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Abstract
Generic programmindGP) is an increasingly important trend in

programming languages. Well-known GP mechanisms, such as

type classes and the C++0x concepts proposal, usually cembi
two features: 1) a special type of interfaces; anthflicit instan-
tiation of implementations of those interfaces.

Scalaimplicits are a GP language mechanism, inspired by type
classes, that break with the tradition of coupling implingtantia-
tion with a special type of interface. Instead, impliciteyide only
implicit instantiation, which is generalized to work fany types
This turns out to be quite powerful and useful to address rliamy
itations that show up in other GP mechanisms.

This paper synthesizes the key ideas of implicits formatly i
a minimal and general core calculus called the implicit clis
(A=), and it shows how to build source languages supporting im-
plicit instantiation on top of it. A novelty of the calculus its sup-
port for partial resolutionandhigher-order ruleqa feature that has
been proposed before, but was never formalized or implezdgnt
Ultimately, the implicit calculus provides a formal modéimplic-
its, which can be used by language designers to study andrinfo
implementations of similar mechanisms in their own langusag
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as specialized algorithms. To illustrate implicit insiation and its
benefits consider polymorphicsorting function:

sort[a] : (¢ = o — Bool) — List aw — List «

with 3 parameters: the type of the elements in the ligt the
comparison operator; and the list to be compared. Instamgia
all 3 parameters explicitly at every use efrt would be quite
tedious. It is likely that, for a given type, the sorting ftioa is
called with the same, explicitly passed, comparison famctiver
and over again. Moreover it is easy to infer the type paramete
GP greatly simplifies such calls by making the type argumadt a
the comparison operator implicit.

tsort : VYo.(ow — o« — Bool) = List o — List «

The functionisort declares that the comparison function is implicit
by using=- instead of—. It is used as:

implicit {c¢mplnt : Int — Int — Bool} in
(isort[2,1, 3], isort[5,9, 3])

The two calls ofisort each take only one explicit argument: the list
to be sorted. Both the concrete type of the elemehts)(@nd the
comparison operatorfnpint) areimplicitly instantiated.

The element type is automatically inferred from the type of
the list. More interestingly, the implicit comparison oatar is
automatically determined in a process caliesblution Resolution
is a type-directed process that uses a setutds the implicit
environmentto find a value that matches the type required by
the function call. Theimplicit construct extends the implicit

Keywords Implicit parameters, type classes, C++ concepts, genericgnyironment with new rules. In other wordsaplicit is ascoping

programming, Haskell, Scala.

1. Introduction

Generic programming (GP) [23] is a programming style that de
couples algorithms from the concrete types on which they-ope
ate. Decoupling is achieved through parametrization.c@lgorms

of parametrization include parametrization by type (foaraple:
parametric polymorphisirgenericsor template¥ or parametriza-
tion by algebraic structures (such as a monoid or a group).

A central idea in generic programming iisplicit instantia-
tion of generic parameters. Implicit instantiation means tivagn
generic algorithms are called with concrete argumentsgémeric
arguments (concrete types, algebraic structures, or streeform
of generic parameters) are automatically determined bycdime-
piler. The benefit is that generic algorithms become as enggé

construct for rules similar to a conventiorlelt-binding. Thus, in
the subexpressiotisort [2, 1, 3], isort [5, 9, 3]), cmpInt is in the
local scope and available for resolution.

1.1 Existing Approaches to Generic Programming

The two main strongholds of GP are the C++ and the functional
programming (FP) communities. Many of the pillars of GP are
based on the ideas promoted by Musser and Stepanbv [23]e Thes
ideas were used in C++ libraries such as the Standard Tesmplat
Library [24] and Boost[[1]. In the FP community, Haskéjpe
classes[42] have proven to be an excellent mechanism for GP,
although their original design did not have that purposeyéars
passed the FP community created its own forms of[GH [14. 70, 21
Garcia et al.’s[[B] comparative study of programming larggia

support for GP was an important milestone for both communi-
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ties. According to that study many languages provide some su
port for GP. However, Haskell did particularly well, largalue to
type classes. A direct consequence of that work was to bhag t
two main lines of work on GP closer together and promote eross
pollination of ideas. Haskell adoptedsociated typefl, [3], which
was the only weak point found in the original comparison. ther
C++ community, type classes presented an inspiration fegldp-

ing language support faonceptg23,[11,34].

Several researchers started working on various approdohes
concepts (see Siek’s work [33] for a historical overviewgnt re-
searchers focused on integrating concepts into CH&_[7,vitHile
others focused on developing new languages with GP in mind.
The work on Systen#¢ [34],[35] is an example of the latter ap-
proach: Building on the experience from the C++ generic @og

over as regular types. In contrast, because in Scala caneept
modeled with types, it is possible to abstract over concé&jligeira
and Gibbons[[28] show how to encode this example in Scala.

No higher-order rules: Finally type classes do not support
higher-order rules. As noted by Hinze and Peyton Jdn€s it}
regular Haskell datatypes like:

data Perfect f = Nil | Cons o (Perfect f (f o))
require type class instances such as:

instance (V3.Show 8 = Show (f ), Show o) =
Show (Perfect )

which Haskell does not support, as it restricts instancesi(es) to

ming community and some of the ideas of type classes, Siek andbe first-order. This rule ibigher-orderbecause it assumes another
Lumsdaine developed a simple core calculus based on System Rule, V3.Show 8 = Show (f ), that contains an assumption

which integrates concepts and improves on type classevénse
respects. In particular, SysteRf* supportsscopingof rule§].

itself. Also note that this assumed rule is polymorphi@in
Both concept proposals and Scala implicits inherit thetbtion

During the same period Scala emerged as new contender in theof first-order rules.

area of generic programming. Much like Haskell, Scala was no
originally developed with generic programming in mind. Hawer
Scala included an alternative to type classawlicits. Implicits
were initially viewed asa poor man’s type classd426]. Yet, ulti-
mately, they proved to be quite flexible and in some ways soiper
to type classes. In fact Scala turns out to have very goodostipp
for generic programmind [28, 29].

A distinguishing feature of Scala implicits, and a reason fo
their power, is that resolution works fany type This allows Scala
to simply reuse standard OO interfaces/classes (whichegrdar
types) to model concepts, and avoids introducing anothss tf
interface in the language. In contrast, with type classeshe
various concept proposals, resolution is tightly coupléththe
type class or concept-like interfaces.

