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KLEENE'S TWO KINDS OF RECURSION

G. A. KAVYVOS

Abstract. This is an elementary expository article regarding theiappbn of Kleene’s Re-
cursion Theorems in making definitions by recursion. Whetba Second Recursion Theorem
(SRT) is applicable in a first-order setting, the First Rsm Theorem (FRT) requires a higher-
order setting. In some cases both theorems are applicalilenb is stronger than the other: the
FRT always produces least fixed points, but this is not alvilig€ase with the SRT. Nevertheless,
an old result by Rogers allows us to bridge this gap by suletiiefining the implementation of a
higher-order functional in order to bring it to a ‘standacdr.’

§1. Introduction. Itis well known that there are two ways to define a func-
tion by recursion.

One way is through diagonal constructionThis method owes its popularity
to Cantor, and forms the backbone of a large number of classgonalization
theorems. Diagonal constructions are a very concreteaslyot and computa-
tional method of obtaining fixed points, which we use to abtaicursion.

Another way is through some sort l&fast fixed pointachievable as a result
of some kind of infinite (or even transfinite) iteration. Thiad of construction
is less computational, but more mathematical. It is a vergroon trope in the
study of the semantics of programming languages, partigulaose based on
domain theony3]. The origins of the fixed-point result that enables thisdkof
construction are lost in the mists of time [31].

Both of these constructions were famously used by Stephd€ieéne [?7)]
for the explicit purpose of definition by recursion. The kefised point con-
struction is the basis of Kleenerst Recursion Theorem (FRT30], whereas
the diagonal construction is the at the heart of $é&zond Recursion Theorem
(SRT)[29].

It is less well-known, however, that there is a slight misthéah the contexts
where each theorem applies. The FRT is essentially a theabemtcompu-
tation at higher typeswhereas the SRT is fast-order theorenof a syntactic
nature.

Modulo the above mismatch, it so happens tttee SRT is more general
than the FRT Indeed, the SRT allows for a computationally ‘strongemdi
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of recursion—namelyntensional recursion-whereas the FRT is of a moex-
tensionalflavour. However, under certain slightly mysterious caods, the
recursion afforded by both is identical.

In the sequel, we shall investigate these two types of remurand their in-
tricate interaction. First, we explain the extra geneyaiforded by intensional
recursion, and sketch a number of speculative directionpdssible applica-
tions. Subsequently, we state and prove prove both the FRTrenSRT. We
investigate when each of them applies, and when their csioris match, or
diverge.

§2. Intensional Recursion: the first-order setting, and the RT.

2.1. Intensionality. Inloose philosophical terms, to lo@ensionalis to con-
tain not onlyreference but alsosense The distinction between these two no-
tions is due to Frege (see e.g. [15]). An intensional sigroteEmnan external
referent yet inherently connotes more information—its elusemse The clas-
sic example is that of the planet Venus, which may be refdweak either the
morning star, or the evening star.

Most mainstream mathematics is rategtensionalwe normally reason about
underlying, ‘ideal’ mathematical object, and not their caate descriptions; the
latter are, in a way, only there for our referential convan& In most presenta-
tions of set theory, for example, tlegiom of extensionalitgquates any two sets
whose members are the same. Thus, in the mathematical sehsentensional
is to be finer than some presupposed ‘extensional equality.

Itis not difficult to argue that this setting is most inadetguar Computer Sci-
ence. On a very rough level, extensions correspondhat may be computed
whereas pre-specified correspond to phegrams and processes that carry out
the computatior(see e.g. [36]). Once more, there is a distinction to be made:
programs may be understood by the ideal objects that they tef(e.g. func-
tions), or their internal characteristics: length, stamet and, ultimately, the
algorithmthey express.

The former aspect—viz. the study of ideal objects behindyams—is the
domain ofComputability or Recursion Theorywhere the object of study is ‘ef-
fectively computable’ functions over the natural numbezemputability The-
ory began with a ‘confluence of ideas’ [19] that occurred mldte 1930s, stem-
ming from the attempts of multiple researchers in chareitey the notion of
‘automatic’ or ‘mechanical’ calculability. Remarkably] eoads led to Rome:
different notions were shown to coincide, leading to theniifieation of the
class ofpartial recursive functionsSubsequent to this fortuitous development,
things took a subtle but decisive turn, as further develogemostly concerned
the study of théncomputabl@

IHarvey Friedman once made the following tongue-in-cheekmenendation to the Founda-
tions of Mathematics (FOM) mailing list: “Why not rename wesion theory as: honcomputabil-
ity theory? Maybe that would make everybody happy.” [17]
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So much for the extensional side. What about intensions®,ker encounter
a diverse ecosystem, with no discernible equilibrium. Oa sidle, fixing the
Turing Machineas one’s model of computation leadsGomplexity Theorgand
the classification of algorithmic problems, in an attempidentify their in-
herent need in resources such as time and space in solvimg fhkis aspect
is largely reliant on more onombinatorial reasoning Alternatively, adopting
the A-calculus as a point of reference lead?togramming Language Theqry
which includes—amongst other things—type systems, prgamantics, and
program logics. Here, the emphasis islogical aspectsFinally, the subject of
concurrent and interactive computation unfolds as a siNildleringly obscure
landscape; see [1].

2.2. The Intensional Part of Computability. It is, however, a curious state
of affairs that standard recursion theory—as presentethssic textbooks, for
example [45, 12, 39]—begins by formulating a small essentiee of abstract
results about numberings of partial recursive functiorfsese are really results
that pertain to all numberings, and hence all ‘programmargguages’; in that
sense, they arnatensional

The assumptions required of the numberings are mild. Comrstly, the
aforementioned parcel of results can be shown to hold fomamyel of compu-
tation we might consider ‘reasonable.

