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1 INTRODUCTION

Modern statically typed programming languages provide powerful type-level abstraction facilities
such as parametric polymorphism, subtyping, generic datatypes, and varying degrees of type-level
computation. When several of these features are present in the same language, new and more
expressive combinations arise, such as (F1) bounded quantification, (F2) bounded type operators,
and (F3) translucent type definitions. Such mechanisms further increase the expressivity of the
language, but also the complexity of its type system and, ultimately, its implementation.

A case in point is the Scala programming language. Scala is a multi-paradigm language that
integrates functional and object-oriented concepts. It features all of the aforementioned type-level
constructs and many more. While programmers enjoy the expressivity of Scala’s type system, the
language developers have struggled for years to manage its complexity — tracing down elusive
compiler bugs and soundness issues in a seemingly ad-hoc fashion. The development of the calculus
of Dependent Object Types (DOT) [Amin et al. 2016] marked a turning point. By providing a
solid theoretical foundation for a large part of the Scala language, DOT inspired a complete re-
design of the Scala compiler as well as a substantial redesign of the language itself — giving rise to
Scala 3 [Dotty Team 2020]. But despite initial hopes to the contrary, DOT has proven insufficient
to express Scala’s higher-kinded (HK) types, which are used pervasively throughout the Scala
standard library [Moors et al. 2008b]. The lack of a proper theory of HK types severely complicates
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their implementation in Scala 3 [Odersky et al. 2016]. To address this problem, we introduce F?, a
rigorous theoretical foundation for Scala’s HK types with a machine-checked safety proof.
We start by illustrating the use of HK types through an example.

type Ordering[A] = (A, A) => Boolean
class SortedView[A, B >: Al(xs: List[A], ord: Ordering[B]) {
def foldLeft[C](z: C, op: (C, A) =>C): C=//...
def concat[C >: A <: B](ys: List[C]): Sortedview[C, B] = //...
// definitions of further operations such as ‘'map', 'flatMap', etc.

}

The example is inspired by the definition of the class SeqView.Sorted from the standard library.!
It is heavily simplified for conciseness and to avoid the use of Scala idioms irrelevant to this paper.

The SortedView class allows one to iterate over the elements of an underlying list xs in increasing
order (via foldLeft) without modifying the original list. The second constructor argument ord
provides the comparison operation used for sorting. Note that ord compares data of type B, which
is declared a supertype of the element type A via the annotation B >: A. Thus we may use a
comparison function for a less precise type to sort the elements in the view.?

In Scala, parametrized classes like SortedView are first-class type operators. Hence, SortedView
is an instance of a lower-bounded type operator (F2). The operator Ordering[A] is just a convenient
type alias for the function type (A, A) => Boolean of binary operators. It is a transparent type
definition (F3), in that instances of Ordering[A] can be replaced by its definition anywhere in the
program. The method concat illustrates the use of lower- and upper-bounded polymorphism (F1)
to combine views on lists of different but related element types. Views are covariant: if A is a
subtype of C then a view v on an A-list is also a view on a C-list and can be extended as such using
v.concat(ys). The upper bound on C ensures that the ordering remains applicable. This pattern of
using lower-bounds to implement operations on covariant data structures is common in the Scala
standard library.

Although bounded quantification (F1) and bounded operators (F2) may seem conceptually
different from translucent type definitions (F3), all three are closely related. A type alias declaration
of the form X = A (such as Ordering above) declares that the type X has type A as upper and lower
bound. Because subtyping in Scala is antisymmetric, this effectively identifies X with A. In general, a
type declaration of the form X >: A <: B, introduces an abstract type X that is bounded by A from
below and by B from above. In other words, the declaration X >: A <: B specifies a type interval
in which X must be contained. Type aliases take the form of singleton intervals X >: A <: A, where
the lower and upper bounds coincide.

In our example, the types Ordering and SortedView can be seen as abstract types. We can write
their declarations as®

type Ordering[A] >: (A, A) => Boolean <: (A, A) => Boolean
type SortedView[A, B >: A] <: {
def foldLeft[C]l(z: C, op: (C, A) =>C): C
def concat[C >: A <: B](ys: List[C]): SortedView[C, B] /* ... %/ }

ISee https://www.scala-lang.org/api/2.13.6/scala/collection/SeqView$$Sorted html

ZExpert readers may notice that Ordering is contravariant in its argument, hence SortedView could simply take a parameter
of type Ordering[A] and still accept instances of Ordering[B]. But this simplification does not extend to the Scala standard
library, where Ordering is invariant due to additional methods; hence the lower bound is necessary. For readability, we use
the simplified version of Ordering but keep the bound in the definition of SeqView.

3This code is accepted by the Scala 2.13.6 compiler. Ironically, it is rejected by Scala 3, which is built on DOT.
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This version is closer to how type definitions are represented in DOT. The class SortedView is
now represented as an abstract type declaration with only an upper bound. This means that its
interface remains exposed — any instance of SortedView[A, B] can be up-cast to a record with
fields foldLeft, concat, etc. But not every record (or class) containing those fields is automatically
an instance of the type SortedView[A, B]. This ensures that SortedView continues to behave like
a nominal type, as Scala classes are supposed to.* Unlike SortedView, the abstract type Ordering
is both upper- and lower-bounded.

Intervals can also encode abstract types missing a bound. Scala features a pair of extremal
types Any and Nothing: the maximal type Any is a supertype of every other type; the minimal type
Nothing is a subtype of every other type. Abstract types X with only an upper or lower bound A
thus inhabit the degenerate intervals X >: Nothing <: Aand X >: A <: Any, respectively.

This suggests a uniform treatment of F1-F3 through type intervals, and indeed, this is essentially
how bounded quantification (F1) and type definitions (F3) are modeled in DOT. Unfortunately,
DOT lacks intrinsics for higher-order type computation, such as type operator abstractions and
applications, preventing it from encoding simple HK type definitions such as the identity operator
type Id[X] = X [Odersky et al. 2016]. Traditionally, F1-F3 have been studied through orthogonal
extensions of Girard’s higher-order polymorphic A-calculus F,, [1972]. Bounded higher-order
subtyping (F1 and F2) has been formalized in variants of F¥, [Compagnoni and Goguen 2003; Pierce
and Steffen 1997], translucent type definitions (F3) through singleton kinds [Stone and Harper
2000]. The treatment of F1 and F3 in DOT suggest a different, unified approach to studying F1-F3:
via a formal theory of higher-order subtyping with type intervals, which we pursue with F<.

Our goal in doing so is twofold. First, we want to establish a theoretical foundation for Scala’s
HK types, with full support for type-level computations (including F1-F3). A principled theoretical
understanding of HK types is crucial because potential safety issues are hard to identify and fix
by “trial and error” alone, especially when they arise from feature interactions. Second, we want
to study the concept of type intervals in its own right. Despite their apparent simplicity, adding
type intervals to F¢, leads to a surprisingly rich theory of higher-order subtyping that goes beyond
previous treatments of F1-F3. That is because type intervals encode first-class subtyping constraints,
or type inequations, similar to extensional identity types in Martin-Lof type theory (MLTT).

In DOT, type intervals are baked into abstract type members and therefore tied to the use of
path-dependent types; in F, we break this bond. A DOT type member declaration {X: A..B}
roughly corresponds to a Scala-style type member declaration class C { type X >: A <: B }. It
combines two separate type-system features: the declaration of an abstract type member X in a
record or class, and the declaration of subtyping constraints on X via the bounds A and B. These
two features are independent. For example, the Agda programming language features unbounded
abstract type members via record types while the F.. calculus features subtyping constraints via
bounded quantification but no type members. The notion of path-dependent types in DOT and
Scala is intimately linked to abstract type members. Given an instance z: { X: A.. B}, the type
expression z.X denotes the type value assigned to X in z. The type z.X is path-dependent because
it depends on the term-level expression z (the “path” to X). In DOT (but not Scala), type members
are also used to model bounded quantification.

In F?, we deliberately separate the notion of type intervals from that of abstract type members
(and path-dependent types) and drop the latter. This simplifies the theory and allows us to study
the power of type intervals in the context of higher-order subtyping: for bounded quantification,
bounded operator abstraction and translucent type definitions — all of which are independent of
path-dependent types, yet commonly used when working with Scala’s HK types.

4For details on how Scala classes may be encoded in DOT, we refer the reader to Amin [2016, Chap. 2].
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We leave the development of a combined theory of HK and path-dependent types for future
work, and focus here on the theoretical and practical insights afforded by the novel combination of
higher-order subtyping with type intervals. Concretely, we make the following contributions.

(1) We propose type intervals as a unifying concept for expressing bounded quantification,
bounded operator abstractions, and translucent type definitions. Going beyond the status quo,
we show that type intervals are expressive enough to also cover less familiar constructs, such
as lower-bounded operator abstractions and first-class inequations (§2).

(2) We introduce F? - an extension of F,, with interval kinds — as a formal calculus of higher-
order subtyping with type intervals (§3). F< is the first formalization of Scala’s higher-kinded
types with a rigorous, machine-checked type safety proof. As such, it provides a theoretical
foundation for several important features of Scala-like type systems.

(3) We establish important metatheoretic properties of our theory: kind safety (§3), weak normal-
ization of types (§4), type safety (§5), and undecidability of subtyping (§6). The metatheoretic
proofs are complicated substantially by the interaction of advanced type system features
such as dependent kinds, subtyping and subkinding, and (in)equality reflection. As others
have recognized [Aspinall and Compagnoni 2001; Yang and Oliveira 2017; Zwanenburg 1999],
the combination of dependent types (or kinds) and subtyping poses a particular challenge in
metatheoretic developments. The usefulness of our proof techniques thus extends beyond
the scope of F% to other systems combining dependent types and subtyping.

(8) The metatheoretic development is entirely syntactic (it involves no model constructions) and
has been fully mechanized using the Agda proof assistant [Norell 2007]. The main technical
device is a purely syntactic, bottom-up normalization procedure based on a novel variant of
hereditary substitution that computes the fn-normal forms of types and kinds (§4).

We outline our proof strategy in §3.6, review related work in §7 and give concluding remarks in §8.

Because of space constraints, we omit most proofs and many details of the metatheory from
the paper and focus instead on the big picture: the design and expressiveness of F? as well as
the many challenges involved in proving its type safety and our strategies for addressing them.
However, the complete metatheory, including full proofs of all lemmas and theorems stated in the
paper, has been mechanized in Agda, and the source code is freely available as an artifact [Stucki
and Giarrusso 2021]. An overview of the Agda formalization, establishing the connection to the
theory presented in the paper, is included in the appendix, along with detailed human-readable
descriptions of metatheoretic results that have been omitted from the paper. Yet more details can
be found in the first author’s PhD dissertation [Stucki 2017].

2 SUBTYPING WITH TYPE INTERVALS

Before we define our formal theory of type intervals, let us illustrate the core ideas in a bit more
detail. Consider the following Scala type definitions.

abstract class Bounded[B, F[_ <: B]] { def apply[X <: B]: F[X] }
type ALL[F[_]] = Bounded[Any, F]

The class Bounded and the type alias All are Scala encodings of the bounded and unbounded
universal quantifiers found in F< [Curien and Ghelli 1992]. We chose this example for its brevity
and because it exemplifies the type-level mechanisms found in more realistic definitions, such as
those given in §1. In particular, it features bounded quantification (of X <: B in apply), a bounded
operator (the parameter F[_ <: B] of Bounded) and a transparent type alias (AL1).

We want to translate these two definitions into a typed A-calculus. The challenge is to find a type
system that is expressive enough to do so. The example involves type-level computations, so our
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first candidate is Girard’s higher-order polymorphic A-calculus F,, [1972], but it lacks even basic
support for subtyping. Our next candidate is F, which extends F,, with higher-order subtyping
and bounded quantification. But most variants of F, lack support for bounded operators [cf. Pierce
and Steffen 1997; Pierce 2002]. Thankfully, Compagnoni and Goguen have developed ¥2, a variant
of FZ, with bounded operators [2003]. F2 has four type variable binders: B

AX < A:K.t term-level type abstraction VX < A:K.B type-level bounded quantifier
AX < A:K.B type-level type abstraction (X < A:K) — ] kind-level dependent arrow

The type A in a binding X < A: K is called the upper bound of X, and must be of kind K. To

represent unconstrained bindings, 72 features a top type T, which is a supertype of every other

type (like Any in Scala). The bound T in X < T : * is thus trivially satisfied and can be omitted.
Since operator abstractions carry bounds in #¢’, so must arrow kinds. This makes arrow kinds

type-dependent, which substantially complicates the meta theory of ¥< when compared to other

variants of F©. As usual, we abbreviate (X:J) — K to ] — K when X does not occur freely in K.
A possible translation of Bounded and Al1 to F2 is

Bounded = AB:%.AF:(X < B:%) > *.YX < B:x.FX All = Bounded T

The named, parametrized class Bounded[B, F[_ <: B]] has been replaced by a pair of nested
anonymous operator abstractions taking arguments B: % and F: (X < B:%) — x; the signature
apply[X <: B]: F[X] of the method apply by the bounded universal VX < B:*. F X.

The declared kinds of the variables B, F and X in the definition of Bounded indicate what sort of
type they represent: B and X are proper types, while F is a unary bounded operator. This makes
Bounded itself a higher-order type operator of kind * — ((X < B:*) — %) — . For example, we
obtain the type of the polymorphic identity function by applying Bounded as follows:

Bounded T (AX:#%.X —» X) = (AB:#.AF:(X < B:x) > «. VX < B:x. FX) T (AX:x. X — X)
VX X — X.

The translation of the type alias AUL[F[_1] is then just the partial application All = Bounded T.
The above definitions of Bounded and All are meta-definitions, i.e. they are just convenient
shorthands for the type expressions AB:*. AF: (X < B:#*) — %.VX < B:#. F X and Bounded T. But
we can also give object-level definitions of Bounded and All in ¥, using standard syntactic sugar
for let-binding type and term variables:
let X:K=Aint = (AX:K.t) A, letx:B=sint = (Ax:B.t)s.

We can use Bounded as an abstract type operator in a term ¢ by let-binding it to a type variable:
let Bounded : (B:*) — ((X < B:%) = %) > % = AB:*x. AF:(X < B:%) >« VX < A:x. FX in t.
This definition is opaque, i.e. the term t sees the signature of Bounded, but not its definition. Consider

let Bounded : (B:*) — ((X < Bi%) —> %) > % = .., in
let x : VX:%. X > X AX:x.Az:X.z in —OK
let y : Bounded T (AX:%. X — X) AX:ix.Az:X.z in ... — type error
The third definition does not type check because Bounded # AB:#. AF: (X < B:x) — . VX:x. FX
as types, despite the binding. Indeed, 2 cannot express transparent type definitions.
Furthermore, ¥2 also lacks support for lower-bounded definitions. As discussed in §1, these

have important applications e.g. in the Scala standard library. Both transparent and lower-bounded
definitions, and all the features of ¥, can be uniformly expressed using interval kinds.
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2.1 Intervals and Singletons

As the name implies, an interval kind A .. B is inhabited by a range of proper types C, namely those
that are supertypes C > A of its lower bound A and subtypes C < B of its upper bound B. Hence,
kinding statements of the form C : A .. B are equivalent to pairs of subtyping statements A < C and
C < B. We make this equivalence formal in the next section.

Since every proper type is a subtype of T, intervals of the form A .. T are effectively unconstrained
from above, and can thus be used to encode lower-bounded definitions. Similarly, upper-bounded
definitions can be expressed using intervals of the form L .. A where the lower bound is the minimum
or bottom type L, our equivalent of Scala’s Nothing type. For example, we recover F<-style bounded
quantifiers VX < B. A as VX: L .. B. A. Interval kinds of the form A .. A, where the lower and upper
bounds coincide, are called singleton kinds or simply singletons. Given B : A .. A, we have both
A < Band B < A, which, assuming an antisymmetric subtyping relation, implies A = B. Singleton
kinds can thus encode transparent definitions and have been studied for that purpose by Stone and
Harper [2000]. We adopt their notation S(A) = A .. A for the singleton containing just A.

Using interval kinds, we refine our definitions of Bounded and Al1 to make them transparent.

let Bounded : (B:*) — (F: L..B— %) > S(VX:L..B.FX)
= AB:x.AF: L..B— *.VX:1..B.FX in
let All: (F:%* — %) — S(Bounded TF) = Bounded T in ...

The signature of Bounded tells us that, when we apply it to suitable type arguments B and F, the
result is both a subtype and a supertype of VX: L .. B. F X. In other words, we have Bounded BF =
VX:1..B.FX in the body of the let-binding. Similarly, we have AUl F = Bounded T F, as desired.

Interval kinds A .. B are only well-formed if A and B are proper types, i.e. of kind *. To express all
of the binders found in 2, we need a way to encode bindings of the form X < A : K, for arbitrary
kinds K. As we will see in §3, this is indeed possible because F can encode higher-order interval
kinds A ..k B for arbitrary K using its other kind- and type-level constructs.

2.2 First-Class Inequations

Instances C : A.. B of an interval kind A .. B represent types bounded by A and B respectively. But
they also represent proofs that A < C and C < B, and - by transitivity of subtyping - that A < B.
In other words, the inhabitants of interval kinds A .. B represent first-class type inequations A < B.
Similarly, higher-order intervals represent type operator inequations. Interval kinds thus provide
us with a mechanism for (in)equality reflection, i.e. a way to extend the subtyping relation via
assumptions made at the term- or type-level (via type abstractions).

Among other things, this allows us to postulate type operators with associated subtyping rules
through type variable bindings. We will see an example of this in §6; other examples are intersection
types or equi-recursive types and their associated subtyping theories (see Appendix E for a detailed
example). This is possible because we do not impose any consistency constraints on the bounds of
intervals. That is, an interval kind A .. B is well-formed, irrespective of whether A < B is actually
provable or not. If we can prove that A < B, we say that the bounds of A .. B are consistent.

Having both (in)equality reflection and inconsistent bounds makes F very expressive, but breaks
subject reduction of open terms and decidability of (sub)typing. This is common in type theories
with equality reflection (e.g. extensional MLTT [Nordstrém et al. 1990]) because they allow the
reflection of absurd assumptions. For example, in a context where Z : T.. L, wehave T < Z < 1,
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XYy 2, ... Term variable XY, Z,... Type variable
s, b u= x|/1x:A.t|st|/1X:K.t| tA Term
u,v o= Ax:A.t | AX:K.t Value
ABC :=X|T|L|A>B|V¥X:K.A| AX:K.A | AB Type
I'A := @ | I x:A | I X:K Typing context
LKL == A.B| (X:J)) >K Kind jk1 u= x| j—k  Shape (simple kind)

Fig. 1. Syntax of F?.

i.e. the subtyping relation becomes trivial, and we can type non-terminating and stuck terms.
Ax:T.xx) (Ax:T.xx): T — non-terminating, but T < Z < L < T—>T
(AX:i# Ax:X.x) (Ax:T.x) : T —stuck, but VX:«. X > X < T < Z < 1L < T->T

It is therefore unsafe to reduce terms under absurd assumptions in general. Note that these examples
do not break type safety of F% overall though. The absurd assumption Z : T .. L can never be
instantiated, and hence reduction of closed terms remains perfectly safe. We discuss this point in
more detail at the end of §3. The use of inconsistent bounds to prove undecidability of subtyping is
more subtle; we return to it in §6.

Seeing the trouble inconsistent bounds can cause, one may wonder why we do not just enforce
consistency of interval bounds statically. There are several reasons.

e Statically enforcing consistent bounds in Scala is hard. While we could statically enforce consistent
bounds in F?, Amin et al. [2014] have shown that this would not extend to systems closer to
Scala; a detailed explanation is given by Amin [2016, Sec. 3.4.4, 4.2.3].

o Inconsistent bounds are useful. Intervals with unconstrained bounds are useful, e.g. to encode
generalized algebraic datatypes (GADTSs) via first-class inequality constraints [Cretin and Rémy
2014; Parreaux et al. 2019]. Consistency of such constraints cannot be established when a GADT
is defined, only when it is instantiated.

o Decidability of subtyping could be recovered. Even if we enforced consistent bounds in F?, subtyp-
ing would likely remain undecidable because F, like full F< and all variants of the DOT calculus,
use a strong subtyping rule for universals that is a known sources of undecidability [Pierce 1992].
Recent work by Hu and Lhotak [2019] suggests a novel approach for algorithmic subtyping that
handles both inconsistent bounds and strong subtyping for universals. Whether or not their
approach can be generalized to higher-order subtyping is a question we leave for future work.

3 THE DECLARATIVE SYSTEM

In this section, we introduce F — our formal theory of higher-order subtyping with type intervals.
We present its syntax and its type system, and establish some basic metatheoretic properties — just
enough to show that subject reduction holds for well-kinded open types. Finally, we discuss the
challenges involved in proving type safety, and outline our strategy for doing so.

3.1 Syntax

The syntax of F? is given in Fig. 1. The syntax of terms and types is identical to that of F,, except
for the extremal type constants T and L. The top type T is the maximal proper type: any other
proper type is a subtype of T. Dually, the bottom type L is the minimal proper type. Following
Pierce [2002], As carry domain annotations. This will become important in §3.2, §4.3 and §4.4.
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Kind constants Higher-order type intervals

* = L. T A.xo. g B:=A.B *A B = 1. T
Q= T.1 A..(X:])_J(B = (X]) — AX.xBX *(X: ) =K = (X_]) — kg
for X ¢ fv(A) U fv(B)

Higher-order extrema Type erasure |K|
= L

TA.B =T Lla.B = |A..B| = %
Tk = AX:]. Tk Lix:pyok = AX:]. Lk [(X:]) = K| = |J]| = K|

Bounded quantification and type operators
VX < A:K.B := VX:(1lg).xA.B (X <A:]) >K: (X:(J_])..]A)HK
AX <AK.t = AX:(Lg).kA.t AX <A:K.B := AX:(Lg).xA B

Fig. 2. Syntactic shorthands and encodings

The main differences between F? and other variants of F, are reflected in its kind language.
First, the usual kind of proper types * is replaced by the interval kind former A .. B. The interval
A .. B is inhabited by exactly those proper types that are supertypes of A and subtypes of B. The
degenerate interval L .. T spans all proper types. Hence we use * as a shorthand for L .. T. Second,
most variants of F,, have a simple kind language (as described by the non-terminal k in Fig. 1). In
contrast, F¥ has a dependent kind language. The arrow kind (X:J) — K acts as a binder for the
type variable X which may appear freely in the codomain K. Dependent kinds play an important
role when modeling bounded type operators. For example, consider a binary type operator of kind
(X:%) > (Y:L..X) — = The upper-bounded kind L .. X of Y ensures that the operator can only
be applied to types A, B if B is a subtype of A. This idea goes back to Compagnoni and Goguen’s ¥2’,
which features both upper-bounded type operators and dependent arrow kinds [2003].

We abbreviate L .. T by * and (X:]J) — K by J] — K when X is not free in K. This allows us
to treat simple kinds or shapes k as a subset of (dependent) kinds K. In the opposite direction, we
define an erasure map |K| which forgets any dependencies in K (see Fig. 2). Given a kind K, we say
K has shape |K|. Unlike kinds, shapes are stable under substitution, i.e. |[K[A/X]| = |K].

Following Barendregt [1992], we identify expressions e (terms, types and kinds), up to a-
equivalence and assume that the names of bound and free variables are distinct. We write e = e’ to
stress that e and e’ are a-equivalent. The set of free variables of e is denoted by fv(e), and we write
e[t/x] and e[A/X] for capture-avoiding term and type substitutions in e, respectively. We require
that the variables bound in a typing context I' be distinct so that we may think of I" as a finite map
and use function notation, such as dom(T), I'(x), I'(X). We write (T, A) for the concatenation of
two contexts I' and A with disjoint domains, and we often omit the empty context @, writing e.g.
T'=x:AY:Kinstead of T = @, x:A,Y:K.

3.1.1  Encodings. Together with the extremal types T and L, interval kinds allow us to express
bounded quantification and bounded operators over proper types. For example, the F<-style universal
type VX < A.B can be expressed as VX: L ..A. B in F%. To extend this principle to higher-order
bounded quantification and type operators, we define encodings for higher-order interval kinds
and extremal types via type abstraction and dependent kinds in Fig. 2. The encoding of higher-
order maxima T is standard [cf. Compagnoni and Goguen 2003; Pierce 2002]; that of higher-order
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minima L follows the same principle. The encoding of higher-order interval kinds A ..k B resembles
that of higher-order singleton kinds given by Stone and Harper [2000]. Indeed, singleton kinds
are just interval kinds where the upper and lower bounds coincide. Encodings of higher-order
F£-style bounded operators and universal quantifiers are also given in Fig. 2.

3.1.2  Structural Operational Semantics. For computations in terms, we adopt the standard call-
by-value (CBV) semantics given by Pierce [2002, Fig. 30-1], writing t — t’ when the term ¢
CBV-reduces in one or more steps to t’. For types and kinds, we define the one-step ff-reduction
relation — 4 as the compatible closure of §-contraction of type operators w.r.t. all the type and
kind formers. We write —>} for its reflexive, transitive closure, f-reduction.

3.2 Declarative Typing and Kinding

The static semantics of F% are summarized in Figs. 3 and 4. We refer to this set of judgments as
the declarative system, as opposed to the canonical system introduced in §5. We sometimes write
I' + 9 to denote an arbitrary judgment of the declarative system. Throughout the paper, we silently
assume that judgments are well-scoped, i.e. if I' + J then fv(J) € dom(T'). We now discuss each of
the judgments, emphasizing novel rules.

3.2.1 Context and Kind Formation. The rules for context formation I' ctx are standard. They ensure
that the type and kind annotations of all bindings are well-formed. The rules of the remaining
judgments are set up so that they can only be derived in well-formed contexts.

Our kind formation judgment I' F K kd ensures that (a) all types appearing in K are well-kinded,
and (b) that the bounds of intervals are proper types (not As), forbidding for instance L .. AX:K. A.
The formation rule Wr-DARR for dependent arrows is standard. An interval A .. B is well-formed
if A and B are proper types. As discussed in §2.2, we choose not to enforce A < B; e.g. the empty
kind @ = T.. L is well-formed. We say that the bounds of an interval A .. B are consistent in T’
ifT' + A < B : * and inconsistent otherwise. If A and B are closed types and ¥ A < B : * in the
empty context, we say that the bounds of A .. B are absurd. For example, the bounds of = are always
consistent while those of T .. L are absurd.” The bounds of X .. Y are inconsistent in I' = X:%, Y: *
but not absurd because X and Y are open types.

