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Intersection and union types denote conjunctions andriiipns of properties. Using bidirectional
typechecking, intersection types are relatively strdaitard, but union types present challenges.
For union types, we can case-analyze a subterm of union tyjea W appears in evaluation position
(replacing the subterm with a variable, and checking that tevice under appropriate assumptions).
This technique preserves soundness in a call-by-valuerg@saSadly, there are so many choices
of subterms that a direct implementation is not practicalt &refully transforming programs into
let-normal form drastically reduces the number of choidéd®e key results are soundness and com-
pleteness: a typing derivation (in the system with too marteyrm choices) exists for a program if
and only if a derivation exists for the let-normalized praxyr.

1 Introduction

To check programs in advanced type systems, it can be usefplitthe traditional typing judgmest A
into two forms,e1} Aread ‘e synthesizes typA” and e} Aread ‘e checks against typ&”, and requiring
that the user write annotations on redexes. THisrectional typecheckingPierce and Turner 1998) is
decidable for many interesting features, including irgeti®n and union types without syntactic markers.
Tridirectional typecheckingl(Dunfield and Pfenning 2004; Dunfield 2007sisentially bidirectional,
but union types are eliminated with the aid dfidirectional rule that uses an evaluation contekt
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In this rule, I is an ordinary variable context addi, A, is the concatenation dinear contexts linear
variablesx in As essentially stand for subterms (occurrences) in the sulijeectl. gives€ a (linear)
namex, so that a left rule, which decomposes types in the codiggin eliminate union types appearing
in A. Instead of a direct union elimination rule likée, we usdlirectlL together with a left rule/LL.
r-e€ftAvB T xAF&XUC TyBrF&yIC MNAXARelC T;AXBrRelC
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While evaluation contexts are defined syntactically, this is not syntax-directed in the usual sense:
many terms have more than one decomposition into séfeé where the subterre’ can synthesize a
type. Under a left-to-right (functions first, argumentsms®t) call-by-value semantics, evénx has three
decompositiong’ =[], & =[] x, & = f [], so a straightforward implementation of a system wlitactLL
would require far too much backtracking. Compounded wittkbracking due to intersection and union
types (e.g., iff : (A1 — Az) A (B1 — B) we may have to try botli : A; — Ay and f : By — By), such an
implementation would be hopelessly impractical.

This paper reformulates tridirectional typechecking (marized in Sectiohl2) to work on terms in a
particularlet-normal form in which steps of computation are sequenced and interiteecienputations
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are named. The let-normal transformation (Sedition 3) idalkt constrains the decomposition by se-
guencing terms, forcing typechecking to proceed left thtr{gvith an interesting exception). The results
stated in Sectionl4 guarantee that the let-normal versiarpobgrameis well typed under the let-normal
version of the type system if and onlyéfis well typed under the tridirectional system.

The let-normal transformation itself is not complicatedpugh the motivation for my particular
formulation is somewhat involved. The details of the transfation may be of interest to designers of
advanced type systems, whether their need for a sequentialdrises from typechecking itself (as in
this case) or from issues related to compilation.

Unfortunately, the proofs (especially the proof of comgiedss) are very involved; | couldn’t even fit
all the statements of lemmas in this paper, much less sketihproofs. | hope only to convey a shadow
of the argument’s structure.

This paper distills part of my dissertation (Dunfield 200¢€hapter 5). To simplify presentation,
I omit tuples, datasort refinements, indexed types (aloriy umiversal and existential quantification,
guarded types, and asserting types), and a greatesttype

2 Tridirectional Typechecking

We have functions, products, intersections, unions, arehgty typel . We’'ll use aunit type and other
base types liként in examples. In the terms we have variableg (which are values) bound byx. e,
variablesu (not values) bound bfix u. e, and call-by-value applicatioe; ;. Note the lack of syntactic
markers for intersections or unions. As usual] is the evaluation contexf with its hole replaced by
€. To replacex with e, we write[e; /X|e;: “e; for xin ;"

TypesA,B,C,D = A—-B|AAB|AVB]|L :
T 3 ) . Small-step reduction rules
ermse = X|u|Axe|ee |fixu.e SlAx N — &[[v/xe]
Values v = x|Ax.e Slfxud o &[(fixue) /e
Evaluation contexts& = [||&e|vé& e e

We'll start by looking at the “left tridirectional” (in thipaper, called just “tridirectional”) system.
This system was presented lin Dunfield and Pfenning (2004)Candield (2007b, chapter 4); space
allows only a cursory description.

