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Abstract
We investigate the notions of may- and mustapproximation in Erratic Idealized Algol (a nondeterministic extension of Idealized Algol), and give explicit
characterizations of both inside its game model. Notably,
must-approximation is captured by a novel preorder on
nondeterministic strategies, whose definition is formulated
in terms of winning regions in a reachability game. The
game is played on traces of one of the strategies and
its objective is reaching a complete position without
encountering any divergences.
The concrete accounts of may- and must-approximation
make it possible to derive tight complexity bounds for
the corresponding decision problems in the finitary (finite
datatypes) variant EIAf of Erratic Idealized Algol. In
fact we give a complete classification of the complexity
of may- and must-approximation for fragments of EIAf of
bounded type order (for terms in β-normal form). The complexity of the decidable cases ranges from PSPACE to 2EXPTIME for may-approximation and from EXPSPACE to
3-EXPTIME for must-approximation.
Our decidability results rely on a representation theorem for nondeterministic strategies which, for a given term,
yields a single (finite or visibly pushdown) automaton capturing both traces and divergences of the corresponding
strategy with two distinct sets of final states. The decision
procedures producing optimal bounds incorporate numerous automata-theoretic techniques: complementation, determinization, computation of winning regions in reachability games over finite and pushdown graphs as well as
product constructions.
We see our work as a starting point of research that relates game semantics with other game-based theories.

1. Introduction
Game semantics [3, 20] has emerged as a versatile
methodology for giving semantics to programming languages. In particular, its concrete flavour has quickly in∗A
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spired applications to program analysis [23, 24, 25]. In
recent years a subarea, called algorithmic game semantics [1], was born, which seeks to establish connections
between game semantics and models of computation with
a view to applying them to software verification. The insights obtained this way have already contributed several
verification tools [1, 11, 14, 7, 22] and helped to prove
new decidability/undecidability results in program verification [13, 32, 27, 31, 29, 30, 33].
A significant number of papers in this spirit concerned
Idealized Algol, a “golden standard” for investigating
higher-order imperative computation and a good starting
point to an automata-theoretic analysis of game semantics.
They have exploited full abstraction of game models in order to provide effective means for analyzing contextual approximation and equivalence. Intuitively, one program is
said to approximate another iff, in any context, the latter
behaves at least as well as the former. Two programs are
equivalent iff their behaviour is indistinguishable in any
context. Of course, these definitions crucially depend on
what “behaviour” means. In a deterministic setting, such as
Idealized Algol, one typically defines “behaviour” as termination. In many game models contextual approximation and
equivalence can be recast in a more explicit way, opening up
the way to using games to reason about these concepts. Indeed, in recent years a complete classification of complexity
bounds was obtained for the problems of deciding approximation and equivalence in finitary fragments of Idealized
Algol, restricted by type order and the availability of recursion [32, 27, 28, 31, 29]. The table below summarizes the
bounds1 for equivalence; they apply to β-normalized terms.
Those for approximation are the same except that “decidable” should be replaced with “undecidable”.
order
1
2
3
4

pure
co-NP
PSPACE
EXPTIME
undec.

+while
PSPACE
PSPACE
EXPTIME
undec.

+2 µ0
dec.
dec.
dec.
undec.

+µ1
dec.
undec.
undec.
undec.

1 Whenever a complexity class is mentioned, completeness has been
proved. “dec.” stands for “decidable”; more precisely, “reducible to the
language equivalence problem for deterministic pushdown automata (of
exponentially larger size)” [36].
2 +µ signifies the availability of recursion at order i, i.e. the outcome
i

The goal of this paper is to contribute an equally comprehensive understanding of Erratic Idealized Algol, i.e. Idealized Algol extended with (finite) nondeterminism. In the
nondeterministic case, one traditionally distinguishes two
notions of “behaviour” inducing two complementary notions of contextual approximation [10]: the possibility of
termination (may-terminate) leading to may-approximation
and the guarantee of termination (must-terminate) giving
rise to must-approximation. As in the deterministic case,
both are problematic to reason about directly because of
quantification over all contexts.
The two preorders have been studied for Erratic Idealized Algol by Harmer and McCusker in [17, 16] through
game semantics. In order to capture must-approximation
they extended the deterministic definition of strategies
(solely based on traces) to a notion of nondeterministic
strategy, which comprises two components: traces and divergences, the latter being inspired by process-algebraic semantics [18]. Although they show how to capture both
may- and must-approximation in this framework, the corresponding full abstraction results rely on quotienting with
respect to the so-called intrinsic preorder, which, similarly
to the notions of contextual approximation and equivalence,
involves quantification over all strategies mimicking contexts. The first two of our results (Propositions 3.1 and 3.8)
show how to avoid the intrinsic preorder when characterizing may- and must-approximation.
As in other settings, may-approximation turns out easier
to account for, because – as in the deterministic case – it can
be captured through (complete) traces. Consequently, mayapproximation corresponds to the containment problem for
the sets of induced complete plays. This, in conjunction
with a representation theorem (Theorem 4.5) for terms of
finitary Idealized Algol (EIAf ), allows us to derive decidability results for may-approximation via the language containment problem for the corresponding automata. Moreover, we can also give exact complexity bounds for mayapproximation between terms in β-normal form. The optimality of the bounds is confirmed by reductions via computation histories. The flavour of the hardness proofs is similar to hardness proofs for universality problems in formal
language theory: one finds a term whose game semantics
corresponds to strings not representing a successful computation. We summarize the bounds for may-approximation
below in a table analogous to the previous one. The bounds
for may-equivalence are exactly the same.
order
1
2
3
4

pure
PSPACE
EXPSPACE
2-EXPTIME
undecidable

+while
EXPSPACE
EXPSPACE
2-EXPTIME
undecidable

Must-approximation in EIAf presents a more difficult challenge, as it does not seem to correspond to
any explicit preorder on traces and divergences known to
date [37]. Thus we see our explicit characterization of mustapproximation given in Proposition 3.8 as arguably the most
interesting contribution of the paper. The new preorder we
introduce in Definition 3.7 is based on concepts borrowed
from the theory of reachability games, as used in program
verification [15]. In short, we view a nondeterministic strategy as a reachability game, in which the player O tries
to complete a play without encountering any divergences.
This perspective allows us to ask whether a given play is
winning for either of the players, which forms the basis of
our new preorder: one strategy improves upon another if
any difference between the former and the latter (trace or
divergence) is compensated by a winning position for the
player P in the reachability game associated with the latter.
This more concrete account of must-approximation
makes it possible to use techniques for solving reachability games on finite and pushdown graphs in order to decide
must-approximation in EIAf . Indeed we demonstrate how
this can be done through our representation theorem (Theorem 4.5), which shows how, given a suitably restricted
EIAf + while term, one can construct a corresponding
automaton with two sets of final states that capture traces
and divergences respectively. Then we can decide mustapproximation with a decision procedure that integrates determinization theorems for finite and visibly pushdown automata, algorithms for calculating winning regions in reachability games over finite and pushdown graphs, backward
determinization of alternating finite automata and product
constructions. The complexity bounds obtained this way
are given below. They turn out tight as confirmed by hardness proofs in which, in each case, we construct a term of
relevant order such that the associated reachability game
corresponds to building up a valid (alternating) machine
run of the desired complexity (and divergences correspond
to possible errors). Bounds for must-equivalence are the
same as those given below, as are bounds for may&mustapproximation and may&must-equivalence.
1
2
3
4

