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We present a new approach to the following meta-problemergar quantitative property of trees,
design a type system such that the desired property for #eegienerated by an infinitary ground
A-term corresponds to some property of a derivation of a tgpéhis A -term, in this type system.

Our approach is presented in the particular case of the &yefiniteness problem for nondeter-
ministic higher-order recursion schemes (HORSes): givesraeterministic HORS, decide whether
the set of all finite trees generated by this HORS is finite. We g type system such that the HORS
can generate a tree of an arbitrarily large finite size if anly & in the type system we can ob-
tain derivations that are arbitrarily large, in an apprafgisense; the latter condition can be easily
decided.

1 Introduction

In this paper we considerY-calculus, which is an extension of the simply typeaalculus by a fixed-
point operatorY. A term P of AY-calculus that is of sdftto can be used to generate an infinite tree
BT(P), called the B6hm tree d?. Trees generated by terms d¥-calculus can be used to faithfully
represent the control flow of programs in languages with dvigiider functions. Traditionally, Higher
Order Recursive Schemes (HORSes) are used for this pul@aEa/[L7] 16]; this formalism is equivalent
to AY-calculus, and the translation between them is rathergsiifarward [21]. Collapsible Pushdown
Systems[[10] and Ordered Tree-Pushdown Systems [7] areexdjnevalent formalisms.

Intersection type systems were intensively used in theesbwf HORSes, for several purposes like
model-checking[[13, 16,/ 5, 20], pumping [14], transforroat of HORSed [15,]6], etc. Interestingly,
constructions very similar to intersection types were wasd on the side of collapsible pushdown sys-
tems; they were alternating stack automata [4], and typstacks|[[19], 11].

In this paper we show how intersection types can be used fddidg quantitative properties of
trees generated byY-terms. We concentrate on the language finiteness problemofaleterministic
HORSes: given a nondeterministic HORS, decide whetherahefsall finite trees generated by this
HORS is finite.

This problem can be restated in the worldXf-terms (or standard, deterministic HORSes), gen-
erating a single infinite tree. Here, instead of resolvingdaterministic choices during the generation
process, we leave them in the resulting tree. Those nomdigistic choices are denoted by a distin-
guishedbr (“branch”) symbol, below which we put options that could b®sen. Then to obtain a finite
tree generated by the original HORS we just need to reclysitose in everyr-labeled node which of
the two subtrees we want to consider. Thus, in this settiglanguage finiteness problem asks whether
the set of all finite trees obtained this way is finite.

The difficulty of this problem lies in the fact that sometintbe same finite tree may be found in
infinitely many different places dT(P) (i.e., generated by a nondeterministic HORS in many ways);
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2 Intersection Types and Counting

thus the actual property to decide is whether there is a camboand on the size of each of these trees.
This makes the problem inaccessible for standard methaabfos analyzing HORSes, as they usually
concern only regular properties of the Bohm tree, while lolmaimess is a problem of different kind. The
same difficulty was observed ih [14], where they prove a pmgpemma for deterministic HORSes,
while admitting (Remark 2.2) that their method is too weakdason about nondeterministic HORSes.

In order to solve the language finiteness problem, we preseappropriate intersection type system,
where derivations are annotated by flags and markers ofpteukinds. The key property of this type
system is that the number of flags in a type derivation foYaermP approximates the size of some finite
tree obtained by resolving nondeterministic choices irirtfigite treeBT(P). In consequence, there are
type derivations using arbitrarily many flags if, and onlytlife answer to the language finiteness problem
is “no”.

The language finiteness problem was first attacked in [1]sdfe HORSes only), but their algorithm
turned out to be incorrect[2]. To our knowledge, the onlywngasolution of this problem follows from
a recent decidability result for the diagonal probléri |9, Bjis problem asks, given a nondeterministic
HORS and a set of lettes, whether for evenyn € N the HORS generates a finite tree in which every
letter fromX appears at leasttimes. Clearly, a nondeterministic HORS generates arltjtiarge trees
exactly when for some letter it generates trees having arbitrarily maaietters, i.e., when the answer
to the diagonal problem fat = {a} is “yes”.

Our type system is, to some extent, motivated by the alguorith[6] solving the diagonal problem.
This algorithm works by repeating two kinds of transformaati of HORSes. The first of them turns the
HORS into a HORS generating trees having only a fixed numbberasfches, one per each letter fr@m
(i.e., one branch in our case [af| = 1). The branches are chosen nondeterministically out oksoee
generated by the original HORS; for evexy 2 there is a choice witnessing theabppeared many times
in the original tree. Then such a HORS of the special formrised into a HORS that is of order lower
by one, and generates trees having the same nodes as treestg@gy the original HORS, but arranged
differently (in particular, the new trees may have agairiteatily many branches). After finitely many
repetitions of this procedure, a HORS of order O is obtaimed, the diagonal problem becomes easily
decidable. In some sense we want to do the same, but instegquplyfng all these transformations one
by one, we simulate all of them simultaneously in a singleetgprivation. In this derivation, for each
ordern, we allow to place arbitrarily one marker “of ordef; this corresponds to the nondeterministic
choice of one branch in theth step of the previous algorithm. We also place some flagsrtern”,
in places that correspond to nodes remaining aftenttiestep of the previous algorithm.

The idea of using intersection types for counting is not cletety new. Papel [18] presents a type
system that, essentially, allows to estimate the size ofthermal form of aA-term just by looking at
(the number of some flags in) a derivation of a type for thimteA similar idea, but for higher-order
pushdown automata, is presentlinl[19], where we can estithateumber of symbols appearing on a
particular, deterministically chosen branch of the geteeléree. This previous approach also uses inter-
section types, where the derivations are marked with justamd of flags, denoting “productive” places
of aA-term (oppositely to our approach, where we have differemsfifor different orders, and we also
have markers). The trouble with the “one-flag” approachas ithworks well only in a completely deter-
ministic setting, where looking independently at each nafdbe B6hm tree we know how it contributes
to the result; the method stops working (or at least we do notwkhow to prove that it works) in our
situation, where we first nondeterministically perform soguesses in the Bohm tree, and only after that
we want to count something that depends on the chosen values.
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2 Preliminaries

Trees. Let X be aranked alphabeti.e., a set of symbols together with a rank function assigra
nonnegative integer to each of the symbols. We assumetbantains a distinguished symbiad of
rank 2, used to denote nondeterministic choicesz-labeledtree is a tree that is rooted (there is a
distinguished root node), node-labeled (every node hasshfiaomz), ranked (a node with label of rank
n has exactlyn children), and ordered (children of a node of ramdére numbered from 1 ta).

Whent is aZ-labeled tred, by .Z(t) we denote the set of all finite trees that can be obtaining by
choosing in evenpr-labeled node of which of the two subtrees we want to consider. More formally,
we consider the following relations,,: we havet —, uif u can be obtained frornby choosing it a
br-labeled nodex and its childy, and replacing the subtree startingciby the subtree starting y(which
removesx and the other subtree af. Let — be the reflexive transitive closure ef,,. Then.Z(t)
contains all trees that do not use ther label, are finite, and such thiat-} u.

Infinitary A-calculus. The set ofsorts (a.k.a. simple types), constructed from a unique basicsort
using a binary operation-, is defined as usual. The order of a sort is defined drgt(o) = 0, and
ord(a—fB) = max(1+ord(a),ord(B)).

We consider infinitary, sorted-calculus. Infinitary A-terms(or justA-termg are defined by coin-
duction, according to the following rules:

e if ac X is asymbol of rank, andP?,...,P° areA-terms, ther{aP} ... B®)°is aA-term,

o for every sorta there are infinitely many variable$,y?,z%, ...; each of them is & -term,
o if P?~B andQ” areA-terms, then(P*~# Q%) is aA-term, and

o if PP is aA-term andx? is a variable, theriAx?.P#)2—~F is aA-term.

We naturally identifyA -terms differing only in names of bound variables. We oftemtdahe sort anno-
tations ofA-terms, but we keep in mind that evekyterm (and every variable) has a particular sort. A
A-termP is closedif it has no free variables. Notice that, for technical canieace, a symbol of positive
rank is not aA -term itself, but always comes with arguments. This is nasdriction, since e.g. instead
of a unary symboh one may use the terix.ax

The order of a -term is just the order of its sort. Tloemplexityof aA-termP is the smallest number
m such that the order of every subtermPis at mosim. We restrict ourselves th-terms that have finite
complexity.

A B-reduction is defined as usual. We say thd-eeductionP — g Q is of order nif it concerns
a redex(Ax.R) S such thatord(Ax.R) = n. In this situation the order of is at mostn — 1, but may be
smaller (when other arguments Rfare of ordem — 1).

Bohm Trees. We consider Bohm trees only for clos@eterms of sorb. For such a ternk, its Bohm
tree BT(P) is constructed by coinduction, as follows: if there is a sgme of-reductions fronP to a
A-term of the formaP; ... B (whereais a symbol), then the root of the trebas labeh andr children,
and the subtree starting in tieh child isBT(R). If there is no sequence @-reductions fronP to a
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A-term of the above form, theBT(P) is the full binary tree with all nodes labeled by@ By Z(P) we
denoteZ (BT(P)).

AY-calculus. The syntax ofAY-calculus is the same as that of finkecalculus, extended by symbols
y(@—=a)=a for each sorto. A term of AY-calculus is seen as a term of infinitakycalculus if we
replace each symbd(@—%)=2 by the unique infinite\ -term Z such thafZ is syntactically the same as
AXI79 x(Zx). In this way, we viewAY-calculus as a fragment of infinita-calculus.

It is standard to convert a nondeterministic HO&Snto a closedAY-term P° such thatZ'(P) is
exactly the set of all finite trees generated4yThe following theorem, which is our main result, states
that thelanguage finiteness probleimdecidable.

Theorem 1. Given a closed\ Y -term P of sort 0, one can decide whetli&(P) is finite.

3 Intersection Type System

In this section we introduce a type system that allows torddte the desired property: whether in
Z(P) there is an arbitrarily large tree.

Intuitions.  The main novelty of our type system is in using flags and markehich may label nodes
of derivation trees. To every flag and marker we assign a ngrodked an order. While deriving a type
for a A-term of complexitym, we may place in every derivation tree at most one marker cf eader
ne {0,...,m— 1}, and arbitrarily many flags of each ordee {0,...,m}.

Consider first a -term Mg of complexity 0. Such a term actually equals its Bohm treer &on is
to describe some finite treéen £’ (Mo), i.e., obtained fronMg by resolving nondeterministic choices in
some way. We thus just put flags of order 0 in all those (appeasaof) symbols itMg that contribute
to this treet; the type system ensures that indeed all symbols of some fiei¢ in.¥ (M) are labeled
by a flag. Then clearly we have the desired property that tsexalerivation with arbitrarily many flags
if, and only if, there are arbitrarily large treesi#i(Mp).

Next, consider & -term M; that is of complexity 1, and reduces KMy. Of course every finite tree
from . (Mp) is composed of symbols appearing alreadWlin we can thus already iM; label (by order-
0 flags) all symbols that contribute to some ttee.#(Mp) (and an intersection type system can easily
check correctness of such labeling). There is, howeverpari@em: a single appearance of a symbol in
M1 may result in many appearanceshy (since a function may use its argument many times). Due to
this, the number of order-0 flags M; does not correspond to the sizetofWe rescue ourselves in the
following way. Int we choose one leaf, we label it by an order-O marker, and opdheleading from
the root to this marker we place order-1 flags. On the one h&f(dlly) contains arbitrarily large trees
if, and only if, it contains trees with arbitrarily long path.e., trees with arbitrarily many order-1 flags.
On the other hand, we can perform the whole labeling (andygpe $ystem can check its correctness)
already inM1, and the number of order-1 flags iy will be precisely the same as it would be M.
Indeed, inM1 we have only order-1 functions, i.e., functions that takesrand use them as subtrees of
larger trees; although a tree coming as an argument may lieated, the order-O marker can be placed
in at most one copy. This means that, while redud#hgo Mg, every symbol oM; can result in at most

2Usually one uses a special lahelof rank 0 for this purpose, but from the perspective of oubfem both definitions are
equivalent.



P. Parys 5

one symbol ofMg lying on the selected path to the order-0 marker (besidelfrarily many symbols
outside of this path).

This procedure can be repeated ity of complexity 2 that reduces td via 3-reductions of order 2
(and so on for higher orders). We now place a marker of ordeisbine leaf oM, ; afterwards, we place
an order-2 flag in every node that is on the path to the marleddad that has a child outside of this path
whose some descendant is labeled by an order-1 flag. In difectome choice of a leaf to be marked,
the number of order-2 flags approximates the number of drdtrgs, up to logarithm. Moreover, the
whole labeling can be done M, instead of inM1, without changing the number of order-2 flags.

In this intuitive description we have talked about labelingdes of aA -term”, but formally we label
nodes of a derivation tree that derives a type for the terrouirtype system. Every such node contains
a type judgment for some subterm of the term.

Type Judgments. For every sorto we define the set/ @ of typesof sort a, and the set#“ of full
typesof sorta. This is done as follows, wherg? denotes the powerset:

gaﬁB:(@(yC’rd(a_)B))xgﬁj T°=o,

(o]

FE={(KFMT)|[FFMC{0,....k—=1},FNnM=0,Te 7%}, F%=[]F#.

Notice that the sets® and.% are finite (unlikeZ%). A type (T,7) € 797 is denoted a3 —1. A
full type T = (k,F,M, 1) € #Z consists of its ordek, a setF of flag orders, a sé¥l of marker orders,
and a typer; we writeord(7) = k. In order to distinguish types from full types, the lattee denoted by
letters with a hat, liker.

A type judgments of the forml" - P : T>c, whererl", called atype environmentis a function that
maps every variabl&” to a subset of#9, P is aA-term, T is a full type of the same sort #(i.e.,
T € .#P whenPis of sortB), andc € N.

