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is insufficient to determine the value of the expression. Compound KEYWORDS

statements are evaluated from left to right. Short-circuit evaluation  \on-commutative

is widely used in programming, with negation and sequential con- conjunction; conditional
junction and disjunction as primitives. We study the question of composition; sequential
which laws axiomatise short-circuit evaluation. In MSCL (memoris- connectives; short-circuit

ing short-circuit logic), atoms (propositional variables) evaluate to evaluation; side effect
true or false, and in the evaluation of a compound statement, the

first evaluation result of each atom is memorised. Hence, MSCL is

‘Non-commutative propositional logic with short-circuit evaluation’

and atomic evaluations cannot cause a side effect. Next, we consider

the case that atoms can also evaluate to the truth value ‘'undefined.

For two- and three-valued MSCL, we present evaluation trees as an

intuitive semantics and provide complete independent equational

axiomatisations.

1. Introduction

This paper is about non-commutative propositional logic, which can be motivated by
two simple examples from the setting of programming under the assumption that
short-circuit evaluation is the evaluation strategy for the Boolean connectives: the sec-
ond argument is evaluated only if the first argument does not suffice to determine the
(evaluation) value of the expression.

(1) Consider the evaluation of a Boolean condition of the form

(fFO) #0) A (gx,y) > 17)

for functions f and g, where it is known (or very likely) that the evaluation of
the first conjunct is easier/faster than that of the second conjunct. This can be a
reason to distinguish this condition from its symmetric counterpart.
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(2) Consider the evaluation of the more specific condition

(x #0) A (y/x > 17),

where the second conjunct can only be evaluated if the first one is true. This is a
very good reason to distinguish this condition from its symmetric counterpart.

We consider sequential conjunction as the primary connective and sequential
disjunction as a derived connective, and we use the asymmetric notations

A and ¥

o

that emphasise their left-to-right interpretation: the small circle indicates that the left
argument must be evaluated first (this notation stems from Bergstra et al. (1995)).
Short-circuit evaluation combines well with negation, and sequential (equational)
versions of De Morgan’s laws are valid, such as

XA Y) =XV .

In Section 8, we briefly discuss some other variants of sequential connectives.

A natural question is: Which logical laws axiomatise short-circuit evaluation? There
are different answers to this question, depending on assumptions about the type of
side effects that may occur and the different truth values used. Concerning the latter,
we distinguish the following two cases:

(A) The case in which atoms (propositional variables) always evaluate to either true or
false, thus the case of two-valued propositional logic with sequential connectives.

(B) The case that atoms always evaluate to one of the three truth values true, false, or
undefined (as in the second example).

We first discuss case (A) and briefly recall free short-circuit logic, FSCL for
short (Bergstra & Ponse, 2012; Bergstra et al., 2013; Ponse & Staudt, 2018). In FSCL,
two sequential propositions are identified if and only if they always have the same
evaluation value under short-circuit evaluation. Here ‘always’ refers to any possible
assumption about the truth value of atoms in any evaluation state, and to the side
effects that may occur in the evaluation process: we speak of an atomic side effect if the
evaluation of an atom in a compound expression changes (influences) the evaluation
result of the subsequent atoms that must be evaluated to determine the value of the
expression. For example, in FSCL the sequential proposition a A a is not equivalent
with a or with a A (a%/ a).So FSCL is a logic for reasoning about sequential proposi-
tions that may have atomic side effects without any restriction, or, stated differently, a
logic that is immune to atomic side effects. In Ponse and Staudt (2018) an equational
axiomatisation of FSCL is provided, three typical axiomsare (x A y) A Z=XA (YA 2),
FA x= FandxaA F=-xa F(wherethe constant F represents falsehood).

The logic MSCL, memorising short-circuit logic (Bergstra & Ponse, 2012; Bergstra
et al., 2013), is meant for reasoning about sequential propositions with the property
that atomic side effects do not occur: in the evaluation of a compound statement the
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first evaluation result of each atom is memorised. In this logic the sequential connec-
tives are not commutative, for example,a Fand F A a are not equivalent (the first
sequential proposition requires evaluation of atom g, the second does not). We provide
a complete equational axiomatisation of MSCL. Some typical MSCL -consequences are
xaAx=xand x A (y A X) =x A y. Also, each FSCL -axiom holds in MSCL (MSCL
comprises FSCL).

The logic SSCL, static short-circuit logic (Bergstra & Ponse, 2012; Bergstra et al., 2013),
is for reasoning about sequential propositions with the property that atomic side
effects do not occur and that the sequential connectives are commutative. Typical
laws for SSCL are those of equational propositional logic, and short-circuit evaluation
is nothing more than a possible evaluation strategy. Of course, SSCL comprises MSCL.

Case (B). In this case, the starting point is that atoms, and therefore sequential
propositions, can evaluate not only to truth and falsehood, but also to a third truth
value undefined. We use the constant U to represent undefinedness. Three typical laws
we adopt come from McCarthy’s three-valued logic (McCarthy, 1963):

Uax=U and -U=U and FaA x=F.

We provide a definition of FSCLY, free short-circuit logic with undefinedness, which is an
extension of FSCL with the constant U that implies the above laws. We present a set
of equational axioms for FSCLY. However, we do not have a completeness result and
leave this as an open question.

Next, we define MSCLU, memorising short-circuit logic with undefinedness, as an
extension of MSCL with the constant U that also implies the three laws mentioned
above. Extending the equational axiomatisation for MSCL with the axiom —-U = U
provides a complete axiomatisation of MSCLY. Also, MSCLY comprises FscLY.

The two-valued logic SSCL cannot be extended with the constant U and these three
laws because commutativity of A implies F= FA U=Uxa F=U.

Structure of the paper and main results. In Section 2, we discuss evaluation trees,
which model the evaluation of a sequential proposition and were introduced
in Staudt (2012). We recall the main results on FSCL, in particular, its equational
axiomatisation EQFSCL for closed terms.

In Section 3, we define ‘memorising evaluation trees’ by a transformation on the
evaluation trees for FSCL, and memorising se-congruence as the equality of such trees.

In Section 4, we provide an (equational) axiomatisation EQMSCL of memorising
se-congruence. Furthermore, we show that the axioms of EqFSCL are derivable from
EgMSCL, and discuss some consequences and an alternative axiomatisation.

In Section 5, we recall the definitions of the short-circuit logics mentioned above.
These definitions stem from Bergstra et al. (2013), Bergstra and Ponse (2012) and
employ the conditional — a ternary connective introduced by Hoare (1985) — as a hidden
operator.

In Section 6, we prove that EQMSCL corresponds with MSCL in the sense that both
define the same equational theory, so EQMSCL is an equational axiomatisation of
MSCL.
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In Section 7, we consider the constant U and adjust the definition of evaluation trees
accordingly. We prove that EqMSCLY = EqMSCL U {=U = U} is a complete axiomati-
sation of memorising se-congruence with U. Then, we provide definitions of FSCLY and
MSCLY and prove that EQMSCLY axiomatises MSCLY.

In Section 8, we discuss some issues related to three-valued logics. Then we pro-
vide an alternative definition of SSCL that is based on four simple axioms for Hoare’s
conditional connective.

In Section 9, we come up with some conclusions and open questions.

Notes. (1) All derivations from equational axiomatisations were checked with the
theorem prover Prover9, and all independence results were found with help of the tool
Mace4, see McCune (2008) for both tools. Detailed yet readable summaries of these
proofs are added as appendices.

(2) Combined with Ponse and Staudt (2018), this paper subsumes most of Bergstra
et al. (2013). Two topics discussed in the last paper are ‘repetition-proof’ and ‘contrac-
tive’ short-circuit logic; we aim to cover these topics in a future paper.

2. Evaluation trees and axioms for short-circuit evaluation

In this section, we summarise the main results of Ponse and Staudt (2018): evaluation
trees and an axiomatisation of their equality are presented.
Given a non-empty, countable set A of atoms, we first define evaluation trees.

Definition 2.1: The set 7, of evaluation trees over A with leaves in { T, F} is defined
inductively by

TeTy FeTp XQalY)eTd, foranyX,Y e Tpanda € A

The operator _ < a > _is called tree composition over a. In the evaluation tree X < a >
Y, the root is represented by a, the left branch by X and the right branch by Y.

The depth d : Ty — N of an evaluation tree is defined by d(T) = d(F) =0 and
d(Y <at>2) =1+ max(d(Y),d2)).

The leaves of an evaluation tree represent evaluation results (so we use the con-
stants T and F for true and false). Next to the formal notation for evaluation trees, we
also use a more pictorial representation. For example, the tree

FIbD>(Tdal> F)
can be represented as follows, where < yields a left branch, and > a right branch:

b

= 7N a (Picture 1)

/\
T F

In order to define a short-circuit semantics for negation and the sequential connec-
tives, we first define the leaf replacement operator, ‘replacement’ for short, on trees in
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T4 as follows. For X € 7y, the replacement of T with Y and F with Z in X, denoted
X[T—=Y, F— Z]
is defined recursively by

TIT—Y, F>Z]1=Y,
FIT— Y, Fi>2Z1=2
X1 <ab X)IT= Y, F=>Z1=X[T— Y, F—>Z1<a>Xo[T— Y, F—~ Z].
We note that the order in which the replacements of leaves of X is listed is irrele-
vant and adopt the convention of not listing identities inside the brackets, e.g. X[ F —
Z] =X[T— T, F Z].By structural induction, it follows that repeated replacements
satisfy
X[T—= Y, F=> [T Yy, Fi> 23]
=X[T= Yi[T Yy, F> 2], F—> Z1[ T Yy, F > Z5]1.

We define the set Sx of closed (sequential) propositional statements over A by the
following grammar (a € A):

P:=T|F|la|—-P|PA P|PYV P,
where T is a constant for the truth value true and F for false, and refer to its signature
by

Ysct(A) ={n,v,—, T, FalaeAlL
We interpret propositional statements in Sy as evaluation trees by a function se (abbre-

viating short-circuit evaluation).

Definition 2.2: The unary short-circuit evaluation function se : Sy — 7y is defined as
follows, where a € A:

se(T)=T, se(—P)=se(P)[T— F, Fr—~ T],

se(F)=F, se(PA Q) =se(P)[T+— se(Q)],

se(a) = T<al>F, se(PYVv Q) =se(P)[F— se(Q)l.

The overloading of the symbol T in se(T) = T will not cause confusion (and
similarly for F). As a simple example we derive the evaluation tree for =b A a:
se(-bn a) =se(—b)[TrH se(a)] =(FIb> T[T+ se(a)]
= FIb>(TJal> F),

which can be visualised as in (Picture 1). Also, se(—=(b% —a)) = FIb> (T<al> F).
An evaluation tree se(P) represents short-circuit evaluation in a way that can be com-

pared to a truth table for propositional logic, in that every possible evaluation of P
is represented. However, there are some important differences with truth tables: in
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Table 1. EqFSCL, a set of axioms for se-congruence.

=-=T
x Vy==(=x A=)
——X =X
TAXx=x
xV F=x
FAx=F
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se(P), the sequentiality of P’s evaluation is represented, and the same atom can occur
multiple times in se(P).

Definition 2.3: The binary relation se-congruence, notation =, is defined on Sy by
P —se Q <~ Se(P) = Se(Q).

In Staudt (2012), Ponse and Staudt (2018), it is proved that the axioms in Table 1
constitute an equational axiomatisation of se-congruence:’

Fact 2.4: ForallP,Q € Sp,EQFSCLEFP=Q < P =, Q.

This implies that the axioms in Table 1 axiomatise free short-circuit logic
FSCL (defined in Section 5) for closed terms, and for this reason, this set of axioms
is named EqQFSCL. Some comments: axioms (F1)-(F3) imply sequential versions of
De Morgan's laws, and thus a sequential variant of the duality principle. Axioms
(F4)-(F6) define how the constants T and F interact with the sequential connectives,
and axiom (F7) defines the associativity of A .

Axiom (F8) defines a typical property of a logic that characterises immunity for side
effects: not only are the evaluation results of x A F and —x A F always false, but for
any P € Sy the evaluations of P and —P accumulate the same side effects.