A clear and complete account of this part of the theory canobed in the
classic textbook of Odifreddi [38]1.5]. A more modern account that is deeply
aware of modern issues of programming language designti®tideil Jones
[26].

2.3. Numberings. The story begins to unfold as soon as we enqudgrams
as data by assigning partial recursive functions to numbers. dvalg tradi-
tion, we write ¢ for an arbitrary numbering, angy, : N — N for the partial
recursive function indexed by € N, under the numbering.

From a programming perspective, we may consjgés be a ‘program,’ and
@ a semantic function, mapping programs to the functions twypute. In
practice,p € N is usually is a Godel number encoding the syntax of a Turing
Machine, or a program for a register machine, or evantarm.

Let us writee; ~ e, for Kleene equalityviz. to mean that expressioers and
& are both undefined, or both defined and equal in value. We dwlire of
this numbering the following conditions:

Turing-Completeness: That for each partial recursive functidrthere exists
a p such thatf = ¢,.

Universal Function: That there is a progratd such thatg, (X,y) ~ @(y)
for all x,y € N.

S-m-n: Thatthere is &otal recursive functiorssuch thatps . (Y) =~ @ (X,y)
for all x,y € N.



4 G. A. KAVWOS

That the first and second conditions are achievable was poged by [51],
and the third is a result of Kleene [29]. The first conditiomresponds, by the
Church-Turing thesis, to the fact that our programming legg is as expres-
sive as possible in extensional terms. The second corrdsgorthe ability to
write aself-interpreter under suitable Godel coding. And the third allows us to
computably ‘fix’ an argument into the source code of a twaiargnt program;
essentially, it requires that substitution is computablé pne-steB3-reduction
in the A-calculus).

In logical terms, we may regard these as sanity conditionsfadel num-
berings of the partial recursive functions. The ‘sane’ narmgs that satisfy
them are variously known agceptable numberindd5, Ex. 2.10],acceptable
programming systeni83, §3.1.1], orsystems of indicd89, §l1.5.1].

It was first shown by Rogers [44] that acceptable numberiags kery pleas-
ant properties.

DEFINITION 1. For numberingg andy, define
p<gy iff Jt:N— Ntotal recursivevpe N. @ = Yy(p)
We then say thap Rogers-reduces ty, and<g is a preorder.

Hence, thinking ofp andy as different programming languages<g ¥ just
if every @-program may be effectively translated—oompiled—to a ¢/ pro-
gram. Thensg def <rN >gis an equivalence relation. Quotienting by it yields
the Rogers semilatticander the extension &fg to the equivalence classes (see
op. cit). More specifically,

THEOREM 1. The following are equivalent:

1. ¢ is an acceptable numbering, as above.

2. Y is a member of the unique top element of the Rogers senslattic

3. Y is an enumeration for which there is a universal functiond antotal
recursive ¢ N — N such that

Weiij) = Yo Y
The first two equivalences are due to Rogers (geecit, and [39,§11.5.3]),
and the third is due to Matchtey, Winklmann and Young [32,darben 3.2]. Note
that one should exercise great caution with these equisederior their proofs
liberally invoke Church’s Thesis, alongside the use of aasi pairing tricks.

Finally, the equivalence between (1) and (2) above wastsliglrengthened by
Rogers [44] to

COROLLARY 1 (Rogers’ Isomorphism TheoremRAny two acceptable enumer-
ations are recursively isomorphic.

The possible numberings of the partial recursive funciiovisether accept-
able or pathological, as well as the various forms of SRTsrttey or may not
hold of them, have been investigated by the school of Johe @ad his students:
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D. Riccardi [42, 43], J. Royer [46] and, more recently, S. Me=[8, 9, 10, 35].
For example, this community has that there are numberingsendertain known
theorems, just as the s-m-n theorem or Kleene’s secondsienuheorem, are
not ‘effective,’” or simply do not hold. Earlier work on thisoht seems to have
concentrated on enumerations of subrecursive classes gdttial recursive
functions and complexity-theoretic issues, whilst the kvair Case and his stu-
dents concentrated @ontrol structuresi.e. constructs which provide “a means
of forming a composite program from given constituent paogs and/or data.”
2.4, The Second Recursion TheoremThe central intensional result of com-
putability isKleene’s Second Recursion Theorem (SRIED first proved in [29].

THEOREM 2 (Kleene). For any patrtial recursive f N x N — N, there exists
e e N such that

WeN @y~ f(ey)
ProoOF Consider the function defined by

5f (yv X) ~ f (S(ya y),X)

Sincef is partial recursive and, by simple arguments regardingtineputabil-
ity of composition and substitutionds is partial recursive. Hence, singeis
Turing-completeds = ¢, for somep € N. Considere:= §p, p); then

@(Y) =~ @50 (Y) = G(pY) = 0t (p,Y) =~ F(S(p, p),y) ~ f(ey)

The second equality follows by the s-m-n theorem, and thiearessimply by
definition or construction. -

In the above theorem, considg(x,y) is a function that treats its first argument
as code, and its second argument as data. The equafipn~ f(ey) implies
that e is a program which, when run on some data, will behave agth e
being its first argument. More conceptualileene’s SRT allows us to construct
programs that may refer to their own source code.

In hindsight, the trick has become standafdx,y) is a ‘blueprint’ that spec-
ifies what to do with its own code, and we take its fixed point (c.f. the func-
tionals in theA-calculus to which we apply th¥ combinator). Moreover, in
much the same way that tiecombinator is availablevithin the languagegit so
happens that the SRT is ‘constructive’, or rather, ‘effecti

THEOREM 3 (Constructive Kleene SRT)There is a total recursive iN — N
such that, for every g N,

@hp)(Y) = @(h(p),Y)

That is: in the original statement, we may calculate a codéfdrom a code
for f, and hence obtaiain an effective manner.