As usual for intersection types, the intuitive meaning off@fl — 1 is that aA -term having this type
can return a -term having typer, while taking an argument for which we can derive all full éggrom
T. Moreover, in7° there is just one type, which can be assigned to evetyterm of sorto. Suppose
that we have derived a type judgmént- P: T>cwith T = (m,F,M, ). Then

e T is the type derived foP;

e [ contains full types that could be used for free variableB f the derivation;

m bounds the order of flags and markers that could be used inettieation: flags could be of
order at mosin, and markers of order at mast— 1;

e M C{0,...,m—1} contains the orders of markers used in the derivation, egetith those pro-
vided by free variables (i.e., we imagine that some deowati specified by the type environment,
are already substituted in our derivation for free varighlave, however, do not include markers
provided by arguments of the term (i.e., coming from the $etéhent = T;— ... =>Tx—0);

e F contains those numbens {0,...,m— 1} (excludingn = m) for which a flag of orden s placed
in the derivation itself, or provided by a free variable, ooyided by an argument; for technical
convenience we, however, remavé&om F whenevem € M (whenn € M, the information about
ordern flags results in placing an ordén+ 1) flag, and need not to be further propagated);

e ¢, called aflag counter counts the number of ordenflags present in the derivation.
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Type System. Before giving rules of the type system, we need a few defimiti?Ve use the symbal
to denote disjoint union. WheA C N andn € N, we writeA[_, for {k € A|k < n}, and similarlyA[.,
for {k € A| k> n}. By € we denote the type environment mapping every variable &am@ byl [x +— T]
the type environment mappingo T and every other variablgto I' (y).

Let us now say how a type environmdnfrom the conclusion of a rule may be split into type envi-
ronmentglj)ic; used in premisses of the rule: we say t8ptit(I" | (I';)ic ) holds if and only if for every
variablex it holds I'j(x) C I'(x) for everyi € I, and every full type fronT (x) providing some markers
(i.e., (k,F,M, 1) with M #£ 0) appears in somig(x). Full types with emptyM may be discarded and du-
plicated freely. This definition forbids to discard full &g with nonempty, and from elsewhere it will
follow that they cannot be duplicated. As a special caglt(I" | I'") describes how a type environment
can be weakened.

All type derivations are assumed to be finite (although wévdaypes mostly for infiniteA -terms,
each type derivation analyzes only a finite part of a term)efaf the type system will guarantee that
the ordem of derived full types will be the same in the whole derivat{aithough in type environments
there may be full types of different orders).

We are ready to give the first three rules of our type system:

r-R:ftec ie{1,2} (BR) Split(l" | e[x— {(k,F,M",1)}]) M =M’
R
M-brPP:T>cC Me=x:(mFEM,7)>0

(VAR)

Mx—T]FP:(mFM,1)>c Split(T | T") rx =0
FEAXP: (MFEM\ ke m.oetM, T=T)>C

(A)

We see that to derive a type for the nondeterministic chiei€gP,, we need to derive it either fé
or for P,.

The (VAR) rule allows to have in the resulting ddtsome numbers that do not come from theldét
assigned tx by the type environment; these are the orders of markergglacthe leaf using this rule.
Notice, however, that we allow here only orders not smalank (which is the order of the superterm
AX.P binding this variable). This is consistent with the intuitive description of tlypé system (page
[4), which says that a marker of ordeican be put in a place that will be a leaf after performinggall
reductions of orders greater thanindeed, the variableremains a leaf after performingrreductions of
orders greater thak but while performing3-reductions of ordek this leaf will be replaced by a subterm
substituted fox. Recall also that, by definition of a type judgment, we regtiat(k,F,M’, 1) € .#J
and(m,F,M, 1) € Z4, for appropriate sortr; this introduces a bound on maximal numbers that may
appear in the sets andM.

Example 1. Denotingp; = (1,0,{0},0) we can derive:

(VAR)

(VAR)

gx— {p1}] Fx:(2,0,{0},0)>0 gx—{p1}] Fx:(2,0,{0,1},0)>0

In the derivation on the right, the marker of order 1 is plairetthe conclusion of the rule.

The (A) rule allows to use (in a subderivation concerning Akterm P) the variablex with all full
types given in the séf. When the sort oA x.P is a—p, by definition of 79—F we have that all full
types inT have the same ord&r= ord(a— ) (since(T—T) € .79F). Recall that we intend to store in
the setM the markers contained in the derivation itself and thoseigeal by free variables, but not those
provided by arguments. Because of this, in the conclusiamefule we remove frolVl the markers
provided byx. This operation makes sense only because there is at mostarker of each order, so
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markers provided by cannot be provided by any other free variable nor placederdtrivation itself.
The sef~, unlike M, stores also flags provided by arguments, so we do not neecitmve anything from
F.

Example 2. The(A) rule can be used, e.g., in the following way (wharie a symbol of rank 1):
ex {pr}] - ax: (2,{1},{0},0)>0 , ex— {p1}] Fax:(2,0,{0,1},0)>1
ek Axax: (2,{1},0,{p1}—0)>0 e Axax: (2,0,{1},{p1}—0)>1

Notice that in the conclusion of the rule, in both examples,ramove 0 from the set of marker orders,
because the order-0 marker is providedxby

The next two rules use a predic&@emp,, saying how flags and markers from premisses contribute
to the conclusion. It takes “as input” pai(g;,c;) for i € I; each of them consists of the set of flag
ordersk and of the flag counter; from some premiss. Moreover, the predicate takes a set déamar
ordersM from the current type judgment (it contains orders of magkesed in the derivation, including
those provided by free variables). The goal is to computes#tef flag order$ and the flag counter
c that should be placed in the current type judgment. Firstefwhn € {1,...,m} consecutively, we
decide whether a flag of ordarshould be placed on the current type judgment. We follow Hereules
mentioned in the intuitive description. Namely, we placeag tbf ordem if we are on the path leading
to the marker of orden—1 (i.e., ifn— 1 € M), and simultaneously we receive an information about a
flag of ordem— 1. By receiving this information we mean that either a flagraleon — 1 was placed on
the current type judgment, or— 1 belongs to some sé&t. Actually, we place multiple flags of order
one per each flag of order— 1 placed on the current type judgment, and one per eadh sehtaining
n— 1. Then, we computE andc. In c we store the number of flags of the maximal ordemwe sum all
the numbers;, and we add the number of orderflags placed on the current type judgment.Flnve
keep elements of al;, and we add the ordersof flags that were placed on the current type judgment.
We, however, remove from all elements oM. This is because every flag of some order 1 should
result in creating at most one flag of orderin the closest ancestor that lies on the path leading to the
marker of orden— 1. If we have created an orderflag on the current type judgment, i.e.nif- 1 € M,
we do not want to do this again in the parent.

Below we give a formal definition, in whicly, contains the number of orderflags placed on the
current type judgment, whilé, additionally counts the number of premisses for which F. We say
thatComp,(M; ((F,¢i))ie) = (F,c) when

F={ne{0,....m—1}| f,>0ANgZ M}, c:f,;ﬁ—Zci, where, forn € {0,...,m},
le

10 otherwise.

f. ifn-1ecM
fn:f,Q+Z\|=.m{n}\, f,Q—{ n-1 Tn—=21el,
S

We now present a rule for constants other than
M F PR (mF,M,o0)>c for eachi € {1,...r} M=MuM .- &M,
(m=0)= (F'=0Acd=1 (Mm>0) = (FF={0}Ac=0) (r>0= (M =0
a#br Split(F | Fq,...,T) Comp,(M; (F',c), (Fi,c1),...,(F,c)) = (F,c)
NrN-abk...R:(mFM,0)>cC

(Con)

Here, the conditions in the second line say that in a nodegubi@(Con) rule we always place a
flag of order O (viaF’ or via c/, depending omm), and that if the node is a leaf (i.a.= 0), then we
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are allowed to place markers of arbitrary order (M§. Then to theComp, predicate, beside of pairs
(F,ci) coming from premisses, we also pass the informatfoinc’) about the order-0 flag placed in the
current node; this predicate decides whether we shoule @Eso some flags of positive orders. Let us
emphasize that in this rule (and similarly in the next rule) frave a disjoint unioM’ & My W - - - W M,
which ensures that a marker of any order may be placed onlgémode of a derivation.

Example 3. The(Con) rule may be instantiated in the following way:

gx—{p1}] Fx:(2,0,{0},0)>0 gx— {p1}] Fx:(2,0,{0,1},0)>0
= (Pl Fax: (2{1},{0},0050 " e {pu}] Fax: (2,0,{0,1},0)51

(Con)

In the left example, flags of order 0 and 1 are placed in thelasiun of the rule (a flag of order O is
created because we are in a constant; since the marker ofdoisieisible, we do not put 0 into the set of
flag orders, but instead we create a flag of order 1). In the @gample, a marker of order 1 is visible,
which causes that this time flags of order 0, 1, and 2 are pladbteé conclusion of théCon) rule (again,
we do not put 0 nor 1 into the set of flag orders, because of 0 amthg set of marker orders).

The next rule describes application:

rM-p: (m,F’,M’,{(ord(P),F. r<0rd(P)vMi F<ord(P)>Ti) lie I}_”)DC/
Fi-Q:(mF,M,T1)>c for eachi €| M =M u|Hic M
ord(P)<m  Spli(l | I, (M)ier)  Compy(M; (F',¢), ((Fl>omp), Gi)ier) = (F,C)
rEPQ: (MFEM,T)>C

@

In this rule, it is allowed (but in fact useless) that for twiffetenti € | the full types(m, K, M;, 7;)
are equal. It is also allowed that= 0, in which case no type needs to be derived Qor Observe
how flags and markers coming from premisses concer@irage propagated: only flags and markers
of ordern < ord(P) are visible toP, while only flags of orden > ord(P) are passed to th€omp,
predicate. This can be justified if we recall the intuitionsying behind the type system (see pabe 4).
Indeed, while considering flags and markers of orgave should imagine th&-term obtained from the
currentA -term by performing al3-reductions of all orders greater thanthe distribution of flags and
markers of orden in the currentA -term actually simulates their distribution in this imagin A -term.
Thus, ifn < ord(P), then our application will disappear in this imaginarterm, andQ will be already
substituted somewhere By for this reason we need to pass the information about flagsrearkers of
ordern from Q to P. Conversely, iih > ord(P), then in the imaginary -term the considered application
will be still present, and in consequence the subterm cooreging toP will not see flags and markers
of ordern placed in the subterm correspondingQo

Example 4. Denote byfs andT,, the types derived in Examglé 2:
T =(2,{1},0,{p1}—0), and Tm = (2,0,{1},{f1}—0).

Then, using th¢@) rule, we can derive (whemis a symbol of rank 0, andl a variable):

el (P 8n20 ™ e {11,000

e[f > {Tr, Tm}] F fe: (2,0,{0,1},0)51

Recall thatp; = (1,0,{0},0). In the conclusion of th¢@) rule the information about a flag of order 1
(from the second premiss) meets the information about thikenaf order 1 (from the first premiss), and
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thus a flag of order 2 is placed, which increases the flag couNtetice that we have discarded the full
type T; assigned td in the type environment; this is allowed becads@rovides no markers (equally
well T; could be assigned tb also in one or two of the premisses, and discarded there) h®nother
hand, the full typel,,, provides markers, so it cannot be discarded nor duplicatgua(ticular, we could
not pass it to the conclusion of tli€on) rule).

The key property of the type system is described by the fafigwheorem.
Theorem 2. Let P be a closed -term of sort o0 and complexity m. Thefi(P) is infinite if and only if
for arbitrarily large ¢ we can derive - P : py,>c¢, wherepym = (m,0,{0,...,m—1},0).

The left-to-right implication of Theorernl 2 (completenesgte type system) is shown in Section
[4, while the opposite implication (soundness of the typdesg} in Sectio b. In Sectidd 6 we discuss
how Theoreni 11 follows from Theoren 2. Before all that, we giview more examples of derivations,
illustrating the type system and Theorem 2.
Example 5. In this example we analyze theterm P, = R(Ax.aX), whereR is defined by coinduction
asR= (Af.br(fe)(R(Ax.f (fx)))). As previously,a ande are symbols of rank 1 and 0, respectively.
In Z(P,) there are trees that consist of a branctasymbols ended with aa symbol, but only those
where the number af symbols is & for somek € N. Notice that the complexity dy is 2.

Continuing Examplél4, we derive the full tygg = (2,0,{0}, {1, T, }—o0) for R:

g[f — {1, Tm}]F fe:(2,0,{0,1},0)>1
e[f — {Tr, Tm}] F br(fe)(R(Ax.f(fx))):(2,0,{0,1},0)>1
EFR:Or>1

(BR)
()

Next, we derive the same full type f&; but using the second argument of thesymbol; this results
in greater values of the flag counter. We start by derivingulieype 7 for the subterm\ x. f (f x):

e[f = {T}]Ff: >0 ex— {p1}] Fx:(2,0,{0},0)>0
g[f — {f}F f: 10 e[f — {T},x— {p1}] F fx:(2,{1},{0},0)>0
e[f = {Tf},x—= {p} F f(fx):(2,{1},{0},0)>0
e[f = {T} FAXf(fx): >0

@
@
()

In the above derivation there are no flags nor markers. Nextjavivet,, for the same subterm:

g[f = {tn}Ff: 1,0 gx—{p1}] Fx:(2,0,{0},0)>0
g[f = {T}F f: 70 e[f = {Tm},x— {P1}F fx:(2,0,{0,1},0>0
e[f = {1, Tm},x— {01} F f(fX):(2,0,{0,1},0)>1
e[f = {Tr, Tm}] FAXF(fX) 1 Tm>1

@
@
()

Below the lower@) rule the information about a flag of order 1 meets the infoiomaabout the marker
of order 1, and thus a flag of order 2 is placed, which increttse$lag counter. We continue with the
A-termR;

eFR:Or>C e[f = {T} FAXF(fX): >0 g[f = {T, T} FAXT(fX): Tl
g[f — {T, Tm}] F R(AX.f (fx)):(2,0,{0,1},0)pc+1
e[f = {T,Tm}] Fbr(fe)(R(Ax.f(fx))):(2,0,{0,1},0)>c+1
cFR:OrpCc+1

@
(BR)
(A)
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In this fragment of a derivation no flag nor marker is placedl.particular, there is no order-2 flag in
conclusion of thé@) rule, although its second premiss provides a flag of orderiliewiine third premiss
provides the marker of order 1. We recall from the definitidithe (@) rule that the information about
flags and markers coming from the arguments is divided intogarts. Numbers smaller than the order
of the operatordrd(R) = 2 in our case) are passed to the operator, while only greatabers ¢ 2 in
our case) contribute in creating new flags via @@mppredicate.

By composing the above fragments of a derivation, we carveleri- R: 6r>c for everyc > 1.
Recall that in Exampldd[1-3 we have derived Ax.ax: Ts>0 ande - Ax.ax: T, > 1. Together with the
above, this allows to derive fé the full typep, = (2,0,{0,1},0) (appearing in Theorefd 2):

eFR:0Or>C e Axax: >0 sFAxax:Tm>1
E|—P1:[521>C—|—l

@

We can notice a correspondence between a derivation witltdlagterc+ 1 and a tree inZ’(P) of size
21+ 1. We remark that in every of these derivations only threesftsfgorder 0 and only three flags of
order 1 are present, in the three nodes using @) rule.