pure
PSPACE
2-EXPTIME
3-EXPTIME
undecidable

+while
2-EXPTIME
2-EXPTIME
3-EXPTIME
undecidable

+µ0
undecidable
undecidable
undecidable
undecidable

We view our paper as establishing a happy marriage between two game-based theories that were developed independently and for different purposes. We hope further fruitful interplay will be possible. For game semantics this
would have to entail a shift of emphasis to winning during play. This aspect was already present in one of the early
game models [2], based on strategies that were winning in

+µ0
undecidable
undecidable
undecidable
undecidable

of a recursive definition can be a term whose type is of order (at most) i.

2

an abstract sense, but later on turned out dispensable in research on full abstraction. Fortunately, it seems reasonable
to expect that attempts to apply game semantics to program
specification and verification should create new opportunities for interaction between game semantics and other kinds
of games, possibly including those with more complicated
objectives than reachability.

C[M1 ] ⇓ skip we also have C[M2 ] ⇓ skip. We then
write Γ ` M1 @
∼ may M2 . Two terms are may-equivalent,
noted Γ ` M1 ∼
=may M2 , if they may-approximate one
another.
Intuitively, may-approximation measures capability for producing values without accounting for possible failures. For
instance, skip ∼
=may skip or Ωcom . A complementary notion of approximation is provided by changing the focus
from potential termination to the possibility of divergence
so that an approximant is required to be “at least as divergent” as the term it approximates. Typically, this is defined by stating the contrapositive with the help of a mustconverge predicate s, M ⇓must . We give its exact definition in the Appendix (Figure 4). Informally, s, M ⇓must is
supposed to mean that, no matter how nondeterminism is
resolved during the reduction of M from state s, divergence
will not occur.

2. Erratic Idealized Algol and its game model
Erratic Idealized Algol [17] is a nondeterministic variant of Reynolds’s Idealized Algol [34]. Its types are generated by the grammar θ ::= β | θ → θ, where β ranges
over the ground types com, exp, var of commands, expressions and variables respectively. The order ord(θ) of
a type is defined by: ord(β) = 0 and ord(θ1 → θ2 ) =
max(ord(θ1 ) + 1, ord(θ2 )). We shall consider a finitary
version EIAf of Erratic Idealized Algol, intended to make
the original language more amenable to automata-theoretic
analysis. The ground types of EIAf are finite and recursion
is forbidden. The syntax is given in Figure 1. Γ consists
of typed free identifiers x : θ. The Ωβ constant represents
divergence. In what follows we shall consider some extensions of EIAf , notably, with while-loops and fixed points:
Γ ` M : exp Γ ` N : com
Γ ` while M do N : com

Definition 2.2. Given two terms Γ ` M1 : θ and
Γ ` M2 : θ, we shall say that Γ ` M1 : θ mustapproximates Γ ` M2 : θ iff, for any context C[−] such
that C[M1 ] : com (equivalently C[M2 ] : com), whenever
C[M1 ] ⇓must we also have C[M2 ] ⇓must . We then write
Γ ` M1 @
∼ must M2 . Two terms are must-equivalent, noted
Γ ` M1 ∼
=must M2 , if they must-approximate one another.

Γ, x : θ ` M : θ
.
Γ ` µxθ .M : θ

For instance, it turns out that c : com ` c; Ωcom ∼
=must
Ωcom . In fact they are both may- and must-equivalent.
Combining may- and must-approximation (resp. equivalence) gives rise to may&must-approximation (resp. equivalence), which is a more comprehensive way of comparing nondeterministic programs. In what follows we shall
first study may- and must-concepts in isolation. Bounds for
may&must-approximation and equivalence will then turn
out easy to derive.

We call a term-in-context Γ ` M : θ an ith-order term
provided its typing derivation uses exclusively judgments
of the shape Γ0 ` M 0 : θ0 , where the types of the free
identifiers in Γ0 are of order less than i and ord(θ0 ) ≤ i.
The collection of ith-order EIAf terms will be denoted by
EIAi . Similarly we can define ith-order fragments of EIAf +
while and EIAf +µ, which we refer to as EIAi +while and
EIAi +µ respectively. For a finer analysis of fixed points we
also distinguish subfragments EIAi + µj (j < i) of EIAi + µ
in which the fixed-point rule has been applied to types θ
with ord(θ) ≤ j.
The call-by-name operational semantics of EIAf + µ is
given in the Appendix (Figure 3). The judgments have
the shape s, M ⇓ s0 , V , where s, s0 : {x1 , · · · , xn } →
{0, · · · , max } represent the store before and after reduction
(we assume that variables are always initialized to 0).
Note that, due to nondeterminism introduced by the rule
for or, for any given s, we may have s, M ⇓ s0 , V for
multiple pairs s0 , V . Hence s, M ⇓ s0 , V is best read as
“M may converge to V”. Using ⇓, one can define a notion
of program approximation for arbitrary terms-in-context as
follows. By convention M ⇓ V stands for ∅, M ⇓ ∅, V .

Example
2.3.
Let
us
write
[cond]
for
if cond then skip else Ωcom . For simplicity we often
put predicates such as !X = 0 in place of cond on the understanding that they may easily be coded up as expressions
(returning 0 iff the predicate does not hold). Let us consider
the term f : com → com ` new X in (f (X:=1); [!X =
0]) or (f (X:=1); [!X = 1]) : com. It turns out the
term is may-equivalent to f (skip), must-equivalent to
Ωcom and may&must-equivalent to f (skip) or Ωcom . The
truthfulness of these claims will become apparent at the end
of Section 3, in which we give explicit characterizations of
both may- and must-approximation.
Game semantics views computation as an exchange of
moves (a play) between two players, called O and P. It interprets terms as strategies for P in an abstract game derived
from the underlying types. A game model of EIAf + µ,
based on nondeterministic strategies, has been presented
in [17].