The Kleene SRT lies at the heart many proofs in computapgigpecially
diagonalization proofs, or results pertaining to fixed pmirself-reference and
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the like. A smattering of more theoretical applications tlimazing’ theorem
has been compiled by Moschovakis [37].

The SRT is perhaps more familiar in the form popularised bytle\aRogers
Jr. in [45]. We state a slightly generalised version, and/@iibfrom Kleene’s
version. We writee | to mean that the expressierhas a defined value.

THEOREM 4 (Rogers). For partial recursive f: N — N, there is a e= N such
that, if f(e) |,

@ = Ps e
PROOF [26, Lemma 14.3.7] Define

df (Xay) = %(f(x)ay)
Again, by standard arguments;, is partial recursive. By Kleene’s SRT, there is
aec N such that, for aly € N,

@(y) = di(ey) ~ @ (f(e).y) = @re(y)
which is to say@: = @ ) - -
This result is equivalent to the previous formulation [4%, B1-4]. We may
summarise it in the following slogan:

Every computable syntactic program transformation hasraasdic
fixed point.
Moreover, this version of the SRT also comes in a ‘constvattvariant—see
[45,811.2-11] or [12,511-3.1]:

THEOREM5 (Constructive Rogers SRT) here is a total recursive N — N
such that, for any z N such thatg, is total,

th(z) = Pp(n(2)

All the above variants of the SRT agguivalentunder the assumption thatis
an acceptable enumeration. However, there are ways to certipagenerality
of the two formulations. Riccardi [42] showed that that thare enumerations
of the partial recursive functions for which there exist Bigtype fixed points,
but not Kleene-type fixed points. In a rather technical sectif his thesis,
Moelius [35,53] painstakingly compares the various entailments betviemms
of the recursion theorem, and concludes instead that Kie&henore natural
and general.

We shall not dwell on this particular discussion—no mati@w lenticing. In
fact, we shall avoid it because it does not fit our view of pamgming. Any
numbering that isiot acceptable is somehow pathological: by contraposition, it
implies either that substitution is not computable (andsime-n theorem does
not hold), or that there is no self-interpreter (universaidtion)—which, by
Turing-completeness, means that the interpreter as adaristnot computable.
Things are even more subtle if the languag@os Turing-complete—we then
have asubrecursivendexing [47]—and we shall not tread down this path either.
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2.5. Intensional Recursion.From the point of view of Computer Science,
the very general and still rather hazy application of the $Rihe ability to
define functions byntensional recursionThis means that—apart from merely
calling itself on a finite set of arguments, which is the welbwn extensional
viewpoint— it can also examine its owntension insofar as a program and its
source code are a complete and finite representations of it.

Indeed, the SRT is the only basic tool available in standaod-higher-order)
accounts of computability which allows one to make any ‘strieted’ recursive
definition whatsoever. For example, defining

ify=0
f ~
(y) {y- @ (x,y—1) otherwise

then, applying Kleene’s SRT yields a code N such thatg is the factorial
function.

However, the above use is slightly misleading, in that &igensional x is
only used as an argument to the universal funcggn Hence, the resulting
behaviour does not depend on the code, but only on the vafudle tunction it
represents. The following definition captures that phermame

DEFINITION 2. A total recursivef : N — N is extensionajust if

=0 — P = P o
for anya,b € N.

That is, f : N — N is extensional just if the program transformation it eféect
depends solely on the extension of the program being tramsfh Such trans-
formations correspond to a certain class of functionalsalmyassic result of
Myhill and Shepherdson [38], which we discuss in the sequel.

However, even if af : N — N is extensional, the paradigm of intensional
recursion strictly increases our expressive power. Famgka, suppose that we
use the SRT to produce a prograsatisfying a recursive definition of the form

®(Xy) ~... @egXx),y) ...

for someg: N — N. Then, we could use the s-m-n function to replace this
recursive call by something of the form

G (XY) = Py gy (Y) -

This is an equivalent definition, in the sense thpgt= @s. But if the s-m-n
function S(e,x) performs someptimisationbased on the argumexrtwhich it
sometimes does—thamay be a more efficient definition, in that it makes the
code for the recursive call simpler and more efficient, kegmtually calling it.
This line of thought is a common driving force in thartial evaluationcom-
munity: there, the s-m-n function is calledspecializeror apartial evaluator
and it is designed so that its acts in a useful manner on trgrgores it is called
to process. See below for more pointers and references.
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Finally, we ought to stress once more the idea that the SRWsaltecursive
definitions which arenot functionaj in that the ‘blueprint’ of which we take a
fixed point may not be extensional. For example, one may masluaft as to
define

x+1 if Xis even
f(x) ~ .
x—1 if Xxis odd

This f : N — N is total recursive, but decidedly not extensional. Howgewer
may still use Rogers’ theorem to obtain a fixed p@rtN such thaig = ¢ q),
and the resulting behaviour will depend on the parite ¢f). To this day, it is
unclear what the use of this power is, except of course itadralous ability
to underlie all sorts of diagonal arguments—see gli2,.2]—as well as many
kinds ofreflection

2.6. Applications of Intensional Recursion.In [2], Abramsky observed that
the SRT, as well as other simple results on program codestrarggely absent
from Computer Science at large. He comments:

“[...] This reflects the fact which we have already alluded ttwat
while Computer Science embraces wider notions of procabses
computability theory, it has tended to refrain from studyinten-
sional computation, despite its apparent expressive paterrhis

reluctance is probably linked to the fact that it has provificdlt

enough to achieve software reliability even while remagniithin

the confines of the extensional paradigm. Neverthelessseins
reasonable to suppose that understanding and harnesgngiamal
methods offers a challenge for computer science which it rewen-
tually address. [...]”

In many ways, we empathise with this programme. Conseguewd catalogue
some applications of such intensional ‘results about imgrodes’, both within
and on the fringes of Computer Science, and then engage ia spatulation
regarding various future directions.

