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Abstract

We classify programming languages according to evaluatidar:
each language fixes one evaluation order as the defaultpméki
transparent to program in that evaluation order, and temdrhe to
program in the other.

This paper develops a type system that is impartial witheetsp
to evaluation order. Evaluation order is implicit in termasid ex-
plicit in types, with by-value and by-name versions of typamec-
tives. A form of intersection type quantifies over evaluatimders,
describing code that is agnostic over (that is, polymorjphieval-
uation order. By allowing such generic code, programs caness
the by-value and by-name versions of a computation withodec
duplication.

We also formulate a type system that only has by-value cennec
tives, plus a type that generalizes the difference betwgeralue
and by-name connectives: it is either a suspension (by name)
a “no-op” (by value). We show a straightforward encodingtad t
impartial type system into the more economical one. Then eve d
fine an elaboration from the economical language to a calldhye
semantics, and prove that elaborating a well-typed souamram,
where evaluation order is implicit, produces a well-typadét pro-
gram where evaluation order is explicit. We also prove a kitian
between evaluation of the target program and reductiotise(ddy-
value or by-name) in the source program.

Finally, we prove that typing, elaboration, and evaluatioe
faithful to the type annotations given in the source progriie
programmer only writes by-value types, no by-name redost@@n
occur at run time.

Categories and Subject Descriptorsd=.3.3 Mathematical Logic and
Formal Languagés Studies of Program Constructs—Type structure

Keywords evaluation order, intersection types, polymorphism

1. Introduction

It is customary to distinguish languages according to hogy th
pass function arguments. We tend to treat this as a basie taxo
nomic distinction: for example, OCaml is a call-by-valuedaage,
while Haskell is call-by-need. Yet this taxonomy has beebialus
from the start: Algol-60, in which arguments were call-tgname by
default, also supported call-by-value. For thealculus, Plotkin
(1975) showed how to ussmdministrative reductiono translate a
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cbv program into one that behaves equivalently under cblu@va
tion, and vice versa. Thus, one can write a call-by-namerprog
in a call-by-value language, and a call-by-value programa aall-
by-name language, but at the price of administrative bugdeneat-
ing and forcing thunks (to simulate call-by-name), or usipgcial
strict forms of function application, binding, etc. (to sitate call-
by-value).

But programmers rarely want to encode an entire progranainto
different evaluation order. Rather, the issue is how to heeother
evaluation order irpart of a program. For example, game search
can be expressed elegantly using a lazy tree, but in an oydina
call-by-value language one must explicitly create anddaheinks.
Conversely, a big advantage of call-by-value semantidsasela-
tive ease of reasoning about cost (time and space); to resowuee
of this ease of reasoning, languages that are not call-lmedten
have strict versions of function application and strictnaanota-
tions on types.

An impartial type system. For any given language, the language
designers’ favourite evaluation order is the linguisticainmarked
case. Programmers are not forced to use that order, but roust d
extra work to use another, even in languages with mechanisms
specifically designed to mitigate these burdens, such &=y
keyword (Wadler et al. 1998).

The first step we’'ll take in this paper is to stop playing fanitas:
our source language allows each evaluation order to be gseaka
ily as the other. Ouimpartial type systenncludes by-value and

by-name versions of function typesv—>( ﬁ>), product types ¥,
«N), sum types-Y, +") and recursive typesd’, uN). Using bidi-
rectional typing, which distinguishes checking and infiees we
can use information found in the types of functions to deteem
whether an unmarked or application should be interpreted as
call-by-name or call-by-value.

What if we want to define the same operation over both eval-
uation orders, sagomposgor append(that is, for strict and lazy
lists)? Must we write two identical versions, with neartientical
type annotations? No: We can use polymorphism based oséter
tion types. The abstruse reputation of intersection typeglied by
a straightforward formulation as implicit products (Dutdi@014),

a notion also used hy Chen et al. (2014) to express polymsnphi
over a finite set of levels (though without using the word éint
section”). In these papers’ type systems, elaboratiorstakgoly-
morphic source program and produces a target program #kplic
specifying necessary, but tedious, constructs| For Dun(2014),
the extra constructs introduce and eliminate the prodbetiswere
implicit in the source language; for Chen et al. (2014), thizee
constructs support a dynamic dependency graph for efficiera-
mental computation.

In this paper, we express the intersection typas a universal
quantifier over evaluation orders. For example, the #lpeint =

int corresponds tdint Y int) A (int LN int). Thus, we can
type code that is generic over evaluation orders. Datatyfimiel
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Figure 1. Encoding and elaboration

Contributions. This paper makes the following contributions:

(82) We define arimpartial source language and type system that

are equally suited to call-by-value and call-by-name. gsan
type Ha. T that quantifies over evaluation ordersprogram-
mers can define data structures and functions that are generi
over evaluation order. The type system is bidirectionagral
nating between checking an expression against a known type
(derived from a type annotation) and synthesizing a typmfro
an expression.

(83) Shifting to a call-by-value perspective, we abstraat the

suspensions implicit in the by-name connectives, yielding
a smallereconomical type systenalso suitable for a (non-
impartial) source language. We show that programs wekdyp
in the impartial type system remain well-typed in the econom
ical type system. Evaluation order remains implicit in term
and is specified only in type annotations, using shepension
pointepS.

(85) We give elaboration typingrules from the economical type

tions, expressed as recursive/sum types, can also be pqiino

in evaluation order; for example, operations on binarydeees
can be written just once. Much of the theory in this paper fol-
lows smoothly from existing work on intersection types,tjgar
larly IDunfield (2014). However, since we only consider istar-
tions equivalent to the quantified tygis. A, our intersected types
have parametric structure: they differ only in the evalmator-
ders decorating the connectives. This limitation, a coudithe
refinement restrictiom datasort refinement systems (Freeman and
Pfenning 1991; Davies 2005), avoids the need for a merge con-
struct (Reynolds 1996; Dunfield 2014) and the issues thatari
from it.

A simple, fine-grained type systemThe source language just
described meets our goal of impartiality, but the large neindf
connectives yields a slightly unwieldy type system. Faatety, we
can refine this system by abstracting out the differencegdsat the
by-name and by-value versions of each connective. Thatid) e
by-name connective corresponds to a by-value connectitie wi

suspensions (thunks) added: the by-name function Sypé\'» Sz
corresponds tqU S;) — S, where — is by-value, whereas

St % S,is simply S — S,. Here,U S; is athunk type—
essentiallyl — S;. We realize this difference through a connective
e»S, read ‘e suspendS”, where N»S corresponds tdJ S and
VS is equivalent té5. This gives an economical type system with
call-by-value versions of the usual connectives, (x, +, p), plus
ep»S. This type system is biased towards call-by-value (with-cal
by-name being “marked”), but we can easily encode the irnglart
connectives:S; = S, becomes(ewS1) — S, the sum type
S1 +° S, becomes:»(S; + S5), etc.

Another advantage of this type system is that, in combinatio
with polymorphism, it is simple to define variants of dataistures
that mix different evaluation orders. For example, a singée
definition can encompass lists with strict “next pointersd that
“walking” the list is guaranteed linear time) and lazy elerse(so
that examining the element may not be constant time), asasell
lists with lazy “next pointers” and strict contents (so thaalking”
the list is not guaranteed linear—but once a cons cell haa bee
produced, its element can be accessed in constant time).

Having arrived at this economical type system for source pro
grams, in which evaluation order is implicit in terms, we eleyp
an elaboration that produces a target program in which atialu
order is explicit: thunks are explicitly created and forcadd mul-
tiple versions of functions—by-value and by-name—are geee
and selected explicitly.

2 (257)

system into target programs with fully explicit evaluatiomier.
We prove that, given a well-typed source program, the regult
the translation is well-typed in a call-by-value targetdaage

(Sectiori4).

(46) We prove that the target program behaves like the squnme

gram: when the target takes a step frémmto M’, the source
program that elaborated tvl takes some number of steps,
yielding an expression that elaborate#d. We also prove that

if a program is typed (in the economical type system) without
by-name suspensions, the source program can take only “by-
value steps” possible in a cbv semantics. This result etgéoi
kind of subformula property of the bidirectional type syste
Finally, we prove that if a program is impartially typed with
out using by-value connectives, it can be economically dype
without by-name suspensions.

Figurell shows the structure of our approach.

Extended version with appendices.Proofs omitted from the main
paper for space reasons can be found in Dunfield (2015).

2. Source Language and Impartial Type System

Program variables x

Source expressions == () |x|u|Ax.e|le; @e; |fixu.e
| Ac.e|elt] | (e:)
| Ce1, e2) | projxe
| injk e | case(e, x1.€1, x2.€2)

Figure 2. Impartial source language syntax

Evaluation order varsa

Evaluationorders ¢ == V|N]|a
Type variables
Valuenesses =val|T

o

© =

T o= 1la|Va.t|a.t|T1 S
[T % T T +° T2 | T

=YX e Tl uTST

| v, a evalorder v, « type

Source types

Source typing contexts y

Figure 3. Impartial types for the source language

In our source language (Figuré 2), expressierare the unit

value (), variablesx, abstractior\x. e, applicatione; @ e, fixed

pointsfix u. e with fixed point variablest, pairs and projections,
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and sumsinjy e with conditionalscase(e, x;.e1, x2.e2) (short-
hand forcase e of inj; x; = e; | inj2 x2 = e2). Both of our type
systems for this source language—the impartial type sysiehis
section, and the economical type system of Se¢flon 3—hae fe
tures not evident from the source syntax: polymorphism evat-
uation orders, and recursive types.

2.1 Values

If we wanted a standard call-by-value language, we woule giv
a grammar for values, and use values to define the operational
semantics (and to impose a value restriction on polymonphis
introduction). But we want an impartial language, which nea
that a function argument is a valueonly if the function is being
typed under call-by-value. That is, when checkig. e) against

type (T AR T), the variablex should be considered a value (it will
be replaced with a value at run time), but when checking again

(T 5 T), it should not be considered a value (it could be replaced
with a non-value at run time). Since “valueness” dependypingy,

our typing judgments will have to carry information aboutetter

an expression should be considered a value.

We will also use valueness to impose a value restriction on
polymorphism over evaluation orders, as well as polymaiphi
over types; see Sectipn 2.5. In contrast, our operatiomahstcs
for the source language (Section]2.4), which permits twafles
(by-value and by-name) of reductions, will use a standantiesyic
definition of values in the by-value reductions.

2.2 AnImpartial Type System

In terms of evaluation order, the expressions in Figlire 2drank
slate. You can imagine them as having whichever evaluatidaero
you prefer. You can write down the typing rules for functippairs
and sums, and you will get the same rules regardless of which
evaluation order you chose. This is the conceptual fouaddtr
many functional languages: start with the simply-typechlculus,
choose an evaluation order, and build up the language frenafih
Our goal here is to allow different evaluation orders to beeadi
As a first approximation, we can try to put evaluation ordarthe
type system simply by decorating all the connectives. Fample,
in place of the standaréh-introduction rule

Y, x:T1 F e:12

Yy E (Ax.e): (11 — T2)
we can decorates with an evaluation ordet (eitherV or N):

Y, x:T1 F e:12

vE Mxe): (T S5 1)

Products«, sums+, and recursive types follow similarly.

We add a universal quantifigta. T over evaluation orddfslts
rules follow the usual type-assignment rules\fothe introduction
rule is parametric over an arbitrary evaluation orderand the

1The choice need not be easy. The first call-by-name languslgel 60,
also supported call-by-value. It seems that call-by-valas the language
committee’s preferred default, but Peter Naur, the edifathe Algol 60
report, independently reversed that decision—which he sgis merely
one of a “few matters of detail'l (Wexelblat 1981, p. 112). Anruoittee
member, F.L. Bauer, said this showed that Naur “had absattedHoly
Ghost after the Paris meeting. .. there was nothing one @muld it was to
be swallowed for the sake of loyalty” (Wexelblat 1981, pOL3

2The Cyrillic letter 1, transliterated into English 43, bears some resem-
blance to arA (and thus tov); more interestingly, it is the first letter of
the Russian worga (da). Many non-Russian speakers know that this word
means “yes”, but another meaning is “and”, connecting itntersection

types.
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elimination rule replaces with a particular evaluation order.

v,aevalordert- e: t
vy Fe:dart

v F eevalorder
v F e:le/alt

vy Fe:Hdat

These straightforward rules have a couple of issues:

e Whether a program diverges can depend on whether it is run
under call-by-value, or call-by-name. The simply-typad
calculus has the same typing rules for call-by-value anti cal
by-name, because those rules cannot distinguish progtraahs t
return something from programs that diverge. Since we want
to elaborate to call-by-value or call-by-name depending on
which type appeared, evaluation depends on the partigpar t
ing derivation. Suppose that evaluationegfdiverges, and that
f is bound to(Ax. e1). Then whetherf @ e, diverges depends

on whether the type of has-% or 2. The above rules allow

a compiler to make either choice. Polymorphism in the form
of [1 aggravates the problem: it is tempting to infer fothe
principal type[a. --- 2 --.; the compiler can then choose
how to instantiate at each off's call sites. Allowing such code

is one of this paper’'s goals, but only when the programmer
knows that either evaluation order is sensible and hasenritt
an appropriate type annotation or module signature.

We resolve this through bidirectional typing, which ensureat
quantifiers are introduced only via type annotation (a kihd o
subformula property). Internal details of the typing dation
still affect elaboration, and thus evaluation, but the rimé
details will be consistent with programmers’ expresseerit

If we extend the language with effects, we may need a value
restriction in certain rules. For example, mutable refeesn
will break type safety unless we add a value restriction & th
introduction rules fo and/].

A traditional value restriction_(Wright 1995) would simptlg-
quire changinge to v in the introduction rules, where is a
class of syntactic values. In our setting, whether a vagialis

a value depends on typing, so a value restriction is lesigjbtra
forward. We resolve this by extending the typing judgmenhwi
information about whether the expression is a value.

Bidirectional typing. We can refine the traditional typing judg-
ment intocheckingandsynthesigudgments. In the checking judg-
mente < T, we already know that should have type, and are
checking thae is consistent with this knowledge. In the synthesis
judgmente = T, we extractr from e itself (perhaps directly from a
type annotation), or from assumptions available in a tygimgtext.

The use of bidirectional typina_(Pierce and Turner 2000; -Dun
field and Krishnaswami 2013) is often motivated by the need to
typecheck programs that use features Damas-Milner inferean-
not handle, such as indexed and refinement type:s (Xi 1998ebav
and Pfenning 2000; Dunfield and Pfenning 2004) and highat-ra
polymorphism. But decidability is not our motivation foring
bidirectional typing. Rather, we want typing to remain petable
even though evaluation order is implicit. By following thepaoach
of IDunfield and Pfenning (2004), in which “introduction fesm
check, elimination forms synthesize”, we ensure that treduev
ation orders in typing match what programmers intended:pe ty
connective with & or N evaluation order can be introducedly
by a checking judgment. Since the types in checking judgsnent
are derived from type annotations, they match the progratame
expressed intent.