Definition 2.1. Given two terms Γ ` M1 : θ and
Γ ` M2 : θ, we shall say that Γ ` M1 : θ mayapproximates Γ ` M2 : θ iff, for any context C[−] such
that C[M1 ] : com (equivalently C[M2 ] : com), whenever
3

Γ ` skip : com

i ∈ {0, · · · , max }
Γ ` i : exp

Γ ` M : com Γ ` N : β
Γ ` M; N : β
Γ ` M : var
Γ ` !M : exp
Γ, x : θ ` x : θ

Γ ` Ωβ : β

Γ ` M : exp
Γ ` succ(M ) : exp

Γ ` M : exp Γ ` N0 : β Γ ` N1 : β
Γ ` if M then N1 else N0 : β

Γ ` M : var Γ ` N : exp
Γ ` M :=N : com
Γ, x : θ ` M : θ0
Γ ` λxθ .M : θ → θ0

Γ ` M1 : com Γ ` M2 : com
Γ ` M1 or M2 : com

Γ, X : var ` M : com
Γ ` new X in M : com

Γ ` M : θ → θ0 Γ ` N : θ
Γ ` M N : θ0

Γ ` M : exp
Γ ` pred(M ) : exp

Γ, X : var ` M : exp
Γ ` new X in M : exp

Γ ` M : exp → com Γ ` N : exp
Γ ` mkvar(M, N ) : var

Figure 1. Syntax of EIAf .
Definition 2.4. A (nondeterministic) strategy σ on an arena
A, written σ : A, is a pair (Tσ , Dσ ) satisfying the following
two conditions. (i) Tσ is a non-empty set of even-length
plays of A such that sab ∈ Tσ entails s ∈ Tσ (we use a and
b to range over moves in A). Elements of Tσ are called the
traces of σ. (ii) Dσ is a set of odd-length plays of A such
that sa ∈ Dσ implies s ∈ Tσ . Moreover, if s ∈ Tσ , sa is a
play and there is no b such that sab ∈ Tσ , then there must
exist d ∈ Dσ such that d is a prefix of sa. Elements of Dσ
are referred to as the divergences of σ.

between O and P. Specifically, we shall take advantage of
reachability games over countable graphs.
Definition 3.2. A reachability game G is a tuple
h V, V O , V P , E, W O i such that V is a countable set, V =
V O + V P , (V, E) is a directed graph and W O ⊆ V . Elements of V O and V P are called O- and P-vertices respectively and W O is the set of winning vertices for O.
Given an initial vertex v ∈ V , the two players make
“moves” in G by picking edges from E repeatedly: if the
current vertex is in V O then O gets to choose an outgoing
edge, otherwise P does it; “action” then moves on to the target of the selected edge. The players continue making their
choices and moving from one vertex to another as long as
they can, i.e. ad infinitum or until a vertex without any outgoing edges is reached.
Formally, a (finite) play of G is a sequence v1 · · · vm ∈
V ∗ (m ≥ 0) such that (vi , vi+1 ) ∈ E for any 1 ≤ i < m.
An infinite play is a sequence from V ∞ each of whose prefixes is a finite play. Thus, a round of G, started at some
initial vertex, will generate either a finite maximal or an infinite play. If a vertex from W O has been visited during
the play, O is declared the winner. By convention, even if
no vertex from W O has been visited, O also wins once a
vertex from V P without outgoing transitions is ultimately
reached. P wins in all other cases, i.e. when the resultant
play (finite or infinite) does not contain any vertices from
W O and ends in a vertex from V O , if finite.
v is called a winning vertex for O if, starting from v, O
can play in such a way that he always wins. The set containing all such vertices is called O’s winning region and
P
denoted by Win O
G . P’s winning region Win G is defined
P
O
analogously. Obviously Win G ∩ Win G = ∅. Reachability games belong to the class of closed games (whenever
O wins, the victory is secured in a finite number of steps),
which are well-known to be determined [12]: at each vertex
one of the players can secure a win for himself. ConseP
quently, V = Win O
G + Win G .

For the purpose of modelling Erratic Idealized Algol one
considers single-threaded strategies whose behaviour is determined by the current thread only. Hence, in the following
we focus exclusively on analyzing and representing plays
and divergences with single initial moves. In particular,
Tσ and Dσ will stand for single-threaded plays and divergences generated by the strategy σ, PA will be the set of
single-threaded plays in the arena A. MA will stand for the
set of moves of A. Note that in [17] the full abstraction results have been shown by quotienting with respect to the socalled instrinsic preorder. In the next section we give more
explicit characterizations of may- and must-approximation
that will ultimately allow us to derive decision procedures
for the two problems.

3 Program approximation concretely
A play s ∈ PA is called complete iff all of the questions
occurring in it have been answered, i.e. any question-move
acts as a justifier to an answer-move. Given a set of plays
σ, let comp (σ) be the set of non-empty (single-threaded)
complete plays in σ. May-approximation can be characterized by inclusion between the sets of induced complete
plays. The proof is essentially the same as in the deterministic case [4].
Proposition 3.1. Γ ` M1 @
∼ may M2 if and only if
comp (JΓ ` M1 K) ⊆ comp (JΓ ` M2 K).
In order to characterize must-approximation explicitly,
it turns out fruitful to view strategies as two-player games

Definition 3.3. Suppose Gi = h Vi , ViO , ViP , Ei , WiO i is a
4

Now, using winning regions for Gσ , we shall define a
new relation ≤must on strategies over any arena A, which
will turn out to characterize must-approximation. Intuitively, we want σ1 ≤must σ2 to hold iff whenever the use of
σ2 causes divergent behaviour, σ1 can replicate it. In short,
we shall balance all behaviours of σ2 unavailable to σ1 with
winning regions for P. Note that the definition of ≤must is
phrased in terms of both traces and divergences, because a
trace may also contribute to a divergence indirectly, when
the environment diverges after exploring the trace.

reachability game for i = 1, 2. We say that G1 and G2 are
isomorphic iff there exists a graph isomorphism f between
the graphs (V1 , E1 ) and (V2 , E2 ) such that f (V1O ) = V2O ,
f (V1P ) = V2P and f (W1O ) = W2O . Note that, if G1 and G2
are isomorphic, for any v ∈ V1 we have: v ∈ Win O
G1 if and
only if f (v) ∈ Win O
.
G2
Given a game G and a vertex v ∈ V we define a closely
related game Unf v (G), which is essentially the “game tree”
of G started in v.
Definition 3.4. Suppose G = h V, V O , V P , E, W O i is
P
a reachability game and v ∈ V . Let Play O
v , Play v
be the sets of finite plays in G starting in v and ending
in vertices from V O and V P respectively. Further, let
P
Play v = Play O
v + Play v . The unfolding of G from v
P
O
is the game Unf v (G) = h Play v , Play O
v , Play v , Ev , Wv i,
where Ev = {(pu, puw) | pu ∈ Play v , (u, w) ∈ E} and
WvO = {pw ∈ Play v | w ∈ W O }.

Definition 3.7. Suppose σ1 , σ2 : A. We define σ1 ≤must
σ2 to hold iff for any s ∈ (Tσ2 ∪ Dσ2 ) \ (Tσ1 ∪ Dσ1 ) there
exists a prefix s0 of s such that s0 ∈ VσP1 ∩ Win P
σ1 .
≤must turns out to capture must-approximation in EIAf .
Proposition 3.8. Γ ` M1 @
∼ must M2 if and only if JΓ `
M1 K ≤must JΓ ` M2 K.