The subtyping judgment (Figuké 1)As< B. Transitivity is admissibleA does not distribute across
—, for reasons explained by Davies and Pfenning (2000).

Figure[2 gives the typing rules. The judgmdntA - e} A is read ‘e synthesizes typd”, and
A+ el Ais read e checks againsd”. When synthesizingA is output; when checkindj is input.

ContextsI” = - |I,xA
Linear contextsA := - |AXA

Contextsl” have regular variable declarations. Linear contéxts= - | A, X:A have linear variables.
If ;A F e... is derivable, then& IF e ok”, read “e OK underA”. eachX declared imA appears exactly
once ing, ande contains no other linear variables. Rules that decompasesubject, such as>E
decomposingg; & into e; andey, likewise decomposA.

Most rules follow a formula devised [n_Dunfield and Pfenni2@d4): introduction rules, such as
—1, check; elimination rules, such asE, synthesize. Introduction forms lik&x.e thus construct
synthesizing termsawhile elimination forms likee; & are checked termsSome rules fall outside this
classification. Thassumptionulesvar, var andfixvar synthesize (an assumptiarA can be readA).
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The subsumptiorrule sub allows a term that synthesizésto check against a typB, providedA is
a subtype ofB. The rulectx-anno permitscontextual typing annotationdor example, in(succ X :
(x:odd I even,x:even - odd)), the annotated termucc X is checked againsiven if x:odd € I', and
againstodd if x:even € I'. The premisély - A) < (I' - A) is derivable if the assumptions insupport
the assumptions ihg. For details, see Dunfield and Pfenning (2004).

Finally, we haveleft rules ALL1, ALy, VL, LIL which act on linear assumptionSA whereA is
of intersection, union, or empty type. These act as elinonatules—forv and L, they are theonly
elimination rules.ALL; andALL, are not useful alone (the ordinary eliminationg; and AE, would do)
but are needed to expose a nestedr VIL, or aL for LL.

The backtracking required to choose betwedh andAE,, or betweenvl, andVl,, or between the
related subtyping rules, as well as the need to check a gieigtemore than once\(, VIL) suggests that
typechecking is exponential. In fact, Reynolds (1996, pgp-a8) proved that for a closely related system,
typechecking issspACEhard. We can’'t make typechecking polynomial, but “untamgjl directlL will
remove one additional source of complexity.

B, <A A, < B A <B A, <B A<B A<B
2 oA e AL = ARS
Ai—A; <B;—By ANA < B ANA < B A<Bi1AB>

Al<B A<B A<B; A<B;
1L< V0LL ——VRi< ——VRy<Z
1 <A AVA, < B A<Bi1VBy A<B1VB;

Figure 1: Subtyping
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Figure2: The left tridirectional system
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2.1 Tridirectional typechecking and evaluation contexts

RuledirectlL’s use of an evaluation context might give the impressiontipechecking simply proceeds
in the order in which terms are actually evaluated. Howetves,is not the case. The subjectdifectlL

is &£[€] where€ synthesizes a type, so certaidymust be inan evaluation position, but there may be
several such positions. Even a term as simpld &8 y) has 5 subterms in evaluation position, each
corresponding to a different evaluation contekt

&=[](xy) and €=f; =1 (x[]) and €=y; &=1[] and €= (xy);
&=f(]lyy and €=x; & =] and €=f(xy).

In fact, we may need to repeatedly apgdiyectl. to the same subject term with different choicessof
For example, we might us€ = [] (x y) to name arf of union type, introducing:AV B into the context;
then, case-analyz&Vv B with VE; finally, chooses’ = f ([] y) to namex (also of union type). Thus we
are faced not with a choice over decompositions, but ovelyrsaquencesf decompositions.

Typechecking cannot go strictly left to right. Given an Mkd int option type, containingione
and some integeSome(n), assumeione : none andSome(n) : some. Then, ifmap f (Some(n)) returns
Some(f n) andmap f None is none, thenmap : (int — int) — ((some — some) A (none — none)).
Similarly, a function filtering out negative integers cotiave typefilter : int — (some V none).