3.2.2 Kinding and Typing. The kinding rules K-Var, K-Top, K-BoT, K-Arr and K-ALL are all
standard. The rule K-ALL resembles that found in F,,: no bound annotations are needed because
the bounds of X are internalized in the kind K. Similarly, K-ABs and K-Aprp, resemble those in F,,
more than those in F. The rules K-S1nG and K-Sus are used to adjust the kind of a type: K-Sus
is the kind-level analog of T-Sus (subsumption); K-SING resembles Stone and Harper’s singleton
introduction rule [2000]. Note that K-SING only narrows the kind of a type whereas K-Sus only
widens it. The premise of K-SING may look a bit surprising: why use I' - A : B..C instead of
'+ A : = ? This extra flexibility is necessary to prove that types inhabiting intervals are proper
types, i.e. thatT' + A : B..C implies I' + A : *. Thus the relaxed premise justifies itself.

The typing rules are again entirely standard, with the possible exception of some additional
context and kind formation premises that would be redundant in variants of F,, with simple kinds.

3.2.3 Subkinding and Subtyping. F% features both subtyping and subkinding. The use of subkinding
in F is both natural and essential. If a type is contained in an interval A .. B, then one naturally
expects it to also be contained in a wider interval A’.. B’ where A’ < A and B < B’. This is
captured in the rule SK-INTv. Subkinding is also essential. It is thanks to SK-INTV that we can
express bounded polymorphism and bounded type operators in F. Consider e.g. a polymorphic

5See Lemma 5.4 in §5.2.
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Context formation

T ctx '+ K kd T ctx F'rA:x
(C-EmpTY) (C-TMBIND) (C-TpBiND)
@ ctx I, X:K ctx T, x:A ctx
Kind formation I'+ K kd
TrHA:= TrFB:=x '+ Jkd IX:J+KKkd
(Wr-INTV) (WF-DARR)
I'-A. Bkd '+ (X:J) > Kkd
I ctx I'X)=K I ctx T ctx
(K-Var) ——  (K-Top) ——  (K-Bor)
't X:K F'r T:x F'r L:%
TrHA:=* TrB:=* T+ K kd ILX:KFA:x*
(K-ARR) (K-Arr)
I'tA—> B:x T'rVX:K.A:x
'+ Jkd ILX:JrA:K r-A:(X:J)>K '+B:J
ILX:J+ K kd IX:J+ K kd I'+ K[B/X] kd
(K-ABs) (K-Arp)
'+ AX:J.A: (X:]) > K I'+ AB:K[B/X]
'-A:B..C '+A:J r-Jj<K
_ (K-SING) (K-SuB)
F'-A:A.A 'rA:K
T ctx I'(x)=A I'+ K kd [LX:K+it:A
(T-VAR) (T-TABs)
F'rx:A T'rAX:K.t:VX:K. A
THFA:x 'FB:x
I',x:A+rt:B T'rt:VX:K. A I'tB:K
(T-ABs) (T-TArp)
' Ax:A.t:A—>B I'+tB:A[B/X]
I'rs:A—B F'rt:A Tret:A T'FA<B:=*
(T-Arp) (T-Sus)
T'kst:B I'rt:B

Fig. 3. Declarative presentation of F¥ — part 1. Premises in gray are validity conditions (see §3.3).

term ¢ : VX:1 .. A B and a type argument C such that C < A : . We can apply ¢ to C because C
has kind C .. C (by K-SinG) which in turn is a subkind of L .. A (by SK-INTV). The rule SK-DARR
lifts the interval containment order through dependent arrow kinds. It resembles Aspinall and
Compagnoni’s subtyping rule (s-rr) for dependent product types Aspinall and Compagnoni [2001].

Subtyping judgments I' + A < B : K are indexed by the common kind K in which A and B
are related. Note that two types may be related in some kinds but not others. For example, the
extremal types T and L are related as proper types, i.e. - L < T : %, but not as inhabitants of
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Subkinding

I+ (XI]l)—>K1 kd

F'FAy <A;p:x 't By <Bp:x 't L < IX:Lh+ K LK
2 1 1 2 (SKINTv) Lk<h LK 2 (SK-DARR)
Fl—Al..Bl SAz..Bz I‘I—(XZJI)—)Kls(XZ_Iz)—)KZ
Subtyping '-A<B:K
'rA:K I'rA<B:K 'rB<C:K
_ (ST-REFL) (ST-TrANS)
T'rA<A:K T'rA<C:K
'-A:B..C 'rA:B..C
_— (ST-Topr) _— (ST-Bor)
THFALS T :x F'rL<A: =%
ILX:JrA:K 'rB:J LX:JrA:K T'rB:J
I+ A[B/X] : K[B/X] I'+ A[B/X] : K[B/X]
I,X:J+ K kd I'+ K[B/X] kd I'X:J+Kkd T'+ K[B/X] kd
(ST-p1) (ST-p2)
I'+ (AX:J.A)B < A[B/X] : K[B/X] I'+ A[B/X] < (AX:]J.A) B : K[B/X]
T'rA:(X:]) > K X ¢ fv(A) r'+A:(X:J) »K X ¢ fv(A)
(ST-n1) (ST-n2)
' AX:JJAX<A:(X:])>K Fr-A<AX:J.AX:(X:J) > K
THAy <Ap:% ' By <By:x (ST-ARR) F'rVX:Ki.Ap : %
“ARR) T+K, <Ky T, X:Kh+A <A;:
TFA — B <Ay — By: 2= 2P A= ST AL

T+ VX:Kl.Al < VX:Kz.AZ Dok
TrAX:J1.A;: (X:]) > K

TFAX: L. Ay: (X:]) > K 'rA <A :(X:]) K TrBi=By:]
ILX:JrA <A;:K '+By:J ILX:JrKkd T K[B;/X] kd
M AX:J1. A < AX: . Ay (X:]) > K I'+A; By <A;B; : K[By/X]
(ST-ABs) (ST-Arp)
I'+A:B;..By IT'A:B;..By
_ (ST-BnDy) T —— (ST-BnDy)
FkBlﬁA:* PF—ASBZZ*
'-A;<A;:B..C F'rA; <Ay:J r-j<kK
! 2 (ST-INnTV) ! & (ST-SuB)
T'rAi <Ay A A I'rAi <A :K
Kind equality Type equality '+rA=B:K
'-j<K 'rK<]j '-A<B:K 'r-B<A:K
(SK-ANTISYM) (ST-ANTISYM)
I'-Jj=K '+A=B:K

Fig. 4. Declarative presentation of F¥ — part 2. Premises in gray are validity conditions (see §3.3).
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their respective singleton kinds L .. L and T .. T. For a given context I' and kind K, the subtyping
relationI' + A < B : K is a preorder, as witnessed by the rules ST-RErL and ST-TraNs. Note that
there are no such rules for subkinding, but it is easy to prove them admissible. In §5, we will see
that some (but not all) instances of ST-REFL and ST-TRANS can be eliminated too.

The rules ST-Topr and ST-BoT establish T and L as the maximum and minimum proper types
w.r.t. subtyping. The premise I' + A : B..C ensures that the extremal types are only related to other
proper types. As for K-SinG, the kind B .. C in the premise allows us to prove that types inhabiting

intervals are proper types: T-A:B..C TrA:B..C
(ST-Bor) (ST-Top)
'rA:B..C F'rLl<A:x TFHAST:x
(K-SinG) —————— (SK-INTV)
F'FA:A.A r'FALA< LT
(K-Sus)
F'rA:1L..T

This derivation would not be possible if the rules K-SinG, ST-Bot or ST-Top had premise I' - A : =.
The rules ST-f; and ST-$3; correspond to S-contraction and expansion, respectively. Two separate
rules are needed because subtyping is not symmetric. We could have combined them into a single
type equality rule but that would have complicated the definition of type equality. Similarly, the
rules ST-; and ST-7, relate n-convertible types. The rule for universals resembles SK-DARR.
Most variants of F, separate subtyping of type operator applications into a subtyping rule that
only compares the heads of applications, and a congruence rule for type equality w.r.t. application.
Here we fuse these two rules into a single subtyping rule ST-App. Since we do not track the variance
of type operators, the arguments must be equal types. Because arrow kinds are dependent, either
By or B must be substituted for X in K in the conclusion. Both are equally suitable; we pick Bj.
The rule for subtyping operator abstractions, ST-ABs, is maybe the most unusual when compared
to other variants of F,, since it allows abstractions to be subtypes even if their domain annotations
J1 and J, are not subkinds. Other systems adopt weaker versions of this rule where J = J, or even
J = J1 = Jo. But such rules are not suitable for a theory featuring both subkinding and 5-equality.
Let A : * — * be an operator and B : * a type in I'. By K-Sus, ST-Sus, ST-ETA; ; and antisymmetry,

T+ AX:L.B.AX = A = AX:B..T.AX : (X:B..B) > =

i.e. the two n-expansions of A are equal as types, despite having distinct domain annotations.
Because the 5-rules allow such equations, we adopt a compatible subtyping rule for abstractions.
The first two premises of ST-ABs ensure that both abstractions — irrespective of their domain
annotations - inhabit the common arrow kind (X:J) — K; the remaining premise ensures that the
bodies of the two abstractions are pointwise subtypes assuming the common domain X: J. Note
that systems without domain annotations avoid such complications [cf. Abel 2008].

So far, we have seen how a type interval A .. B can be formed using Wr-INTv, and introduced
using K-SING, but we have yet to see how the bounds A and B of the interval can be put to use.
Type intervals are “eliminated” by turning them into subtyping judgments via a pair of bound
projection rules ST-BND; and ST-BND;. Given a type A : B.. C, the rules ST-BND; and ST-BND; assert
that B and C are indeed lower and upper bounds, respectively, of A. When A is a variable, we may
use rule ST-BND; to derive judgments of the form I' F X < C, similar to those obtained using the
variable subtyping rule from F<. More generally, the bound projection rules allow us to reflect
any well-formed assumption I'(X) = A .. B - consistent or not — into a corresponding subtyping
judgment I' - A < B : . We discuss the ramifications this has for type safety in §3.5.

As for kinding judgments, there are two subtyping rules that allow us to adjust the kinds of
subtyping judgments, ST-SuB and ST-INTv. The former is the analog of K-Sus for subtyping,
whereas the latter is the subtyping counterpart of the interval introduction rule K-Sing: if A and B
are subtypes in some interval C .. D, then surely they are still subtypes in the interval A .. B bounded
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by those very same types. Indeed, A .. B is the smallest interval in which the two types are related.
The ST-INTV rule plays an important role in the proof of subject reduction for types and kinds
(Theorem 3.3) because it allows us to relate f-equal types inhabiting singleton kinds.

3.24 Kind and Type Equality. The kind and type equality judgments are each generated by exactly
one rule: SK-ANTISYM for kind equality and ST-ANTISYM for type equality. In most variants of F,,
with subtyping, the subtyping relation is not defined to be antisymmetric. Instead antisymmetry
may or may not be an admissible property that has to be proven [cf. Compagnoni and Goguen
1999]. In F¥, antisymmetry is not an admissible property, however. To see this, consider the context
I' = X:A .. A for some proper type A. Then T + X : A.. A, and we can derive that X and A are
mutual subtypes using ST-BND; and ST-BND,. But without antisymmetry we have no way to derive
'+ X = A : % Faced with this issue, we could have chosen to add a singleton reflection rule for
derivingI' + X = A : » from T + X : A.. A directly, such as the one due to Stone and Harper [2000].
Interestingly, antisymmetry for proper types is derivable from Stone and Harper’s rule and other
rules about type intervals. We conjecture that antisymmetry of subtyping under arbitrary kinds
would also have been admissible in such a system, albeit at the cost of a more complicated type
equality judgment. We prefer the simpler judgment with an explicit antisymmetry rule.

3.3 Basic Metatheoretic Properties

With the dynamics and statics in place, we can begin our work on the metatheory of F%. Our
system enjoys the usual basic metatheoretic properties, such as preservation of all the judgments
under weakening, substitution and narrowing of contexts, as well as admissibility of the missing
order-theoretic and congruence rules for subkinding, kind equality and type equality. Although
these properties constitute the foundation on which we build the remainder of our metatheory, they
are also entirely standard, and little insight is gained by spelling them out in detail. We therefore
relegate them to Appendix B. There, the reader will also find a collection of admissible rules that
justify the encodings of the higher-order extrema and interval kinds given in §3.1.1. These include
formation, subtyping and subkinding rules for the encoded kinds, and typing rules for introducing
and eliminating the more familiar forms of bounded universals. Unlike the other admissible rules,
they are not important for the remainder of the metatheoretic development.

There are two standard properties of the declarative system that are exceptional in that their
proofs are not routine inductions, namely validity of the various judgments and functionality of
substitutions. Roughly, a judgment is valid if all its parts are well-formed.

Lemma 3.1 (validity).

(kinding validity) If T+ A: K, then T ctx and T + K kd.
(typing validity) If T +t: A, then T ctxand T'F A : =
(kind (in)equation validity) If T+ J=Kor T+ J <K, then T+ Jkd and T + K kd.
(type (in)equation validity) If T+ A=B:Kor '+ A<B:K,then T+FA:Kand T+ B:K.

The validity lemma provides a “sanity check” for the static semantics, but it also plays a crucial
role in the proofs of other important properties, such as subject reduction or soundness of type
normalization. Unfortunately, it is harder to prove than one might expect. The proofs of kinding,
subkinding and subtyping validity require the following functionality lemma for the case of ST-App.

Lemma 3.2 (functionality). LetT' + A; = A : K.
(1) If T,X:K + J kd, thenT r J[A1/X] = J[Az/X].
(2) If T,X:K + B J, thenT v B[A;/X] = B[Ay/X] : J[A1/X].
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The proof of functionality, in turn, depends on kinding and subtyping validity. Proving the two
statements by simultaneous induction is not enough to resolve the circular dependency because the
proof of functionality would require us to apply the IH to derivations obtained via validity. Since
these are not generally sub-derivations of the relevant premise, the induction does not go through.

Instead, we follow Harper and Pfenning [2005] and establish validity by “temporarily extending”
certain rules of the declarative system with additional premises, which we call validity conditions,
shown in gray in Figs. 3 and 4. We then prove functionality and validity for the extended system,
show that the two systems are equivalent and the validity conditions are redundant after all, and
obtain Lemma 3.1 for the original system. For details see Appendix B.3.

3.4 Subject Reduction for Well-Kinded Types

For most versions of F,,, subject reduction for types is easy to prove because types are simply-kinded.
In F?, the proof is complicated by the presence of type-dependent kinds and subkinding. However
these complications are minor since there are only two shapes of kinds — intervals and arrows -
with exactly one subkinding rule per shape. Hence subkinding is easy to invert.

To prove subject reduction, we show that f-reduction steps can be lifted to type and kind equality.

Theorem 3.3.
(1)If T+ Jkd and ] —4 K, thenT + J = K.
(2)IfTHrA:KandA —pg B, thenT + A=B: K.

Subject reduction for kinds and types then follows immediately from Theorem 3.3 and validity.

Corollary 3.4 (subject reduction for kinding).

(D) If T+ Jkdand ] —j3 K, thenT + K kd.
(2)IfT+A:KandA—p B, thenT + B: K.

3.5 The Long Road to Type Safety

After establishing subject reduction for well-kinded types, we prove type safety via progress and
preservation (aka subject reduction) [Wright and Felleisen 1994]. But as we show in this section, we
must first weaken the statement of preservation for it to hold in F%.

Preservation typically applies to all open terms:

Proposition 3.1 (preservation). If '+ t: Aandt —, t’', then + t' : A.

However, in FY this statement fails because reduction of open terms is unsafe. The culprit are type
variable bindings with absurd bounds. Consider the following example. Let v be the polymorphic
identity function v = AX:*. Ax:X. x which is of type A = VX:%. X — X.In F?, closed universals
are not subtypes of closed arrows;® hence v cannot be applied to itself. For the same reason,
the term application ¢t = (Ax:A.x) oo is ill-typed as a closed term. Yet, ¢ is well-typed in the
contextI' = X: (A — A)..(A —> A — A) because we can use ST-BND; and ST-BND, to derive
' A A<X<A— A— A:xandsubsumption to deriveI' - Ax:A.x: A — A — A: x Note
that the bounds of X are proper types, so its kind is well-formed, as is the context I'. But since
¥ A <A — A: % the bounds of the interval are absurd.
Next, consider what happens when ¢t takes a reduction step.

(Ax:A.x)vo —y (x[o/x])v = vo.

According to preservation, the application v v should have type A, but instead it is ill-typed, even
in T. The assumption X : (A — A).. (A —» A — A) is useless here, since v does not have type

6See Lemma 5.4 in §5.2.
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A — A. Not only is v v ill-typed, it is also stuck. Hence v v is neither a value nor can it be reduced
further - type safety clearly does not hold in T'.
But all is not lost. Type safety still holds for closed terms, as does a weaker form of preservation.

Proposition 3.2 (preservation — weak version). If + t: Aandt —, t’, thent t’' : A.

Throughout the next two sections, we will work our way towards a proof of this proposition.

3.6 Challenges and Proof Strategy

To conclude the section, let us briefly explore the challenges involved in proving weak preservation
and our strategy to address them. The complexity of the subtyping relation throws a spanner in
the works when we try to prove weak preservation for cases where f-contractions occur. To prove
these cases, one normally starts by showing that the following rules are admissible:
I'rA) -5 B <Ay —> By : % I'-VX:K;. A S VX:Kp Ay - %
THA, <A : =% I'FBy <By:x* 'K, <K; ILX:Kyr A €Ay %
These properties are generally known as inversion of subtyping, and are closely related to the
IT-injectivity property, which is a well-known source of complexity in dependent type theories.
There are several features of subtyping that severely complicate the proof of subtyping inversion.

(1) The rules for § and n-conversion, together with transitivity, may change the shapes of related
types in the middle of a subtyping derivation, e.g. from a type former to a type application.

' Al > A < (AX:x X > A)A < -+ £ (AX:x X —>By)B; < B> By : =

(2) The subsumption rule ST-Sus may change the kinds of related types at any time.
(3) As outlined above, we can derive judgments of the formI' + A < X < B : * where A and B
need not be of the same shape, from absurd assumptions in I'. For example

' A-B £ X < VX:K.C : x

We address these points as follows. First, we eliminate uses of the fn rules (1) by adopting an
alternative presentation of subtyping which we dub canonical subtyping (§5). Canonical subtyping
only relates types in n-long f-normal form (§4), so there is no need for fy rules. This approach
works in variants of F,, with n-conversion [cf. Abel and Rodriguez 2008], whereas rewriting-based
proofs of II-injectivity [e.g. Adams 2006; Barendregt 1992] do not generalize readily to our setting.

The canonical presentation of subtyping also restricts the placement of subsumption (2) to certain
strategic positions, just as in algorithmic or bidirectional subtyping (§5).

Finally, we avoid issues caused by absurd bounds (3) by proving subtyping inversion only in the
empty context, i.e. only for closed types. That suffices for proving weak preservation and, as the
above example illustrates, it is the best we can do in a system with inequality reflection (§5.2).

The core challenges of the proof of subtyping inversion thus consists in showing that well-formed
kinds and well-kinded types have normal forms (§4), so that the canonical and declarative versions
of subtyping can be proven equivalent (§5). We address these challenges in the next two sections.

4 NORMALIZATION OF TYPES

As discussed in the previous section, we cannot prove inversion of subtyping directly, because
pn-convertible types and kinds differ in their syntactic structure. We address this problem in two
steps: (1) in this section, we show that types and kinds in F% can be reduced to f-normal form via
a bottom-up normalization procedure based on hereditary substitution; (2) in next section, we give a
canonical presentation of subtyping that only relates types in normal form.
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4.1 Syntax

We begin by introducing an alternative syntax for types that is better suited to our definition of
hereditary substitution. The key difference is that the type arguments of applications are grouped
together in sequences called spines. Hence, we refer to this presentation of types as spine form.

D,Ex=FE FGu:=X|T|L1|D—>E|VX:K.E|AX:K.E DE:=¢|DE

Applications form a separate syntactic category, eliminations E, and consist of a head F and a
spine E. A head is any type former that is not an application. We adopt vector notation for spines,
writing E for the sequence E = Eq, E,, ..., E, and (D, E) for the concatenation of D and E.

The two representations of types are isomorphic, so we mix them freely, knowing that explicit
conversions can always be inserted where necessary.

4.2 Hereditary Substitution in Raw Types

In the §5, we will introduce a system of canonical judgments defined directly on normal forms.
Since kinds in F? are dependent, some of the kinding and subtyping rules involve substitutions in
kinds, e.g. K-App or ST-f; ;. Unfortunately, substitutions do not preserve normal forms because
substituting an operator abstraction for the head of a neutral type introduces a new redex. For
example (Y A)[AX:K.B/Y] = (AX:K. B) A is not a normal form, even if Y A and AX:K. B are. To
define a canonical counterpart of e.g. K-App directly on normal kinds and types, we need a variant
of substitution that immediately eliminates the S-redexes it introduces. This type of substitution
operation is known as hereditary substitution [Watkins et al. 2004]. The challenge in defining a
hereditary substitution function is, of course, ensuring its totality.

Our definition of hereditary substitution is given in Fig. 5. Hereditary substitution is defined
mutually with reducing application of eliminations by recursion on the structure of the shape k.
The definitions of the three hereditary substitution functions proceed by inner recursion on the
structure of the parameters K, D and D, respectively. Note that there are some recursive calls
where no parameter decreases, but one can check (and we have done so) that at least one of the
relevant parameters decreases strictly along every cycle in the call graph. Hence the five functions
remain structurally recursive, ensuring their totality. Note the crucial use of spine forms: D -¥ E
simultaneously unwinds E and k using the fact that E matches the right-associative structure of k.

Our presentation of hereditary substitution differs from others in the literature. Like Keller and
Altenkirch [2010], we define hereditary substitution by structural recursion and mutually with
reducing application. But their definition is based on an intrinsically typed representation, which
does not readily generalize to a system with dependent types (or kinds). Instead, like Abel and
Rodriguez [2008] we define hereditary substitution directly on raw (i.e. unkinded) types, so our
definition contains degenerate cases; unlike Abel and Rodriguez’s, our definition is structurally
recursive hence easier to mechanize. Our approach of defining hereditary substitution by recursion
on shapes rather than (dependent) kinds was inspired by Harper and Licata’s formalization of
Canonical LF [2007]. However, they define hereditary substitution as an inductive relation, thus
they avoid degenerate cases but must establish functionality and termination separately.

Because the essential difference between ordinary and hereditary substitution is that the latter
reduces newly created f-redexes, the results of the two operations are f-convertible.

Lemma 4.1. Let E be an elimination, X a type variable and k a shape, then
(1) K[E/X] —>ﬁK [E/X*] for any kindK; (3) ED —>2E-kD for any type D;
(2) DIE/X] —3 D [E/X*] for any type D; (4) ED —3 E *D for any spineD.

It is an immediate consequence of Lemma 4.1 and subject reduction that ordinary and hereditary
substitutions produce judgmentally equal results.
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Hereditary substitution D[E/X¥]

k k ey
(YD)[E/X*] = {E (D[E/XF]) if V=X,

Y (D[E/X*]) otherwise,
(TD)[E/X*¥] = T (D[E/X*])
(LD)[E/X*] = 1 (D[E/XF])
((Dy > D2) D)[E/X¥] = (Di[E/X¥] — Do [E/X¥]) (D[E/XF])
((VY:K.D)D)[E/X*¥] = (VY:K[E/X*].D’[E/X*]) (D[E/X*]) for Y # X, Y ¢ fv(E),
((AY:K.D)D)[E/X*] = (AY:K[E/X¥].D’'[E/X*]) (D[E/X¥)) for Y # X, Y ¢ fv(E).

e[E/XK] = e D[E/X¥]

(D", D)[E/X*] = (D'[E/x¥]), (D[E/X*])

K[E/X*
(Dr Do) [E/X¥] = Dy[E/X*] . Dy[E/XH] E/X]
((Y:]) = K)[E/X*] = (Y:J[E/X*]) = K[E/X¥] for Y # X, Y ¢ fv(E).
Reducing application D-kE DKE
D-* E = DE D ke =D
D'[E/X*] i D=1X:]J.D’ Ji—ky gy ke f k=
pk-lp _ [E/X"] i ' J.D, DK (EE) = (D =k gy ke E 1fk—k.1—>k2,
DE otherwise. D (E,E) otherwise.

Fig. 5. Hereditary substitution and reducing application

Corollary 4.2 (soundness of hereditary substitution). Let T + A : K, then
(1) if T,X:K,AF J kd, then T, A[A/X] + J[A/X] = J[A/X K1];
(2) if T,X:K,A+ B: J, thenT,A[A/X] v B[A/X] = B[A/X 1] : J[A/X].

4.3 Normalization of Raw Types

Based on hereditary substitution, we define a bottom-up normalization function nf on kinds and
types. It is a straightforward extension of the normalization function by Abel and Rodriguez [2008]
to dependent kinds. The function nf is defined directly on raw types and kinds and relies on a
separate function for n-expanding variables. The definition of both functions is given in Fig. 6.

The n-expansion g (A) of a type A of kind K is defined by recursion on the structure of K. It
is used in the definition of nf to expand type variables. Note that nx(A) immediately expands
newly introduced argument variables to produce n-long forms. Normalization nfr(A) and nfr (K)
of raw types and kinds in context I' are defined by mutual recursion on A and K, respectively.
The case of applications uses hereditary substitution to eliminate fS-redexes. Note the crucial
use of domain-annotations: in order to hereditarily substitute a type argument in the body of an
operator abstraction AX:K. E, we need to guess its shape, or equivalently, the shape of X. Since
the normalization function is defined directly on raw, unkinded types, the only way to obtain this
information is from the kind annotation K in the abstraction.

The context parameter I' of nf is used to look up the declared kinds of variables, which drive
their n-expansion. To ensure that the resulting n-expansions are normal, the context I' must itself
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n-expansion nk(A)

np,.p,(A) = A nix:n-k(A) = AX:J.nx(A(n;(X))) for X ¢ fv(A).