Axiom (F9) expresses another property that concerns possible side effects: because
the evaluation result of x A F is always false, y is always evaluated in (x A F) % y and
determines the evaluation result, which is also the case in (x %/ T) A y. Note that the
evaluationsof P& Tand P A F accumulate the same side effects.

Axiom (F10) defines a restricted form of right-distributivity of %/ and (by duality) of
A ¢ if x evaluates to true, both sides further evaluate y & (z A F), and if x evaluates
to false, z A F determines the further evaluation result (which is then false, and by
axiom (F6), y/ (z F)is not evaluated in the right-hand side).

The dual of P € Sy, notation P¥  is defined as follows (for a € A):

T_F a=q PrQf=piy o

The duality mapping () : Sy — Sy is an involution, that is, (P99 = P, Setting x¥ =
x for each variable x, the duality principle extends to equations, e.g. the dual of
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axiom (F7)is (x¥ y)& z=x% (y¥ z).From (F1)-(F3) it easily follows that EQFSCL sat-
isfies the duality principle, that is, for all terms s, t over Xgci (A),

EqFSCLEs =1t <= EqFSCL+ s¥ =9,

We conclude this section with two properties of EQFSCL that were proved in Ponse
and Staudt (2018).

Fact 2.5: Let EQFSCL™ = EQFSCL \ {(F1), (F3)}. Then,
EqFSCL™ \ {(F8), (F10)} - (F1),(F3), andthus EQFSCL™ F EqFSCL,

and the axioms of EQFSCL™ are independent if A contains at least two atoms.

We kept (F1) and (F3) in EQFSCL because omitting them hinders intuition too much.

3. Evaluation trees for memorising short-circuit evaluation

In this section, we introduce memorising evaluation trees and ‘memorising se-
congruence’.

A short-circuit evaluation is memorising if in the evaluation of a compound state-
ment the first evaluation result of each atom is memorised. Typically, the following
sequential version of the absorption law holds under memorising evaluations:

XA (X y)=x. (Abs)

Equation (Abs) can be explained as follows: if x evaluates to false, then x A (x %/ y)
evaluates to false as a result of the evaluation of the left occurrence of x (and (x %/ y) is
not evaluated); if x evaluates to true, the second evaluation of x in the subterm (x %/ y)
also results in true (because it is memorising) and therefore y is not evaluated.

A perhaps less obvious property of memorising evaluations is the following:

XV YA zZ=(FxA YA )YV (XA 2). (Mem)

If x evaluates to true, then z determines the evaluation result of both expressions
because the evaluation result of x is memorised; if x evaluates to false, the evaluation
result of both expressions is determined by y A z because the right disjunct (x A z) of
the right-hand side also evaluates to false.

Below we define the memorising evaluation function as a transformation on evalu-
ation trees. This transformation implements the characteristic of memorising evalua-
tions starting at the root of an evaluation tree and removes each second occurrence of
a label a according to its first evaluation result. Intuitively, memorising evaluations are
those of propositional logic, except that the sequential connectives are not commu-
tative. For example, a A b and b A a represent different evaluations, and thus are not
equivalent.
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Definition 3.1: The unary memorising evaluation function
mse : Sp — T,
yields memorising evaluation trees and is defined by
mse(P) = m(se(P)).
The auxiliary function m : 7y — 7, is defined as follows (a € A):

m(T) =T,
m(F) = F,
m(X JdaY)=m(La(X)) <am(Rq(Y)).

For a € A, the auxiliary functions L, : 74 — 7, (‘Left a-reduction’) and
Ra : Ta — 14 (‘Right a-reduction’) are defined by

La(T) =T,
La( F) = F,

Lqa(X) if b =aq,
LaX2bBY) = ,
La(X) IbD> Lg(Y) otherwise,

and

Ra(T) =T,
Ra(F) = F,

Ra(Y ifb=a,
RyX b vy = | al) ito=a
Ra(X) <b>Ry(Y) otherwise.
As an example we depict se(a A (b A a)) and the memorising evaluation tree
mse(an (b a)):
a a
, / S~ - ) / \ -
/N VAN
a F T F

/\
T F

From a more general point of view, a memorising evaluation tree is a decision tree,
that is, a labelled, rooted, binary tree with internal nodes labelled from A and leaves
labelled from { T, F} such that for any path from the root to a leaf, the internal nodes
receive distinct labels (cf. Moret, 1982). We note that the number of semantically differ-
ent formulas is bounded by a function on |A|, which is an essential difference with the
short-circuit logic FSCL. For |A| = n (recall n > 0), the number of memorising evaluation
trees is T, = n(Tp_1)2 + 2 with To = 2 (so the first few values are 6, 74, 16430).2
Equality of memorising evaluation trees defines a congruence on Sp.
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Definition 3.2: Memorising se-congruence, notation =p,s, is defined on Sy by
P=pnse Q < mse(P) = mse(Q).

In the remainder of this section, we prove that =, is indeed a congruence, and we
start with some auxiliary results.

Lemma 3.3: Foralla,b € A f,f € {L,R},and X,Y € 1,

(1) Ifb # athen fo(f, (X)) = f}(fa(X)),

2) fa(m(fa(X))) = fa(m(X)),

(3) fa(m(X)) = m(fa(X)),

@) m(faX[T = F,F = TD)) = m(fO)IT — FF—=T],
(5) faX[T = YD) = faXO[T = fa(Y)],

6) Ifm(X) = m(Y) then m(fz(X)) = m(fa(Y)),

(7) m(fa(m(X))) = m(fa(X)).

Proof: See Appendix A.1. |

Definition 3.4: On 74, define the auxiliary functions
=X=X[T— F, F— T],
XA Y=X[TrHY],
XV Y=X[Fr~ YL

Hence, =(se(P)) = se(—P), se(P) A se(Q) = se(P A Q),and se(P) ¥V se(Q) = se(P*/
Q).

Lemma 3.5: The relation =ps. is a congruence on Sp.

Proof: It suffices to show that for X, Y € 7, if m(X) = m(X’) and m(Y) = m(Y’), then
mEX) =mE&EXH), mMX A Y)=mX' A Y),andmXT Y)=mX' T Y.

The case for m(=X follows by case distinction on the form of X. The base cases X €
{T, F} are trivial, and if X = X; < a > Xp, then m(X) = m(X’) implies that X' = X| <
a > X, for some X;, X, € T3, and

m(La(X1)) = m(La(X7)) and  m(Ra(X2)) = m(Ra(X3)). (Aux1)
Write [neg] for the leaf replacement [T +— F, F — T] and derive
m(=X) = m((X; <a > X)[neg])
= m(Lq(X1[neg])) < a> m(Ra(X2[negl))
= m(Ly(X;[negl)) < a> m(Rs(X5Inegl)) by La.3.3.4and (Aux1)
= m(=X).

The case form(X X Y) = m(X’ X Y’): for readability we split the proof obligation into
two parts.
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(A) mX X Y) =mX' X Y). This follows by induction on the depth of X. The base
cases X € {T, F} are simple (note thatif X = Tand m(X) = m(X’), then X’ = Tand we
are done).

If X = X1 <a> X and m(X) = m(X’), then it must be the case that X' = X| <a>
X; for some X}, X, € Tp, and m(La(X1)) = m(La(X7)) and m(Ra(X2)) = m(Ra(X5)), thus
(Aux1) holds. Derive

mXAY)=m((X1 Ja>X) A Y)

=mXi [T Y]<al X[ T Y]
= m(LaX [T Y]) Jal mRa(Xo[T = Y]))
= mLaXDIT = La(V)D) <a> mRa(X2)[T = Ra(Y)) byLla3.3.5
=m(La(X1) A La(Y)) Qa>m(Ra(X2) A Ra(Y))
= m(La(X)) X La(Y)) <a>m(Ra(X3) X Rq(Y)) bylIHand (Aux1)
— . =mX' X V).

BYmX X Y) =m(XX Y).This follows by induction on the depth of X. The base cases

X € {T, F}aretrivial. If X = X; < a > X, derive

mXAY)=m((X; Ja>Xp) A Y)

=mX[T—Y]I<alb X3[TH— Y]
=mLaX [T YD) Ta>mRa(Xo[T = YD)
= mLaODIT > La(N]) <a> mRa(X)[T > Ra(Y)]) byla3.3.5
=m(La(X1) X La(V)) Dal mRa(X2) A Ra(Y))
= mLa(X1) & La(Y)) <a>m((Ra(X2) X Ra(Y')) byla3.3.6andIH
=..=mXAJY).

The proof for the case m(X <V Y) = m(X’ ¥ Y') is similar. |

4., Axioms for memorising se-congruence

In this section, we provide an axiomatisation of memorising se-congruence. Further-
more, we provide a number of convenient consequences of this axiomatisation and
briefly discuss an alternative axiomatisation.

In Table 2, we present a set of equational axioms for =p,;e and we call this set EQM-
SCL (this is a simplified version of EQMSCL as introduced in Bergstra & Ponse, 2012;
Bergstra et al., 2013). To enhance readability, we renamed the EqFSCL-axioms used:
(F1) — (Neg), (F2) — (Or), and (F4) — (Tand).

Theorem 4.1: ForallP,Q € Sp, EQMSCLEP =Q = P =3 Q.

Proof: By Lemma 3.5, the relation =5 is @ congruence on Sy, so it suffices to show
that all closed instances of the EQMSCL-axioms satisfy =p,s.. We first prove this for
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Table 2. EGMSCL, a set of axioms for memorising
se-congruence.

F=-T (Neg)
x Vy==(=x A=y (Or)

TAXx=x (Tand)
X ANx Vy) =x (Abs)
VY Nz=(x ANy AND) VX N2 (Mem)

axiom (Abs). It suffices to show that forall X,Y € 7o, m(X X (X ¥ Y)) = m(X), which
follows by structural induction on X. The base cases are trivial. If X = X7 <a > X; we
use a simple consequence of Lemma 3.3.5:

Forallae Aand X,Y,Z € Tp, LaX[T— (Y <al>2)]) = LsX[T— Y]

and RgX[ T (Y <al>2)) =RsXIT — Z]). (Aux2)

Derive

m((X; <aXo) & (X1 Jal>Xo) T Y))

=mX [T Bl<al Xo[T— Bl) withB= (X1 Jal> X3)[F i Y]

= m(La(X: [T B) Ja mRa(Xo[ T — B]))

= mLaX [T XGIF = YDD) da> mRa(Xo[ T (X2[F — YDD) by (Aux2)
= MmLa(mX [T (X[F = YD) Jab

M(Ra(MX[T — (X2[F — YDI)) by La.3.3.7
=m(La(m & GV Y))) JabmRa(mX A X2V Y))))
= m(La(m(X1))) a > m(Ra(m(X2))) by IH
= m(La(X1)) < a > m(Ra(X2)) by La.3.3.7

=mX; Ja> X3).

In a similar way, it easily follows that all closed instances of the first three axioms (Neg),
(Or), and (Tand) satisfy =ps. The case for axiom (Mem) is a bit more complex, in
Appendix A.2, we provide a detailed proof. |

Before we prove that EQMSCL is a complete axiomatisation of memorising se-
congruence (Theorem 4.9), we discuss some consequences of EQMSCL. The next
theorem implies that se-congruence is subsumed by memorising se-congruence.

Theorem 4.2: EqMSCL - EqFSCL.
Proof: With help of the theorem prover Prover9, see Appendix A.3. |

In the proof of Theorem 4.2, the EqFSCL-axioms are derived in a particular order to
obtain useful intermediate results. The double negation shift =—x = x (F3) is derived
first, which justifies the use of the duality principle in subsequent derivations. For easy
reference, we mention here some auxiliary results that are used in Section 6.
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Fact 4.3: The following equations are derivable from EQMSCL (see Appendix A.3):

x 2% n v BB xax (Idempotence)
XA y=Kxa BV (xa y), (Ar1)
XV y=(—xA YV X (Ar2)

We note that x %/ F = x easily follows from EQMSCL, and so do the auxiliary results

(Ar1) and (Ar2).
Also, the following two equations are derivable from EqMSCL:
XA YV (XA 2)=(xV YA XV 2), (M1)

XA YV (XA ZD)=(xXA 2DV (XA Y). (M2)
With memorising evaluations, these terms express ‘if x then y else Z.