1.2 Limitations of Existing Mechanisms

Twenty years of programming experience with type classes ga
the FP community insights about the limitations of type stss
Some of these limitations were addressed by concept prigposa
Other limitations were solved by implicits. However, as darwe
know, no existing language or language proposal overcorties a
limitations. We discuss these limitations next.

Global scoping: In Haskell, rulel§ are global and there can be
only a single rule for any given type [18] [2,[6, 8]. Locally ped
rules are not available. Several researchers have alreagyged to
fix this issue: with named rules [118] or locally scoped oheS[&].
However none of those proposals have been adopted.

Both proposals for concepts and Scala implicits offer sugif
rules and as such do not suffer from this limitation.

Second class interfaces:Haskell type classes are second-class
constructs compared to regular types: in Haskell, it is rstsfble

to abstract over a type class [13]. Yet, the need for firsiscla
type classes is real in practice. For example, LAmmel agtbRe
Jones([211] desire the following type class for their GP appho

class (Typeable o, cxt a) = Data cxt o where
gmapQ :: (VB.Data cat B = B — 1) = a —[r]

In this type class, the intention is that theér variable abstracts
over a concrete type class. Unfortunately, Haskell doesuymport
type class abstraction. Proposals for concepts inhesitithitation
from type classes. Concepts and type classes are usualigrieted
as predicates on types rather than types, and cannot bactbstr

11n the context of C++ rules correspondrtmdelsor conceptmaps
2|n the context of Haskell rules correspondype-class instances

1.3 Contributions

This paper presents—., a minimal and general core calculus for
implicits and it shows how to build a source language sujapeprt
implicit instantiation on top of it. Perhaps surprisinglyet core
calculus itself does not provide implicit instantiatiomsiantia-
tion of generic arguments is explicit. Instead. provides two key
mechanisms for generic programming: 1) a type-directealuéen
mechanism and 2) scoping constructs for rules. Implicitainsa-
tion is then built as a convenience mechanism on top.oby com-
bining type-directed resolution with conventional typéerence.
We illustrate this on a simple, but quite expressive sownguliage.

The calculus is inspired by Scala implicits and it synthesiz
core ideas of that mechanism formally. In particular, likealda
implicits, a key idea is that resolution and implicit insiation
work for any type. This allows those mechanisms to be morelyid
useful and applicable, since they can be used with othestype
the language. The calculus is also closely related to Sygt&m
and like SystemF“, rules available in the implicit environment
are lexically scoped and scopes can be nested.

A novelty of our calculus is its support for partial resotutiand
higher-order rules. Although Hinze and Peyton Johe’s [12¢ liés-
cussed higher-order rules informally and several othexanehers
noted their usefulness [40,130, 28], no existing languagalmulus
provides support for them. Higher-order rules are just tiedague
of higher-order functions in the implicits world. They aisatu-
rally once we take the view that resolution should work foy an
type. Partial resolution adds additional expressive paavet it is
especially useful in the presence of higher-order rules.

From the GP perspective—. offers a new foundation for
generic programming. The relation between the implicitckis
and Scala implicits is comparable to the relation betweesteBy
F¢ and various concept proposals; or the relation betweendorm
calculi of type classes and Haskell type classes: The imphtcu-
lus is a minimal and general model of implicits useful fordange
designers wishing to study and inform implementations wiilsir
GP mechanisms in their own languages.

In summary, our contributions are as follows.

e Our implicit calculus A—. provides a simple, expressive and
general formal model for implicits. Despite its expresaass,
the calculus is minimal and provides an ideal setting for the
formal study of implicits and GP.

e Of particular interest is our resolution mechanism, whish i
significantly more expressive than existing mechanisméén t
literature. It is based on a simple (logic-programming estyl



query language, works for any type, and it supports partial
resolution as well as higher-order rules.

The calculus has a polymorphic type system and an elaboratio
semantics to System F. This also provides an effective imple
mentation of our calculus. The elaboration semantics isguo
to be type-preserving, ensuring the soundness of the calcul

e We present a small, but realistic source language, builopn t
of A= via a type-directed encoding. This language features
implicit instantiation and a simple type of interface, whic

can be used to model simple forms of concepts. This source

language also supports higher-order rules.

Finally, both A\, and the source language have been imple-
mented and the source code for their implementation is-avail
able athttp://ropas.snu.ac.kr/~bruno/implicit!

Organization Section 2 presents an informal overview of our cal-
culus. Section 3 shows a polymorphic type system that atbtic
excludes ill-behaved programs. Section 4 shows the eltbora
semantics of our calculus into System F and correctnesstsesu
Section 5 presents the source language and its encoding.into
Section 6 discusses comparisons and related work. Secton-7
cludes.

2. Overview of the Implicit Calculus M-,

Our calculus\—. combines standard scoping mechanisms (abstrac-

tions and applications) and types a la System F, with a {ogic
programming-style query language. At the heart of the laggu
is a threefold interpretation of types:

types = propositions = rules

Firstly, types have their traditional meaning of classifyiterms.
Secondly, via the Curry-Howard isomorphism, types can akso
interpreted as propositions — in the context of GP, the typpgsi-
tion denotes the availability in the implicit environmeriteovalue
of the corresponding type. Thirdly, a type is interpretea ésgic-
programming style rule, i.e., a Prolog rule or Horn clai$g}.[Res-
olution [20] connects rules and propositions: it is the nsgarshow
(the evidence) that a proposition is entailed by a set ofrule
Next we present the key features)af and how these features
are used for GP. For readability purposes we sometimes @mit r
dundant type annotations and slightly simplify the syntax.

Fetching values by types: A central construct in\—. is a query.

Queries allow values to be fetched by type, not by name. For

example, in the following function call
foo ?nt

the query?Int looks up a value of typént in the implicit environ-
ment, to serve as an actual argument.

Constructing values with type-directed rules:A—. constructs
values, using programmer-defined, type-directed rulesilgi to
functions). A rule (or rule abstraction) defines how to cotepu
from implicit arguments, a value of a particular type. Foample,
here is a rule that computes d@nt x Bool pair from implicit Int
and Bool values:

((?nt 4+ 1,- ?Bool) : { Int, Bool } = Int x Bool))

The rule abstraction syntax resembles a type-annotatedssipn:

the expressioli?Int+1, ~ 7Bool) to the left of the colon is theule

body, and to the right is theule type{ Int, Bool } = Int x Bool.