Normalization nfr(A)

nfr(X) = nrx) (X) if X € dom(T),
X otherwise,
nfr(A) = A forAe{l, T}
nfr(A — B) = nfr(A) — nfp(B)
nfr(VX:K. A) = VX:K'.nfrx.x (A) where K’ = nfr(K),
nfr(AX:K. A) = AX:K’'.nfrx.x (A) where K’ = nfr(K),
nfr (A B) = E[nfr(B)/X K] if nfr(A) = AX:K.E,
(nfr(A)) (nfr(B)) otherwise.
nfr(A..B) = nfr(A)..nfr(B)

nfr((X:]) = K) = (X:J') = nfrx.p(K) where J" = nfr(J).

Fig. 6. Normalization of types and kinds

be normal. We therefore extend normalization pointwise to contexts, defining nf(T') as
nf(@) =2 nf([,x:A) = nf(T), x:nfoe(r) (A) nf(T, X:K) = nf(T), X:nfur ) (K)

Since nf is a total function defined directly on raw types and kinds, it necessarily contains degenerate
cases, i.e. the resulting types need not be f-normal. For example, the case of applications relies
on the domain annotations K of operator abstractions AX:K. A in head position to be truthful.
The ill-kinded type Q = (AX:%. X X)(AX:* X X) will result in nf(Q) = (X X) [AX:*. X X/X*] =
(AX:#. X X) -* (AX:+. X X) = Q. However, for well-kinded types T + A : K, the type nfr(A) is
guaranteed to be an y-long f-normal form, as we will see in §5 (cf. Lemma 5.3).

Furthermore, n-expansion and normalization are sound, i.e. they do not alter the meaning of
types and kinds. In particular, well-kinded types and well-formed kinds are judgmentally equal to
their normalized counterparts. The proof relies on soundness of hereditary substitutions.

Lemma 4.3 (soundness of normalization).
(1) If T + K kd, thenT + K = nfn¢ () (K). (2)If T+ A:K, thenT + A=nfyr)(A) : K.

4.4 Commutativity of Normalization and Hereditary Substitution

We are now almost ready to introduce the canonical presentation of F%. Our final task in this section
is to establish a series of commutativity properties of hereditary substitution and normalization.
They say, roughly, that the order of these operations can be switched without changing the result.
We require these properties to prove equivalence of the canonical and declarative systems. For
example, to prove that ST-BETA; is admissible in the canonical system, we must show that

T + nfr(A)[nfr(B)/X 7] = nfr(A[B/X]) : nfr(K[B/X]).
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Since normalization involves hereditary substitutions, we must further show that these preserve
the canonical judgments. The case for applications involves kind equations of the form

I + K[A/Y*][B/X'] = K[B/X’][A[B/X’]/Y*].

Unfortunately, the commutativity properties do not hold for arbitrary raw types and kinds. The
reasons are twofold. First, our definition of hereditary substitution contains degenerate cases for
ill-kinded inputs, which can cause inconsistencies when we commute hereditary substitutions. For
example, it’s easy to verify that for B=AZ:x — *. Z

(XA)[Y/X*][B/Y"™] = A # BA = (XA)[B/Y*"*][Y[B/Y**]/X"].

Second, normalization involves n-expansion and, as we have seen in §3.2, y-expansions of the same
type variable can differ syntactically in their domain annotations.

We address the two problems separately. For the former, we adopt the approach taken by Abel and
Rodriguez [2008], namely to prove commutativity of hereditary substitutions only for well-kinded
normal forms. To apply their technique, we first need to show that hereditary substitutions preserve
kinding (of normal forms). This is easy in their setting, which is simply kinded, but challenging
in ours because our kinding rules involve substitutions in dependent kinds. A direct proof that
hereditary substitutions preserve kinding would require the very commutativity lemmas we are
trying to establish. We circumvent this issue by relaxing our requirements: for e[V /Y *] to be
non-degenerate, the normal form V need not actually be well-kinded; it only needs to have shape k.
Using this insight, we prove commutativity of hereditary substitutions in 4 steps.

(1) We define a simple kinding judgment that assign shapes (rather than kinds) to normal forms.

(2) We show that hereditary substitution preserves simple kinding. Because shapes have no type
dependencies, the proof does not require any commutativity lemmas.

(3) We show that hereditary substitutions in simply kinded normal forms commute.

(4) We show that simple kinding is sound: every type of kind K has a normal form of shape |K].

We refer the reader to Appendix C for details.

It remains to show that normalization commutes with substitution. To work around the issue
of incongruous domain annotations, we introduce an auxiliary equivalence A ~ B on types and
kinds, called weak equality, that identifies operator abstractions up to the shape of their domain
annotations, i.e. AX:J.A ~ AX:K.A when |J| = |K|. Substitution then weakly commutes with
normalization of well-formed kinds and well-kinded types.

Lemma 4.4. Let T+ A: J andV = nfy¢ ) (A), then

(1) if T,X:J,A + K kd, then nforapasx)) (K[A/X]) = (nfoerx.g.a) (K))[V/X V1]
(2) if T,X:J,A+ B: K, then nfusraja/x)) (BIA/X]) = (nforrx:70) (B)[V/X |]|];

The proof uses commutativity of hereditary substitutions and a few helper lemmas, e.g. that
substitutions weakly commute with n-expansion. The full proof is given in Appendix C.2.3.

5 THE CANONICAL SYSTEM

Having characterized the normal forms of kinds and types in the previous section, we now present
our canonical system of judgments directly defined on normal forms, and summarize its most
important metatheoretic properties: the hereditary substitution lemma, equivalence w.r.t. the
declarative system, and inversion of subtyping. We conclude the section by revisiting the type
safety proof outlined in §3.

The rules for canonical kinding, subtyping and spine equality are given in Figs. 7 and 8. The
canonical system also contains judgments for kind and context formation, subkinding, and type
and kind equality, but the rules of those judgments are analogous to their declarative counterparts,
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Canonical kinding of variables

T ctx I['(X)=K Thear X:J I'rJ<K I'rKkd
(CV-VaRr) (CV-Sus)
I'hyar X: K I'hyar X: K
Spine kinding T+] 3V 3K|
rrvejJ Trjkd TrKU/XVI VL
—— (CK-EmrTY)
rKk3e3K T+(X:)) > K=3U,V3L
(CK-Cons)
Kinding of neutral types Kinding checking rrvek
Ihyar Xt 'r )3 V3K r{vs=s 'rJ<K
J J (CK-NE) ] J (CK-Sus)
T'Fee XV:K 't V&K
Kind synthesis for normal types rrvKkK
I ctx I’ ctx
S — (CK-Top) S (CK-Bot)
r'r1T=337..7 r'rlL =3 L..1L

I'- K kd LX:K+rV 3 V.V

(CK-ARR) T VX:K.V =3 (VX:K.V)..(VX:K.V)
(CK-ALL)

r{-vt 3U0.U r{vv.v
rri->va3U->V).(U->YV)

TrJjkd TLXJrV 3K Tre N:U..V
(CK-ABs) e —— (CK-S1inG)
THAX:J.V = (X:J) > K TN N.N

Fig. 7. Canonical presentation of F¥ — part 1

so we omit them. We use the following naming conventions to distinguish normal forms: U, V, W
denote normal types; M, N denote neutral types. No special notation is used for normal kinds.

The judgments for kinding, subtyping and spine equality are bidirectional. Double arrows are
used to indicate whether a kind is an input (K =3 or & K) or an output (=3 K) of the judgment.
The contexts and subjects of judgments are always considered inputs. The rules for kind synthesis
are similar to those for declarative kinding, except that the synthesized kinds are more precise, that
there is no subsumption rule, and that kinding of variables and applications has been combined
into a single rule CK-SinG for kinding neutral proper types. A quick inspection of the rules reveals
that all synthesized kinds are singletons. In particular, I' - V. =3 V ..V for proper types V. The kind
checking judgmentI' v V & K has only one inference rule: the subsumption rule CK-Sus.

The canonical kinding judgments I" -, X : K for variables and I iy N : K for neutral types
are not directed because of the presence of the subsumption rule CV-Sus. While this rule is not
actually necessary for variable kinding, it considerably simplifies the metatheory. Without it, the
proof of context narrowing would circularly depend on at least three other lemmas — transitivity
of subkinding, functionality and the hereditary substitution lemma - all of which use somewhat
idiosyncratic, possibly incompatible induction strategies.
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Subtyping of proper types

r{vzv.v TreVvzaVv.y
_ (CST-Topr) _ (CST-Bor)
rev<T -1 <V
r{uv<v T+ Vw T'rU, <y T+ Vi<W,
(CST-TrANS) (CST-ARR)
T'rU<WwW rrvy -vi<, -V,
F'rVX:Ki.V; 2 VX:K. V] ..VX:Ki. W;
I'bhear XK '+t K3Vi=V, 3U.. W 'K, £ K LXKV <V,
T'FXV, <XV, I'rVX:K;. V] VXK. W,
(CST-NE) (CST-ALL)
Tree N: VLV Tree N: V..V
e AR (CST-BND;) e (CST-BNDy)
'rvi<N r-N<V,
Checked subtyping ’FI—USV b K‘
T+V, €EU.W THAX: .V € (X:]) > K
Tt Vv, £U..W v AX: L.V, & (X:]) > K
revi <V, LX:JrVi <V, €K
(CST-INTV) (CST-ABs)
TrVi<W EU.W THFAX: Vi< AX: ). Vs & (X:)) > K
Spine equality ‘I“i—] 3U0U=V 33 K‘

TrUi=Uy £J TrKIUG/XY 3 V=V, 3L

TFK 3 e=¢e 3K rl—(X:])—>K3U1,V1=U2,V23L
(SPEQ-EMmPTY) (SPEQ-CoNs)

Fig. 8. Canonical presentation of F¥ — part 2

Canonical spine kinding I' + ] =3 V =3 K differs from the other judgments in that it features
both an input kind J and an output kind K. When an operator of shape J is applied to the spine V,
the resulting type is of shape K - as exemplified by the rule CK-NE. In CK-Cons, the head U of the
spine U, V is hereditarily substituted for X in the codomain K of the overall input kind (X:J) — K
to obtain the input kind K[U /X V1] for kinding the tail V of the spine. The use of hereditary (rather
than ordinary) substitution ensures that the resulting kind remains normal.

The rules for canonical subtyping are divided into two judgments: subtyping of proper types
I' - U <V and checked subtyping I' + U <V & K. The separate judgment for proper subtyping
I' + U < V simplifies the metatheory by disentangling subtyping and kinding. It resembles
the subtyping judgment of F<. Notable differences are the two bound projection rules CST-BND;
and CST-BNDy, which replace the variable subtyping rule, and the rule CST-NE for subtyping neutrals.
The most interesting of these is CST-NE. It says that two neutral types X V; and X V; headed by a
common type variable X are subtypes if they have canonically equal spines. Importantly, the spines
V; and V; need not be syntactically equal. In F¥, normal forms may be judgmentally equal yet
differ syntactically, e.g. because they have different domain annotations (via CST-ABs), because one
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of the types is declared as a type alias of the other (via a singleton kind), or because one of the types
can be proven to alias the other due to inconsistent bounds: I', X: U ..V, Y: V..U, A+ U = V. The
last example illustrates that there is no easy way for the normalization function nf to resolve such
equations. In systems without dependent kinds and equality reflection, judgmentally equal types
have syntactically equal normal forms, so that CST-NE can be omitted [see e.g. Abel and Rodriguez
2008]; in systems with singleton kinds (but no type intervals), type aliases can be resolved during
normalization [see e.g. Stone and Harper 2000]. Neither of these apply in F?. Unfortunately, the
presence of CST-NE complicates the metatheory of the canonical system (cf. §5.1.1).

The checked subtyping judgment I' + U < V & K is kind-directed. The kind K determines
whether U and V are compared as proper types (CST-INTV) or type operators (CST-ABs). The
rule CST-INTV checks that the types V; and V, have the expected kind U ..W and are proper
subtypes. Because normal types are n-long, the only normal types of arrow kind are operator
abstractions. They are compared using rule CST-ABs, exactly as in the declarative system. The
rules of the spine equality judgment ' - ] 3 U=V =3 K resemble those of spine kinding.

5.1 Metatheoretic Properties of the Canonical System

It is easy to show that the canonical system is sound w.r.t. the declarative one, i.e. that normal
forms related by the canonical judgments are also related by the declarative counterparts. To avoid
confusion, we mark canonical judgments with the subscript “c” and declarative ones with “d” in the
following soundness lemma. The full statement of the lemma has 13 parts, one for each canonical
judgment; we only show the most important ones.

Lemma 5.1 (soundness of the canonical rules - excerpt).
(DIfTr. V3 KorT'F.V & K, then T gV : K.
@ IfTr. ULV, then T HqU <V : %

B)IfTr. U<V & K, then T+HqU <V : K.

Many of the basic properties of the declarative system — weakening, context narrowing, admissible
order-theoretic rules, many validity properties, and the commutativity lemmas from the previous
section — also hold in the canonical system, and their proofs carry over with minor modifications.
Full statements and proofs are given in Appendix D.1. Notable exceptions are the substitution and
functionality lemmas. These do not hold because ordinary substitutions do not preserve normal
forms. Instead, we need to establish analogous lemmas for hereditary substitutions.

5.1.1 The Hereditary Substitution Lemma. The most important metatheoretic property of the canon-
ical system is the hereditary substitution lemma, which states, roughly, that canonical judgments
are preserved by hereditary substitutions of canonically well-kinded types. It is key to proving
completeness w.r.t. the declarative system, and thus to our overall goal of establishing type safety.
Proving and even stating the hereditary substitution lemma is challenging. The full statement of
the lemma has 24 separate parts, all of which have to be proven simultaneously. The large number
of canonical judgments is one reason for the complexity of the lemma. But the foremost reason
is that the proof of the hereditary substitution lemma circularly depends on functionality of the
canonical judgments. This circular dependency is caused by the subtyping rule CST-NE.

To illustrate this, assume we are given two normal forms V and W such thatT'F V =W & =,
but V # W syntactically. We have seen examples of such normal forms V and W earlier. Assume
further that there is some X with I'(X) = * — * and consider what happens when we hereditarily
substitute the operator AY:*. U for X in the judgment T v X V < X W obtained using CST-NE. We
would like to show that hereditary substitution preserves this inequation, i.e. that

T b (XV)AY:U/X"™] = UV/YT] < UW/YT] = (XW)[AY:.U/X 7],
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which requires functionality. The example illustrates a second point, namely that, in order to prove
that hereditary substitutions preserve canonical kinding and subtyping, we need to prove that
kinding and subtyping of reducing applications is admissible. Our hereditary substitution lemma
must cover all of these properties, leading to the aforementioned grand total of 24 parts. We give a
small excerpt here, illustrating some of the properties just discussed.

Lemma 5.2 (hereditary substitution — excerpt). AssumeT + U; = U, & K.

(1) Hereditary substitution preserves kind checking:

if ,X:K,A+V & J, then T,A[U;/X K] v V[U /X K] & J[Uy/Xx K.
(2) Functionality/monotonicity of hereditary substitution:

if ILX:K,A+V & Jand I, X:K,A+ J kd, then

LA[U/X K - Vv /x K < v/ x K & g1oy/x K.

(3) Hereditary substitution preserves checked subtyping:
if ILX:K,A+v Vi <V, & JandT,X:K,A+ J kd, then

L AU /X K e v [0 X KT < v [0/ X KT = oy x K.

(4) Canonical equality of reducing applications is admissible:
if TrVi=V;, & (X:K) > J, thenT + V; - KI2Vly, = v, K12V, & v, /X K.

The structure of the proof mirrors that of the recursive definition of hereditary substitution itself.
All 24 parts are proven simultaneously by induction in the structure of the shape |K|. Most parts
proceed by an inner induction on the derivations of the judgments into which U; and U, are being
substituted. The cases involving the rules CK-Cons and SPEQ-Cons, rely on commutativity of
hereditary substitutions in kinds. Details are given in Appendix D.2.

Just as for the declarative system, the proof of functionality enables us to prove some additional
validity properties, which, in turn, are necessary to prove completeness of the canonical system.

5.1.2  Completeness of Canonical Kinding. In §4, we saw that every declaratively well-kinded type
has a judgmentally equal fn-normal form (Lemmas 4.3). To establish equivalence of the canonical
and declarative systems, it remains to show that the normal forms of types related by a declarative
judgment are also canonically related. The full statement of the completeness lemma has 11 parts,
one for each declarative judgment plus three auxiliary parts for dealing with hereditary substitutions
and Bn-conversions. The most important ones are the following, where we again use the subscripts

« %

¢” and “d” to distinguish canonical judgments from declarative ones.

Lemma 5.3 (completeness of the canonical rules - excerpt).
(1) If T +q A : K, then nf(T) . nf(A) & nf(K).
(2)If T +q A < B: K, then nf(T) . nf(A) < nf(B) & nf(K).

The completeness proof relies on Lemma 5.2 to show that the normal forms of applications are
canonically well-kinded, and on the weak commutativity properties established in §4.4 to show
that - and n-conversions are admissible in the canonical system. In addition, the proof relies on
the validity conditions discussed in §3.3. The full statement and proof of the completeness lemma
are given in Appendix D.3.

5.2 Inversion of Subtyping and Type Safety

As we saw in §3, reductions in open terms are unsafe because variable bindings with inconsistent
bounds can inject arbitrary inequations into the subtyping relation. Under such assumptions,
subtyping cannot be inverted in any meaningful way. We therefore prove inversion of subtyping
only in the empty context, following the approach by Rompf and Amin [2016]:
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(1) We introduce a helper judgment ¢ U < V, which states that U is a proper subtype of V in
the empty context. It is obtained from the canonical subtyping judgmentI' - U < V by fixing
I' = @ and removing CST-TraNs and any rules involving free variables (CST-Ng, CST-BND;
and CST-BND;). Soundness of ki U < V w.r.t. canonical subtyping is immediate.

(2) We prove that transitivity is admissible in +y U < V. This is straightforward since there are
no fn-conversion rules or bound projection rules that get in the way.

(3) Because transitivity is admissible, it is straightforward to establish completeness, and thus
equivalence of k- U < V w.r.t. canonical subtyping.

(4) Inversion of the canonical subtyping relation in the empty context then follows immediately
by inspection of the rules for s U < V and equivalence of the two judgments.

(5) Inversion of top-level declarative subtyping follows by equivalence of canonical and declara-
tive subtyping and soundness of normalization.

Lemma 5.4 (inversion of top-level subtyping). Let @ + A; < A; : *.
(1) If Ay=B; - Cyand Ay =By, — Cy, then @+ By < By:%and @+ C; < Cy : %,
(2) lfAl =VX:K;. By and Ay, =VX:K;. B, then @+ K, < K; and X:Ky + By < By : %,
(3)@¥ T<1, and ¥ A— B<VX:K.C, and ¥ VX:K.A<B— C.

With subtyping inversion in place, we are finally ready to prove type safety of F<.

Theorem 5.5 (type safety). Well-typed terms do not get stuck.
(progress) If v t: A, then eithert is a value, ort —, t’ for some term t’.
(weak preservation) If v t:Aandt —, t’, thent t': A.

The proofs are standard. Details are given in Appendix D.4.

6 UNDECIDABILITY OF SUBTYPING

In this section, we prove that subtyping for F® is undecidable. The culprit is equality reflection via
the bound projection rules ST-BND; and ST-BND; (cf. §2.2). Following Castellan et al. [2015], we
prove undecidability of subtyping by reduction from convertibility of SK combinator terms. The
SK combinator calculus has only three term formers ¢ == S | K | st and two equational axioms:
Sstu =sg su(tu) and Kst =gk s. Yet SK is Turing-complete, and convertibility of SK terms is
undecidable. We embed SK terms and equations into F? via the following declarations:
Isg = S % K : x, Q1% — % — %,
S (Xix) > (Yix) > (Z:%) 5 S0X0YOZ .. X0Zo(YOZ),
Se: (Xix) > (Yix) > (Z:%x) 5 X0ZO0(YOZ)..S0X0YO0OZ,
K:(X:#) > (Yix) S KOXOY . X, Ke:(Xix) > (Yix) 5X .. KOX0OY.
[S] =S K] = K [st] = [s] o[-
The map [-] encodes SK terms as types under Isk and induces a reduction from SK convertibility
s =sk t to subtyping Isk + [s] < [¢] : *, which can be used to prove undecidability of subtyping.
Theorem 6.1 (undecidability). Lets, t be SK terms. Then Tsk v [s] < [[t] : = iff s =sk t.

It is easy to verify the “if” direction. For example, the contraction law for K corresponds to the
inequation Tsx F KO [s] 0 [t] < K [s][t] < [s] : * The “only if” direction is more challenging.
The complexity of subtyping derivations precludes a direct decoding into =sx for many of the
same reasons that a direct proof of subtyping inversion is unfeasible. In addition, types such as
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T or VX:K. A that are not encodings of SK terms can appear as intermediate expression along a
subtyping derivation. For example, note the fleeting appearance of T in the following.

Lk v [S] = § £ KOSOKOTOS) < KOSOoT < § = [§] : =

To eliminate such spurious appearances of undecodable types, our proof takes a detour through
four auxiliary judgment forms.

(1) We first prove undecidability of canonical subtyping to eliminate instances of f-conversions.
Undecidability of declarative subtyping follows by equivalence of the two judgments.

(2) We define a reduced version of the canonical system from which we exclude any rules (and
judgment forms) that are not relevant to the embedding shown above. For example, any
judgments involving higher-order operators are excluded, as are the rules CST-Arr and CST-
A1L and the variable subsumption rule CV-Sus. The reduced system still contains CST-Bot
and CST-Tor since we cannot rule out intermediate occurrences of these rules a-priori. We
show that canonical subtyping derivations under I'sx can be translated into reduced ones.

(3) We extend the SK term syntax with L and T and define an order <gx on extended terms. The
term order is an asymmetric version of <gx which features the rules 1 <gx t and t <gx T.
Thanks to these, reduced canonical subtyping derivations can be directly decoded into <sk.

(4) We introduce a pair of parallel reduction relations = < and = » on the extended syntax. These
contain the rules L = t and T = t for eliminating occurrences of L and T, along with
the usual contraction rules for SK terms. Crucially, the reduction rules can eliminate but
never introduce instances of L and T. Hence, if s is a pure SK term, s = ¢ implies s =gk ¢.
The parallel reductions enjoy a confluence property w.r.t. the term order: If s <gx ¢, then
there is a u such that s =% u &% t. Via confluence, s <sk t implies s =sk ¢ for pure s and ¢.

Thus we have established a chain of implications from which the result follows.
FSKI—IIS]]S[[I’]]:* = Ik Fred [[Sﬂ S[[t]] == s<gxt = Sézuezt — s=ggt.

For full details, we refer the intrepid reader to the mechanized proof of Theorem 6.1, which is given
in the FOmegaInt.Undecidable module of our Agda formalization [Stucki and Giarrusso 2021].

7 RELATED WORK

Bounded quantification has been studied extensively through F«, a variant of System F with
bounded quantification, which comes in two flavors: the Kernel variant F.. [Cardelli et al. 1991]
based on Cardelli and Wegner’s Kernel Fun [1985] has decidable subtyping, while Full F< [Curien
and Ghelli 1992] features a more expressive subtyping rule for bounded universal quantifiers that
renders subtyping undecidable [Pierce 1992]. Recently, Hu and Lhotak [2019] have shown that the
D.. calculus - a simplified variant of DOT that uses an expressive V-subtyping rule — suffers from
the same decidability issue as Full F<. For compatibility with DOT, and knowing that subtyping in
F¢ is undecidable either way, we also adopt the more expressive rule. The metatheory developed
in §§3-6 is largely unaffected by this choice.

An extension of Girard’s F,, [1972] with higher-order subtyping and bounded quantification was
first proposed by Cardelli [1990] under the name F%. Basic meta theoretic properties of F%, were
established by Pierce and Steffen [1997], Compagnoni [1995], and Compagnoni and Goguen [1999].
An extension with bounded operator abstractions (¥2°) has been developed by Compagnoni and
Goguen [2003]. More recently, Abel and Rodriguez [2008] developed a variant of F©, where types
are identified up to fn-equality and proved its decidability using hereditary substitution. Their
work inspired the syntactic approach taken in this paper.

Many of the ideas in F%, go back to early work by Cardelli [1988] on power types. Though very
expressive, power types render the type language non-normalizing, and in a later work Cardelli
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and Longo [1991] replaced them with the better behaved power kinds. Power kinds can be directly
expressed in F? as interval kinds that are bounded by L from below: P(A) = L .. A. Crary [1997]
developed an extension of F,, with power kinds as a general calculus for higher-order subtyping.
His representations of higher-order bounded quantifiers and operators closely resemble ours.

The notion of translucency was introduced by Harper and Lillibridge [1994] in the setting of
ML-style modules with sharing constraints. They proposed translucent sums as a uniform way of
representing translucent type definitions. Stone and Harper [2000] later proposed singleton kinds
as an alternative mechanism for representing type definitions with sharing constraints. Interval
kinds are closely related, conceptually and formally, to Stone and Harper’s singleton kinds.

The safety of (in)consistent subtyping constraints in F<-like systems has been studied in depth
by Cretin and Rémy [2014] and Scherer and Rémy [2015]. They formalize two distinct types
of subtyping coercions: coherent coercions can be erased (i.e. used implicitly) while incoherent
coercions are introduced and eliminated explicitly. Reductions is allowed (and safe) only under
coherent abstractions. It is unclear if their results extend to < -like systems such as ours.

Hereditary substitution is due to Watkins et al. [2004] and has been used to prove weak nor-
malization of a variety of systems. A particularly illuminating example is provided by Keller and
Altenkirch [2010] who use it to implement a normalization function for STLC in Agda. Other
examples are the work by Abel and Rodriguez [2008] on F¢. and the presentation of Canonical LF
by Harper and Licata [2007], both of which inspired the metatheoretic development in this pa-
per. Hereditary substitution has also been used to mechanize the equational theory of singleton
kinds [Crary 2009] and the semantics of the SML language [Lee et al. 2007] in Twelf.