A typical EQMSCL-consequence is x A (Y A X) =X A Y (cf. the last example on
memorising evaluation trees). First derive

—xA F (g)xox\ F (Ar2) (—x¥ Fha x © XA X, (cn

where (Ar2) is the dual of (Ar2). Hence,
XA Yy=(xVy)a x by(Ar2)’
= XA YA X))V (=xa x) by (Mem), (F3)
=XA YA X))V (=xa F) by (C1)
=(xn )V (xa (Yo x)) by (M2)
=XxA (YA x). by (F8), (Arl) (C2)

Another convenient result on EQMSCL, used in Section 6, is the following.

Theorem 4.4: The following equations are derivable from EQMSCL, where (LD) abbrevi-
ates left-distributivity of A :

XA YV 2) =AYV (XA 2), (LD)
(XA NV (XA DA U=XA YA UV (XA (ZA W). (M3)
Proof: With help of the theorem prover Prover9, see Appendix A.4. |

In order to prove the completeness of EQMSCL, we use normal forms.

Definition 4.5: Memorising SCL Normal Forms (mSNFs ) are inductively defined:

e Tand Fare mSNFs, and
e (an P)¥ (—ma n Q)isan mSNF if a € A, and P and Q are mSNFs that do not
contain a.
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We write MSNF for the set of all mSNFs.
The following functions on MSNF are used to compose mSNFs.

Definition 4.6: For a € A, the function T, : MSNF — MSNF is defined by
Ta(T) =T, Ta(F)=F,

. P ifb=a,
Ta((bn PV (mb o P)) = . )
b TaP)V (b Ta(Pp)) otherwise.

Fora € A, the function F; : MSNF — MSNF is defined by
Fa(T)=T, Fa(F)=F,

P2 if b = a,

Fallba POV (=0 P2)) = {(bof\ Fa(P1)% (=ba Fq(P2)) otherwise.

So, T4 removes the a-occurrences in an mSNF under the assumption that a eval-
uates to T (and F, does this under the assumption that a evaluates to F). Note that
for each P € MSNF, both T,(P) and F4(P) are also mSNFs. In order to compose
mSNFs, we use the following lemma (for proof see Appendix A.5).

Lemma4.7: Foralla € A, P € Sy, and Q € MSNF,

(1) EGMSCLFan (PA Q) =an (PA T4(Q)),
(2) EQMSCLE —an (PA Q) = —an (P Fa(Q)),
(3) EQMSCLFan (P Q) =aa (PYV Ta(Q)),
(4) EQMSCLE —aa (P Q) = —aa (PYV Fg(Q)).

Lemma 4.8: Foreach P € Sy thereis P € MSNF such that EQMSCL = P = P'.

Proof: We first prove three auxiliary results on mSNFs.

(1) Foreach mSNF P, there is Q € MSNF such that EQMSCL = —P = Q. This follows
by induction on the structure of P. If P € { T, F} this is trivial, and otherwise P =
(@n Pp)¥v (—man Py). Now derive from EQMSCL

—(@n PV (man Pr)) =(an =PV (mapn —P).

By induction, there are mSNFs Q; such that EQMSCL = —P; = Q; and that clearly
donotcontaina.LetQ = (an Q1)¥ (maa Qy), then EQMSCL + —P = Q.

(2) IfP,Q € MSNF,thenthereisR € MSNF such that EQMSCL - P A Q = R.This fol-
lows by induction on the structure of P.If P € { T, F} this is trivial, and otherwise
P=(an P;)¥ (—man Py).Now apply Equation (M3):

((@n POV (man P2)A Q=(@n (Pran Q)Y (man (P2 Q).

By induction, there are mSNFs R; such that EQMSCL - Pi A Q = R;j.LetR = (an
Ta(R1)) ¥ (—man Fg(R2)), then by Lemma 4.7.1-2, Ris the mSNF  that satisfies
EQMSCLEP A Q=R.
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(3) If P,Q € MSNF, then there is R € MSNF such that EQMSCL = P &/ Q = R. This
also follows by induction on the structure of P. If P € { T, F} this is trivial, and
otherwise, P = (axa P1)¥ (—aa Py). Now derive from EqMSCL

(@n PV (man P))V Q=@n (P1YV Q)Y (—man (P2V Q).

By induction, there are mSNFs R; such that EQMSCL - P;% Q = R;.LetR = (a
Ta(R1)) Y (—an Fg(R2)), then by Lemma 4.7.3-4, EQMSCL - PY Q =R.

Next, we prove the lemma by induction on the structure of P. If P € {T, F} this
follows immediately. If P = a, then

EgMSCL+a = (an F)¥v a byidempotence and (Ar1)
=(—an F)v (an T) by (F8)and (F5)
=(@@n TV (—mapn F) by (M2).

If P=—-Q1,P=Q1 A Qy 0rP=0Q7% Qg then by induction there are mSNFs R; with
EgMSCL F Q; = R;. Now apply the appropriate auxiliary result. |

Theorem 4.9: ForallP,Q € Sp, EQMSCLEP =Q < P =p. Q.

Proof: (=) Thisis Theorem 4.1.

(<) By Lemma 4.8 there are P’, Q' € MSNF such that EQMSCL + P = P/,Q = Q/, and
thus by Theorem 4.1, P =pe P and Q =pse Q. Because =pse is a congruence, P =pmqe
Q'. We show by structural induction on P’ that P = Q’, and thus EQMSCL I P = Q. The
base cases are trivial, and if P = (a A P1) & (—a A P,), then it must be the case that
Q =@@n Q)Y (map Qy).Furthermore,

mse(P)) = m(se((an P (mana Pr)))
=m(se(an P))[F— se(—an Py)])
=m(se(P1) Jalse(—an P2))
= m(Lq(se(P1))) Ja B> m(Ra(se(—an P2)))
=m(se(Py)) <al m(Rs(F <a™>se(Py))) (adoesnotoccurinPq)
= mse(P1) <al> mse(Py), (adoesnotoccurinP>)

and mse(Q') = mse(Qq) < a > mse(Q,) follows in a similar way. By induction, P; = Q;,
and hence P = Q. [ |

Theorem 4.10: The axioms of EQMSCL are independent.
Proof: By Theorem 7.12 (which states that a superset of EQMSCL is independent). W

We end this section by mentioning two alternatives for EQMSCL.
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Proposition 4.11: Replacing axiom (Mem) in EQMSCL by (M1), and either (M3) or
(XA VDV (XA DA U= (XA 2ZA W)YV (XA (YA )
(thus, (M3)’s commutative variant) constitutes an alternative for EQMSCL.

Both these sets of axioms are independent (by Mace4, McCune, 2008). With Prover9
(McCune, 2008), derivations of (Ar1), (Ar2), (M2), and (Mem), respectively, are sim-
ple. Furthermore, associativity of A (F7) follows easily (in contrast to the proof of
Theorem 4.2):

XA YA Z=((xn FV (XA y)a z by (Arl), (F8)
= (XA (FA 2)V (xa (YA 2)) by (M3), (F3)
=((xa PV (xa (Y 2))) by (F6), (F8)
=XxA (Yo 2). by (Ar1)

5. The conditional connective and three short-circuit logics

In this section, we consider Hoare’s conditional, a ternary connective that can be used
for defining the sequential connectives of Xsc| (A). Then, we recall the definitions of
free short-circuit logic (FSCL), memorising short-circuit logic (MSCL ), and static short-
circuit logic (SSCL) that were published earlier.

In 1948, Church introduced (in Church, 1948) the conditioned disjunction connective
[p, g, r], which, following the author, may be read ‘p or r according as g or not q". Church
showed that the conditioned disjunction together with constants t and f for truth en
falsehood, form a complete set of independent primitive connectives for the proposi-
tional calculus. Finally, he also noted that for propositional variables p, g, r, the dual of
[p, g, rlis simply [r, g, p], so that

to dualize an expression of the propositional calculus in which the only connectives occur-

ring are conditioned disjunction, t, and f, it is sufficient to write the expression backwards
and at the same time to interchange the letters t and .3

Apparently unaware of Church’s conditioned disjunction, Hoare introduced the
ternary conditional connective

p<aqor

(in Hoare, 1985) that has the same truth table as [p, g, r] and provided eleven equa-
tional axioms to show that the conditional and two constants for truth and falsehood
characterise the propositional calculus. We adhere to Hoare’s notation.

A more common expression for the conditional x <y > zis‘if y then x else Z,
which emphasises that y is evaluated first, and depending on the outcome of this
partial evaluation, either x or z is evaluated, which then determines the evaluation
result. So, the evaluation strategy prescribed by this form of if-then-else is a prime
example of a sequential evaluation strategy. In Hoare (1985), an equational axioma-
tisation of propositional logic is provided that only uses the conditional. Furthermore,
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Table 3. The set CP of axioms for proposition algebra.

x<aTpy=x (CP1)
xaFoy=y (CP2)
Taxp F=x (CP3)
xay<zoWpov=Xays>v)<z>Xausv) (CP4)

it is described how the sequential connectives and negation are expressed in this set-
up, although the sequential nature of the conditional’s evaluation is not discussed in
this paper. Hoare’s axiomatisation over the signature

YcpA)={_<_>_, T, FalacA}

consists of eleven axioms, including those in Table 3. In Section 8, we present a concise
and simple alternative for this axiomatisation.*

We extend the definition of the function se (Definition 2.2) to closed terms over
Y cp(A) by adding the clause

se(P<Q>R) =s5e(Q)[T+ se(P), F se(R)]. (addedClause)

The four axioms in Table 3, named CP (for Conditional Propositions), establish a
complete axiomatisation of se-congruence over the signature Xcp(A):

For all closed terms P, Q over Xcp(A),CP P =Q < se(P) = se(Q).

A simple proof of this fact is recorded in Bergstra and Ponse (2017, Thm.2.11) (and
repeated in Ponse & Staudt, 2018, Appendix A3).

With the conditional connective and the constants T and F, the sequential connec-
tives prescribing short-circuit evaluation are definable:

—x=Faxp> T, (defNeq)
xAy=y<xs F, (defAnd)
xVy=Taxpy. (defOr)

Note that these equations agree with the extension of the definition of the function
se in (addedClause) above: se(—P) = se(F <P > T),se(PA Q) =se(Q < P> F),and
se(P¥ Q) =se(T <1 P> Q). Thus, the axioms in Table 3 combined with these three
equations, say

CP(= V),

axiomatise equality of evaluation trees for closed terms over the enriched signature
Xcp(A) U ZscL(A).
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In order to capture memorising evaluations, the following axiom is formulated
in Bergstra and Ponse (2011):

X<ay>@Z<aus(vaysw))=x<ay>(Z<us>w) (CPmem)

The axiom (CPmem) expresses that the first evaluation value of y is memorised. We
define

CPmem = CP U {(CPmem)}.