Remark 3.5. It is easy to see that the underlying graph of
Unf v (G) is a tree with root v. Winning regions in Unf v (G)
can be related to those in G in the following way: for any
play p ∈ Play v ending in w ∈ V , w ∈ Win O
G if and only if
O
p ∈ Win Unf v (G) .

Example 3.9. We can now reexamine the term f :
comf,1 → comf ` new X in (f (X:=1); [!X =
0]) or (f (X:=1); [!X = 1]) : com from Example 2.3.
We have labelled the various occurrences
of com to make it easier to trace the origin of
moves contributed by them. The corresponding strategy is σ = (Tσ , Dσ ), where Tσ consists of evenlength prefixes of plays matching the regular expression
run run f (run f,1 done f,1 )∗ done f done and Dσ contains
words matching run run f (run f,1 done f,1 )∗ done f . Observe that run ∈ Win σP . Thanks to Propositions 3.1 and 3.8
it is now easy to ascertain that the equivalences given in Example 2.3 are indeed valid.

Next we construct a reachability game for an arbitrary
strategy, in which O will win if and only if a non-empty
complete position is eventually reached and none of its prefixes is a divergence.
Definition 3.6. Suppose σ : A. The associated reachability game Gσ is defined by h VσO + VσP , VσO , VσP , Eσ , WσO i
where VσO = Tσ + {◦}, VσP = {sa ∈ PA | s ∈ Tσ , a ∈
MA },
Eσ

=

WσO

=

4 Strategies as automata

{(s1 , s2 ) ∈ (VσO × VσP ) ∪ (VσP × VσO ) |
∃a ∈ MA . s2 = s1 a} ∪ (Dσ × {◦}),
{s ∈ comp (σ) | ∀s0 v s. s0 6∈ Dσ }.

In this section we show how to define automata representing strategies that correspond to third-order EIAf terms
with iteration. In fact, EIA3 + while is the largest fragment of EIAf + µ for which may- and must-approximation
can be proved decidable. The translation is defined for
terms in β-normal form and, in this and subsequent sections, whenever we mention EIAf + µ-terms, we mean
terms in β-normal form only. The automata we are aiming to construct will have runs corresponding to plays from
Tσ = Tσ ∪ VσP . Depending on θ we can decompose
Tσ as shown in Figure 2 by highlighting initial moves (in
any non-empty position) and final ones (only in complete
positions). Given θ = θ1 → · · · θk → β we define
tail (θ) to be β. In the Figure, + is meant to represent
the disjoint sum so that V· · ·W, V· · ·Wj , V· · ·Wrj , V· · ·Ww
j correspond to decomposing the respective sets of complete
plays, while T· · ·U, T· · ·Uj , T· · ·Urj , T· · ·Uw
j capture incomplete plays. Note that we have V· · ·W ⊆ T· · ·U, if tail (θ) =

Observe that Eσ is essentially the tree of plays generated
by σ (edges correspond to allowable moves in A) except for
edges of the form (d, ◦), where d ∈ Dσ , which are added
for a technical reason. Recall that O is also deemed to win
if a vertex from v ∈ VσP with no outgoing edges is reached.
By Definition 2.4 (ii), if sa ∈ VσP cannot be extended to
a play in Tσ , then sa must be a divergence. Because we
do not want vertices d ∈ Dσ to become winning for O, we
have added an edge from d to the dummy vertex ◦ (which
has no outgoing transitions and allows P to win instead).
Consequently, P will never “get stuck” in Gσ , so O can win
if and only if the players arrive at a non-empty complete
position none of whose prefixes is a divergence. To make
P
notation less verbose, we shall write Win O
σ and Win σ for
O
the respective winning regions in Gσ (instead of Win Gσ and
Win P
Gσ respectively).
5

TJΓ ` M :θK


run TΓ ` M U + run VΓ ` M W done


 q TΓ ` M U + q Pmax (VΓ ` M W j)
j
j=0 P
=
max
r
read
TΓ
`
M
U
+
read
(VΓ
` M Wrj j)+

j=0

 Pmax
w
w
j=0 (write(j) TΓ ` M U + write(j) VΓ ` M Wj ok )

DJΓ ` M :θK


 run LΓ ` M M
q LΓ ` M M
=
Pmax

read LΓ ` M Mr + j=0 (write(j) LΓ ` M Mw
j )

tail (θ) = com
tail (θ) = exp
tail (θ) = var
tail (θ) = com
tail (θ) = exp
tail (θ) = var

Figure 2. Decompositions of traces and divergences
com, and analogous inclusions also hold in other cases. Divergences can be decomposed in a similar way to incomplete plays (see Figure 2).
For a given EIA3 + while-term we shall construct automata that represent all of the associated distinguished sets
(e.g. T· · ·U, V· · ·W and L· · ·M for tail (θ) = com) in a suitable sense. In the first two cases (tail (θ) = com, exp)
the outcome will be a single automaton whose runs capture T· · ·U, while the accepting ones represent both V· · ·W
(resp. V· · ·W0 , · · · , V· · ·Wmax ) and L· · ·M. In order to differentiate complete plays from divergences we use two kinds
of final states. In the second case (tail (θ) = exp), in order to distinguish between V· · ·Wj for different j, we add
extra information to final states in the form of subsets of
{0, · · · , max }, which can be thought of as returned values
and will correspond to the indices involved. For the remaining types θ such tail (θ) = var our construction will yield
as many as max + 2 automata, corresponding to each of the
max + 2 possible initial moves in the semantics.

h Q, i, C, D, ∆, δ, µ i such that: Q is the finite set of states,
partitioned into QO (O-states) and QP (P-states); i ∈ Q
is the initial state; C ⊆ Q and D ⊆ QP are two sets of
≤2
final states; ∆ is the stack alphabet; δ ⊆ (QO × MAO
×
≤2
3
QP ) × (QP × MAP
× QO ) × ((QO × ∆) × MAO
× QP ) ×
3
(QP × MAP
× (QO × ∆)) is the transition function; µ :
{0,···,max }
C →2
\ {∅} is a selector function (its role will
be explained below).
Each run (a valid sequence of transitions from the initial state) of A determines a word from MA∗ . We shall
write R(A) for the set of words generated by runs of A.
The language accepted by A using the final set D will be
denoted by D(A). For any j ∈ {0, · · · , max } we write
Cj (A) for the language accepted by A using the final set
{s ∈ C | j ∈ µ(s)}.
The transition function is divided into four kinds of transitions. The first two are stack-independent transitions, the
third kind are pop-transitions and the last group are pushtransitions.