F“ belongs to a long line of calculi developed to model Scala’s type system. One of the first
to support complex type operators and a form of interval kinds was Scalina [Moors et al. 2008b].
Type and kind safety of Scalina was never established but it inspired an extension of Scala’s
type system with HK types, including higher-order bounded polymorphism, type operators and
type definitions [Moors et al. 2008a]. More recently, Amin et al. [2016] introduced the calculus
of Dependent Object Types (DOT) as a theoretical foundation for Scala and a core calculus for the
Scala 3 compiler [Dotty Team 2020]. Many variants of DOT have been developed, differing in
expressiveness and presentation; most come with mechanized type safety proofs [see e.g. Amin
2016; Giarrusso et al. 2020; Rapoport and Lhotak 2019; Rompf and Amin 2016]. Central to all is
the notion of abstract type members. Because type members can have lower and upper bounds,
they provide a form of type intervals. In F, we separate the concept of type intervals from that
of abstract type members via interval kinds. DOT admits encodings of some type operators, but
none of the DOT calculi developed so far can express general HK types as supported by Scala.
But the development of the Scala 3 compiler has shown the need for a principled theory of HK
types [Odersky et al. 2016]. In this paper, we have proposed such a theory.

In the future, we wish to extend our work on HK types with existing work on DOT by recombining
abstract type members with interval kinds. A type member definition would then be of the form
{X: K} where K may be a higher-order interval kind. We expect this to cause new feature
interactions, some of which may be problematic. A sketch of such an extension, including a brief
discussion of potential issues, can be found in the first author’s dissertation [Stucki 2017, Ch. 6].

Another direction for future work is to adapt the techniques developed by Hu and Lhotak [2019]
for algorithmic subtyping in the DOT-like calculus D<. to our system. Hu and Lhotak address the
problems caused by inconsistent bounds in D.. by replacing the general subtyping transitivity
rule with a specialized rule that combines transitivity and bound projection. This isolates the
problematic use of inequality reflection in a single rule. They then show that one can obtain a
decidable system by removing this rule and weakening the rule for subtyping universals. Not only
is this an elegant solution, it also closely reflects the strategy implemented in the Scala compiler.
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We do believe that a variant of Hu and Lhotak’s strategy could be applied to our system. However,
we expect transitivity elimination to be considerably more challenging in our system than in D.,
as one would expect in a dependently kinded setting.

8 CONCLUSIONS

We have described F?, a formal theory of higher-order subtyping with type intervals. In F?, type
intervals are represented through interval kinds. We showed how interval kinds can be used
to encode bounded universal quantification, bounded type operators and singleton kinds. We
illustrated the use of interval kinds to abstract over and reflect type inequations and discussed the
problems that arise when the corresponding intervals have inconsistent bounds.

We established basic metatheoretic properties of F”. We proved subject reduction in its full
generality on the type level, and in a restricted form on the term level. We showed that types and
kinds are weakly normalizing by defining a bottom-up normalization procedure on raw kinds and
types and proving its soundness. We gave an alternative, canonical presentation of the kind and
type level of F, defined directly on fn-normal forms. We showed that hereditary substitutions
preserve canonical judgments and used this result to establish equivalence of the declarative and
canonical presentations. We showed that canonical and, by equivalence, declarative subtyping can
be inverted in the empty context. Based on these results, we established type safety of F?. We
concluded our metatheoretic development by showing that subtyping is undecidable in F%. The
metatheory has been fully mechanized in Agda.

Our goal in developing F? was twofold: study the theory of type intervals for higher-order
subtyping, and develop a foundation for Scala’s higher-kinded types. We believe that F< fulfills
this goal and constitutes an important step toward a full formalization of Scala’s expressive type
system. During the development of F, we discovered a number of minor flaws in Scala 3 (listed in
Appendix F). None of these issues constitute critical bugs — in particular, they do not break type
safety. But they do illustrate that subtyping in Scala 3 is slightly weaker than necessary, suggesting
that there is room for improvement. Indeed, we hope that F% will serve as a blueprint for a more
principled implementation of higher-order subtyping in future versions of Scala.
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A OVERVIEW OF THE AGDA MECHANIZATION

The following is a list of the modules included in the Agda mechanization, with short descriptions
of their purpose. The list is organized in blocks which correspond roughly to the sections of the
paper where the metatheoretic definitions and properties corresponding to the contents of the
module are (first) described. For more information, see the README.md and Correspondence.agda
files included in our artifact [Stucki and Giarrusso 2021].

A.1 The Declarative System

Syntax of raw (i.e. untyped) terms along with support for untyped substitutions.
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e FOmegalnt.Syntax
Variants of f-reduction/equivalence and properties thereof.

e FOmegalInt.Reduction.Cbv
e FOmegaInt.Reduction.Full

Declarative typing, kinding, subtyping, etc. along with corresponding substitution lemmas.
e FOmegalnt.Typing

An alternative presentation of kinding and subtyping that is better suited for proving functionality
and validity lemmas, and a proof that the two presentations are equivalent.

e FOmegalInt.Kinding.Declarative
e FOmegaInt.Kinding.Declarative.Validity
e FOmegalInt.Kinding.Declarative.Equivalence

Encodings and properties of higher-order extremal types, interval kinds and bounded quantifiers.
e FOmegaInt.Typing.Encodings

A.2 Normalization of Types
Hereditary substitutions and normalization of raw types and kinds.

e FOmegalnt.Syntax.SingleVariableSubstitution
e FOmegaInt.Syntax.HereditarySubstitution
e FOmegaInt.Syntax.Normalization

Weak equality of raw terms (up to kind annotations).
e FOmegalnt.Syntax.WeakEquality

Soundness of normalization w.r.t. to declarative kinding.
e FOmegaInt.Kinding.Declarative.Normalization

Simple kinding of types, and hereditary substitution lemmas; lemmas about n-expansion of simply
kinded types and kinds.

e FOmegalInt.Kinding.Simple
e FOmegaInt.Kinding.Simple.EtaExpansion

Normalization and simultaneous simplification of declaratively kinded types.

e FOmegaInt.Kinding.Simple.Normalization

A.3 The Canonical System

Canonical kinding of types along with (hereditary) substitution, validity and inversion lemmas for
canonical kinding and subtyping.

e FOmegalInt.Kinding.Canonical

e FOmegaInt.Kinding.Canonical.HereditarySubstitution
e FOmegaInt.Kinding.Canonical.Validity

e FOmegaInt.Kinding.Canonical.Inversion

Lifting of weak (untyped) kind and type equality to canonical kind and type equality.
e FOmegaInt.Kinding.Canonical.WeakEquality

Equivalence of canonical and declarative kinding.
e FOmegaInt.Kinding.Canonical.Equivalence

Generation of typing and inversion of declarative subtyping in the empty context.
e FOmegalnt.Typing.Inversion
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Type safety (preservation and progress).

e FOmegalnt.Typing.Preservation
e FOmegalnt.Typing.Progress

A.4 Undecidability of Subtyping
A reduced variant of the canonical system.
e FOmegalInt.Kinding.Canonical.Reduced
Setup for the undecidability proof: syntax and lemmas for the SK combinator calculus, and support
for encoding/decoding SK terms and equality proofs into types and subtyping derivations.

e FOmegalInt.Undecidable.SK

e FOmegalnt.Undecidable.Encoding

e FOmegalInt.Undecidable.Decoding
Undecidability of subtyping

e FOmegalnt.Undecidable

A.5 Auxiliary Modules Providing Generic Functionality
Generic support for typing contexts over abstract bindings.

e Data.Context

e Data.Context.WellFormed

e Data.Context.Properties
Extra lemmas that are derivable in the substitution framework of the Agda standard library, as
well as support for binary (term) relations lifted to substitutions, typed substitutions, and typed
relations lifted to substitutions.

Data.Fin.Substitution.Extra
Data.Fin.Substitution.ExtralLemmas
Data.Fin.Substitution.Relation
Data.Fin.Substitution.Typed
Data.Fin.Substitution.TypedRelation

Support for generic reduction relations, and relational reasoning for transitive relations.

e Relation.Binary.Reduction
e Relation.Binary.TransReasoning

B BASIC METATHEORY AND ADMISSIBLE RULES OF THE DECLARATIVE SYSTEM

We establish basic meta-theoretic properties of the declarative system and introduce a number of
admissible rules, many of which are used in proofs later on. In particular, we establish a series of
standard lemmas stating that the declarative judgments are preserved under common operations
on contexts. Next, we show that the usual order-theoretic rules for subkinding and type and kind
equality are admissible, as are congruence rules (w.r.t. to all the type formers) for type equality.
We further introduce admissible typing, kinding, subtyping and subkinding rules for the encoded
higher-order extremal types, interval kinds and bounded quantifiers described in §3 of the paper, and
discuss alternative encodings. Finally, we state and prove a number of standard validity properties
for the various judgments.

The contents of this section are based on Chapter 3 of the first author’s PhD dissertation. We
refer the interested reader to the dissertation for the full details [Stucki 2017, Ch. 3].
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B.1 Basic Metatheoretic Properties

We start our metatheoretic development by showing that judgments can only be derived in well-
formed contexts.

Lemma B.1 (context validity). If T + g for any of the judgments defined above, then T ctx.

Proor. By (simultaneous) induction on the derivations of the various judgments. The cases for
context formation judgments and rules that contain I' ctx as a premise are trivial. For other rules,
the result follows by applying the IH to any of the premises that do not extend the context. There
is always at least one such premise. O

Next, we establish a series of standard lemmas stating that the declarative judgments are pre-
served under common operations on contexts, namely, addition and narrowing of bindings, and
substitutions.

Lemma B.2 (weakening). If T,A + 7, then
(1) for any type A and x ¢ dom(T,A), if T + A : %, thenT,x: A, A+ T ;
(2) for any kind K and X ¢ dom(I',A), if T' + K kd, then I, X: K, A + 7.

Corollary B.3 (iterated weakening). If I',A ctx andT' + 7, then I, A + 7.

Lemma B.4 (substitution).
(DIfTrt:Aandl,x:A AT, thenT,A+ T [t/x].
@) IfTFA:KandT,X:K,A+J, thenT, A[A/X] + T[A/X].

Lemma B.5 (context narrowing).
(DIfTrA:xTrA<B:xandl,x:B, A+, thenl,x:AA+J.
@) IfTrJkd, T+ ] <Kandl,X:K,A+J,thenT,X:J,A+7.

The context narrowing lemma is a bit weaker than one might expect; the premises I' - A : = and
I' + J kd seem redundant. Surely, if ' + A < B : * then A and B ought to be proper types. This
property — called subtyping validity — does indeed hold, but we are not yet ready to prove it. Indeed,
one of the prerequisites is the context narrowing lemma itself.

Lemmas B.2, B.4 and B.5 are proven in that order, each by simultaneous induction on the
derivations of the various judgments. The proofs of Lemmas B.4 and B.5 rely on Corollary B.3
for the variable cases T-VAR and K-VAR. All three proofs are entirely standard, so we only present
an excerpt from the proof of Lemma B.4 to illustrate the basic strategy. In it, we make use of the
following helper lemma about substitutions.

Lemma B.6 (substitutions commute). Let e be some arbitrary expression, A, B types and X, Y distinct
type variables such that X ¢ fv(B). Then e[A/X][B/Y] = e[B/Y][A[B/Y]/X]

Proor. By induction on the structure of e. O

Proor oF LEMMA B.4. The two parts are proven separately, each by induction on the derivation
of the second premise (T, x: A, A + 7 for the first part, I', X: K, A + J for the second). For the context
formation judgment, the proofs proceed by a local induction on the structure of A. We show the
cases for K-Var and ST-$3; for the second part of the lemma. The other cases are similar.

o Case K-Var. J is X : J and we have I', X: K, A ctx and (I', X: K, A)(Y) = J. By the IH, we get
I, A[A/X] ctx. We distinguish two sub-cases based on whether Y = X.
— Sub-case Y = X. We want to show that I, A[A/X] + A : K[A/X]. By well-scopedness,
X does not occur freely in K, so we have K[A/X] = K. The desired result follows from
applying iterated weakening (Corollary B.3) to the premise I' - A : K.
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— Sub-case Y # X. We want to show that I, A[A/X] + Y : J[A/X]. Since the domains of T
and A are disjoint, Y must appear either in T or A but not in both. If Y € dom(T), then X
does not occur freely in J = I'(Y) and hence (T, A[A/X])(Y) = J = J[A/X]. Otherwise
(T,ATA/X])(Y) = (A[A/X])(Y) = J[A/X]. In either case we conclude by K-VARr.

e Case ST-f1. J is (AY:J1.B1) By < B1[By/X] : Jo[B2/X] and we have T, X:K,A,Y:J{ + By : ],
and I, X:K,A + B, : J;. By the IH we get

ILA[A/X]Y:h[A/X] F Bi[A/X] : J[A/X] and
I A[A/X] F By[A/X] : Jh[A/X].
Applying ST-;, we obtain
LA[A/X]  + ((AY:)1.B1) Bp)[A/X] < Bi[A/X][B:[A/X]/Y]
K[A/X][B:[A/X]/Y]
and using Lemma B.6 twice, it follows that
ILA[A/X]T F ((AY:)1.By) B2)[A/X] < By[By/Y][A/X] : K[Bz/Y][A/X]

which concludes the case. ]

B.2 Admissible Order-Theoretic Rules

The rules ST-RerL and ST-TRANs establish that subtyping is a preorder. Via ST-ANTISYM, we can lift
these properties to type equality, and show that the latter is symmetric. Together, these properties
make type equality an equivalence relation.

Corollary B.7. Type equality is an equivalence, i.e. the following equality rules are admissible.
'rA:K 'rA=B:K
———— (TEQ-RErL) -_—
TrA=A:K 'rB=A:K
I'rA=B:K B=C:K
TrA=C:K

(TEQ-Sym)

(TEQ-TRANS)

The same is true of kind equality, though we first have to establish that subkinding is a preorder.
Lemma B.8. Subkinding is a preorder, i.e. the following subkinding rules are admissible.

T'+Kkd T'rK<]J J<L
———— (KS-REFL) (KS-TRrANS)
' K<K I'rK<L

Proor. Separately for each rule, by structural induction on K for KS-RerL and on J for KS-TraNs.
For the type interval cases we use the corresponding order-theoretic properties of subtyping. The
proof of transitivity uses context narrowing (Lemma B.5) and context validity (Lemma B.1) for

subkinding in the case where J = (X:J;) — J». m]
Corollary B.9. Kind equality is an equivalence, i.e. the following equality rules are admissible.

I'+ K kd T'rK=] J=L 'rK=]J

—— (KEo- KEQ-T — (KEo-

T K=K (KEQRer) Tr KoL (KEeTRANs) e (KEQ-Svw

In addition, the following variants of subtyping and subkinding reflexivity are also admissible,
which makes the subtyping and subkinding relations partial orders w.r.t. type and kind equality.
'+rA=B:K 'rJ=K

(ST-ReFL-TEQ)

_tATER /72 (SK-Reri-KE
TFrA<B:K I 7 <Kk OKRer-KEQ)
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Another consequence of these rules is that we can treat well-typed terms and well-kinded types up
to type and kind equality, respectively.

Corollary B.10 (conversion). The following are admissible.

TrA:J] TrJ=K Trt:A TrA=B:x
(K-Conv) (T-Conv)
'-A:K T'rt:B
T+A<B:J] TrJ=K TrA=B:J TrJ=K
(ST-Conv) (TEQ-Conv)
T'rA<B:K 'rA=B:K

In light of their order-theoretic properties, we often call kind and type equality judgments
equations and subkinding and subtyping judgments inequations. We sometimes use equational
reasoning notation in proofs, i.e. we write

T A=Ay = =A <A €= Ay = Ay =+ = Ay : K

to denote chains of (in)equations where the use of the corresponding transitivity rules is left implicit.
In so doing, we may freely mix the relations <, = and = provided that they are defined on the same
sort (i.e. kinds or types). Such chains are always interpreted as judgments of the weakest relation
they contain.

B.3 Validity of the Declarative System

In this section, we state and prove a number of validity properties for the various judgments defined
in Figs. 3 and 4 of the paper (page 10). Roughly, we say that a judgment is valid if all its parts
are well-formed. For example, subkinding validity states that, if I' + J < K, then both J and K
are actually well-formed kinds. We saw another example earlier: context validity (Lemma B.1)
states that the context I' of any judgment I + 7 is well-formed. Here is a summary of the validity
properties that remain to be proven.

Lemma B.11 (validity). The judgments defined in Figs. 3 and 4 enjoy the following validity properties.

(kinding validity) If T+ A:K, thenT r K kd.
(typing validity) If T+ t: A, thenT + A: =
(subkinding validity) If T+ ] <K, thenI'+ J kd andT + K kd.
(subtyping validity) If T+ A<B:K,thenT + A:K andT + B: K.
(kind equation validity) If T+ J =K, thenT + J kd andT + K kd.
(type equation validity) If T+ A=B:K, thenT + A: K andT + B: K.

These validity properties provide a “sanity check” for the static semantics developed in this
section, but they also play a crucial role in the proofs of other important properties, such as subject
reduction, soundness of type normalization and and type safety.

Unfortunately, the validity properties are harder to prove than one might expect. The proofs of
kinding, subkinding and subtyping validity require the following functionality lemma for the case
of ST-Arpp.

Lemma B.12 (functionality). LetT + A; = A, : K.
() If T,X:K,A + J kd, then T, A[A{/X] + J[A1/X] = J[A2/X].
2) If T,X:K,A+ B: ], thenT,A[A1/X] v B[A1/X] = B[A2/X] : J[A1/X].
But a naive attempt at proving this lemma directly leads to a circular dependency on kinding and

subtyping validity, in a way that is not easily resolved. In particular, it is not sufficient to simply
prove the two statements simultaneously.
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It is instructive to play through the critical cases encountered when attempting to prove Lem-
mas B.11 and B.12 directly to see where things go wrong and to better understand the solu-
tion described in the next section. We start with subtyping validity, attempting a proof by in-
duction on subtyping derivations. For the case of the application rule ST-Aprp, we are given
I'rA; <A,:(X:J) > KandT + B; = B, : J, and we would like to show that ' + A; B; : K[B;/X]
and T + Ay B, : K[B;/X]. We can already spot the source of trouble: the type B; that is being
substituted for X in the kind of the second type application differs from the argument type B,. By the
IH, we getT + Ay : (X:J) = KandT + B; : J, and applying K-App we obtain T + A, By : K[B,/X]
but, as expected, the kinds do not match up. If we could show that I' + K[B;/X] = K[B;/X], then
by K-Conv, we would be done. Enter functionality of kind formation.

For the functionality lemma, we attempt a proof by simultaneous induction on kind formation
and kinding derivations and consider the case where the current kinding derivation ends in an
instance of the operator abstraction rule K-Ass. In addition to the premise I' - B; = B, : ], we are
given derivations for I, X: J + K; kd and I', X: J, Y:K; + A : K;, and we want to show that

To do so, we would like to use the rule ST-ABs together with ST-ANTISYM but we first need to
establish the right-hand validity of the above equation, i.e. that

Tk (AYKlA)[Bg/X] : ((YK]) - Kg) [Bl/X]

Clearly, Lemma B.11 would be helpful here: equation validity would give us T + B, : J, from which
we could obtain I’ + (AY:Kj.A)[By/X] : ((Y:K;) — K3)[B/X] by Lemma B.4. This is almost
what we need. Again, we face a mismatch in kinds that could, in principle, be remedied by using
functionality of kind formation together with K-Conv. Concretely, we would like to invoke the
IH to derive I' + ((Y:K;) — K3)[B1/X] = ((Y:K;) — K5)[B2/X]. Alas, we do not have a suitable
sub-derivation to do so. Although ' + (Y:K;) — K3 kd follows from kinding validity, we cannot
apply the IH to this result because it is not a sub-derivation of our overall premise. Indeed, none of
the sub-derivations we are given are sufficient to derive the required kind equation.

Note that we could finish the proof of this case if only (1) the rule K-ABs had an additional
premise I, X: J, Y:K; + K, kd and (2) the IH was a bit stronger, so that we could use it to derive

ILY:Ki[B1/X] + Kz[B1/X] = K2 [B2/X].

This, together with a similar use of the IH on the first premise of ST-ABs and some uses of Lemma B.4,
ST-ReFL-TEQ and SK-DARR, would be enough to derive T' + ((Y:K;) — K3)[B2/X] < ((Y:K;) —
K;)[B;1/X], which we could then put to use with K-Sus. Indeed, these are the basic ideas that will
allow us to resolve the circular dependency between Lemma B.11 and Lemma B.12. We start by
addressing point (1).

B.3.1 The Extended System. We define a pair of extended kinding and subtyping judgments where
some rules have been endowed with additional premises. These are precisely the premises high-
lighted in gray in Figs. 3 and 4. We call these extra premises validity conditions. Crucially, the validity
conditions of an extended rule are redundant in the sense that they follow (more or less) directly
from the remaining premises of the rule via Lemma B.11. For example, the extended rule K-Ass
carries the extra premise I', X : J + K kd which follows directly from applying kinding validity to
the rule’s second premise I', X: ] + A : K. Thanks to this invariant, the two sets of rules are in fact
equivalent — every derivation of an extended kinding or subtyping judgment has a corresponding
derivation that uses only original rules, and vice-versa. We give a formal equivalence proof in
§B.3.2.
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Since kinding and subkinding are defined mutually with all the other judgments of the declarative
system (except typing), the extension indirectly affects those judgments as well. We call the entire
set of extended judgments the extended (declarative) system, as opposed to the original (declarative)
system. We will sometimes distinguish the two systems by writing I" +4 J for judgments of the
original system and I +-. J for those of the extended system. Since the two systems are equivalent,
this distinction only matters in a few key situations — notably the development in the remainder of
this section. When we refer to the “declarative system” in the following sections, we will always
mean the original declarative system, unless otherwise noted.

The idea of extending a set of inference rules with redundant premises in order to simplify
metatheoretic proofs is not new. For example, Harper and Pfenning [2005] use similar premises to
establish validity properties for the typing judgments of a variant of LF. Furthermore, some readers
will have noticed that a few of the original declarative rules already carry redundant premises.
For example, the first premise I' - J kd of the rule K-ABs could easily be reconstructed from its
second premise I', X: J A : K via context validity (Lemma B.1). The rules Wr-DARR, K-A1rL, T-ABs,
and T-TABs carry similar validity conditions. We include these premises primarily because their
presence simplifies the proof of the substitution lemma (Lemma B.4). Context validity, on the other
hand, remains easily provable without them.

To prove the validity properties stated in Lemma B.11 for both the original and extended systems,
we use the following strategy:

(1) prove that the validity properties hold for the extended judgments;
(2) prove that the two systems are equivalent, i.e. that
(a) the extended rules are sound w.r.t. to the original ones — we can drop the validity conditions
without affecting the conclusions of any derivations — and that
(b) the extended rules are complete w.r.t. to the original ones — the additional validity conditions
follow from the remaining premises of the extended rules via the validity properties proved
in step 1;
(3) prove that the validity properties hold for the original system via the equivalence - con-
vert original derivations to extended derivations (via completeness), derive the property in
question, convert the conclusion back (via soundness).

Before we continue, we should point out that some of the validity conditions of the extended
system are not actually necessary for the proof of Lemmas B.11 and B.12 - some even complicate
the proofs. However, we will face a similar cyclic dependency later on when attempting to prove the
equivalence of the (original) declarative system and the canonical system of judgments introduced
in §5. Rather than introducing yet another extension to the declarative system later, we opt for a
combined system containing all of the extra conditions.

We start the development set out above by noting that all the basic metatheoretic properties
established in §B.1 still hold for the extended system. The proofs carry over with minor adjustments
to deal with the additional premises. Next, we prove a variant of the functionality lemma discussed
above but using the extended kinding and subtyping rules. To do so, we need the following auxiliary
definition of context equality and an associated corollary of context weakening.

T'=A ctx 'rJ=K T'=A ctx I'rA=B:=x
@ = @ ctx I,X:]=AX:K ctx I',x:A=A, x:B ctx

Corollary B.13 (context conversion). If T ctx andT = A ctx and A+ 7, thenT + 7.

Context equality I' = A ctx is simply the pointwise lifting of type and kind equality to contexts.
It allows us to relate the bindings appearing in two syntactically different contexts I' and A, as
illustrated in our extended functionality lemma.
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Lemma B.14 (functionality — extended version). Substitutions of equal types in well-formed expres-
sions result in well-formed equations. Let T, A, ¥ be contexts, K a kind and A1, A, types, such that
I'A;:KandT + A, : K, the context I', ¥ is well-formed and the following equations hold:

TrA = Ay :K I3 = T,A[A;/X] ctx IS = T,A[A/X] ctx.

(1) If T,X:K, A+ J kd, then T, S + J[A1/X] = J[A2/X].
(2) If T,X:K,A+ B: J, thenT, S + B[A;/X] = B[Az/X] : J[A1/X].

Compared to Lemma B.12, the lemma has been strengthened - so that it is applicable to any type
variable binding in a context, not just the last one — and simultaneously weakened - by adding
extra conditions on A;, A; and the target context I, X. The latter are effectively validity conditions
ensuring that the proof of the lemma does not depend on Lemma B.11. The separate target context >
is used to symmetrize the treatment of context extensions, which is helpful when dealing with kind
annotations in contravariant positions.

Proor. The two parts are proven simultaneously, by induction on extended kind formation and
kinding derivations, respectively. The proof of the first part is relatively straightforward, while
the proof of the second part deserves some attention. We present a few key cases, the others are
similar.

e Case K-VArR. Wehave B=Y, ] =T(Y) and I, X:K, A ctx. We distinguish two cases based on

Y.

— Sub-case Y = X. We have ] = K = K[A;/X] since X ¢ fv(K). By iterated weakening, we
get[, X+ A; = A, : K[A;/X] and we are done.

— Sub-case Y # X. We have (I, A[A;/X])(Y) = J[A1/X], either because Y € dom(T') and
X ¢ fv(J), or because Y € dom(A) and (A[A;/X])(Y) = J[A1/X]. Furthermore, since
I,X =T,A[A/X] ctx we have

LY LEY) = (TA[A/XD(Y) = J[A/X].

We conclude by K-VAr, K-Conv, and TEQ-REFL.

Case K-Arr. We have B = VY:J;.B; and J = = for some kind J; and type By, as well as

ILX:K,A+ Jy kdand T, X:K, A, Y:J; + By : x. We want to show that (VY: J;. B;)[A;/X] and
(VY:Ji. B1)[A2/X] are mutual subtypes. To do so, we first prove that

LY r (VY]lBl)[Al/X] Dok LY r (VY]lBl)[Az/X] Dk
[, v Lh[A2/X] £ Jh[A/X] [, v Lh[A1/X] £ Jh[A2/X]
[VY,X:J1[A2/X] v Bi[A1/X] < Bi[A2/X] @ =

XX [A/X] B Bi[A2/X] < Bi[A/X] = =

then apply ST-ALL twice, and conclude with ST-ANTISYM. The two kinding judgments follow
from the premises by the substitution lemma (Lemma B.4), the two subkinding judgments by
the TH. The last two subtyping judgments require some extra work.