Example 6. Consider a similad -termP, = R(Ax.bxX), whereR is as previously, ant is a symbol of
rank 2. In.Z(P,) we have, for everk € N, a full binary tree in which every branch consist éf¥mbols
b and ends with ae symbol.

This time for the subterm x.bxxwe need to derive three full types:

fé = (27 {0}707 {(17 {0}707 O)}—>0) )
f = (2,{1},0,{(1,{0},0,0), p1 }—0), and
fr/n = (27 0, {l}v {(17 {0}7 0, 0)>ﬁl}_>0) :

The last one is derived with flag counter 1. Notice tfjatndt/, need now two full types for the argument
x; the new on€1,{0},0,0) describes the subtree that is not on the path to the orderkemaVe also
have a new full typdy, that describes the use dk.bxxoutside of the path to the order-0 marker.
Then, similarly as in the previous example, for every 1 we can derivee - R: 64> ¢, where
Or = (2,0,{0},{1p, T{, T/, }—0). Again, this allows to derive - P, : po>c+ 1. This time a derivation
with flag counterc+ 1 corresponds to a tree i#f (P) of size 2 — 1 withh =21 + 1.
Example 7. Next, consider thd -termP; = R(AX.Xx). The only tree inZ (Ps) consists of a singlenode.
Let us see how the derivation from Example 5 has to be modifiee. full type T, can still be derived

for Ax.x (although with flag counter 0 now), but insteadfpfve have to usé/ = (2,0,0,{p, }—o0) that
provides no flag of order 1:

e (Bl (20001020 0 el (B)]Fx: (200.8).0950 07

eFAxx: {0 EFAXX:T>0

Next, forRwe want to derive the full typég = (2,0,{0},{i{,Tm}—0). We can easily adopt every
of the previous derivations fag - R: 6r>C: we basically replace every by 7. The key point is
that while deriving the full typd,, for the subtermAx.f (f x), previously in the lowe(@) rule we have
received information about an order-1 flag, and thus we hesated an order-2 flag and increased the
flag counter; this time there is no information about an edd#ag, and thus we do not create an order-2
flag and do not increase the flag counter. In consequence ifebés part of the derivation is repeated
arbitrarily many times, the value of the flag counter of theolglderivation remains 1.
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Example 8. Finally, consider the\-termP; = (Ag.Ps) (Ax.a(a(... (ax)...)), which B-reduces td>.
Notice that we can create the following derivation:

(VAR)
ON)
(Con)

gx— {p1}] Fx:(2,0,{0},0)>0
ex— {p1}] Fax: (2,{1},{0},0)>0

ex— {p}Fal(..(ax...)):(2,{1},{0},0)>0
ek Axaa(... (ax)...)): >0

(Con)
(A)

Every(Con) rule used in this derivation places in its conclusion an efitag and an order-1 flag. This
derivation can be used as a part of a derivatiorFfor

glg— {T P ol N
e-AQP;:(2,0,{0,1},{T;}—0)>1 e-Axa(a(... (ax)...)): >0
EFPy: [52[>1

@

Becausei; provides no markers, it can be removed from the type enviestirand thus foP; we can
use the derivation from the previous example. We thus olstdierivation forP, in which there are many
order-0 and order-1 flags (but only one flag of order 2). Th@shthat in the flag counter we indeed
need to count only the number of flags of the maximal order, (s@{, the total number of flags of all
orders).

4 Completeness

The proof of the left-to-right implication of Theorelm 2 isvitled into the following three lemmata.
Recall that g3-reductionP —3 Q is of ordern if it concerns a redexAx.R) Ssuch thabrd(Ax.R) = n.
The number of nodes of a tréés denotedt|. As in Theoreni 2, we denof@é, = (m,0,{0,...,m—1},0).

Lemma 3. Let P be a closed -term of sort 0 and complexity m, and le€tZ(P). Then there exist
A-terms Qn, Qm-1,...,Qo such that P= Qn, and for every ke {1,...,m} the term Q_; can be reached
from Q using onlyB-reductions of order k, and we can derigeé- Qp : Po> [t].

Lemma 4. Suppose that we can derige- P : pm>c. Then we can also derive- P : o1 > for some
¢ >log,c.

Lemma 5. Suppose that P+ Q is a -reduction of order m, and we can deriVe-- Q : T>c with
ord(7) = m. Then we can also derive- P: Ti>c.

Now the left-to-right implication of Theorein 2 easily follis. Indeed, take a closettterm P of
sorto and complexitym such thatZ (P) is infinite, and take ang € N. By Iog'§ we denote thd-fold
application of the logarithm: Idix = x and Iogfrlx: log,(log§x). SinceZ(P) is infinite, it contains
a treet so big that log'|t] > c¢. We apply Lemma]3 to this tree, obtainidgtermsQm, Qm-1,---,Qo
and a derivation of - Qo : po>|t|. Then repeatedly for every € {1,...,m} we apply Lemmal4,
obtaining a derivation of - Qx_1 : px> ck for somecy > Iog'§|t|, and Lemmals for ever-reduction
(of orderk) betweenQy andQ_1, obtaining a derivation of - Q : px>ck. We end with a derivation
of £ - P Ppm>cm, Wherecy, > logl' [t| > ¢, as needed. In the remaining part of this section we prove the
three lemmata.
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Proof of Lemmal3 (sketchRecall thatt € .#(P) is a finite tree, thus it can be found in some finite
prefix of the Bohm tree oP. By definition, this prefix will be already expanded afterfpeming some
finite number ofB3-reductions fromP. We need to observe that the8eeductions can be rearranged,
so that those of higher order are performed first. The keytpsito observe that when we perform a
B-reduction of some ordds, then no new3-redexes of higher order appear in the term. Indeed, suppose
that (AX.R) Sis changed intdx[S/x] somewhere in a term, wheed(AXx.R) = k. One new redex that
may appear is wheR starts with aA, and to the wholdR[S/x] some argument is applied; this redex is
of orderord(R) < k. Some other redexes may appear wBetarts with aA, and is substituted for such
appearance ofto which some argument is applied; but this redex is of ocie(S) < k.

We can thus find a sequence ®freductions in which3-reductions are arranged according to their
order, that leads fror® to someQg such that can be found in the prefix &y that is already expanded
to a tree. Itis now a routine to use the rules of our type systathderivee - Qo : Pot>|t|: in every
br-labeled node we choose the subtree in whicbntinues, and this effects in counting the number of
nodes ot in the flag counter. O

Proof of Lemmal4 Consider some derivation aft- P : p,>c. In this derivation we choose a leaf in
which we will put the orderm marker, as follows. Starting from the root of the derivatiore repeatedly
go to this premiss in which the flag counter is the greatebit(arily in the case of a tie). In every node
that is not on the path to the selected leaf, we replace therdutlype judgment - Q: (m,F,M,7)>d
byl Q: (m+21,F /M, 1)>0, whereF’ = F U{m} if d > 0, andF’ = F otherwise. In the selected leaf
and all its ancestors, we change the order frome m+ 1, we addnto the set of marker orders, and we
recalculate the flag counter.

Let us see how such transformation changes the flag countdregpath to the selected leaf. We
will prove (by induction) that the previous valukand the new value’ of the flag counter in every
node on this path satisfg’ > log,d. In the selected leaf itself, the flag counter (being either 0
1) remains unchanged; we hasle=d > log,d. Next, consider any proper ancestor of the selected
node. Letk be the number of those of its children in which the flag coumtas positive, plus the
number of ordem flags placed in the considered node itself. Let alsgc anddy,,, be the previous
value and the new value of the flag counter in this child thahithe direction of the selected leaf.
By construction, the flag counter in this child was maximalhiah impliesk - dmax > d, while by the
induction assumptiod,,,, > log, dmax. Tod’ we take the flag counter only from the special child, while
for other children with positive flag counter we add 1, i&.= k—1+d/,,, Altogether we obtain
d' =k—1+d/ x> k— 14109, dmax > l0g,(k - dmax) > log, d, as required. O

Proof of Lemma&l5We consider the base case whea- (Ax.R) SandQ = R[S/X|; the general situation
(redex being deeper iR) is easily reduced to this one. In the derivatiomof Q: T>c we identify the
setl of places (nodes) where we derive a type $mubstituted fox. Fori €I, letZj - S: 6j>d; be the
type judgment in. We change the nodeslinnto leaves, where we instead dersf&+— {G; }] - x: G;>0.

It should be clear that we can repair the rest of the derimatiy changing type environments, replacing
Sby x in A-terms, and decreasing flag counters. In this way we obtainvadiens ofZ; - S: 6j > d;
for everyi € |, and a derivation of' - R: T>d, whereX' = Z[x— {G; | i € I}] with Z(x) = 0, and
Split(l" | %, (%)ier ), andc = d+ Zi¢ di. To the latter type judgment we apply tie) rule, and then we
merge it with the type judgments f&using the(@) rule, which results in a derivation fér- P : T c.
We remark that different € | may give identical type judgments f& (as long as the set of markers
in G; is empty); this is not a problem. Th@) rule requires thaord(6;) = ord(Ax.R); we have that
ord(G;) = ord(T), andord(7) = m= ord(Ax.R) by assumption. O
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5 Soundness

In this section we sketch the proof of the right-to-left imsption of Theorem 2. We, basically, need to
reverse the proof from the previous section. The followiew/fiact is now needed.

Lemma 6. If we can derivd - P: (m F,M,7)>c withm—1¢ M and ord P) < m—1, then c=0.

A simple inductive proof is based on the following idea: flagsorderm are created only when a
marker of ordem— 1 is visible; the derivation itself (together with free \arles) does not provide it
(m—1¢ M), and the arguments, i.e. s@ts..., Txin T = Ty— ... >Tg—0, may provide only markers of
order at mosbrd(P) — 1 < m— 2 (see the definition of a type), thus no flags of ontlezan be created.

We say that a\-term of the formP Q is an applicatiorof order nwhenord(P) = n, and that an
(@) rule is of order nif it derives a type for an application of order We can successively remove
applications of the maximal order from a type derivation.

Lemma 7. Suppose that - P : pni>c for m> 0 is derived by a derivation D in which th@) rule of
order m is used n times. Then there exists Q such thatzRQ ande - Q: pm>c can be derived by a
derivation D in which the(@) rule of order m is used less than n times.

Recall from the definition of the type system that {@ rule of orders higher tham cannot be
used while deriving a full type of orden. Thus inD we have type judgments only for subtermsRof
of order at mostn (althoughP may also have subterms of higher orders), and in type envieoits we
only have variables of order at mast— 1. In order to prove Lemnid 7 we chooseRra subtermR S
with ord(R) = m such that there is a type judgment fRiSin some nodes ob (at least one), but no
descendants of those nodes use(@eaule of orderm. SinceR is of orderm, it cannot be an application
(then we would choose it instead Bf nor a variable; thuk = Ax.R. We obtainQ by reducing the
redex(Ax.R') S the derivationD’ is obtained by performing a surgery @nsimilar to that in the proof
of Lemma® (but in the opposite direction). Notice that evetiitype (m,F,M, 1) (derived forS) with
nonemptyM is used for exactly one appearanceaf the derivation foRR'; full types with emptyM may
be used many times, or not used at all, but thanks to Lelmimal&dtipg or removing the corresponding
derivations forS does not change the flag counter. In the derivationsxff8/x] no (@) rule of orderm
may appear, and the applicati®Sdisappears, so the total number@) rules of ordem decreases.

When all(@) rules of ordem are eliminated, we can decrease

Lemma 8. Suppose that - P : pni>c for m> 0 is derived by a derivation D in which th@) rule of
order m is not used. Then we can also degveP : pn,_1>c for some €> c.

The proof is easy; we simply decrease the ordef all derived full types by 1, and we ignore flags
of orderm and markers of ordan— 1. To obtain the inequalitg’ > ¢ we observe that when n@) rule
of ordermis used, the information about flags of oraer 1 goes only from descendants to ancestors,
and thus every flag of ordenis created because of a different flag of order 1.

By repeatedly applying the two above lemmata, out of a dioraof € - P : py,>c we obtain a
derivation ofe - Q: po>c’, whereP —5Q andc’ > c. Sincepy is of order 0, using the latter derivation it

is easy to find in the already expanded pa®dand thus inZ(Q) = £ (P)) a treet such thaft| =c’ >c.

6 Effectiveness

Finally, we show how Theoreni 1 follows from TheorEin 2, i.ewtgiven aAY-termP of complexitym
we can check whethert- P : > c can be derived for arbitrarily large We say that two type judgments
are equivalent if they differ only in the value of the flag ctamLet us consider a sét of all derivations
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of e = P: pm>cin which on each branch (i.e., each root-leaf path) theratmost three type judgments
from every equivalence class, and among premisses of(@chle there is at most one type judgment
from every equivalence class. These derivations use oply jiydgmentd - Q: 7>d with Q being a
subterm ofP and withI"(x) # 0 only for variables< appearing irP. Since a finiteAY-term, even when
seen as an infinitank -term, has only finitely many subterms, this introduces aroom bound on the
height of all derivations iz, and on their degree (i.e., on the maximal number of premista rule).

It follows that there are only finitely many derivations4h and thus we can compute all of them.

We claim thate - P : o> ¢ can be derived for arbitrarily large if and only if in 2 there is a
derivation in which on some branch there are two equivalgre judgments with different values of the
flag counter (and the latter condition can be easily checkiealeed, having such a derivation, we can
repeat its fragment between the two equivalent type judgsn@ftaining derivations of - P : p>C
with arbitrarily largec. We use here an additivity property of our type system: if@uf - Q: T>d
we can derivd’ - Q : '>d’, then out off - Q: Td + k we can derivd”’ + Q' : T/>d’ + k, for every
k > —d. Conversely, take a derivation ef- P : p,>c for some large enough Suppose that some of
its (@) rules uses two equivalent premisses. These premissesrodheeargument subterm, which is
of smaller order than the operator subterm, and thus of atlarostm— 1. The set of marker orders
in these premisses has to be empty, as the sets of markes &rdler all premisses have to be disjoint.
Thus, by Lemmal6, the flag counter in our two premisses is Qofs@quence, we can remove one of
the premisses, without changing anything in the remainart @f the derivation, even the flag counters.
In this way we clean the whole derivation, so that at the endreympremisses of ead@) rule there is
at most one type judgment from every equivalence class. €peed is now bounded, and at each node
the flag counter grows only by a constant above the sum of flagtecs from the children. Thus, df
is large enough, we can find on some branch two equivalentjiygugnents with different values of the
flag counter. Then, for some pairs of equivalent type judgsjeme remove the part of the derivation
between these type judgments (and we adopt appropriateljaip counters in the remaining part). Itit
not difficult to perform this cleaning so that the resultirgidation will be in%, and simultaneously on
some branch there will remain two equivalent type judgmaeiritis different values of the flag counter.