A rule abstraction abstracts over a set of implicit valuesrgh

{ Int, Bool }), or, more generally, over rules to build values.
Hence, when a value of typBit x Bool is needed (expressed

by the query’(Int¢ x Bool)), the above rule can be used, provided

that an integer and a boolean value are available in the dihpli
environment. In such an environment, the rule returns agfahre
incrementednt value and negateBool value.

The implicit environment is extended through rule applmat
(analogous to extending the environment with function &ppl
tions). Rule application is expressed as, for example:

((?nt 4+ 1, ?Bool) : { Int, Bool } = Int x Bool))
with {1, True }

With syntactic sugar similar tolet-expression, a rule abstraction-
application combination is denoted more compactly as:

implicit {1, True} in (?Int + 1, = ?Bool)
which returng2, False).

Higher-order rules:
ple, the rule

(AIntx Int) : {Int,{Int} = Int x Int} = Int x Int)),

when applied, will compute an integer pair given an integet a
a rule to compute an integer pair from an integer. Hence, the
following rule application return§s, 4):

implicit {3, ((?nt,?Int + 1) : {Int} = Int x Int) } in
AInt x Int)

A= supports higher-order rules. For exam-

Recursive resolution: Note that resolving the quefyInt x Int)
involves applying multiple rules. The current environmeogés not
contain the required integer pair. It does however contagrirtteger
3 and a rule|(?Int, ?Int + 1) : {Int} = Int x Int|) to compute
a pair from an integer. Hence, the query is resolved \#iht), the
result of applying the pair-producing rule 3o

Polymorphic rules and queries: A—. allows polymorphic rules.
For example, the rule

(T, T) : Va{a} = axal
can be instantiated to multiple rules of monomorphic types
{Int} = Intx Int,{Bool} = Bool x Bool, ...

Multiple monomorphic queries can be resolved by the sane rul
The following expression returr{$3, 3), ( True, True)):

implicit {3, True, (T, %) : Va{a} = axal)} in
(AInt x Int), A Bool x Bool))

Polymorphic rules can also be used to resolve polymorplecigs:
implicit {((%, %) : Va.{a} = axal)} in
Wafa}l = axa)
Combining higher-order and polymorphic rules: The rule

((A(Int x Int) x (Int x Int))) : {Int,Va{a} = axa} =
(Int x Int) x (Int x Int)))

prescribes how to build a pair of integer pairs, inductivieym an
integer value, by consecutively applying the rule of type

Vaf{a} = axa

twice: first to an integer, and again to the result (an intqger).
For example, the following expression retufi8, 3), (3, 3)):
implicit {3, (%o, ) : Va{a} = axa)} in
A(Int x Int) x (Int x Int))
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Locally and lexically scoped rules: Rules can be nested and res-
olution respects the lexical scope of rules. Consider tHeviing
program:

implicit {1} in
implicit { True, (| if ?Bool then 2 : { Bool} = Int])}
in ?nt

The query? Int is not resolved with the integer valieInstead the

rule that returns an integer from a boolean is applied to tuddan
True, because those two rules can provide an integer value and
they are nearer to the query. So, the program retiarsd notl.

Overlapping rules: Two rules overlap if their return types inter-
sect, i.e., when they can both be used to resolve the samg. quer
Overlapping rules are allowed X.. through nested scoping. The
nearest matching rule takes priority over other matchimestu~or
example consider the following program:

implicit {\z.z : Va.ao — a} in
implicit {An.n +1: Int — Int} in
AInt — Int) 1
In this case\n.n + 1 : Int — Int is the lexically nearest match in
the implicit environment and evaluating this program resin 2.
However, if we have the following program instead:
implicit {An.n +1: Int — Int} in
implicit {\z.z : Va.ao = a} in
AInt — Int) 1

Then the lexically nearest matchs.z:Va.ao — « and evaluating
this program results if.

3. The\. Calculus
This section formalizes the syntax and type systemh-of

3.1 Syntax
This is the syntax of the calculus:
(Simple) Types T
Rule Types p
Expressions e

= alnt|mn—12]|p
= Yap=rT1
= nlxz|Ax:Te|erer
| %l 0e:p)|elf]| e witherp

Typesr are either type variables, the integer typént, function
typesTi — 72 or rule typesp. A rule typep = Va.p = 1
is a type scheme with universally quantified variabiesnd an
(implicit) contextp. This contextsummarizes the assumed implicit
environment. Note that we uséto denote an ordered sequence
o1,...,0, Of entities ando to denote a sefo,...,o0,}. Such
ordered sequences and sets can be empty, and we often oryjt emp
universal quantifiers and empty contexts from a rule type. Gdse
case of rule types is whehis the empty setv@.{} = 7).

Expressions include integer constamisand the three basic
typed \-calculus expressions (variables, lambda binders and-appl
cations). Aquery“p queries the implicit environment for a value of
type p. A rule abstraction(e : V&.p = 7| builds a rule whose
type isVa.p = 7 and whose body is.

Without loss of generality we assume that all variableand
type variablesy in binders are distinct. If not, they can be easily
renamed apart to be so.

Note that, unlike System F, our calculus does not have aatpar
A binder for type variables. Instead rule abstractions plalual
role in the binding structure: 1) the universal quantificatof type
variables (which binds types), and 2) the context (whichdbia
rule set). This design choice is due to our interpretationutds

as logic programming rulBsAfter all, in the matching process of
resolution, a rule is applied as a unit. Hence, separatiteg iinto
more primitive binders (a la System F’s type and value his)de
would only complicate the definition of resolution unnecesg.
However, elimination can be modularized into two conssLgpe
applicatione[7] andrule applicatione with €= p.

Using rule abstractions and applications we can build the
implicit sugar that we have used in Sectibhs 1[@nd 2.

implicite:pine1zr(g061 :p=rT1|)withezp

For readability purposes, when we usaplicit we omit the
type annotatiorr. As we shall see in Secti@ 5 this annotation can
be automatically inferred.

For brevity and simplicity reasons, we have kept small. In
examples we may use additional syntax such as built-in émnteg
operators and boolean literals and types.