Note that the additional type variable bindings in the two judgments differ syntactically, so
we will have to use the IH twice, with different target contexts. In each case we need to show
that the kind of the additional binding is well-formed and equal to J;[A;/X] and J;[A;/X],
respectively. Concretely, we need to show that

2+ L [A2/X] = J1[A1/X] kd IX+ Ji[A2/X] kd
L2+ L [A2/X] = J1[A2/X] kd

for the first invocation of the IH, and three analogous statements for the second. The first
equation follows from the two subkinding judgments above via ST-ANTISYM. The context
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formation judgment and the first equation follow from the substitution lemma and TEQ-
ReFL. This is sufficient to apply the IH and obtain the first of the two remaining subtyping
judgments via ST-REFL-TEQ. The proof of the second one is similar.

e Case K-App. We have B = B; B and J = J,[B,/Y] for some By, By, J», as well as

T+A K, THAy:K

TrA =A:K, I,3 ctx

[,% =T, A[A;/X] ctx, I3 =T,A[A;/X] ctx,
LX:K,AF By :(Y:))) = X:K,A+ By : Ji,
LXK AY:J - ) kd, [,X:K,A+ J5[By/Y] kd

for some J;. We want to establish that that (B; By)[A;/X] and (B B;)[A>/X] are mutual
subtypes in J,[B,/Y][A1/X], i.e. that

I,Y + (B1By)[A1/X] £ (ByB2)[A2/X] : L[B:/Y][A1/X], and (1)
Y + (B1By)[A2/X] £ (BiBy)[A1/X] : LI[B2/Y][A:/X]. ()

The first half is fairly straightforward. Applying the IH to the first two premises of K-App
yields corresponding equations, the first of which we turn into an inequation via ST-REFL-TEQ.

I3 F Bi[A1/X] < Bi[Ax/X] : ((Y:)1) = 2)[A1/X],
[LE v By[A1/X] = By[A2/X] : Ji[A1/X].
In order to apply ST-Aprp we also need to derive the following validity conditions:
I3 F Bp[A1/X] : i[A1/X], I3 Y: L1 [A1/X] + 2[A1/X] kd,
[,2+ L[A1/X][B:[A1/X]/Y] kd.

All three follow from premises of K-Aprp and the substitution lemma (Lemma B.4), followed by
ause of Corollary B.13 to adjust the contexts. Adjusting the context of T', A[A;/X], Y: 1[A1/X] F
J2[A1/X] kd, requires a bit more work because we need to prove that the kind of the extra
binding Y: J1[A;/X] is well-formed. To do so, we first invoke context validity (Lemma B.1) on
the second validity condition of K-Aprp, which gives us T, X:K, A + J; kd. Form this, we derive
the desired well-formedness proof via the substitution lemma. By ST-Arp and Lemma B.6,
we arrive at (1).

We have to work a bit harder to prove (2). Again, we want to apply ST-App, and again, the
first two premises follow from the IH — this time followed by a use of TEQ-Sym to adjust
the direction — and ST-REFL-TEQ to turn the first equation into a subtyping statement. The
validity conditions are

I,X+ By[A2/X] - i[A1/X], L[ Y: 1 [A1/X] v J2[A1/X] kd,
I[,XF J2[A1/X][B2[A2/X]/Y] kd.

We have already established the second condition; the third one follows from applying the
substitution lemma to the first two. So it remains to prove the first.

We start by deriving I', X + B;[A;/X] : Ji[A2/X] via the substitution lemma and context
conversion. Next, we would like to use the IH to show that T, X + J;[A2/X] = J1[A1/X] in
order to adjust the kind of the previous judgment via K-Conv. But to do so, we need to find

a derivation of I', X: K, A + J; kd that is a strict sub-derivation of our current instance of
K-Appr.

Fortunately, this is always possible, thanks to the validity condition I', X: K, A, Y: J; + J; kd.
Since the contexts of kind formation judgments are always well-formed themselves (see Lemma B.1),
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it suffices to traverse the derivation tree of this judgment upwards along kind formation
and kinding rules until one arrives at a “leaf” — an instance of K-Var, K-Top or K-Bot -
which holds a well-formedness derivation for the current context. That context formation
derivation, in turn, contains a sub-derivation of the desired kind formation judgment. Readers
who are skeptical of this somewhat informal argument are encouraged to state and prove a
helper lemma that combines the IH with the “lookup procedure” just described. The lemma
is proven simultaneously with the main lemma, by induction on kind formation and kinding
derivations.

With all the validity conditions in place, we apply ST-APp to obtain

I,Y v (B1By)[Az/X] £ (B B2)[A1/X] : L[Ai1/X][B:[A2/X]/Y].
To complete the proof of 2, we use ST-Conv and
Y b L[A1/X][B:[A2/X]/Y]

= J2[A2/X][B2[A2/X]/Y] (by Lemma B.4)
= J2[B2/Y][Az/X] (by Lemma B.6)
= L[B:/Y][A1/X] (by the TH)
using our earlier result I, X + J1[A2/X] = Ji[A1/X] in the first step and the final validity
condition of K-App in the last. O

We are now ready to prove Lemma B.11 in the extended system, simultaneously with the
following lemma.

Lemma B.15. Subtypes inhabiting interval kinds are proper subtypes. If T + A < B: C..D, then
alsoT + A< B:

Proor oF LEMMA B.11 AND LEMMA B.15 — EXTENDED VERSION. All the validity properties are
proven simultaneously with Lemma B.15, by induction on the derivations of the respective premises.
The proof is now mostly routine, thanks to the validity conditions. The only interesting cases are
those of of ST-Aprp, where we use the functionality lemma to adjust the kind of the right-hand
validity proof, and ST-INTV, where we use Lemma B.15. The proof of Lemma B.15 uses subtyping
validity in turn. O

Corollary B.16. Equal types in intervals are equal as proper types. If T+ A= B : C.. D, then also
F'rA=B:x

B.3.2  Equivalence. The next and final step in our program for proving Lemma B.11 is to establish
the equivalence of the two declarative systems.

Lemma B.17. The original and extended declarative systems are equivalent: T +q J iff T Fe J .

Thanks to this equivalence, all the validity properties laid out in Lemma B.11 also hold for the
original judgments of the declarative system. Our original functionality lemma (Lemma B.12) and
the following strengthened version of Lemma B.5 follow as corollaries of validity and Lemmas B.14
and B.5, respectively.

Corollary B.18 (context narrowing — strong version).

(DIfTHA<B:%andT,x:B,A+9,thenT,x:A, A+ 9.
@) IfT+J<KandT,X:K,A+9J,thenT,X:J,A+ 7,
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B.4 Admissible Congruence Rules for Type and Kind Equality

Thanks to the validity properties established in §B.3, we are able to prove a number of admissible
congruence rules for kind and type equality. These follow the same structure as the corresponding
subkinding and subtyping rules but are generally a bit simpler. First, we no longer need to pay
attention to the variance (or polarity) of constructor arguments because equality is symmetric. Sec-
ond, the left-hand validity conditions present in the rules SK-DARR and ST-ALL become redundant
in the corresponding equality rules because the kind annotations in the left- and right-hand sides
are convertible. Finally, thanks to symmetry, only one rule is needed for f-conversion, and likewise
for n-conversion.

Lemma B.19. Kind equality is a congruence with respect to the interval and dependent arrow kind
formers, i.e. the following kind equality rules are admissible.

I‘l—AlezZ* rf—Blszi* Tl—]1=]2 F,XZJIFKlzKZ
(KEQ-INTV) (KEQ-DARR)
I'rA;..Bi=A,..B I‘l—(X:]l)—>K1=(X:]2)—>K2

Lemma B.20. Type equality is a congruence with respect to the various type formers and includes
B and n-conversion, i.e. the following type equality rules are admissible.

FFKIZKZ r,X:Kll—AlezZ* 1"!—/1X]1A1(X])—>K
T FVX:Kp. Ay = VXK Ay c % Tk AX: ). Ap s (X:]) > K
(TEQ-ALL) ILX:JrA =A: K
It AX:J1.A =AX: . Ay : (X:]) > K
Tk A1 = Az Dok Tk B] = B2 HES (TEQ_ARR) (TEQ-ABS)
I'tAi > B =A; > By : %
FFA]ZAzl(XI])—)K F|—B1=B2:] FFA1=A2:B..C
(TEQ-SING)
rl—AlBlesziK[Bl/X] T'FA =A:A1.. A
(TEQ-Arp)
IX:JFA:K TFrB:J THA: (X:]) > K X ¢fv(A)
(TEQ-p) (TEQ-1)
T+ (AX:J.A) B = A[B/X] : K[B/X] TrAX:JAX=A:(X:]) > K

Proor. The admissibility proofs of the above rules all follow the same basic pattern. We want
to show that the left- and right-hand sides of the conclusions are mutual subkinds or subtypes,
respectively. To do so, we employ the respective subkinding and subtyping rules, adjusting the
kinds of additional bindings and subtyping judgments using context narrowing (Corollary B.18),
subsumption ST-Sus, conversion ST-Conv and functionality (Lemma 3.2) where necessary. When
additional validity properties are required, Lemma 3.1 delivers the required well-formedness or
well-kindedness proofs.

For example, the proof of TEQ-SING proceeds as follows. We note that the premise must have
been derived using ST-ANTISYM, hence we haveI' - A; < A, : B.CandT + A; < A; : B..C.
By ST-INTV, Lemma B.15 and subtyping validity

T'FA <Ay A LA (13) I'rA; <A, % (lb) A= (1C)
l"l—AgSAlez..Al (Za) Fl—Ag SAll* (Zb) rl—Azi* (ZC)
From (1a), (1c) and (2b) we derive
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A
(ST-ReFL) ——
rFAlfAll* FFAZSAlt*
(SK-INTV)
FkAl SAzIAl..Az rl—Al..Az SAl..Al
(ST-Sug)

T'rA <Ay A A
and similarly T' + A, < A; : A; .. A; from (2a), (2b) and (1c). We conclude with ST-ANTISYM. O
Note that the rule TEQ-SING (and by transitivity, the rule ST-INTV) plays an important role in the

proof of subject reduction for types (Theorem 3.3). It is used in the case for K-S1nG, where it allows
us to relate f-equal types inhabiting singleton kinds.

B.5 Admissible Rules for Higher-Order Extrema and Intervals

In this section, we state and prove admissible rules that justify the encodings of higher-order
extremal types and interval kinds given in §3.1.1 of the paper (page 8). Many of these rules are
straightforward generalizations of the corresponding rules for the types T, L and for proper type
intervals A .. B. The remaining rules and lemmas mostly deal with the family of kinds #g, which
plays a crucial role in the other encodings and the proofs of their respective properties.

We start by stating and proving a formation rule for .

Lemma B.21. The kind =g is well-formed whenever K is, i.e. the following is admissible.

I'+t K kd

Z TR We-KM
Tr g kd (VEKMax)

Proor. By induction on the structure of K. The base case uses K-BoT, K-Top and Wr-INTV to
show that = is well-formed. O

The kind #g is a widened version of K, i.e. the latter is always a subkind of the former. As a
consequence, any type of kind K is also of kind .

Lemma B.22. Any well-formed kind K is a subkind of .

T+ Kkd

T K<e - (SK-KMax)

Proor. By straightforward induction on the structure of K. O

Corollary B.23. If T+ A: K, thenalsoT + A : #g.

The following two lemmas introduce admissible kinding rules for the higher-order extremal
types, and prove that Lx and Tk are in fact extrema in *g, i.e. they are the least and greatest
inhabitants of *g, respectively.

Lemma B.24. Higher-order extremal types are well-formed if their index kind is.

I'rKkd I'- K kd
— = (K-TMax) — = (KTMm)
'k Tg:*xg T'F Lg:*xg

Proor. Separately, by induction on the structure of K. The cases for dependent arrow kinds use
WEr-KMax. O

Lemma B.25. The types Tx and L are the maximal and minimal elements of =g, respectively.

T'+tA: K (ST-TMax) T'tA: K (ST-TM)
7 (STETMAX — (ST-TMIN
TFAS Tk :# TFig<A:#g
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ProoF. Separately, by induction on the structure of K. Corollary B.23 is used to adjust the kind
of the premises where necessary. In the inductive step, we use ST-ABs and the n-rules ST-5; ». For
example, for K = (X:K;) — K; we have

'+ A £ AX:K.AX for X ¢ fv(A) (by ST-1,)
< AX:K;. Tk, (by the IH and ST-ABs)
= T(x:K)—=K, @ *(X:K)—K,- (by definition)

O

Having generalized the properties of the extremal types to their higher-order counterparts, we
now turn to interval kinds. We start with an admissible formation rule for higher-order intervals.

Lemma B.26. Higher-order interval kinds are well-formed if their bounds are.

'rA:K I'rB:K
I'-A.xBkd

(Wr-HoINTV)
Proor. By induction on the structure of K. The inductive step uses kinding validity, K-VAr
and K-APp to expand the bounds. O

The subkinding rule SK-INTV for proper type intervals also generalizes straightforwardly to
intervals over arbitrary type operators.

Lemma B.27. Higher-order interval kinds are widened in accordance with their bounds.

T'rA; <A :K I'rB; <By: K
I'rA).xkBy <Ay..x By

(SK-HolINTV)

Proor. By induction on the structure of K. The inductive step uses subtyping validity, K-VAR,
TEQ-REFL and ST-App to expand the bounds, and Wr-HoINTV to establish well-formedness of the
left-hand side. m]

Next, we would like to prove an admissible higher-order singleton introduction rule that gen-
eralizes K-S1nG. Ideally, we would like to show that any well-kinded type I' + A : K inhabits
its corresponding singleton kind S(A : K) = A ..x A. This is not necessarily true, however. Con-
sider the case of an operator variable X with declared type I'(X) = * — =. The singleton kind
corresponding to X is S(X : * — %) = (Y:%) —» XY..XY, so we would like to prove that
' X:(Y:%) - XY..X Y. Which kinding rules could we use to adjust the kind of X to the desired
singleton kind? Since K-SING can only be applied to proper types, our only option is to use the
subsumption rule K-Sus. But unfortunately, the declared kind * — * of X is a strict supertype of
the singleton kind (Y:%) — X Y.. XY, so this cannot work.

We can, however, assign the desired singleton kind to the n-expansion of X, i.e. to AY:%. X Y.
Unlike X, the application X Y in the body of the -expansion is a proper type, so we can use K-SING
to narrow its kind. The full derivation is

IY:is bk X% —> % IY:«+Y:x

(K-Arp)
ILY:«- XY :x
(K-S1nG)
I't = kd ILY:«s - XY: XY.XY
(K-ABs)

THAY:« XY:(Yi%) 5 XY. XY
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This principle generalizes to arbitrary well-kinded types: the n-expansion of a well-kinded type
I' v A : K always inhabits the corresponding singleton kind S(A : K).

Given a type A, we define the weak n-expansion fjx(A) of Aas fjp. c(A) = A and fj(x.j)—x(A) =
AX:]. ik (A X) where, as usual, we assume that X ¢ fv(A). We call this expansion “weak” because
the argument X in the definition AX: J. ik (A X) of the arrow case is not n-expanded further. This
means that the result is not y-long. This is sufficient for the purpose of this section; we will define
a stronger version in the next section.

As expected, a type of kind K is equal to its weak n-expansion in K.

Lemma B.28. Weak n-expansion is sound, i.e. if T + A: K, thenT + A =7k(A) : K.

Proor. By induction on the structure of K, using TEQ-1 and TEQ-ABs in the inductive case. O

Lemma B.29. The n-expansions of type operators inhabit their higher-order singleton intervals.
'rA:K
T+ g (A): S(A:K)

(K-HoS1NG)

Proor. By induction on the structure of K. The base case follows from K-SING, the inductive
step from the usual combination of kinding validity, K-Var, K-Aprp and Wr-HoINTV. O

Corollary B.30. IfT+ B; <A:KandT + A< By :K, thenT + fjx(A) : By ..k Ba.

Having found ways to form, widen and populate higher-order intervals, we still need a way to
put their bounds to use. To this end, we introduce two higher-order bound projection rules, which
generalize the corresponding rules ST-BND; and ST-BND, for proper type intervals.

Lemma B.31 (higher-order bound projection). Inhabitants of a higher-order interval are supertypes
of its lower bound and subtypes of its upper bound.

I'+tA:K I'tB;:K I'-A:K I'B,:K
I'tA:B;.xB; I'tA:Bi.xB;
ST-HoB ST-HoB
Tr B <Ak OUHoBND) TTA<B, K OUHoBND)

These rules are a bit weaker than one might expect. In particular, the additional premises ' - A : K,
I'+ By : Kand T + B; : K, might seem redundant. They are necessary because we cannot, in
general, invert well-formedness judgments about higher-order intervals. That is, I' + By ..x B, kd
does not imply I' + B; : Kand ' + By : K, nor does ' + A : By ..x B, imply I + A : K. To see this,
consider the kind K = L ..; T, where @ = T .. L is the empty interval (note the absurd bounds).
The kind K is well-formed and inhabited by both L and T, yet clearly L, T are not inhabitants of @.
Note that the formation rule Wr-HoInTv for higher-order intervals is not to blame: although K
is well-formed, we cannot prove this fact using Wr-HoINTv. There are simply more well-formed
higher-order intervals than can be derived using Wr-HoINTV.

ProoF oF LEMMA B.31. Separately, by induction on the structure of K. In the base case, we use
the interval projection rules ST-BND; » as well as ST-INTV and ST-SuB to adjust the kinds of the
resulting inequations. In the inductive step, we use ST-ABs and the n-rules ST-7 ,. For example, for
the left-hand case and K = (X:K;) — K, we have

'+ By < /LXZKl.le (by ST—T]g)
< AX:K.AX (by the IH and ST-ABs)
< A : (X:Ky) = Ks. (by ST-111)

O
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Thanks to the admissible kinding and subtyping rules for higher-order intervals and extrema,
we can now easily derive judgments for forming, introducing or eliminating bounded universal
quantifiers over arbitrary type operators.

For example, well-formedness of the higher-order universal quantifier VX < A:K. B can be
derived as

'rA:K

I'- K kd '-A:K
(K-TMin) (Corollary B.23)

L :* 'FA:=x
(Wr-HoINTV) KK K

I'r 1g o A kd
(Lemma B.32) ———
't Llg.xkAkd IX:1lg.kAFr B:*
(K-ALr)
' VX <A:K.B:=*
The derivation uses the following lemma for simplifying interval kinds; its proof is by structural
induction on the index K.

(kinding validity)

Lemma B.32. Let A, B be types and K a kind. Then A..., B= A ..x B
Similar derivations exist for the introduction and elimination rules.

Corollary B.33 (bounded quantification). The following rules for the formation, introduction and
elimination of bounded universal quantifiers are admissible.

I'rA:K I'X:1g .k AF B:*
'r VX <A:K.B:x*
I'rA:K LX:1lg.kArt:
' AX < A:K.t:V¥X < A:K.B
F'rt:VX <A:K.B ''r C<A:K
Ikt (7x(C)) : B[k (C)/X]
Similar rules for the formation, abstraction and elimination of bounded operators are also admissible.

Note that we need to n-expand the type argument C in the elimination rule T-TArpBND before it
can by applied to t. This is because C has kind K, while the polymorphic expression t expects an
argument of kind Lk ..x C. As discussed earlier, C is not guaranteed to inhabit that kind but its
n-expansion is — via K-HoSING and a subsequent widening of its kind from C .. C to Lk ..x C.

There is an alternative encoding of higher-order bounded quantification (and bounded type
operators) that separates the declaration of type variables from that of the subtyping constraints
imposed by their bounds, at the cost of using an auxiliary type variable with potentially inconsistent
bounds. Assume a partition of the set of type variable names into two distinct sets of operator names
denoted by X,,, Y, ... and constraint names denoted by X, Y., ... We may then encode an upper-
bounded type variable binding X < A : K as a pair of bindings X, : K, X, : X, ..k A, separating
the declaration of the operator name X from the subtyping constraint X < A. For example, the
encoding of bounded universal quantifiers according to this scheme would be VX < A:K.B =
VX, :K.VX.: X, ..x A. B where X, ¢ fv(B).

The advantage of this encoding is a cleaner separation between the uses of bounded variable
bindings in kinding and subtyping. Whenever we want to refer to the original type variable X
or its kind, we simply use X,. When we require a proof of the fact that X < A we obtain one
from X, via ST-HoBIND;, ST-HOBIND,, and ST-TRANs. The same is true when we instantiate type
parameters. For example, a type application t C, where t has type VX < A:K.B and C < A, is now
desugared to t C (7 (C)), i.e. only the second type argument, which corresponds to the constraint

(K-ALLBND)

B
(T-TABsBnD)

(T-TArPBND)
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parameter X, needs to be n-expanded, while the argument C for the parameter X, can be left as is.
Since X, does not occur freely in the codomain B of the desugared universal type, the overall type
of the desugared application is just B[C/X,]. A clear drawback of this encoding is the necessary
duplication of bindings and the corresponding introduction and elimination forms (abstraction,
application). In addition, the kind X, ..x A of the constraint X, has inconsistent bounds in general,
which can be problematic.

There is an obvious alternative definition for the family of kinds #g, namely *x = (Lg) ..x (Tk).
The original definition, given in Fig. 2 of the paper (page 8), has the advantage of being independent
of the definition of the higher-order extrema Tx and Lg. This allowed us to prove properties such
as Wr-KMax and Lemma B.22 admissible without appealing to any of the properties of higher-order
extrema, and thereby avoid some cyclic dependencies in the proofs of the latter. The alternative
definition, on the other hand, seems more intuitive. To conclude the section, we show that the two
definitions are equal for well-formed kinds K.

Lemma B.34. The kind =g is equal to the higher-order interval bounded by Lg and Tg. If T + K kd,
thenT + xx = (Lg) .k (Tk).

Proor oF LEMMA B.34. By induction on the structure of K. The base case is immediate. In the
inductive step, we use SK-HoInTv and the f-rule TEQ-f.
Let K = (X:K;) — K,. We want to show that

I b (X:K1) =2, = (Y:K1) = (Loek)—k Y) ok (Txex)—Kk Y)
for some Y that does not occur freely in fv(L(x.k,)—k,) or fv(T (x:x,)—k,)- By the IH, we have

I'F g, = (Lg,) ..k, (Tk,) but we need to adjust the bounds of the right-hand interval. We use the
following equation for the lower bound, and an similar one for the upper bound.

I'F Lixiky—k ¥ = AX:KL Lk Y (by definition)
= 1g[Y/X] (by K-TM1n and TEQ-f3)
= lg, kK. (a-renaming)

By SK-REFL-KEQ, SK-HoINTV and SK-ANTISYM we obtain

I (LK) o, (T) = (Lock)—k, Y) vk, (Toxk)—K, Y)

which we re-index using Lemma B.32. We conclude by KEQ-REFL and KEQ-DARR. O

C SIMPLE KINDING OF NORMAL TYPES

This section introduces a system of simplified kinding judgments which provide a syntactic char-
acterization of normal types and allow us to establish important properties about hereditary
substitutions and normal forms, notably a pair of commutativity lemmas (Lemmas C.11 and C.21)
that play an important role in the development of §5 in the paper.

The contents of this section are based on Chapter 4 of the first author’s PhD dissertation. We
refer the interested reader to the dissertation for the full details [Stucki 2017, Ch. 4].

C.1 Preliminaries

Before we can introduce the simplified system, we need to introduce a few auxiliary definitions
and lemmas that were omitted from §4 in the paper.

We start with the definition of shape contexts — the type of context used in our simplified kinding
judgments. Shape contexts y, § are best thought of as typing contexts consisting exclusively of type
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variable bindings X:k with shape annotations k (as opposed to full kind annotations K). Their
grammar is defined as follows.

V.0 =0 | V- X:k (Shape context)

As for full contexts, we assume that the variables bound in a shape context are all distinct. We write
dom(y) for the set of variables bound in y and (y, §) for the concatenation of two shape contexts
with disjoint domains.

C.1.1  Weak Equality. Recall that weak equality is an equivalence A ~ B on types and kinds that
identifies operator abstractions up to the shape of their domain annotations.

lJ] = K| A=x~B

AX:J.A~)X:K.B
Formally, weak equality is defined as the smallest congruence (w.r.t. to all the type and kind formers)
that includes both syntactic equality and the above rule WEQ-ABs. It is easy to verify that weak
equality is a congruence w.r.t. ordinary substitution. In the following sections, we will show that
weak equality is also a congruence w.r.t. hereditary substitution, n-expansion and normalization,
and that weakly equal kinds K; = K, have equal shapes |K;| = |K3|.

(WEQ-ABs)

C.1.2  Properties of Hereditary Substitution. Since it is defined pointwise on spines, hereditary
substitution commutes with spine concatenation.

Lemma C.1. (D;,D,)[E/X*] = (D{[E/X*],D,[E/X*]).
Just as for ordinary substitution, shapes are stable under hereditary substitution.
Lemma C.2 (stability of shapes under hereditary substitution). [J[A/X*]| = |]J|.
Proor. By straightforward induction on the structure of J. O

As a consequence, weak equality is a congruence w.r.t. hereditary substitution and reducing
application.