In forthcoming proofs, we use the fact that replacing the variable y in axiom (CPmem)
by F <y > T and/or the variable u by F < u > T yields equivalent versions of this
axiom:

X<y (@Z<urv)dubw=KXxXgyr>2z)aUucw, (CPmemt1)
xayc((Z<ysu<aveow)=x<ayr> U<V>Ww), (CPmem?2)
(X<yrz2)<usVv)dyow=X<UB>V)y>Ww. (CPmem3)

This follows directly from CP e, Furthermore, if we replace u by Fin (CPmem), we find
the contraction law

XAy> (Vaysw) =x<aysw, (CPcon1)

and replacing u by T in axiom (CPmem3) yields the symmetric contraction law
X<ay>2z)dysw=xaynsw. (CPcon2)

With help of the tool Mace4 (McCune, 2008), it easily follows that the axioms of
CPmem are independent, and therefore, those of CP are also independent.
We write

CPmem (=A%)

for the axioms of CPnem extended with Equations (defNeg)-(defOr). An important
property of CPmem(—, A, %) is that the conditional connective can be expressed with
the sequential connectives and negation. First, observe that it is trivial to derive

XA Z= Fax>z (1)
and hence

XA YV (XA 2)
=T<(y<x> F)>(F<ax>2) by (defNeg)-(defOr), (1)
=(T<ys (Faxr>2) x> (Fax>2z) by (CP4), (CP2)
=(T<y> F)<x>z by (CPmem1), (CPconl)
=y<x>z. by (CP3) (2)
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The following equation can be helpful, and can be similarly proved from
CPmem(_‘: o/\ ’o\/ ):

XV 2N (xV y)=y<axr>2z. (3)

In Bergstra and Ponse (2012) and Bergstra et al. (2013), a set-up is provided for
defining (two-valued) short-circuit logics in a generic way with help of the condi-
tional by restricting the consequences of some CP-axiomatisation extended with
Equation (defNeg) (that is, —=x = F <t x > T) and Equation (defAnd) (ie.x A y =y <
x > F) to the signature Xsci (A). So, the conditional connective is considered a hidden
operator.

The definition below uses the export operator [ ] of Module algebra (Bergstra et al,,
1990) to express this in a concise way: in module algebra, S[] X is the operation
that exports the signature S from module X while declaring other signature elements
hidden.

Definition 5.1: A short-circuit logic is a logic that implies the consequences of the
module expression

SCL={T,—x} L] (CPU {(defNeg), (defAnd)}).

As a first example, SCL - —=—x = x can be proved as follows:

——x = Fa(Faxe> T)> T by (defNeg)
=(F<aF>Taxe>(F<a T T) by (CP4)
= T<axre F by (CP2), (CP1)
=x. by (CP3) (4)

In Bergstra and Ponse (2012) and Bergstra et al. (2013), the following short-circuit logics
are defined:

Definition 5.2: Free short-circuit logic (FSCL) is the short-circuit logic that implies no
other consequences than those of the module expression SCL.

Memorising short-circuit logic (MSCL) is the short-circuit logic that implies no other
consequences than those of the module expression

{T,= 4} U (CPmem U {(defNeg), (defAnd)}).

Static short-circuit logic (SSCL) is the short-circuit logic that implies no other conse-
quences than those of the module expression

[T, 4} L (CPmem U {(defNeg), (defAnd), F x> F = F}).

To enhance readability, we extend these short-circuit logics with the constant F and
its defining axiom (Neg), which is justified by the SCL-derivation

F=FaTe T by(CP)
=T, by (defNeg) (5)
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and with the connective ¢/ and its defining axiom (Or) (thus, x ¥ y = =(—x A —y))
by admitting equation (defOr) in SCL-derivations, thatis, x %/ y = T < x > y. This last
extension is justified by

—(—xA y) = F<a(—my<(Faxe> T)> F)>= T by (defNeg), (defAnd)
= F<(F<axe—y)> T by (CP4), (CP2), (CP1)
=(F<F>T)<ax>(F<s—=y>T) by (CP4)
= T<xry. by(CP2), (defNeg), (4) (6)

In Staudt (2012), Ponse and Staudt (2018), the following results are proved:
ForallP,Q € S4,FSCLFP=Q <= EqFSCLFP=Q <= P=,Q.

In the remainder of the paper, we will prove a correspondence result for MSCL and
EgMSCL, which establishes that the latter axiomatises MSCL.

6. Completeness of EQMSCL revisited

In this section, we prove that EQMSCL and MSCL are equally strong, that is, both
define the same equational theory. Hence, both constitute a complete axiomatisation
of memorising se-congruence.

Given a signature X, we write

Ty x

for the set of open terms over X with variables in X (typical elements of X are x, y, z,
u,v, w).

Definition 6.1: Define the following two functions between sets of open terms:

f:Tse anxy = Tsepn),x isdefined by

fbl) = blforbl € {T, F}, f(=t)= F<f(t) T,
f(a)=aforacA, Ff(ti A ) =Ff(ty) <af(t;)> F,
fx)=xforxe X, f(t1v to) = T<af(ty) > Ff(t).

g: Tsepm,x = Tse a),x isdefined by

gbl) = blforbl € {T, F}, gx) =xforx e X,
g(a)=aforacA, gti<taet3) = (gt s gt1) Vv (—g(t2) A g(t3)).

Lemma 6.2: Forallt € Tx . (a),x, CPmem(— ) FF(t) =t
Proof: By structural induction on t. |

Lemma6.3: Foralls,t € Ts,a),x, CPmem(= A, V) Es=t = CPpems=t.
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Proof: In an equational proof of CPpem(—, A, %) s = t, each occurrence of one of
the Equations (defNeg), (defAnd), and (defOr) can be replaced by the correspond-
ing Tx, (A), X-identity. More precisely, any occurrence of =x = F < x > T can be
replaced by F x> T= F < x> T, and similar for applications of (defAnd) and
(defOr).

Because s and t do not contain occurrences of —, A ,and %/, this yields an equational
proof of s = tin CPpyem. |

Lemma6.4: Foralls,t € Ts,a),x, CPmem =5 =t = EQMSCL - g(s) = g(t).

Proof: The g-translation of each CP,em-axiom is derivable in EQMSCL.
Axiom (CP1).gx < T>y) =(TA )V (=TA y) =x=gX).
Axiom (CP2).gx < F>y) =(FA )V (=Fa y) = FV y=y=g(y).
)

Axiom (CP3). g(T x> F) = (x A DY (=xa F)=x% (=xa F) D xv (xa
;) Ay — gx0).
The cases for axioms (CP4) and (CPmem) are spelled out in Appendix A.6. |

Theorem 6.5: Foralltermss, tover £sc (A), EQMSCLF s =t < MSCLF s =t.

Proof: (=) It suffices to derive the axioms of EQMSCL from MSCL.
Axiom (Neg). See (5).
Axiom (Or). This follows from (6).
Axiom (Tand). TA x=x<1 T> F=x.
Axiom (Abs).x A (x¥V y) =(T<x>y) x> F T<axr> F=x.
Axiom (Mem). Denote (x y) A Z=(—xA (YA 2)V (XA 2)byL = R. Then

(CPcon2)

L=z<(Tax>y) > F

=z<axr>(z<yr> F), by (CP4), (CP1)

R=T<x((z<y> F)a(F<axe> T)> F)>(Zz<x> F)
=T<(Fax>(z<yr> F))>(z<x> F) by (CP4), (CP2), (CP1)
=[z<ax> Flax>[T<(Zz<yr> F)>(z<ax> F)] by (CP4), (CP2)
=zaxe(T<(z<ys> F) F) by (CPcon2), (CPmem?2)
=z<axp> (zay> F). by (CP3)

MSCLE s =t = CPpem(—, A, ) Fs=1t bydefinition
= CPmem(—, A,V ) Ff(s)=f(t) bylLemmaéb.2
= CPmem Ff(s) =f(t) bylLemma6.3
= EgQMSCL + g(f(s)) = g(f(t)). byLemma 6.4
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Hence, it suffices to derive for all t € Tx (a),x, EQMSCL | g(f(t)) = t. This follows
easily by structural induction, we only show the inductive case t = t1 ¥ t:

(Ar2)

M2),(F5) o Q
( é )(—'t1o/\ Yt = HYV b

gEt Y ) D (A TV (= o 1)

Theorems 4.9 and 6.5 lead to the following result.

Corollary 6.6: MSCL axiomatises memorising se-congruence, and EQMSCL is an equa-
tional axiomatisation of MSCL.

7. Short-circuit logics with undefinedness

In this section, we include the third truth value undefined, represented by the constant
U. In the setting with the conditional connective, U is defined by the axiom

x<Usy=U, (CP-U)

whichimpliesUaA x =U% x=Uand—-U = U, and also F A U = F.Extending eval-
uation trees and the previous results on EQMSCL and MSCL to this setting turns out be
rather simple. Finally, we define two short-circuit logics with undefinedness based on
the extensions of CP and CPpem with the axiom (CP-U).

Definition 7.1: The set Z\U of U-evaluation trees over A with leaves in {T, F,U} is
defined inductively by

TeTl, FeTP, UeT!, X<arvY)eT! foranyX,Y e 7 andac A

The operator _ < a > _ is called U-tree composition over a. In the evaluation tree X <
a > Y, the root is represented by g, the left branch by X, the right branch by Y, and the
underlining of the root represents a middle branch to the leaf U.

Next to the formal notation for evaluation trees, we again introduce a more pictorial
representation. For example, the tree

FIbB>(Tda> F)

can be represented as follows, where < yields a left branch, and > a right branch:

b
/ l‘J \ (Picture 2)

VLR

F a
|
T U F

An alternative representation of U-evaluation trees is obtained by replacing the middle
branches of internal nodes by underlined versions of these nodes.
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We extend the set Sy to S}\J of closed (sequential) propositional statements over A
with U by the following grammar (a € A):

P:=T|FlUla|—=P|Pa P|PV P,

and refer to its signature by EoquA) ={n,Vv,— T, F Ua|aeA}
We interpret propositional statements in SX as evaluation trees by extending the
function se (Definition 2.2).

Definition 7.2: The unary short-circuit evaluation function seV : Sk’ — Z\U is defined
as follows, where a € A:

sed(M=T se'=P)=seP)[T— F Fi> T],
seY(F)=F, seYPa Q =seYP)IT seY(Q)],
seVYU)y=U, seVPv Q =se’P)IF— se’(Q)],
seU(a) =T<al> F.

Examples: seV(aa Uy=U<al> FandseV((a¥ T) A b)=(T<b> F)<agb
(T < bl F)can be depicted as follows:

a a
\ \
U/U\F b/U\b
VRN VAN
T U F T U F

The extension to memorising evaluation trees in TAU is straightforward
(cf. Definition 3.1). For readability, we also use the name ‘memorising evaluation trees’
(rather than ‘memorising U-evaluation trees’).

Definition 7.3: The unary memorising evaluation function
mseY : SY — TV
yields memorising evaluation trees and is defined by
mseY (P) = mY(se!(P)).

The auxiliary function mY : 7;\U — Z\U is defined as follows (a € A):

mYD=T1T mYFH=F mYU=U,
mYX Qar ) =mYlx)) <a>mYRY(y)).

For a € A, the auxiliary functions LY : 7,) — T,V (‘Left a-reduction’) and RY : 7,0 —
’Z;\U (‘Right a-reduction’) are defined by

LXMm=1 L2(H=F L2U=U,

Ly (X ifb=a,
W abeyy =] b =4
Ly(X)<b>L;(Y) otherwise,
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and
RI(M =T, RIFH=F RIU =U,

RY(Y) if b=aq,

RYX<br>Y) =
g XJbPY) {RGU(X)ﬁgkRaU(Y) otherwise.

As an example, we depict seY(a A (b A —a)) and the memorising evaluation tree
mseY(@aa (b —a)):

a a
| |
b/U\F b/U\F
VAR 1\
a U F F U F
/I\
FUT

We extend memorising se-congruence (=mse) to S}\J.
Definition 7.4: Memorising se Y-congruence, notation =,,.u, is defined on S} by
p— Q U _ U
=mseV <= mse- (P) = mse~(Q).

Both the extension of Lemma 3.5 to Z\U and the extension of the supporting
Lemma 3.3 are trivial: all inductive proofs require only one extra, trivial base case.

Lemma 7.5: The binary relation =, u is a congruence on S/L\’.

mse

In Table 4, we extend the set of axioms EQMSCL to EqMSCLU by adding the axiom (4).
Defining U? = U implies that EQMSCLY satisfies the duality principle.

Theorem 7.6: ForallP,Q ¢ SY, EqMSCLU FP=Q = P=,,u Q.

Proof: By Lemma 7.5 =, .u is a congruence on Sy. Clearly, =U =, ..u U. The remain-
der of the proof is equal to the proof of Theorem 4.1. |

Some derivabilities in EqMSCLU:

UAn F=Ua ) F by (F5)
=UY (F¥ F))aA (UV F) by (Mem)and (4)

Table 4. EQMSCLY, a set of axioms for memorising
seY-congruence over S}\’.