3.2 Type System

Figure[d presents the static type system\af. The typing judg-
mentI’ | A F e : 7 means that expressienhas typer under type
environmentl® and implicit environmentA. The auxiliary resolu-
tion judgmentA +,. p expresses that type is resolvable with
respect toA. Here,T" is the conventional type environment that
captures type variables) is theimplicit environmentdefined as
a stack of contexts. Figufd 1 also presents lookup in theidibpl
environment A (7)) and in contextsg(r)).

We will not discuss the first four rules T{Int), (TyVar),
(TyAbs) and (TyApp)) because they are entirely standard. For now
we also ignore the gray-shaded conditions in the other rthey
are explained in Sectidn 3.3.

Rule (TyRule) checks a rule abstractigfe : Va.p = 1) by
checking whether the rule’s bodyactually has the type under the
assumed implicit type context Rule TyInst) instantiates a rule
type’s type variablesl with the given types?, and rule TyRApp)
instantiates the type contextwith expressions of the required rule
typese = p. Finally, rule CyQuery) delegates queries directly to the
resolution rule TyRes).

Resolution Principle The underlying principle of resolution in
A= originates from resolution in logic. Following the Curry-
Howard correspondence, we assign to each type a corresigondi
logical interpretation with th¢.)" function:

Definition 3.1 (Logical Interpretation)
T T

o = «
Int' = Int'
(mon) = o>t
vap=r7) = va' /\ pl =7t
pER

Here, type variables map to propositional variables’ and the
primitive type Int maps to the propositional constait. Unlike
Curry-Howard, we do not map function types to logical imalic
tions; we deliberately restrict our implicational reasanito rule
types. So, instead we also map the function arrow to an uminte
preted higher-order predicate!. Finally, as already indicated, we
map rule types to logical implications.

Resolution in\-. then corresponds to checking entailment of
the logical interpretation. We postulate this property disemrem
that constrains the design of resolution.

Theorem 3.1(Resolution Specification)
If A+, p, thenA'f = pT.

31n Prolog these are not separated either.
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Figure 1. Type System

Resolution for Simple Types The step from the logical interpre-
tation to the tyRes) rule in Figurel is non-trivial. So, let us first
look at a simpler incarnation. What does resolution loole fi&r
simple types like Int?

ANry=p =1
(SimpleRes) Aty pi (Vpiep')
A, T

First, it looks up anatchingrule type in the implicit environment by
means of the lookup functioA(r) defined in Fig[dL. This partial
function respects the nested scopes: it first looks in thentsp
context of the implicit environment, and, only if it does rivtd a
matching rule, does it descend. Within an environment contiee
lookup function looks for a rule type whose right-hand sidean

be instantiated to the queriedising a matching unifigt. This rule
type is then returned in instantiated form.

The matching expresses that the looked-up rule producdee va
of the required type. To do so, the looked-up rule may its={tiire
other implicit values. This requirement is captured in tbatext
7', which must be resolved recursively. Hence, the resolutite
is itself a recursive rule. When the contextof the looked-up rule
is empty, a base case of the recursion has been reached.
Example Consider this query for a tuple of integers:

Int;Va{a} = ax aby Int x Int

Lookup yields the second rule, which produces a tuple, inisted

to {Int} = Int x Int with matching substitutiof = [a — Int].

In order to produce a tuple, the rule requires a value of tinepms
nent type. Hence, resolution proceeds by recursively dgugtpr
Int. Now lookup yields the first rule, which produces an integer,
with empty matching substitution and no further requiretaen

Resolution for Rule Types So far, so good. Apart from allowing
any types, recursive querying for simple types is quite Ilsimi
to recursive type class resolution, ahd, carefully captures the
expected behavior. However, what is distinctly novehin, is that
it also providegesolution of rule typeswhich requires a markedly
different treatment.

AlTy=p=T
Ab.Yap=rT

Here we retrieve a whole rule from the environment, inclgdis
context. Resolution again performs a lookup based on a natch
right-hand sider, but subsequently also matches the context with
the one that is queried. No recursive resolution takes place
Example Consider a variant of the above query:

Int;Va{a} = ax abt, {Int} = Int x Int

Again lookup yields the second rule, instantiated{tt} =
Int x Int. The context{Int} of this rule matches the context of
the queried rule. Hence, the query is resolved without seer
resolution.

(RuleRes)

Unified Resolution The feat that our actual resolution rutB/Res)
accomplishes is to unify these seemingly disparate formssafiu-
tion into one single inference rule. In fact, boghifpleRes) and
(RuleRes) are special cases offRes), which provides some ad-
ditional expressiveness in the formpdrtial resolution(explained
below).

The first hurdle for TyRes) is that typesr and rule typep are
different syntactic categories. Judging from its defimfiTyRes)
only covers rule types. How do we get it to treat simple types
then? Just promote the simple typeto its corresponding rule
typeV.{} = 7 and ({yRes) will do what we expect for simple
types, including recursive resolution. At the same timestil
matches proper rule types exactly, without recursion, whanhis
appropriate.

Choosing the right treatment for the context is the secomd hu
dle. This part is managed by recursively resolvisig— p. In the
case of promoted simple typesjs empty, and the whole ¢f is
recursively solved; which is exactly what we want. In theecals
matches, no recursive resolution takes place. Again this perfectly
corresponds to what we have set out above for proper rulestype
However, there is a third case, where— p is a non-empty proper
subset ofp’. We call this situation, where part of the retrieved rule’s
context is recursively resolved and part is ru#rtial resolution
Example Here is another query variant:

Bool;Va.{Bool,a} = a X a b, {Int} = Int x Int

The first lookup yields the second rule, instantiatefifBool, Int} =
Int x Int, which almost matches the queried rule type. OBbpl



in the context is unwelcome, so it is eliminated through airec
sive resolution step. Fortunately, the first rule in the emwinent is
available for that.

Semantic Resolution Within the confines of the semantic con-
straint of Theoreri 3]1 the rul@yRes) implements a rather syn-
tactic notion of resolution. In contrast, a fully semantefidition
of resolution would coincide exactly with the semantic domigt
and satisfy

A b, piff AT = pf
For instance, it would allow to resolve
Char; Char = Int; Bool = Int b, Int

In this example, resolution gets stuck using the topmostiruthe
environment. However, by using the next one down, the quany c
be resolved. The problem with supporting this semanticomotif
resolution is that it requirebacktracking Because backtracking
easily becomes a performance problem and because it is ligenta
hard to reason about for the programmer, we have decidedsigai
it.