Lemma C.3. Weak equality is a congruence w.r.t. hereditary substitution and reducing application.
Let E1 =~ Eg,

(1) if Ky = Ky, then Ky [E /X *] ~ Ky [E /X ¥];

(2) if Dy ~ Dy, then D1 [E1/X¥] ~ Dy [Ez/X*];

(3) if Dy ~ Dy, then D [E; /X ] = D, [Ey/X*);

(4) lfD1 ~ Dz, then El K D1 = E2 Kk Dz,’

(5) if Dy ~ Dy, then E; ¥ Dy ~ E; - Dy,

Proor. The structure of the proof mirrors that of the recursive definitions of hereditary sub-
stitution and reducing application. All five parts are proven simultaneously, by induction on the
structure of k. Parts 1-3 proceed by an inner induction on the derivations of K; ~ K3, D; =~ D; and
D; = Dy, respectively. Parts 4 and 5 proceed by a case analysis on the final rules used to derive
E; = E, and D; =~ Dy, respectively. Part 2 proceeds by a case analysis on the final rule used to
derive F; ~ F,, where F; and F, are the heads, respectively, of E; = F;D; and E; = F,D,. In the case
for WEQ-ABs, we use stability of kind simplification under hereditary substitution (Lemma C.2).
In the variable case, we use the IH twice: first for part 3 to derive Dy [E; /X *] ~ D, [E;/X ¥], then
for part 5, to derive E; -¥ (Dy[E;/X*]) ~ E, -k (Dy[E;/X*]). In the second instance, k does not
decrease nor is Dy [E; /X *] ~ D,[E;/X*] a sub-derivation of the current premise. This use of the
IH is nevertheless justified because any subsequent use of the IH for part 2 in the proof of part 5
must occur after the use of the IH for part 4, at which point k has necessarily decreased. O
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C.1.3  Properties of n-Expansion and Normalization. Unsurprisingly, shapes are stable under nor-
malization.

Lemma C.4 (stability of shapes under normalization). |nfr(K)| = |K]|.
Proor. By straightforward induction on the structure of K. O

Extending kind simplification pointwise to contexts, we define |T'| as
|| =02 IT,x:A| = T IT,X:K| = |T|, X:|K|

It is easy to see that context lookup commutes with simplification, i.e. |T|(X) = [['(X)|, and that
simplified contexts are stable under (hereditary) substitution and normalization, i.e.

IT[A/X]| = T IP[A/X ]| =T Inf(T)| = [T

The following two lemmas show that n-expansion and normalization preserve weak equality. Im-
portantly, this is true even if the corresponding kinds and contexts, respectively, are not themselves
weakly equal but have equal shapes — a much weaker requirement.

Lemma C.5. Weak equality is preserved by n-expansion along kinds of equal shape. If |J| = |K| and
D =~ E, then ;(D) = nk(E).

Proor. By induction on the structure of J and case analysis on the final rule used to derive
D~E. O

Lemma C.6. Kinds and types normalize weakly equally in contexts that simplify equally. Let T and
A be contexts such that |T'| = |A|. Then

(1) nfr(K) = nfa(K) for any kind K, and

(2) nfr(A) = nfa(A) for any type A.

Proor. Simultaneously, by induction on the structure of K and A, respectively. In the type
variable case A = X we use Lemma C.5; in the operator application case A = A; A, we use
Lemma C.3.2; in the cases for dependent operator kinds, universal types and operator abstraction,
we use Lemma C.18. O

C.2 The Simplified System

The function nf assigns to each raw type A in a given context I' a unique type nfr(A). But as we
have seen, the type nfr(A) may not be fn-normal if A is ill-kinded. In this section, we prove the
converse: whenever A is well-kinded in I', the type nfp¢(r) (A) is a n-long f-normal form. To do so,
we first introduce a set of simplified kinding judgments. Roughly, a simplified kinding judgment
Y + E : k establishes that the type E is a normal form of shape k in the shape context y. Given
Y + E : k, we say that E is a well-shaped or simply (well-)kinded normal form, or just that E is simply
kinded. As we are about to show, every well-kinded type I' - A : K has a well-shaped normal form
[T + E : |K|, namely E = nf,¢(r)(A) (see Lemma C.14 below).

It is important to note that the converse is not true: not every simply kinded type is well-kinded.
Because kind simplification forgets dependencies, there are necessarily some ill-kinded types that
are considered simply well-kinded according to the judgments we are about to introduce. However,
every simply kinded type is guaranteed to be an n-long f-normal form and, as we will see in this
section, simple kinding is preserved by operations such as hereditary substitution and r-expansion.
Hence simple kinding allows us to prove important properties about these operations on fr-normal
forms without subjecting ourselves to the complexity of fully dependent kinds.
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Simplified well-formedness of kinds y F K kds
FU :* FVox + J kds  X:|J| + K kds
Y Y (SWr-INTV) reJ rX:1Jl (SWF-DARR)
y+U..Vkds Y+ (X:J) — K kds
Kinding of neutral types
X)=j Fj:V:ik
yx = reJ (SK-VArAPP)
YFne XV ik
Simple spine kinding Yyrj:V:k
yrUu:j yrk:VvV:li
_ (SK-EMPTY) (SK-Cons)
Yrk:e:k yrj—k:UV:lI
Simple kinding of normal types
_ (SK-Top) _ (SK-Bor)
YET % YyE Lo
FU:* FV oo + K kds VXKV ok
4 Y (SK-ARR) Y v X:IK] (SK-Ar11)
yrU -V YFVX:K.V %
F J kds X |JI RV ik Fne N @ =
r-J pX: |l (SK-ABs) Yine X7 (SK-NE)
YFAX:J. V]| >k YrFN:*

Fig. 9. Simplified kinding

To enhance readability, we use the following naming conventions for normal forms: the metavari-
ables U, V, W denote normal types, while M and N denote neutral types.” No special notation is
used for normal kinds.

Judgments. Fig. 9 defines the following judgments by mutual induction.

vy F K kds the kind K is simply well-formed and normal in y
yrV:ik the type V is a normal form of shape k in y

Y Fne N :k the type N is a neutral form of shape k in y
yrJj:V:ik applying an operator of shape j to the normal spine V

yields a type of shape k in y.

The judgments for simple kind formation and kinding follow the syntactic structure of normal
kinds and types. A type V is a fy-normal form y + V : k of shape k if it is either a proper type
introduced by one of the basic type formers applied to normal arguments (rules SK-Topr, SK-Bor,
SK-ARR, and SK-A1L), an operator abstraction with a normal body (rule SK-ABs), or a simply kinded
neutral type (rule SK-NE). Simply kinded neutral forms y +n. N : k are eliminations headed by
an abstract type operator, i.e. a type variable X, which is applied to a spine of normal types V

"This is just notation. We do not consider normal forms a separate syntactic category, e.g. the letters U, V, W are
metavariables denoting types (typically in elimination form) rather than non-terminals in some grammar of normal forms.
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(rule SK-VarAPP). Finally, a simply well-formed normal kind y + K kds is either a type interval
bounded by normal types (rule SWr-INTV) or a dependent arrow with normal domain and codomain
(rule SWr-DARR). Note that type operator abstractions are the only normal forms of arrow shape.
This ensures that normal types are always 5-long.

The simple spine kinding judgment y  j : V : k is different from the other judgment forms in
that it is a quaternary rather than a ternary relation. The shapes j and k should be read as inputs
and outputs, respectively, of such judgments: when a type of shape j is applied to the spine V (the
subject of the judgment), the resulting type is of shape k — as exemplified by the rule SK-VARAPP.

There is no formation judgment for shape contexts y since such contexts only contain bindings
assigning shapes to type variables, and there is no such thing as an ill-formed simple kind.

Because kinding is simplified, there is no notion of subkinding or kind equality, and hence no
need for a subsumption rule. As a consequence, the simple kind formation and kinding rules are
syntax-directed. Another important property of simplified kinding is that none of the rules involve
substitutions in kinds. This substantially simplifies the proofs of key lemmas about hereditary
substitutions, in particular that of Lemma C.10 which states that hereditary substitutions preserve
simple kinding (and thus normal forms). It is also important in establishing admissibility of the
following simple rules about spines and neutral types.

Lemma C.7. The following simple kinding rules for spine concatenation and application of neutrals
are admissible.

yrj:U:k yrk:V:i yrj:U:k—l YyrV:k

SK-C SK-S
yrj:Ugv:l ( ONCAT) yrj:Ugv:l ( Noc)
Fre N:j— k FV:j
Y JFHNV ky / (SK-NEeApp)
Y Fne :

Proor. The proofs are done separately for each of the three rules in the order the rules are listed.
The proof for SK-ConcaAr is by induction on the derivation of the first premise. The rule SK-Cons
is derivable from SK-SNnoc as a special case where V = V, ¢, using SK-EmpTY and SK-Cons. The
proof of SK-NEAPP starts with a case analysis on the final rule used to derive I' +,e N : j — k. The
only rule for deriving such judgments is SK-VArRAPP, hence N must be of the form N = X U with
y(X)=landy+ [:U: j — k. We conclude by SK-Sxoc and SK-VARAPP. O

C.2.1 Simply-Kinded Hereditary Substitution. Before we can prove that hereditary substitutions
preserve simple kinding, we first need to establish the usual weakening properties for simple kind
formation and kinding.

Lemma C.8 (weakening). A simple judgment remains true if its context is extended by an additional
binding. Let y, § be shape contexts, k a shape and X ¢ dom(y, ). If y,6 v J for any of the simple
Jjudgments defined above, theny, X:k,6 + 7.

Proor. Simultaneously for all four judgments, by induction on the derivationof y,6 +J. O

Corollary C.9 (Iterated weakening). Given a pairy, § of disjoint shape contexts, if y + J, then
v,orYg.

Lemma C.10 (hereditary substitution). Hereditary substitutions and reducing applications preserve
the shapes of types and simple well-formedness of kinds. Let y, § be shape contexts and X such that
X ¢ dom(y, 6). Assume further thaty + V : k for someV and k. Then

(1) if y,X:k, 8+ J kds, theny,d + ][V/Xk] kds;

) if v, X:k, 6+ U : j, theny,8 + U[V/XF] : j;

Proc. ACM Program. Lang., Vol. 5, No. ICFP, Article 69. Publication date: August 2021.



69:48 Sandro Stucki and Paolo G. Giarrusso

(3) if v, X:k,6 Fne N : j, theny,d N[V/Xk] : j as a normal form;
(4) if v, X:k, 8+ j:U:1 theny,d+ j:U[V/XF] I

(5) ifk =k > kyand y+ U : ky, theny + vV kiok g,

(6)if yr k:U:j, thenyr V-KU: j.

Note that hereditary substitutions preserve the shapes of neutral types but not neutrality itself.

Proor. All six parts are proven simultaneously by induction on the structure of k. Parts 1-4
proceed by an inner induction on the simple formation or kinding derivations for J, U, N and U,
respectively. Parts 5 and 6 proceed by a case analysis on the final rules used to derivey + V : k; — ks
and y + k : V : j, respectively; for part 5, the only applicable rule is SK-ABs. For part 3, in the
case for SK-VARAPP when N = X U, we use iterated weakening (Corollary C.9) and the IH (for 4),
respectively, to obtain y,§ + V : kand y,d + k : U[V/X] : j. To conclude the case, we apply the
IH again (for 6). In this second use of the IH, k does not decrease nor is y,d + k : U[V/X*] : j
a strict sub-derivation of the current premise. However, in order to use the IH for part 3 again
from within the proof of part 6, we must go through part 5, at which point k necessarily decreases.
Again, the structure of the proof mirrors that of the mutually recursive definitions of hereditary
substitution and reducing application. O

Thanks to Lemma C.10, we can now prove the following commutativity lemma about hereditary
substitutions, which will play an important role in the proof of Lemma C.21 below and in §5 of the

paper.
Lemma C.11 (commutativity of hereditary substitutions). Hereditary substitutions of simply kinded
types commute; hereditary substitutions of simply kinded types commute with simply kinded reducing
applications. Lety; v U : j and y1,X:j,y2 + V : k. Then

(1) if y1,X:j,y2, Y:k,y3 + ] kds, then

JIWV/YRIU/XT) = JIU/X1vIu/x/1/Y R
2) if y1,X:j,v2, Yik,y3 + W : [, then

WV/YFI[U/XT] = WU/XT][V[U/X]/Y"];
(3) if y1,X:j,v2,Y:k, y3 bne N : [, then

N[V/Y¥[U/XT] = N[U/XT][V[U/X7]/Y"];

(4) if y1.X:j,v2, Yk, ys+ 1y : W : Iy, then
WIV/YSI[U/XT] = WU/XIN[VIU/X /Y E);
(5) lfk = k] — kz and yl,XZj, Y2 FW: kl, then
(VAR wU/XT] = (vIu/x]) bR (WU /X)),

(6) if y,X:j,ya+ k:W:1 then (VW) [U/XT] = (V[U/XT])-F(W[U/XT]).

Proor. All six parts are proven simultaneously by simultaneous induction on the structures of j
and k. Simultaneous structural induction on j and k means roughly that it is sufficient for either
one of j or k to decrease in an induction step. More formally, denote by C the sub-expression order
on shapes, then the simultaneous induction order < on unordered pairs {j, k} of shapes is defined
as {j1, jo} < {k1,kz} if j1 C ky and j, C k;. Importantly, < is defined over unordered pairs which
allows us to exchange j and k in an induction step. Parts 1-4 proceed by an inner induction on the

simple formation or kinding derivations for J, W, N and W, respectively.
As usual, the interesting cases are those for part 3, when N =YW and N = X W.
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e Case SK-VArRAPP, N = Y W. We have y1,X:j,y2, Y:k,y3 + k : W : [. By Lemma C.10.4, we
obtain y1, X:j,y2,y3 F k : W[V/Y*¥] : 1, and hence we have

(YW)[V/Y¥][U/X]]
= (VFw[v/YR)[U/x7] (by definition)
= (V[U/X’]) - wW[v/YR[U/x7]) (by the IH for 6)
= (V[U/x’]) K wlu/x/1[VvIU/x7]1/Y*]) (by the IH for 4)
= (YW)[U/X/][V[U/X7]/Y]. (by definition)

e Case SK-VARAPP, N = X W. We have y1,X:j,y2, Y:k,y3 + j : W : [. By Lemma C.10.4, we
obtain yy, X:j,y2,y3 F j : W[V/YK] : I, and hence we have

(XW)[V/Y ] [U/x]
= (X (W[V/Y*)[U/X] (by definition)
= UJ (W[V/YR[U/Xx']) (by definition)
= U (W[U/XI[VIU/XT]/YF]) (by the IH for 4)
= (UIVIU/X1 YR 7 (WIU/XP][VIU /X1 /Y R]) (as Y ¢ fv(U))
= (U (W[U/X ) [VIU/X7]/YF] (by the IH for 6)
= (XW)[U/X'][V[U/X]]Y¥]. (by definition)
Note that, in the second case, we switched the roles of the shape j and k when invoking the IH for
part 6. O

C.2.2  Simplification and Normalization of Kinding. Thanks to Lemma 4.3 we know that the defini-
tion of the normalization function nf is sound, i.e. that well-formed kinds I + K kd and well-kinded
types I' F A : K are convertible with nf,¢ ) (K) and nfu¢(ry (A), respectively. But we have yet to
establish that nf.¢(r) (K) and nfn¢(ry (A) are actually normal forms. In this section, we prove a more
general result, namely that, whenever I' + K kd and T' + A : K, it follows that nf,¢ ) (K) is a simply
well-formed normal kind and and nf¢(r) (A) is a simply well-kinded normal type.

As a first step, we show that the shapes of variables and, more generally, of neutral types are
preserved by n-expansion.

Lemma C.12. n-expansion preserves the shapes of neutral types. Assumey + K kds andy +ne N : [K]|.
Theny + ng(N) : |K].

Proor. By induction on the structure of K. The case fore K = (X:Kj) — K3 proceeds by case
analysis on the final rules used to derive y + (X:K;) — K, kds and y Fne N : |[K;| — |K3| and uses
the weakening lemma (Lemma C.8) as well as SK-NEAPP. O

Next, we require a syntactic notion of normal contexts. We define the simple context formation
judgment I ctxs as the pointwise lifting of simple kind formation and kinding to bindings:
T ctxs IT| + K kds T ctxs IT| F V@
@ ctxs I, X:K ctxs T, x:V ctxs
Since simple kind formation and kinding is defined on normal kinds and types, a simply well-
formed context I is also normal. Conversely, if we lookup the declared kind or type of a variable in
a simply well-formed context, the result is guaranteed to be a normal form.
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Lemma C.13. The declared kinds and types of variables in a simply well-formed context T are simply
well-formed and well-kinded, respectively, in |T'|, i.e
I, X:K, A ctxs (SC-TeL ) T, x:V,A ctxs
-TrLookup _
IT,X:K,A| F K kds OOKU ITx:V,ALFV

(SC-TmLooxkup)

Proor. Both parts are proven separately by structural induction on A and case analysis on the
final rule used to derive the premise. In the inductive case, we use the weakening lemma for simple
kind formation. O

With Lemmas C.12 and C.13 at hand, it is easy to show that nf does indeed produce normal
forms.

Lemma C.14 (normalization and simplification). Well-formed kinds and well-kinded types have
simply well-formed and simply kinded normal forms, respectively.

(1) If T + K kd, then |nf(T')| F nfp¢(r) (K) kds.

(2) If T + A: K, then |nf(T)| + nfyery (A) : |K].

(3) If T ctx, then nf(T') ctxs.

The proof uses the following helper lemma about the shapes of subkinds, which is proven by
straightforward induction on subkinding derivations.

Lemma C.15. Subkinds have equal shapes. If T + ] < K, then |]| = |K|.

Proor oF LEmma C.14. Simultaneously by induction on declarative kind formation, kinding, and
context formation derivations. The only interesting cases are K-Sus (where we use Lemma C.15),
K-VAR and K-App. In the case for K-VAR, where A = X, we use the IH for part 3 and SC-TpLooKUP to
obtain |nf(T)| - K kds for K = nf(T')(X), and we conclude by Lemma C.12. In the case for K-App,
where A = A; Ay, we start by applying the IH to obtain [nf(T')| + nfq¢(r) (A1) : |Ki| — |Ky|, and
Inf(T)| + nfuer)(Az) @ |Ki|. The first of these judgments must be derived using SK-ABs because
that is the only simple kinding rule assigning an arrow kind to a type. Hence nf,¢(ry(A;) = AX:J.V
for some J and V such that |J| = |K;| and |nf(T)|, X:|Ky| + V : |K;|. We conclude by the hereditary
substitution lemma for normal types (Lemma C.10.2) and Lemma C.2. O

C.2.3 Commutativity of Normalization and Substitution. Our final task in this section is to establish
another commutativity property that will play a crucial role in proving equality of declarative and
canonical subtyping: the fact that normalization commutes with substitution.

In the past few sections, we have seen that well-formed kinds and well-kinded types have
normal forms (Lemma C.14) and that these normal forms are convertible to the kinds and types
they were computed from (Lemma 4.3). By validity, context conversion and kind conversion, this
means that every declarative subtyping judgment I' + A < B : K has an associated judgment
nf(T) + nf(A) < nf(B) : nf(K) relating the normal forms of the original expressions.

In §5 of the paper, we describe a system of canonical rules for deriving such judgments which
are defined directly on normal forms - similar to the simple kinding and kind formation judgments
introduced in this section. The proof of equivalence of the two systems requires one canonical rule
— possibly a derivable or admissible one - for every declarative rule. But some of the declarative rules,
such as the subtyping rules ST-f3; ; for f-conversions, or the kinding rule K-App for applications,
involve substitutions, which do not preserve normal forms. To see why this is a problem, consider
the declarative rule K-Aprp:

TFA:(X:J))>K TrB:J

T+ AB:K[B/X]
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By soundness of normalization (Lemma 4.3), type equation validity (Lemma 3.1), and context
conversion (Corollary B.13), we know that the following is also admissible:
nf(D) U : (X:J) > K nf(T)rV:J
nf(T) + nf(AB) : nf(K[B/X])

where U = nf(A), V = nf(B), J' = nf(J) and K’ = nf(K). By Lemma C.14, we know that U and V
are simply well-kinded normal types, and that J* and K’ are simply well-formed normal kinds. For
our canonical application rule, we would like to express the type nf (A B) and the kind nf (K[B/X])
in the conclusion directly using U, V, J” and K. This is relatively straightforward for the application
nf (A B) because we know that U must be an operator abstraction U = AX:L. W; after all, U has
shape |J| — |K| and normal forms are -long. We also know that |L| = |J| = |J’| (see the proof of
Lemma C.14 for details). Hence nf(AB) = W[V /X V'I] by definition of nf, and we are done.

Things are more complicated for the normal kind nf (K[B/X]). The definition of the normalization
function nf does not tell us anything immediately useful about substitutions. Indeed, we know that
substitutions do not preserve normal forms, e.g. (Y V) [AX: J’. W /Y] is not a normal form, evenif Y V
and AX: J’. W are. However, Corollary 4.2.1 tells us that substitutions in kinds are judgmentally equal
to hereditary substitutions, i.e.T + K[B/X] = K[B/X /'], and Lemma C.10.1 tells us that hereditary
substitutions preserve normal forms, all of which suggests that nf (K[B/X]) should be equal to
K’[V/X V'1]. This is indeed the case; one can show that T + nf (K[B/X]) = K’[V/X 'I]. But there
is a caveat: the two normal forms are not syntactically equal, i.e. nf(K[B/X]) # K'[V/X .
Similarly, nf (A[B/X]) # nf(A)[nf(B)/X*] for types A and B in general.

This fact is best illustrated through the case of type variables, i.e. when A = X and we have
nfr(X[B/X]) = nfr(B) and (nfr(X))[nf(B)/X*] = (nrex) (X)) [nf(B)/X*]. We would like to
show that (g (X))[V /X *] is syntactically equal to V at least when all the involved types and kinds
are well-kinded and well-formed, i.e. when T+ X : K, T + V : K and k = |K|. But this is not the
case. The culprit is a mismatch of kind annotations in operator abstractions, as illustrated by the
following counterexample.

Let = T..Tand , = *sothatT + J; < J, for any context . Let U = T,V = AX: J,. U and
K=(X:J;) > «sothatT+ V:(X:J,) » * '+ (X:);) »* < Kandhencel + V : K. Then

nk(Y) = AMZ:1.YZ

(VYK = Az .y 2)[v/y Kl

AZ: ] (Y Z)[V]Y K] (because Y ¢ fv(J;))
AZ: . v Kl Zz

AZ:J1 AX: .U M=z

AZ:J. U[Z)x

AX: .U (as X, Z ¢ fv(U))
£ AX: .U = V. (because J; £ J2)

So we are forced to conclude that ng(Y)[V/Y KI] # V in general. The problem, as illustrated by
this example, is that the domain annotation J, of the type operator abstraction V = AX: J,. U is not
necessarily preserved by the hereditary substitution. It is replaced by the domain J; of the declared
kind K = (X:J;) — U of Y, which need not be syntactically equal to J;.

However, we dohave T + J; < J, and thus | J;| = | J2|. The solution, therefore, is to be more lenient
when comparing domain annotations in operator abstractions: the weak equation nx (Y)[V/Y K1 ~
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V does hold. In fact, it holds for any simply well-formed kind K and simply well-kinded type U, as
the following lemma shows.

Lemma C.16.
(1) Let y,X:j,0+ Kkds, y+rU:jand y,X:j,0 bne XV : |K|. Then
(kX V)[U/XT] ~ (XV)[U/X].
Lety + K kds, then
(@) if v, X:|K|, 6 + ] kds, then J[nx(X)/X 1] ~ J;

(3) if v, X:|K|,8F V : j, then V[nr (X)/X K] ~ V;

(4) if y,X:|K|,0F j:V:1, then V[n(X)/X K] ~ V;

(5)if K = (X:K;) — Ky, y tne N : |K| and y v V : |Ky|, then nx(N)-Klv =~
N, (v x ki (N V);

(6) if yrne N:|K|andy v |K|:V : %, thengg(N)-KIV ~ NV.

Corollary C.17. If y,X:j,5 + K kds and y + U : j, then (nx(X))[U/X’] ~ U.

It is in this lemma that we see the true usefulness of weak equality. While syntactic equality
is too strict for this particular commutativity property, using judgmental type and kind equality
would have forced us to formulate its premises in terms of declarative kinding. This would have
resulted in a weaker lemma with a more complicated proof. In §D.2.2 we show that weak equations
can be converted into judgmental ones provided the related types or kinds are well-kinded or
well-formed, respectively. Hence, weak equality affords us a relatively straightforward proof of this
lemma (and the next) with a minimal overhead in complexity.

In the proof of Lemma C.16, we employ the following helper lemmas. They are proven separately
by three easy inductions: the first on the derivation of K; ~ K3, the second on the structure of the
kind K, and the third on the derivationof y+ j:V : k.

Lemma C.18. Weakly equal kinds have equal shapes. If K; ~ K, then |K;| = |K3|.

Lemma C.19. Let X # Y, then (nx (XD))[E/Y'] = ng(g/y: (X (D[E/Y])) for any K, D, j and
E.