Consider the ternfmap f) (filter n). The term(map f) synthesizegsome — some)A(none —
none). This is an intersection type—we’ll abbreviate it@s+s)A(n—n)—and the intersection must be
eliminated so that rule+E can be applied tomap f) (filter ). However, we cannot commit to one part
of the intersection yet, because we must first case-anafgzartion type of the subterifilter x). We
need to “jump over{map f) to type(filter x), so applydirectlL with evaluation context’ = [] (filter x),
giving (map f) the namex; second, applyirectL with contexté” = X [], synthesizingsome \ none for
(filter X). Rule VL splits ony:someVnone; in its left subderivationZsome, We havey:some, SOAE; on
X 1} (some — some) A (none — none) givesX 1} some — some, While its right subderivatior%,one has
y:none, SOAE; givesX {} none — none. Writing A for X:((s—s)A(n—n)), the derivation is

gsome @none
A+ filter X1} some VV none  A,y:(someVnone) - Xy | C
F map ff (s—s)A(n—n) A F X (filterx) | C
F (map f) (filterx) | C

VL
directlL

directlL

whereC is some V none, and the derivation¥some and Zpone are

... = X1 (some—some)A(none—none) ... F X1 (some—some)A(none—none)

=1

- — AE
... F X1 some — some and ... F X1 none — none 2

A,V:somell— Xy {C A,V:none-l— Xy|C

On a purely theoretical level, the tridirectional systenadseptable, but the nondeterminism is exces-
sive. Xi approached (very nearly) the same problem by tomnmshg the program so the term of
type appears before the term oftype. (Actually, Xi had index-level quantifier® and I instead

of v and A, but these are analogous.) A standard let-normal traosl@ (Xi 1998, p. 86), where
lerep| = letxg=|e1|inletXo= €| in X%z suffices for the examples above. (In Xi's system, existéntia
variables are unpacked where a term of existential typetibdend: an existential variablg is un-
packed at the binding o&, which appears before the applicatioix, at which the universal variabke
must be instantiated.) Unfortunately, the translatioeratts unpleasantly with bidirectionality: terms
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such asmap (Ax.e), in which (Ax.e) must be checked, no longer typecheck becausa thecomes the
right hand side of &et, in letX;=mapinlet X =AX.ein X1% and let-bound expressions must synthesize a
type, butAx.e does not. Typechecking becomes incomplete in the sensedira programs that were
well typed are not well typed after translation.

Xi ameliorated this incompleteness by treatmg, as a special case (Xi 1998, p. 13% vo| =
letXg=|€e1]|inx1 V2. Now v, (which is Ax.e in the above example) is in a checking position. This is
adequate for non-synthesizing values, but terms sucha@s(case zof ...), where a non-synthesizing
non-value is in checking position, remain untypable. Itasaiear why Xi did not also have special cases
for case and other non-synthesizing non-values, éeg(case e of ms)| = letX;=|ey|in x; |case e of mg.
Xi's translation is also incomplete for terms like(case x of mg). Supposex synthesizes a union that
must be analyzed to select the appropriate part of an imtisreen the type off. Sincex's scope—and
thus the scope of its union—is entirely within tlee created for thease, typechecking fails.

|f (case xof mg)| = let f1="finletXp=|case X of mgin f1 Xo
= letfi=finletxg= (Ietx1=xin case Xg of |ms1) in f1 Xo

It could be argued that the cases in which Xi's translatials fare rare in practice. However, that
may only increase confusion when such a case is encountdmdidw Xi's general approach of sequen-
tializing the program before typechecking, but no programeslost in my translation.

Do we need all the freedom thdirectl. provides? No. At the very least, if we do not need to
name a subterm, naming it anyway does no harm. But namingeafiibterms only slightly reduces the
nondeterminism. Clearly, a strategy of in-order traveisabund (we can choose to appliyectl. from
left to right if we like). It is tempting to think it is complet In fact, it holds for many programs, but
fails for a certain class of annotated terms. We will explaimy as we present the general mechanism
for enforcing a strategy of left-to-right traversal excégtcertain annotated terms.

3 Let-Normal Typechecking

We'll briefly mention previous work on let-normal form, therplain the ideas behind the variant here,
including why we need arincipal synthesis of valugsroperty. Because the most universal form of
principality does not hold for a few terms, we introdwstack bindings

Traditional let-normal or A-normal transformations (M@d888; Flanagan et al. 1993) (1) explicitly
sequence the computation, and (2) name the result of eastmietiate computation. (Continuation-
passing style (CPS) (Reynalds 1993) also (3) introducesedasuntinuations. Thus let-normal form is
also known aswo-thirds CPS Many compilers for functional languages use some kinc&ethbrmal
form to facilitate optimizations; see, for instance, Tarelial. (1996), Reppy: (2001), Chlipala et al.
(200%), and Peyton Jones et al. (2006).