F=-T (Neg)
x Vy==(—x A=y (Or)

TAX=xX (Tand)
X AKX Vy =x (Abs)
XV ANz=(x Ay AN2) VX N2) (Mem)

-U=uU (Und)
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= U, by (F5)andIdempotence
Uax=UY F)a x by (F5)
=Un (FA X))V (Ua x) by (Mem) and (Und)
=Uv (Ua x) by (F6)and (7)
=U. by (Abs)

In order to prove the completeness of EGQMSCLY, we again use normal forms.

Definition 7.7: Memorising SCLY Normal Forms (mSUNFs ) are inductively defined:

e T, F,Uare mSUNFs, and

(7)

o (an P)V (man Q)isan mSUNF ifa € A, and P and Q are mSUNFs that do not

contain a.

We write MSUNF for the set of all mSUNFs.
The following functions on MSUNF are used to compose mSUNFs.

Definition 7.8: For a € A the function TY : MSUNF — MSUNF is defined by
VMm=T1T TVFH=F TIU=U,

P ifb=a,

TY(ba PV (mba P)) = { 1 o=a

For a € Athe function FY : MSUNF — MSUNF is defined by
FRM=T, F(PH=F FWU=U,

P if b=aq,
Fl((bn PV (mba Py)) = {

ba TYP))V (mba TY(Py)) otherwise.

2
(b FIP))V (mba FY(Py)) otherwise.

So, T},J removes the a-occurrences in an mSUNF under the assumption that a eval-
uates to T (and Fy does this under the assumption that a evaluates to F). Note that
for each P € MSUNF, both TY(P) and FY(P) are also mSUNFs. In order to compose

mSUNFs, we use the following lemma.

Lemma 7.9: Foralla e A P ¢ S}\J, and Q € MSUNF,

(1) EGMSCLY Fapn (PA Q =an (PA TY(Q),
(2) EqMSCLU F—-an PA Q =—apn (P Fg(Q)),
(3) EqMSCLU Faan (P Q) =apn (PYV Tg(Q)),
(4) EqMSCLU F—-aan (PY Q) =—an (PYV Fg(Q)).

Proof: As the proof of Lemma 4.7 (in Appendix A.5), except that the inductive proofs

require one more trivial base case.
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Lemma 7.10: ForeachP € S}\J thereis P € MSUNF such that EQMSCLY - P = P

Proof: As the proof of Lemma 4.8, except that the inductive proofs require one more
trivial base case. |

Theorem 7.11: ForallP,Q € SY, EqMSCLU FP=Q < P=,,u0Q

Proof: Asthe proof of Theorem 4.9, except that the inductive proof requires one more
trivial base case. |

Theorem 7.12: The axioms of EqMSCLU are independent.
Proof: See Appendix A.7. |

We extend CP with axiom (CP-U) and write CPVY for this extension. Furthermore, we
extend the function se Y (Definition 7.2) to closed terms over Zepu(A) by

seVY(P<Q>R) =se’(QITr se’(P), F > se’(R)].
Proposition 7.13: For all closed terms P, Q over Zpu(A),
CPVHP=0Q «— se!V(P)=5seY(Q).
Proof: See Appendix A.8. |
Below we define short-circuit logics with ‘undefinedness’.

Definition 7.14: A short-circuit logic with undefinedness is a logic that implies the
consequences of the module expression

SCLY = {T,U,—, » } [1 (CPY U {(defNeg), (defAnd)}).

We write CPY

mem for the extension of CPpem with axiom (CP-U).

Definition 7.15: Free short-circuit logic with undefinedness (FSCLY) is the short-circuit
logic that implies no other consequences than those of the module expression scLY.

Memorising short-circuit logic with undefinedness (MSCLY) is the short-circuit logic
that implies no other consequences than those of the module expression

{T,U,— &} [0 (CPY.., U {(defNeg), (defAnd)}).

Of course, we intend to provide equational axiomatisations for both these short-
circuit logics. For FSCLU, we discuss a conjecture in Section 8, and for MSCLU, we have
a similar result as before (cf. Corollary 6.6).

Theorem 7.16: For all terms s, t over o u(A), EqMSCLU Fs=t <= MSCLY
Fs=t.
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Proof: The proof of Theorem 6.5 as well as the proofs of all supporting lemmas can be
easily extended to the signatures containing U. |

Theorems 7.11 and 7.16 imply the following result.

Corollary 7.17: MSCLY axiomatises memorising se Y-congruence =msel, and EqMSCLU
is an equational axiomatisation of MSCLY.

8. Discussion

In this section, we discuss some other variants of sequential connectives. Next, we
relate MSCLY to McCarthy’s three-valued logic and observe that we cannot relate
FSCLY to any well-known three-valued logic. We conclude with a note on two-valued
SSCL (which comprises an axiomatisation).

Boolean connectives that prescribe short-circuit evaluation often have specific
names or notations, for example, Dijkstra’s cand (conditional conjunction) and cor
used in the three-valued setting with undefined (see Dijkstra, 1976; Gries, 1981), or
the short-circuited connectives && and | | as used in programming languages such
as C, Go, Java, and Perl. Short-circuit evaluation in C is discussed in e.g. Zimmermann
and Dold (2003). Other notations for the sequential connectives A and &/ with mem-
orising interpretation are A and V from computability logic (see, e.g. Japaridze, 2008),
and ® and @ from transaction logic (see, e.g. Basseda & Kifer, 2015, there called serial
connectives). However, MSCL is just a part of both these logics and it is questionable
whether its axiomatisation or semantics are of any relevance.

In Guzman and Squier (1990), so-called Conditional logic is defined and axiomatised.
This logic is named after the discussion in Gries (1981, pp. 68-70) about logical laws for
the connectives cand and cor. Some typical equations that hold in conditional logic,
where cand and cor are written as A and Vv, are

-U=U, UAax=U, FAx=F and 9)
XAYVYAX)=YAX)VXAY). (10)

However, it is not so clear whether (Guzman & Squier, 1990) follow the intentions
of Gries (1981). In the words of Pigozzi (1990):

Consider now the protomatrix MC3 of McCarthy’s noncommuting conditional logic. Gries
seems clearly to have an assertional logic in mind when he deals with this protomatrix
in Gries (1981). On the other hand, in their detailed study of the logic MCz carried out
in 1990, Guzman and Squier deal exclusively with the equational logic. The exact connec-
tion between the assertional and the equational case is not clear, but it is certainly not as
strong as in the classical (Boolean) case.

When the binary connectives in (9) and (10) are replaced by A and %/, equations (9)
are consequences in MSCLY, but (10) is not: a memorising evaluation tree with root a
is not equal to one with root b. In fact, omitting (10) from the axiomatisation provided
in Guzman and Squier (1990) yields an axiomatisation as strong as EQMSCLY, which fol-
lows easily with Prover9 (McCune, 2008). Thus, MSCLY is a three-valued logic different
from conditional logic and is new, as far as we know. We refer to Bergstra et al. (1995)
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Table 5. An alternative set of CP-axioms for defining

SSCL.

x<aT>y=x (CP1)
x<Fey=y (CP2)
x<ay>z)<ayr> F=y<x> F (CP3s)
XAY<zZpu)>v=X<QYy>V)<zZ> (X<UD>V) (CP4)

for an overview of three-valued logics and their axiomatisations, including conditional
logic (there called McCarthy’s three-valued logic, as in Nagata et al., 1975).

We did not find any work related to the three-valued logic FscLY (Definition 7.15). It
seems that extending the equational axiomatisation EqFSCL with the axiom U A x =
—U, say EqFSCLY, is an attractive option: EGFSCLY implies =U = U (and thus U o x =
Uand U% x = U) and we could not find any desirable equation that is non-derivable.
Furthermore, if (F1) and (F3) are omitted, EqFSCLU is independent (compare Fact 2.5).
We formulate the following conjecture (see also challenge (2) in Section 9).

Conjecture 8.1: Forall P,Q € SY, FSCLYFP=0Q EqFSCLU FP=AQ.

We conclude this section with a few words on the definition of two-valued static
short-circuit logic SSCL (Definition 5.2). In Table 5, we provide an alternative set of
axioms for defining SSCL that is not a simple extension of CP or CP,em. Note that
axiom (CP3s) with y = T implies (CP3), and with y = F implies F << x > F = F (the
axiom that is used to define SSCL). These axioms are independent (which easily fol-
lows with Mace4, McCune, 2008). A proof of one of the axioms (CPmem1) or (CPmem3)
by Prover9 (McCune, 2008) is relatively simple (with the option kbo); for the first one, a
convenient intermediate result is

ft(E(f(x,yv,z),u,v),y,0)=£(f(x,u,v),y,0),

thatis, (x <y>2) dub>v)<dy> F=Xx<u>v)<dyD> F and adding this as a
fifth axiom yields a comprehensible proof of (CPmem1).

However, finding a more simple axiomatisation of static se-congruence is not a goal
of this paper: the axiomatisation in Definition 5.2 is sufficiently simple and expresses
the fundamental intuitions appropriately. Reasons to present the axiomatisation in
Table 5 are its independence (contrary to CPpyem U {F << x > F = F}) and, of course,
its striking simplicity (cf. Hoare, 1985).

9. Conclusions

In Bergstra and Ponse (2011), we introduced ‘proposition algebra’, which is based on
Hoare’s conditional x </ y > z and the constants T and F. We defined a number of
varieties of so-called valuation algebras in order to capture different semantics for the
evaluation of conditional statements, and provided axiomatisations of the resulting
‘valuation congruences’: CP (four axioms) axiomatises free valuation congruence (the
least identifying valuation congruence we consider), and the extension CPpem (One
extra axiom) axiomatises memorising valuation congruence, the most identifying val-
uation congruence below ‘sequential propositional logic'. Static valuation congruence
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can be axiomatised by adding the axiom F <1 x > F = F to CPpem, and can be seen
as an axiomatisation of sequential propositional logic.

In Bergstra and Ponse (2010, 2012), we introduced an alternative valuation seman-
tics for proposition algebra in the form of Hoare-McCarthy algebras (HMAs) that is
more elegant than the semantic framework provided in Bergstra and Ponse (2011):
HMA-based semantics has the advantage that one can define a valuation congruence
without first defining the valuation equivalence it is contained in.

In Bergstra and Ponse (2017), following the approach of Staudt (2012), we defined
evaluation trees as a simpler and more direct semantics for proposition algebra and
proved several completeness results for the valuation congruences mentioned above.

In Bergstra et al. (2013), we introduced ‘short-circuit logic’ as defined here (Defini-
tions 5.1 and 5.2). In Ponse and Staudt (2018), summarised in Section 2, we dealt with
the case of free short-circuit logic (FSCL).

In this paper, we have shown that memorising short-circuit logic can be understood
and used without any reference to (or dependence on) the conditional connective, in
spite of the fact that it is defined with this connective: MSCL can also be seen as the
equational logic defined by EQMSCL, and with equality of memorising evaluation trees
as a simple semantics (Theorem 4.9). The meaning of a sequential proposition is deter-
mined by the entire process of its sequential evaluation, as modelled by its memorising
evaluation tree. This perspective explains why the sequential connectives are taken
to be non-commutative and why the constants T and F are not definable (and thus
included). In Section 4, we discussed the following properties of MSCL.:

e The double negation shift, the duality principle, and associativity of the sequen-
tial connectives (all of these also hold in FSCL).
e Idempotence of the sequential connectives, and

XA YV 2)=KxaA YV (XA 2), left — distributivity(LD)
XA (YA X) =xA Y. (see (C2) for a proof)

None of these hold in FSCL.