Programmers must write annotations on expressions that are
redexes: iNAx. e) @ ez, theA needs an annotation, becaulse e
is an introduction form in an elimination position} @ e,. In
contrast,f @ (Ax.ez2) needs no annotation, though the type of
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f must be derived (if indirectly) from an annotation. Recesi
functionsfix u. Ax. e “reduce” to their unfolding, so they also need
annotations.

Valueness. Whether an expression is a value may depend on
typing, so we put &aluenessn the typing judgmentse ,,,= S (or

e vai= S) means that at typesS is definitely a value, while += S
(or e T« S) means thae at typeS is not known to be a value. In
the style of abstract interpretation, we have a partial ordsuch
thatval C T. Then thgoin @1 Ll @2 isval wheng = @, = val,
and T otherwise. g Since valueness is just a projectiore,ofve
could formulate the system without it, usirgo mark judgments
as denoting valuesV)) or possible nonvalues\j. But that seems
prone to confusion: i§< saying the expression is “by name” in
some sense?

Types and typing contexts. In Figure[3 we show the grammar for
evaluation orderg, which are either by-valueV), by-name {),
or an evaluation order variable We have the unit typd, type
variablesx, ordinary parametric polymorphisivix. T, evaluation
order polymorphisnfla. T, functionst; 51, productst; *€ T2,
sumst; +€ T2, and recursive types© «. T.

A source typing contexty consists of variable declarations
x o= T denoting thatx has typet with valuenessy, fixed-
point variable declarations +=> 7 (fixed-point variables are never
values), evaluation-order variable declaratieesalorderand type
variable declarationg type

Impartial typing judgments. Figure[4 shows the bidirectional
rules for impartial typing. The judgment forms ayet| e (<
T, meaning thate checks againstr (with valuenessg), and
Y ki e ¢= T, meaning that synthesizes type. The “I” on
the turnstile stands for “impartial”.

Connective-independent rules.Ruledlvadand[fixvadsimply use
assumptions stored ip. Rule[[fid checks a fixed poinfix u. e
against typer by introducing the assumptiom += t and check-
ing e againstr; its premise has valuenegsbecause even i is a
value,fix u. e is not (T in the conclusion).

Rule[[subl says that ife synthesizea thene checks against.
For example, in the (ill-advised) fixed point expressfn u. u,
the premise dffixltries to checku againstr, butllfixvarl derives a
synthesis judgment, not a checking judgmisniblbridges the gap.

Rule[annd| also mediates between synthesis and checking, in
the opposite direction: if we can check an expressi@yainst an
annotated type, then(e:t) synthesizes.

Introductions and eliminations. The rest of the rules are linked
to type connectives. For easy reference, the figure showss eac
connective to the left of its introduction and eliminatianas. We
follow the recipe of Dunfield and Pfenning (2004): introdant
rules check, and elimination rules synthesize. This regip&ls
the smallest sensible set of rules, omitting some rulesatenot
absolutely necessary but can be useful in practice. Forgbeaimur
rules never synthesize a type for an unannotated pair, bedhe
pair is an introduction form.

Rule [=£Elim] follows the recipe, despite having a checking
judgment in its conclusion: the connective being elimidate®,
is synthesized (in the first premise).

Functions. Rule [=Intrd introduces the typer; = T,. Its
premise adds an assumptioQaiueness(¢)= T1, Wherevalueness(e)
isval if e =V, andT if e is N or is an evaluation-order variable
a. This rule thereby encompasses both variables that willube s
stituted with valuesv@alueness(e) = val) and variables that might
be substituted with non-valuesaueness(e) = T). Applying a

function of typet; < T, yields something of type, regardless
of e, sdl—=Elimlignorese.
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Consistent with the usual definition of syntactic vallies]ntrols
conclusion hasal, while[=Elimls conclusion has .

In rule [==Elim] the first premise has the connective to elim-
inate, so the first premise synthesiZes +° t.). This provides
the typet;, so the second premise is a checking judgment; it also
providest,, so the conclusion synthesizes.

Products. Rule[xIntrd types a value if and only if botk; and
ez are typed as values, so its conclusion has valuepess ;.

Sums. Rule[[fIntro]is straightforward. In rul@+Elim] the as-
sumptions added tp in the branches say that andx, are values
(val), because our by-name sum type is “by-name” ondiside
This point should become more clear when we see the tramslati
of types into the economical system.

Recursive types. Ruledlulntrolandl uElim|have the samein the
premise and conclusion, without explicit “roll” and “unfbton-
structs. In a non-bidirectional type inference systens would be
awkward since the expression doesn't give direct cluestaben

to apply these rules. In this bidirectional system, the tgtls us to
apphluintro](since its conclusion is a checking judgment). Know-
ing when to applyl LElim|is more subtle: we should try to apply it
whenever we need to synthesize sootieer type connective. For
instance, the first premise[bEElim|needs at-, so if we synthesize

a p-type we should appfElim]in the hope of exposing &.

The lack of explicit [un]rolls suggests that these are not is
recursive but equi-recursive types (Pigrce 2002, chaftertow-
ever, we don't semantically equate a recursive type withrifsld-
ing, so perhaps they should be calletplicitly iso-recursive.

Note that an implementation would need to check that the type
under theu is guarded by a type connective that does have explicit
constructs, to rule out types lik€ «. «, which is its own unfolding
and could make the typechecker run in circles.

Explicit type polymorphism. In contrast to recursive types, we
explicitly introduce and eliminate type polymorphism vigetex-
pressions\«. e andM [t]. This guarantees thatvacan be instan-
tiated with a type containing a particular evaluation orideand
only if such a type appears in the source program.

Principality. Supposey - e1 = Ha. T — 12. Then, for any
€, we can derivey - e; @ e; = [e/alT2. But we can't use
[MIntrd to derive the typefla’. [a’/alt2, becausee; @ ez. The
only sense in which this expression has a principal type geif
have an evaluation-order variablejyirthat we can substitute far.

2.3 Programming with Polymorphic Evaluation Order

Lists and streams. The impartial type system can express lists
and (potentially terminating) streams in a single decianat

R (147 (x " B))

Choosinga = V yields ¥ B. (1+Y (e *¥ B)), which is the type of
lists of elementsx. Choosinga = N yieldsp"B. (14" (a +" B)),
which is the type of streams that may end—essentially, l&ty. |
Since evaluation order is implicit in source expressions, can
write operations ofhist a « that work for listsand streams:

type List a «

map: Ja.Vo. (« Y, B) Y, (List a o) AR (List a )
= Awx. fix map. Af. Axs.
case(xs, x1.inj1 O,
x2.inj, (f @ (proji x2), map @ f @ (projzx2)))

This sugar-free syntax bristles; in an implementation withve-
niences like pattern-matching on tuples and named conetajc
we could write
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‘valueness(e) =0 ‘ Evaluation ordee maps to valuenesp valueness(V) = val
valueness(N) = T
valueness(a) = T
Y ki e o< T| Source expressionchecks against impartial type
Y 1 e o= T| Source expressioasynthesizes impartial type
(xe=>T)EY ur=1e€y Yut=Thee&sET | Yhiee=T YhieeesT
— lvar —— Ifixvar I fix ——Isub ——— lanno
YH X e=>T YyHuT=>"1 YhH (fixue) r&ET Yhiee&ET YhH (e:D) o= T

Y, (Xtype'_l €val =T Y Fie o= Vot

v + ' type

1VInt IVEIi ——— |1Int
\V/ Y H Ax. e aesE V. T nere v elt']l o= [t'/udT " 1 YH Owel e
v, aevalordett-| e ya&= T Yh ee= Ha.t v F eevalorder ]
ﬂ | dlntro I JElim
Yhieww&s dat YFiee=le/alt
€ Yy (X valueness(e)= T1) I i & T2 | SIntro yhier ¢, = (T 51) Yhi € o, &ET1 | Elim
Y Fi (A €) vars (T1 — T2) Yhi(e1Q@e) 1= T2
€ v h e 1< T v Hi e e, & T2 yhe@:> (T1 *eTz) .

k = I «Intro - I *Elimy

Yh (er, €2) o ue, < (T1 x° T2) Y ki (projx e) 7= T«

Y, (XT val= Tl) Fi e @1 =T
€ Yh e oE Tk Yheg,= (M+12) v,(xw=T)he o,&ET _
—|— | +Introy [ +Elim

Y i (injke) & (T1 +° T2)

i

e Yhees (1) /ot
YhH ee&E T

I uintro

Y i case(e, x1.e1, Xx2.2) TE T

Yhi e o= uot
Yh er= [(nx.1)/a]T

ILElim

Figure 4. Impartial bidirectional typing for the source language

mapf xs : Ja.Va. (x Y B) Y (List a o) Y (List a 3)
= case xs of Nil = Nil
| Cons(hd, tl) = Cons(f hd, mapf tl)

Note that, except for the type, this is standard coderfap
Even this small example raises interesting questions:

e Mustall the connectives ihist havea? No. Puttinga on either
thep or the+ and writingV on the other connectives is enough
to get stream behaviour wheris instantiated wittN: the only
reason to eliminate (unroll) the is to eliminate (case on)
the +; marking either connective will suspend the underlying
computation. Marking botht and + induces a suspension of
a suspension, where forcing the outer suspension immédiate
forces the inner one; one of the suspensions is superfluous.

Note that marking only with a, thatis,u”B. (1+ (a+* B)),
yields an “odd” data structure (Wadler et al. 1998), one that
is not entirely lazy: we know immediately—without forcing a
thunk—which injection we have (i.e. whether we havi or
Cons).

¢ What evaluation orders should we use in the typenaf? We

used by-valuewy—>), but we could use the same evaluation order
as the list:]a. Vo (o = B) = (List a «) = (List a B).
This essentially gives “ML-ish” behaviour when= V, and
“Haskell-ish” behaviour whea = N. The type system, how-
ever, permits other variants—even the outlandishly generi

[ar1,a2,a3,24,2s5. Vo (o 25 B) 23 (List a3 «) 2 (List a5 p)
We leave deeper investigation of these questions to futuamd:w

our purpose, in this paper, is to develop the type systenisrithke
such questions matter.
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Variations in being odd and even. The Standard ML type of
“streams in odd style’ (Wadler etlal. 1998, Fig. 1), given by
datatype « stream = Nil | Cons of & * « stream susp
where « stream susp is the type of a thunk that yields am
stream, can be represented as the impartial typées3. (1 +Vv
(x +¥ (uMy.B))). Note the slightly awkwardp™y. B), in which
v doesn’t occur; we can't simply write™ 3. on the outside, be-
cause that would suspend the entire sum. (In the economyjgal t
system in Sectiof]3, it's easy to put the suspension in efther
sition.) This type differs subtly from another “odd” streaype,
wp. (1 +V (o % [3)), which corresponds to the SML type

datatype o stream = Nil | Cons of (& * « stream) susp

Here, the contents are under the suspension; given a value of this
type, we immediately know whether we haMé or Cons, but we
must force a thunk to see what the value is, which will als@atv
whether the tail iNil or Cons.

We can also encode “streams in even style” (Wadlerlet al.,1998
Fig. 2): The SML declarations

Nil_ | Cons_ of « * « stream
« stream_ susp

datatype &« stream_ =
withtype « stream =

correspond taB. (14 (« " B))), with theN on p playing the
role of thewithtype declaration.

Wadler et al.[(1998) note that “streams in odd style” can be
encoded with ease in SML, while “streams in even style” can be
encoded with difficulty (see their Figure 2). In the impdrtige
system, both encodings are straightforward, and we woulg on
need to write one (polymorphic) version of each of their fiorwts
over streams.
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Source values v
By-value eval. contexty = []

O [Ax.e| (vi, v2) |injxv

|Cv@€2 |V1 @Cv
| (Cv, e2) | (vi, Cv) | projk Cv
| injk Cy | case(Cv s X1.€71, Xz.ez)

By-name eval. context€y = []

lcN@ezF
[1(Cn, e || Cer, Cn) || projx Cn

| inj, Cn | case(CN , X1.€1, Xz.Ez)

e ~ e’ | Source expressioasteps toe’

CRVE C renCiy € RN ET enCoa
— SrcSte tx ——  SrcSte tx
Culel — Cyle] P Culel ~ Cule’] P

e ~sry €’ | ereduces te’ by value
e ~grn €' | ereduces t@’ by name
(Ax.e1) @va gy [v2/xler BVreduce
(Ax.e1) @ ez ~rn [ez2/x]er BNreduce
(ix u.e) ~ry [(ixu.e)/ue fixVreduce
(fix u.e) ~rn [(Aixu.e)/ule fixNreduce
projk (vi, v2) ~»rv Vk projVreduce
PIOjx (e1, €2) ~»RN €x proereduce
case(inj, v, x1.e1, X2.€2) ~»Rrv [V/xx]ex caseVreduce
case(injy e, x1.e1, X2.€2) ~»rn [e/xx]ex caseNreduce

Figure 5. Source reduction

efle) = e’ | Source expressionerases t@’

ef(Ac.e) = erfe) ef0) = O

ef(elS1) = ere) efx) = x

er{ (e:S)) = efle) erfer @ e) T efler) @ erfez)
elc.

Figure 6. Erasing types from source expressions

Binary trees. As with lists, we can define evaluation-order-
polymorphic trees:

type Treea o« = pfB. (1 +Y (oY B #Y B))
Here, onlyw is polymorphic ina, to suppress redundant thunks.

2.4 Operational Semantics for the Source Language

A source expression takes a step if a subterm in evaluatisia po
tion can be reduced. We want to model by-value computatith
by-name computation, so we define the source steppingaelati
usings two notions of evaluation position and two notionseaiuc-
tion. A by-value evaluation contegt, is an expression with a hole
[1, whereCye] is the expression withk in place of thel]. If e re-
duces by value te’, writtene ~»ry €', thenCyle] ~ Cy[e’]. For
example, ife; ~rv €5 thenvy @ e; ~ v @ e}, because; @ []

is a by-value evaluation context.

Dually, Cn[e] ~ Cnle'] if e ~rn €. Every by-value contex
is a by-name context, and every pair related-byy is also related
by ~~grn, but the converses do not hold. For instance@ [] is a
Cn but not aCy, andproj, (e1, e2) ~»grn €2, butprojz (er, ez2)
reduces by value only whan ande, are values.