Our let-normal form will sequentialize the computationt tudoes not only name intermediate
computationsbutvaluesas well. In our let-normal type systemtirectL is replaced by a ruliet that can
only be applied tdet; see Figurél3.2 is a special evaluation context, discussed below.

Thislet is a syntactic marker with no computational character. mrast to let-normal translations
for compilation purposes, there is no evaluation step @tolo) corresponding to &t. | won't even
give a dynamic semantics for terms withs. It would be easy; it's simply not useful here. If we insist
on knowing what a let-normal teremmeans, we can use a standard call-by-value operationainsiesa
over the term’s reverse translation.

Instead of making explicit the order of computation, ousrietmal form makes explicit the order of
typechecking-or rather, the order in whictirectl. names subterms in evaluation position. Thus, to be
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A FefA A XAR 2K 1LC

let
FALAs - letx=€in 2K | C

A ~x=vk 2[x]|C ot A EVHA TAXARe|C
MAF let~X=vin 2[x] |.C MO0y ~X=VF el C
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...plus all rules in Figuré R, exceplirectlL

Figure 3: Thelet-normal type systefior terms containindet X bindings

complete with respect to the tridirectional system, thadfarmation must createlet for every subterm

in synthesizing form: if an (untranslated) program corgansubtern® in synthesizing form, it might

be possible to namé with directlL, so the let-normal translation must bied Otherwise, a chance to
apply VL is lost. Even variableg must be named, since they synthesize a type and so can be iramed
directl.. This models an “aggressive” strategy of applytfigectl.. On the other hand, checked terms
like Ax.ecan't synthesize, so we won't name them.

Another consequence of the let-normal form following tgpinot evaluation, is thaétX=v; inv, is
considered a value—after all, the original teivi)/X] v» was a value, and we transformed a value into a
non-value we could not apply value-restricted typing riglesh as\l, leading to incompleteness.

We define the translation by a judgment— L + €, read ‘e translates to a sequence of let-bindings
L with body€”. For example, the translation df(x y), which names every synthesizing subterm, is

letf=finletX=Xinlety=yinletz=Xyinleta=f zina

This is expressed by the judgmentx y) — f=f X=x,y=y,z=X y,a=f z + a Figure[4 has the defi-
nition. Note thatL + € is not a term;+ is punctuation. We writé in € as shorthand: reagl<— L + €
as ‘e — L in €”. The divergent notations come from the multiple decomjpmss of a term into a
pair of bindings and a “body”. For examplietX;=e;inletX>=€ine3 can be written three wayg1)
-in letX;=erinletXo=eyines, (2) (X1=€1) in letXo=ezines, or (3) (X1=€1,X2=6€) in e3. The last de-
composition ismaximal it has the maximum number of bindings (and the smallestypdnhich is the
case when the body isn'tlet. If e — L+ € thenL in € is maximal.

Again, to model a complete strategydifectlL-application, ine — L + € we need. to bind all the
synthesizing subterms that could be in evaluation posi@adter applyingdirectl. zero or more times).

We syntactically partition terms intpre- andanti-values. Apre-valueé is a value, such ag or a
term that can “become” a value wrectlL, such as< y which “becomes” the valug in the derivation.
(The hateK above theeis shaped like a ‘v’ for ‘value’.) Aranti-valueg, such agix u. e (or case e of m9
is not a value and cannot become a value.

directlL can replace any synthesizing subterm with a linear variatnléhe pre-values must include
both the values and the synthesizing forms. This leads tdolfmving grammar for pre-values, with
valuesx, X, andAx.e and synthesizing formge: As), eie;, u. (In the full system, the prevalues also
include checking forms that can become values if all thditesums can, such ds;,e).)