Definition 4.1. Let A be an arena corresponding to an
EIAf -type. We define the order of any move in A as follows. If the move is initial then its order is 0. The order
of any other question is one greater than the order of any of
its enablers (this definition is never ambiguous for the arenas in question). Answer-moves have the same order as the
questions that enable them.
Suppose Γ ` M : θ is an EIA3 + while-term and
A = JΓ ` θK. Then moves of A can have order at most
3. Besides, any question of order 3 is a P-move and, consequently, any answer of order 3 is an O-move. Let us write
≤2
≤2
MAO
(resp. MAP
) for the set of O-moves (resp. P-moves)
3
3
in A whose order does not exceed 2. MAO
(resp. MAP
)
will stand for the set of O-moves (resp. P-moves) of A of
3
order 3. As already mentioned, MAO
consists of answer3
moves and elements of MAP are question-moves. Next we
define the particular kind of automata that will be used to
capture third-order terms with while. The automata are instances of visibly pushdown automata [6].

Definition 4.3. Suppose Γ ` M : θ is an EIA3 + whileterm and A = JΓ ` θK. A tuple h A0 , · · · , Ak i of Aautomata represents Γ ` M : θ if and only if the following
conditions hold.
• In any Ai (i = 0, · · · , k) the initial state and the final
states in C are P-states.
• If tail (θ) = com then k = 0, R(A0 ) = TΓ ` M U,
C0 (A0 ) = VΓ ` M W and D(A0 ) = LΓ ` M M. Moreover,
we require that µA0 (s) = {0} for any C-state s of A0 .
• If tail (θ) = exp, then k = 0, R(A0 ) = TΓ ` M U,
Cj (A0 ) = VΓ ` M Wj (j = 0, · · · , max ) and D(A0 ) =
LΓ ` M M.
• If tail (θ) = var, then k = max + 2 and R(Aj ) =
r
TΓ ` M Uw
j , R(Amax +1 ) = TΓ ` M U , C0 (Aj ) = VΓ `
w
r
M Wj , Cj (Amax +1 ) = VΓ ` M Wj , D(Aj ) = LΓ ` M Mw
j ,
D(Amax +1 ) = LΓ ` M Mr for any j = 0, · · · , max . Furthermore, we require that µAj (s) = {0} for any C-state s
of Aj (j = 0, · · · , max ).

Definition 4.2. Suppose Γ ` M : θ is a EIA3 + whileterm and A = JΓ ` θK. An A-automaton A is a tuple

Theorem 4.4. For any EIA3 + while-term Γ ` M : θ (in
β-normal form) there exists a tuple of JΓ ` θK-automata
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that represents this term. The construction is effective and
can be carried out in exponential time.

(v) A practical consequence of the previous point is that, for
EIA1 -terms, the new constructions can be postponed until
the very end without violating Theorem 4.5. Hence, it is
easy to see that, for EIA1 -terms, the corresponding automaton can be produced in polynomial space in such a way that
the size of (the representation of) each state is polynomial
(essentially, the state will consist of a state of the automaton
corresponding to M 0 and a tuple of variables corresponding to the values of X1 , · · · , Xn ). Consequently, all runs
of the automaton can be explored in polynomial space by
a depth-first recursive procedure, because the depth of the
automaton is linear in the size of M (hence the stack size
will be linear) and any configuration is of polynomial size
(consequently, each stack frame will be of polynomial size).

Proof. One advantage of considering T· · ·U, V· · ·W and L· · ·M
instead of the full semantics J· · ·K is the fact that they can be
defined equationally (by recursion on the syntax) using simpler extended regular expressions and context-free grammars. Our constructions then closely follow the pattern of
these definitions.
To account for pointers (it suffices to capture pointers
from third-order moves) we maintain labels that record the
depth of the occurrence of the corresponding free variable.
The exponential time in the worst case comes from the
constructions for new X in M and f M (where f ’s type is
order two). See [26] for more details.

5 Complexity of may-approximation

Using the decompositions defined at the beginning of
this section we can derive the following result.

By Proposition 3.1, in order to decide may-approximation,
it suffices to check containment of the induced sets of complete plays. Thanks to Theorem 4.5 and the subsequent remarks the following upper bounds are obtained.

Theorem 4.5. Let Γ ` M : θ be an EIA3 + while-term
(in β-normal form) and σ = JΓ ` M : θK. There exists a
JΓ ` θK-automaton A such that i ∈ QO , C = {f } ⊆ QO ,
µ(f ) = {0}, R(A) = Tσ , D(A) = Dσ and C0 (A) =
comp (σ). A can be constructed in exponential time.

Theorem 5.1. May-approximation is in 2-EXPTIME for
EIA3 + while, in EXPSPACE for EIA2 + while and in
PSPACE for EIA1 .

Proof. It suffices to appeal to the previous Theorem, add
i, f as new states and define new outgoing transitions as
prescribed by µ.

Proof. By Proposition 3.1 along with Theorem 4.5 mayapproximation in EIA3 + while can be reduced to the containtment problem for visibly pushdown automata, which
is known to be EXPTIME-complete [6]. Since the automata involved can be (at most) exponentially larger than
terms, this yields a 2-EXPTIME algorithm for deciding
may-approximation between EIA3 + while-terms.
Recall from Remark 4.6 (ii) that EIA2 + while-terms
generate nondeterministic finite automata. The associated containment problem is well-known to be PSPACEcomplete [19], implying an EXPSPACE decision procedure
for may-aproximation in EIA2 + while.
Finally, EIA1 allows for even faster may-approximation
checks. Because the depth of the associated automata is
linear (Remark 4.6 (iii)), may-approximation can be contradicted by a word whose size is linear in the size of the
terms in question. By Remark 4.6 (v) membership and comembership can be decided in PSPACE, so the correctness
of such a certificate can be verified in polynomial space.
Because NPSPACE=PSPACE [35], may-approximation in
EIA1 is in PSPACE.

Remark 4.6. (i) Without any loss of generality we can assume that the unique final state from Theorem 4.5 has no
outgoing transitions, because a complete position is maximal among single-threaded plays.
(ii) In the proof of Theorem 4.4 the stack is only ever
used for interpreting second-order free identifiers, e.g. f :
(com → com) → com, which become available in EIA3
and its extensions. Consequently, Theorem 4.5 yields finite
automata for terms belonging to EIA2 + while.
(iii) Further simplifications apply to terms of EIA1 . Since
loops are formed only when interpreting while, first- and
second-order identifiers, the finite automata corresponding
to EIA1 -terms will be loop-free. Hence, for any EIA1 -term,
there exists a bound on the length of words that the associated automaton accepts, which we shall call its depth. While
the size of the automaton produced by Theorem 4.5 for an
EIA1 -term can still be exponential with respect to the term
size (due to new), its depth turns out to be linear, because
the construction for new does not increase it.
(iv) If Γ ` C[new X in M ] is an EIA1 -term
(in β-normal form), then it is equivalent to Γ `
new X in C[M ]. Consequently, any EIA1 -term Γ `
M
: θ is equivalent to a term of the form
λxβ1 1 · · · xβmm .new X1 , · · · , Xn in M 0 , where M 0 is newfree and not larger than M . Intuitively, globalization of local variables in EIA1 -terms preserves equivalence, because
EIA1 has no mechanisms for repetition.