We have considered another definition of resolution, thaitsv
backtracking but is closer to the semantic notion:

ANry=p =1
A ptrpi (Vpi €7)
Ab.VYap=rT1

This rule extends the environmenX with the queried rule type’s
contextp for recursive resolution of the matching rule type’s con-
text p’. It resolves the following query that rul@yRes) does not:

Char; Char = Int; Bool = Int -, Char = Int

However, we prefer our more syntactic definition of resoluti
rule (TyRes), because it is much simpler: the environment does
not grow recursively, but stays the same throughout the evhol
recursive resolution. We believe that this way it is more aggable
for the programmer to perform resolution mentally. Moreoptiee
invariant environment in ruleTfRes) is much easier for deciding
termination.

3.3 Additional Type System Conditions

The gray-shaded conditions in the type system are to che&kip
errors fo_overlap) and ambiguous instantiationsnambiguous).

Avoiding Lookup Errors To prevent lookup failures, we have to
check for two situations:

¢ A lookup has no matching rule in the environment.

¢ Alookup has multiple matching rules which have differeréeru
types but can yield values of the same type (overlapping)yule

The former condition is directly captured in the definitidhamkup
among a set of rule types. The latter condition is capturetthén
no_overlap property, which is defined as:
I pn}? T) @
pi =Vai.pi = T

N pj=NaG.pg =T
- 1=
Avoiding Ambiguous Instantiations We avoid ambiguous instan-
tiations in the same way as Haskell does: all quantified type v
ables @) in a rule type Yd.p = 1) must occur inr. We use the

unambiguous condition to check inTyRule) and CyQuery):

no_overlap({p1, . ..
Vi, j.

A 30,0, =T
74\ 393'.9]‘7']' =T

unambiguous(Va.p = 7) = a C ftu(r)
A Vpi € p.unambiguous(p;).

If there is a quantified type variable not in type the type may
yield ambiguous instantiations (eXgx.{a} = Int).

4. Type-Directed Translation to System F

In this section we define the dynamic semantics gf in terms of
System F’s dynamic semantics, by means of a type directad-tra
lation. This translation turns implicit contexts into e parame-
ters and statically resolves all queries, much like WadberBlott’s
dictionary passing translation for type classes [42]. Tihaatage

of this approach is that we simultaneously provide a meating
well-typed \—. programs and an effective implementation that re-
solves all queries statically.

4.1 Type-Directed Translation

Figure[2 presents the translation rules that convertexpressions
into ones of System F extended with the integer and unit tyftas
figure essentially extends Figurk 1 with the necessaryrimition
for the translation, but for readability we have omitted &zelier
gray-shaded conditions.

The syntax of System F is as follows:

Types T a|T—T|Va.T | Int|()
Expressions E 2| ANz:T).E|EE|Aa.E|ET |n|()

The main translation judgment is
F'Abte:7~ E,

which states that the translation &f. expressiore with type 7

is System F expressioll, with respect to type environmehtand
translation environmenA. The translation environmenk relates
each rule type in the earlier implicit environment to a Syste
variablez; this variable serves as value-level explicit evidence for
the implicit rule. Lookup in the translation environmentisfined
similarly to lookup in the type environment, except that lihakup
now returns a pair of a rule type and an evidence variable.

Figure[2 also defines the type translation functiehfrom \_
typest to System F types T. In order to obtain a unique translation
of types, we assume that the types in a context are lexichipalty
ordered.

Variables, lambda abstractions and applications are |atmus
straightforwardly. Queries are translated by ruteQuery) using
the auxiliary resolution judgment,, defined by ruleTrRes). Note
that rule TrRes) performs the same process that rulgRes)
performs in the type system except that it additionally exil
evidence variables.

Rule (TrRule) translates rule abstractions to explicit type and
value abstractions in System F, and riteInst) translates instan-
tiation to type application. Finally, ruleT¢RApp) translates rule
application to application in System F.

Example We have that:

o F (7 ?a) Vad{a} = a X a)
~ AaA(z: a).(z,x)
and also:
(Int : 1), Vad{a} = a x a:x2) b Int X Int
~ w9 Int x1

For brevity, Figur€R omits the case where the context ofeatsyle
is empty. To properly handle empty contexts, the transtatfaule
type should includd{} = 7| = () — || and the translation

rules TrRule), (TrRApp) and (frRes) should be extended in the
obvious way.

Theorem 4.1(Type-preserving translation) ete be a\— expres-
sion, T be atype and® be a System F expression: If- F e : 7~
E,then -+ E : |7].



Type Environments T = [Ty 7

Translation Environments A = | Asprz
‘ F'Ate:T~FE |
(TrInt) TI|Abn:Int~n

(x:7) el
TrV.
(TrVar) T'NAkFz:7T~2
Tix: At e: E

(TrAbs) izim |Abeim

FAFXe:T1.e:T1 = T2~ Az |T1|. B

I'Akei:m— 71~ Eq
(TTAPP) F‘AF@Q:TQMEQ
'l Akeiez: 1~ E1 Es

Aty p~FE
T|AF?:p~FE

(TrQuery)

p=Vap=71 anftw(,A)=0
(TrRule) T'Ajprzke:T~FE z fresh
T|AF(e:p):p~ A@XNZ:|p]).E

T|Akre:Yap=>1T~FE
T|Arelf]:[@—Tl(p=T)~ E|7|

(TrInst)

F'Ate:p=7~E
(TrRApp) T|Abte:pi~FE; (Ve;:pi €€:p)

L |AF (ewithetp): 7~ EE
Abrp~FE

Alty=p =7 FE z fresh

- Abrpi~E; ,pié€p
e
(TrRes) Vp; €p': { B = pEp
AFpVa.p= 1~ AaXNZ: |p]).(EE)
Alty=p: E o) =p
(rh=r (Asprz)(r)y=p: FE
FTE) =L At =p
(Aspra){r)=p
(p:x)ep:x p=vVa'.p =71
prx(ty=p: F o' =71 0=[a — 7
prz(r) =0p = 7: 2|7
la| = «
|[Int] = Int
I —=m| = |n|— I
Va{p1, - spn} =7l = Valpi| == |pnl = |7
I = A@:[7) [ (z:7) €T}
Al = {@:]e)[(p:z) € A}