Lemma C.20. Let yr U:j,yr j:V:kandy+k:W:I then U-J(V,W) = (U-/V) kW,

Proor oF LEmMmA C.16. All six parts are proven simultaneously by induction on the structure
of K. Parts 2—4 proceed by an inner induction on the simple formation and kinding derivations for
J, V and V, respectively. We show a few key cases, the remainder of the proof is routine.

e Part 1, K = (Y:K;) — K;. By inspection of the formation and kinding rules, we must have
V- X:j,0 F Ky kds, y,X:j,6,Y:|Ky| + Kz kds and y, X:j, 8 + j : V : |[K|. By Lemma C.10 we
have

YO F (XV)[U/X] : K| — |K] and  y,6F K [U/X] kds.
The final kinding rule used to derive the first of these judgments must be SK-ABs since that

is the only rule assigning arrow shapes to normal types. Therefore, the following must hold
for some J and W:

(XV)[U/X ] =AY:J. W (3)
K1l =] (4)
L& Y:J FW Kyl (5)
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By weakening (Lemma C.8), Lemma C.12 and SK-NEAPp we also have
V- X:J.8,Y:|Kq| bne XV (515, (Y)) : |Kz|

and hence
(i, (X V (g, (Y [U/X]
~ (XV (g, (V) [U/X] (by IH for 1)
= U ((V,(nx, (Y))[U/X]) (by definition)
= (U (viu/x)) K (g, () [U/X]) (by Lemmas C.1 and C.20)
= (U (VIU/XID) -5 (g oy () (by Lemma C.19)
= (xV)[u/x/]) 2l (e x0n () (by definition)
= (AY:J. W) Kl (e 15xy (1) (by (3))
= W(nk, (ux(Y))/Y 1] (by definition)
~ W (by Lemma C.18, (5) and IH for 3)
We conclude that
(nk(X V) [U/X]
= AY:Ki[U/X7]. (i, (X V (ng, (V) [U/X] (by definition)
~ AY:J. W (by Lemma C.18, (4), the above and WEQ-ABs)
= (XV)[U/Xx’]. (by (3))

e Part 3, case SK-NE. The rule SK-NE has only one premise which must have been derived
using SK-VARAPP, so V = N = Y V and we have y, X:|K|, 5 + j : V : = with (y, X:|K|, §)(Y) =
Jj- We distinguish two cases: Y = X and Y # X but consider only the first case here; the
second case is simpler. Since Y = X, we have j = |K|, and

VInk(X)/x ¥

= k(X)X (VI (X)/x K1) (by definition)
~ ng(X) Ky (by reflexivity of ~, IH for 4 and Lemma C.3.5)
~ XV. (by SK-VArRAPP and the IH for 6)

e Part 5, K = (X:K;) — K;. By inspection of the formation and kinding rules, we must have
y+ Ky kdsand N=YUwithy+ y(Y) : U: |K|.

ne(N) K1V = AX: Ky i, (YU (g, (X)) KTV (by definition)

= 1k, (YU (g, X)) [V/X ] (by definition)

= N pvyxca (Y (U, (i, (O)) [V/x K ])) (by Lemma C.19)

= i vy (YU (7, 0O) [V/x 1)) (as X ¢ fv(U))

X N, vx il (YUV). (by IH for 1 and Lemma C.5)

The use of the IH in the last step corresponds to Corollary C.17. O

With Lemma C.16 in place, we are ready to prove that normalization weakly commutes with
substitution. In the following, I' # A denotes the pointwise lifting of weak equality to contexts.
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Lemma C.21. Substitution weakly commutes with normalization of well-formed kinds and well-

kinded types. Let T + A : J andV = nf.¢ () (A), then
(1) if T,X:J,A v K kd, then nfoerapa/x)) (K[A/X])
(2) if T,X:J,A+ B: K, then nfusraga/x)) (BIA/X])

Q

(nfof 7.0 (KN [V/X VI,
(nfufrx:g.a) (B)[V/X V1]

Proor. Simultaneously by induction on declarative kind formation and kinding derivations. In
the case for K-VArR where B = Y, we use Corollary C.17 if Y = X. Otherwise, let ¥ =T, X:J, A and
3" =T, A[A/X]. By stability of simplified contexts under normalization and hereditary substitution,
and by commutation of simplification and context lookup, we have

Inf(Z)(YV)] = [nf(Z)(Y) = [Z'[(Y)
(Tl 1A[A/XTD(Y) = (T, 1AD(Y) = (T X:JLIADY) = [Z|(Y)
Inf(D)I(Y) = Inf(E)(V)] = Infs(Z(Y)] = [(nfx(EM))[V/X V]|

Hence, by Lemma C.5 and Lemma C.19 we have

Q

M) () (Y) = Dty vxom(Y) = (Mnfs 2y (Y [V /X V1]

In the case for K-Arp, we use Lemma C.3.2 and Lemma C.11.2. O

The very last lemma of this section will be used in our equivalence proof in §D.3 to show that
subtyping rules for n-conversion of normal operators are admissible in canonical kinding.

Lemma C.22. If T+ A: (X:]) — K withX ¢ fv(A), then nfur () (AX:J. AX) = nfpe(r) (A).

Proor. The proof uses Lemma C.14 to obtain [nf(T')| + nfq¢r)(A) : |J| — |K]| and proceeds by
case analysis on the final rule used to derive this simple kinding judgment; the only applicable rule
is SK-ABs. The remainder of the proof uses equational reasoning very similar to that used in the
proof of Lemma C.16.1. O

D PROPERTIES OF THE CANONICAL SYSTEM

This section states and proves some basic yet important metatheoretic properties of the canonical
system that have been omitted from §5 of the paper. As a first step, we prove soundness of the
canonical system in §D.1. Next, we state and prove a hereditary substitution lemma in §D.2, which
establishes that canonical judgments are preserved by hereditary substitutions. This lemma is a
key ingredient in proving completeness of the canonical system. We prove completeness in §D.3,
after showing that canonical subtyping can be inverted at the top-level in §D.4. Fig. 10 shows
the canonical judgments that have been omitted from the paper: context and kind formation,
subkinding, and kind and type equality.

The contents of this section are based on Chapter 5 of the first author’s PhD dissertation. We
refer the interested reader to the dissertation for the full details [Stucki 2017, Ch. 5].

D.1 Soundness and Basic Properties

Before we establish any other metatheoretic properties of the canonical system, let us prove its
soundness with respect to the declarative presentation. To avoid confusion, we mark canonical
judgments with the subscript “c” and declarative ones with “d” in the following lemma.

Lemma D.1 (soundness of the canonical rules).
(1) If T ctx, then T ctxy.
(2) If T +c K kd, then T +q K kd.
3)IfTr.J<K,then Ty J <K.
(4)IfTrc J=K, then T+ J =K.
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Context formation

Tctx T+ Kkd Tctx THV V..V
(CC-EmpTY) ———— (CC-TMBIND) (CC-TpBIND)
@ ctx I',X:K ctx T, x:V ctx
Kind formation I'+ K kd
rr+U=z3U.U TrV3V.V T'+Jkd T,X:J+Kkd
(CWF-INTV) (CWE-DARR)
r'rU.Vkd '+ (X:J) > Kkd
Subkinding
' (X:J1) = K; kd
T+U,<U; TrV <V T+hL<)i LXLrK <K
2 ! . 2 (CSK-INTV) 2= : ! 2 (CSK-DARR)
r-uv,.vi<iu,.v, FI—(X:]I)—>K1£(X:]2)—>K2
Kind equality Type equality ‘I‘ U=V & K‘
T+ Jkd 'K kd I'+Kkd
r+j<K TrK<]J TFU<SVEK TrV<UEK
T'rJ=K I'rU=V &K
(CSK-ANTISYM) (CST-ANTISYM)

Fig. 10. Canonical presentation of F¥ — supplement

(5) If T byar X : K, then T g X : K.

(6) If T Fne N : K, then T +q N : K.

(7)IfTr.V B3 K, then T +q V : K.

B IfTr.V & K, then T +q V : K.

DIfTr. ULV, then T HqU <V : %

(10 FTr U<V :K, then TrqU <V : K.

(1) IfT+. U=V :K, then TrqU <V : K.

(12)If TrgA:Jand T+, ] 3V 3 K, then T4 AV : K.

(13) IfTr4A<B:Jand T+.] 3 U=V 3 K, then T r4 AU< BV : K.

The proof uses the following two helper lemmas. The first is a derived rule, the second is proven
by easy case analysis of the rules for kind synthesis.

LemmaD.2. [f T+ A:B..C, thenalsoT + A : .
LemmaDJ3. If T+ U 3 V. W,thenV =UandW =U.

Proor oF LEMMa D.1. By induction on derivations of the various canonical judgments; for
parts 1-11, on the derivation of the first premise, for parts 12 and 13, on that of the second
premise. Most cases are straightforward. In cases involving synthesized kinding of proper types,
we use K-SING and Lemmas D.2, B.15 and D.3 to adjust kinds where necessary. In cases involving
hereditary substitutions, i.e. those for CK-Cons and SPEQ-Cons, we use soundness of hereditary
substitution in kinds (Corollary 4.2.1). O
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As for the declarative system, the contexts of most canonical judgments are well-formed. There
are two exceptions: kinding and equality of spines. The rules CK-EmpTY and SPEQ-EMPTY for empty
spines offer no guarantee that the enclosing context is well-formed. This is not a problem in practice,
since well-kinded spines only appear in judgments about neutral types, the heads of which must
be kinded in a well-formed context.

Lemma D.4 (context validity). Assume T + g for any canonical judgment except spine kinding or
equality. Then T ctx.

Proor. By simultaneous induction on the derivations of the various judgments. O

We can prove a few more validity properties at this point. First, since synthesized kinds are
singletons, validity of synthesized kinding judgments follows by CWr-INTV for proper types and
by an easy induction for type operators. Second, validity of kind equality as well as the checked
subtyping and type equality judgments follows immediately from the validity conditions included
in the rules CSK-ANTISYM, CST-INTV, CST-ABS and CST-ANTISYM.

Lemma D.5 (canonical validity - part 1).
(synthesized kinding validity) If T+V 3 K, thenT + K kd.
(checked subtyping validity) If T+ U <V & K, thenT + U & KandT+V & K.
(kind equation validity) If T+ J =K, thenT + J kd andT + K kd.
(type equation validity) If T + U =V & K, thenT +U & K, T+ V & K and
' K kd.

We prove the remaining validity properties of the canonical system in §D.2.1, once we have
shown that hereditary substitutions preserve well-formedness of kinds.

Before we can do so, we need to establish the usual weakening and context narrowing lemmas
for canonical typing.

Lemma D.6 (weakening). Assume T, A+ J for any of the canonical judgments.
(DIfTHA 3 A. A then I,x:AA+YT.
(2)If T+ Kkd, then I, X:K,A+7.

Corollary D.7 (iterated weakening). If T, A ctx andT + 7, thenT, A+ J.

Lemma D.8 (context narrowing — weak version).
(DIfTHFrA 3 A.ATrALB:xand I.x:BA+9,then I''x:A A+J.
@ IfTrJkd, T+ J<Kand T,X:K,A+J, then T,X:J,A+J.

The proofs of both lemmas are routine inductions on the derivations of the respective judgments.
The proof of context narrowing is only easy thanks to the rule CV-Sus. Without this rule, the
canonical kinding judgments for variables and neutral types would become synthesis judgments
and context narrowing would no longer hold in its present form for these two judgments. To see
this, consider the variable kinding judgment I', X: K, A+, X : K, which, after eliminating CV-Sus,
could only be derived using CV-VAR. If we were to narrow the context by changing the declared
kind K of X to some J such that I' + J < K, then the synthesized kind of X would necessarily
change to J too.

For neutral kinding, we would be in a similar situation as the new synthesized kind of the
head would have to be propagated through the kinding derivation of the spine. Along the way,
the new kind J would have to be unraveled by repeatedly separating J = (X:J;) — J; into Jj,
Jo and hereditarily substituting the next element of the spine into the codomain J;. To prove
context narrowing for the remainder of the canonical judgments, we would have to maintain the
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invariant that the new synthesized kind of a neutral type is a subtype of the original one, i.e. if
ILX:K,Atyae N 3 KyandT + J; £ Ky then T, X:J;,A+yasy N 3 handT + J; < K,. Because
spine kinding involves hereditary substitution, a proof involving this invariant would require a
hereditary substitution lemma for subtyping, i.e. a proof that hereditary substitutions preserve
subtyping. We give such a proof in §D.2 and, as we will see there, it makes crucial use of context
narrowing itself. By allowing us to establish Lemma D.8 independently, the rule CV-Sus thus
simplifies the proof of an otherwise rather complicated lemma (see Lemma D.17 for details).

D.1.1  Order-Theoretic Properties. Having established context narrowing, we can prove the usual
order-theoretic properties of canonical subkinding, subtyping, as well as kind and type equality. We
start by stating an proving the various reflexivity properties which, unlike those for the declarative
relations, have to be proven simultaneously for the canonical variants.

Lemma D.9. The following reflexivity rules are all admissible.

I'+Kkd I'+Kkd
_ (CSK-REFL) S (CKEQ-REFL)
I'rK<K 't K=K

r+-vt 3v.w r-veKkK I'kKkd

_ (CST-REFLSYN) (CST-REFLCK)
TrU<U rrv<v &K

r{vsjg T'rJ<K I'+ K kd
r{v<veKk

(CST-REFLSUB)

r- ) 3vskK r-veKkK I'+ K kd
(SPEQ-REFL) (CTEQ-REFL)
r-J83v=v 3K r-v=v &K

Proor. The proof is by mutual induction in the structure of the kinds and types being related to
themselves, and then by case-analysis on the final rules of the corresponding kind formation and
kinding derivations. The proof for CST-REFLSUB proceeds by an inner induction on the derivation
of ' + J < K. In the case for CSK-DARR where V = AX:J;.U and we have ' + K; < Jj,
IX:Ki+ J; <KyandT,X:J; - U 33 J,, we use context narrowing to adjust the declared kind of
X from JtoK;in I X:J; F U =3 J, before applying the IHto obtain T, X:K; - U < U & K. O

Transitivity of the various relations and symmetry of the equalities are more easily established,
thanks to the rule CST-TRANS on the one hand, and to the structure of equality on the other.

Lemma D.10. Canonical subkinding, subtyping, kind and type equality are transitive.

''rJ<K T'rK<L 'rJj=K T'rK=L
(CSK-TRANS) (CKEQ-TRANS)
I'rJ<L 'rJ=L
rrU<v &K FrrvswgKk r{rv=v &K T'rV=wWg&K
rrU<w gk 'rU=W &K
(CST-TrRANSCK) (CTEQ-TRANS)
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Proor. The proof of CSK-TRrANS is by induction on the structure of K and case analysis on
the final rules used to derive the premises. In the case for K = (X:K;) — K, we use context
narrowing. The proof of CST-TraNs is by induction on the derivation of the first premise. The
proofs of CKEQ-TraNs and CTEQ-TRANS are by inspection of the equality rules and use CSK-TRANS
and CST-TRANS, respectively. O

Lemma D.11. Canonical kind and type equality are symmetric.

T+J=K T+U=V &K
R — (CKEQ-Sym) R — (CTEQ-Sym)
F'rK=] r'rv=U£K

Proor. By inspection of the equality rules, CSK-AnTISym and CST-ANTISYM. O

Thanks to context narrowing and subkinding transitivity, we can prove admissibility of the
following subsumption rules for the three checked judgments.

Lemma D.12. Kind subsumption is admissible in the checked judgments.
TrrvejJ Trj<K TrU<Ve)] TrJ<K
TrU €K (CK-SuECx) TrU<V K
T+U=vVeEe ] TrJ<K
TrU=V & K

(CST-SuBCK)

(CTEQ-SuBCk)

Proor. Admissibility is proven separately for the three rules, in the order they are listed. The
proof of CK-SuBCx is by inspection of the kind checking rules and uses CSK-Trans. The proof
of CST-SuBCk is by induction on the derivation of the second premiseI' - J < K and uses CK-SuBCx
as well as context narrowing for the inductive step. The proof of CTEQ-SuBCK is by inspection of
the equality rules and uses CST-SuBCk. O

Kind subsumption subsumes kind conversion thanks to the first of the following three rules, all
of which follow immediately by inspection of the equality and checked subtyping rules.

T't+J=K T+U=V &K
——— (CSK-REFL-KEQ) ————— (CST-ReFL-TEQ)
I'rJ <K T'rU<V &K

TrU=V &EW. W

TrU <V (CST-ReFL-TEQ’)
D.1.2  Canonical Replacements for Declarative Rules. Our completeness proof for the canonical
system relies on the fact that the normal form nf(A) of any declaratively well-kinded type I +
A : K kind checks against the normal form nf (K) of the corresponding kind K, i.e. that we have
nf(T) + nf(A) & nf(K). To simplify the proof of this fact, we establish a set of admissible kind
checking rules below that mirror the corresponding declarative rules.

We begin by proving that normal forms with synthesized or checked interval kinds also check
against *.

Lemma D.13. Types inhabiting interval kinds are proper types. If T+ U 3 V. Wor T'+ U &
V. W,thenalsoT + U & =*.

Proor. If T+ U =3 V.. W, then by LemmaD.3, T + U =3 U ..U. From this we derive the
result by CST-Bot, CST-Top, CSK-INTV and CK-Sus. If T' + U & V.. W, then this must have been
derived using CK-SuB and hence I'+ U =3 KandT + K < V.. W. By inspection of the subkinding
rules, K =V’ .. W’ for some V' and W’. The result then follows by the first part of the lemma. O
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The second part of the proof follows a pattern that is is quite typical for proofs in the remainder
of this section. Thanks to the division of kinding into kind synthesis and checking, and thanks to
the simplicity of both kind checking and subkinding derivations, we can often prove properties
of kind checking judgments I' + U & K by appealing to similar properties of kind synthesis
judgments I' + U =3 K’ where K and K’ have the same shape, i.e. where K and K’ are either both
intervals or both arrows. Two more examples of this pattern appear in the following lemma, where
the admissibility proofs of the rules CST-CkBND; and CST-CKBND,, which have kind checking
judgments as their premises, appeal to instances of CST-SYNBND; and CST-SYNBND,, respectively,
which have similar kind synthesis judgments as their premises.

Lemma D.14. All of the following are admissible.

r'{r 0 &Vv.w 'tV 3K T'ree N:U..V
—— (CK-SInG) ———— (CK-SynCKk) ——— (CK-NEeCk)
r{-u z3U..U r-vek rENEULV
TrU & = TV & = i TrKkd ILX:K+V & = )
(CK-ARR’) (CK-ALL)
TrU -V & % THVYVX:K.V & =«
'+ Jkd ILX:JrV &K r{visv, &EU.W
CK-ABs’ CST-INTV’
THAX:J.V & (X:J) > K ( ) TEFVi<V, & V..V, ( )
r{U =3V, r{vo=zvi.v,
_ -SYNBND; _ ~SYNBND,
(CST-SynBND;) (CST-SYNBND»)
'-vi<u T'rU <V,
T'rU&sVvi.. W, r{ve&esv.v,
_ (CST-CxBND;) _ (CST-CkBNDy)
'-vi<u T'rU <V,

TP 2 Ul (X:K)>L TrVEK TrKK
F'rJ 30V 3 L[V/XIK]

(CK-Snoc)

rr+J230,=U, 3 (X:K)>L T+rV=V, &K
Tr] 3 ULV =0V, 3 L[Vy/X K]

(SPE@-SNoc)

ProoF. Some of the rules are derivable others are admissible; most of the proofs are straight-
forward, so we omit the details. The proofs of the alternate type formation rules use CK-SING’
and Lemma D.13. The proofs of the alternate projection rules CST-SynBnD; and CST-SYyNBND,
use Lemma D.3 and reflexivity; those of CST-CkBND; and CST-CkBND; are by inspection of kind
checking and subkinding and use CST-SyNBnD; and CST-SYNBND;, respectively. The proofs of the
last two rules are by induction on the derivations of the respective first premises. O

As in the declarative system, we define canonical context equality T = A ctx as the pointwise
lifting of canonical type and kind equality to context bindings:

T =A ctx 'rJ=K T =Actx r{v=vesw.w
@ =@ ctx IX:J=AX:K ctx I,x:U=A,x:V ctx
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D.1.3  Simplification of Canonical Kinding. In §C.2.2 of the previous section, we showed that every
well-formed kind and well-kinded type has a simply well-formed or simply well-kinded normal
form, respectively (see Lemma C.14). Canonically well-formed kinds and canonically well-kinded
types are already in normal form, but we can still simplify their kind formation and kinding
derivations, as the following pair of lemma shows. In the statement of the second lemma, we use
the subscript “nes” to mark simple kinding judgments for neutral types and “ne” to mark their
canonical counterparts.

Lemma D.15. Canonical subkinds and equal kinds simplify equally. If T+ ] < Kor T'+ J =K
then |J| = |K].

Proor. Separately, by induction on subkinding and kind equality derivations, respectively. O

Lemma D.16 (simplification). Well-formed kinds and well-kinded normal forms, neutrals and spines
are also simply well-formed and well-kinded, respectively.

(1) If T Fyar X : K, then |T| bnes X : [K].

(2) If T + K kd, then |T|+ K kds.

(3) If T bne N : K, then |T'| knes N : |K].

(4)If T+V 3 K, then |T|+V :|K]|.

(5)IfT+V & K, then |T|+ V : |K|.

6)IfFT+] =3V 3K, then |T|+ |J|: V:|K|.

Proor. Part 1 is proven separately, parts 2—6 are proven simultaneously, all by induction on the
derivations of the respective premises. The cases of CV-SuB and CK-SuB use of Lemma D.15. O

Thanks to Lemma D.16, properties of simply kinded normal forms still hold for canonically kinded
normal forms. For example, by Lemmas D.16 and C.11, hereditary substitutions in canonically
kinded types commute.

D.2 The Hereditary Substitution Lemma

We have arrived at the core of the technical development of this section: the proof of the hereditary
substitution lemma. The hereditary substitution lemma states, roughly, that canonical judgments
are preserved by hereditary substitutions of canonically well-kinded types. Just as the ordinary
substitution lemma for the declarative system (Lemma B.4) played a key role in the proofs of
several metatheoretic properties in §3 of the paper, the hereditary substitution lemma is key to
proving important metatheoretic properties of the canonical system. But unlike that of its ordinary
counterpart, the proof of the hereditary substitution lemma is rather challenging. This is reflected
already in the statement of the lemma, which features 24 separate parts, all of which have to be
proven simultaneously (see Lemma D.17 below).

One reason for the large number of parts is simply that there are more judgment forms in the
canonical system than there are in the declarative system. But the foremost reason is that the
proof of the hereditary substitution lemma circularly depends on functionality of the canonical
judgments, i.e. on the fact that hereditarily substituting canonically equal types in normal forms
yields canonically equal normal forms. This also renders the proof more challenging since both
properties have to be established at the same time.

The main source of complexity is the subtyping rule CST-NE. It is because of this rule that we
have to prove the hereditary substitution and functionality lemmas simultaneously.

To illustrate this, consider the neutral types N =X Vand M = X WwithV =V, V,, W = W, W,
such that X ¢ fv(V) U fv(W), and assume some I', A and U such that

LA v AV 1AV b U & ] and ILX:JAFJ] 3 V=W 3 «
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for J = (Y1:J1) = (Y2: ;) — J5. Then, by CST-NE, we have I, X: J,A+ N < M.
We would like to hereditarily substitute U’ = AY;: J;. AY,: J,. U for X in N and M and show that
the resulting types remain subtypes, i.e. that

LA[U/X VN v N[U//xXV < mpu’/x V.
By the definition of hereditary substitution, we have
N[U’/Xm] (XV)[U’/XUl] =y’ .Vl (V[U’/XU'])
U’ Wy, \kl=1kly,
(AYy: . U) [Vi /Y, 1)) LR B
YAV R RUNY e Vi
V/[Va/Y, 1]

where V' = U[V; /Y, 1]. Similarly, M[U’/X V] = W/ [W,/ Y, IE1] for W’ = U[W;/Y; “11]. Hence,
we need to show that

LAU/X v Uvy/ M < uwy/vi%] and
LA[U XV b VI Ve/Ys B < W/ [We/Ys, B

Since they belong to equal spines, V; and W; are judgmentally equal as types, and so are V, and
W,. But in general, neither of these pairs of types are syntactically equal, i.e. Vi # Wy, Vo # W,
and V' # W’. To establish the above inequations, we therefore need to show that simultaneous
hereditary substitutions of judgmentally equal types preserve inequations.

The example illustrates a second point, namely that, in order to prove that hereditary substitutions
preserve canonical kinding and subtyping, we need to prove that kinding and subtyping of reducing
applications is admissible. Our hereditary substitution lemma must cover all of these properties,
leading to the aforementioned grand total of 24 parts.

IA

A

Lemma D.17 (hereditary substitution). Hereditary substitutions of canonically kind-checked types
preserve the canonical judgments; substitutions of canonically equal types in canonically well-formed
and well-kinded expressions result in canonical equations; substitutions of canonically equal types
preserve canonical (in)equations; kinding and subtyping of reducing applications is admissible. Assume
that the following equations hold

TrU = U, &£ K I,Z = T,A[U;/X K1 ctx [,S = T,A[Uy/X K] ctx

for givenT, A, 3, Uy, Uz, K and X ¢ dom(T, A, Y).
(1) If T,X:K,A + J kd, then T,% r J[U; /X K] kd.
(2) If T,X:K,A bya X : ], then T2+ Uy & J[Uy /XK.
B)IfT,X:K,Aby Y:JandY # X, then T,3 by, Y : J[U /X K]
(4) If T,X:K,Arpe N: V.. W, then T,3 + N[U /X K] & (V. w)[Uy/x K],
GB)If IT|+ Jkdsand T, X:K,A+ ] 3V 3 L, then

L3 JUy/x % 3 viyx K] = Liu/x K.

(6) If T,X:K,A+V 33 J, then T,3 + V[Uy/X K] =3 J[U /X K.
(7)) IfT,X:K,A+V & J, then T2 + V[U/X K] & J[Uy /X K.
(8) If T,X:K,A  J kd, then T,% + J[Uy /X K] < J[Uy/X 1K1,

(9) If T,X:K, A+ J kd, then T,3 v J[U;/X K] = J[U,/X IK1].

(10) If T,X:K,A byar X : J, then T,2+ Uy = U, & J[U/X K.

(1) If T,X:K,Arpe N: V.W, thenT, % r N[U;/X K] < N[U,/X IK1].
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(12) If IT|+ Jkds and T, X:K,A+ ] 3 V 3 L, then
L2+ J[U /X K 3 v /x K = vivy/x K] 3 Lo, /x K.

(13) If T,X:K,A+ V. 3 W..W’, thenT,S + V[Uy/X K] < V[Uy/x K1].
(14) If T, X:K,A+V 3 Jand T,X:K,A + ] kd, then

L2+ VIU/X K] < v/ x K & Jiu/x 1.
(15) If T,X:K,A+V & J and T,X:K,A r J kd, then
L2+ VU /XN < Vv x K & J1u /x50,

(16) If T,X:K,A + J; < Jp, then T, 2+ J;[Uy/X K] < J,[U/X 1K1,
(17) If IT|+ J kds and T, X:K,A+ J =3 V; =V, 33 L, then

F>ZF][U1/X|K‘] = V1[U1/X‘K|] :VZ[UZ/X‘KH = L[Ul/XlKl],

(18) If T, X:K,A v V; < V,, then T,3 + V;[U/X K] < Vy[U, /X K.
(19 If T,X:K,A+ V; <V, & J andT,X:K,A + J kd, then

0,2 F V[0 /X KN < w[Uu/x K1 & Jiuy/x K.

(20) If T,X:K,A+ V; =V, & J, then T,3F Vi[Uy/X K] = v [Up/X K] & J[Uy /X KN,
COIFTrK 3V 3 ], then T+ U KIV & J.

(22) If K = (X:Ky) = Ky, T+V & Ky and T+ Ky kd, then T+ Uy -KlV & Ky [V/Xx K],
(23) IfT+K 3V, =V, 3 ], then T+ UKV, =0, - Klv, & J.