Pre-valuese™ ::= x|X|(e:Ag |Ax.e|ee|u

Anti-values € = fixu.e

The distinction matters for terms with sequences of imntediabterms such that at least two subterms
in the sequence may be in evaluation position. Only apjdinad e has this property (and in the full
system, pairge;,e;)). Ax.eandfix u. e have no subterms in evaluation position at all.
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e — L+ € |read ‘etranslates to bindingks with resulte’”

e—L+t¢€
X — (X=X)+X Ax.e = -+ Ax (Lin€)

e—Ltée
u<— (X=u)+X fixu.e = -+fixu. (Lin€)

él‘—>L1+d1 e2<—>L2+dZ é]_‘—)L]_—i-%_ e2<—>L2+dZ

§182 — L1,¥=e’l(L2in dz)—{—Y 616 — Ll,Lz,X=e’1d2+X
e— L+¢€ enot a value v L+¢€
(e:As) — L,Xx=(€ : Ag)+X (V:As) — L,~X=(€ : As)+X X — -+X

Figure4: The let-normal transformation

A telling example igfix u.e) (wXx) wherew: ... — L. In the tridirectional system, this term has no
synthesizing subterms in evaluation position. In paréigub X is not in evaluation position, so however
we translate the term, we must not biadk outside the outer application; if we did, we would add
to the context and could apply rulelL to declare the outer application well typed while ignoridf
eis ill-typed, this is actually unsound. On the other handhieterm(f g) (w X) the left tridirectional
systemcan bind w x before checking the pair, by applyirtirectl. with & = [] (w X) (synthesizing a
type for f g, ensuring soundness) to yield a subje¢to x) in which w x is in evaluation position.

The difference is thdix u. eis an anti-value, whild gis a pre-value. Therefore, given an application
€1 &, if e is some anti-valu@y, the translation places the bindings for subterms,@é.g.z= w x above)
insidethe argument part. On the other handgiifis a pre-valueer, the translation puts the bindings for
subterms o&, outsidethe application. See the shaded rules in Figuire 4.

Elongated evaluation context®, unlike ordinary evaluation contexts, can skip over pre-values.
2 is a sort of transitive closure & : if, by repeatedly replacing pre-values in evaluation posiwith
values, some subterm is then in evaluation position, tHatesm is in elongated evaluation position. In
a sequence dfirectlL-applications, subterms in evaluation position are reqlawith linear variables,
which are values. For example,is not in evaluation position irix y) z, but applyingdirectL with
& =[] zyields a subderivation with subjegtz, in which z isin evaluation position. A2 is thus a
path that can skip pre-values: if every intervening subtesma pre-value (equivalently, if there is no
intervening anti-value), the hole is in elongated evatraposition. The grammar for let-normal terms
ensures that the body of letX=e; in e, must have the forr2[x].

Elongated 2 1= []| 2e|é2|(2:As
evaluation contexts | letX=2ine|letX=€in 2 | let~X=2ine| let~X=vin 2
Terms e = ... |letX=€1in 2[X] | let ~X=Vvyin 2[X]
Values v = X|Ax.e|X]|letX=viinVy | let~X=ViinVy

Eval. contexts & = ... |letX=&ine|letX=viné& |let~X=&ine|let~X=Vvin&
Sequences of bindingsL := - |L,(X=€)|L,(~X=V)
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3.1 Principal synthesis of values

A key step in completeness is the movement of let-bindingwana. To prove this preserves typing,
we show that principal types (Hindley 1969) exist in certeéises. Consider the judgment(A;—B) A
(Ap—B),y: A1 vV Ay;- F xy|l B. To derive this in the left tridirectional system, we netickctl with

& = X[] to namey as a new linear variablgA; v Ao. Then we use/LL; we must now derive

X: (A1—B) A (A—B),...;V:AL F xy B and x:(A1—B) A (A2—B),...;V: A2 - xyY B

Here, the scope df is Xy, and we synthesize a type fotwice once in each branch:

. EXfASB L E X A—B
— — —E — — —E
LoV AL EXY)B ...;y:Azl—nyBvL
LY ALVAY - FYT ALV A LY ALVALEXY B
directL

X: (A1—B) A (Ac—B),y: A1V Ag;- F Xyl B

However, when checking the translated tdenX=Xinlety=yinletZ=X Y inZ againstB, we need to first
namex asX, theny asy, then usevI. to decompose the unignA; v A, with subjectletZ=XYyinZz.
v B XD (A1—=B) A (A—B) L X(A1—B) A (Ap—B) F lety=YyinletZ=XYyinZ || B

let
x: (A1—B) A (A2—B),y: ALV Ag;- I letX=xinlety=yinletz=X yinz || B €

But we only get one chance (highlighted above) to synthesiage forx, so we must take care when
usinglet to name; if we choose to synthesize{ A;—B in let, we can’t derive

X:A1—B,y:A; - (letZ=XYyinZ) | B
but if we choose to synthesize A,—B we can't get
X:Ap—B,V:A; - (letZ=XYyinZ) | B

The only choice that works iB(x), which is (A;—B) A (A,—B), since giverX f} (A;—B) A (A,—B)
we can synthesize {} A1 — B andX f} A, — B using AE; andAE,, respectively.