7 Conclusions

In this paper, we have shown an approach for expressing itatavat properties of Bohm trees using
an intersection type system, on the example of the finitepegdem. It is an ongoing work to apply
this approach to the diagonal problem, which should giveteebeomplexity than that of the algorithm
from [6]. Another ongoing work is to obtain an algorithm foodel checking Bohm trees with respect
to the Weak MSO+U logic [3]. This logic extends Weak MSO by avmpiantifier U, expressing that
a subformula holds for arbitrarily large finite sets. Furthere, it seems feasible that our methods may
help in proving a pumping lemma for nondeterministic HORSes
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A Proof of Lemmal3

Let us writeP ~,, P’ if the A -termsP andP’ agree up to depthe N. Formally,~, is defined by induction
onn as the smallest equivalence relation such that:

e P~pQforall A-termsP, Q,

e aP ...R~paP ...PifR~, 1P forallie{l,...,r},
e PO~ PQif P~y 1P andQ~,_, Q, and

o AXP=qAXP if P~p_1P.

Observe thaP ~, P’ impliesP =~y P’ for k < n.
We split the proof of Lemmil 3 into several lemmata.

Lemma 9. Let P be a closed -term of sort o, and let € .Z(P). Then there exists a numberN and
aA-term Q such that P+; Q, and whenever & Qandd =5 Q" for someA-terms @, Q’, then one

can derives - Q" : po> [t].

Proof. Let —>['§r be the relation obtained by composing,, with itself k times. By definition ofZ(P)
we have thaBT(P) —, t, and thusBT(P) —K t for somek € N. We prove the lemma by induction
on [t| +k, wherek is the smallest number such tHBT(P) — t. BecauseZ(P) # 0, we have that
P —>2§ aP, ... B (where possibly = br). ThenBT(P) hasain its root, and the subtrees starting in root’s
children areBT(P),...,BT(P). We have two cases.

Suppose first thad # br (this case serves as the induction base wher0). Then alsd hasain its
root, and the subtrees, ... ,t, starting in root’s children are such thaT(R) —>'§r tiforallie{1,...,r},
wherek; + --- +k = k. We havelti| + ki < [t| +k, sinceltj| < [t|. By the induction assumption, for
everyi € {1,...,r} we obtain a numbenm; and aA-term Q; such thatf —>2§ Qi, and wheneve®; ~,, Q
andQ; —p Q{’ for someA-termsQ/, Q/, then one can derivel- Q : po> [ti|. TakingQ=aQ; ... Q
we haveP —; aR ...R —5aQ...Qr =Q. Asnwe take 1y +---+n. Let nowQ andQ” be
such thaQ ~, Q' andQ —p Q. ThenQ =aQ, ... Q; andQ’" =aqQ] ... Q/, whereQ; ~n_1 Q] (thus
alsoQ; ~p, Q) andQ; =5 Q forie {1,...,r}. From the induction assumption we obtain derivations
of e - Q: por> [ti|. Recall thatoy = (0,0,0,0). We apply the(Con) rule to these derivations. Since
ord(p) =0, the pair(F’,c’) appearing in the rule’s definition equd® 1). The Comp, predicate simply
adds flag counters from its arguments, and hence the regtitig counter is ¥ |ty + - -- + [t|, which
equalslt|. Thus the resulting type judgmentds- Q" : por>|t|, as required.

Next, suppose that= br (and hence = 2). It should be clear that in the shortest reduction sequenc
BT(P) —>§r t we can rearrange reductions (without increasing their rarinéo that we first eliminate
the br symbol from the root oBT(P). In other words, we havBT(P) —,, BT(R) —>ﬁr‘1 t, for some
i € {1,2}. Let us focus our attention on the casei ef 1; the case of = 2 is completely symmetric.
Since|t| +k— 1 < [t| +k, from the induction assumption we obtain a numbgand aA-term Qs such
thatPy —5 Q1, and wheneve@; ~ Q; andQ} —p Q] for someA-termsQj, Q7, then one can derive
eF Q:po>|t]. TakingQ = brQ1P, we haveP —>E br P, P> —>E brQ:P, = Q. Asn we take 14+ n;.
Let now @, Q" be such thaQ ~, Q' andQ/ —p Q". ThenQ =brQ;Q, andQ” = brQ] Q}, where
Q1 ~n-1 Q) andQ} —p Q/. By the induction assumption we can deriwé QY : po> |t|, which after
applying the(BR) rule givese - Q" : por>[t|. O

Lemma 10. If P =, P’ and Q~, Q for some re N, then also FQ/x] ~, P'[Q'/X.
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Proof. Induction onn. Forn = 0 the lemma is obviousyg always holds. When > 0 andP = R § then
P'=R' S with R~,_1 R andS~,_1 S. By the induction assumption we halRQ/x ~n_1 R[Q'/X]
andSQ/x| ~n_1 S[Q'/X], and thuP[Q/X| ~, P'[Q//X]. The cases wheR=aP, ... B, orP=Ay.Q are
similar. Finally, wherP = P’ is a variable, the thesis follows immediately fr@pw, Q'. O

Lemma 11. If P =2 P and P— g Q, then for some Qe have P—>2§ Q and Q~, Q.

Proof. Induction onn. If n= 0, the thesis holds fo = P’. Suppose that > 0 andP = (Ax.R) Sand
Q=R[S/X. ThenP’ = (AxR) S, whereR~, R andS~n1 S. TakingQ' = R[S /x| we haveP’ -3 Q/,
and by Lemma1®@ ~, Q. The remaining case is that> 0 and the redex involved in th@-reduction
P —g Qis not located on the front d?. Then the thesis follows from the induction assumption. uset
consider only a representative example: supposeRkaRS andQ =T S andR—4 T. In this case
P =R S with R~ 1 R andS~,,1 S. The induction assumption gives W$such thatR’ —p T’ and

T ~n-1 T'. Thus forQ' = T'S we haveP’ —; Q' andQ ~, Q' U

Lemma 12. For every ne N, we can represent evei-term P as P= P'[S; /x1,...,S/Xs| so that P is
finite and P~ P'.

Proof. Induction onn. Forn = 0 we represenP = x[S/x|, and clearlyx ~ P. Forn > 0 we consider
the representative case Bf= QR for other forms ofP the proof is similar. The induction assumption
gives us representatiof3= Q'[S;/x1,...,S /%] andR=R[S 11/%+1,-..,S/%s] with @', R finite and
such thaQ ~,_1 Q andR~,_; R. W.l.0.g. we can assume that the fresh variakles ., x are not free
in R, and the fresh variables_ 1,...,xs are not free inQ. Then, forP = Q'R we haveP ~,, P’ and

P:P/[Sl/X1,...,S‘,/X5]- =

Corollary 13. Let ne N, and let P, Q beA-terms such that P—>2§ Q. Then we can represent P as
P=P[S/X,...,S/Xs so that Pis finite, and for soma-term @ it holds P —p Q and Q~, Q.

Proof. LetuswriteP =Py —g PL—p ... =g A =Q. By Lemmd 12 we can write = P'[S; /xq,.. ., S5/Xq]
so thatP’ is finite andP ~p, o P'. TakeP, = P’. Consecutively for all € {1,...,1} Lemma[Il gives
us aA-termP such thaf_; —; B andR ~p, i) B. Atthe end, forQ’ = R we haveP’ —; Q" and

Q~nQ. O

Below, aA-term (Ax.P) Qs called aB-redex of order kf k= ord(Ax.P).

Lemma 14. Let ke N, and let P be a\ -term withoutf3-redexes of orders higher than k (as subterms).
If P —p Q is aB-reduction of order k, then also in Q there are feredexes of order higher than k.

Proof. This lemma was already justified on pagé 12, but let us repea®’ be obtained fronP by re-
placing byy the B-redex(Ax.R) Sinvolved in thef-reductionP — 3 Q. Then we hav® = P'[(Ax.R) S/y]
andQ = P'[R[S/x]/y|. Suppose thaD has gB3-redex of order higher thak i.e., a subterniAzT)U with
ord(AzT) > k; we want to prove that this is impossible. The subt¢am.T)U, like every subterm of
Q, can be found in one of the following three places:

e Possibly(AzT)U is a subterm ofs. This is impossible, because by assumpfotand thus also
its subtermS) contains ng3-redexes of orders higher th&n
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e Possibly(AzT)U =VI[S/x| for a subternV of R, whereV # x. ThenV has to be an application
V =W X, with ord(W) = ord(AzT) > k. We haveW # x, becauseord(x) < ord(Ax.R) = k.
ThusW is aA-abstraction, withv being itself aB-redex of order higher thaky, which is again
impossible by assumption.

e Otherwise(AzT)U =V[R[S/X/y] for a subternV of P/, whereV #y. Again,V has to be an
applicationV =W X, with ord(W) = ord(AzT) > k. We haveW #y, because@rd(y) = ord(R) <
ord(Ax.R) = k. ThusW is aA-abstraction, with/ being itself a3-redex of order higher thak
this is impossible, sinc¥[(Ax.R) S/y] is a subterm oP and also g3-redex of order higher than
K. O

Lemma 15. Let P be a finiteA -term of complexity at most m. Then there exigerms ¢, Q,_1,---.Q}
such that P= Q{,,, and for every ke {1,...,m} the term Q_, can be reached from jQusing onlyf3-
reductions of order k, and Js in 8-normal form.

Proof. TakeQ,=P'. Then, fork=m,...,1, consecutively, out d®, we performf-reductions of order
k as long as possible, and @ ; we take the resultind -term, from which no morg8-reductions of
orderk are possible. Every such sequenceafeductions finally ends, becauBéis finite. For every
ke {1,...,m} Lemmd1% ensures that @, there are ng8-redexes of ordek, because alB-reductions
betweenQ, _, and Q, were of orders smaller thaa Moreover, because the complexity ofAaterm

cannot grow during3-reductions, the complexity a@y, is at mostm, and hence it has nB-redexes of
order higher tham. ThusQ is in 3-normal form. O

Proof of Lemmal3 Recall that in this lemma we are given a closederm P of sorto and complexity
m, and somé € .Z(P), and our goal is to exhibit -termsQpm, Qm-1, . .., Qo such thatP = Q,, and for
everyk € {1,...,m} the termQ_1 can be reached froi®x using only-reductions of ordek, and we
can derives - Qo : Pol> [t].

We first apply Lemmal9 t® andt, obtaining a numben and aA-term Q such thatP —>E Q. Then,
we apply to them Corollary 13, obtaining a representaffos P'[S; /xq,...,S;/xg| for finite P/, and a
A-term Q. Notice that the complexity d cannot be higher than that Bf as for every subterr® of
P/, the termR[S; /Xy, ..., S/ is a subterm oP, and has the same order RsWe then apply Lemma
[15 toP’, obtainingA-termsQ;,, Qr,_1,---,Qp. As Q we takeQy[S;/x1,...,S/Xs], fork € {0,...,m}.
We haveQ, = P sinceQ},, = P'. For everyk € {1,...,m} Lemmd_1b gives us a sequencg3afeduction
of orderk from Q, to Q| _,. After performing the substitutiof§; /X1, ...,Ss/xs] to everyA-term in this
sequence, afB-reductions in this sequence remain cori@atductions of ordek, and now the sequence
leads fromQy to Q_1.

Finally, by Corollary 1B we have’ —p Q andQ~, Q. Since, by Lemmga15, th@-normal form of
P is Qp, we also have) —p Qp- Thus by Lemmal9 (where we tak¥ asQ”) we obtain a derivation of
ek Qp: Po>[t|. To everyA-term in this derivation we apply the substitutif® /1, . .., S;/Xs|, obtaining
a derivation ofe - Qo : po> |t|. The derivation remains correct: the problem could onlyegppn a
(VAR) rule used for some of the variablgs ..., Xs, but since the type environment of the resulting type
judgment is empty, the derivation uses {vaRr) rule only for bound variables d@@;, not forx, ..., Xs.

O
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B Proof of Lemmal4

Lemma 16. If Comp,(M; ((F,G))icr) = (F,c), where M and Fare subsets of0,...,m— 1}, then it
holds that Comg, 1(M; ((Gi,0))icl) = (G,0), where G=FuU{m|c >0} and G =FKU{m|¢c > 0}.

In the above, by{m| c > 0} we mean the sdtm} whenc > 0, and 0 otherwise.

Proof. In the definition of theComppredicate some numbefg and f/ are computed. Denote biym
and f; , the values taken by, and f} in the above instantiation of th@omp, predicate, and bynm. 1
andf, ..., their values in the above instantiation of tiemp,,; predicate. Since the seisandG; are
the same when restricted to numbers smaller thawe havef,m = fomy1 for n<m, and f,’Lm = f,’Lerl
for n < m. In particular, forn < m the definition ofCompsays thaih € F < n e G. We also have
r/T1+1,m+1 =0, sincem ¢ M; thus the flag counter computed by t@emp,, , predicate (as the sum of
fiw1mer = 0 and of the zeroes given as argument€mp,, 4) is actually 0. Finally, we recall that
c= frm~ Yic Gi; thusc > O if and only if ff, ., > 0 orci > 0 for some € |. On the other hand, we have
famie = frumea + Sier [GiN{m}]; thus frmia > 0 if and only if f, ., >0 orme G; for somei € I.
Since f,’nm = fimy1 @ndc > 0 me G;, we obtainc > 0< fyme1 > 0. TheComp,,, ; predicate wants
to putmto the seG if only if fmy1 > 0 (sincem ¢ M), thus if and only ifc > 0; this agrees with our
definition of G. O

Lemma 17. If we can derivd - R: (m,F,M, 17)>c, then we can also deriie R: (m+1,G,M, 1)>0,
where G=F U{m|c > 0}.

Proof. Denotef = (m,F,M, 1) andi’ = (m+1,G,M, 1). The proof is by induction on the structure of
the derivation of - R: T>c. We have several cases, depending on the shaRe of

Suppose thaR = br P, P,. Then the last rule of the derivation (Br) with premissl - R : ¢ for
somei € {1,2}. The induction assumption gives us a derivatio 6fR, : 7'>0. Applying back th&BR)
rule we derivel - R: T'10.