Theorem 5.2. May-approximation is PSPACE-hard in
EIA1 , EXPSPACE-hard for EIA2 and EIA1 + while, and
2-EXPTIME-hard for EIA3 .
In order to justify the remaining results from the table given in the introduction, we observe that the undecidability of may-approximation in EIA4 follows immediately from the undecidability of contextual equivalence in
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the deterministic case [27]. The undecidability of mayapproximation in EIA1 + µ0 in turn follows from the undecidability of the containment problem for context-free
languages [19] and the encoding of pushdown automata in
EIA1 + µ0 from [29], which can easily be generalized to
nondeterministic pushdown automata.
The same bounds as for may-approximation apply to
the induced notion of may-equivalence. To see that upper bounds are preserved, note that equivalence between
two terms can be decided by running two approximation
checks. For lower bounds, we observe that in all of our
hardness arguments for M @
∼ may N , it was already the case
@
that N @
∼ may M . Hence, M ∼ may N was in fact equivalent
∼
to M =may N . Similarly to may-approximation, the undecidability of may-equivalence in EIA4 is an immediate consequence of the analogous result in the deterministic case.
For EIA1 + µ0 we simply appeal to the undecidability of
language equivalence for (nondeterministic) pushdown automata.

Definition 6.2. Given a pushdown game system P =
h Q, QO , QP , ∆, δ i and a target set W ⊆ Q∆∗ ,
one can define the corresponding reachability game
GP,W = h Q∆∗ , QO ∆∗ , QP ∆∗ , E, W i, where E =
{(qxw0 , q 0 ww0 ) | ((q, x), (q 0 , w)) ∈ δ, w0 ∈ ∆∗ }. Games
derived in this way are called pushdown reachability games.
Observe that, as VPAs can be determinized, we can determize Theorem 4.5 as well (at an exponential cost). Let Adet
be the deterministic VPA for Γ ` M1 obtained in this way.
Adet is crucial to relating Gσ1 with pushdown games.
Lemma 6.3. There exists a pushdown game system P =
h Q, QO , QP , ∆, δ i, a target set W ⊆ Q and q ∈ Q such
that Gσ1 is isomorphic to Unf (q,⊥) (GP,W ).
Proof. We show how to obtain P by erasing transition labels in a VPA. Note that Theorem 4.5 (for Γ ` M1 ) is not
sufficient for this purpose, because the automaton it produces is in general nondeterministic and, consequently, several runs of the automaton might correspond a single play in
Gσ1 . This failure is eliminated if we consider Adet instead.
To finish the proof, we need to account for those edges of
Gσ1 that lead from divergences to ◦ in Gσ1 , and define the
target set of the game. The former problem is solved by
adding new transitions to Adet . Then, to address the latter, we can use additional finite memory to keep track of
whether the resultant automaton has encountered a divergence during its run (i.e. whether a D-state of Adet was
ever entered) and thus identify a set of final states F ⊆ Q
such that the goal set can be taken to be {f ⊥ | f ∈ F }. We
take the initial set of Adet as q.

6 Complexity of must-approximation
Here we show how one can take advantage of Proposition 3.8 and Theorem 4.5 in order to decide mustapproximation in EIA3 + while, which turns out to be the
largest decidable fragment. By Proposition 3.8 we have
Γ ` M1 @
∼ must M2 if and only if
(Tσ2 ∪ Dσ2 ) ∩ (Tσ1 ∪ Dσ1 )c ∩
{s ∈ PJΓ ` θK |∀s0 v s. if s0 ∈ VσP1 then s0 ∈ Win O
σ1 } = ∅,
where σi = JΓ ` Mi K (i = 1, 2),
We shall construct visibly pushdown automata accepting each of the three conjuncts distinguished above. The
largest of them will be triply exponentially larger than the
terms involved, yielding a 3-EXPTIME bound for mustapproximation in EIA3 +while, because intersection emptiness of a fixed number of VPAs can be decided in polynomial time simply by building up the product automaton [6]
and checking it for emptiness.
The VPAs accepting the first two conjuncts can be constructed quite easily via Theorem 4.5. For the second one,
the complementation procedure [6] needs to be applied,
leading to two exponential blow-ups in total. The last conjunct presents the biggest challenge, because of the reference to the winning region Win O
σ1 . To handle it, we observe
that Gσ1 can be viewed as a pushdown reachability game
and take advantage of the associated methods for computing winning regions [8, 9].

The next lemma is a handle on the winning regions.
Lemma 6.4. Let P = h Q, QO , QP , ∆, δ i be a pushdown
game system and F ⊆ Q. Consider the goal set W =
{f ⊥ | f ∈ F }. There exists a deterministic labelled transition system, T S P,W = h 2Q+{?} , ∆, δ 0 i, constructible
from P in exponential time, such that qw ∈ Win O
GP,W if
0
R
R
and only if q ∈ δ ({?}, w ), where w is the reversal of w.
Proof. The given winning set can be captured (in the sense
of [8]) with an alternating finite automaton over the state-set
Q + {?} such that the size of the transition function is linear in Q and ? is the only accepting state. Bouajanii et al [8]
(see also [9]) show how, given an alternating automaton representing the target set, one can construct (in exponential
time) another alternating automaton representing the corresponding winning region. Its transition function δ 00 can be
exponential in the size of P, but the set of states remains
Q + {?}. To define T S P,W it now suffices to “reverse” (cf.
Theorem 2.13 in [38]) the latter alternating automaton by
δ 0 (X, x) = {q ∈ Q + {?} | ∃Y ⊆ X.(q, x, Y ) ∈ δ 00 }.
Note that the last step remains exponential in the size of P
and thus the lemma follows.

Definition 6.1. A pushdown game system is a triple P =
h Q, QO , QP , ∆, δ i, where Q is a finite set of states, Q =
QO + QP , ∆ is a finite stack alphabet and δ ⊆ (Q × ∆) ×
(Q×∆∗ ) is a finite transition function. We assume the existence of the bottom-of-stack symbol ⊥ ∈ ∆, which cannot
be taken off the stack.
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When the stack content was represented with a word
w ∈ ∆∗ in the definition of pushdown reachability games,
the leftmost symbol corresponded to the top of the stack.
Consequently, the transition system from the above Lemma
processes the stack in the bottom-up fashion. This turns
out very convenient for us, because the key to capturing the
third conjunct is making Adet “aware” of whether it is currently inside O’s winning region. For that purpose, Adet can
remember and maintain the state that the associated transition system T S P,W (i.e. the one that Lemma 6.4 yields
for the pushdown game system obtained from Lemma 6.3)
reaches on processing the current stack contents of Adet .
This is not difficult to implement for push moves and internal moves. For pop-moves though, the information stored in
the finite memory is not sufficient for performing a suitable
update, because we then need to “backtrack” in the corresponding run of T S P,W . However, if we arrange for the
states of T S P,W to be pushed on the stack during pushmoves, the relevant information will become readily available during pop-moves. To be more precise, during pushmoves the modified Adet should, in addition to the usual
symbol, push the currently stored state of T S P,W before
updating it to the post-push state.
Note that on the way from Γ ` M1 to the VPA capturing
the third conjunct we have combined three exponential-time
procedures: Theorem 4.5, determinization and Lemma 6.4.
Hence, the VPA can be produced in triply exponential time.