In the above situatiorg = xis a variable, so there is a best type-namelyl (x)—such that ifx } C;
andx 1} C; thenx ) C, from which follows (by rules\E; » in the example above){ C; andx f} C. We'll
say thatx has the property gérincipal synthesiswhich terms have this property? Variables do: the best
type for somexis I'(x). On the other hand, it does not hold for many non-valudes:} A; and f x 1} Ay
donotimply f x 1t A1 A Ag, since the intersection introduction rul¢is (1) restricted to values and (2) in
the checking direction. Fortunately, we don’'t need it fonnalues: Considefe; ) y. Since(e; &) is
not a valuey is not in evaluation position ife; &) y, so even in the tridirectional system, to naynee
must first namée; ;). Here, the let-normal system is no more restrictive. Moegosome values, such
as pairs, are checking forms andversynthesize, so they do not have the principal synthesisepiypp
But neither system binds values in checking form to lineaiades.

Now, do allvalues in synthesizing foritmave the principal synthesis property? The only values in
synthesizing form are ordinary variableslinear variablex, and annotated valugs : As). Forx or X
the principal type is simply (x) or A(X). Unfortunately, principal types do not always exist fomerof
the form(v: As). For example((AX.X) : (F unit — unit), (- bool — bool)) can synthesizenit — unit,
and it can synthesizigool — bool, but it can't synthesize their intersection, so it has nagpal type.
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3.2 Slack bindings

Rather than restrict the form of annotations, we use a édiffekind of binding for(v : As)—a slack
binding ~X=v wherev's type is synthesized not at its binding site, but at any fpomto its use (rules
~var andlet~ in Figure[3). Wherevex is in scope, we can try rule-var to synthesize a typ# for v
and replace~X=v with an ordinary linear variable typingA. For example,(()\x. e:(F int—>int)) y

is translated tdet ~X=((Ax.€) : (I int—int)) inlety=yinXy. Now, we have several chances to use
~var to synthesize the type o just before checkingety=yinXy, or when checkingky. This is
just like choosing when to applyirectlL in the tridirectional system. If all our bindings were slagk
would have put ourselves in motion to no purpose, but wed sisck bindings fofv: As) only. My
experiments suggest that slack bindings are rare in peadfianfield 2007b, p. 187), and are certainly
less problematic than the backtracking from intersectam unions themselves o, etc.).

4 Results

The two major results arsoundnessif the let-normal translation of a program is well typed het
let-normal type system, the original program is well typedhe left tridirectional system—antbm-
pletenessif a program is well typed in the left tridirectional typestgm, its translation is well typed
in the let-normal type system. Once these are shown, itisliivom[Dunfield and Pfenning (2004) that
the let-normal system is sound and complete with respecsystm | (Dunfield and Pfenning 2003) for
which preservation and progress hold under a call-by-vedumeantics.

At its heart, the let-normal system merely enforces a paetigattern of linear variable introductions
(via let, instead odirectlL). So it is no surprise that soundness holds. The proof isstinf but not too
involved; see Dunfield (2007b, pp. 132-134).

Corollary (Let-Normal Soundness)
Ife— L+€ and-;- + Lin € | C (let-normal system) then- + e | C (tridirectional system).

However, completeness—that the let-normal system isstraitly weaker than the tridirectional
system—is involved. What follows is the roughest sketchhef proof found in_Dunfield (2007b, pp.
135-165). We want to show that given a well-typed teznthe let-normal translatioh in € where
e — L+ € is well-typed. To be precise, given a derivatighderiving ;A + e || C in the left tridi-
rectional system, we must construct a derivatigh - L in € |l C in the let-normal system, where
e — L+ €. My attempts to prove this by straightforward induction e terivation failed: thanks to
directlL, the relationship betweemand 2 is complex. Nor isL + € compositional ine: for a given
subterm ofe there may not be a corresponding subternh f¢/, because translation can insert bindings
inside the translated subterm.