Some perhaps less familiar properties of MSCL, none of which hold in FSCL, are the
following two characterisations of ‘if x then y else z"

XA PV (XA 2) =(xV A (XY 2), (M1)

XA YV (XA ZD)=(XA 2V (XA Y), (M2)
and the right-distributivity of A over'if x then y else Z/,thatis
(ifxthenyelsez) A u=1ifxthen(yn u)else(za u),
which is characterised by
(XA VYV (XA DDA U=KXA (YA UV (mXA (ZA W), (M3)

In a similar way, the right-distributivity of %/ over‘1f x theny else Z' follows.
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In Sections 1 and 5, we briefly discussed static short-circuit logic: SSCL defines
a version of ordinary propositional logic (PL) by means of sequential connectives
that prescribe short-circuit evaluation and that are commutative. So, any equational
axiomatisation of PL is one for SSCL, provided the connectives are replaced by their
sequential counterparts (and x -— y = —x ¥/ y). However, we think SSCL does not
yield interesting perspectives and is counterintuitive from a programming-oriented
point of view. For example, the identity a A b = b A a requires that their memoris-
ing evaluation trees should be considered equal. This either requires a transformation
of memorising evaluation trees according to some fixed ordering of atoms (compris-
ing a and b), which may not agree with the actual evaluation order, or an equivalence
relation on memorising evaluation trees that does not respect the evaluation order of
atoms.®

We conclude that MSCL provides a more natural view on sequential propositional
logic than SSCL.

In Section 7, we extended our main results to a three-valued setting by includ-
ing a constant U that represents McCarthy’s notion of undefinedness (Theorems 7.11
and 7.16). The extension to evaluation trees with leaves in { T, F, U} is straightforward,
and so is their memorising variant. The resulting short-circuit logic MSCLY satisfies
the duality principle, has a simple equational axiomatisation, and preserves all MSCL-
identities. We also introduced FSCLU, i.e. three-valued free short-circuit logic, and
raised the question of a complete equational axiomatisation for closed terms (Conjec-
ture 8.1). Finally, as observed in Section 1, two-valued SSCL cannot be extended in this
way because commutativity of the sequential connectives would imply that U = F.

In the Introduction, we distinguished short-circuit logics (SCLs) into two- or three-
valuedness. Another, more programmer-oriented criterion for distinction is whether or
not atomic side effects can occur in the evaluation of a conditional expression. If so,
then FSCL (or FSCLY) is the appropriate SCL; a typical example (allowed in many pro-
gramming languages) is a condition containing an assignment (as an atom) and some
examples are discussed in Ponse and Staudt (2018, Section 4.4). For the case where
atoms (and hence conditions) are ‘side effect free’, MSCL or MSCLY is the appropriate
logic to reason about their logical equivalences, and the choice of which of the two is
determined only by whether the atoms involved can yield the truth value undefined. A
sequential version of the second example in the Introduction, viz,

xX#0n (y/x>17),

is of course a typical example for using MSCLY. Other examples are mentioned
in Gries (1981) and concern for example arrays that are indexed out of their bounds.

Challenging questions and future work. A challenging question with respect to the
proof of Theorem 4.2, that is, EQMSCL F EqFSCL, is to find a shorter and more compre-
hensible proof of associativity. Alternatively, find another equational axiomatisation of
MSCL that is short and simple, uses only three variables, and admits a simple proof of
this theorem.

Two other challenges, following the discussion in Section 8:

(1) Find a convincing example that distinguishes MSCLY from Conditional Logic as
defined in Guzman and Squier (1990).
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(2) Solve Conjecture 8.1, i.e. find out whether EQFSCLY axiomatises FSCLY for

closed terms. And, if this is the case, find out whether EQFSCLY and FSCLY define
the same equational theory.” We note that we could not transfer the com-
pleteness proofs in this paper to FSCLY: we could not find suitable normal
forms (cf. Ponse & Staudt, 2018, Sect.2.2), and the conditional x <1 y > z is not
definable in FSCLY (cf. Bergstra & Ponse, 2011, Prop.12.1).

In future work, we want to cover two more short-circuit logics, ‘repetition-proof’
and ‘contractive’ short-circuit logic (see Bergstra et al., 2013), and to provide examples
of program fragments that illustrate all short-circuits logics defined (compare Ponse
& Staudt, 2018, Sect.4.4).

Notes

1.

In Staudt (2012), the dual of axiom (F5) is used, and in Ponse and Staudt (2018),
se-congruence is called ‘free valuation congruence’.

2. See https://oeis.org/A065410.

3. For the conditioned disjunction, reference (Church, 1956) is often used, and also the
name conditional disjunction.

4. In 1963, Dicker provided in (Dicker, 1963) a set of five independent and simple axioms
for the conditioned disjunction. In Section 8 we provide a set of four independent and
simple axioms that is also complete.

5. The protomatrix mentioned is the set of truth tables for { T, F, U}.

6. In Bergstra and Ponse (2017), we defined static evaluation trees for CPpem U {F < x >
F = F} according to the first requirement.

7. This last challenge generalises an open question about EQFSCL from Ponse
and Staudt (2018): For open terms s, t over Xsc| (A), canEQFSCL s =t <= FSCLF s =
t be proved?

8. We speak of ‘basic forms’ instead of normal forms in order to avoid intuitions from term
rewriting: for example, the basic form associated with action ais T <1 a > F, whereas
one would expect that the normal form of the latter is a.

9. Without loss of generality it can be assumed that substitutions happen first in equational
proofs (see, e.g. Aceto et al., 2008).
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Appendix. Detailed proofs

A.1 Aproofof Lemma 3.3
Lemma3.3: Foralla,b € A f,f € {L,R},and X,Y € T,

(1) Ifb # athen fa(fé(X)) = f[;(fa(X)),

2) fa(m(fa(X))) = fa(m(X)),

(3) fa(m(X)) = m(fa(X)),

4 m(faXIT = F,Fi=>TD)) =m{f(X)IT = F,F=T],
(5) fa(X[T = YD) = O[T = fa(V)],

(6) IfmX) = m(Y) then m(f;(X)) = m(fy(Y)),

(7) m(fa(m(X))) = m(fa(X)).

Proof: (1) By structural induction on X. The base cases are trivial, and if X = X; < c > X; then
distinguish the cases c = aand ¢ ¢ {a, b}:
Casec = a,subcase f = f' = L. Then Lg(Lp(X)) = La(Lp(X7) <a > Lp(X2)) = La(Lp(X7)) and
Ly(La(X)) = Lp(La(X1)), so by induction we are done.
Subcase f =L and ' =R. Then Lg(Rp(X)) = La(Rp(X1) < a > Rp(X2)) = La(Rp(X7)) and
Ry (La(X)) = Rp(Lg(X7)), so by induction we are done.
The remaining subcases follow in a similar way.
Case ¢ ¢ {a, b}. All subcases for f and f’ follow easily by induction.
(2) (fa(m(f7(X))) = fa(m(X)).) By induction on d(X). The base cases are trivial,and if X = X; <
¢ &> X; then distinguish the cases c = aand ¢ # a:
Case c = g, subcase f = L. Then
La(m(La(X))) = La(m(La(X1 Ja > X3)))
= La(m(La(X1)))
= La(m(La(X1)) < a> m(Rq(X2)))
= La(m(X)),
so induction is not needed in this case. The remaining subcase follows in a similar way.
Case ¢ # a, subcase f = L. Then
La(m(La(X))) = La(m(La(X1 Jc & X3)))
= La(m(Lc(La(X1))) ¢ > m(Rc(La(X2))))
= La(Mm(Lc(La(X1)))) DB La(M(Rc(La(X2))))
= La(m(La(Lc(X1)))) QB> La(m(La(Re(X2)))) by La.3.3.1
= La(m(Lc(X1))) Sc> La(m(Rc(X2))) by IH
= La(m(Lc(X1)) <> m(Rc(X2)))
= La(m(X)).



266 J. A.BERGSTRA ET AL.

Note that d(L:(X7)) < d(X7) < d(X) and d(R.(X2)) < d(X3) < d(X). The remaining subcase
follows in a similar way.
(3) (fa(m(X)) = m(fy(X)).) By induction on d(X). The base cases are trivial, and if X = X; <
¢ > X3 distinguish the cases c = aand ¢ # a:
Case c = g, subcase f = L. Then
La(m(X)) = La(Mm(La(X1)) < a B> m(Rq(X2)))
= La(m(La(X1)))
= La(m(X7)) byla3.3.2
=m(La(X1)) bylIH
=m(La(X1 Ja> X3))
= m(La(X)).
The remaining subcase follows in a similar way.
Case ¢ # a, subcase f = L. Then
La(m(X)) = La(m(Lc(X1)) D> m(Re(X2)))
= La(m(Lc(X1))) < c B> La(Mm(Rc(X2)))
=m(La(Lc(X1))) S m(La(Re(X2))) byIH
=m(Lc(La(X1))) ScB> m(Rc(La(X2))) byLla3.3.1
=m(La(X1) I c B La(X2))
= m(La(X)).
Note that d(L.(X7)) <d(X7) < d(X) and d(R:(X2)) < d(X2) < d(X). The remaining subcase
follows in a similar way.
4) (m(f;X[T— F, F~ TD) = m({fa(X))[T— F, F— T1.) By induction on d(X). The base
cases are trivial, and if X = X7 < ¢ B> X, distinguish the cases ¢ = aand ¢ # a:
Case ¢ = g, subcase f = L. Then Lg(X) = Lgz(X7) and by induction we are done. The remain-
ing subcase follows in a similar way.
Case ¢ # a, subcase f = L. Write [neg] for the leaf replacement [T+ F, F — T]. Then
m(Lqa(XInegl)) = m(Lc(La(Xq[negl))) J ¢ &> m(Rc(Lq(X2[negl)))
= m(Lq(Lc(X1[neg]))) < c > m(La(Rc(X2[negl))) by La.3.3.1
= m(La(Lc(X1)))[negl < c > m(La(Rc(X2)))[neg]l by IH
= m(Lc(La(X1)))Inegl < c > m(Rc(La(X2)))[neg]l by Lla.3.3.1
= (M(Lc(La(X1))) Jc B m(Rc(La(X2))))[neg]
= m(Lq(X))[neg].
The remaining subcase follows in a similar way.
(5) (faX[T = YD) = (X[ T — f5(Y)].) By induction on the structure of X. The base cases are
trivial, and if X = X7 < ¢ > X; distinguish the cases ¢ = aand ¢ # a:
Case c=a, subcase f =1L Then LyX[T+ Y]) =La(Xi[T+— YD) and by induction

LaXi[TH= YD) = LaOXDIT = Y1 = Lg(X)[ T — Y]. The remaining subcase follows in a similar
way.

Case c#a, subcase f = L: LagX[TH= YD) =LaXG[TH YD) <> La(Xal T Y] H Lqa(X7)
[T LaWMI < LagXD)IT = Lg(M)] = La(X)IT = Lg(Y)]. The remaining subcase follows in
a similar way.

(6) (If m(X) = m(Y) then m(fy(X)) = m(fz(Y)).) By induction on d(X). The base cases are
trivial, and if X = X7 < ¢ > X, distinguish the cases ¢ = aand ¢ # a:
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Case ¢ = a, subcase f = L. Then m(Lys(X)) = m(Lqa(X1)) and m(R,(X)) = m(Rs(X3)), and
m(X) = m(Y) implies that Y = Y7 < a > Ys, so m(fz(X)) = m(fs(Y)). The remaining subcase
follows in a similar way.

Casec # a,subcasef = L.Thenm(X) = m(Y) impliesthatY = Yy <c > Yy, and m(L:(X;)) =
m(Lc(Y1)) and m(R:(X2)) = m(Rc(Y>)). Derive

m(La(X)) = m(Lc(La(X1))) I c B m(Rc(La(X2)))
= m(La(Lc(X1))) B m(La(Re(X2))) byla3.3.1
=m(La(Lc(Y1))) Sc B m(La(Re(Y2))) byIH
=m(Lc(La(Y1))) S c B m(Rc(La(Y2))) byla3.3.1
= m(La(Y)).

The remaining subcase follows in a similar way.

(7) (Im(fa(m(X))) = m(fz(X)).) By induction on d(X). The base cases are trivial. f X = X; Jc¢ >
X3 then distinguish the cases c = aand ¢ # a:

Casec=a,f =L

m(La(m(X))) = m(La(m(X1 Ja > X3)))
= m(La(m(La(X1)) < a > m(Ra(X2))))
= m(La(m(La(X1))))
= m(La(m(X1))) byla3.3.2
=m(Lq(X1)) byIH
= m(La(X)).