Values, by-value evaluation contexfs, by-name evaluatio
contextsCy, and the relations~, ~»gy and~-gry are defined in
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Figure[%. The definitions of, Cyv and ~~ry, taken together, ar
standard for call-by-value; the definitions@§ and~~grn are stan-
dard for call-by-name. The peculiarity is that can behave eithe

by value (uldSreSTepCERY) or by name (ulEreStepChN).

We assume that the expressions being reduced have beeth erase
(Figure[®), so we omit a rule for reducing annotations. Alédives
are discussed in Sectibnb.1.

2.5 Value Restriction

Our calculus excludes effects such as mutable referencesver,
to allow it to serve as a basis for larger languages, we impose
value restriction on certain introduction rules. Withcdhistrestric-
tion, the system would be unsound in the presence of mutable r
erences. Following Wright (1995), the rllglntrolrequires that its
subject be a value, as in Standard ML (Milner €t al. 1997).mA:si
ilar value restriction is needed for intersection typesyBs and
Pfenning 2000). The following example shows the need for¢he
striction on/l:

let T:ref (Ja.T 5 1) =reffin

r:=g; h(!r)

Assume we havé : la. T3t andg : T -5 tandh : (T91) 5 .
By a version of[[IIntrd that doesn'’t require its subject to be a
value, we haver : [a.ref (t -3 t). By [ZELm with N for a,

we haver : ref (T 5 T), making the assignment := g well-
typed. However, bfZIEmlwith V for a, we haver : ref (T -5 7).

It follows that the dereferencér has typet Y, 1, so !t can be
passed td. But ! = g is actually call-by-name. I = Ax. x(e2),
we should be able to assume thawill be evaluated exactly once,
butx = g is call-by-name, violating this assumption.

If we think of 1 as an intersection type, so thathas type

(T Y, T) A (T N, T), the example and argument closely fol-
low Davies and Pfenning (2000) and, in turn, Wright (1995)pr(
union types, a similar problem arises, which can be solvea by
dual solution—restricting the union-elimination rule teakiation
contexts|(Dunfield and Pfenning 2003).)

2.6 Subtyping andn-Expansion

Systems with intersection types often include subtypinge T
strength of subtyping in intersection type systems varigsn
syntactic approaches that emphasize simplicity (e.g. Bleshéind
Pfenning 1(2003)) to semantic approaches that emphasize com
pleteness (e.g. Frisch etlal. (2002)). Generally, subgpiat
minimum—allows intersections to be transparently elirtéda
even at higher rank (that is, to the left of an arrow), so that t
following function application is well-typed:

f:((tAT)—=T) =1, 9:(t 2T) Ffg:it

Through a subsumption rule, : (T — T2) checks against type
(1 A\ t7) — 712, because a function that accepts all values of type
77 should also accept all values that have typendtypet].

Using the analogy between intersection dhdn our impartial
type system, we might expect to derive

f:((da.m irr])l)’rz) s, g (midT) Sk fgiTs
Here, f asks for a function of typd/la. 11 -11) Y, T2), which

works on all evaluation orders; byts type (T, N T1) Y T, says
thatg calls its argument only by name.

For simplicity, this paper excludes subtyping: our typetays
does not permit this derivation. But it would be possibleafine a
subtyping system, and incorporate subtyping into the supson
rulel[subl—either by treatindl similarly toV (Dunfield and Krish-
naswami 2013), or by treating as an intersection type (Dunfield
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and Pfenning 2003). A simple subtyping system could be ddriv
from the typing rules that argtationary—where the premises type
the same expression as the conclusion (L€ivant/1986). Eongbe,
[OETml corresponds to

I' + e evalorder
'tk (da.7) < [e/alT

Alternatively,-expansion can substitute for subtyping: even with-
out subtyping and a subsumption rule, we can derive

<A-LEfFT

f: ((Lla.’ni)’t]) —)Tz) — T3,
g:(t B1) o1 F f(Ax.gx):Ts

This idea, developed by Barendregt €etlal. (1983), can bevattal,;
see, for example, Dunfield (2014).

3. Economical Type System

|T] =S| Impartial typer translates to economical ty|Se

1] =1 |Aa.t] = Oa.|[T1]
11 S 12) = (ew 1)) = [12] [nfo.t] = po. v |T]
It +°12] = e» (|T1] + [72]) (Vo 1] = Ve [1]
T+ 2] = (e [T1]) * (e [12]) o] = &
|'v] =T'| Impartial contexty translates to economical contéxt

b/)“typej = Lyj,octype
LV)uT:> TJ = L’Yj»u: LTJ

|y, a evalordet = |v|, a evalorder
vy xvai= t) = [v],x: V7]
LV)X T= TJ = LVJ)X: N’LTJ

Expressiore with t-annotations
translates to expressiari with S-annotations

[Ce:D] = (le]: [t])
lel<]] = [e][|z]]
Le1 @ EZJ LE]J @ LezJ

etc.

Figure 7. Type translation into the economical language

The impartial type system directly generalizes a call-bjug
system and a call-by-name system, but the profusion of atives
is unwieldy, and impartiality doesn't fit a standard opemaéil se-
mantics. Instead of elaborating the impartial system intotarget
language, we pause to develop esonomicaltype system whose
standard connectives, *, +, w) are by-value, but with sus-
pension poinker-S to provide by-name behaviour. This intermedi-
ate system yields a straightforward elaboration. It alswstitutes
an alternative source language that, while biased towaaliisg-
value, conveniently allows call-by-name and evaluaticaeo poly-
morphism.

In the grammar in Figulld 8, the economical tySesre obtained
from the impartial typex by dropping all thee decorations and
adding a connective»S (read “e suspends”). When e is V, this
connective is a no-op: elaboratiagt typeVe-S and at types yield
the same term. But whenis N, elaboratinge at typeN»S is like
elaboratinge at typel — S.

In economical typing contexts, variablesx denote values, so
we replace the assumption fonn, = T with x : S. Similarly, we
replaceu += twithu:S.

which depends on thein e»S: if we introduce the typ&l»-S, then
e will be elaborated to a thunk, which is a value; if we are etiati
ing N»-S, the elaboration oé will have the formforce - - -, which
(like function application) is not a value.

3.1 Translating to Economical Types

To relate economical types to impartial types, we define & typ
translation|t| = S that inserts suspension points (Figlre 7). Given
an impatrtially-typed source prograeof type T, we can show that
|e] has the economical typger| (Theorenil).

Some parts of the translation are straightforward. Funstio
T1 = 1, are translated toe» |11 |) — | 12| because whea = N,
we get the expected typ@N»|t1|) — |72] of a call-by-name
function.

We are less constrained in how to translate other connsctive

¢ We could translate; +°t, to (e»|t1]) + (ew|T2]). But then
1 +N 1—presumably intended as a non-strict boolean type—
would be translated toN»1) + (N»1), which exposes which
injection was used (whether the boolean is true or falséj)owit
forcing the (spurious) thunk around the unit value. Thus, we
instead place the thunk around the entire sum, solthal 1
translates tdN»- (1 + 1).

We could translate; *© T, to e» (|11 | * |12 ])—which corre-
sponds to how we decided to translate sum types. Instead, we
translate it to(e» |11 |) * (e»|T2]), SO that, where = N, we

get a pair of thunks; accessing one component of the pair (by
forcing its thunk) won’t cause the other component to beddrc

Finally, in translatingu®«. t, we could put a suspension on
each occurrence af in T, rather than a single suspension on
the outside of. Sincet is often a sum type, writing-€ already
puts a thunk orr; we don't need a thunk around a thunk. But
by the same token, suspensions around the occurrenossaof
also lead to double thunks: translating the type of lazy nahtu
numbersiM «. (14+N o) would givep. (N»(1+Nw»)), which
expands tN» (1 + N»-Np-(1+...)).

The rationales for our translation of products and recearsipes
are less clear than the rationale for sum types; it's posditht
different encodings would be preferred in practice.

The above translation does allow programmers to use the alte
native encodings, though awkwardly. For example, a twadthu
variant of T; € T, can be obtained by writindu¢p.t;) *V
(up.12), wherep doesn't occur; the only purpose pfhere is to
insert a suspension. (This suggests a kind of ill-foundgdraent
for our chosen translation qf: it enables us to insert suspensions,
albeit awkwardly.)

3.2 Programming with Economical Types
We can translate the list/stream example from Sed¢fioh 21Beo
economical system:
typeLista « = pup. am(1+ (a* B))

The body ofmapis the same; only the type annotation is different.
map: Ha.Vo. (6 — ) — (List a «) — (List a )
= Awx. fix map. Af. Axs.

case(xs, x1.inj1 O,

x2.inj, (f @ (proji x2), map @ f @ (projzx2)))

The above type fomapcorresponds to the impartial type with.

Dropping e decorations means that—apart from the valueness At the end of Sectiof 213, we gave a very generic typenfai

annotations—most of the economical rules in Fiddre 8 loatyfa
standard. The only new rules are for suspension pemthalfway
down Figuré8. It would be nice to have only two rules (an idtro-
tion and an elimination), but we need to track whethés a value,
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which we can translate to the economical system:
Na1,az,a3,a4,as.
V. (azb((m»oc) - [3)) — (asp(List a3 «)) — (List as B)
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I' Fe case(e, x1.€1, x2.€2) T& S

Economical typesS = 1|« |Vx. S| Ha.S| e»S Econ.typingcontexts T == -|[[x: S |Lu:S | aevalorded T, xtype
[S1 — S21S1%S2[S1+S2|pe. S Econ. source expressions == ...| Ax.e|e[S1] (e:S)
I' Fe e o & S| Source expressionchecks against economical tyfe
I' Fg e o= S| Source expressionsynthesizes economical tyjSe
(x:S)er _ (w:sS)er hu:SbeeoeS Mheey=S _ ~ Treeoes
T Fexwm=S o Treur=5 "  TreEzwe) 1S TreeeesS ° Tre(esS) o=5
T, atype Fe e vas S I'Feee= VS I+ S type )
EVI - ; EVEI S —
Vo7 Fe Aq e Ve, § DV mtro I FeelS] o= [S'/dS m 1 gz Bt
I a evalorderte e o< S Iteee= Ma. S I' - e evalorder .
ﬂ ElIntro Elim
I' Fe eva<e Oa. S I' Fee o= [e/alS
tFee o= S Eplnt
- Eepintro
T Fe e o< erS FI—Ee(péV>SEEI_ Fl—Ee(p:>e>SEE_
EP o emie NBS Treeoms o Ffeer=S
[x:51 Feeo&e S I'Feel ;= (S1—8S2) I'Feer o, & S
E—l E—Eli
H I' Fe (AX. e) val &= (S] — 52) —intro I Fe (61 () ez) =S —Em
I' Fe er (91{:31 FFEez(pZ{:Sz FFEemé(S]*Sz) .
ExIntro - ExElimy
I' Fe (e1, €2) o ue, & (S1%S2) I' Fe (projk e) 7= S«
RX] :S1 Fe e q,]<:S
r I—Ee(pésk r }—Eeq,o:> (S1+52) ]—;X2252 Fe ez ¢2¢S
E+l E+Eli
—+— T (injk e) pp (Sl +52) +Introy +Elim

I'teees [(ucx.S)/cx}S
I'tee & pa S

Eplntro

' Fee = pa.S
Nteert= [(uoc.S)/oc}S

EuElim

Figure 8. Economical bidirectional typing

This type might not look economical, but makes redundanesus
sions more evidentist az « is p---. az» - - -, S0 the suspension
controlled bya, is never useful, showing that is unnecessary.

3.3 Economizing

The main result of this section is that impartial typing deri
tions can be transformed into economical typing derivatiorhe
proof (Dunfield 2015, Appendix B.3) relies on a lemma that-con
verts typing assumptions witis-S’ to assumptions witls .

Theorem 1 (Economizing)

Q) fyhki e o= tthen|y| Fe |e] o= |T].
(2) lfy i e &= Tthen|y| Fe [e] o< [T).

4. Target Language

Our target language (Figuré 9) has by-vatsex, + andu connec-
tives,V, and aU connective (for thunks).

The V connective has explicit introduction and elimination
formsA__. M andM[_]. This “type-free” style is a compromise
between having no explicit forms faf and having explicit forms
that contain typesA«. M and A [M1). Having no explicit forms
would complicate some proofs; including the types would mea
that target terms contain types, giving a misleading ingiogsthat
operational behaviour is influenced by types.

Targetterms M == (O [ x| Ax.M | M; M
[ulfixu M|A_M|M[_]
| thunk M | forceM
| (M1, M2) | projx M
| inj, M | case(M, x1.M1, x2.M2)
| roll M | unroll M
W= Qx| Ax.M|A_. M
| thunk M | W1, W3)
| inj, W | roll W
Valuables V := O |x|M.M|A_.V|V[_]
| thunk M | V1, V2)
| projk\7 | injk\7 | roll V | unroll V
== []|CO@M; |W; @C|CI[_]|force C
| (C, M) | (W4, C) | proji C
| injkC | case(C, x1.M1, x2.M3)
| roll C | unroll C
ABi=1|a|Va. AlAT - Az | UA;
A1 * Az | A1+ Az | pat. A
= | G,x:A|G,atype

Values

Eval. contextsC

Target types

Typing contextsG

Figure 9. Syntax of the target language

Dually, eliminatingN» results in a target terforce M, rather than

The target language also has an explicit introduction form @ MO.

roll M and elimination forminroll M for u types.

As with V, we distinguish thunks to simplify some proofs:
Source expressions typed with the connective are elaborated
to thunk M, rather than to & with an unused bound variable.

8 (263)

4.1 Typing Rules

Figure 10 shows the typing rules for our target languages@ laee
standard except for thEVIntrolrule and the rules for thunks:
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Target termML
has target typé

T1lintro

GH O:1

(x:A)eG (u:A)GGTf_ G,u:AI—Te:ATf_
Grrix:A " GrruA " G (Axwe) A
. GhFr M:Va. A
G,xtypetr V: A G+ A'type
\v4 X per T TWIntro YPe  rvEiim
G A_.V:Va. A Gk M[_]:[A"/«]A
GFrM;:A—B
G,x:AFTM:B Tnt G My: A TEn
G AM):ASB " G (MiMy) B
U GFrM:B TUInt GF M;:UB TUEN
GrrthunkM:UB ' GrrforceM;:B
G}—T M]:A]
Gkt My: Ay Telnt GFTM:A]*AZTEI_
Gk (Mq,M2) :A1%A, xintro G k1 projk M : Ax FEIM
+ CITMiAY 1iintro,  GFT MiAI+A;
G bt ankM CAT+HAL G,x1:A1 Fr My A
G,Xz:Az }_T Mz: A .
T+Elim
"’L G }_T case(M,x1.M1 ,Xz.Mz) A
GFrM: AJ]A = | pe.
! [H“ /Od Tulntro Ghr M:pa A TuElim

Ghrrol M : px. A G b1 unroll M : [ux. A/x]A

Figure 10. Target language type system

Valuability restriction. Though we omit mutable references from

the target language, we want the type system to accommodate

them. Using the standard syntactic value restriction (Wirk995)
would spoil this language as a target for our elaborationerwh
source typing useslabVintro, it requires that the source expression
be a value (not syntactically, but according to the sourgénty
derivation). Yet if that source value is typed usiagbdElim, it
will elaborate to a projection, which is not a syntactic wal8o we
use a valuability restriction A target term is avaluable
V if it is a value (e.gAx. M) or is a projection, injection, roll or
unroll of something that is valuable (Figurk 9). Later, Wwpilove
that if a source expression is a value (according to the sdyping
derivation), its elaboration is valuable (Lemfja 6).