2.6.1. Partial Evaluation. Kleene’s s-m-n theorem allows one to ‘specialize,
or ‘partially evaluate’ a certain program by fixing some afd@rguments. It ap-
pears simple and innocuous, even though it is an essertidt ne computability
theory, in that it is in the core of many arguments.

However, its application bestowed considerable success tygpartial eval-
uation community, which began with theutamura projectiong18]. Futamura
observed that the ability to write an interpreter for a laanggi (a universal func-
tion), as well as the ability to ‘specialize’ an argument opragram (s-m-n
function), followed by source-level optimisation, yields easy approach to
generate a compiler, thus leading to the thiregamura projections Writing
S= @, whereSis the s-m-n function, and for the program corresponding to
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the universal function, we have:

target codé® @(U,source code
compilerd:ef @(sU)
compiler generato(:’éfq&(s, S)

One can then verify that these equations do yield the des@kaviour, as shown
in an elementary fashion by Jones [26]. This led to a sucgkegsigramme of
automatic generation of compilers, first realised in Copgeln. The results are
documented in Jones [25], and the book of Jones, Gomard amnafigas].

Contrasting the simplicity of the s-m-n theorem with its ae&s in the par-
tial evaluation community also led Jones to ponder whet@SRT, which is a
much more powerful result, could have interesting prattapplications. Quot-
ing from [24]:

“While this theorem has many applications in mathematicis, mot
yet clear whether it will be as constructively useful in cartgr sci-
ence as the s-m-n theorem has turned out to be.”

Taking this as a point of departure, he has posed a numberestiqas: if one
implements the SRT, how can the accumulating layers ofistdfpretation be
avoided? We aspire to answer this. Further, what is the erationship be-
tween the First and Second Recursion Theorems? This lastiquéas already
been answered a long time ago; see Se¢tion 3. ExperimemtsheitSRT and
further discussion are reported in Hansen et al. [22], andsl{24, 27].

2.6.2. Abstract Computer VirologyComputer viruses rely heavily on the abil-
ity to propagate their own code, which is a sort of textedllection This was
noticed by Cohen [11], who first introduced the tecomputer viruso Com-
puter Science, and presented an early a Turing Machine nobtiem.

Later, Cohen’s supervisor, Leonard Adleman, concocted deinibased on
computability [4], in which computer viruses are prograamsformations, from
ordinary programs to their ‘infected’ versions. Therehe tonnection with the
SRT was made explicit: Adleman invokes it to construct a pogthat, under
his own definitions, is classed as a virus. He also provesudt r@s his model
that crucially used the SRT for a diagonal construction.

These were the two cornerstones that laid the foundatiabstfact computer
virology. In more recent years, there have been further developmmmiisg to
the work of Bonfante, Kaczmarek & Marion [6, 5, 7], who diss@nd classify
different types of viruses that correspond to multiple asats of the SRT. See
also [34].

2.6.3. Reflection & Reflective Tower3.he concept ofeflectionwas intro-
duced in programming languages by Brian Cantwell Smith goluminous
thesis [49, 50]. The underlying intuition is that a prograraynbe considered to
be running on an interpreter, which interpreter itself isnimg on another copy
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of this interpreter, etc. ad infinitum. A special constrigcavailable in the pro-
gramming language which allows one to inject code in therpmiger that lies

a level underneath. It is thus that a program has access lyotiooits code, but
the entire state of the interpreter that runs it, and evenntieepreter that runs
the interpreter! This is embodied by the language 3-LISRyduced inop. cit.
Smith reflection has captured the imagination of many, keiotbscure imagery
of reflective towergloes not aid in a clear logical interpretation. A series of
publications by Friedman, Wand et al. [16, 56, 13] have madtgh attempts

to explain this construction in more concrete terms.

The concept of reflection, however, seems to be more geremdl rather
ill-defined? Nevertheless, most programming languages have refleative- o
trospective’ facilities, which are usually hard to use wiihintroducing bugs,
or generally wreaking havoc. Some ideas regarding reflectgem to be ex-
periencing a resurgence of interest, mainly because ofatjedl foundation
provided by Barry Jay'pattern calculus as well as his various combinatory
factorisation calculi, in joint work with Given-Wilson [23

As the SRT is a fundamentally reflective result, we beliewat #hbetter under-
standing of intensional recursion can be instrumentalyimtaa logical founda-
tion for reflection.

2.6.4. Economics.There are certain approaches to economics that explicitly
incorporate principles from computability, at ground anghler types. For ex-
ample, [55] outlines the author’s ideas focamputable economicsvhich is
sharply critical of mathematical modelling in economicdhe

In another approach, Vassilakis uses category theory §&mnstruct various
structures used to model various economic scenarios. In$sétt domains are
used to model the ‘change of institutions’ in game theory.

Perhaps our better understanding of issues as presentlgs imanuscript
could aid in creating more practical tools on which effontls as the above
could be based.

§3. Extensional Recursion: the higher-order setting, and te FRT.

3.1. Effective Operations. Suppose that we have somheN — N that is to-
tal and extensional. It is not hard to see that—by the dedimitif extensionality
of a function—it uniquely induces a very specific type of ftiogal. Let us
write 2% for the set of partial recursive functions.

DerINITION 3. A functionalF : % — 2% is an effective operationif
there exists a total, extensionfil N — N such that

F(®) = @ x)
Again: this is well-defined precisely becaukés extensional! Even though
we are entering the realm digher typesby computing functions from func-
tions, we are doing so in a very finitary sense. Even if our nmapp infinite

2For the state of affairs up to the mid 1990s, see the short amatipe survey [14]
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objects to infinite objects, this computation can be, so &akgrackedon the
level of program codes in a very finitistic manner.

3.1.1. The Myhill-Shepherdson TheorerRunctionals such as the one defined
above are perhaps one of the most straightforward ways toedefbmputable
functionals,” namely as effective code transformations.