(24) If K=(X:Ky) > Kyand T+ V; =V, & Kj, then

Tr UKy =0 Ky, & kv x B0

Proor. As for the proof of Lemma C.10, the structure of the proof mirrors that of the recursive
definition of hereditary substitution itself. All 24 parts are proven simultaneously by induction in
the structure of the simple kind |K|. Parts 1-20 proceed by an inner induction on the respective
formation, kinding, subkinding, subtyping or equality derivations of the expressions in which U;
and U, are being substituted for X. Parts 21-24 proceed by a case analysis on the final rule used
toderive TFK 3 V3 J,T+U; EK, TFKZ3V, =V, 3 Jand T+HU; =0, &€ K,
respectively.

The proofs of parts 1-7 are similar to that of the declarative substitution lemma (Lemma B.4), while
those of parts 8—20 resemble the proof of the extended functionality lemma (Lemma B.14). In cases
like CWF-DARR or CK-ArL, where the context is extended by an additional binding, we use the IH
together with context narrowing (Lemma D.8) to maintain the invariants T,% = T, A[U;/X K] ctx
and I,Y = T, A[Uy/X K1] ctx.

The cases where the proofs of parts 1-20 differ most substantially from those of Lemma B.4 and
Lemma B.14 are parts 4, 11 and the case for CST-NE of part 18, which deal with neutral types. There,
we proceed by case distinction on X = Y, where Y is the head of the corresponding neutral types. If
X =Y, then we proceed using either part 21, or part 23 followed by CST-RerL-TEQ’. If X # Y, then
we use part 3 and proceed with either part 5 followed by CK-NECK, or with parts 12 or 17 followed
by CST-NE. In the cases for CST-BnD; and CST-BND,, we use part 4 followed by CST-CkBND;,
or CST-CkBND;.

In the cases for CK-Cons and SPEQ-Cons of parts 5, 12 and 17, respectively, where J = (Y:J;) —
J2, we use Lemma C.11.1 to show that hereditary substitutions in kinds commute, i.e. that

LIVi/Y YV [u x K1 = oy /x K v [0/ x KTy V.
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The necessary simple kinding derivations are provided by case analysis of the final rule used to
derive the premise |T'| + J kds and Lemma D.16.5.

The proofs of parts 22 and 24 resemble that of Lemma C.10.5 but are complicated slightly by
the presence of subkinding. We show the proof of part 22, that of part 24 is similar. We have
K=(X:K;) > K,, T+ U & K, T+ V & K;and T + K; kd, and we want to show that
I+ UKV & K,[V/X K1), By inspection of the kind checking and subkinding rules, we must
have Uy = AX:J;. U suchthat I'X: 1 + U 3 , I'+ K; < Jyand I, X:K; + J; < K3, and by the
definition of reducing application, U; -KI vV = U[V /X IKil]. Using context narrowing and the IH for
part 7, we obtain I' + U[V /X K] =3 p[v/x K, By TEQ-REFL and the IH for part 16, we have
Tr L[V/X K] < K [V/X K] We conclude by CK-Sus. o

D.2.1  Validity. With the hereditary substitution lemma in place, we can now prove the remaining
validity properties of the canonical judgments. The most intricate cases are those for spine kinding
and equality, which is where we use Lemma D.17.

Lemma D.18 (canonical validity — part 2).
(spine kinding validity) If T+ Jkdand T+ ] 3 U 3 K, thenT + K kd.
(spine equation validity) If T+ Jy; < pand T+ , 3 U=V 3 Ky, thenT + |, 3
UK, T+Ji B3V 3K andT + K; <K, for someK;.
(neutral kinding validity) If T+ N : K, thenT + K kd.
(subkinding validity) If T+ ] <K, thenT + J kd andT + K kd.

(proper subtyping validity) If T+ U <V, thenI'+ U 3 U.UandT'+V 3 V.. V.
(checked kinding validity) If T +V & K, thenT r K kd.

Proor. Subkinding and proper subtyping validity are proven simultaneously, the remaining parts
are proven separately, in the order they are listed. All parts are proven by induction on derivations of
the judgments they are named after: spine kinding and equation validity are proven by induction on
their respective second premises, the remaining parts on their respective first premises. In inductive
steps of the proofs of spine kinding and equation validity, we use the hereditary substitution lemmas
to derive suitable first premises for applying the IH. The proof of spine equation validity relies on
checked equation validity from Lemma D.18. The proof of neutral kinding validity relies on spine
kinding validity. In the proof of proper subtyping validity, we use neutral kinding validity in the
cases for the bound projection rules CST-BND; 5. The proof of checked kinding validity relies on
proper subtyping validity. O

D.2.2  Lifting of Weak Equality to Canonical Equality. In §C.2.2 of the previous section, we estab-
lished a number of weak commutativity properties (see Lemmas C.16 and C.21). Among others, we
showed that normalization weakly commutes with hereditary substitution. But up until now, we do
not have any effective means to put these properties to use — we have yet to establish a relationship
between weak equality and the equality judgments of the declarative and canonical systems.

To remedy this situation, we prove that a weak equation U ~ V can be lifted to canonical equation
I' - U =V & K, provided the left- and right-hand sides U, V are well-kinded, ie.T' + U & K
andI' + V & K. Similarly, we show that weakly equal kinds are canonically equal if they are
well-formed.

Lemma D.19. Weakly equal canonically well-formed kinds and well-kinded types are canonically
equal.

(DIfT+Jkd, T+-Kkdand ] =K, thenT + ] <K.

@IfTrUZ3U.U TV 3V..VandU =V, thenT'+U < V.

B)ITrHKKkd, TFU € K, T+HV & KandU =V, thenT+U <V & K.
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@IfTrHJkd, TFJ<K,THJ<K, TFKi 33U I3 V.W, THK, 3U; 3 V,..W,,
andU; = Uy, thenT + ] 3 U3 =U, 3 V.. W for someV and W.

(5)IfTrJkd, THKkdand]J = K, thenT + J =K.

@ IfTrKkd, TFrU €K, T+rV &€ KandU =V, thenT+U =V & K.

Proor. Simultaneously for all 6 parts by simultaneous induction on the corresponding pairs
of kinds, types or spines being related, then by case analysis on the final rules used to derive the
corresponding formation, kinding and weak equality judgments. In the proof of part 5, we apply the
IH for part 1 directly to the equations J ~ K and K = ], where the latter is derived using symmetry
of weak equality. Neither J nor K decrease in this step, but the proof of part 5 does not make any
further use of the IH and could therefore be inlined in the proofs of the other parts. The proof of
part 5 is similar.

The proofs of the remaining parts are largely routine. The most interesting case is the inductive
one in part 4, where we have U; = (U, U7), Uz = (U,,Uy), Ky = (X:Ky1) = K2, K» = (X: K1) —
K2, Uy = U; and U] =~ U,,. Analyzing the derivations of the remaining premises, we have

F'vrKn<h ILX:Kik 2 < Kiz 't K</ IX:Kor b 2 < Koo
such that J = (X:J;) — J;, as well as
T+U; & Kn Tk Kp[U/ XS] 303w
T+U, & Kn T+ Ko [Up/X 1] 3 U5 3V, W,

We use CK-SuBCk and the IH for part 6 to derive I' + U; = U, & Jj, then we use hereditary
substitution (Lemmas D.17.16 and D.17.8) and Lemma D.15 to derive

Tk R[U/X ) Kip[Uy/X K11}
Tk RIUYXY] < B[U/X ] < Kop[Up/X K2
We conclude the case by the IH for part 4 and SPEQ-Cons. O

IA

A

D.3 Completeness of Canonical Kinding

In the previous section, we saw that every declaratively well-formed kind or well-kinded type
has a judgmentally equal fn-normal form (Lemmas 4.3 and C.14). In this section, we prove that
every declarative judgment has a canonical counterpart where the expressions related by the
original judgment have been normalized. Roughly, whenever T +4 J holds, we also have nf(T) .
nfos(r) (7). Since normalization does not change the meaning of an expression, this result establishes
completeness of the canonical system w.r.t. to the declarative one.

There are several judgments for kinding types in the canonical system, but only one in the
declarative system. To establish completeness, we show that, if a type A is of kind K according to
declarative kinding, then the normal form nf (A) kind checks against the normal form nf (K), i.e. if
I' k4 A: K, then nf(T) +. nf(A) & nf(K).

When A is a variable A = X, the normal form nf (A) is its 7-expansion nf (A) = nnf (k) (X) and
we use the following lemma to prove that it kind checks against nf (K).

Lemma D.20 (y-expansion). n-expansion preserves the canonical kinds of neutral types. If T Fpe N :
K, thenT + ng(N) &€ K.

Instead of proving the lemma directly, we first prove the following helper lemma.

Lemma D.21.
() If T,X:J+ K kd and T,X:J + n;(X) & J, then T,X:J + K[n;(X)/X V] =K.
@2)IfTrpe N:Jand T+ J <K, thenT + ng(N) & K.
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The first part says that hereditary substitutions of n-expanded variables in kinds vanish, while
the second part is a strengthened version of Lemma D.20.

Proor. The two parts are proven separately. For the first part, we use simplification of canonical
kinding (Lemma D.16.2) and Lemma C.16.2 to derive K[1;(X)/XV!] ~ K. By weakening and
the hereditary substitution lemma (Lemma D.17.1), we have T, X:J r K[5;(X)/X U1l kd. The
conclusion of the first part then follows by Lemma D.19.5.

The proof of the second part is by induction on the structure of K and case analysis on the final
rule used to derive I' + J < K. In the base case, we use CK-NECk and CK-SuBCK. In the inductive
case, we have K = (X:K;) - Ky, J = (X:J;) = JosuchthatT' - K; < J; and I, X:K; + J; < K>.
By subkinding validity, we further have I' + K; kd and I, X:K; + K3 kd. By weakening, the IH
and CSK-REFL, we obtain first I', X: K; + g, (X) & Ki, thenT, X:Kj + ng, (X) & Ji by weakening
and CK-SuBCk. By inspection of neutral kinding, we know that N = Y V for some Y and V and
thatT by Y:LandT - L 3 V 3 (X:J;) — J,. We use weakening, CK-S~oc and CK-NE to
derive T, X:Kj tne YV (5x, (X)) = Jo[ng, (X)/X 141

Now we see why it was necessary to strengthen the IH: the body of the n-expansion of N has
kind J>[nk, (X) /X Li1] rather than K, as required by Lemma D.20. In order to apply the IH, we show
that

LX:Ki v Lok (X)/X ] = Lk, (X)/Xx K (by Lemma D.15)

< Kp[ng, (X)/x Kl (by Lemma D.17.16)

= K;. (by part 1)

We conclude the case by the IH and CK-ABs’. O

Lemma D.20 as well as a strengthened version of Lemma D.21.1 now follow as corollaries.
Corollary D.22. If T,X:J + K kd, then T,X:] + K[n;(X)/X V] =K.

To establish completeness of the canonical system w.r.t. the declarative system, we show that
every declarative judgment derived using the extended declarative rules, rather than the original
ones, has a canonical counterpart. The proof makes crucial use of the validity conditions present in
the extended rules. To avoid confusion, we again mark canonical judgments with the subscript

¢” and extended declarative ones with “e”. To enhance readability, we omit the subscript nf (T),
writing e.g. nf(A) instead of nfpn¢(r) (A).

Lemma D.23 (completeness of the canonical rules — extended version).
(1) If T ctxe, then nf(T) ctx,.
(2) If T e K kd, then nf(T) k. nf(K) kd.
(3) If T +e A: K, then nf(T) k. nf(A) & nf(K).
(4) If T +e ] <K, then nf(T) k¢ nf(J) < nf(K).
(5)If T+e A< B:C..D, then nf(T) k. nf(A) < nf(B).
(6) If T e A < B: K, then nf(T) ¢ nf(A) < nf(B) & nf(K).
(7) If T +e ] =K, then nf(T) k. nf(J) = nf(K).
(8) If T +e A=B: K, then nf(T') k. nf(A) = nf(B) & nf(K).
@) IfTreA: (X:]) = Kand X ¢ fv(A), then

nf(T) ke nf(AX:J.AX) =nf(A) & nf((X:]) - K).
(10) If T,X:J e K kd, T re A: J and T +, K[A/X] kd, then
nf () ke nf(K)[nf(4)/X ™MD = nf(K[A/X]).
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(1) IfFT,X:Jre A:K, Tre B: J, T,X:] ke K kd, T re A[B/X] : K[B/X]
and T re K[B/X] kd, then

nf(T) Fe nf((AX:J.A) B) = nf(A[B/X]) & nf(K[B/X]).

Equivalent statements w.r.t. the original declarative rules follow by equivalence of the original
and extended declarative systems.

Proor. All parts are proven simultaneously, by induction on the derivations of the respective
premises, except for parts 9-11, which are helper lemmas that apply the IH directly to all of their
premises but could be inlined in the proofs of the other parts.

Thanks to the admissible rules introduced in Lemma D.14, the proofs of parts 1-3 are straight-
forward, except for the cases of K-VAR, where we use Lemma D.20, and K-App, where we use the
hereditary substitution lemma to normalize A = A; A, if nf(A;) is an abstraction, and the IH for
part 10 together with CK-SuBCxk to adjust the kind of the result. The validity conditions of K-App
are crucial in this last step.

Parts 5 and 8 follow almost immediately from part 6, part 7 from part 4.

The proofs of parts 9-11 all follow the same pattern. First, we use the IH to normalize the
premises and establish validity of the left- and right-hand sides of the respective equations. Then
we use Lemma C.22, Lemma C.21.1 and Lemma C.21.2, respectively, to derive weak versions of
these equations, and Lemma D.19 to turn them into canonical equations.

The remaining parts 4 and 6 are the most difficult to prove. The cases of the extended f and
n-conversion rules are covered by parts 9 and 11 thanks to the validity conditions in the extended
rules. The case of ST-App is similar to that of K-Arr — again the validity conditions are crucial.
Some of the remaining cases are covered by the admissible rules introduced in §§D.1.1 and D.1.2.
The challenging cases are those where one of the premises of the corresponding rule extends the
contexts, i.e. those of CSK-DARR, CST-ALL and CST-ABs. We show the case for CSK-DARR here,
the other two are similar.

We are given T +e (X:J1) = o kd, T e Ky < J1and T, X:Kj e Jo» < Ky with ] = (X: 1) — |
and K = (X:K;) — K,. We start by applying the IH to all the premises and analyze the first of the
resulting derivations to obtain

nf(T) ke nf(J;) kd nf(T), X:nf(J1) ke nfuer x5y () kd
nf(T) +c nf(Ky) < nf(Jy) nf(T), X:nf(Ky) ke nforrx:xy) (J2) < nfnerx:x;) (K2)-

Note the different contexts nf (T, X:J;) and nf(I', X:K;) used to normalize J; in the second and
fourth of these judgments, respectively. This leads to a syntactic difference in the resulting normal
forms, i.e. we have nfo¢(rx.5)(J2) # nfur(rx:.k,)(J2). In order to apply CSK-DARR, we need to
resolve this difference.

We notice that |nf (T, X:J;)| = [nf(T, X:K;)| by Lemma D.15. Hence, by Lemma C.6, we have
nforrx. ) (J2) = nfae(rx:x,) (J2). Using context narrowing and subkinding validity, we derive

nf(T), X:nf(Ky) + nfurrx.) (J2) kd and nf(T), X:nf(Ky) F nforrx:kp) (F) kd,
from which we obtain, by Lemma D.19.1,
nf([), X:nf(Ky) ke nfperxg) (2) = nforexik) (R) £ nfoerx:k,) (Kz)
We conclude the case by CWF-DARR and CSK-DARR. O
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Transitivity-free subtyping of closed proper types

orV 3V..V orV 3V.V
_ (TrST-Top) _ (TrST-BoT)
Ff VST b LSV

[N \VIXKIW :; VXK1V1 VXK1V1

o+ U, <U; VI <V, o+ K, <K XK -V <V,
(TrST-ARR)
Fif U1 — ‘/1 < U2 — ‘/2 Fif VXKlVl < VXK2‘/Z

(TFST-ALL)

Fig. 11. Top-level transitivity-free canonical subtyping

D.4 Inversion of Subtyping

As we saw in §3 of the paper, preservation of types under CBV reduction does not hold in arbitrary
contexts. The culprit are type variable bindings with inconsistent bounds. Such bindings can inject
arbitrary inequations into the subtyping relation and hence break putative properties that hold for
subtyping of closed types. For example, the absurd assumption X : T .. L trivializes the subtyping
relation under any context in which it appears. To see this, consider the following derivation, where
'=X:7T. L.

Fhpe X T L Fhpe X T L

(CST-BnDy) (CST-BNDy)
. r-7<X F'erX <1
_ (CST-TRANS)
T'+U->V<T 'eT<1 :
(CST-TrANS)
FU—->SV <L 'r L <VX:K.W

r
(CST-TRANS)

'-U—-V<IVX:K.W

Under such conditions, subtyping cannot be inverted in any meaningful way. We therefore
consider inversion of canonical subtyping only in the empty context, following the approach taken
by Rompf and Amin in their type safety proof for DOT [Rompf and Amin 2016]

As afirst step we show that any top-level uses of the transitivity rule CST-TRANS can be eliminated.
To do so, we introduce a helper judgment ¢ U < V, which states that U is a proper subtype of
V in the empty context (see Fig. 11). It is easy to see that this judgment is sound w.r.t. canonical
subtyping in the empty context (the proof is by routine induction on subtyping derivations).

Lemma D.24 (soundness of top-level subtyping). If tf U <V, theno + U < V.

Crucially, the inference rules for the judgment F U < V do not include a transitivity rule, but
the following variant of that rule is admissible.

Lemma D.25 (top-level transitivity elimination). The following is admissible.
orU<V Fg V< W
"tf U S W

(TFST-TRANS)

Proor. The proof is by induction on the derivation of the first premise and case analysis of
the final rule used to derive the second. In the case of CST-TraNs, we use the IH twice. In the
case of CST-Bot where @ + L < U and ks U < V, we use Lemma D.24 and validity of canonical
typing to derive @ + V' 3 V ..V and conclude with TFST-Bor. Similarly, in cases where the second
premise was derived using TFST-Top, we use validity of canonical subtyping and TFST-Tor. O
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Thanks to TFST-TRANS, it is straightforward to establish completeness, and thus equivalence of
the judgments @ + U < Vand +s U < V.

Lemma D.26 (equivalence of top-level subtyping). The two versions of canonical subtyping are
equivalent in the empty context: @ + U < V iff ¢ U < V.

Proor. We have already proven soundness (). Completeness (=) is by induction on the
derivations of @ + U < V and uses TFST-TrANS in the case of CST-TRANs. O

Inversion of the canonical subtyping relation in the empty context now follows immediately
by inspection of the transitivity-free subtyping rules and Lemma D.26. We only state the relevant
cases.

Corollary D.27 (inversion of canonical subtyping — embedding). Let @ + U; < Us.
DIfU =V > W andU, =V, > Wy, then@ + Vo, < Vi and @ + Wy < Ws.
(2) I_f U, = VXKl‘/] andUz = VXZKz.sz, then @ + K, < K; al’ldX:Kz FV <V
Corollary D.28 (inversion of canonical subtyping — contradiction). For anyU,V, W and K,
(1) ¥ T < 1,
2)or U —-V <VX:K.W, and
(3) 2 VX:K U<V > W.

A bit more work is needed to also prove the declarative version of subtyping inversion. Again, we
only state the relevant cases.

Lemma D.29 (inversion of declarative subtyping — embedding). Let @ + A; < A, : *.
(I)IfAl =B, —» andA2=Bg — Cy, then@l—Bg < B; :*and@l—Cl < Cy i,
(2) IfAl = VXZKl.Bl andAz = VX:Kz.Bz, then @ + K, <K andX:K2 F By < By : %

The proof makes use of the following generation lemma for well-kinded arrow and universal
types, which is proven by induction on kinding derivations.

Lemma D.30 (generation of kinding for arrows and universals). The following are admissible.

T+HA—>B:x THVX:K.A:x*
THA:% T+HB:x I'+ K kd ILX:KFA:x

Proor oF LEMMa D.29. By completeness of canonical subtyping and soundness of normalization.
We show only the first part, the second is analogous. Assume @ + B; — C; < B — C; : . Then
by validity of declarative subtyping (Lemma 3.1), generation of kinding for arrow types, soundness
of normalization (Lemma 4.3) and completeness of canonical subtyping, we have

@ kg By = nfye(r)(By) : * @ kg Cy = nfer)(Cr) = %
@ kg By = nfue(r)(By) : * @ kg Cy = nfue(r) (Cp) : *
@ ke nfpery (B1) — nfner) (C1) < nfuery (B2) = nfoer) (Cy)
By inversion and soundness of canonical subtyping, it follows that
@+d By = nfyrry(Bz) < nfprry(B1) = By @ *  and
2+ C1 = nfyr)(C1) < nfppr)(Co) = Co ¢ o

We also prove a declarative counterpart of Corollary D.28, which is used in the proof of the
progress theorem below.

Lemma D.31 (inversion of declarative subtyping — contradiction). For any A, B, C and K,
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(1) ¥ T < 1,
(2) ¥ A— B<VX:K.C, and
(3) ¥ VX:K.A<B—C.

Proor. By completeness of canonical subtyping, then by contradiction using Corollary D.28. O

D.4.1 Type Safety Revisited. We are finally ready to prove type safety of F%. The proof of weak
preservation requires a standard generation lemma for term and type abstractions.

Lemma D.32 (generation of typing for term and type abstraction).

() If T+ Ax:A.t : B, thenT,x:A+t:Cand T+ A — C < B: x for someC.
@) If T+ AX:K.t: A thenT,X:K+t:Band T+ VX:K.B < A: * for some B.

Recall that weak preservation (Prop. 3.2) states that CBV reduction preserves the types of closed
terms, i.e.if + t : Aand t —, t/, then+ t’' : A.

Proor oF Prop. 3.2. The proof is by induction on typing derivations and case analysis on CBV
reduction rules. The interesting cases are those where f-contractions occur. We describe the case
of T-App. The corresponding case for T-TAPp is similar. We have t = (Ax:B.s) v with+ Ax:B.s : C —
Aandt v : C for some B and C. By generation of term abstractions (Lemma D.32.1), x: B+ s : D and
+ B— D < C — A: = for some D. By inversion of subtyping (Lemma D.29.2), we have - C < B :
and+ D < A:xandhencet v : Band x:B F s : A by subsumption. To conclude the proof we need
to show that + s[v/x] : A, which follows from the substitution lemma (Lemma B.4). O

This establishes the first half of type safety. For the second half, progress, we first need to prove
a standard canonical forms lemma.

Lemma D.33 (canonical forms). Leto be a closed, well-typed value.

(1) If 2+ v e A— B, thenv = Ax:C.t for some C and t.
2) If o F v e VX:K. A, thenv = AX:].t for some J and t.

Proor. Separately for the two parts; each by case analysis, first on v, then on the final typing
rule used to derive the respective premise. Since the only values are abstractions, the relevant
sub-cases are T-ABs, T-TABs and T-Sus. The sub-cases for T-ABs and T-TABs are immediate. In the
sub-cases for T-Su, we first use the generation lemma for abstractions (Lemma D.32), then dismiss
impossible sub-cases using Lemma D.31. O

Thanks to the canonical forms lemma, the proof of the progress theorem is now entirely standard.
Theorem D.34 (progress). If + t : A, then eithert is a value, ort — t’ for some term t’.

Proor. By routine induction on typing derivations. The cases for T-App and T-TAPP use the
canonical forms lemma (Lemma D.33). o

E ENCODING CUSTOM SUBTYPING THEORIES
Disclaimer. The following examples have not been mechanized in Agda.

Recall that bindings of the form X : A .. B represent first-class type inequations A < B in F¥ because,
in a context containing such a binding, we have A < X and X < B, and hence - by transitivity of
subtyping — A < B. Interval kinds thus provide us with a mechanism for (in)equality reflection,
i.e. a way to extend the subtyping relation via assumptions made at the term- or type-level (via
type abstractions). Among other things, this allows us to postulate type operators with associated
subtyping rules through type variable bindings. For example, we may postulate intersection types
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A A B by assuming an abstract binary type operator A : * — % — x and the usual typing rules for
intersections as abstract type inequations:

Yar @ (X1, Xo:%) = (AX1X3) . X, Yap (X1, Xo:%) = (A X1 X2) . X,
Yg/\ : (Z,Xl,le*) i ZX1 i ZXZ —Z.. (/_\Xl Xz)

where we abbreviated dependent arrow kinds (X;:J) — (X3:J) — -+ - — (X},:J) — K with multi-
ple parameters as (X1, Xz, . .., X,,:J) — K for readability. The two variables Y<; and Y<g represent,
respectively, the left- and right-hand projection rules for intersections (A A B < Aand A A B < B).
The assumption Y<, encodes the fact that intersections are greatest lower bounds, i.e. that A < BAC
when A < Band A < C. To see how this last “rule” can be put to work, let A, B and C be proper
types and assume that A < Band A < C. Then we also have A: A..Band A : A..C, and hence
Y. AABCAA:A. (ABC), from which we conclude A < ABC.

We can also postulate recursive inequations. For example, the following bindings encode an
equi-recursive type constructor g : (* — %) — = that, when applied to a unary operator A,
represents the fixpoint y A of A.

(x> %) — %
Yor : (Xix — %) — (1 X) .. (X (1X)), Yer 1 (Xix - %) = (X (X)) .. (£X).

Together, the assumptions Y, and Y<g say that y A = A (g A), i.e. that p A is a fixpoint of A.

The above examples are only possible because we do not impose any consistency constraints
on the bounds of intervals. That is, an interval kind A .. B is well-formed, irrespective of whether
A < Bis actually provable or not. For example, the signature of the abstract intersection operator A
above does not tell us anything about how the type application A A B is related to its first argument
A, nor does the abstract left projection inequality Y<; impose any constraints on its parameters X;
and Xy. It is therefore impossible to say anything about the relationship of the bounds A X; X, and
Xj of the codomain of Y<j, other than that they are both proper types. We can certainly not prove
that A X X; < Xj in general.

F REPORTED SCALA 3 ISSUES

During the development of F we discovered and reported the following issues to the Scala 3 bug
tracker.

e https://github.com/lampepfl/dotty/issues/2887
e https://github.com/lampepfl/dotty/issues/6320
e https://github.com/lampepfl/dotty/issues/6499
e https://github.com/lampepfl/dotty/issues/9691
o https://github.com/lampepfl/dotty/issues/9695
e https://github.com/lampepfl/dotty/issues/9697
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