Next, suppose thd&® = x is a variable. Then thgvar) rule requires that = 0, and thusz = F. We
just need to change in this ruleto m+ 1 (which is not problematic at all), and we obtain a derivatio
of =R: T'>0.

Next, suppose th& = Ax.P. Then the derivation ends with tl{@) rule, whose premiss i§'[x —
TIFP:(mF,M,1y)>c, wheret = T—1,, andM = My \ Ue m o)er M, @and Split(r | I'"), and
'(x) = 0. The induction assumption gives us a derivatiof ‘@t — T|+ P: (m+1,G,M,,T,)>0. We
can apply back ther) rule, and derivé - R: /1> 0.

Next, suppose thaR=aP, ... B for a# br. We haver =o. Letl; - R : (mFK,M;,0)>¢ for
i € {1,...,r} be the premisses of the fingon) rule. Using the induction assumption we derfvue-
R:(m+1,Gi,M;,0)>0, whereG; = FU{m| ¢ > 0}. We want to apply back theCon) rule. Some of
the conditions of théCon) rule remain unchanged = M’y M & ---wM;, andM’ = 0 if r > 0, and
Split(l" | ',...,T). We also know thatF,c) = Comp,(M; (F’,c), (F1,¢1),...,(F,¢c)), whereF’ =0
andc =1if m=0, andF’ = {0} andc’ = 0 if m> 0. Notice that~=’U{m| ¢ > 0} = {0}. Thus from
Lemmé& 16 we obtain th&@omp,,, ;(M; ({0},0),(G1,0),...,(G,0)) = (G,0), as required.

Finally, suppose thaR=PQ. Letl"+-P: (mF' M T—1)>c andli - Q: (mF,M;, 1) >¢ for
eachi € | be the premisses of the fing) rule, whereT = {(ord(P), Fi[ ~ora(p), Mi [ <orarp) Ti) | 1 € I}
Using the induction assumption we deritét- P : (m+1,G M’ T—1)>0, whereG' = F U {m |
¢ >0}, andli - Q: (m+1,G,M;,T)>ci, whereG; = FUu{m| ¢ > 0}, for eachi € 1. We want
to apply back the@) rule. The conditiondV = M’ W Jic/M; and Split(l | ", (T)ie) required by
the (@) rule remain unchanged, whitlerd(P) < m+ 1 holds because previously we hadi(P) < m.
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Also due toord(P) < m we haveGi[_qqp) = Fil<op), and thus the type needed now fer that
is {(ord(P),Gil<ord(p)s Mil <ora(p); Ti) | | € 1}—0, is actually equall —o, The conditionComp,(M;
(F',€); (Rl >orap), &))ier) = (F,c) implies thatCompy.;(M;(G',0), ((Gil>ora(p),0))ier) = (G,0) by
Lemme_16 (notice the®i [~ orqp) = Fil>orpy U {mM| ¢ > 0} becausen > ord(P)). O

Lemma 18. Suppose that CompM; ((F,G))ic1) = (F,c), where M and Fare subsets of0,...,m—1}.
If selis such that c< csforalli el, and & > log,cs, and G =K U{m| ¢ > 0} fori €|, then
Compy, 1 (MU {m}; (Fs,ds), ((Gi, 0))ien(sy) = (F,d) for some d such that & log,c.

Proof. As in the proof of Lemma_16, denote Hy, and f; ,, the values taken by the variablésand

f. in the above instantiation of theomp, predicate, and by, m:1 and f,’herl their values in the above
instantiation of theComp,,, ; predicate. As previously we havigm = famyq for n<m, and fy ,, =
fames for n<m, and thusComp,, ; correctly says which numbers smaller tharshould belong to
F. Moreover, it says thatn ¢ F, sincem € M U {m}, which is also correct. It remains to check that
the flag counted computed byComp,; actually satisfies! > log,c. Becausen € MU {m} we have

r/n+17m+1 = fmm+1, and thus

d=frim1+0s= fnmir+ds= fmg +IFsN{m}| + IGiN{m}|+ds=
iel\{s}
= frm+ 0+ [{i €1\ {s}| ¢ > O} +ds. 1)

On the other hand, we have
c=flmtYa. (2)
mm ;

In the degenerate case @f= 0 we have that; = 0 for all i € |, and by the abovd = c, thus even
mored > log, C.

Next, suppose thay > 0. Denotek = fr, .+ |{i €| | ¢ > 0}|. Then [1) gives] = k— 1+-ds, while
continuing [2) we have < ff, ,,-cs+ [{i €I | ¢ > 0}| - ¢s = k- Cs. Altogether we obtain as required:

d=k—1+ds>k—1+log,cs>log,(k-cs) > log,c. O

Corollary 19. Suppose that ConyiM; (F’,c’)) = (F,c), where MC {0,...,m—1},and F =0ACc =1
ifm=0,and F = {0} Ac =0if m> 0. Then Comp,,(MU{m}; ({0},0)) = (F,d) for some d such
that d > log,c.

Proof. Form> 0 this is a direct consequence of Lemmaé 18 (where the assamgti> log, Cs is instan-
tiated as 0> log, 0). Form= 0 we haveM = 0, andComp(M; (0,1)) = (0,1), while Comp (M U {0};
({0},0)) = (0,1); this is fine, sincedl = 1 > log, 1 = log, ¢ (for m= 0 we could not apply Lemn{a 18,
because the s&' = 0 in Comp, changes intd0} in Comp, ). O

Corollary 20. Suppose that ComyM; (F',c),((F,c))icr) = (F,c), where M and Fare subsets of
{0,....m—1}, and F =0Ac =1ifm=0,and F ={0} Ac =0if m>0. If sel is such that
¢ <csforalliel, and d > log,cs, and G =FKU{m| ¢ > 0} for i € I, then Comp,, (MU {m};
({0},0), (Fs,0s), ((Gi,0))iersy) = (F,d) for some d such that & log,c.
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Proof. For m > 0 this is a direct consequence of Lemma 18 (we notice fhat{m | c’ > 0} = {0}
andcd =0< ¢). If m=0 andcs > 1 we can use Lemniall8 as well. Suppose that 0 andcs = 0.
ThenM =0, andf =G =0Ac =0 for alli € |, thusComg(M; (0,1), ((F,G))icr) = (0,1), while
Comp (MU {0}; ({0},0), (Fs,ds), ((Gi,0))icifs) = (0,1+ds); this is fine, sinced = 1+ds > log, 1 =
log, c. O

Lemma 21. Suppose that we can deriVe- R: (m,F,M, 1) >c, where ordR) < m and that every full
type assigned by to a variable is of order at most m. Then we can also defiveR: (m+1,F,M U
{m}, 1)>d for some d such that & log, c.

Proof. Denotef = (m,F,M, 1) and?’ = (m+1,F,MU{m}, 7). The proof is by induction on the structure
of the derivation of - R: T>c. We have several cases, depending on the shaRe of

The case oR = br P, P, follows immediately from the induction assumption, as inmrea1T.

Suppose thaR = x is a variable. Th&€VAR) rule used in the derivation ensures that 0 and that
(x) contains a full type(k,F,M’,T) with M|_, = M’. By assumptions of the lemm&,< m. Then
(MU{m})|_ = M’, and hence th¢var) rule can equally well derivE - R: 7'>0; we have 0> log, 0.

Next, suppose tha® = Ax.P. Then the derivation ends with ti{@) rule, whose premiss i§'[x —
TIFP:(mF,M,,1))>c, wheret = T—1,, andM = My \ Ue m o)er M, @and Split(r | I''), and
'(x) = 0. Becauser is a type, the definition of a type ensures that all full typediare of order
ord(R) < m. Additionally ord(P) < ord(R) < m, so assumptions of the lemma are satisfied for the
premiss; the induction assumption gives us a derivatidn [efi— T| - P: (m+ 1,F, M, U{m},1,)>d,
whered > log, c. Again because all full types ifi are of ordeiord(R) < m(and hencé/’ C {0,...,m—
1} for all (k,F’,M’,0) € T) we haveM U {m} = My U{m} \U ke w oyeT M. Thus after applying back
the (1) rule we obtain a derivation df - R: T/ >d.

Next, suppose th& = a (whereais a symbol of rank 0). We have= 0. The conditions of théCon)
rule areSplit(I" | €) andComp,(M; (F’,c')) = (F,c), whereF’ =0 andc’ = 1 if m= 0, andF’ = {0} and
¢ =0if m> 0. By CorollanfI9Comp,.,(MU{m};({0},0)) = (F,d) for somed such thad > log,c.
We can use théCon) rule to derivel’ - R: 7/>d.

Next, suppose th& = aP, ... P for a# br andr > 0. We haver = 0. Denotel = {1,...,r}. Let
i =R :(mF,M,0)>c fori €| be the premisses of the fin@on) rule, and les € | be such thats > ¢;
for all i € 1. Using the induction assumption we derive- Ps: (m+ 1,Fs, MsU {m}, 0) >ds for someds
such thatls > log, cs, while fori € 1\ {s} we use Lemmg17 to derivg - R : (m+1,G;j, M;,0)>0, where
G =FRU{m|c > 0}. We want to apply back theCon) rule. The conditiorM = MW M3 ¥ -- & M,
updates accordinglym is added toM and toMs. The conditions(r > 0) = (M’ = 0) and Split(I" |
1,...,r) remain unchanged. We know thaomp,(M; (F’,c), ((F,¢i))iel) = (F,c), whereF’ = 0 and
d =1if m=0, andF’ = {0} andc = 0 if m > 0; by Corollary[20 this implieComp,,, (MU {m};
({0},0), (Fs,0s), ((Gi, 0))icingsy) = (F,d) for somed such thad > log,c, as required.

Finally, suppose thaR=PQ. Letl"+-P: (mF' M T—1)>c andl - Q: (mF,M;, 1) >¢ for
eachi € | be the premisses of the fing) rule, whereT = {(ord(P), Fi[ ~ora(p), Mi <orarp) Ti) | 1 € I}
A condition of the(@) rule implies thatord(Q) < ord(P) < m, so we can use the induction assump-
tion for these premisses. We know tf@dmp,(M; (F’,¢'), ((Fi[>om(p), CGi))iel) = (F,c). DenoteG' =
F'u{m|c >0} andG; =FKu{m|c >0} fori €l. Notice thatGi|qqp) = Fil>omar@) U{m|c >
0}. We have two subcases. d¢f > ¢ for all i € I, then using the induction assumption we derive
M"=P:(m+1,F ,MU{m},T—1)>d for somed such thatd’ > log,c, and using LemmR=17 we
deriveli - Q: (m+1,G;,M;, 1) >0 for eachi € I. Lemmal18 then implies tha&@omp,,, (M U{m};
(F,d"),((Gil>ora(p); 0))iel) = (F,d) for somed such thatd > log,c. Otherwise, we choosg € |
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such thatcs > ¢ for all i € | (andcs > c/); using the induction assumption we derivg- Q : (m-+
1,Fs,MsU {m}, 15) > ds for someds such thatds > log,cs, and using Lemma-17 we derive + P :
(m+1,G,M T—1)-0 andl - Q: (m+1,Gj,M;, 1) >0 for eachi € | \ {s}. Lemma[18 then im-
plies thatCompy,, 1 (M U {m}; (Fs[>orap), Gs), (G, 0), ((Gi > ora(p); 0)ien(sy) = (F,d) for somed such
thatd > log,c. In both cases we apply back tt@) rule to the obtained type judgments. The condition
M = MW HicM; is updated accordinglym is added tdM and either taVl’ or to Ms. The condition
Split(l" | ", ()il ) remains unchanged, andd(P) < m+ 1 holds since we even haeed(P) < m. We
also have thaGi[_orq(p) = Fil <ordp) @aNd(MsU {M}) [ orq(p) = Ms, SO the type required in a premiss for
P is indeedT —o0. O

Lemmal4 says that if we can derie- R: (m,0,{0,...,m— 1},0) >c, then we can also derive
eFR:(m+1,0{0,...,m},0)>d for somed such thad > log,c. This is just a special case of Lemma

21.

C Proof of Lemmal5

Below, byMk(T) we denote the set of marker orders of the full tgpee.,Mk(T) =M if T=(m,F,M, ).
We extend this notation to sets of full typedk(T) = Uzt Mk(T), and to type environmentdak(l") =
UyxMk(T (x)), wherex ranges over all variables.

Lemma 22. Suppose that we can deriVe- R: T1>c, and x is not free in R. Then far=I"[x — 0] we
can also derive - R: Tr>¢, and Splitl | Z) holds.

Proof. Becausex is not free inR, all full types assigned ta by I' are discarded somewhere in the
derivation ofl - R: Tc. On the one hand, this means that the set of marker orders timeake full
types is empty, and thuBplit(I" | Z) holds. On the other hand, we can remove these full types fypm t
environments in the derivation, which results in a deroranf~ - R: T>c. O

Lemma 23. Suppose that we can derive- P: T>c. If Split(l’’ | ') holds, then we can also derive
MeP:t>c.

Proof. Induction on the structure of a fixed derivationfof P: T>c. If the last rule igBR), we changé
to [’ in the premiss of the rule using the induction assumptiod veobtain a derivation df’' - P: Tc.
In every other rule we can chan@eo '’ only in the conclusion. O

Lemma 24. Suppose that we can deri/é- R: T-c. ThenMk(I") C Mk(T), andMk(I" (x)) "Mk(I (y)) =
0 for all variables xy with x#£y.

Proof. Fix some derivation of - R: T>c; the proof is by induction on the structure of this derivatio
We analyze the shape Bf

Suppose first thaR = x. The (VAR) rule says thaSplit(I', e[x — T]) holds forT such thatMk(T) C
Mk(T). ThusMk(T (x)) € Mk(T) andMk(T (y)) = 0 for all variablesy with y # x.

In the case wheR = br PP, the thesis follows immediately from the induction assumpiipplied
to the premiss of the fingBRr) rule.

Next, suppose thd&® = AzP. Letl[z— T]+ P: '>c with ['(z) = 0 be the premiss of the final
(A) rule. By the conditions of the rule we haék(7) = Mk(’) \ Mk(T) andSplit(l' | I'"). The latter
condition implies thaMk(I" (z)) = 0. For every variable other thare the induction assumption ensures
thatMk(I'[z— T](x)) € Mk(T’) and thatMk (I’ [z— T](x)) "Mk(['[z+— T](z)) = 0. SinceMk(I" (x)) =
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Mk(I[z— T](x)) andMk(I"[z— T](z)) = Mk(T) we obtainMk(I" (x)) € Mk(7") \ Mk(T) = Mk(T).
For any two variableg,y with z £ x # y # zwe haveMk(I"'[z— T](x)) "Mk(I"'[z— T](y)) = 0 by the
induction assumption, and thivk(I" (x)) N Mk(I (y)) = 0.