Surprisingly, Myhill and Shepherdson [38] showed in 1954 this definition
can also be stated in a much more abstract manner, hencesligpe&vith code
transformations entirely. In fact, and one that anyone lfamivith the domain-
theoretic semantics of the-calculus will recognise the definition immediately.

To state this definition, we need to understand the simplerdafeoretic struc-
ture that underlies partial functions. Writing for the set of unary partial func-
tions, we see that we may ordéf by subset inclusion

pCx iff WXyeN ¢(X)~y= x(x) ~y
This makesZ? into a w-complete partial orderaf-cpo), in that least upper

bounds of increasing chains always exist, and they are anidhis fact gives
rise to a notion of computable functions &#:

DEFINITION 4. A functionalF : & — &2 is effectively continuougust if it
satisfies the following properties:
Monotonicitity: ¢ C x = F(¢) CF(X)
Continuity: For any increasing sequence of partial functions,
foCfiCfy...
we have

(L) -

Effectivity on Finite Elements: Given an encoding of the graph of every
finite function 8 : N — N as a numbeB < N, there is a partial recursive
Or : N x N — N such that, for every finit@ : N — N, and for allx € N,

F(8)(X) ~ g (8,X)

These are calledecursive functionalsn [12, 45]; we beseech the reader to
exercise caution, as terminology varies, and it variesIwild
Continuity may equivalently be formulated as follows (s8@, g11.2.23]):

LEMMA 1 (Compactness)F : &2 — &2 is continuous if and only if
F(f)(xX) ~y <= 3Jfinte0:N—~NC f.F(0)(X) ~y
forall x,y € N.

Even though very learned and involved, the above consequemaws that
the definition is very stronglgomputationaland effective in that the value of
F(f)(x) only depends on a finite part of the graph fof In fact, it is strong
enough that the behaviour Bfon finite elements completely determines it:



12 G. A. KAVWOS
LEMMA 2 (Algebraicity). Let F: &7 — & be continuous. Then
F(f)= |_|{F(9) | B finite NGO C f}

How do these functionals, which are computable in finite apjpnations,
relate to the aforementioned effective operations, whirehbtesed on compu-
tations on indices? The answer is astonishingly, and—noothé domain of
definition—simple:

THEOREM 6 (Myhill-Shepherdson) An effective operationds: % — P %
can be uniquely extended to an effectively continuous ibmadtF : &2 — &
(with Feg € F).

Conversely, any effectively continuous functional, whesstricted to the par-
tial recursive functions?#, is an effective operation.

For proofs, see [12, 162], [45, §15.3, XXIX], or [39, §11.4.2].

3.1.2. A Turing Machine characterisation of effective operatio@ur dis-
cussion of functionals began with effective operationg, éxtensional opera-
tions on codes, as the most natural definition of higherfocdenputation.

There is, however, an alternative, which some would argeges more sim-
ple: one may envisage the implementation of any functiéhal? — & as
a Turing Machine which has access toaacle for the argument of the func-
tional. During a computation, the machine may write a nunxbam a separate
tape, and then enter a special state, in order to query ttobeord he oracle
then replaces with f(x), if f is defined ak, or causes the machine to diverge,
essentially by making it eternally await an answer from trecke.

Computation with oracles was first considered by Turing [f4ding to the
intricate theory ofTuring reducibility and relative computability as well as
many results imelativized complexityHowever, Turing-type oracles digedin
relative computability, whilst we consider themaguments to a computation
This shift in perspective, as well as the first concrete tsdalolving higher
types, are due to Kleene [30].

In this context, subtle issues arise withn-determinismlit is well-known that
non-deterministic Turing Machines are equivalent to deteistic Turing ma-
chines at the first order, but at higher order this is no lomggs. In fact, the fol-
lowing theorem was first shown—to the best of our knowledgg-Mbschovakis
[37,83], even though it was simply labelled as the Myhill-Sheplsen theorem:

THEOREM 7 (Moschovakis).A functional F: % — 2% is an effective
operation if and only if £ f) is computable by a non-deterministic Turing ma-
chine, with an oracle for f.

Great care has to be taken in combining non-determinism evelles: the
machine should be designed so as to never end up with twadditanches
with different outputs. Similar restrictions occur in defig what it means to
non-deterministically compute a polynomial time functiesee P?, §4.5.2].
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However, in this case, non-halting branches do not harmramyand are al-
lowed, or, in some sense we shall discuss below, even negessa

3.1.3. The First Recursion TheorenWe have seen that effectively contin-
uous functionals have an impressive amount of inherenttstrel Most of it
is related to the order structure of the partial functiois By the Myhill-
Shepherdson theorem, this structure emerges automgataradie a functional
can be ‘realised’ on codes by an extensional function.

The inherent structure of effectively continuous funcéitsns the basis of the
proof of the First Recursion Theorem (FRT). This was firsiceat by Dana
Scott, who noticed that the core argument in the proof of tR& &pplies to all
so-calledsimple type

This discovery of Scott led to the developmentiomain theornyand the study
of PCF [41], both of which were the firstfruits of the study of prognaing
language semantics. Indeed, Scott acknowledged his dplatsng from [?7]:

[...] Itis rather strange that the present model was notogisied
earlier, for quite sufficient hints are to be found in the yaréper
of Myhill and Shepherdson and in Rogers’ book (especigdd.7-
9.8). These two sources introduce effective enumeraticarabdprs
and indicate that there is a certain amount of algebra abatthat
gives these operators a pleasant theory, but no one seeraetbev
take the trouble to find out what it was.

The central result underlying the FRT is this.