Instead, the completeness proof proceeds as follows:

1. Mark ewith lets whereverdirectlL is used in%Z. However, if Al or another subject-duplicating
rule is used, the subderivations need not apjdyctLL in the same way, resulting in distinct terms
to which Al cannot be applied. So we use step 2 inductively to obtaimgygderivations for the
canonical version of the subterm (the- € from e — L + €), to which Al can be applied.

This step centres on a lemma which produces a term with gs¢mm typing derivation. This term
might not be canonical. For example, if the original triditenal derivation forAx.x didn't use
directlL at all, nolet bindings are created, unlike the canonical let-normal t&ret X=Xin X.
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2. Transformthe marked term into the canonidak- € in small steps, adding or moving ot at
a time. Each small step preserves typing. We'll define a sjicteneasureu that quantifies how
different a term is froniL + €; eachlet-manipulating step reduces the measure, bringing the term
closer toL + €. When the measure is all zeroes, the tésrh+ €.

Themeasureof € is
p(€) = (unbound(€), brittle(€), prickly(€'), transposed(€))

where:

e unbound,(¢) is the number of subterms @f in synthesizing form (that is, variablesand u,
annotated termge : As), and application®;e;) that are not let-bound. The translatior has
let-bindings for all such terms, so &that does not bind such terms is quite far from being in
canonical let-normal form.

e brittle(€) is the number of let-bindings i of the formletX=(v1 : As)ine,. To correspond to the
translation— , we need to change such let-bindings to slack bindisigsx= (v : As)ine,. These
terms are “brittle” because they need to be slackened.

e prickly(€¢) is the number of let-bindings i€l that are not properly collected together abat. A
root is somewhere that the canonical translatien may place a sequence of let-bindings. In the
proof, we start by reducing the number of unbound synthegitorms by insertindets nearby, but
some of these are too deep inside the term. For example, gitemc y, we first put a binding
around they, giving c(lety=yiny). (To simplify the examplec is some constant or primitive
operation that is never let-bound.) Then we bind the apiticagivingleta=c (lety=yiny)ina.
But the canonical translation would Bey=yinleta=cyina. Thus, a prickly binding needs to be
lifted outward until it is in some sequence of let-bindingshe outside of the body of & or fix,
or at the outside of the entire tergh

e transposed(€) is the number ofransposed variable pairm €. If there are no prickly bindings,
there may still be bindings that are out of order. For a terynthe original derivation might have
useddirectL first ony (with & = x []) then onx (with & = [] ¥). In this case, Step 1 above would
producelety=yinletX=XinX y. Supposing this application is the body of somghese bindings
are not prickly, but don’t correspond to what would produce. Variables (and their bindings) are
transposed if they are not used in the same order they weralbdthus X andy are transposed
in lety=yinletX=XxinX Y, becaus§ is bound befor& butX appears to the left of in the body of
thelet.

We interpret the quadruples lexicographically. Likewidee proof of completeness relies on type
preservation lemmas for each part of the quadruple: addietl@inding preserves typing, changing a
regular let-binding to a slack let-binding preserves tgpiifting a let-binding to a root preserves typing,
and reordering the bindings of transposed variables pres¢yping.

Theorem (Let-Normal Completeness)
If -;- = el C (tridirectional system) and — L+ € then-;- I L in € || C (let-normal system).

5 Related Work

The effects of transformation to continuation passingestyi the precision of program analyses such as
0-CFA have been studied for some time (Sabry and Felleis84)19 he effect depends on the specific
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details of the CPS transform and the analysis done (Damidanvy 2001; Palsberg and Wand 2003).
The “analysis” in this work is the process of bidirectionhkcking/synthesis. My soundness and com-
pleteness results show that my let-normal transformatimes dhot affect the analysis. It is not clear if

this means anything for more traditional let-normal transfations and compiler analyses.

6 Conclusion

Transforming programs into a let-normal form removes a majpediment to implementing tridirec-
tional typechecking. The system is souaild completevith respect to a type assignment system for
intersections and unions (Dunfield and Pfenning 2003), iitrest to systems (Xi 1998) in which com-
pleteness is lost. The tridirectional rutan be turned into something practical. A chain of soundness
results [(Dunfield 2007b, p. 165) guarantees that if we runogrname whose let-normal translation
typechecks in the system in this paper, it will not go wrong.