Figure 2. Type-directed Translation to System F

interface Fq a = {eq:a — a — Bool }
let (=):Va.{Eq a} = a — a — Bool = eq ?in
let eqInt; : Eq Int = Eq {eq = primEqInt} in
let eqlnts : Eq Int = Eq {eq = Az y.isEven x A isEven y} in
let eqBool : Eq Bool = Eq {eq = primEqBool } in
let eqPair :Va B.{Eq a, Eq B} = Eq (o, 8) =
Eq {eq=Xz y.fst x = fst y A snd z = snd y} in
let p1 : (Int, Bool) = (4, True) in
let po : (Int, Bool) = (8, True) in
implicit {eqInt;, eqBool, eqPair} in

(p1 = p2,implicit {eqlnty } in p1 = p2)

Figure 3. Encoding the Equality Type Class

Proof. (Sketch) We first profethe more general lemma “if' |
AFe: 7~ E, then|I'|,|A| - E : |7|” by induction on the
derivation of translation. Then, the theorem is triviallpyed by
it. O

4.2 Dynamic Semantics

Finally, we define the dynamic semantics\af as the composition
of the type-directed translation and System F's dynamicasgits.
Following Siek’s notation[34], this dynamic semantics is:

eval(e) =V where: | -Fe: 7~ EandE ="V

with —* the reflexive, transitive closure of System F’s standard
single-step call-by-value reduction relation.
Now we can state the conventional type safety theorem for

Theorem 4.2(Type Safety) If - | - - e : 7, theneval(e) = V for
some System F valué.

The proof follows trivially from Theorerh 411.

5. Source Languages and Implicit Instantiation

Languages like Haskell and Scala provide a lot more programm
convenience thai- (which is a low level core language) because
of higher-level GP constructs, interfaces and implicitansiation.
This section illustrates how to build a simple source laigguan

top of A— to add the expected convenience. We should note that
unlike Haskell this language supports local and nestedisgoand
unlike both Haskell and Scala it supports higher-ordersiulie
present the type-directed translation from the source.fo

5.1 Type-directed Translation to -

The full syntax is presented in Figué 4. Its use is illugtdain

the program of Figurlgl 3, which comprises an encoding of Hiske
equality type clasEqg. The example shows that the source language
features a simple type of interfadel’ (basically records), which
are used to encode simple forms of type classes. Note that we
follow Haskell's conventions for records: field namesare unique
and they are modeled as regular functions taking a recortieas t
first argument. So a field with type T in an interface declaration

I & actually has typ&a.{} = I & — T. There are also other
conventional programming constructs (suchlas expressions,
lambdas and primitive types).

Unlike the core language, we strongly differentiate betwee
simple typesI’ and type schemes in order to facilitate type in-
ference. Moreover, as the source language provides irhpitier
than explicit type instantiation, the order of type vareblin a
quantifier is no longer relevant. Hence, they are repreddijta set

4in the extra material of the submission



Interface Declarations
interface I @ = u: T

Type

T = « Type Variables
| Int Integer Type
| IT Interface Type
| T—>T Function

o

Va.o =T Rule Type

Expressions

implicit @ in Fo Implicit Scoping
? Implicit Lookup

E == n Integer Literal
(7 Lambda Variable
| Az.E Abstraction
|  E1 Es Application
| u Let Variable
| letu:o = Ei1inEs Let
|
|

ITu=F Interface Implementation

Figure 4. Syntax of Source Language

(Va&). We also distinguish simply typed variablegrom let-bound
variablesu with polymorphic types.

Figurel® presents the type-directed translatibh £ : T ~ e
of source language expressioliof typeT' to core expressions
with respect to type environmetk. The type environment collects
both simply and polymorphic variable typings. The conracti
between source types and o on the one hand and core types
andp on the other hand is captured in the auxiliary functjeh
Note that this function imposes a canonical orderingn the set of
quantifier variables: (based on their precedence in the left-to-right
prefix traversal of the quantified type term). For the tratimfaof
records, we assume that. is extended likewise with records.

let andlet-bound variables The rule CyLet) in Figure[® shows
the type-directed translation fdet expressions. This translation
binds the variable, using a regular lambda abstraction in an ex-
pressiorez, which is the result of the translation of the body of the
let construct §5). Then it applies that abstraction to a rule whose
rule type is just the corresponding (translated) type ofigfeition
(01), and whose body is the translation of the expresdion

The source language provides convenience to the user hy infe
ring type arguments and implicit values automatically.sTinifer-
ence happens in rul@{LVar), i.e., the use ofet-bound variables.
That rule recovers the type scheme of variablieom the environ-

Type Environments G ::=

GFHE:T~e

(TyIntL)

| Gu:o|Gz:T

GkFn:Int~n

Gx)=T

Ty V. B —
(TyVar) Grz: T~z

Gx:ThFE~ce
GEXe.E:T1 — T~ Xz : [T1].e

(TyAbs)

G"E1:T1—>T2’V>€1
GFEy:Ti ~ e2
G Ey Ey: Ty~ eqe2

(TyApp)

Glu)=Va.c =T
O=[a—T] T=0T
qi = (?[00i]) : [[Gail (Vo; €0)
Gtu:T~ u[[T]] withg

(TyLVar)

o=VYao="1T
GFE):T) ~ e
Gyu:ob Ey:To ~ eg
Gk letu:0=F1inFEy: T ~
(A : [ol.e2) (e : [o])

GFE:T~e€
G(ui) =0; q=u;: o] (NYu; €1)
G F implicituin £ : T ~
(e: [e] = [T]) withg

(TyLet)

(TyImp)

(TyIVar) GE?: T~ ?2({} = [T]) with {}

Vi : G(ui):VO_z.{}:IO?—}TZ’
"l GHE; :0Tj~e 0=[a—T)
GrHIu=FE:IT~Iu=e€

(TyRec)

[[Ig[zt% = Int
[ = Te] = [1h] = [72]
(] = I[1]
Vaz=T] = V[d].[5]=[T]

Figure 5. Type-directed Encoding of Source Language.in

ment@. Then it instantiates the type scheme and fires the necessaryimplicit scoping The implicit construct, which has been al-

queries to resolve the context.