The remaining subcase f = R follows in a similar way.
Casec # a,subcase f = L:

m(La(m(X))) = m(La(m(Xy I c > X3)))
= m(La(m(Lc(X1)) D ¢ B m(Rc(X2))))
= m(La(m(Lc(X1))) D¢ La(M(Rc(X2))))
= m(Lc(La(m(Lc(X1))))) < ¢ & m(Re(La(M(Rc(X2)))))
= m(La(Lc(M(Lc(X1))))) D¢ & m(La(Re(M(Rc(X2))))) by La.3.3.1
= m(La(Lc(m(X1)))) I c B m(La(Re(M(X2)))) byla3.3.2
= m(La(m(Lc(X1)))) < c > m(La(m(Rc(X2)))) byla3.3.3
= m(La(Lc(X1))) D> m(La(Re(X2))) by IH
= m(Lc(La(X1))) < c > m(Rc(La(X2))) byLla3.3.1
=m(La(X1) Jc > La(X2))

= m(La(X)).
Note that d(L:(X7)) < d(X7) < d(X) and d(R.(X2)) < d(X3) < d(X). The remaining subcase
f = Rfollows in a similar way. |

A.2 Continuation of the proof of Theorem 4.1
Theorem 4.1: ForallP,Q € Sp, EQMSCLEFP=Q = P =ps Q.

Proof: The case for axiom (Mem). First derive
XV YVYVRZ=X[F YT Z]
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=X[T—~Z F— Y[Tr~ ZI] (L)
and
CXA YAV XAZD)=X[T— F,F=> Y[T— ZIDIF— X[ T+~ Z]]
=X[T—>X[T—>Z, F>Y[T— Z[F— X[T+— Z]11. (R)

It suffices to show thatforall X,Y,Z e Tp,, m(XV Y)YA ) =m(CX A YA 2)V XA 2)),
which follows by structural induction on X. The base cases are trivial.
If X = X7 <ab X,, we find by (L) that

mXV V)X 2)
=mLgX[T—Z F=Y[TH ZID)) <ab mRg(Xa[TH— Z, F > Y[T — ZI])).
Furthermore, let[Rep]l = [T+ X[TH— Z], F— Y[T+— Z[F — X[ T — Z]1]], then

MEXA (YA )V (XA 2)) = m(La(Xi[Rep])) < a > m(Ra(X2[Repl)). (Aux3)
With Lemma 3.3.5 it follows that (cf. (Aux2))

La(X7[Rep]) = LaXq1[ T X4[T—= 2], F—= Y[T— Z[F — X[ T — Z111D), (ReplL)

Ra(Xa[Repl) = Rag(Xa[ T Xo[T+ Z1, Fi> Y[ T+ Z[F = Xa[ T+ Z1D). (RepR)
We derive

mLaX1[T— Z, F= Y[T— Z1D)

=mLgmX[T— Z F— Y[T— Z11))) byla3.3.7

=m(La(m(XG YV Y) A Y)) by (L)

=mLam(EX1 A (YA D)V 1 A 2)) bylH

=mLa(CXIT A YAV X1 A 2Z) byla3i3?

= m(Lqa(X1[Rep])). by (R) and (Repl)
In a similar way it follows with (RepR) that

MRa(X2[ T Z, F = Y[ T Z11)) = m(Ra(X2[Repl)),

sowe find by (Aux3) thatm((X¥V Y)A 2) = m(CXA YA 2)V XA 2)). [ |

A.3 Aproofof Theorem 4.2
Theorem 4.2: EQMSCL + EqFSCL.

Proof: With help of the theorem prover Prover9 (McCune, 2008). We derive the EQFSCL-axioms
in a particular order to obtain useful intermediate results. Recall that (n)’ represents the dual of
equation (n).

Axiom (F3). First derive
(Abs)

TV x 2 14 (TV 0@ 1. (A1)
Hence,
x=(T¥ T)a x by (Tand), (A1)
=(FA (TA X))V (Ta x) by (Mem), (Neg)
=(FA x)V x, by (Tand) (A2)
and

—(FA =) =—=(=TA —x) by (Neg)
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=TV x by (Or)
=T. by (A1) (A3)

Hence, =(F A X) 22 <(FA (FA OV X)) L <(FA =(=(FA ) A —x) 2 T and thus

z=(TV y)A z by (Tand), (A1)
=(FA YA 2)V (Ta 2) by (Mem), (Neg)
==(~(FA YA 2) A —2) by (Tand), (Or)
=—~(Ta=2) by=(FAx) =T
= ——z. by (Tand) (F3)

Intermediate result 1 — Duality. By axioms (Neg), (Or), (F3), the duality principle holds.
Axiom (F6). F A x = F by (A1)
Axiom (F5). Instantiate (Mem) withx = Fandy = T,and apply = F = T and (Tand), (F6):

2= Tz B Tya 2™ (TA (TA ) (Fp 2) P20 8 F o (5

Intermediate result 2 — ldempotence. By axiom (F5),x = x A (x%/ F) A6s) XA X
Axiom (F8). We derive the dual equation. We write ‘Idemp’ for idempotence and first derive
xV T=xV T)a T by (F5)

= (XA (TA YV (xA T) by (Mem)

=-x% x, by(F5) (A4)
and

—xV T=x% —x. by(Ad), (F3) (A5)
Hence

xV T=(—=xVx)A T by (A4), (F5)
= (XA XA TV (=xA T) by (Mem)
=x% —=x by (F5),Idemp
=-xV T. by (A5) (F8")
Intermediate result 3 - four auxiliary results.
xXny=xYV Fyay by(F5)
= (XA (FAY)YV (xay) by (Mem)

=xN BV (xay). by (F6), (F8) (Ar1)
xVy=xVyyA T by(F5)
= (=xA Y)YV x. by (Mem), (F5) (Ar2)

xVy=xV TaA xVy) by(Arl)

= (XA XV Y)YV xa xVy) by (Mem), (Tand)

=(—xA XV y)V x by (Abs)

=xV xV y). by (Ar2) (Ar3)
xVy=(=xAy)V x by(Ar2)

= (XA (XA y) v x by (Ar3)

=x¥V (=xA y). by (Ar2) (Ar4)
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Axiom (F9). First derive
xV DA F=(xA F)V (xaA F) by (Mem), (Tand)
=@xan DYV (xa F) by (F8)
=xA F. byldemp (A6)
Hence,
XV Day=((xV Ha HYV (xV YA y) by (Ar)
=(xan HYV (XY TYyay) by (A6)
=xnA DYV (=xa HHAY) by (F8)
=(xA YV y. by (Ard) (F9)

Intermediate result 4 — three more auxiliary results.

XN BHHany=xa F (Ar5)
XA (YAX)=XAY (Ar6)
XAYIAX=XAY (Ar7)
First derive
xn A F==(xA F)A F by (F8)
=(—x¥ T)A F
=—-xA F by (A6)
=x F, by (F8) (A7)
hence

XA Hay=Kxa Ha ((xn HHAy) by (Ar3)

=X DA (ks A DYV (xa F)ay)) by (Arl)

=KxA A ((xan BV (xn B ay) by (A7)

=xA F. by (Abs) (Ar5)
XA YAX)=XAX)N (YA X) byldemp

=((xA VXA (YA X) by (Arl), Idemp

= (XA DA A YA 0DV ((xn HHa (ya x) by (Mem)

=((xV DA XA YA 0DV (xn F) by (Ar5)

= (XA BV A a0V (xa F) by (F9), (F8)

= (XA YA X))V (XA F) by (Ar)

= (XA YA X))V (=XA X) by (A4)

= (—x¥V y)A x by (Mem)

=xA Y. by (Ar2) (Ar6)
XA YA X=XAYIN XA (XA Y)) by (Ar6)

= XA YA XA Y) by (Ar3)

=XA Y. byldemp (Ar7)
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Axiom (F7). We use the following auxiliary results:
XANAZ=KA BV (XA y) a2 (AB)
XVPA YA =N DYV (a2 (A9
XV (yn2) =%V (XA YA 2) (A15)
and derive associativity of A as follows:
AN Z=KA BV (XA y) A 2) by (A8)
=V XA YA (XA YA 2) by (A9
=XA (XA y) A 2) by (Abs)
= (XY (XA YA 2)A x by (Ar2)
=(xV (yn 2) A x by (A15)
=xA (YA 2). by (Ar2)
We derive the above auxiliary results in order:
XA V(XA A2 =((xn DV (A a2)V (xa F) by (Ar7)
=((xV DA ((xANA 2V (XA F) by (F9)

=((=xV DA (kA 2)V (xa F) by (F8)
= (A HA((xa A2V (kA A 2) by (Ar5)

=((xn HY xaA y) Az by (Mem)
=XNAY) Nz by (Ar)

XVPAYAD=(XA YA YADDV XA (YA 2) by (Mem)

= (XA YA 2V (XA (YA 2) by (Ar3)
=x¥V DA (YA 2) by (Mem)
=xA DYV (ya 2, by (F9)

The following auxiliary results lead to (A15):

XV NN KV 2) = (xn YA V2DV (XA (xV 2)) by (Mem)

= (XA (YA XV 2)V x by (Abs)
=xV (yA (x¥V 2)). by (Ar2)

xV (=xV y)=(xA (=xV y))V x by (Ar2)
=—-x% x by (Abs)
=(—xA %)V x  byldemp
=x% —=x. by (Ar2)

XV A(xn )V y) =xV (xV @V oy xVy) by (Mem)
=V (xV VA xVy) by (A10)
=xV A xVy) by(A11)
=xV (=xaA (xV y)) by (A10)
=x¥ (xVVy) by (Ar4)
=x%y. by (Ar3)

xVy=x¥V (xa 20V y) by(A12)

(F7)

(A10)

(11

(A12)



272 (&) J.A.BERGSTRAETAL.

=x¥V (XA DYV (Y (XA 2)) by (Ar6Y
=xV (yV (xA 2). by (A12) (A13)
XV (yn2) =xV (=x A (YA 2) by (Ard)

=XV (XA YA 2)V (XA 2) by (A13)

=xV (xV y)A 2). by (Mem) (A14)
XV (YA 2 =XV (xV y) A 2) by (A14)

=XV ((<xV (XA Y) A 2) by (Ard)

=XV (XA Y) A 2). by (A14) (A15)

We write ‘Assoc’ for (repeated) applications of associativity of A and %/ .
Intermediate result 5. In order to derive axiom (F10) we use the following two intermediate
results:

XAV (XA 2) =%V A Y 2) (M1)

XANYV (XA D) =(Xxpn 2DV (XA Y) (M2)
Equation (M1).
XAV (XA 2D =KADY (XA XV 2)) by (Ard)
= XA YA KV 2DV (x A (¥ 2) by (A13)
= (xV y) A xV 2). by (Mem) (M1)
Equation (M2). First derive
XV A zZ=XV YA (XY ) A 2) by (Ar3)
=V xVya ((xVy)a 2) by (Ar3)
=N BV (xV y)n 2), by(A9) (A16)
XA AV y=(xa HVy by(F8)
=(=x¥V )ay by(F9)
= XA YV (xp y) by (Mem), (Tand)
=(xV A xVy) by (M)
=(xV ¥V y)a xVy) byldemp
=MxayVy, by (Mem) (A17)
XV YA z=KxN YV (XY y) A 2) by (A16)
= XA (XY A2V (XY y)A 2) by (A17)
=((xn XV A 2DV (XY y)A 2) by Assoc
= XA DYV (XY Y) A 2). by (Abs) (A18)
Hence,
XAV (XA 2) = (xV y)A XV 2) by (M1)
= (xV A ((xV A (—xVy)) by (Ar6)
= (XV XA YA (XY 2) A (=X y)) by (Ard)
= (XV XA YA (XA 2DV (XA y) by (MT)
= (XA 2DV (XA y). by (A18) (M2)
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Axiom (F10). First derive
XV YN zZ=(xA YA 2)V (XA 2 by (Mem)
=xV (YA 2)A (—xV 2). by (M1),(F3) (A19)
Hence,
XANYV @n B =0A YV @A )YV (=xa @a F) by (A19)

=V @A A (XY YV @a F) by (M), (M2)

=V Iza A GV @a B
A (XY YV @a F) by (Ar5)

=xV A DAYV Za F). by(A19) (F10)

A.4 Aproofof Theorem 4.4

Theorem 4.4: The following equations are derivable from EQMSCL, where (LD) abbreviates left-
distributivity.