Next, suppose thaR=aP, ... B. Let[iFR:fi>c forie {1,...,r} be the premisses of the fi-
nal (Con) rule. Consider some variable and some& € Mk(I"(x)). Because of the conditio8plit(I" |
M1,...,[ ) of the (CoN) rule we havek € Mk(Ti(x)) for somei € {1,...,r}; thenk € Mk(T;) by the in-
duction assumptiok(I'i(x)) € Mk(T;), and thusk € Mk(7) by the conditionMk(T) = Mk(T1) W -- &
Mk(T;) of the (Con) rule. Suppose that we also hake Mk(I (y)) for some variabley other thanx.
Thenk € Mk(Ij(y)) € Mk(T;) for somej € {1,...,r}; we cannot havg = i by the induction assump-
tion (Mk(I(x)) andMk(Ti(y)) are disjoint), and we cannot haye# i becauseMk(7;) andMk(T;) are
disjoint.

The case wheR = P Qis completely analogous to the previous one. O

Lemma 25. Suppose that we can deriVe- R[S/x] : T>c. Then, for some finite set |, we can derive
5 FS:Gi>d for every ie |, and A*F R: T>e, whereA* = A[x — {G; | i € |}] with A(x) =0, and
Split(l" | A, (Zi)iel) holds, and c= e+ Si¢ di, andMk(6;) NMk(Gj) =0fori,j el ifi # j.

Proof. Fix some derivation of - R[S/x] : Ti>c; the proof is by induction on the structure of this deriva-
tion.

One possibility is thak is not free inR. Then we can také = 0, andA* = A =T'[x — 0], and
e = c. Becausexis not free inR= R[S/x], by Lemmd&_2P applied to the original derivation, we know
that \*+ R: Tr>e can be derived, and th&8plit(I" | A) holds. Becausé = 0, the condition concerning
disjointness oMk(g;) becomes ftrivial.

In the sequel we assume thais free inR. We analyze the shape Bf

Suppose first thaR = x. Then we takd = {1}, and(Z;,61,d;) = (I, T,c), andA = ¢, ande= 0.
Obviously A(x) = 0, andSplit(l" | A,Z1) holds, andc = e+d;. We can deriveX; - S: d1>d; by
assumption, and* - R: T>e using the(VAR) rule, whereN* = A[x+— {61 }].

Next, suppose thaR = brPiP,. Then our derivation ends with th@Rr) rule, whose premiss is
I F R[S/X : T>c, for somek € {1,2}. The induction assumption applied to this premiss gives us a
derivation ofZ; - S: 6;>d; for everyi € |, and of A*+- R : T>e, where appropriate conditions hold.
By applying back th&BR) rule to the latter type judgment, we obtain a derivatiom\éf- R: T>e as
required.

Next, suppose thd = Ay.P. We havey = x, and, as always during a substitution, we assume (by
performinga-conversion) thay is not free inS. The original derivation ends with th@) rule, whose
premiss id”’[y — T] F P[S/X] : T'>c with ['(y) = 0. We apply the induction assumption to this premiss,
and we obtain a derivation &y — Ti| - S: G;>d; for everyi € |, and of A¥ly — T'] - P: T'>e, where
N = Nxe {81 |i € 1}] with AX) = A(y) = Zi(y) = 0, andSplit(™'ly = T] [ Aly = T'], (Sily = Ti))ier)
holds, anct = e+ Y, di, andMk(G;) "Mk(G;) = 0 fori, j e | if i # j. Together withSplit(" | ') the
above implies thaSplit(I" | A, (Z)ici) holds. Becausgis not free inS, Lemmd_ 22 implies that for every
i €1 we can derive; - S: G;>d; (instead ofzj[y — Tj| - S: §;>d;) and thatSplit(Z[y — Ti| | Z;) holds.
ThusMk(T;) = 0 for alli € I, and henceMk(T \ T’) = 0; simultaneouslyT’ C T, which implies that
Split(A*[y — T] | A¥[y— T’]) holds. In consequence, by Lemma 23 appliedty — T'| - P: t'>ewe
can deriveN [y — T] - P: T'>e. To the latter type judgment we apply again {h¢ rule, which gives
NER:T>e

Another possibility is thaR= aP; ... B. Then the original derivation ends with tii€on) rule,
whose premisses afg + P;[S/x] : Tj>c¢;j for j € {1,...,r}. We apply the induction assumption to these
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premisses. Assuming w.l.o.g. that the resulting $etre disjoint, and taking = Uﬁzllj, we obtain
a derivation of2j - S: Gi>d; for everyi € |, and of A= P; : Tj> e for every j € {1,...,r}, where,
for everyj € {1,...,r}, we haveN = Aj[x— {Gi | i € Ij}] with Aj(x) = 0, andSplit(T"j | Aj, (Zi)iel;)
holds, andcj = €j + Y ¢, di, andMk(&i) N"Mk(Gy) = 0 for i,i" € 1 if i #i’. By Lemmal2# we have
Mk(6i) € Mk(Tj) fori e lj, j € J. SinceMk(T;) N Mk(Tj) =0 for j,j’ € J with j # j’ by a side
condition of the(CoN) rule, this implies thalk(6;) "Mk(6y ) = 0 for alli,i’ € | withi #i’. Recalling the
side conditionSplit(I" | (I'j)jeqa,....r)) Of the (Con) rule, we observe tha8plit(l" | (Aj)jeqa,...r}, (Zi)ier)
holds. DefineA by takingA(z) = Jj_1A\j(2) for every variablez. We then haveSplit(I" | A, (Zi)ici)
and Split(A | (Aj)jeqr....ry), as well asSplit(A* | (A¥)jeqa,...ry)- Another side condition of théCon)
rule says thaComp,(M; (F’,c), (Fy,¢1),...,(F,c)) = (F,c) for appropriate argumentd,F,F’, ¢, F;.
Takinge= c+ 3 _;(ej —cj) we also have thaComp,(M; (F',¢), (Fy,e1),...,(F,&)) = (F,e). Having
all this, we can apply théCon) rule again, deriving\* - R: T>e. Simultaneously we observe that
c=¢e+Yiq d.

Finally, suppose thaR = P Q. This case is very similar to the previous one. The origirelvation
ends with the@) rule, whose premisses drg - P[S/X] : To>Cp andlj - Q[S/x] : Tj>¢;j for j € J, where
we assume that @ J. We apply the induction assumption to all these premissesuiing w.l.0.g. that
the resulting set§j are disjoint, and taking = (Jjc(oyus1j, We obtain a derivation of; i- S: i >d; for
everyi € |, and ofAj - P: To> €9, and of AT - Q: Tj>€; for everyj € J, where, for every € {0} UJ, we
have/\’j( SEAY X {c}. lie |j}] with /\j(X) =0, andSpIit(Fj | /\j,(zi)i@j) holds, and:,- =€ —|—Zi€|j di,
andMk(Gi) NMk(6y) = 0 fori,i’ e I if i #i’. By Lemmal2# we havélk(Gi) C Mk(T;) fori € I,

j € {0} UJ. SinceMk(Tj) "Mk(Tj) =0 for j, " € {0} UJ with j # j’ by a side condition of théCon)
rule, this implies thatk(G;) N Mk(Gi) = 0 for all i,i’ € | with i #i’. Recalling the side condition
Split(l" | (Tj)icqoyua) of the @) rule, we observe tha®plit(l" | (Aj)jcioua; (Zi)ier) holds. DefineA
by takingA\(z) = Ujcioyus/\j(2) for every variablez. We then haveSplit(I” | A, (Z)ie) and Split(A |
(Nj)jetoyua), as well asSplit(A* | (Af)jeoua)- Another side condition of th¢Con) rule says that
Comp,(M; ((Gj, ¢j))jetoyua) = (F,c) for appropriate seté!,F,G;j. Takinge = c+ ¥ jc(ojua(€ — Cj)
we also have thaComp,(M; ((Gj,¢j))jefojus) = (F,€). Thus we can apply th@) rule again, deriving
N+ R: T>e Simultaneously we observe that e+ i di. O

Lemma 26. Suppose that CompM; (F,e), ((0,d;))ic1) = (G,c), where FAM =0 and EM C {0, ...,
m—1}. Then G=F and c=e+ J di.

Proof. Consider the number§, and f/, appearing in the definition of theomp, predicate. Looking at
them consecutively fan=0,...,mwe notice thatf, = 0 andf, = |F N {n}|. Indeed,f, = 0 implies f, =
|[F N {n}|, and ifn— 1 ¢ M, we havef;, =0, while ifn—1 € M, we havef) = f,_1 = |Fn{n—1}| =0,
becausd= "M =0. ThenG={ne {0,...,m—1} | f, > 0ANn¢Z M} =F (again because "M = 0),
andc= f,+e+ Y di =e+ 3 d. O

Proof of Lemmal5Recall that we are given a derivation bf- Q : T>c with ord(7) = m, and af3-
reductionP — g Q that is of ordem, and our goal is to deriveé - P : Ti>c.

Suppose first thad® = (Ax.R) SandQ = R[S/x], whereord(Ax.R) = m. From Lemm& 25 we obtain a
derivation ofZ; - S: 6;>d; for everyi € | (for some set), and a derivation of\[x — T|+ R: T>e, where
T={6i|iel}, andA(x) =0, andSplit(l" | A, (% )ici) holds, andt = e+ ¥, di, andMk(6;) "Mk(G;) =
0 fori,jelifi#j. Letus writeT = (m,F,M, ), and & = (m K, M;,q;). To the type judgment
Ax— T]+R: T>ewe apply thegA) rule, derivingA F Ax.R: (m F,M\ Uiy Mi, T—T)>e.

To this type judgment, and & - S: 6;>d; for i € |, we want to apply thé@) rule. By definition
of a full type, the setd; and M; may contain only numbers smaller than(since 6; is a full type).
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Recalling thatord(Ax.R) = m we have that the typg(ord(Ax.R), Fi| orq(axr)s Mil<ordiaxr)» Gi) | 1 €

| }—1 that we have to derive fofx.Ris indeedT — 1. The conditiondM = (M \ Ui¢; Mi) Wi M;, and
ord(Ax.R) < m, andSplit(l" | A, (Zi)ic1) follow from what we have. Notice that the sé¥g. xR
are empty, and théf "M = 0 by definition of a full type { = (m,F,M, 1) is a full type), and hence
Comp,(M; (F,e), ((Fil>ord(AxR),Gi))iel) = (F,c) by Lemma26. Thus thé@) rule can be applied; it
derivesl =P : T>c.

It remains to consider the general situation: the redextivebin the3-reductionP — g Q is located
somewhere deeper . Then the proof is by a trivial induction on the depth of theslex. Formally,
we have several cases depending on the shape lmfit let us consider only a representative example:
suppose tha® = TU andQ =TV with U — V. In the derivatioT - Q : T>c we apply the induction
assumption to those premisses of the fi@@) rule that concern the subterkh, and we obtain type
judgments in whiclV is replaced byJ. We can apply th¢@) rule to them, and to the premiss talking
aboutT, and derivd” - P: T>c. O

D Proof of Lemmal@

In order to enable an inductive proof of Lemina 6, we need tengthen slightly its statement, and
consider alsa\ -terms of ordem. We say that a full typ¢m,F,M, T;— ... - Tx—0) is (m— 1)-clear if
m—1¢ MUUL, MK(T;).

Lemma 27. If T € .Z3 for ord(a) < m, and m- 1 ¢ Mk(T), thenT is (m— 1)-clear.

Proof. If a = ai;—...—ax—0, we can writeT = (m F,M,T;—...—>T¢—o0). Fori e {1,...,k} by
definition we havd; C .71 for my = ord(ai— ... —ax—0), and hencélk(T;) C {0,...,m —1}; because
ord(aj—...—ax—0) < ord(a) < m, we havem—1¢ T;. ThusT is (m— 1)-clear. O

Lemma 28. If we can derivd - R: Ti>c, where ord?) = m> 0and T is (m— 1)-clear, then c=0.

Proof. Fix some derivation of - R: Ti>c. The proof is by induction on the structure of this derivatio
Let us writeT = (m,F,M, 7). We have several cases depending on the shaRe of

If R=x, the(VAR) rule ensures that the flag counteis 0.

If R=brP; P, then above the fingBRr) rule we have a premidst R : T>c for somei € {1,2}; the
induction assumption used for this premiss impties 0.

Suppose thaR = Ax.P. Then above the finglA) rule we have a premids - P: (m,F,M’, ") >c,
wheret = T—1" andM = M’\ Mk(T). Becausd is (m— 1)-clear, we haven—1 ¢ M UMk(T), hence
alsom—1¢ M’; thus(m,F,M’,7’) is (m— 1)-clear. The induction assumption applied to our premiss
impliesc=0.

Next, suppose th&®=aP, ... B. Letli - R : (mFK,M;,0)>¢ fori € {1,...,r} be the premisses of
the final(Con) rule. For alli € {1,...,r} a side condition of this rule says thdf C M, so the full type
(m,F,M;,0) is (m—1)-clear, and hence = 0 by the induction assumption. We know tt@dmp,(M;
({0},0), (F1,c1),...,(F,c)) = (F,c) (recall thatm > 0). The numberf;, considered in the definition of
Comp, is 0 in our case ofn— 1 ¢ M, and thus we have= f;,+ S/_;¢ = 0.

Finally, suppose thaR=PQ. Letl"-P: (mF' M T—1)>c andli - Q: (mF,M;, 1) >c for
i €| be the premisses of the fin@) rule. A side condition of the rule says thd{ C M andM; C M
fori € I, som— 1 does not belong to these sets. By definition the marker sdtdlitypes inT are
subsets of somkl;, som—1 ¢ Mk(T), and hencém,F',M’, T—T1) is (m— 1)-clear. On the other hand
ord(Q) < ord(P) < m, so(m,F,M;,7;) for i € | are(m— 1)-clear by Lemma& 27. Thus the induction
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assumption can be used for all premisses; it sayscthat0 andc; = 0 for alli € |. BecauseComgM;
(F',c),((F,c))ie) = (F,c), andm—1 & M, we obtainc = 0 (as in the previous case). O

Proof of Lemmal6 Recall that in this lemma we are given a derivatiorT of P : T>c, wherem— 1 ¢
Mk(T) andord(P) < m— 1 form= ord(7), and we have to prove that= 0. Lemmd2V implies that is
(m— 1)-clear, and thus = 0 by Lemma 2B (we havea > 0 becaus®rd(P) < m—1). O

E Proof of Lemmal7

Let us formalize the notion of countin@) rules of ordem in a derivation. We use heextended type
judgmentof the forml = P: T>c = n, wherell = P: Ti>cis a type judgment, andec N. The numben

is calledapplication counter The meaning is thdt - P : Ttc can be derived by a derivation in which the
(@) rule of orderord(T) is usedn times. Formally, we lift our type system so that it can deexéended
type judgments, as follows. If, in the original type systersing premissek; - P : Tj>¢; fori € | some
rule could derivd” - R: Tr>c, then

e if R=PQwith ord(P) = ord(T), then using premissds - B : T;>c; > n; for i € | we can derive
F-R:T>c>-14Siq N

e otherwise (i.e., wheR = P Qwith ord(P) # ord(7), or Rdoes not start with an application) using
premisses§; - R : Ti>¢ > n fori € | we can derivéd - R: T>c > Yi¢ .

