) 4oz (5 0):

1. Whent|, = fr,j0:1,(t1,. .., tx) = o(I') for some term I’ such that erase(l’) =

[. In this case, we have that

<t,p> _ﬁ)(,p,R <s» Q>
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with s = t[o(p(r))], for some substitution o and ¢ = p. For R® however,
we apply rule [[Z]p — '[Z]p instead for P = minimal<({p" € Posa(l) —
Posp(l) | p'.j <yq) P"}), and obtain

<tap> —ﬁ><p°772° <t/7p>

for some ¢’ such that erase(t’) and erase(t) differ only in the symbol at
position p.p’ and annotations have been reset in ¢’ w.r.t. t. By definition,
every position p” <; p.p’.j is positive. By the property ¢ is standard,
every position p” is evaluated before position p.p’.j w.r.t. ¢ and R. By
the property R° is —n>(p<> -terminating, we have that

(t',p) Bho zo (¢, 0.0 5)

such that ¢ and ¢ only differ in the symbol at position p.p’, i.e., all anno-
tations in the lists of symbols in ¢ coincide with ¢, except the symbol at
position p.p’, whichis f;. Then, since Risa CS and t|, = o(I’), root(t|p. ;
is a constructor symbol and thus, since R is $so° -terminating,

"

<t”,p.p,.j> i>:kp<>77g<> <t 7P>

such that the rule I’ — r can be applied

(t//7p> i’tpo’no <S/ap>'

Note that s’ and s differ only in some positions @ € Pos(s’) NPos(s) such
that for each w € Q, (s|w, A) i>i0’R (8" |y A).

. When t|, = fr,j0:1, (t1, .., tx), erase(t|,) is not a redex, and ODgr(t|,) =
{p’.7}. In this case, we have that

<t,p> —ﬁ><p,72 <57 q>

with s = t[mark(t|,,p’.j)], and ¢ = p.p’.j. For R® however, we apply rule
[[Z]p — U'[Z]p and obtain

<t7 p> _n><p<>,73° <tl7 p>

for some ¢’ such that erase(t’) and erase(t) differ only in the symbol at
position p.p’ and annotations have been reset in ¢’ w.r.t. t. Then, like in
case [I] we have that

(t',p) 5% ge (", 00 4)

such that ¢ and ¢ only differ in the symbol at position p.p’, i.e., all anno-
tations in the lists of symbols in ¢” coincide with ¢, except the symbol at
position p.p’, which is f;.
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3. When t|, = fr,j0:L,(t1,- .., tk), erase(t|,) is not a redex, and ODg(t|,) =
@ such that p.p’.j € minimal<(Posx(erase(t|,),l)) and either p.p’.j €
Posc(erase(t|y)) or p.p'.j € Pospi(erase(t|,)). In such case, we have
that

4) Som (5,0)

with s = t[fr,1,(t1, ..., tk)]p, and ¢ = p. For R® however, we apply rule
[[Z]p — U'[Z]p and obtain

<t7 p> i)gpo,’RO <tla p>

for some ¢’ such that erase(t’) and erase(t) differ only in the symbol at
position p.p’ and annotations have been reset in ¢’ w.r.t. t. However, note
that annotations have not been modified for symbol at position p.p’.j. In
any case p.p’.j € Posc(erase(t|,)) or p.p'.j € Pospi(erase(t|,)), then,
like in case [} we have that

(t',p) Bro go (¢, 00 5) SEe ge (H D)

such that ¢/ and ¢ only differ in the symbol at position p.p’, i.e., all an-
notations in the lists of symbols in #” coincide with ¢, except the symbol
at position p.p’, which is f;. In the case p.p’.j € Posc(erase(t|,)), rule
I — r cannot be applied by the conflict between symbols root(¢"” |, ;)
and root(l|, ;) and then the conclusion follows. In the case p.p’.j €
Posnii(erase(t|y)), rule I’ — r cannot be applied because the symbol
root(t"'|,.,.;) has not changed, and then the conclusion follows. O

Theorem 12 Let R be a CS and ¢ be a standard E-strategy map. Letl — r €
R such that NegPos(l) = {p".j}, f = root(l|,), and " = I[f;(|p .15 Up.arcr))]pr

for the new symbol f;. If the relation l’w,no 1s terminating, then the relation

£ . L
—oR U8 also terminating.

Proof. By Proposition [2| we can associate a sequence (, p) —ﬁﬁ;Ro (s',q) to

each sequence (¢, p) $Z,R (s, q) such that n’ > n. Then, the conclusion follows.
O

Theorem Let R be a CS and ¢ be a standard E-strategy map. If the
relation —n>¢h e 18 lerminating, then the relation —ﬁ>%72 is also terminating.

Proof. By Theorem [12] and induction on the number n of transformation steps
<R07$00>7 ey <R’na30n>7 where 7?’O - Ru Yo = @, and Rn = Rha Pn = Soh ]
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