Thunks. We givethunk M the typeU B for “thUnk B” (if M
has typeB); force M eliminates this connective.

4.2 Operational Semantics

The target operational semantics has two relatidisi=g M’,
read ‘M reduces toM””, and M — M’, read ‘M steps to
M. The latter has only one rul@tepContext, which says that
CIM] — C[M']if M —gr M’, whereC is an evaluation context
(Figure[®). The rules for—gr (Figure[11) reduce a applied to

a value; a force of a thunk; a fixed point; a type application; a
projection of a pair of values; a case over an injected vanel;

an unroll of a rolled value. Apart froforce (thunk M), which we
can view as strange syntax forx. M) (), this is all standard: these
definitions use value®/, not valuables/.

4.3 Type Safety

Lemma 2 (Valuability). If V_+— M’ or V =g M’ thenM’ is
valuable, that is, there exist§’ = M.

Lemma 3 (Substitution) If G,x: A’,G’ -t M : A andG Fr W :
A’ thenG, G’ -1 [W/x]M : A.

9 (264)

Target termM steps (by-value) to target terivt’

M —g M/
——————— StepContext
CIM] — C[M']
Target redexM reduces (by-value) tv’
Ax.M) @ W —gr [W/xIM BReduce
force (thunk M) —r M forceReduce
(fixu. M) —r [(fixu. M)/ulM fixReduce
(A_MI[L] = M tyappReduce
projk (W1, W2)) —r Wi projReduce

case(inj, W, x1.M1, x2.M2) —r [W/xi]Mx caseReduce
unroll (roll W) —r W unrollReduce

Figure 11. Target language operational semantics

IS| = A | Economical types elaborates to target typ®

=1 VeS| = |S]
IS4 +?2I = IS1]1+1S2] |0a.S| = |[V/alS| * |[N/alS|
X = & _
Ve S| = Va. [S| lne. S| = pa. (S|

Economical typing context

elaborates to target typing context
INx: S
Nu:S|

H:.

I, « typd = [T, e type
II;a evalorder  undefined

Ty x < S|
Flyw: S|

Figure 12. Translation from economical types to target types

Theorem 4(Type safety) If - -+ M : A then eitheiM is a value,
orM— M"andG Fr M’ : A.

Proof. By induction on the derivation o6 +r M : A, using
Lemmd3 and standard inversion lemmas, which we omit. O

5. Elaboration

Now we extend the economical typing judgment with an output
M, atargettermT" - e ,,: S — M. The target ternM should be
well-typed using the typing rules in Figurel10, but what tgheuld

it have? We answer this question by defining another traoslan
types. This function, defined by a functi¢$] = A, translates an
economical source tyto a target typeA.

We will show that ife ¢: S <— M thenM : A, whereA = |§|;
this is Theoreni 10. Our translation follows a similar aptoto
Dunfield (2014). However, that system had general intei@ect
typesA; /A A, whereA; and A, don’'t necessarily have the
same structure. In contrast, we halle. A which corresponds to
(IV/a]A) /A (IN/aJA). We also differ in having recursive types;
since these are explicitly rolled (dolded and unrolled in our
target language, our rulesabulntrol and|elabuElim| add these
constructs.

Not bidirectional. We want to relate the operational behaviour of
a source expression to the operational behaviour of itoedion.
Since our source operational semantics is over type-eismade
expressions, it will be convenient for elaboration to wonkevased
source expressions. Without type annotations, we canpsalthe
bidirectional judgments into a single judgment (withit place of
&[=); this obviates the need for elaboration versiongafbland
which merely switch betweeg and=>.
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N'Feg:S— M‘ Erased source expressierlaborates at typg to target termvi

(x:S)eTl (u:8)er

Nu:SkFeeg:S—M

elabfix elablIntro

elabvar elabfixvar

N xva: S —x Fr'fu+:S—>u

\V/ Natypet ey: S — M
N'-ew:Va.S—=A_. M
I+ € val: [V/a]S — M1
ﬂ I'F eva: [N/a]S — M,
't eva: (Oa.S) — (My, M3z)
l'ree:S—M
I'Fege:VBS—=M

elab[Intro

elabwIntro

- (ixuw.e) 7: S — (Axu. M)

I'Fee:VBS—=M

' Ol O
FTFee:Va.S—M I+ S’ type
Ik e [S/aS — MIL[_]

'k ee:(da.S) =M
'k e e:[V/alS < (proji M)
I'F e o:[N/a]S — (projz M)

elabVElim

'Feg:NpS—M

JabwEli [elab» Elimy]
EP Ll NeS < (thunkM) TFepS oM o E™ T e 05 < (force M) S22 =N
Tx:Si Fey:S2 M Fheioi(Si=8S) oM TEee:SioM :
Jab— lab—El
T TF (o) (51— S2) o M eI Ik (e1@ez) 1:S2 = (M1 M) e
I+ S =M I+ S =M I+ (S1%S) =M
k €1 01721 ] €2 03: 22 2 elabxIntro € o (51 %52) elabxElimy

I'E (er, €2) g ue,: (S1%S2) = (My, M2)

I'Fegy:(S14+S2) = Mo

I' F (projke) T: Sk — (projk M)

F,X1ZS] [ el @115‘—>M]

[x2:S2F e S M
72002 2 @2 2 elab+Elim

M- e o Sk — M
I F (injke) o: (S1 +S2) < (inj, M)
MEoeg: [(no.S)/a]S — M
'k ee:pa.S — (roll M)

elab+Introy

_+_

elabulntro

rkF case(e, x1.e1,x2.€2) T: S

— case(Mo, X1 .M] N Xz.Mz)

N-egp:pe.S—M
Ik e [(ne.S)/a]S < (unroll M)

elabuElim

Figure 13. Elaboration

Elaboration rules. We are elaborating the economical type sys-
tem, which has by-value connectives, into the target tyfstesy,
which also has by-value connectives. Most of the elabanatites
just map source constructs into the corresponding targetaets;
for examplelelzbvar elaboratex to x, andelzb—lIntrol elaborates
Ax. e to Ax. M wheree elaborates tdvi.

Elaborating V. Rule [e[ab¥Intrd elaboratese (which is type-
erased and thus has no explicit source construct) to thettgge
abstraction\__, M; rule[e[abYElim] elaborates to a target type ap-
plicationM [__].

Elaborating . RulefelabIIntrdelaborates an at type[a. S to
a pair with the elaborations efat type[V/a]S and at[N/a]S. Note
that unlike the corresponding rUe[lIntrolin the non-elaborating
economical type system, which introduces a variabieto I' and
typese parametricallflelabIIntrad] substitutes concrete evaluation
ordersV andN for a. Consequently, th€ in the elaboration judg-
ment never containsevalorderdeclarations.

RulelelabElim| elaborates to the appropriate projection.

Elaborating ». Rule[elab»Intrd has two conclusions. The first
conclusion elaborates at typ® S as if elaborating at typ8. The
second conclusion elaborated\B S to a thunk. Correspondingly,
rule[elab» Elimy] ignores theV suspension, and rulgaby Elimy]
forces the thunk introduced

5.1 Elaboration Type Soundness

The main result of this section (Theorém 10) is that, givemia n
elaborating economical typing derivatidh Fe e ,< S, we can
derivel” - erfe) ,/: S — M such that the target teri is well-
typed. The erasure functiam(e), defined in Figurgl6, removes type
annotations, type abstractions, and type applications.
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It will be useful to relate various notions of valuenessskiif e
elaborates to a syntactic target valé then the elaboration rules
deeme to be a (source) value.

Lemma5.If T F e o: S — Wthene = val.

Second, ife is a value according to the source typing rules, its
elaborationM is valuable (but not necessarily a syntactic target
value).

Lemma 6 (Elaboration valuability) .
If T + e va: S — M thenM is valuable, that is, there exists
such thatMl = V.

Several substitution lemmas are required. The first is fer th
non-elaborating economical type system; we'll use it ifEfiHntrol
case of the main proof to remowueevalorderdeclarations.
Lemma 7 (Substitution—Evaluation orders)

(1) If T, a evalordesT’ I~ S typeandl” - e evalorder

thenT, [e/all"’  [e/a]S type
(2) If D derivesT; a evalordeyT’ e e < Sandl e evalorder

thenD’ derivesT, [e/all’ e e o< [e/a]S whereD’ is not

larger tharD.

(3) If D derivesl; a evalordeyT’ e e = Sandl' - ¢ evalorder
thenD’ derivesT, [e/all’ ke e = [e/alS whereD’ is not
larger thariD.

Next, we show that an expressien can be substituted for a
variablex, providede; elaborates to a target valy®.
Lemma 8 (Expression substitution)
L) HT e o:S1 o Wandlx:S1,T' F ez 4,:S— M
thenT, T’ F [e1/xlez ¢,: S — [W/xIM.
) fT F fixu.e; 1:S1 — fixu. My
andliu: S, T + ez ¢, S— M
thenl, T/ + [(fixu. er)/ules ¢,: S — [(fixu. My)/ulM.
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Lemma 9 (Type translation well-formedness)
If ' = Stypethen|l'| I |S|type

We can now state the main result of this section:

Theorem 10(Elaboration type soundness)

fT Feeoe&SorT Fee =S

wherel" - S typeandT contains na evalorderdeclarations
then there existd1 such thaf” - erfe) ,: S —= M
wherep’ C ¢ and|l'| -+ M :|S].

The proof is in Dunfield (2015, Appendix B.5). In this theorem
the resulting elaboration judgment has a valuengsthat can be
more precise than the valuenes@ the non-elaborating judgment.
Suppose that, inside a derivationoévalorder g e o< S, we
have

a evalordert—c e’ ya<= apS’

aevalordertg e’ & S’
The valueness in the conclusion must be because we might
substituteN for a, which is elaborated to force, which is not a
value. Now suppose we substititeor a. We need to construct an
elaboration derivation, and the only rule that worKs/ligh» Elimy}

-+ 6/ va|ZV>S, — M
ke S oM

This sayse’ is a value Yal), where the original (parametric) eco-
nomical typing judgment had: Substituting a concrete object
(here,V) for a variablea increases information, refining (“I can-
not prove this is a value”) inteal. In the introduction rules, sub-
stituting N for a can replacel” with val, because we know we're
elaborating to a thunk, which is a value.

elab»Elimy

6. Consistency
Our main result in this section, Theorén 15, says thatelfiborates

to a target terniM, andM steps (zero or more times) to a target

valueW, thene steps (zero or more times) to soriethat elabo-

To get a source type safety result that is both direct (witlapd
pealing to elaboration and target reductions) and usefitj need
to give a semantics of “reduction with respect to a typingwder
tion”, or else reductiorof a typing derivation. Such a semantics
would support reasoning about local transformations ofc®pro-
grams. It should also lead to a converse of the consisterscytia
this section: if a source expression reduces with respextyping
derivation, and that typing derivation corresponds to ab@lation
derivation, then the target program obtained by elabaratan be
correspondingly reduced.

6.2 DefiningN-Freeness
Definition 1 (N-freeness—impartial)

(1) An impartial typet is N-freeiff (i) for each e appearing irS,
the evaluation ordex is V; and (ii) T has no/]l quantifiers.

(2) Ajudgmenty | e o< TOry ke o= tis N-freeiff: (a) vy
has na evalordedeclarations; (b) in each declaration, = T
iny, the valuenesg is val and the typer is N-free; (c) all types
appearing ire areN-free; and (d)r is N-free.

Definition 2 (N-freeness—economical)

(1) An economical typ& is N-freeiff (i) for each e»S, appearing
in S, the evaluation order is V; and (ii) S has noll quantifiers.

(2) Ajudgmentl” g e o< SorT g e o= S isN-freeiff: (&) '
has noa evalorderdeclarations; (b) all type$’ in " areN-free;
(c) all types appearing ia areN-free; and (d)S is N-free.

Definition 3 (N-freeness—targetA target termM is N-freeiff it
contains ndhunk andforce constructs.

6.3 Lemmas for Consistency

An inversion lemma allows types of the fovi» ... VS, a gener-

alization needed for tHelab»Elimy| case; when we use the lemma

in the consistency proof, the type is not headed/my.

rates toW. The source language stepping relation (Fi§lire 5) allows Lemma 11(Inversion) Given- e o: V»... Ve S — M:

both by-value and (more permissive) by-name reductionsing
the concern that a call-by-value program might elaboratedall-
by-name target program, that is, one taking steps that sorel
to by-name reductions in the source program. So we stremgiiee
statement, showing that ¥1 is completely free of by-name con-
structs, then all the steps taken in the source program avalbg.
That still leaves the possibility that we messed up our e&bo
tion rules, such that a call-by-value source program ektbsrto

anM that contains by-name constructs. So we prove (Thebrém 18)

that if the source program is completely free of by-name tants,

0 or more
©) If M = (Ax. Mp) andS = (S1 — S3)
thene = (Ax.eo) and-;x : S1 F eg ¢/: S2 = Mo.
Q) fM = W;, W,) andS = (da.So)
then- F e ,: [V/alSo — Wj and- F e ,: [N/a]So — Wa.
(2) If M = thunk M, andS = N»-Sp then- - e ,/: So — Mo.
Parts (3)—(6), fol, +, u andx, are stated in the appendix.

Previously, we showed that if a source expression elabotate
target value, source typing says the expression is a value {al);

its elaboratiorM is also free of by-name constructs. Similarly, we Nere, we show that if a source expression elaborates to ettarg

prove (Theorerfi 17) that creating an economical typing déda
from an impartial typing derivation preservisfreeness.
Proofs can be found (n Dunfield (2015, Appendix B.6).