shown for the following problem O MEGA: does a given
term Γ ` M : com must-approximate ` Ωcom :
com? Note that we have Γ ` M @
∼ must Ωcom iff run ∈
Win P
.
GJ ` M K
Theorem 6.6. O MEGA is PSPACE-hard for EIA1 -terms, 2EXPTIME-hard for EIA2 - and EIA1 + while-terms, and
3-EXPTIME-hard for EIA3 .
For undecidability of must-approximation in EIA4 we
observe that, for any Turing machine T and input w,
the construction in [27] for (deterministic) Idealized Algol yields an EIA4 -term ` M : θ (without or) such that
² ∈ Win O
GJ ` M K iff T halts on w. Hence, O MEGA is undecidable for EIA4 and so is must-approximation.
For EIA1 + µ0 in turn, we can reduce the undecidable
problem of checking intersection emptiness for deterministic context-free languages [19] to O MEGA. Indeed, given
DCFLs L1 , L2 , using the construction from [29] we can
construct EIA1 + µ0 -terms x : exp ` M1 , M2 : com
whose complete plays represent precisely the words in L1
and L2 respectively (runqx a1x · · · qx anx done is used to represent a1 · · · an ). Then L1 ∩ L2 is not empty iff run ∈
Win O
GJx:exp ` M1 orM2 K . Consequently, must-approximation in
EIA1 + µ0 must be undecidable.
Identical bounds apply to must-equivalence. The upper
bounds are still valid, because checking must-equivalence
can be done by checking must-approximation twice. The
lower bounds carry over, because they all concerned the
problem Γ ` M @
∼ must Ω, which is equivalent to Γ `
M∼
=must Ω. What’s more, the bounds are also accurate for
may&must-approximation and may&must-equivalence, because in all cases may-approximation is easier to verify than
must-approximation and Γ ` M @
∼ must Ω is equivalent to
Γ ` M@
M
or
Ω
as
well
as Γ ` M ∼
=may&must
∼ may&must
M or Ω.

Theorem 6.5. Must-approximation is in 3-EXPTIME for
EIA3 + while, in 2-EXPTIME for EIA2 + while and in
PSPACE for EIA1 .
Proof. The bound for EIA3 + while follows from the preceding discussion. For EIA2 + while, recall from Remark 4.6 that in this case Theorem 4.5 yields finite automata. Thus, the pushdown game system obtained from
Lemma 6.3 is simply a bipartite finite graph. Winning regions (vertices) can then be determined without the additional blow-up entailed by appealing to Lemma 6.4. In
fact, the calculation of winning regions in this case corresponds to the well-known PTIME-complete problem of
alternating graph reachability [21] (see also Theorem 2.3
in [9]). Hence, must-approximation in EIA2 + while is in
2-EXPTIME. A tighter bound can be proved for EIA1 . Recall from Remark 4.6 (iii) that in this case there exists a
linear bound (with respect to the term size) on the length of
accepted words. Hence, any counterexample to the emptiness of the intersection above can be stored in linear space
wrt to the sizes of M1 and M2 . By Remark 4.6 (v), the correctness of such a certificate can be verified in polynomial
space. To confirm membership in the winning region we
rely on the brute-force nondeterministic decision procedure
that guesses the winning strategy.

7 Related and future work
We presented a complete classification of complexity
bounds for may-, must- and may&must-approximation as
well as the induced notions of equivalence in Erratic Idealized Algol. The results rely on a combination of game semantics with automata-theoretic techniques, notably, methods for solving reachability games.
The usefulness of winning regions in our work raises the
question whether game semantics itself could be based on
the concept of winning regions (along with a suitable notion
of composition) instead of the usual traces and divergences.
The transfer of control in Erratic Idealized Algol adheres to the usual discipline of block entry and exit. This
feature turns out to complicate reasoning about mustapproximation. Indeed we claim that with non-local flow

The above bounds are tight. In fact hardness can be
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control must-approximation corresponds to the preorder ≤]
defined in [17], whose definition is similar to ≤must , but
is phrased in terms of divergences rather than winning regions. Consequently, it seems that must-approximation in
Erratic Idealized Algol with control could be decided without recourse to reachability games, leading to better complexity bounds. Note that ≤] is clearly too strong to capture must-equivalence in Erratic Idealized Algol (for instance, it distinguishes c; Ωcom from Ωcom and invalidates
the must-equivalences from Example 2.3). In fact, we have
≤] ( ≤must .
All the terms studied in the paper were assumed to be
in β-normal form. As any EIAf term can be β-normalized
the decidability/undecidability results are also relevant to
EIAf + µ-terms with β-redexes. One can try to derive complexity bounds in this case by β-normalization and then applying the decision procedures of this paper. However, the
bounds thus obtained are unlikely to be tight. In future work
we would like to relate terms with β-redexes with hierarchical machine models such as those from [5].
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A Proof of Proposition 3.8

have Dσ1 ;τ = ∅. However, Dσ2 ;τ 6= ∅, because
tp ∈ Tσ2 (since tp is a prefix of s ∈ Tσ2 ∪ Dσ2 ).
As in the previous case, we can now conclude
that ` M1 @
∼ must M2 does not hold.

Proof. W.l.o.g. we assume that Γ = ∅, i.e. ` M1 , M2 :
θ. If M1 , M2 are not closed, one can simply take
λΓ.M1 , λΓ.M2 instead, where λΓ stands for a sequence of
λ-abstractions with respect to each variable from Γ. Let
σi = J ` Mi K (i = 1, 2).

(¬L ⇒ ¬R) Suppose it is not the case that
` M1 @
Then, by soundness results
∼ must M2 .
from [17], there exists τ : Jθ → comK such that
Dσ1 ;τ = ∅ and Dσ2 ;τ 6= ∅. We need to show that there
exists s ∈ (Tσ2 ∪ Dσ2 ) \ (Tσ1 ∪ Dσ1 ) such that, for
any prefix t of s, if t ∈ VσP1 then t ∈ Win O
σ1 . We
examine all possible causes of divergence during the
composition of σ2 and τ , and in each case identify a
suitable s.