Queries The source language also includes a query operajor (
Unlike A= this query operator does not explicitly state the type;
that information is provided implicitly through type infarce. For
example, instead of usingy = p2 in Figure[$, we could have
directly used the fieldq as follows:

eq ? p1 p2

When used in this way, the query acts like a Coq placeholder (
which similarly instructs Coq to automatically infer a valu

The translation of source language queries, given by the rul
(TyIvar), is fairly straightforward. To simplify type-inferencthe
query is limited to types, and does not support partial resmi (al-
though other designs with more powerful queries are passibi
the translated code the query is combined with a rule inisi#om
and application in order to eliminate the empty rule set.

ready informally introduced in Sectiéd 1, is the core scgpion-
struct of the source language. It is used in our example toiffirs
troduce definitions in the implicit environmenty(nt; , eqBool and
eqPair) available at the expression

(p1 = p2,implicit {egInts } in p1 = p2)

Within this expression there is a second occurrencamplicit,
which introduces an overlapping ruleg{ntz) that takes priority
over eqlnt; for the subexpressiopy = po.

The translation ruleTy Imp) of implicit into A= also exploits
type-information to avoid redundant type annotations.e€xample,
it is not necessary to annotate thet-bound variables used in
the rule sez because that information can be recovered from the
environmentG.

Higher-order rules and implicit instantiation for any type The
following example illustrates higher-order rules and immipinstan-
tiation working for any type in the source language.



let show :Va. {a — String} = o — String = 7 in

let showInt : Int — String = ... in
let comma : Va. {a — String } = [a] — String = ... in
let space : Va. {o — String } = [a] — String = ... in

let o: {Int — String, {Int — String } = [Int] — String }
= String = show[1,2,3] in

implicit showlInt in

(implicit comma in o, implicit space in o)

For brevity, we have omitted the implementations sébwint,
comma and space; but showInt renders anlnt as a String
in the conventional way, whileomma and space provide two
ways for rendering lists. Evaluation of the expression dsel
("1,2,3","1 2 3"). Thanks to the implicit rule parameters, the
contexts of the two calls to control how the lists are rendered.
This example differs from that in Figuid 3 in that instead of
using anominalinterface type likeEyq, it uses standard functions
to model a simple concept for pretty printing values. The ofse
functions as implicit values leads to a programming style &
structuralmatching of concepts, since only the type of the function
matters for resolution.

5.2 Extensions

The goal of our work is to present a minimal and general fraankw
for implicits. As such we have avoided making assumptiormiaib
extensions that would be useful for some languages, butthet

In this section we briefly discuss some extensions that woeld
useful in the context of particular languages and the inagibnis
that they would have in our framework.

Full-blown Concepts The most noticeable feature that was not
discussed is a full-blown notion of concepts. One reasontamot
commit to a particular notion of concepts is that there is eegal
agreement on what the right notion of concepts is. For exampl
following Haskell type classes, the C++0x concept prop(iEg]

is based on amominalapproach withexplicit concept refinement,
while Stroustrup favors structuralapproach withmplicit concept
refinement because that would be more familiar to C++ program
mers [37]. Moreover, various other proposals for GP mecmasi
have their own notion of interface: Scala uses standard @i
chies; Dreyer et al. use ML-modulég [8]; and in dependeryibed
systems (dependent) record types are Used |36, 5].

An advantage of\—. is that no particular notion of interface is
imposed on source language designers. Instead, languagg-de
ers are free to use the one they prefer. In our source langt@mge
simplicity, we opted to add a very simple (and limited) tygemn
terface. But existing language designs|[29, 8/ 36, 5] off@ence
that more sophisticated types of interfaces, includingestorm of
refinement or associated types, can be built on tap-of

Type Constructor Polymorphism and Higher-order RulesType
constructor polymorphism is an advanced, but highly powesP
feature available in Haskell and Scala, among others. dtwall
abstracting container types likeist and Tree with a type variable
f; and applying the abstracted container type to differesmeit
types, e.g.f Int andf Bool.

This type constructor polymorhism leads to a need for higher
order rules: rules for containers of elements that dependlea for
the elements. The instance for showing values of pefect f «
in Sectior1, is a typical example of this need.

Extending\- with type constructor polymorphism is not hard.
Basically, we need to add a kind system and move from a SyBtem
like language to Systerf, like language.

Subtyping Languages like Scala or C++ have subtyping. Subtyp-
ing would require significant adaptations iq.. Essentially, in-
stead of targetting System F, we would have to target a versio

System F with subtyping. In addition, the notion of matchimthe
lookup functionA(r) would have to be adjusted, as well as the
no_overlap condition. While subtyping is a useful feature, some
language designs do not support it because it makes thensyste
more complex and interferes with type-inference.

Type-inference Languages without subtyping (like Haskell or
ML) make it easier to support better type-inference. Sina w
do not use subtyping, it is possible to improve support faety
inference in our source language. In particular, we culyeatjuire

a type annotation fotet expressions, but it should be possible to
make that annotation optional, by building on existing wimkthe
GHC Haskell compiler[32,41].

6. Related Work

Throughout the paper we have already discussed a lot oktklat
work. In what follows, we offer a more detailed technical qam
ison of \_. versus Systent"“ and Scala implicits, which are the
closest to our work. Then we discuss the relation with otherkw
in the literature.

SystemF¢ Generally speaking our calculus is more primitive
and general than Systef“. In contrast to\—., SystemF“ has
both a notion of concepts and implicit instantiation of ceypi§l.
This has the advantage that language designers can justtreis
infrastructure, instead of having to implement it. The laage
G [35] is based on Syster’® and it makes good use of these
built-in mechanisms. However, SysteR{” also imposes impor-
tant design choices. Firstly it forces the language desitmese
the notion of concepts that is built-in to Systé#fi . In contrast—
offers a freedom of choice (see also the discussion in SHBIR).
Secondly, fixing implicit instantiation in the core prevenseful al-
ternatives. For example, Scala and several other systep®dide
implicit instantiation by default, but also offer the optiof explicit
instantiation, which is useful to resolve ambiguities|[28,(6,[8].
This cannot be modeled on top of SystdiY, because explicit
instantiation is not available. In contrast, by taking éipinstan-
tiation (rule application) as a core featupe; can serve as a target
for languages that offer both styles of instantiation.

There are also important differences in terms of scoping and
resolution of rules. Systen#“ only formalizes a very simple
type of resolution, which does not support recursive resmiu
Furthermore, scoping is less fine-grained thai.in For example,
SystemFE'“ requires a built-in construct famodel expressions,
but in A= implicit (which plays a similar role) is just syntactic
sugar on top of more primitive constructs.