6.1 Source-Side Consistency?

A source expression typed by name won't get stuck if a byevalu

reduction is chosen, but it may diverge instead of termmgati
Suppose we have typddx. x) againstrt 5o Taking only a by-

name reduction, we have
(M. O)fixuw.u) ~ [(Axuwu)/x]O = O usingBNreduce]

However, if we “contradict” the typing derivation by takirzy-
value reductions, we diverge:

(Ax. O)(fixuw.u) ~ (Ax. O)([(fix u. u)/ulu) usindfixVreducel
= A O)fixu.u) ~ ...
We're used to type safety being “up to” nontermination inskase

that we either get a value or diverge, without getting stibck this
is worse: divergence depends on which reductions are chosen
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value that isN-free (ruling outthunk M produced by the second
conclusion ofelab»Intro), thene is asyntacticvalue.

Lemma 12 (Syntactic values)
If T F e S— WandW is N-free thene is a syntactic value.

The next lemma just says that the relation doesn’t produce
thunks andforces out of thin air.

Lemma 13 (Stepping preservel-freeness)if M is N-free and
M — M’ thenM’ is N-free.

The proof is by cases on the derivationMf +— M’, using the
fact that if M andM,; areN-free, thenNM,/x]M; is N-free.

6.4 Consistency Results

Theorem 14(Consistency)

If -+ ey:S— MandM — M’ then there exists’ such that
e~"¢e and- F e’ ,:S— M ande’ C o.

Moreover: (1) If@ = val thene’ = e. (2) If M is N-free then
e ~* e’ can be derived without usirf§rcStepCtxN|
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Result (1), under “moreover”, amounts to saying that values
don't step. Result (2) stops us from lazily sneaking in usks o
instead of showing that, giveN-free M, we can
always find a by-value evaluation context for usBiaStepCitxV]
Theorem 15(Multi-step consistency)

If -+ e o:S<— MandM —* W then there exists’ such that
e ~*e and- e’ ,.: S — W. Moreover, ifM is N-free then

we can derivee ~~* e’ without usingSrcStepCtxN|

6.5 Preservation ofN-Freeness

Lemma 16.1f T g e o= S andS is not N-free then it is not the
case that botlt ande areN-free.

Theorem 17(Economizing preservdy-freeness)

If vy b e o< T (resp.=) where the judgment iN-free (Definition
@ (2)) then|y] Fe |e] o< |T] (resp.=) where this judgment is
N-free (Definitior[2 (2)).

Theorem 18(Elaboration preservds-freeness)
If ' Fe e o< S (or =) where the judgment iN-free (Definition
@ (2)) then F enle) ¢: S — M such that\ is N-free.

7. Related Work

History of evaluation order. In the A-calculus, normal-order
(leftmost-outermost) reduction seems to have precedethiagy
resembling call-by-value, but Bernays (1936) suggestgdirnag
that the term being substituted in a reduction be in normahfo
In programming languages, Algol-60 originated call-byrsaand
also provided call-by-value (Naur et/al. 1960, 4.7.3); witiie de-
cision to make the former the default is debatable, dirgmpstt for
two evaluation orders made Algol-60 an improvement on mdny o
its successors. Plotkin (1975) related cbv and cbhn tatbalculus,
and developed translations between them.

Call-by-need orlazy evaluation was developed in the 1970s
with the goal of doing as little computational work as poksib
under which we can include the unbounded work of not terminat
ing (Wadsworth 1971; Henderson and Morris 1976; Friedmah an
Wise 1975).

Laziness in call-by-value languages.Type-based support for se-
lective lazy evaluation has been developed for cbv langujage
cluding Standard ML (Wadler et al. 1998) and Java (Warth 2007
These approaches allow programmers to conveniently statah-
other evaluation order, but don't allow polymorphism ovealea-
tion orders. Like our economical type system, these appesaare
biased towards one evaluation order.

General coercions. General approaches to typed coercions were
explored by Breazu-Tannen et al. (1991) and Barthe (199&ng/

have close-to-identical structure, but cbv and cbn fumstiaren’t
refinements of some “order-agnostic” base type. Our appr@ac
descended mainly from the system of Dunrield (2014), whieh-el
orates (general) intersection and union types into orglipasduct
and sum types. We differ in not having a source-level ‘meoger-
structey ,, ez, where the type system can select eitbeor e, ig-
noring the other component. Sinegeande; are not prevented from
having the same type, the type system may elaborate eithezex
sion, resulting in unpredictable behaviour. In our typaays, we
can think of@ in the source language as a mefg@’ ,, @), but
the components have incompatible types. Moreover, the oemp
nents must behave the same apart from evaluation orderiggvak
standard property of systems of refinement intersection).

Alternative target languages. The impartial type system for our
source language suggests that we should consider targetiimg-
partial, but more explicit, target language. In an untypetirsg,
Asperti (1990) developed a calculus with call-by-value ealttby-
nameA-abstractions; function application is disambiguateduat r
time. In a typed setting, call-by-push-value (Levy 199%tsynati-
cally distinguishes values and computations; it has a thypé&U
(whence our notation) but also a dual, “lif, which constructs a
computation out of a value type. Early in the developmenhisf t
paper, we tried to elaborate directly from the impartiakgystem
to cbpv, without success. Levy’s eleggmair of translations from
cbv and from cbn don't seem to fit together easily; our feelsg
that a combined translation would be either complicategirone
to generating many redundant forces and thunks.

Zeilberger|(2009) defined a polarized type system with p@sit
and negative forms of each standard connective. In thatrsyst
andT connectives alternate between polarities, akibJtandF in
call-by-push-value. Zeilberger's system has a symmetnction
type, rather than the asymmetric function type found in civige
guess that a translation into this system would have sinsifares
as with call-by-push-value.

8. Future Work

This paper develops type systems with multiple evaluatiateis
and polymorphism over evaluation orders, opening up thedes
space. More work is needed to realize these ideas in practice

Implicit polymorphism. We made type polymorphism explicit, to
prevent the type system from guessing evaluation ordergaé-p
tical system should find polymorphic instances without gires
perhaps_based on existential type variables (Dunfield amshKr
naswam| 2013). We could also try to use some form of (lexjcall
scoped?) default evaluation order. Such a default could bés
useful for deciding whether some language features, sutktas

et al. (2009) developed a general typed coercion system for aexpressions, should be by-value or by-name.

simply-typed calculus, giving thunks as an example. In thoidi
to annotations on aN arguments, their system requires thunks (but
not forces) to be written explicitly.

Intersection types. While this paper avoids the notation of inter-
section types, the quantifill is essentially an intersection type
of a very specific form. Theories of intersection types waig-o
inally developed by Coppo et lal. (1981), among others; Hindl
(1992) gives a useful introduction and survey. Intersestien-
tered programming languages—as opposed-t@lculus—when
Reynolds [(1996) put them at the heart of the Forsythe largguag
Subsequently—Reynolds’s paper describes ideas he deeklop
the 1980s-—Freeman and Pfenning (1991) started a line cdnase
on refinementintersections, where both parts of an intersection
must refine the same base type (essentially, the same ML type)
The [] intersection in this paper mixes features of general in-
tersection and refinement intersection: ¥hend N instantiations
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Exponential expansion. Our rules elaborate a function typed
with n I quantifiers into2™ instantiations. Only experience can
demonstrate whether this is a problem in practice, but wes hav
reasons to be optimistic.

First, we need the right point of comparison. The altermativ
to elaboratingmapinto, say, 8 instantiations is to write 8 copies
of mapby hand. Viewed this way, elaboration maintains the size
of the target program, while allowing an exponentially sbor
source program! (This is the flipside of a sleight-of-hananfr
complexity theory, where you can make an algorithm lookefiast
by inflating the input: Given an algorithm that tak¥stime, where
n is the number of bits in the input integer, we can get a puegtbyt
polynomial algorithm by encoding the input in unary.)

Second, a compiler could analyze the source program and gen-
erate only the instances actually used, similar to monohizagion
of V-polymorphism in MLton|(mlton.org).
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Other evaluation orders. Our particular choice of evaluation or-
ders is not especially practical: the major competitor ti-log
value is call-by-need, not call-by-name. We chose callhyre for
simplicity (for example, in the source reduction rules), imany of
our techniques should be directly applicable to call-bgeheeslab-

oration would produce thunks in much the same way, just for a

different dynamic semantics. Moreover, our approach cbaléx-
tended to more than two evaluation orders, usingamay inter-
section that elaborates to antuple.

One could also take “order” very literally, and support Heft
right and right-to-left call-by-value. For low-level reasons, OCam
uses the former when compiling to native code, and the latten
compiling to bytecode. Being able to specify order of evaturavia
type annotations could be useful when porting code fromdatah
ML (which uses left-to-right call-by-value).

J. Dunfield. Elaborating intersection and union typk$unctional
Programming 24(2—-3):133-165, 2014.

J. Dunfield. Elaborating evaluation-order polymorphisfi.2 Ex-
tended version with appendicés. arXig04.07680 [cs.PL].

J. Dunfield and N. R. Krishnaswami. Complete and easy bidirec
tional typechecking for higher-rank polymorphism. I@FP,
2013. arXiv1306.6032 [cs.PL].

J. Dunfield and F. Pfenning. Type assignment for intersestand
unions in call-by-value languages. FoSSaCSpages 250-266,
2003.

J. Dunfield and F. Pfenning. Tridirectional typecheckingn |
Principles of Programming Languagesages 281-292, 2004.

T. Freeman and F. Pfenning. Refinement types for MLPLDI,
pages 268-277, 1991.

Program design. We also haven't addressed questions about D. P. Friedman and D. S. Wise. CONS should not evaluate its
whento use what evaluation order. Such questions seem to have arguments. IHCALP, pages 257-284. Edinburgh Univ. Press,

been lightly studied, perhaps because of social factoreogram-
mer may choose a strict language because they tend to salve pr
lems that don’t need laziness—which is self-reinforcingcduse
laziness is less convenient in a strict language. Howeviean@
(2014) developed tools, based on both static analysis anainaig
profiling, that suggest where laziness is likely to be hdlpfu

Existential quantification. By analogy to union types (Dunfield
2014), an existential quantifier would elaborate to a sura.tffor
example, the sum tag on a function of tyfe.T = T would
indicate, at run time, whether the function was by-value pr b

name. This might resemble a typed version of the calculus of

Asperti (1990).
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[Erratum: |Call-by-name evaluation contexts

Corrected in arXiv version 3.

What is the mistake?

The definition of by-name evaluation contexts in Figllre 5 ieng; it manages to define a peculiadggerevaluation context that can
evaluate a function’s argument before the function has begaluated, and evaluate inside a pair. In addition to natgoeall-by-name, this
is awfully nondeterministic.

By-name eval. context€y = []

RN e
[1(Cn, e) ||| Cer, Cn) || projx Cn

| inj, Cn | case(CN s X1.€71, Xz.ez)

The fix is to omit the thregboxed alternatives in the grammar.

By-name eval. context€y = []
|Cn Qe
| proji Cn
| inj, Cn | case(Cn, x1.€1, X2.€2)
The discussion in Sectidn 2.4, marked with a red box, notas“th @ [] is aCy but not aCy”, which matches the (wrong) definition;
however, since the definition is wrong, the claim that “thérdiéons of Cy and~~gn are standard for call-by-name” is utterly wrong.

What are its consequences?

Few (apart from embarrassment). The consistency resulysacsimulation, not a bisimulation. None of the metathegwgsfrom a source
reductionto a target reduction; that is, no claims have the form “givemese ~ e’, wheree is related toV, produce somé/1’ such that
M= M.

In fact, one could add any kind of garbage to the definitioGygfand the metatheory wouldn't change.

Erratum: |Uppercase, lowercase

Corrected in arXiv version 3.
In the published version, the “judgment boxes” heading thesrhad™ instead ofy. Similarly, Theorem 17 hadl'| instead of|y|.
As these are minor mistakes, they are not highlighted inekee t
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Supplemental material for “Elaborating Evaluation-Order Polymorphism”

This section of the extended version (Dunfield 2015) costéie (straightforward) rules for type well-formedness gapdix[8),
proofs about economical typing that belong to Sediibn 3 eulix[B.3), proofs about elaboration typing that belong éat®n[%
(AppendixXB.5%), and consistency proofs that belong to 8ai (AppendiXB.b).

A. Type Well-formedness

‘y Fe evalorde/( Evaluation ordek is well-formed

v + Vevalorder (a evalordef € y
v F Nevalorder v + aevalorder
v F Ttype| Impartial typert is well-formed
(atype) € v v, atype - ttype v, a evalordert T type
vy + 1ltype v F «atype v F (V. 1) type v F (Qa.7) type
vy F 11 type

v b eevalorder vy Ttype

v (11 S 1) type
v F (71 %€ 12) type v F eevalorder vy,xtypet ttype
)

v F (t1 +° 12) type v F (n€o. 1) type

Figure 14. Type well-formedness in the impartial type system

I + e evalordef Evaluation ordek is well-formed

I+ V evalorder (a evalordey € T
I' = N evalorder I' + aevalorder
I' - S type| Economical type is well-formed
(xtype) €T I atype = Stype I, a evalordert- S type
I' - ltype I' - «type I (V. S) type I+ (Ha.S)type
I' = Sqtype
I' = S, type
'k (S1— S2) type
I' - eevalorder T F Stype T'F (Sy %S3) type I, xtype = Stype
'+ (ewS) type I'E (S1+4S2) type '+ (po. S) type

Figure 15. Type well-formedness in the economical type system

G F A type| Target typeA is well-formed

(xtype) € G G, atype - Atype
G I 1type G F atype G F (Va. A) type
G A;type
G + Ay type
G F (A1 — Az) type
G + Atype G F (A1 * Az) type G, atype - Atype
G F (UA)type G F (A + Az) type G F (po. A) type

Figure 16. Type well-formedness in the target type system

B. Proofs
Notation

We present some proofs in a line-by-line style, with theificsttion for each claim in the rightmost column. We highligtith =
what we needed to show; this is most useful when trying togoetatements with several conclusions, like “if. .. then @d @2 and
Q3", where we might derive Q2 early (say, directly from theéuntion hypothesis) but need several more steps to show QQan
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B.3 Economical Type System
Lemma 19 (Suspension Points)

1) UG x = VST Fee o& S
thenlx ya= S',T Fe e o & S.
@) FTX o= VIS T’ Fee o= S
thenl}x y= S’, T/ Fee o= S.

Proof. By mutual induction on the given derivation. T[Read case useEpIntrd (first conclusion).

Lemma 20 (Economizing (Types))
If v - ttypethen|y] + |T] type

Proof. By induction on the derivation of - T type(Fig.[14).

Lemma 21 (Economizing (Eval. Order))
If v - e evalordethen|y| + e evalorder

Proof. By a straightforward induction on.

Theorem 1(Economizing)

Q) Ifyt e o= tthen|y] e |e] o= [T].
2)Ifyt eo&tthen|y] e le] o& [T].

Proof. By induction on the given derivation.