It should be clear that we can derivé- R: T>cif and only if we can derivé - R: Ti>¢ = nfor some
n e N. We also notice that in proofs of Lemmaid 22 23 the numb@)aules of the maximal order
(and, more generally, the shape of a derivation) remainamgpéd. Thus we can restate these lemmata
as follows.

Lemma 29. Suppose that we can derife- R: T>¢ > 0, and x is not free in R. Then far=T[x— 0]
we can also deriv& - R: T>c > 0, and Splitl" | Z) holds.

Lemma 30. Suppose that we can deriVe- P: T>c > 0. If Split(l”" | I') holds, then we can also derive
MeEP:t>c>-0.

As in the proof of Lemmal5 we start with a lemma describing stition.

Lemma 31. Suppose that we can derieg - S: 6;>d; = 0 for every ic | (for some finite set I), and
NFR:Tre= 0, whereN = Alx+— {G | i € I}] with A(x) =0, and Splitl" | A, (Zi)ie) holds, and
ord(S) < ord(7), and ord ;) = ord(T) for all i € I. Then we can derivE - R[S/X] : T>e+ Yi¢ di > 0.

Proof. We start by observing the following property, denotéq:(
If Mk(Gi) = 0 for somei € |, thend; = 0 andMk(Z;) = 0.

Indeed,Mk(Z;) C Mk(ag;) = 0 follows from Lemma_2l4, while; = 0 follows from Lemmab if we recall
thatord(S) < ord(7) = ord(&;).

The proof of the lemma is by induction on the structure of séimeal derivation ofA* - R: T>e - 0.

One possibility is thak is not free inR. In such a situation by Lemmal29 we can derve R:
T>e > 0 andSplit(A* | A) holds, which means thatk(g;) = 0 for alli € I. By () we haved; = 0 and
Mk(Zj) =0 foralli €. ThusSplit(I" | A, (Zi)ic1) impliesSplit(I" | A), and thus by Lemma 80 applied to
AFR:T>e> 0we canderivd - R: Te > 0. This is the desired type judgment sirRi&/x] = Rand
e+ 2i€| di =e

In the sequel we assume tha free inR. We analyze the shape Bf
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Suppose first thaR = x. Then the derivation foR consists of a single rule, and thas= 0 and for
somes < | we haveSplit(A* | e[x— {0s}]) andT = s (this holds because & are of the same order as
7). It follows thatMk(A(y)) = 0 for every variabley, and thatMk(&;) = 0 for everyi € |1 \ {s}. By ()
we haved; = 0 andMk(Z;) =0 for alli € I\ {s}. It follows thatSplit(I" | A, (% )ie1 ) impliesSplit(" | Zs);
we can thus derivE - S: Gsi>ds = 0 by Lemma 3D. This is what we need, sirRl&/x| = S, andt = Js,
ande+ Y di = ds.

Next, suppose thaR = brP;P,. Then our derivation ends with th@Rr) rule, whose premiss is
NER:Tre= 0, for somek € {1,2}. The induction assumption applied to this premiss gives us a
derivation ofl" - R([S/X : T>e+ Yic di > 0. By applying back th€Br) rule we derivel’ - R[S/x] :
Tre+ i di > 0, as required.

Next, suppose thaR = Ay.P. We havey # x, and, as always during a substitution, we assume
(by performinga-conversion) thay is not free inS. The derivation folR ends with thgA) rule, whose
premiss is\} [y — T] - P: '>e > 0, whereA} (y) = 0 andSplit(A* | A}) holds. Denoté\) = A} [x+— 0].

We then have\} = Ay [x— {G; | i € J}] for someJ C I. The conditionSplit(A* | A}) implies that
Split(A | Ay) holds, and thalk(G;) = 0 for alli € 1\ J; thend; = 0 andMk(Z;) = 0 fori € 1\ J by ().

In the light of Split(Il" | A, (Zi)ie) this implies thatSplit(I" | A, (Z)icy) holds. Becaus€ (y) may be
nonempty, we have to defiig =Ty +— 0] andziA = %[y 0] for i € J. By assumptiory is not free in

S, so Lemma29 says that we can deiifei- S: §i>d; = 0 and thaSplit(Z; | =) holds fori € J. Recall
that A, (y) = 0. Due toSplit(l | Ay, (Zi)ics) we also haveSplit(T | ') and Split(Ty | Ay, (Z)ics),
thus alsoSplit(Ty [y — T] | Ax[y = T1,(Z})ics). We are ready to apply the induction assumption to our
premiss. We obtain a derivation bf [y — T|F P[S/X] : T'>e+ Jicyd = 0. Becaus&plit(" | )) holds
andl, (y) = 0, we can apply théA) rule, obtainingl - R[S/X] : T>e+ Yic;d - 0, where the full type

is indeedt, as in the original derivation. Becaude= 0 fori € J\ I, this is what we need.

Another possibility is thaR=aP; ... P.. Then the derivation foR ends with thgCon) rule, whose
premisses ar& - P; : Tj>e; > 0forje{l,...,r}. Forje {1,...,r} denote\; = Ni[x— 0]. Aside

.....

.....

holds, and the derived full types are the same as in the dierveor R, and the flag counters are higher
by ¥ici, di, we can apply th¢Con) rule and derivel + R[S/ :T>e+ 2?:1 Yiel, di = 0. It remains to
observe thaf|_; Jici, i = Yic di- As already saidd = 0 wheni €1\ Jj_, 1;. Consider somec 1Nl
for j,j" € {1,...,r} with j # j’. We haveMk(Gi) C Mk(A}), so Lemma 24 applied to the type judgment
N F Py @ Tj>ej says thaMk(di) € Mk(Tj), and similarlyMk(6i) € Mk(Tj). But, by a side condition of
the(Con) rule, Mk(7;) andMk(Tj) are disjoint, siMk(&;) =0, and hence; =0 by (). In consequence
the two sums are indeed equal.

Finally, suppose tha® = P Q. The proof is almost the same as in the previous case. Theaten
for Rends with the(@) rule, whose premisses afg - P : To>€e = 0 andAf - Q: Tj>ej = 0 for j € J,
where we assume thatJ. For j € {0} UJ denote\j = Af[x+— 0]. A side condition of the@) rule says
that Split(A* | (A}) jeoyus) holds. On the on one hand, this impli®plit(A | (Aj)jc(opu3)- On the other
hand, forj € {0} UJ we have\} = Aj[x— {&; |i € |;}] for somelj C 1, and fori € 1 \Uje(oyus1j We have
Mk(6i) = 0, and thugl = 0 andMk(Z;) = 0 by (). Knowing thatSplit(I" | A, (Zi)ici ) holds, we obtain
Split(" | (Aj) jefopua; (Zi)iely jefojua)- Forj € {0}UJ we definel”; by takingl"; (y) = A;j(y) UUie; Zi(Y)
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for all variablesy. Then we haveéSplit(I" | (T'j) jeoyua) @andSplit(lj [ Aj, (Zi)iel;) for j € {0} UJ. Using
the induction assumption for every premiss, we obtain avaoin of o - P[S/X] : To>€y+ Y, di > 0,
and of [j - Q[S/X : Tj>€j + ¥ic, di = 0 for all j € J. BecauseSplit(I" | (I'j)jc(o;u5) holds, and the
derived full types are the same as in the derivationRpand the flag counters are higher Py, d;,
we can apply the@) rule and derivel” - R[S/X] : T>e+ ¥ je(ojus Yiel; di = 0. It remains to observe
that 3 jc(oju1 Jier; di = Yici G- As already saiddi = 0 wheni € I \ Ujcqopuylj- Consider some €

I 1y for j, " € {0y UJ with j # j'. We haveMk(6i) € Mk(AY), so Lemmd_24 applied to the type
judgmentAJ =T : Tj>ej (whereT =P or T = Q, depending onj) says thatMk(di) C Mk(Tj), and
similarly Mk(6;) € Mk(Tj/). But, by a side condition of th@) rule, Mk(T;) andMk(7j/) are disjoint, so
Mk(6;) = 0, and hence;, = 0 by (). In consequence the two sums are indeed equal. O

Lemma 32. Suppose that we can deriVe- RS: Ti>c = n so that all premisses of the fing®) rule
have0 in the application counter. If orfR) = ord(7), andl (y) # 0 only for variables y of order at most
ord(7) — 1, then R=Ax.R, and we can derivé - R[S/X| : T>c > 0.

Proof. Let) FR: Ty >e> 0 andZ + S: g>d, - 0 fori € | be the premisses of the fing®) rule.
Let us writeT = (m,F,M, 1), andf), = (mF',M,,T—T1), andg = (m F,M;,q;) for i € I. We have
T = {(0rd(R), Fil ora(r)sMil <ora(r)» G1) | 1 € 1} = {6i | i € 1}, becauseord(R) = m and setd and M;
contain only numbers smaller tham

We start by determining the shapeR)fby looking at the premiss concerning it, i€, - R: T)>e -
0. If Rwas a variable, then the derivation of this premiss wouldsistrof the(VAR) rule requiring that
M (R) # 0, hence alsd (R) # 0; this is impossible by assumption sinBes of orderm. If Ris an
application,R= UV, then the derivation of the premiss concernidigtarts with thg@) rule, requiring
thatord(U) < m. Howeverord(U) > ord(R) = m, so actuallyord(U) = m, and hence the application
counter in this premiss should be at least 1, violating osu@ption. It follows thalR cannot be an
application. MoreoverR takes an argument, so it cannot start with a symbol. TRugsarts with a
A-abstractionR= Ax.R.

The type judgment concerning is derived using théA) rule out of a premisg\[x — T]+ R :
'>e> 0, wheret’ = (m,F’,M’, 1) andA(x) = 0. The two rules imply thatl, = M’ \ Mk(T) andM =
M, UMk(T). Lemmd2# applied to the type judgméXjk— T|+ R : T'>eimplies thatMk(T) C M’, and
thus we obtairM = M’. Next, we notice that the sefs|- o) are empty, and th&'NM =F' NM’' =0
(becausd’ = (m,F’,M’,7) is a full type), and tha€omp,(M; (F',€), ((F [ >ora(r),&))ict) = (F,c) by a
side condition of thé@) rule. In such a situation Lemnal26 implies tifat= F’ (thus actuallyt’ = T)
andc = e+ Y d.. Finally, due to side conditions of th@) and(A) rules we haveSplit(l" | Iy, (Zi)ier)
and Split(ly | A), hence als®plit(l" | A, (Zj)ie)). We also haveord(S) < ord(R) = m. Thus we can
apply Lemma31 to type judgmenist S: gi>d, = 0 fori € | andAx— T| R : T>e > 0. We obtain
a derivation off - R[S/x] : T>c = 0, as required. O

We now give a generalization of Lemrmi 7 suitable for inductibotice that a subterm of &-term
may be involved in multiple subtrees of a derivation treetifigrwholeA -term. Because of that, we have
to handle multiple derivations for the samtheerm at once.

Lemma 33. Suppose that for a finite set I, a number m, and-germ P we can deriv€; - P: fi>¢ =
fori e |, where ordP) < m, andy;c, n > 0, and for all i € | we have ordf;) = m andlj(x) # 0 only
for variables x of order at most m 1. Then there is @ -term Q such that P~z Q, and we can derive
M FQ:Tivg > nfforalli €l, for some numbers{such thaty . nf < i ni.
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Proof. The proof is by induction on the smallest total size of daires needed to derivig - P: Tj>¢ -
n; for all i € I. Because& i nj > 0, we havegl| > 1.

Suppose first that for everye | all premisses of the last rule used to defiive- P : 7j>¢; = nj have 0
in the application counter. This is the base case, in whichevierm aB-reduction. Becausg; nj > 0,
necessarily? = R Swith ord(R) = m, because only in such a situation the application countedierived
type judgment can be higher than the sum of application evsiribh premisses. Then, for evarg |
separately we apply Lemnial32 to our type judgment, and wermptitat R = Ax.R, and that we can
derivel; - R[S/X : Ti>¢ >~ 0. SinceP = (Ax.R) S—3 R[S/x], this gives the thesis.

Let us now consider the opposite case, when we have a prentispasitive application counter.
We have multiple cases depending on the shapg® btit all of them are similar, and boil down to a use
of the induction assumption. Suppose, for example,RratR S Then for every € | the type judgment
i FP:fi>ci >~ is derived by thé@) rule out of premisseE] - R: T/>¢f - nf andl; j - S: T j>G j > N j
for j € J, for some finite sef;. We haveord(S) < ord(R) < mby a side condition of thé@) rule. For
every variablex of order at leasm we havel'/(x) C ['i(x) = 0 for all i € I, andT; ;(x) C Ii(x) = 0 for
alliel, jeJ. Whenn;j >0 for somei €I, j € J, we apply the induction assumption $@nd to the
collection of all premisses concerning it in all our derigas. We obtain & -termS such thaS—g S,
and derivations of i j - S T jo¢ j =i foralli €1, j € J, whereSic; 3 jes M j < Yiel Yjes Nij- BY
applying the(@) rule to these type judgments and to the premisses conceRyiwg obtain derivations
of i -Q:fivg ~niforallicl, whereQ=RS andyici i = Yici (N + Fjes (M —Nij)) < Tier Ni-
Whenn;; =0 for alli I, j € J, we necessarily have] > 0 for somei (as we are in the case in
which some premiss has a positive application counter) vamdpply the induction assumption to the
premisses concerning. We proceed similarly wheR = aP, ... P, for a # br, whenP = br P, P,, and
whenP = AX.R (we cannot hav® = x, as then the application counter in all the type judgmentslavo
be 0). In the case d® = Ax.R we use the assumptiard(P) < mto deduce that the full types assigned
to xin type environments of premisses are not assigned to éleuad order higher tham— 1: we have
ord(x) < ord(P) <m. O

Finally, we observe that Lemra& 7 is a special case of Leminal3&e|l| = 1 and the type judgment
is of the forme - P: pm>cC.