Scala Implicits Scala implicits are integrated in a full-blown lan-
guage, but they have only been informally described in ttes-li
ature [29]27]. Our calculus aims at providing a formal moafel
implicits, but there are some noteworthy differences betwe..
and Scala implicits. In contrast a.., Scala has subtyping. As dis-
cussed in Sectidn 5.2 subtyping would require some adaptatd
our calculus. In Scala, nested scoping can only happenghrsub-
classing and the rules for resolution in the presence ofi@pping
instances are quite ad-hoc. Furthermore, Scala has nedffus)
rule abstractions. Rather, implicit arguments can only $edun
definitions. In contrask—. provides a more general and disciplined
account of scoping for rules.

Type Classes Obviously, the original work on type classés][42]
and the framework ofjualified typeqd5] around it has greatly
influenced our own work, as well as that of Systeﬁwemd Scala.

5Note that instantiation of type variables is still explicit
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which loops, using alternatlvely the first and second rulehia
implicit environment.

The problem of non-termination has been widely studied én th
context of Haskell's type classes, and a set of modular syinta
restrictions has been imposed on type class instances it revo-
termination [[39]. Adapting these restrictions to our settiwe
obtain the following termination condition.

Definition A.1 (Termination Condition) An implicit environment
A satisfies the condition, denoteelrm (A), iff term(p) for every
p= (Va.p= 1) € dom(A), where:
term(p) Y oecq (") < ocea(T)
(Y(Vo'.p' = 7') € p,Va € fto(r, 7))\ @)
A ml <7l (V7€ p)
A term(p') (Vo' € p)

where
occa(Int) = 0
occala) = 1
occa(a’) = 0 (a # )
occa(mi = T2) = occa(m1) + occa(T2)
occa(Va.p=T) = occa(T)+ Z occa(p)
pER
[Int] = 1
laf = 1
|71 = 72| = 14|74+ ||
Vap=r| = 1+[r[+>_lol.
PEP

B. Proofs

Throughout the proofs we refer to the type system rules ofe®ys
F listed in Figurdé b.
LemmaB.1. If

NAkre:T~E
then

Tl |AlF E 7]

Proof. By structural induction on the expression and correspandin
inference rule.

(TrInt) T|AbFn:Int~n

It follows trivially from (F-Int) that
IT|,|AlFn: Int

(TrVar) T|AbFz:7~zx
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(F-Int) I'kn:Int
(z:T)el
F-V _
(F-Var) TrFz:T
e T+ E:Ts
F-Ab
(Fhos) BT ST
F}—EliTg —)Tl
(F-App) TFEy: T
FFE1E2:T1
(F-Thpp) I'FE:Va.Ts
PPl TR ED  [ao T
I'HE:T to(T
(F-TAbs) o ¢ fiu(l)

'+ Aa.E :Va.T

Figure 6. System F Type System

It follows from (TrVar) that
(x:7)el
Based on the definition df- | it follows
(@ |7]) € [T
Thus we have byR-Var) that
T 1Al 2 7]

(Trabs) T|AF Az :7me:71 = T2~ Az : |11 .E

It follows from (TrAbs) that
Tiz:7m|AkFe:m~FE

and by the indution hypothesis that
T2« |l [Al - E |

As all variables are renamed unique, it is easy to verify tthiat
also holds:

ITLIAL 2 s || = B
Hence, by ¥-Abs) we have
Tl Al F Az 7] .E |1 — 72|

(Trapp) T'|Aterex: 71~ E1 B

By the induction hypothesis, we have:
ITLA|F Er |2 — 71
and
], Al F Bz : |72
Then it follows by §-App) that
T, Al - E1 Es |71

(TrQuery) [|AF?70:p~ FE

From (TrQuery) we have
AFp~E
Based on LemmiaBl.2 we then know
Al E < |p|
Hence, because all variables are unique
DAl F E : |p|

(TrRule) T|AF (e:p):p~ AdXZ: |p]).E

Based onTrRule) and the induction hypothesis, we have
ITLIALZ - |pl = E |7
where
p=Vap=r1
Thus, based orFEAbs) we have
T, A EXNE :|p]).E 2 |p1] — .. = |pn| — |7
or, using the definition of - |
DL |AlFA@E : |6)-E < |5 = 7|
Moreover, because offRule), we know
anfto(l,A) =10
and hence
anfto(IC],|A]) =0

So, finally, we may conclude fronF{TAbs) that

[T Al FAGNZ : |p)).E : Va.|p = 7|
and again witH - |

T Al FAGNZ : |p)).E : |Va.p = 7|

(TrInst) T|AbFe[7]:[d— Tl(p=T7)~ E|7|

By (TrInst) and the induction hypothesis, it follows that
ITL|A| - E: |Va.p = 7|
From which we have by definition of |
Tl |A| - E:Va.p = 7|
It follows from (F-TApp) that
ITLIAlF E 7]« (6 = 7)o = 7]
which is easily seen to be equal to
T A= E7 - [a = 7](p = 7)]

(TrRApp) T|AFewithezp: 7~ EE

From (TrApp) and the induction hypothesis we have:
ITLIAIFE:[p= 7]

and
IT[, |Al = E; « |pi] (Vi)



Hence, base on the definition [of| the first of these means
ITLIAIE E o] = o = [pn] = |7
Hence, based orF{App) we know
T, |AlFEE:|7]

LemmaB.2. If
AFp~FE
then

|A[FE: pl

Proof. By induction on the derivation.
From (TrRes) we have

At p~ AGAT : |7)).(EE)
where
p=Va.p=rT1
Also from (TrRes) and the induction hypothesis, we have
|AlFEi:lpil (pi€p —p)
Also from (TrRes) and Lemm&aBlI3, we have
AIFE:|p = 7|

Assembling these parts usinB-pp), (F-Abs) and F-TAbs)
we come to

|A| FAGAE: |7).(E E)

O
LemmaB.3. If
Alry=p=71:FE
then
AlFE:|p=T|
Proof. This follows trivially from LemmdB.}. O

LemmaB.4. If

prx(ty=p=>7:F
then

[pZ|FE:|p=T|

Proof. From the definintion of lookup we know that iff
Ty =0p = T1:2|7
then
(p:z)epTT
Hence, it trivially follows that
(z: |p]) € [p7a]
Hence, from ¥-Var) we have that
ozl x|l
Following the definition of - | we also know
[prz| ko va.p =7
So
lpal - fts| 00" = )
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