* Case Y (X valueness(e]:> T]) i e(g) <p<: T2 =)
Y b (Ax.€0) var= (T1 = T2)
V) X valueness(e)= T1 Fieo o= T2 Subderivation
b/sxvalueness(e]:> T1J Fe LeOJ o= LTZJ Bylh
Ly, x: (ew|T1]) Fe [eo] o= [T2] By def. of | —|
lv] Fe (M. [eo]) vai= (ew[T1]) — [T2] By[E=Intrd
= ly] Fe [Axeo] v [T 5 T2 By def. of |—|
e Case €
YHi el o= (11 = 1) YH €2 o, &1
Yhi(e1@e) =7
Y H el o= (T =1) Subderivation
lv] Fe le1] = [T1 T Byi.h.
lv] Fe le1] ¢1= (e»|T1]) = [t] By def. of ||
Y F e e, ET Subderivation
ly] Fe lez] ¢, & [T1] By i.h.
lv] Fe Le2] o= ev|Ti] By[EpIntrd
= |y] Fe ler @ez) 7= 1] By[E=Elimland def. of|—|
e Case
YH O el

ly] Fe O vae 1 By [Ellntrd
w |y] Fe [O]va& |1 Bydef. of|—|

* Case Y, O(typeFI €0 val<= To

Y Fi A € val &< V. To

16

2021/7/26



v, type by eo val<= To Subderivation

h/a octypej FE LeOJ va|<: \_TOJ By i.h.
lv], xtype e |eo] vai<= [To] By def. of |—|
\_’YJ FE Ax. \_eOJ va|<: Vo \_TOJ Bym
= lv] Fe [Ax. €] vai&s |V 1o By def. of [—]
e Case

YHieo o= V.o vy F T’ type

[YELm]
Yh eolt'] o= [t/ /ad7o

Y ki eo o= V. To Subderivation
lv] Fe leo] o= [Vex. To] By i.h.
lv] Fe leo) o= V. [To] By def. of ||
v + T’ type Subderivation
lv] + [T'] type By Lemma 2D
lv] Fe leo) [lT']1 o= [|7')/ad[T0] By[EVEIn
w |y Fe leo[t']] o= [[T//od70] By properties of — | and substitution

* Case . evalorder, e yu< To

[MTntrd
Y e ya<s da. 1o

v, aevalordert e < 1o Subderivation
l'v,aevalordet Fe |e] ya&= |70 By i.h.
|'v],aevalordertg |e] yai&= |To) By def. of |—|

lv] Fe le] vai<= Ba.[To] By[Ellntrd
= lv] e le] vare= [da.To] By def. of |—]

*Case | e.= fato v F eevalorder

Y e o= [e/alto
Y ki e o= Ha. 1o Subderivation
lv] Fe le] o= [Aa.T0] Byi.h.

v + e evalorder Subderivation
|v| + eevalorder By Lemmd21

lv] Fe le] o= [e/al|To] By[EIEml
w |y] e |e] o= |le/alto] By properties of —| and substitution

-Case(x(péﬂey

YHI X =T
(x = 1) €Yy Premise
We distinguish cases af:
* |f ¢ = val, then:;

(x:Ve|T]) €|y By def. of ||
lv] Fe x va= Vo |t] BylEvad
= Y] Fe X va= [T] By[E»Elimy]
= If @ =T, then:
(x:N»[T]) €|V] By def. of |—|
lv] Fe X va= N»-|T] Byl[Evad
= ly] Fe x 7= [T] By [E»-Elim ]
PO (o mey
Yhur=T
(u: 7)) € v] By def. of ||

= ly] Fe ur= [t] Byl[Efixvard
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* Case Y,uTt= Tk € (P/<:T

YhH (fixu.ey) 7T

ly,2wuT= 1] Fe €0 o [T] By i.h.
lyl,u:lt] Fe eo o= [T By def. of |—|
= ly] Fe (fixu.ep) T< |T] By[EEZI
-Caseyl_I o T
YH eoe&ET
By i.h. andEsubl
* Case Yhi e peT

Y (eo:T) o= T
By i.h. andEannd

.Caseyl_l e o1 =T Y hioez <P2€<:T2 T
YHi (er, €2) g up. & (T1 % T2)
Y Fer e eET Subderivation
lv] Fe [er] o1& [T1] By i.h.
lv] Fe ler] o1 ev|T1] By [ExIntrd
lv] Fe lez2] ¢, & er[T2] Similar
lv] Fe (ler], [e2]) o1, (e |T1]) * (em|T2]) BylExlntrd]
w  |v] Fe [(er, €] giup, = [T1 % T2 By def. of |—|
e Case

Y Hi e o= (T1 % T2)
Y ki (projk eo) 7= Tk

Y Fieo o= (T1 % T2) Subderivation
Y] Fe leo] o= |T1 % T2] By i.h.
lv] Fe leo) o= (ew|T1]) * (em|T2]) By def. of |—]
lv] Fe (projk leo)) 7= (e»[Tx]) By [ExElimy]
w |v] Fe [projkeo] 7= [Tx] By[E»-Elim¢]and def. of —|
e Case
Y ey & Tk
<
Y Fi (injk eo) &= (T1 +° T2) [rinero,]
Y Fieo o= Tk Subderivation
Y] Fe leo] o= |Tx] By i.h.
lv] Fe (injk [eo]) o= [T1] + [T2] By[EfIntroy]
ly] Fe (injk leo]) o= e»(|T1] + [T2]) By[EmIntrd(first conclusion)
w |y] Fe linjkeo] o= [T1] + [T2] By def. of |—|
e Case

YyX1val=> T1 1 €1 o1& T
Y i eo go= (T1 +° T2) VX2 val= T2 F1 €2 g, &7

v i case(eg, X1.€1,X2.€2) TE T
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Y ki eo po= (T1 4+ 12) Subderivation
lv] Fe Leo) po= [T1 +° T2 By i.h.
Y] Fe leo]) wo= e (|T1] + [T2]) By def. of |—|
ly] Fe leo) 7= (lT1]) + |T2]) By[E»Elim]
YsX1val=> T1 b1 €1 ;=T Subderivation
lylyxi Vet Fe ler] 1= [T By i.h. and def. of —|
lylyxi: |t Fe le1] o= [T By Lemma 19
lv]yx2: [T2] Fe le2] o= [T] Similarly
= lv] Fe |case(eq, x1.€1,%x2.€2)] 7= |t] By[ELEm
e Case
Yh e s [(nfato) /o To
Yhieo&E n oo
Y Hi e pé [ t0)/x]To Subderivation
lv] Fe le] o< [[(n€a.To)/a]To] By i.h.
L) e le] & [[1ee.To)/a] [To] By a property of substitution/ |
lv) Fe le] o= | (nx.ew|To]) /a]|T0] By def. of ||
lv] Fe le] o= po.ew|To] By [Eptntro]
w Y] Fe le] o= [Ha To] By def. of |—|
* Case YF e o= L& To —
yhieT= [k T0)/a]To
Y Fi e go= Ko To Subderivation
lv] Fe [e] o= 1 e To] By i.h.
lv] Fe le] po= nox.em|To] By def. of | —|
lv] Fe le] 7= [(nx.ew|To]) / «] e |To] By[ERElm]
1Y) Fe le) 7= [[n°x. 7o) / «] em[To] By def. of ||
lv] Fe le] 7= e» [[n®ax.To) / & [To) By a property of substitution
ly] Fe le] 7= [[nx. o) / of [To] By[E»Elimg|
w  |y] Fe le] 7= [[(n®a. To)/a]To] By a property of substitution/ | 0

B.5 Elaboration
Lemmab.If T+ e ¢: S — Wtheng = val.

Proof. By induction on the given derivation.

For any rule whose conclusion hasl, we already have our result. This takes car@@blintrol [e[abVIntral [efabdlIntrol the
second conclusion ¢&/ab»Intrd [elabvarl, andleflab—Introl Rules whose conclusions have target terms that can nevervatue
are impossible, which takes carel@bvElim|, [efab/TElim], [efab®» Elimy}, [efabfixvar, [elabfi [elab—Eliml, [efab*Elim; ] [elab+Elim] and

We are left with:

e CasdelabrIntrd(first conclusion): The result follows by i.h. ale@bpIntrol

e CasdelabsIntrdt We haveW = (W;, W,). By i.h. twice,p; = val and, = val. ApplyinglelabxIntrd gives the result (using
val U val = val).

o Caseselab»Elimy}|elab+Introy} [e/abitintrof

The result follows by i.h. and applying the same rule. |

Lemma 6 (Elaboration valuability) . .
If T F eys: S — MthenM is valuable, that is, there existssuch that\l = V.

Proof. By induction on the given derivation.

o Caseselabvar [elablintrd [elab—=Introf Immediate.

e CaseselabpIntrol (N conclusion)elab»Elimy} [efabfix| [elabfixvarl [efab—Eliml [efab+Elimy] [efab+Elim], [elabp Elim}
Impossible: these rules cannot elaborate values.
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e Casdelab[llntrat By i.h., M; andM, are valuable; thereforéWl;, M,) is valuable.

e Casdelab[IElim} By i.h., M, is valuable; thereforeroj; Mo andproj, M, are valuable.

e CasdelabxIntrot Similar to thdelabdIntrol case.

o CaseselabVintrol [e/abVEliml By i.h., My is valuable; thereford__. My andM [__], are valuable.

e CasegelabrIntro|(V conclusion)felab»Elimyl By i.h.

e Casdelab+Introl By i.h., My is valuable; thereforenj, M, is valuable.

e Casdelabulntrat By i.h., M is valuable; thereforeoll M, is valuable. O

Lemma 7 (Substitution—Evaluation orders)
(1) If T,a evalordeyT’ - S typeandl” + e evalorder
thenl, [e/all"’ + [e/a]S type
(2) If D derivesT, a evalordeyT’ g e o< S andl” - € evalorder
thenD’ derivesT, [e/a]l’ e e o< [e/a]S whereD’ is not larger tharD.
(3) If D derivesT; a evalordeT’ Fg e o= S andl’ + e evalorder
thenD’ derivesT, [e/all"’ g e o= [e/a]S whereD’ is not larger tharD.

Proof. Part (1): By induction on the first derivation. Part (1) doesaepend on the other parts.
Parts (2) and (3): By induction on the given derivation, ggart (1):

e CaseEVintrat By i.h. andEVIntrd

* Case T,aevalordeT’ g e o= VY. Sy T,aevalordeyT’ - S’ type

I, a evalorde(T’ Fg e o= [S'/a]So
I,a evalordeyT’ Fg e o= V. So Subderivation
I, [e/all’ Fg e o= [e/al(Va. Sp) By i.h.
[ le/all’ e e o= V. [e/alSo By def. of subst.
I,a evalordeyT’ - S’ Subderivation
T le/all’ + [e/a]S’ By part (1)
Nle/all’ Fe e o= [le/alS’/a]le/alSo  By[EVENm
= T le/all’ e e o= [e/allS’/adSo By def. of subst.
* Case (.9 ¢ (faevalordeT’)
I,a evalordeyT’ Fg x yo= S
Follows from the definition of substitution on contexts.
e CasdEfixvat Similar to theEvar case.
The remaining cases are straightforward, using the i.hpanglerties of substitution. |

Lemma 22 (Type substitution)

(1) If T + S’ typeandT, atype - S typethenl” F [S’/«]S type
(2) f T F S’ typeandT, actype - e o: S — Mthenl I e o: [S'/a]S — M.

Proof. In each part, by induction on the second derivation. In @tthelelabvElim| case uses part (1). O

Lemma 8 (Expression substitution)

DT Fer¢:ST—=Wandlx:S1,T" ez p,:S—M
thenl[ T’ F [e1/xlez ¢,: S — [W/xIM.

(2) fT F fixu.e; 1:S7 — fixu. My
andEu:S1,F’ Ferg,:S—=M
thenl, T/ F [(ﬁx u. el)/u} €2 ¢,: S — [(ﬁx u. Mﬂ/u]M.

Proof. Part (1): By induction on the given derivation. In fBlgbvar case, use Lemnid 5 to gét- e; ,,: S1 — W. By weakening,

LT+ e yai: S1 = W, whichisT, T’ + [e1/x]x yai: S — [W/X]M.
Part (2): By induction on the given derivation. Note thathieg/abfixvar case@, = T. O
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Theorem 10(Elaboration type soundness)

fI' teee&Sorl Fee o= S

wherel" + S typeandl” contains na evalordedeclarations
then there existd such thal” + erfe) ,: S — M
whereg’ C ¢ and|l'| -+ M : [S].

Proof. By induction on the size of the given derivationgf = ¢, we often don’t bother to staig = ¢ explicitly.

* Case (x:8)er

r FE X va|:> S
(x:S)eTl Premise
= Ik enx) ¢:S—x Bylelabvad
(x:1S]) €T By def. of ||
= Tl =1 x:[S] By [Tvar

e CasdEfixvart Similar to thdEvar case.

*Case s pe =S

I' e (ixu.ep) T S [Efid
Nu:S Fg eo po&ES Subderivation
Nu:S+ el(eo)(péis‘—}Mo By i.h.
IBw:S| Fr Mg S| "
ITl,w: (S| Fr Mo : S| By def. of |—|

= Lu:S F erey) 1:S — fixu. My Bylelahfid
= Tl Fr (fixu. Mo) : |S] By[Tfid

* Case p Feee=S

r }_E e @@ S

IN'reeep=S Subderivation
= 'k efe) p:S—=M Byih.
w  @'Co "

w | Hr M S| "

e Case M heeo oS
I' e (eo:S) (péS[Eaﬂ_m‘
I'tFe ep &S Subderivation
'k efey) g:S—=M By i.h.
= o' Co "

w | -1 M]S| "
= 'k erf(ep:S)) ¢:S— M Bydef. ofer{—)

e Case
NrFe O vasel
= I ef0) ¢:1— O Bylelabllntrd
M O:1 By [T1Intrd
w I O[] By def. of|—|

* Case 1, evalorderte e . < So

I' Feg e ya&< Da. So
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Da Fe e & So Subd.

I Fe e vai<= [V/alSo By LemmdY (2)
I+ erle) var: [V/alSo — My By i.h.
Ml Fr My :[[V/alSol "
I Fe e vai<= [N/alSo By LemmdY (2)
I+ erle) vai: IN/alSo — My By i.h.
Ml Fr My = [[N/alSol "
= I+ e:(e) val Lla.So — (Mv, MN) Bym
M =1 (My, M) @ [S1]%1S2] By [TxIntrol
w I Fr (My, My) : |da. Syl By def. of |—|

* Case I'tee o= Ha.So I' - e evalorder
' Fee o= [e/a]So
I'k efe) ¢t Na.So — Mo By i.h.

w  @'Ceo "
Tl F+ Mo :|[V/alSol = |IN/alSol
If e =V then:
w T+ oerle) o [V/alSo — proji Mo Bylelab[IElim]
w [ 1 proji Mo : |[V/alSol By [T+Elim;]

Otherwise,e # V. Itis given thatl" contains na-declarations, and we also halVe- € evalorder It follows thate cannot be a
variablea. Thereforee = N.