(¬R ⇒ ¬L) Suppose there exists s ∈ (Tσ2 ∪ Dσ2 ) \ (Tσ1 ∪
Dσ1 ) such that all prefixes of s which are in VσP1 are
O
not in Win P
σ1 (they must be in Win σ1 then). Observe
that s 6= ², because ² ∈ Tσ1 ∩ Tσ2 .
Let t be the longest odd-length prefix of s such that
t ∈ VσP1 . Note that t is well-defined, because s 6= ² and
the first move of s, viewed as a single-move sequence,
is in VσP1 . Let t0 be an odd-length prefix of t. Observe
that t0 ∈ VσP1 and thus t0 ∈ Win O
σ1 . In particular, no
0
prefix of t is in Dσ1 . Recall that t0 ∈ Win O
σ1 implies
that O has a winning strategy in the game Gσ1 started
from t0 , i.e., regardless of P’s responses, O will eventually be able to extend t0 to a complete position without
encountering any divergences. Let Tte0 (resp. Tto0 ) be
the set of even-length (resp. odd-length) suffixes of
t0 generated by O’s winning strategy when deployed
against all possible behaviours of P in the game Gσ1
0
with starting vertex t0 . Recall that
over
S oddS t ranges
o
length prefixes of t. Let T = t0 Tto0 , T e = t0 Tte0 .
Define the set U ⊆ PJθ→comK by
{

• Suppose run u ∈ Tσ2 Tτ . Then, since Dσ1 ;τ =
∅, there must exist a prefix run u0 of run u such
that u0 ∈ Tσ2 \ Tσ1 . Let s = u0 .
• Suppose the divergence is caused by some interaction sequence u.
– If u ¹ JθK ∈ Dσ2 then, since Dσ1 ;τ = ∅, we
must have u ¹ JθK ∈ Dσ2 \ Dσ1 . Let s =
u ¹ JθK.
– Suppose u ¹ (JθK, JcomK) = run u0 ∈ Dτ .
Then, since Dσ1 ;τ = ∅, we must have u0 ∈
Tσ2 \ Tσ1 . Let s = u0 .
Since we have Dσ1 ;τ = ∅, any prefix of s which is in
VσP1 must also be in Win P
σ1 .

² } ∪ { run u | u ∈ T o } ∪
{ run u done | u ∈ comp (T e ) } .

• Suppose t = s. Since t has odd length, we have
s ∈ Dσ2 . Consider the strategy τ = (U, ∅) :
Jθ → comK. Then Dσ1 ;τ = ∅ by choice of τ .
However, Dσ2 ;τ 6= ∅, because run s = run t ∈
U = Tτ and s ∈ Dσ2 . By ω-algebraicity and
definability results from [17], there exists τ 0 =
Jx : θ ` C[x] : comK such that Dσ1 ;τ 0 = ∅ and
Dσ2 ;τ 0 6= ∅. Consequently, by Adequacy [17],
C[M1 ] ⇓must holds, but C[M2 ] ⇓must does not.
• Suppose t is a proper prefix of s. Let tp be a (not
necessarily proper) prefix of s. Then we claim
that tp 6∈ Tσ1 .
– If tp = s then indeed tp 6∈ Tσ1 , because
s 6∈ Tσ1 .
– If tp is a proper prefix of s and tp ∈ Tσ1 ,
then we would have tpo ∈ VσP1 , where tpo
is a prefix of s. This would contradict the
choice of t.
Consider the strategy τ = (U, {run t p}) : Jθ →
comK. By choice of U and thanks to tp 6∈ Tσ1 , we
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s, V ⇓ s, V
s, M ⇓ s0 , i
s, succ(M ) ⇓ s0 , (i + 1) mod max

s, M ⇓ s0 , i
s, pred(M ) ⇓ s0 , (i − 1) mod max

s, M ⇓ s0 , skip s0 , N ⇓ s00 , V
s, M ; N ⇓ s00 , V
s, M ⇓ s0 , 0 s0 , N0 ⇓ s00 , V
s, if M then N1 else N0 ⇓ s00 , V

s(X 7→ 0), M ⇓ s0 , V
s \ X, new X in M ⇓ s0 \ X, V
i > 0 s, M ⇓ s0 , i s0 , N1 ⇓ s00 , V
s, if M then N1 else N0 ⇓ s00 , V
s, M2 ⇓ s0 , skip
s, M1 or M2 ⇓ s0 , skip

s, M1 ⇓ s0 , skip
s, M1 or M2 ⇓ s0 , skip
s, M ⇓ s0 , x
s, !M ⇓ s0 , s0 (x)

s, M ⇓ s0 , mkvar(M 0 , N 0 ) s0 , N 0 ⇓ s00 , i
s, !M ⇓ s00 , i
s, N ⇓ s0 , i s0 , M ⇓ s00 , x
s, M :=N ⇓ s00 (x 7→ i), skip

s, N ⇓ s0 , i

s0 , M ⇓ s00 , mkvar(M 0 , N 0 ) s00 , M 0 i ⇓ s000 , skip
s, M :=N ⇓ s000 , skip

s, M ⇓ s0 , λxθ .M 0 s0 , M 0 [N/x] ⇓ s00 , V
s, M N ⇓ s00 , V
s, M (µxθ .M ) ⇓ s0 , V
s, µxθ .M ⇓ s0 , V
V stands for terms in canonical form:
V ::= skip | i | x | λxθ .M | mkvar(M, N ).
There is no rule for Ωβ , as the term is not supposed to converge.
Figure 3. Operational semantics
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s, V ⇓must
s, M ⇓must
s, succ(M ) ⇓must
s, M ⇓must
s, M ⇓must

s, M ⇓must
s, pred(M ) ⇓must

∀s0 (s, M ⇓ s0 , skip ⇒ s0 , N ⇓must )
s, M ; N ⇓must

∀s0 (s, M ⇓ s0 , 0 ⇒ s0 , N0 ⇓must ) ∀s0 ∀i>0 (s, M ⇓ s0 , i ⇒ s0 , N1 ⇓must )
s, if M then N1 else N0 ⇓must
s, M ⇓must

∀s0 (s, M ⇓ s0 , skip ⇒ s0 , N ⇓must )
s, M ; N ⇓must
s, M1 ⇓must s, M2 ⇓must
s, M1 or M2 ⇓must

s, M ⇓must
s, N ⇓must

∀s0 (s, M ⇓ s0 , mkvar(M 0 , N 0 ) ⇒ s0 , N 0 ⇓must )
s, !M ⇓must

∀s0 ,i (s, N ⇓ s0 , i ⇒ s0 , M ⇓must ∧∀s00 (s0 , M ⇓ s00 , mkvar(M 0 , N 0 ) ⇒ s00 , M 0 i ⇓must ))
s, !M ⇓must
s(X 7→ 0), M ⇓must
s \ X, new X in M ⇓must
M ⇓must

∀s0 ,M 0 (s, M ⇓ s0 , λx.M 0 ⇒ s0 , M 0 [N/x] ⇓must )
M N ⇓must
s, M (µxθ .M ) ⇓must
s, µxθ .M ⇓must

Figure 4. The must-converge predicate
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