Despite “untangling’directlL, typechecking is still very time-consuming in the worstegghanks
to checking terms several times it and backtracking imE; 2, etc. As implementing (an extended
version of) this system shows (Dunfield 2007a), bad casesclar an practice!

Parametric polymorphism is absent, but | have extendedithieettional system and the let-normal
implementation|(Dunfield 2009), and the soundness and aiemass results should still hold.

The major flaw of this work is its completeness proof, whichsipurely syntactic methods, is com-
plicated, and has not been mechanized. Ideally, it would éehanized and/or proved more simply.

Acknowledgments Many thanks to Frank Pfenning for countless discussionsiteth@s research.
Thanks also to the ITRS reviewers. Most of the work was dorigaabegie Mellon University with the
support of the US National Science Foundation.

References
Adam Chlipala, Leaf Petersen, and Robert Harper. Strigtdsitional type checking. IWorkshop on
Types in Language Design and Implementation (TLDI, @&yges 71-78, 2005.

Daniel Damian and Olivier Danvy. Syntactic accidents ingpaon analysis: on the impact of the CPS
transformation. Technical Report BRICS-RS-01-54, Ursitgrof Aarhus, 2001.

Rowan Davies and Frank Pfenning. Intersection types andgutational effects. IWCFP, pages 198—
208, 2000.

Jana Dunfield. Refined typechecking with StardustPtaogramming Languages meets Programming
Verification (PLPV '07) 2007a.

Jana Dunfield. Greedy bidirectional polymorphismMa Workshop (ML '09) 2009.

Jana Dunfield A Unified System of Type RefinemeraD thesis, Carnegie Mellon University, 2007b.
CMU-CS-07-129.

Jana Dunfield and Frank Pfenning. Type assignment for etéons and unions in call-by-value lan-
guages. IrfFound. Software Science and Computation Structyrages 250-266, 2003.

Jana Dunfield and Frank Pfenning. Tridirectional typechegkin POPL, pages 281-292, 2004.



70 Untangling Typechecking of Intersections and Unions

Cormac Flanagan, Amr Sabry, Bruce F. Duba, and MatthiagiBell. The essence of compiling with
continuations. IfProgramming Language Design and Implementatjgeges 237-247, 1993.

R. Hindley. The principal type-scheme of an object in coratiny logic. Trans. Am. Math. Soc146:
29-60, 1969.

Eugenio Moggi. Computational lambda-calculus and mona@ischnical Report ECS-LFCS-88-66,
University of Edinburgh, 1988.

Jens Palsberg and Mitchell Wand. CPS transformation of fid@rination.J. Functional Programming
13(5):905-923, 2003.

Simon Peyton Jones and the GHC developers. Glasgow Haskeipier Commentary. http://
hackage.haskell.org/trac/ghc/wiki/Commentary/Compiler/HscPipe, 2006.

Benjamin C. Pierce and David N. Turner. Local type inferencePOPL, pages 252-265, 1998. Full
version iNACM Trans. Programming Languages and Systetfigl):1-44, 2000.

John Reppy. Local CPS conversion in a direct-style compiteACM Workshop on Continuations (CW
'01), pages 13-22, 2001.

John C. Reynolds. The discoveries of continuatidd&P and Symbolic Computatip@(3—4):233-247,
1993.

John C. Reynolds. Design of the programming language Hwsyfiechnical Report CMU-CS-96-146,
Carnegie Mellon University, 1996.

Amr Sabry and Matthias Felleisen. Is continuation-passisgful for data flow analysis? Rrogram-
ming Language Design and Implementafipages 1-12, 1994.

D. Tarditi, G. Morrisett, P. Cheng, C. Stone, R. Harper, ande®. TIL: A type-directed optimizing
compiler for ML. InProgramming Language Design and Implementatjmeges 181-192, 1996.

Hongwei Xi. Dependent Types in Practical ProgramminghD thesis, Carnegie Mellon University,
1998.


http://hackage.haskell.org/trac/ghc/wiki/Commentary/Compiler/HscPipe
http://hackage.haskell.org/trac/ghc/wiki/Commentary/Compiler/HscPipe

	1 Introduction
	2 Tridirectional Typechecking
	2.1 Tridirectional typechecking and evaluation contexts

	3 Let-Normal Typechecking
	3.1 Principal synthesis of values
	3.2 Slack bindings

	4 Results
	5 Related Work
	6 Conclusion