THEOREM 8 (The Fixpoint Theorem)Let (D,C) be aw-cpo with a least el-
ementl € D, and let F: D — D be a continuous function. Then F ha$east
fixed point defined explicitly by

itp (F) = JF'(L)

This is largely considered a folk theorem: its origins arfé@alilt to trace, and
many variants of it have been proved and used widely in Logtt @omputer
Science—see Lassez et al. [31] for an attempt at pinning dtsatmistory. In
op. cit, the authors note that Kleene knew of it at least as early 38 ).

In fact, it is high time that we show to the reader how it cangsis the first
half of Kleene’s FRT. But first, a caveat: the version of th& Frat we will now
prove pertains to effective operatiorssl@ Myhill & Shepherdson), and a proof
similar to ours may be found in Cutland’s book [£20-3]. Theoriginal state-
ment, found in Kleene’s book [3@66] concerns partial recursive functionals,
which we discuss i§3.2; see also [3%11.3.15].

3The simple types of PCF, which were defined by Scott [48], @metated by the grammar
o =B |N|o— 0. Bis supposed to connote theoleansandN the type of natural numbers.



14 G. A. KAVWOS

THEOREM 9 (First Recursion Theorem)very effectively continuous func-
tional F: & — & has a least fixed poirifp (F) : N — N, which is partial
recursive.

Furthermore, let@, : N — N be an extensional function that realises F on
the partial recursive functions, i.e. (lg) = @g,- Then, a pe N such that
@, = Ifp (F) may be computed effectively from any suehl¥.

PROOF The existence of the least fixed point follows from the faet, C) is
a w-cpo, and the Fixpoint Theorem.

By the Myhill-Shepherdson theorem, the functioRatorresponds to some
extensionalg, : N — N. The proof of the Fixpoint Theorem constructs a chain,

fo=0C f1 C fa...

wherefi;; = F(f;), and the least fixed point Ifp (F) = ||; fi. The f; may be
construed as increasingly defined, yet consistent, ‘ajymations’ to f. The
key to this proof lies in using the extensiongglto obtain indices tharack each
element of this chain:

pPo = (some index for the nowhere defined function)
P1 = @ (Po)

so thatpi11 = @(pi) and hence, by inductionf; = ¢, for all i € N. Then,
by Church’s Thesis, we defing € N by writing a program that performs the
following steps: on inpuh,
1. Seti :=0.
2. Begin asimulationof the programpg running onn.
3. Loop:
(a) Foreach <i, simulate one step gf; onn.
(b) If any of these simulations have halted and produced @eva) halt
and outpuim.
(c) Otherwise, computei, 1 = @(pi), and begin a simulation qfi;1 on
inputn. Seti :=i+ 1.
Since thefi’s are a chain, this program cannot accidentally producedifferent
values depending on which extensiogglwe use. But sincéfp(F) = J; fi, if
f(n) ~m, thenf;(n) ~ mfor somei, so thatf = ¢,. =
In both [12] and [39], the above proof is obtained after theursively enu-
merable sets are characterised as3isets in the arithmetical hierarchy. We
prefer the more primitive, ‘algorithmic version’ above,cbheise we can isolate
the expressive ‘programming power’ we need, in very int@msi terms.
So, what do we make use of? The program in the proof curiowaly €or
countable dovetailingWe require access to the code of the relevant extensional
function, exactly in order that we can use it to compute armgahy infinite
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number of other codes. Furthermore, we require a handle oméer of simu-
lations we spawn, so that we can pause them, schedule sgpseo$teach, and
possibly even discard some.

It is worth remarking once more th#te output of this procedure is obvi-
ously deterministic, but there is inherent non-deternrmmignd parallelism in
the method we use to computeTthis is very much in line with Moschovakis’
version of the Myhill-Shepherdson theorem (Theorém 7).

3.2. Partial Recursive Functionals and Pure OraclesUp to this point, we
have mostly discussed effective operations, and the @onesng notion of ef-
fectively continuous functionals.

In our discussion leading up to Theoréin 7, we also mentiordlatly dif-
ferent paradigm, that adracle computation Theoreni ], however, guaranteed
that non-deterministic computation coincided with effiexicontinuity.

In contrast, if we adopt deterministic oracle computatieroar main world-
view, we are led to a different notion of computable funcéiionThis kind of
functional was first discussed by Kleene [Eb]:

DEFINITION 5. A functionalF : & — &7 is apartial recursive functionalf
F(f) can be obtained froni : N — N and the initial functions by composition,
primitive recursion, and minimalisation.

If the domain is restricted to the s&t of total functions, such a functional
F: % — Zis called arestricted partial recursive functional

Thus, ifF(f) = g, then we say thaj is partial recursiveiniformly in f.

An implementation of such a function® would resemble a deterministic
Turing machine with an oracle for its argument. But in thisesanotice that,
as there is no non-determinism, calls to the oracle haveppédrain a predeter-
mined way. As soon as we decide to make a query at an undefinet] {he
computation diverges: there is no other branch of the coatiout to save the
day! Informally, we can say thatalls to the oracle may not be dovetaileth
effect, partial recursive functionals deal with their argants agpure extensions
whereas effectively continuous functionals interacteal iinore involved manner
with the phenomenon of non-termination.

In the case of total inputs, the above connection was maasprby Kleene:

THEOREM 10. [30, §68, XXVIII] A functional F: . — & is a restricted
partial recursive functional if and only if it is computed &dgeterministic Turing
machine with an oracle.

4However, his definition was not identical to ours. Kleene i his functionals through an
equation calculus. In this framework, even if the semargfcsomposition were understood to
be strict, multiple (and possibly inconsistent) defininga&tipns were still allowed, leading to the
non-determinism observed by Platek [40], which allowedaf@lor to be computable. We use
the definition that is widely believed Kleene really inteddand found in later textbooks. That
this is the common interpretation we learned from John Leygh personal communication.
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We are not aware of a plausible analogue of this theorem fdrapaecursive
functionals and deterministic Turing machines.