= I+ er(e) o’ [N/a]So “— projz Mo Bym

ww | 1 proj2 Mo : [[N/a]Sol By [T+Elim,]
e Case
M [ExTntrd (first conclusion)
I'bFee p& epSy
I'Fe ep&ESo Subderivation
Ik er(e) @’ So — Mp Bylh
¢'Co "
IT| Fr Mo :[Sol "
By similar reasoning as in tfie[JElim| case, eithee =V or e = N.
If e =V:
ISol = [V»Sol By def. of |—|
Let M = M,.
= 't erfe) o VISo — M By[elabyIntrd (first conclusion)
= o' Co Above
= T Fr M [Vp-Spl By above equality
If e =N:
U |So| = [N»Sy| By def. of ||
Let M = thunk M,.
= I er(e) ya: N-Sp — thunk My  By[elab»Introl (second conclusion)
= valC o By def. of C
[Tl Fr thunk Mg : U |So| Bym
= T Fr M :IN»Sy| By above equalities

*Case ige, 5,

[ExTntrol (second conclusion)
I' Fe e va&s= NBSo
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I'Fe ey &So Subderivation

I+ erfe) @'t So — Mo By i.h.
¢ Co "
Tl =1 Mo : [Sol "
U [Sol = IN»So| By def. of ||
Let M = thunk M,.
= Ik erle) vai: N»-Sp — thunk My  Byl[elabyIntro] (second conclusion)
= val E ¢ By def. of C
[Tl Fr thunk Mg : U |So| By[T=Intrd
w I Fr M [Ne-Sof By above equalities

sCasep | ¢ .= vesS

lNteee=S
' Fg e = VS Subderivation
'k efe) o: VS —= My Byi.h.
= (PI Co "
T Fr Mo : |V>S| "
VeS| = |S] By def. of |—|
Let M = My.
= Ik efe) p:S—=M By [el2b»Elimy/|
= Il =1 M |S] By above equalities
.Caser }—Ee(p/f/ e»S .

Nteet=S
By similar reasoning as in tfieJElim| case, eithee =V or e = N.
If € =V, follow the[E»Elimy|case above.

If e =N:
I'Fe e o= N»S Subderivation
I+ e:(e) @ Np-S — My By i.h.
T Fr Mo : |N>S| "
INp-S| = U |S] By def. of |—|

Let M = (force My).
= I efle) 1:S — forceMy  By[elab»Elimy]

=] TCT By def. of C
T 1 Mg : US| Above (N»-S| = U |S|)
= Il 1 force My : |S| By [TUElm
Case
* I'Feer o &S r|—562<p2<252
I' ke (e1, €2) oup< (S1%S2)
I+ e’(e]) @ S] — My Bylh
@1 C o "
Tl 1 My 1S4 "
Ik EI(ez) @ Sz — Mz Bylh
9 E2 "
Tl Fr Mz :[S2] "
= I+ Cerfer), efez)) o1t (S1%S2) = (My, M) BylelabxIntrdl
= @U@ CerUe @1 C @1 ande; C @2
Tl Fr (Mg, M2) :[Sq] 1S3 By [CxIntrol
= Tl Fr (My, M2) :[S71 % S2] By def. of |—|
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* Case p Fe eo o= (S1%S2)

I' Fe (projk o) 7= Sk
't ereo) oz (S1%S2) = Mo By i.h.
[Tl 1 Mo :1S1 % Szl "
ITl =1 Mo 2 [Sq] 1Sz By def. of|—|
w T+ (projiereg)) T: Sk <= (projk Mo)  By[elab+Elimy]
w I b7 (projk Mo) : [S| By [T+Elimy]

* Case [x:S1 Feeo oo &ES2

I' Fg (Ax.e0) va= (S1— S2)

r,X:S1 = EI(eo) @SZSZHMO Bylh
INx:S1| Fr Mo : ISzl "
INx:Sql = (ITlyx:1S41) By def. of ||
x:S7 F erfey) 0 Sy, — Mo Above
(=5 I'E (Ax.€0) vai: (S1 — S2) — (Ax. M) Bylelab—Intrd
ITlyx:1S1| =1 Mo : |S2] Above
ITlyx 2 1S1] =1 (Ax. Mo) = S1] — [S2] By T=Intrd]
w o Tx:[S1] Fr (Ax.Mp) : |S1 — S5 By def. of |—|
.CaserFEﬁ o= (51 —285) I' Fe ex @Z<ZS1EE]E
I'te(eg@ey) 7= S
I+ ef(€1)¢;:(SI*>S)CHM1 Bylh
IFI Fr My |S/ — S| "
M My 2187 = 18| By def. of ||
Ik EI(ez) @élslHMz Bylh
T My e IS ’

= [ e’(€1 © 62) T: (S/ — S) — (M] Mz) Bym
w [T Fr (My Ma) 1 [S] By T=Elml

* Case ra octype FE €0 val< SO
I' Fe Ax. €g va1 & V. So

IJ ctype Fe eo val= So
[ octype = ereo) vai: So — Mo
Il actype =1 Mo : [Sol
ITl, actype =1 Mg : [Sol

Ik er(eo) val: V. So — A_. Mo

= ' efAax. ey) ya: V. S — A_. My
|F| }_T /\_. Mo Va. |So|
= |F| Fr /\_. Mo : |VO(. So|

* Case Fe eo o= V. So I+ S’ type
I' Fe eo [SI] o= [S//O(}So

Subderivation
By i.h.

"

By def. of ||

By[e/zb¥Intrd
By def. of en(—)
By [T¥Intrd

By def. of subst.
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I' Fe eo o= V. So Subderivation

I+ er(eo) o't Va. So — My Bylh
= ¢'Co "
IFI Fr Mo : |VO(. So| "
I'F S’ type Subderivation
Ik efleo) i [S'/adSo — Mol_1 By[elabBVEml
= I+ efleg[S]) y:[S'/adSo — Mo[_] By def. ofer(—)
T = |S/| By Lemmd?®
Tl 1 Mg : V. |Sol By def. of |—|
M| =1 Mo L1 : [IS’l/]ISol By [TVELml
[1S"/x]ISol = IS"/a]Sol From def. of subst.
= IT| 1+ Mo[_1:][S"/«]Sol By above equality
* Case I'Feeo & Sk
I' e (injx eo) o< (S1+S2)
I' Fe eo o& Sk Subderivation
Ik erleo) 2 Sk — Mo By i.h.
= @' Co "
IT] =1 Mo« Skl "
w Tk oinjeerey) i (S1+S2) — inj, Mo Byl[elab+Introy]
Pl 1 inj, Mo : [S1] 4 1S2| By[TtIntroy
s || Fr inj, Mo : [S1 + S2 By def. of|—|

* Case Nx1:51 Feer o, &S

I' Fe ey go= (S1+S2) [x2:82 FEey o, &S

E+Elim
I' FE case(eg, X1.€1,%2.€2) T& S
I'Fe e o= S1+S2 Subderivation
'+ enley) @l (S1+S2) = My Byi.h.
[Tl Fr Mo :[S1 + S2l "
T Fr Mo :|S1]+1S2| By def. of |—|
Nx1:S1 Feel o, &S Subderivation
EX]ZS] = er(e1)(p1/:8c—>l\/l1 Bylh
[Bx1:S11 Fr My :S] "
Tlyx1:1S7] B My 1 |S] By def. of |—|
[x2:S: + enez) 0} S—M; Similar to above
ITlyx2 2 [S2] Fr My S| "

= Ik er(case(eo, X1.€71, Xz.ez)) T:S < case(Mg, x1.M71, x2.M3)
= |F| }_T Case(Mo, X1 .M] N Xz.Mz) . |S|

*CaSe I | e e [(on So) /] So
' Fee p& pa. So
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I e e g& [(now So)/x]So Subderivation
I+ erfe) @'t [(},LO(. So)/O(]So — My Bylh

= ¢'Co "
Tl B+ Mo : |[(ne. So) /] Sol "

= '+ erfe) " (e So) «— (roll My) By

I[(nex. So) /] Sol = [Inex. Sol/«] [Sol From def. of|—|

M| =1 Mo : [Jne. Sol/] Sol By above equality
T Fr (roll Mp) : pox. [Sol By

=] [Tl +1 (roll Mp) : |ex. Sol By def. of subst.

e Case

I' Fee o= pax.So
MNreeTt= [(ux.So)/a]So utlvd

Broadly similar to théEpntro|case. O

B.6 Consistency
Lemma 11 (Inversion) Given- + e o: Vp... VB S — M:
——

0 or more
0) If M = (Ax.Mp) andS = (S1 — S3)
thene = (}\X. eo) and-,x : Sk eo o't S — M.
Q) f M = (W;, W>) andS = (da. Sy)
then- F e o:[V/a]So — Wy and- + e ¢: [N/a]So — W,.
(2) If M = thunk M, andS = N»-Sp then- = e ,: Sp — Mo.
B) IfM=A_.MjandS = (V. Sp)
then-, actype - e ya1: So — Mp.
(4) If M = (inj,, W) andS = (S; + S2)
thene = (inje’) and- F e’ ¢: Sx — W.
(5) If M = (roll W) andS = (nw. So)
then- F e o: [(p.oc. So)/OC]So — W.
(6) If M = (W7, W5) andS = (S7 % S3)
then- F e; (91151 — Wjand- - ey @2- S - W,
wheree = (eq, e2) ande = @1 U 3.

Proof. By induction on the given derivation.
For some rules, the proof cases are the same for all parts:

e CasegelabrIntro| (V conclusion)[elab»Elimy}

The result follows by i.h. In thelzb»Intrd case, we apply the i.h. with one legs; in the[elab»Elimy| case, we have one more
Ve
For part (0):

o Casdelab—Intrdt  The subderivation gives the result.
For part (1):
e Casdelab[lintrat The subderivations give the result.
For part (2):
e CasdelabpIntro] (N conclusion): The subderivation gives the result.
For part (3):
e CasdelabVintrat The subderivation gives the result.
For part (4):

e CasdelabtIntroi} The subderivation gives the result.
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For part (5):
e Casdelabuintrof  The subderivation gives the result.
For part (6):
e CasdelabxIntrat The subderivations give the result.
All other cases are impossible: eitier has the wrong form, o$ has the wrong form. |

Lemma 12 (Syntactic values)
If T+ eya: S <— WandW is N-free there is a syntactic value.

Proof. By induction on the given derivation.

o CaseselablIntrd [efabvad [elab—Introl  Immediate: the rule requires thats a syntactic value.

e Caseselab»Elimy| lelabfixvarl lelabfix], lelab— Eliml, [efab+Elimy}, [e/ab+-Elim}
Impossible: these rules require thatbe T.

e CasdelabpIntro] (N-conclusion): Impossibleshunk M, is notN-free.
e CasdelabpEliml  Impossible:unroll My is not a valuew.

* CasedelabvIntrdl [e[abVETm] [elabwIntrol (V-conclusion)[elab»Elimy}
Apply the i.h. to the subderivation.

o CaseselabxIntrdl [elab+Introy] [efabuIntro}
Apply the i.h. to the subderivation(s).

e Casdelab[lintrol Apply the i.h. to thel™ F e ,: [W/alSo — W, subderivation.
e Casdelab[IElimt Imposible:W must be a projection, but projections are not values. O

Theorem 14(Consistency)
If -+ e y:S < MandM +— M’ then there exists’ such thae ~»* e’ and- - e’ ,.: S — M’ ande’ C ¢.
Moreover: (1) If = val thene’ = e. (2) If M is N-free thene ~* e’ can be derived without usiifrcStepCtxN]

Proof. By induction on the derivation oft- e 4: S — M.

o Casedelabvarl [elabfixvat  Impossible, because the typing context is empty.

e Case
wu:Sk .S M
,u €0 o — 0
-k (fixu.eo) 7: S — (fixu. Mp)
Su:S ke S— Mo Subderivation
(fixu. Mg) — M’ Given

M’ = [(fixu. Mo)/u]M, By inversion on rul@xReduce]
w o (fixu.ep) ~ [(fixu.eo)/ujeo By ExVreducelandSrcStepCixV/]

-k (ixu.ep) T: S — (ixu. My) Given
Su:SFE eg o S— Mo Subderivation
= -k [(xu.eo)/uley ¢: S — [(Aixu.Mo)/ulMo By Lemmd3B (2)
(1»=  (holds vacuously) =T
(2p=  Derivation does not uggrcStepCixN|
e Case
[efabTIntrd]
F Ovarl= 0
Impossible, sincél = () but () — M’ is not derivable.
e Case

5x:S1 F e o:S2 = Mg
-+ O\X. eo) val- (S] — Sz) — AX. Mo
Impossible, sincé = Ax. M, but (Ax. My) — M’ is not derivable.

[elab=Tntrd]
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e Case

- F (4] (912(51 %S)‘%M]
“Fex e, ST =M,
-k (e] (] 62) T S— (M] Mz)
First, note thatp = T so “moreover” part (1) is vacuously satisfied.

[efab=FETiml

We have(M; M) — M. By inversion orfstepContext, M = (M; M;) = C[M,] andM’ =

CIMg]. From(M; M2) = C[Mo]

and the definition of, eitherC =[], orC = (C; M), orC = (M; C) with M; a value.

= If ¢ =[], thenM = M, andM’ = My. By inversion orffBReducd with (M; M) —g M’, we haveM; = (Ax. Mbody)

andM, = W andM’ = [W/x]Mbody.
If M7 M, is not N-free, then:

-k ep ¢,:(S1—S) — (Ax. Mbody)
e; = (Ax.ebody)
4x:S1 F ebody ,: S — Mbody

- B ez(pZZS]‘—)W

= - F [ez/xlebody 1 S — [W/x]Mbody

= ¢ Co
(Ax.ebody) @ e; ~~gpn [e2/xlebody
rw  (Ax.ebody) @ e; ~* [ez/x]ebody

If M1 M is N-free, then:

- ey ¢: (ST = S) — (Ax. Mbody)
e; = (Ax.ebody)
4x:§1 F ebody : S — Mbody

- F €2 @2251 — W

-Fex St =W
W is N-free
- F V yal- S] — W
= - F [v/xlebody ,: S — [W/x]Mbody
S ¢ Co

(Ax.ebody) @ v ~»gy [v/x]ebody
v  (Ax.ebody) @v ~* [v/x]ebody

* If C = (C1 M3), then:

Mi My — M’ Given
C1IMr] Mz — C1[Mg] M, By inversion on rulgStepContext]
—— ——
M, M
Mg —r Mg By inversion on rulgtepContext]
C1IMRg] = C1[Mg] By [StepContex{]
M; — M; By known equalities
- ey ¢,:(S1 = S)— My Subderivation
er ~* ef By i.h.
Fep (S =Sy My
= e Q@ey w el Qe By [SrcStepCtxV]
(=4 ~|—e1/@627:SHM1/M2 ByEE‘E‘

Subderivation
By LemmaI1 (0)
"

Subderivation 1, = W)
By Lemmd8 (1)
"

By[BNreducd
By SreStepCed

Subderivation
By Lemmd11 (0)
1

Subderivation 1, = W)
By Lemmd5

M; W is N-free

By Lemme 1P

By Lemmd3 (1)

"

By[BVreducs
By [SreStepCeaV]

If M is N-free, thenM; is N-free and the i.h. is sufficient for “moreover” part (2).