F Proof of Lemmal8

(F c), where m> 1. If ¢ > ¢ +|FN{m—1}| for

Lemma 34. Suppose that CompM; (F,Ci)ici) =
= (F[<m_1,C) for some €> c+|Fm{m 1}

i €l,then Complfl(M [<m—1; (F [<m 15 |)I€|)

Proof. The definition of theComppredicate specifies variablégand f;. Let f,, and f, ,, be values of
these variables in the above instantiation of@wnp, predicate, whilefnm-1 and f; ,, ;—in the above
instantiation of theComp,,_, predicate. Notice that,m-1 = fom forn<m—1, andf me1 = f,’Lm for
n<m-1. In consequence the requirements giverCoynp,_, on the sef are satisfie’d, since they are
the same as the requirements giverdmmp,.

Next, let us observe thdf, 1m > frm+|F N {m—1}|. Indeed, ifm—1 < M, we havefy, , = fm_1m
andm—1¢ F. Conversely, iim—1¢ M, we havef,’nm =0, and iffy_1m=0thenalsan—-1¢F.
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Finally, becausdy, ; ., 1 = fy, 1 We have
¢ = f(n—Lm—l""Zci/ = fr;ﬁ—Lm""ZCi/ > fnoim+ Z IFn{m—1}+ Zci
le le le le
= fm_l’m+ZCi > f'/"’erZCi +|FNn{m—1}|=c+|FNn{m—1}|. O
le le

We now generalize Lemnfa 8 to arbitrary type judgments.

Lemma 35. Suppose that we can derive- P: (m F,M,7)>c > 0, where ordP) < m—1, and for
every variable x and ever§ € I'(x) we have ord) < m—1. Then we can also deriiel- P: (m—
LF cm1,Mlcmeg, T)>C withd > c+|[FN{m—1}|.

Proof. DenoteT = (m,F,M, 1) and6 = (m—1,F|_,_1,M|_n_1,T). The proof is by induction on the
structure of some fixed derivation &6f- P: f>c = 0. We havem > 1, sinceord(P) < m—1. We
distinguish several cases depending on the shape of

Suppose first thaP is a variable,P = x. Then the(VAR) rule used in the derivation implies that
Split(l" | e[x+— (k,F,M[_, T7)]) holds, andc = 0. By assumption of the lemma we havec m—1, so
Ml cm-) ek =Ml andF|_,_, =F (becausé C {0,...,k—1}). In consequence, we can use the
(VAR) rule to derivel - P: 6 0.

Next, suppose thd® = brP;P,. Then the finalBRr) rule has a premisE - R : T>c¢ >~ 0 for some
k € {1,2}. Surelyord(Px) =0 < m-—1. The induction assumption applied to this premiss gives us
a derivation ofl - B : 6>c with ¢ > c+ |F n{m—1}|. We apply back th&€BRr) rule, obtaining
r=P:onc.

Next, suppose th® = Ax.Q. Then the fina(A) rule has a premids'[x— T| - Q: (mF,M’, 7")>c >~
0, wherer = T—1/, andM = M’ \ Mk(T), andSplit(I" | I'") holds. Clearlyord(Q) < ord(P) < m— 1.
We also havel C ﬁg’rd(P), wherea is the sort ofx. In consequence, for every variableand every
N € (I [x— T])(y) we haveord(f}) < m— 1. Using the induction assumption for our premiss we obtain
a derivation o '[x — T| - Q: (M= L, F | 1,M[_m_1,T)>C with ¢ > c+ |[FN{m—1}|. Because
Ml 1 \MK(T) = (M"\ MKk(T)) c;n_1 = M| _m_1, by applying back théA) rule we derivel - P :
gnc.

Next, suppose thd& = aP; ... B with a=£ br. Thent = 0, and the finalCon) rule has premisses
i -R:(mF,M,o)>c > 0forie{l,...,r}. Foreveryic {1,...,r} we haveord(R) =0<m-1,
andrlj(x) C I'(x) for every variablex, so we can use the induction assumption forittte premiss and
obtain a derivation of i - B : (m— 1, K[ 1,Mil.m_1,0)>¢ with ¢ > ¢+ |FN{m—1}|. If r >0,
we have a side conditioM = l#i_; M;, which impliesM|_,,_1 = Wi_; Mi|.m_1. Another side condi-
tion says thaComp,(M; ({0},0), (F,Ci)ic1....r}) = (F,c), and we need to see thabmpy, (M| _p_1;
if m—1>0, and(Fo,éo) = (0,1) if m—1=0. This follows from Lemmd_34, where we notice
that {0}/__1 = Fo, andcy > 0+ [{0} n{m—1}|. Thus we can apply back th€on) rule deriving
r=P:onc.

Finally, suppose tha® = QR Then the final@) rule has premissds' - Q: (mF' M T—1)>e -
0 andli - R: (mF,M;,7)>d = 0 fori €1, whereT = {(ord(Q),F [ orq(q)> Mil<ord(q) Ti) | 1 € I}
Because the application counter is 0 in the conclusion, we bad(Q) # m, so actuallyord(Q) <
m— 1 by a side condition of th¢@) rule. Simultaneouslyrd(R) < ord(Q) < m—1, and the type
environmentd’ and (T )i¢| store only full types stored already ih The induction assumption applied
to all premisses gives us derivationslof- Q: (m— L F'[ ., 1,M'[ 1, T—T)>€ withe > e+ |[F'N
{m—1}, and of i F R: (M—1,FK[_m_1,Mi[cm1, Ti) >0 with d/ > di + |[FN{m—1}| foriel. The
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side conditionM = M’ W ;¢ Mi impliesM[_,,_1 = M’ [ -1 W licy Mi| 1. Another side condition
says thatComp,(M; (F',e), (F,di)ic1) = (F,c), which by Lemmd-34 implies tha@omp,,_1(M|__1;
(F'Tem-1,€), (Flem-1,d)ie1) = (Flcm_1,¢) for somec > c+ |F Nn{m— 1}|. We also have thaf =
{(0rd(Q), (Filcm-1) [ <ord(@)s (MiT cm-1) [ <ord(q)» Ti) | € I}, becauserd(Q) < m— 1. Having all this, we
can apply back thé@) rule, and derivéd - P: 6>C'. O

Lemmad8 says that if we can derige- P: (m,0,{0,...,m—1},0)>c > 0 withm> 0, then we can
also derives - P: (m—1,0,{0,...,m—2},0)>c for somec > c. Hereord(P) =0, so this is just a
special case of Lemnal35.

G Remaining proofs for Sectionb

In the final part of Section]5 we have implicitly used the fallog lemma, which we now prove.

Lemma 36. If we can derivee - P : poi>c, then there exists a treet.Z(P) such thaft| = c.

Proof. Recall thatpy = (0,0,0,0). The proof is by induction on the structure of some fixed detion
of e - P: pgi>c. Let us analyze the shape Bf Because the type environment is emptycannot be a
variable. The sort 0fg, and hence oP, is 0, and thusP cannot start with a -abstraction. Moreover,
P cannot be an applicatio@ R, because thé@) rule requires thaord(Q) < ord(pp) = 0. ThusP starts
with a symbol. We have two cases.

Suppose first the® = aP; ... B with a# br. We notice thapy is the only full type in.Z3, and that
Split(e | Ty,...,I ;) impliesF 1 =--- =T, = &. Thus the premisses of the fin@on) rule ares - B : po>>
¢, forie{1,...,r}. Becaus&Comp(0;(0,1),(0,c1),...,(0,c;)) = (0,c), we havec=1+cy+ -+ C;.
The induction assumption gives us, foe {1,...,r}, treest; such thatt;| = ¢ andt; € .Z(R), which
means thaBT(R) —{, ti. Ast we take the tree havingin its root, andy, .. . ,t; as subtrees starting in the
root’s children. BecausBT(P) hasain its root, andBT(P,),...,BT(P ) as subtrees starting in the root’s
children, it should be clear th&T(P) —;, t. Moreover,|t| = 1+ |t/ +---+ [t/ =14+C1+---+C =cC.

Another possibility is thaP = br P, P,. Then the finalBRr) rule has one premisst R : po>c for
somei € {1,2}. The induction assumption gives us a tteseich thatt| = candBT(R) —{, t. Recalling
that BT(P) hasbr in its root, andBT(R,) as its subtree starting in theh child of the root, we see that
BT(P) — BT(R), and thug € .Z(P). O

H Proofs for Section[6

Let us recall two definitions from page]13. We say that two tiyjglgments are equivalent if they differ
only in the value of the flag counter. GiverA& -termP and a numbem, we have also defined a sét
of all derivations ofe - P : pm>c in which on each branch there are at most three type judgnirems
every equivalence class, and among premisses of @chle there is at most one type judgment from
every equivalence class.

We complete the proof of effectiveness contained in Se@idry a formal proof of the following
lemma.

Lemma 37. Suppose that for someY -term P we can derivet P : py,>c for arbitrarily large numbers
c € N. Then in the se there is a derivation in which on some branch there are twawedent type
judgments with different values of the flag counter.
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Proof. In this lemma it is convenient to see derivations as tregm jiyxdgments of a derivation constitute
nodes of a tree; premisses of a type judgment are locateslghildren. We considd? andmto be fixed.

A derivation is callecharrow if among premisses of each i®) rule there is at most one type judgment
from every equivalence class. We have already justified gelid that if a type judgmemst- P : pm>c
can be derived, then it has a narrow derivation. Moreoverhaxe justified that there are only finitely
many equivalence classes of type judgments that can bemaeg derivation of - P : py,>c, for anyc;

let E be their number. This gives a bound on the number of prem@fS@®) rules in narrow derivations.
Rules(VAR), (BR), and(A) always have at most one premiss. The number of premisseEoia rule is
specified by the rank of the symbol involved; when this rulesed in a derivation of - P : pn> ¢, this
symbol has to appear i, which gives a bound on its rank. All this gives us a bolndn the degree of
nodes appearing in the considered narrow derivatiorgs-oP : p > ¢ for arbitrarily largec.

Looking at the definition of th&€omp, predicate it is easy to see that@omp,(M; (F,C)icl) =
(F,c), thenc <|I|-m+ Sig Gi. In consequence, the flag counter in a conclusion (@)aule or a(Con)
rule, having at modD premisses, can be higher than the sum of flag counters in¢neigses at most by
(D+1)-m+1 (these 41" appear here, because in t@on) rule, beside of pairéF;, c;) coming from
premisses, we pass to t®mp, predicate an additional pafF’,c’) with ¢’ < 1). The conclusion of
every(Br) and(A) rule has the same flag counter as the only premiss, and théustmmcof the(VAR)
rule always has 0 in its flag counter. This means that therenstantC such that in any node of any
narrow derivation of - P : py,i>c the flag counter can be higher than the sum of flag counters in it
premisses at most l§y (and simultaneously it cannot be smaller than this sum).

We define devel of a node in a derivation, by induction on the depth of the nddmaves and all
nodes with flag counter 0 have level 0. If an internal node tsaflag counter positive and equal to the
flag counter in some child of this node, then the level of thidenis equal to the level of this child (notice
that there is at most one such child, and the flag counter iotladlr children is 0). The level of every
other internal node is defined as one plus the maximum ofdafats children.

Next, we prove that for every levethere is a boun@; on the value of the flag counter among nodes
of this level. Indeed, the value of the flag counter in leaaes] thus in all nodes of level 0, is bounded
by Cy = C. Take now a node of leveél> 0 having only children of levels smaller than In each of
these (at mosD) children the flag counter is at mdSt_;, so so the flag counter in our node is at most
Ci =C+D-C_1. Ifanode of level has a child of level, then their flag counter is equal, thus is also at
mostGC; (trivial induction on the depth of the node).

Let us now take a narrow derivation ef- P : pn>c for somec > Cg_;. It necessarily contains a
node of level greater thal — 1. Moreover, every node of some levet 0 has a child of level at least
>i—1. Thus in the considered derivation there exists a braneim¢paodes of at leadt + 1 different
levels. Among them we can find two nodes with equivalent tylgiments and being on different levels
(as the type judgments come from at mBsequivalence classes). If the two nodes had the same flag
counters, then also all nodes on the path between them waukldthe same flag counter, and thus the
two nodes would have the same level, which is not the cases Weuhave found two nodes having
equivalent type judgments, different values of the flag teximnd such that one of them is a descendant
of the other.

Let x andy be nodes of a derivation @ft- P : o>, wherey is a descendant of and they contain
equivalent type judgments. In such a situation, wea#routthe fragment between nodeandy, in the
following sense: we decrease by— c, the flag counter in every ancestorxgfwe removex and all its
descendants not being in the subtree starting and we attacly in the place ok. This results in some
(correct) narrow derivation of - P : py,> ¢’ for somec’.

Take now the smallest (in the sense of the number of nodeg)walerivation of a type judgment
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e+ P: pmc, for anyc, in which there are two nodes v having equivalent type judgments, different
values of the flag counter, and such thiéd a descendant of. If this derivation is inZ, we are done. If
not, we can find four nodes;, xo, X3, X4 With equivalent type judgments, such that, is a descendant
of x; for i € {1,2,3}. Letc be the value of the flag counter ¥, for i € {1,2,3,4}. We have two
cases. Suppose first that> ¢, 1 for somei € {1,2,3}. We then take somge {1,2,3}\ {i}, and we
cut off the fragment betweex; andx;,1; we obtain a smaller narrow derivation of a type judgment
e+ P: pnmec, for somec, in which there are two nodes, namedyandx;, 1, having equivalent type
judgments, different values of the flag counter, and suchdha of them is a descendant of the other.
This contradicts minimality of our derivation. Next, sugpdhatc; = ¢, = ¢z = ¢4. Then we recall that
we already have two nodesv having equivalent type judgments, different values of tag flounter, and
such thatv is a descendant af. Fori € {1,2, 3} consider the séf; containingx; and all its descendants
not being in the subtree startingxn ;. These sets are disjoint, so for sofne {1,2,3} we haveu ¢ V;
andv ¢ V;. We cut off the fragment betwee andx;,;. This removes exactly the nodes fraf so
the nodess andv are still present in the derivation. Moreover, equatify= cj,1 implies that we have
not changed flag counters in any node, in particulan andv, sou andv in the new derivation again
have different values of the flag counter. Thus also in thi®a@e have obtained a contradiction with
minimality of our derivation. O
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