The definition of partial recursive functionals has a lot afiasirable con-
sequences (see the discussion in Platek’s thesis [40, p13@B Thus, the
definition is often restricted to total inputs, for which tleove characterisation
of Kleene through Turing Machines exists. The underlyirgsom seems to be
that, for total inputs, we magnumerateahe graph of the oracle, for no call to it
will diverge.

Let us not forget this trivial but pleasant consequence:

LEMMA 3. Let F: & — & be a partial recursive functional. If g %,
then Fg) € 2%.

It is in this setting that Kleene obtained the First Recursitheorem, which
first appeared in [30;66]:

THEOREM 11 (FRT for Partial Recursive Functionald)et F: & — & be a
partial recursive functional. Then F admits a partial resiwe least fixed point.

PrROOFE See [39l1.3.15]. As before, the existence of the least fixed point
follows from the Fixpoint Theorem. The fact it is partial uesive follows from
LemmaB. By induction, we conclude that all thés are partial recursive. The
least fixed point is = |_|; fj, we have that

f(x) ~y <= 3FJieNfix)~y
Since thef;’s are partial recursive, the predicate on the RHS of thisvatgnce
is recursively enumerable, and hence so is the gragh of -

Notice how all references to indices have disappeared agip| and all that
we are left with is abstract characterisations.

The following was shown by Uspenskii and Nerode—see §89%.19] for a
proof:

THEOREM 12. Every partial recursive functional is effectively contius.

In particular, if we restrict a partial recursive functibna the partial recursive
functions, itis an effective operation. The converse waswtio fail by Sasso—
see [39311.3.20]:

THEOREM 13. The functional
F(f) = Ax 0 | |ff(2x)f.:00rf(2x+1)f:0
undefined otherwise
is effectively continuous, but not partial recursive.

This clearly demonstrates, once more, that there is inhgrarallelism or
non-determinisnin effective operations, whilst partial recursive funciids are
purelysequential In particular, to compute the above functional we wouldehav
to concurrently query the argument at two points, and dave&computations.
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A deterministic Turing machine would have to either quérat either X or
2x+ 1 first; if the first call were to an undefined point, it would elige and never
examine the second! A non-deterministic Turing machinelddeal with the
same difficulty by branching at the point where a choice betw#& and X+ 1
is to be made.

§4. FRT vs. SRT.

4.1. Effective Operations and the SRT.Suppose we would like to construct
a fixed point in a more simplistic and syntactic manner tharctnstruction em-
ployed in Theorerh]9. To do so, all we need to do is use the Mg@hiépherdson
theorem to restrict an effectively continuous functiomedi effective operation,
extract an extensional function from it, and then apply tR&.S

LEMMA 4. Given an effective operation F¥Z % — 2% defined by an ex-
tensionalg, : N — N, we may effectively obtain a code for one of its fixed points
from pe N.

PROOF From Theoreml5, that codengp); for then,

W) = Pon(p)) = F (@hip)
SO ¢h(p) is a fixed point ofF. -
4.1.1. Non-minimal Fixed PointsSo far, so good. But what sort of fixed

point have we obtained? In particular, is it minimal? Thédiwing construction,
due to Rogers [45;11-XIll] demonstrates that it is not.

THEOREM 14. There is an extensionah, : N — N such that the fixed point
obtained by the SRT as in Lempda 4 is not minimal.

ProOOF Use Church’s Thesis, Kleene's SRT, and the functioitom [§ to
definem € N such that

() ~ {x if X n(m)

t if x=n(m)

wheret is an index for the constant zero function, i@(x) ~ 0 for all x € N.
Observe that, asis total recursivegy, is total recursive.

It is also extensional. Essentiallg, asks: is the input my own uniforra la
Rogers fixed point? If yes, output code for the constant aarotfon; otherwise,
echo the input. Thus, i # n(m), we have thatan(x) ~ X, so that@y, ) ~ @
Otherwise, asi(m) is a fixed point (!),

Bpn(n(m)) = Ph(m)
In either casegn is extensional, and it defines the identity functional, whos

least fixed point is the empty function. So, we compute thalfpeint of that
functional, and its code is(m). However,

@n(n(m)) ~t
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so thatg,m) = @, which is equal to the constant zero function. -

The key aspect of this construction seems to be that, unliaeleo compu-
tation, an extensional function is able to syntacticallgpect its input, thus
creating a ‘singularity’ at one point. We maintain extensility by arranging
that, incidentally, the point of the ‘singularity’ is. its own fixed point! That
is to say: effective operations really hide something mbemtpure extension’
under the hood.

4.1.2. The Standard FormCan this situation be mended? The answer is pos-
itive: any extensional function can be brought into a “standarditrwhich
guarantees that the SRT really defines a minimal fixed pdihis is the exact
sense in which the SRT implies the FRT.

The construction is a generalisation of a proof due to Rogrs;11-XIV].
The original statement is horribly complicated, and ineshmultiple layers of
enumeration; there is a lot of concurrency happening heré,vee cannot do
much better than keep the description informal!

For the following, we assume that there is also a standardtvapumerate
the graph of a partial recursive function, given its indekisTmay be done by
dovetailing simulations of

%(0), &(1),...

and emitting pairgi, ¢(i)) as soon as theh simulation halts. We do not care
about the exact details, but we do care that the exact sanstracion is used
throughout.

Thus, let there be an effective operatien % — %, and letf : N -~ N
be total and extensional, such tiefgy) = @ (x)-

We will define an extensiondls : N — N, which isco-extensionaWith f, in
the sense that

vx e N. Pr(x) = hi(x)

and which is in “standard form.” Moreover, we may effectiwglompute an
index forh; from an index forf.

We use Church’s Thesis, to define a total recurkivéhat outputs a program
that performs the following instructions:

ht (y) =~ “On inputx, run the following processes in parallel:
1. One process enumerates the encoded graphs of all finite fun
tions, starting with the empty function:

6=0,616, ...