XAV =xA YV (XA 2), (LD)
(XA (XA DDA U= XA YA W)Y (XA @A W), (M3)
Proof: With help of the theorem prover Prover9 (McCune, 2008).
Equation (LD). First derive
xV (yVz2)=xV y)V z byAssoc
=((xV VXV z by(Ar7)
=xV (yV (x¥ 2)), by Assoc (A20)
XV YV (xA 2) =%V YV (=xV (xA 2) by (A20)
=—xV (y¥ (=x¥V 2)) by (Ard)
= —x% (y& 2). by (A20) (A21)
Hence,
xA YV 2y ===V YV 2) A x by (Ar2)
=(xV (V2 XV (xa 2) by (Abs)
=(xV YV xa2)NA KV (xA 2) by (A21)
=AYV (XA 2). by (Mem) (LD)
Equation (M3). First derive
XA YA (XY DDA W) =KA YA XV 2) A u by Assoc
= (XA Yy)A u by (A13)
=xN (YA U). byAssoc (A22)
Hence,
(XA (XA DDA U= (XY A XV 2)Au by (MD)
=(xV YA (xV 2)A u) byAssoc
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=XA YA (XY DA W)Y
(XA (XY 2) A w) by (Mem)
= XA YA WY (=xA (XY 2) A w) by (A22)
= XA YA W)YV (XA XV 2) A u) by Assoc
= XA YA WYV (XA 2) A u) by (Ard)
=XA YA UV (XA (ZA ). byAssoc (M3)

A.5 AproofoflLemma4.7
Lemma4.7: Foralla € A P € Sy, and Q € MSNF,

) EQMSCLEanA (PA Q) =apn (PA T4(Q)),
) EGMSCLF —an (PA Q) = —an (PA Fa(Q)),
) EQMSCLEan (P Q) =an (PYV T4(Q)),
) EQMSCLE —an (P Q) = —an (P Fa(Q)).

Proof: Statement 1 follows by induction on the structure of Q. If Q € {T, F} this is trivial.
For the induction step there are two cases: if Q = (a A Q1) ¥ (—a A Qy), then derive from
EqMSCL (tacitly using Assoc)

an PAQ =@N PA (@n Q)Y (@n (PA (man Q) by (LD)
=(@n PA Q)Y (an (PA F)) by (C2),(A21), (F6)
=@p P (QV F) by (LD)
=an (PA Ta(Q), by (F5)
andifQ = (b Q1) (=b A Qy), then derive from EqMSCL (tacitly using Assoc)
an (PA Q)
=@ PA (bA Q)Y (@n (PA (b Q) by (LD)
=@ PA (br (@ PA Q)Y (@A (PA (BN (@n (PA Q) by (C2)
=@N P (b (@n (PA Ta(Q)) Y
(@pn (PN (mbn (@ (PA Ta(Q2)))))) bylH
=@n PA (b TaQYV @ (PA (b (Ta(Q2)))) by (C2)
=@AP)A (b Ta(Q)V (b (Ta(Q2))) by (LD)
=an (Pa Tq(Q)).

The remaining statements follow in a similar way. |

A.6 Continuation of the proof of Lemma 6.4
Lemma 6.4: Foralls,t € Ts,4),x, CPmem s =t = EQMSCL - g(s) = g(t).
Proof: The cases for axioms (CP4) and (CPmem).

Axiom (CP4). We use Equations (M1) and (M2) (see Fact 4.3), and (M3) and (LD) (see
Theorem 4.4), and we write ‘Assoc’ for associativity.

gx<(y<zreu)r=v)



and

JOURNAL OF APPLIED NON-CLASSICAL LOGICS . 275

=@y <aze A X))V (—gly<zeu) A v)
=[CANY (zA WA OV (FlEA YV (mz8 WA V)
=([@A YV (=28 WIA XY [((=2V = A @V =]1A V)
=[@A NV (zA WIA DY [EA PV (mzA ~WIA V) by (MT)
=[@n YA X))V (22N UA X)]
VIEA (yaA vV (mza (mups V)], by (M3)

gx<ay>v)y<zr (X<ur>v))
=@ZN gxaye V)V (mzZA gxausv))
=@ZN (AOYV (YA VDYV (22N (UA 0OV (mun V)
=[N YA XDV @A (mya VD
V(=za Wp X))V (mza (mun v)]) by (LD)
=@N YA X))
VIEA YA VIV (22N WA X))V (724 (mun V)] by Assoc
=@ZN YA X)
VI(=zA WA X))V @A (YA VDYV (=24 (mun v by (M2)
=[ZA YA X))V (mZA (UA X)]
VIEA (Fyn vV (mza (tups v)] by Assoc

Axiom (CPmem). As argued in Section 5, it is sufficient to derive axiom (CPmem1), that is,

Wy (Zax>u)<aXxov=Way>2z)<X>V.

This is straightforward, a detailed proof is provided in Appendix A.6. Derive

glwayrs zaxpu)axo V)= XA gWways Zaxow)V (=xA v) by (2)

=XAMY (=xA V),
gwaysz)axsv)=XA gWways2)V (—xA v) by (2)
=xXA NV (=xA V),

so it suffices to derive x A M = x A N. We use one auxiliary result and we write (n)’ for the dual
version of equation (n), and ‘Idemp’ for idempotence.

Hence,

xAN F=xan F)A y by (F6), Assoc
= XA A Y. by (C1),(F3)

XAM=xAgw<yr (z<ax>u))
=XA (YA WYV (myn (KA DYV (=X A W)))
=xA (Y WA YV (XA 2DV (=xa w)) by (M1)
=XA (YV (XA DV (=xpA ) A (=Y w) by (M2)
=xA (YV (XA WV XA DDA (=YY w)) by (M2)
=AYV (xA WV (xA 2DIA (Y w) by Assoc
=XA NV XA (XA DYV (XA DDA (-yYV w) by (LD)

(A23)
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=[XA YV (XA (XA W)V (XA XA DDA (Y w) by (LD)
=XA YV (XA )N WY (XA 2N (-yY w) by Assoc, Idemp
=[xA NV (XA BV (xA 2)IA (myV w) by (A23)

=[xA YV xa (FV 2)IA (myV w) by (LD)

=N YV 2)A (-yV w) by (Tand)', (LD)

=xA (Y 2)A (=Y w)) by Assoc

=xA gwayes2z) by(3)

=xNn N.

A.7 Aproofof Theorem7.12

Theorem 7.12: The axioms of EQMSCLY are independent.

Proof: All independence models were found with the tool Mace4 (McCune, 2008). In each
model M defined below, [ F]" = 0and [ T]™ = 1.

Independence of axiom (Neg). A model M for EGQMSCLY \ {(Neg)} with domain {0, 1,2} and
[UI™ = 0 that refutes F = — T is the following:

- | AJO1T2  [012
00 0/000 0/000
1]2 1012 11117
2|1 21222 21012

Independence of axiom (Or). A model M for EqMSCLU \ {(Or)} with domain {0, 1} and [U]™ =0
thatrefutes TV F=—(=T
leftand— F) is the following:

) ‘

vV |01
0,00
1111

| A
0 0
0 1

Independence of axiom (Tand). A model M for qu\/ISCLU \ {(Tand)} with domain {0, 1} and

[UI™ = 0 that refutes TA F = Fis the following:

mll AlOT N
0[0 00
10 1

- ol l

0
0
0

_

Independence of axiom (Abs). A model M for EqMSCLY \ {(Abs)} with domain {0,1} and
[UI™ = 0 that refutes TA (TY F) = Tis the following:

- | Al0O1T V001
0/0 0/00 0/00
1,0 1,01 1100

Independence of axiom (Mem). A model M for EqMSCLU \ {(Mem)} with domain {0, 1,2} and
[UI™ = 2 thatrefutes (F&/ TYA U= (=Fa (Ta U) Y (Fa U)is the following:

| A v

) ‘

N O OO

12
00
12
12

o - 0o
N = NN

1
1
1
2

N = of
N O =
N = O

N — O




JOURNAL OF APPLIED NON-CLASSICAL LOGICS . 277

Independence of axiom (4). A model M for EGQMSCLY \ {(4)} with domain {0, 1} and [U™ =0

that refutes =U = U is the following:

| A Vo
0
1

\
0
1

—_ O =
- O O

1
1
1

- ol
o olo

1
0

A.8 CPY and evaluation trees
Finally, we prove Proposition 7.13: this is Theorem A.6 below. This text (excluding footnotes)
comes from Bergstra and Ponse (2017), although the signature has now been extended with
the constant U, and CP to CPY with the axiom (CP-U), thatis,x < U > y = U.

Let CAP be the set of closed terms over X pu(A).
Definition A.1: Basic forms over A are defined by the following grammar

t:z=T| F|U|t<axt foraceA.

We write BF, for the set of basic forms over A.
The following lemmas exploit the structure of basic forms.®
Lemma A.2: ForeachP ¢ CAP there exists Q € BF} such thatCPY - P = Q.

Proof: First we establish an auxiliary result: if P, Q, R are basic forms, then there is a basic form S
such that CP + P <1 Q > R = S. This follows by structural induction on Q.

The lemma’s statement follows by structural induction on P.

The base cases P € {T, F,U,a | a € A} are trivial, and if P = P; <1 P, > P53 there exist by
induction basic forms Q; such that CP -~ P; = Q;, hence CP+P; <t P, > P3 = Q7 < Q) > Qs.
Now apply the auxiliary result. |

Lemma A.3: Forall basic forms Pand Q, seY(P) = seY(Q) impliesP = Q.

Proof: By structural induction on P. The base cases P € { T, F,U} are trivial. f P = P; <t a > Ps,
thenQ & {T, FU}andQ# Q; <b> Qifb#£a,50Q=Q; <a> Q, andseY(P) = seY(Q)).
By induction we find P; = Q;, and hence P = Q. |

Definition A.4: Free valuation congruence, notation =,u, is defined on C}\J as follows:

P=,uQ < se'(P)=se"Q.
Lemma A.5: Free valuation congruence is a congruence relation.

Proof: Let P,Q,R € Cy and assume P =4,u P/, thus seV(P) = seV(P'). Then seY(P < Q> R) =
seY(QIT— seV(P), Fi> seY(R)] =seY(Q)[ T+ seY(P), Fr> seV(R] =seV (P < Q> R),

and thus P < Q> R =,u P << Q > R. The two remaining cases can be proved in a similar
way. |

Theorem A.6 (Completeness of CPY for closed terms): ForallP,Q € CY,

CPVHP=Q < P=, u0
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Proof: (=)° By Lemma A.5, =_u is a congruence relation and it easily follows that closed
instances of CPY-axioms are valid. In the case of axiom (CP4) this follows from

seY(P<a(Q<R=9>V)
=s5eY(Q<Re ST sel(P), Fis seY (V)]
= (seRIT se(Q), Fro 52 ($)]) [T seV(P), F > seV (V)]
=seRITH eV Q[T+ se’(P), F> seVW)], F> 5eY(S)IT > seV(P), F> se W)I]
=seVRITH se’(P<QrV), Frs seV(PaSs V)]
=seY(P<Q>V) <R (PaSsV)).

(<) Let P =,,u Q. According to Lemma A.2 there exist basic forms P’ and Q' such that cpPY
P=PF and CPY Q= Q. By (=) we find P =,u P and Q =,,u Q, and because =,u is a
congruence, P’ =,,u Q.By LemmaA3,P = Q.Hence, (PU FP=P =Q =Q. [