= If C = (M, C;) whereM, is a value, then we havel, — MJ.
If M is notN-free, then:
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-k oez 0, ST My Subderivation

er ~* e) By i.h.
~I—e§(9£:51<—>M§ "
= e Qe w e Q¢ By [SrcStepCixN|
= e @e)1:S— MM, Bylelab=Elm|
If M is N-free, then:
ke g (S1=8) =M Subderivation
ke var (S1—8) = My By Lemmdb
er =W By Lemmd 12
ce2 981 = M Subderivation
ez ~* e; By i.h.
-Feﬁ(‘)é:S]‘—)]\/lé "
i v Qey; vy Q¢) By [SrcStepCixV]
= “Fvi@e)T:(S1—S) > M{M; Bylelab=Elm|
* Case e val- [V/a]So — M]

- € yal- [N/a]So — M,

[elabOIntrd
-k eya (Oa.So) — My, M)

By inversion on(M;, M;) — M/, eitherM’ = (M7, M) andM; — M}, orM’ = (M;, M;) andM; — Mj.

In the first case:

-k e ya [V/alSo — My Subderivation
M — My Above
- oear [V/alSo — My By i.h. (p = val soe’ =¢)
-k e ya: [IN/a]So — M» Subderivation
= -k ey (da.So) = (Mj, My)  Bylelab[lIntrdl
i D e~Te
= €' =ce Above
(2= D does not usgBrcStepCtxN]| Zero steps ire ~* e

The second case is similar.

* Case ke @ (LlaSo) — Mo

- F e i [V/alSo — (proji Mo)
-+ e ¢: [N/a]So — (proj» Mo)
First conclusion:

[elabITElim]

(proj1 Mo) — M’  Given
EitherM’ = proj; M§ whereM, — M{, or M’ = Wy andM = (Wq, Wa).

= In the first case:

-+ e g (da.So) — My Subderivation
Mo — M| Above
-k e’ o: (Ha.Sp) — M} By i.h.

w D e ~*el "

(= If @ =valthene=¢’

"

If M, is N-free thenD does not usgrcStepCtxN]| "
(2p=  If (proj1 Mo) is N-free thenD does not usBrcStepCixN|  Definition of N-free
= ke o [V/alSo — MY By lefab[TETiml

= In the second case:
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-+ e (Ha.So) — (Wq, W3)  Subderivation

= ke i [V/alSy — W, By Lemmée11 (1)
proj1 (Wi, W3) — W, Given
(L= Lete’ =e.
= D: e ~*e e'=e
(2= D does not usgrcStepCixN]| Zero steps ire ~* e’

Second conclusion:

EitherM’ = proj, M§ whereM, — M{, or M’ = W7 andMy = (W7, Wa).
* |n the first case: similar to the first subcase of ffi¢a] part above.
* In the second case: similar to the second subcase ¥t part above.

* Case Sy bk ey:S—M

FewVae.S—=A_. M
This case is impossible, becausge . M) — M’ is not derivable.

e Case

-k e V. So — Mo -+ S type
ke :[S'/xSe = Mo [_] (elab7Ein]
(Mo[_1) — M’ Given
Mo = (A_. M) By inversion
e V. So — My Subderivation
- F e :Va. Sy — (A_.M') By above equality
Sotypek e o So — M’ By Lemmd1l (3)
= ke [S/adSy — M’ By Lemmd22
= e ~"e Zero steps
“Moreover” parts (1) and (2) are immediately satisfied, hsez’ = e.
e Case

e @ So — Mo
-Fe o VPSO — Mo
- F e ya: NSy — thunk My

The second conclusion is not possible, becdtsenk M) — M’ is not derivable.
For the first conclusion: We have, = M.

elabwIntro

Fegp:So—=M Subderivation
w Die~*e By i.h.
kel i So M 4
= (P/ Co "
(= If @ =valthene=¢e’ "
(2= If M is N-free thenD does not usBrcStepCtxN]
= e’ (p/JVPSo‘—>MI By
cCase | . .veSs M _
‘Fep:S—M
By i.h. andelab»Elimy]
cCase | o NRS< Mo _
-k eT:S < (force My)
We have(force M) — M. If My — M{, use the i.h. and then appdab»Elimy} Otherwise My = thunk M.
- F € ¢o: NS < thunkM’  Subderivation
w bk egnS—oM By Lemmd[T1 (2)
= QoCT By def. of C
woew'e Zero steps
(1»=  (holds vacuously) =T

(2j=  Derivation does not ugercStepCtxN|  Zero steps
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.Case'F€1(p:S1°—>M1 -FQZQJSZ‘—}MZ
- F (er, e2) ¢: (S1%S2) — (M4, Mp)

Apply the i.h. to the appropriate subderivation, then afdp=IntrolandSrcStepCitxV]
“Moreover” part (1):
If @ = val, the i.h. shows that] = e; (ore) = e, if M, — MJ); thus, (ef, e2) = (e, e2) (or (ey, €5) = (ey, €2)).
“Moreover” part (2):
If (M, My) is N-free, thenM; andM, areN-free, and the i.h. shows tha, :: e, ~* e, does not usBrcStepCixN} Therefore
(e1, e2) ~™ ... does not usgrcStepCtxN|

e Case

lelabxIntrol

- e o (§1%S2) — Mp
- F (projx eo) T: Sk = (projx Mo)
We have(proji Mo) — M.
If Mo — M} then use the i.h. and apg&fab
Otherwise My = (W;, W;) andM’ = W,..
= If M is not N-free, we can ugprojNreduce}
= ek gr: Sk — Wy By Lemmd1l (6)
eo = (e1, e2) "

elabxElim;

i projk (er, ez) ~» ex By[projNred
“Moreover” part (2):M is notN-free.
= If M is N-free, we have the obligation not to

<k €0 o (S1%S2) = Wy, W3) Subderivation
<k e vair (S1%S2) = (Wy, Wa) By Lemmd®
“F var (S1%82) = (W, Wa) By Lemmd 12

- v, v2) val (S] * Sz) — (W7, W3) By LemmdTl (6)
= -ka\,a|:8k°—>Wk "

w  projkx (v, v2) ~* v By[projVreduce andSrcStepCixV]

“Moreover” part (2): we did not ugBrcStepCtxN|
“Moreover” part (1):p = T.

* Case '}_eo (pZSkHMO
TF mix o) o (51 + 52) = (imy, Mo)
(inj,. Mo) — M’ Given
M’ = (inj, Mg) and My — M} By inversion
-k eo o Sx = Mo Subderivation
- F e(’, (p/:Sk<—>M(’) By|h
= (P/ C %) "
eo ~* e "

= (injieo) ~" (inji €g)

= -+ (injkeg) ot (S1+ S2) = (inj, My)  By[elab+Introy]
“Moreover” part (1) follows from the i.h.
“Moreover” part (2) follows from the i.h.: lfnj,, M, is N-free, thenM, is N-free; if e; ~* e, does not usBrcStepCtxN] we
can derive(injy eo) ~* (injy e}) without[SrcStepCtxN}

* Case -,X1:S1 F e @]:S‘—>M1

- Foep gpol(S]—i-Sz)‘—)Mo ~,X2252F62¢2:SHM2
- I case(eg, x7.€1, X2.2) T: S — case(Mg, x1.M7, x2.M3)
First note that “Moreover” part (1) is vacuously satisfidgdce @ = T.
We havecase(My, x1.M7,x2.M3) +— M’. Either (1)My — M§ andM’ = case(M{§, x1.M7,x2.M2) or (2) My =
(injk W) andM’ = W/x JMy..
For (1), apply the i.h. te - ey o: (S1 +S2) — M, and applfelab+Elim| “Moreover” part (2) follows from the i.h.
For (2) if M is not N-free, we can ugBrcStepCtxN}
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-k oeo @0t (S14+S2) & (inj, W) Subderivation

eo = injk €} By Lemmée1l (4)
.l—e(’)(pé:Sk<—>W "
Xk Sk Foex gt S o My Subderivation
= -k [e(’)/xk]ek @12: S— [W/Xk}Mk By Lemma[$ (1)
eo = injk €} Above
case(injy ), X1.€1, X2.€2) ~>rn [ey/xKlex  BylcaseNreduce
= case(eg, X7.€1, x2.€2) ~" [ej/xxlex  By[SrcStepCixN]|

For (2) if M is N-free, we can show F [e{/xi]ex 01 S = [W/x My as in the case whell is notN-free, but we have an
obligation (“Moreover” part (2)) not to u

- ep @o: (S1+S2) — inj, W Subderivation
- eg var: (S1+S2) — inj W By Lemmd’
ey =V By Lemmd12
“F var (S14S2) = inj W By above equality
Vo = injk v} By Lemmd1l (4)
e~ [vo/xXlex By [caseVreducel andSrcStepCxV]

* Case Fee: [(ne.So)/x|So — Mo
- ke (pl[ ne. So — }(IOH Mo)
By inversion,My — M} andM’ = (roll M}).
-k e ¢ [(nee. So)/x]So — Mo Subderivation
ke o [(ux.So)/x]So — M§  Byi.h.
= e W* e/ "
= - F e g po. So = (roll MY) By [elabpiintro|

“Moreover” parts (1) and (2) follow from the i.h.

* Case - e(pOZHO(.SoHMO

ket [(]J.OL. So)/cx]so — (unroll My)
We have(unroll My) — M. Either (L)M’ = (unroll M§) andMy — M} or (2) My = (roll W) andM’ = W.
If (1), similar to thdelabuIntro| case.
If (2):

- e gy po. Sp — (roll W) Subderivation
w o kel g [(ux.So)/a]So = W By LemmdlIl (5)
= e 'v-)* el "

“Moreover” part (1) is vacuously satisfied; part (2) follofvrem the i.h. |

Theorem 15(Multi-step consistency)
If - F e e:S < MandM —* W then there exists’ such thak ~* ¢’ and- - e’ ,,: S — W. Moreover, ifM is N-free then we
can derivee ~~* e’ without usingSrcStepCixN]

Proof. By induction on the derivation d¥1 —* W.

If M = W then lete’ bee. By Lemmdb, + e’ ,.,;: S — W. The source expressiansteps to itself in zero steps, so~"* ¢, i.e.
e ~* e’. We did not us@rcStepCtxN|

Otherwise, we havé!l — M’ andM’ —* W for someM’. By TheoreniIl¥; - e : S — M’, wheree ~* eq; also, ifM

is N-free, then Theorein 14 showed that we did nofSs8tepCixN] If M is N-free, then by Lemmia3vl’ is N-free. By i.h., there
existse’ such thak; ~* e’ and- + e’ ,,;: S — W. It follows thate ~* e’. O

If a source type, economical typing judgment, or target termot N-free, we say it ifN-tainted
Lemma 16.If T g e o= S andS is not N-free then it is not the case that bdttande areN-free.

Proof. By induction on the given derivation.

e CasdEYElmt If S’ is notN-free, there = ¢, [S'] is notN-free. Otherwise, we have that= [S’/«]S, is notN-free; sinceS’
is N-free,Sp must not beN-free, which lets us apply the i.h., giving the resut.
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e CasesEIE[ml [ExElimy| [E»Elimct  The i.h. gives the result.

e CasedEvar] [Efixvad The typeS appears iff’, soTl is N-tainted.

e CasdEannd The typeS appears ire = (eo:S), soe is N-tainted.

e CasdE—Elimt If S is N-tainted ther§; — S is N-tainted, and the result follows by i.h.

o Case$ExElim JEpElimt  Similar to thdE=Elim] case. O

Theorem 17(Economizing preserves-freeness)
If v - e o< T (resp.=) where the judgment iN-free (Definitior(1 (2)) theny| Fe |e] o< |T] (resp.=) where this judgment
is N-free (Definitior[2 (2)).

Proof. By induction on the given derivation. We can simply follonetproof of Theoreni]1, observing that if the given impartial
judgment isN-free, the resulting economical judgmenisree. For example, in tHE=Introl case, we have = (1; - ;). Since
we know thatr is N-free,e = V, so the translation of is (V»|T1]) — [T2], which isN-free. Note that Definitiol1 (2)(b) bars
x 7= T declarations—which would result in: N» - - - —from . |

Theorem 18(Elaboration preserves-freeness)
If T Fg e o< S (or =) where the judgment iN-free (Definitio2 (2)) the - er(e) o: S — M such thatM is N-free.

Proof. By induction on the given derivation.

e CaseEllntret  Apply [e/abIlntrol
e CasdE/llntrat  Impossible:S = [a. Sy, which is notN-free (Definitior2 (1)(ii)).
o CaseEZIElim!
We havel’ Fe e o= [a. S, whereS = [S’/a]S,.
By Definition[2 (1)(ii), the typela. So is N-tainted. So, by Lemm@16, at least ond’adnde is N-tainted. But it was given that
the judgment” g e o= S is N-free, which means thdtande areN-free. We have a contradiction: this case is impossible.
o CasdEwIntrd (first conclusion): Use the i.h. and apply rid@b»Tntrd (first conclusion).
» CasdEwIntrd (second conclusion): Impossiblgé:= N»S,, which is notN-free.
e CasgEwElimy} Use the i.h. and apply rulgzb»Elimy]
o CasgERElim}
We havel’ Fg e o= epS.
If € =V then use the i.h., apply ruEgab»Elimy]
Otherwise e»S is notN-free. As in théEITElim| case, we can use Lemina 16 to reach a contradiction.
o CasesEvar [Efixvar, [Efix, [E¥Intrd, [EVELim| [E=TIntro| E=Eliml [ExElim JE+Tntro} [E+Elm] [Eulntro|, [ELETm}
Use the i.h. on all subderivations (if any) and apply the@sponding elaboration rule, e.g. in B case, applielabfix
e CasedEsubl [Eanndt Use the i.h.
e CasdExIntrof Use the i.h. on each subderivation, and afi+Introl O
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