This may be done in many ways, but it is necessary that we begin
with the empty function, in order to cover the covert base¢as
the strong induction of the following theorem.

2. There is a total recursivé : N — N which turns a graph of a
finite function into an index for that function (by writing de
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that simply checks if the input is in the graph, outputting thl-
evant value if so, and diverging otherwise). Our secondgs®c
receives the encoded graphs of the finite functions abowd, an
enumerates codes,

d(6o). d(61), d(82), ...

3. A third process receives messages from the second pr@rebs
appliesf to those codes, outputting

f(d(60)), f(d(6r)), ..

with @ ad)) = F(6). We thus obtain codes for all the applica-
tions of the effective operatioR on all the finite functions. NB
that these function; 4 g,) may now be infinite!

4. (Thisis the process where partiality enters the contstmug Enu-
merate, simultaneously, all the pairs@f as well as the graphs of
P (a(6) = F(6). This can be done using the method postulated
above.

5. As soon as we find that

F(8)(x)~t and 6 Cgq

for somet, we halt and output that This may be done by period-
ically checking whethex is defined in the enumeration of some
F(6), and then confirming that the entire gra@hof that 6 is
contained in the enumeration @f.”

Notice that, in this construction, the code fomay be abstracted away. Using
the s-m-n theorem, we can then effectively produce code foorin any index
of f. Trivially, hs is total.

By the continuity ofF, which follows from the theorem of Myhill and Shep-
herdson, we know thak (@) (x) ~t if and only if F(6)(x) ~ y for some finite
6 C @, This construction will always find such@ if there exists one. Hence
ht defines the same functional &s

Now, using the SRT oh; will produce a minimal fixed point:

THEOREM15. If @, = h¢, then r{v) is a code for the least fixed point of the
effective operation F defined by f.

ProoFr We have that

hv) = P, (n(v))

so thatn(v) behaves exactly &g would if y were fixed to be its own code. That
is to say, we can reagl,, whereverg, is enumerated, and the check

6Caq
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becomes

6 C hv)

which is to say that the program checks whether each finitetifumis a subset
of its own graph! This defines a fixed point for the functioRaby Lemmd 4.

To prove that this fixed point is least, we proceedshyng induction on the
number of steps taken to enumerate the grapf,gf. That is, we shall show
that if we begin enumerating, ) using our standard enumeration procedure on
the coden(v), all the pairs produced will belong to the least fixed poirnde
¢ € Ifp (F), whenceg, ) = Ifp (F).

Begin enumeratingg,). This involves running the code(v). One of the
sub-processes in that code involves enumeratipg itself, using the same pro-
cedure as we are. Since this issab-computatiorof our enumeration, it is
always shorter in length. Hence, by the inductive hypothese assume that
the enumeration in the sub-computation produces the least fioint. Hence,
if the check

8 C ¢hw)
succeeds, we know that
6 CIfp (F)
By monotonicity, it follows that
F(&) < F(ifp(F)) =Ifp (F)

Hence, when the chedk(6)(x) ~t succeeds and the pai,t) is output by the
enumeration, we know it belongs to the least fixed point. llbfes that every
pair produced by the enumeration is in the least fixed point. -

We have not used any particular properties of the functiolN — N that
produces intensional fixed points; in fact, we believe ooopresolves an open
question of Rogers, found in [45, p. 202]: any such functiohdo!

Finally, notice that in in the definition of the ‘standard rigrh; of f, we
needed to enumerate ttpp(d(él)), for, in general, they will not be finite functions.
This situation, through domain theory, later let Girard tmsidercoherence
spacesthus leading to the linear decompositién— B = !A — B and Linear
Logic [20,??, 21].

4.2. Partial Recursive Functionals and the SRT.In contrast with effective
operations, the situation is simpler in the case of oractepdgation: because
partial recursive functionals are decidedly extensionalheir behaviour, the
problems that arose in the preceding section vanish. Thare finherent’ par-
allelism in computing such a functional, and the SRT immigdlyayields least
fixed points.
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The following theorem was shown by Odifreddi in [39,3.16], who wrongly
attributes it to Roger@:

THEOREM 16 (Odifreddi). Let F: &2 — &2 be a partial recursive functional,
and define

f(ex) ~F(a@)(x)
Then f is partial recursive. Moreover, there existg &N such that (a) f= ¢,
and (b) the function hN — N of Theorem 13 produces a codégh such that

G =P (F).

PROOF AsF is a partial recursive functional, it is also an effectivetion
on the partial recursive functions, by Theoremh 12. We defiaeN by Church’s
thesis: on inpute, x), process the code @fwith the total extensional function
associated t& by Myhill-Shepherdson, and call the resulting codexon

Letg = @) We have that

9(X) = o) (X) = F(h(a),X) = F (¢hg)(X) ~ F(9)(X)
for anyx € N, so thatg is a fixed point ofF.
It remains to show minimality. The proof is lsgrong induction on the length
of computations of Fg) on its argumentsSupposé-(g)(x) ~t. F is effectively
continuous, so there exists a finfleC g such that

F(6)(x) ~t
by compactness. Choose a minimal sécland let

0 ={(x1,Y1),---,(%n,¥n) }

By construction, the; are exactly the ‘questions’ with which a Turing machine
that compute$ would query the oracle, on inpt

By using Kleene’s SRT, we have replaced calls to the oracletyrsive calls
to another copy of itself! It follows that the computationezchF (g) (%) ~ Vi
is strictly shorter in length than the overall computatidriFdg)(x) ~ y. Hence,
by the induction hypothesig$x;,yi) € Ifp (F) for all i, and6 C Ifp (F).

By monotonicity,F (6) C Ifp (F), and since~ (8)(x) ~t, we have thafx,t) €
Ifp (F). Henceg C Ifp (F), and agy is also a fixed point, equality holds.
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