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Abstract. A great deal has been written about type systems. Much less has been
written about implementing them. Even less has been written about implementa-
tions of complete compilers in which all aspects come together. This paper fills
this gap by describing the implementation of a series of compilers for a simplified
variant of Haskell. By using an attribute grammar system, aspects of a compiler
implementation can be described separately and added in a sequence of steps,
thereby giving a series of increasingly complex (working) compilers. Also, the
source text of both this paper and the executable compilers come from the same
source files by an underlying minimal weaving system. Therefore, source and
explanation is kept consistent.

1 Introduction and overview

Haskell98 [31] is a complex language, not to mention its more experimental incarna-
tions. Though also intended as a research platform, realistic compilers for Haskell [1]
have grown over the years and understanding and experimenting with those compilers
is not an easy task. Experimentation on a smaller scale usually is based upon relatively
simple and restricted implementations [20], often focusing only on a particular aspect
of the language and/or its implementation. This paper aims at walking somewhere be-
tween this complexity and simplicity by

– Describing the implementation of essential aspects of Haskell (or any other (func-
tional) programming language), hence the name Essential Haskell (EH) used for
simplified variants of Haskell1 in these notes.

– Describing these aspects separately in order to provide a better understanding.
– Adding these aspects on top of each other in an incremental way, thus leading to

a sequence of compilers, each for a larger subset of complete Haskell (and exten-
sions).

1 The ’E’ in EH might also be expanded to other aspects of the compiler, like being anExample.



– Using tools like the Utrecht University Attribute Grammar (UUAG) system [3],
hereafter referred to as the AG system, to allow for separate descriptions for the
various aspects.

The remaining sections of this introduction will expand on this by looking at the inten-
tions, purpose and limitations of these notes in more detail. This is followed by a short
description of the individual languages for which we develop compilers throughout
these notes. The last part of the introduction contains a small tutorial on the AG system
used in these notes. After the introduction we continue with discussing the implementa-
tion of the first three compilers (sections 2, 3 and 4) out of a (currently) sequence of ten
compilers. On the web site [11] for this project the full distribution of the code for these
compilers can be found. We conclude these notes by reflecting upon our experiences
with the AG system and the creation of these notes (section 5).

1.1 Purpose

For whom is this material intended?

– For students who wish to learn more about the implementation of functional lan-
guages. This paper also informally explains the required theory, in particular about
type systems.

– For researchers who want to build (e.g.) a prototype and to experiment with ex-
tensions to the type system and need a non-trivial and realistic starting point. This
paper provides documentation, design rationales and an implementation for such a
starting point.

– For those who wish to study a larger example of the tools used to build the com-
pilers in these notes. We demonstrate the use of the AG system, which allows us to
separately describe the various aspects of a language implementation. Other tools
for maintaining consistency between different versions of the resulting compilers
and the source code text included in these notes are also used, but will not be dis-
cussed.

For this intended audience these notesprovide:

– A description of the implementation of a type checker/inferencer for a subset of
Haskell. We describe the first three languages of a (currently) sequence of ten, that
end in a full implementation of an extended Haskell.

– A description of the semantics of Haskell, lying between the more formal [16,14]
and more implementation oriented [21,33] and similar to other combinations of
theory and practice [34].

– A gradual instead of a big bang explanation.
– Empirical support for the belief that the complexity of a compiler can be managed

by splitting the implementation of the compiler into separate aspects.



– A working combination of otherwise usually separately proven or implemented
features.

We will come back to this in our conclusion (see section 5).

We restrict ourselves in the following ways, partly because of space limitations, partly
by design:

– We do not discuss extensions to Haskell implemented in versions beyond the last
version presented in these notes. See section 1.3 for a preciser description of what
can and cannot be found in these notes with respect to Haskell features.

– We concern ourselves with typing only. Other aspects, like pretty printing and pars-
ing, are not discussed. However, the introduction to the AG system (see section 1.4)
gives some examples of the pretty printing and the interaction between parsing, AG
code and Haskell code.

– We do not deal with type theory or parsing theory as a subject on its own. This
paper is intended to describe “how to implement” and will use theory from that
point of view. Theoretical aspects are touched upon from a more intuitive point of
view.

Although informally and concisely introduced where necessary, familiarity with the
following will make reading and understanding these notes easier:

– Functional programming, in particular using Haskell
– Compiler construction in general
– Type systems,λ-calculus
– Parser combinator library and AG system [3,38]

For those not familiar with the AG system a short tutorial has been included at the end of
this introduction (see section 1.4). It also demonstrates the use of the parser combinators
used throughout the implementation of all EH versions.

We expect that by finding a balance between theory and implementation, we serve both
those who want to learn and those who want to do research. It is also our belief that by
splitting the big problem into smaller aspects the combination can be explained in an
easier way.

In the following sections we give examples of the Haskell features present in the series
of compilers described in the following chapters. Only short examples are given, so the
reader gets an impression of what is explained in more detail and implemented in the
relevant versions of the compiler.

1.2 A short tour

Though all compilers described in these notes deal with a different issue, they all have
in common that they are based on theλ-calculus, most of the time using the syntax



and semantics of Haskell. The first version of our series of compilers therefore accepts
a language that most closely resembles theλ-calculus, in particular typedλ-calculus
extended withlet expressions and some basic types and type constructors such asInt,
Char and tuples.

EH version 1:λ-calculus. An EH program is a single expression, contrary to a Haskell
program which consists of a set of declarations forming a module.

let i :: Int
i = 5

in i

All variables need to be typed explicitly; absence of an explicit type is considered to
be an error. The corresponding compiler (EH version 1, section 2 ) checks the explicit
types against actual types.

Besides the basic typesInt andChar, composite types can be formed by building tuples
and defining functions:

let id :: Int → Int
id = λx→ x
fst :: (Int,Char) → Int
fst = λ(a,b) → a

in id (fst (id 3,’x’))

Functions accept one parameter only, which can be a pattern. All types are monomor-
phic.

EH version 2: Explicit/implicit typing. The next version (EH version 2, section 3 ) no
longer requires the explicit type specifications, which thus may have to be inferred by
the compiler.

The reconstructed type information is monomorphic, for example the identity function
in:

let id = λx→ x
in let v = id 3

in id

is inferred to have the typeid :: Int → Int.

EH version 3: Polymorphism.The third version (EH version 3, section 4 ) performs
standard Hindley-Milner type inferencing [8,9] which also supports parametric poly-
morphism. For example,

let id = λx→ x
in id 3

is inferred to have typeid :: ∀ a.a→ a.



1.3 Haskell language elements not described

As mentioned before, only a subset of the full sequence of compilers is described in
these notes. Currently, as part of an ongoing work [11], in the compilers following the
compilers described in these notes, the following Haskell features are dealt with:

EH 4. Quantifiers everywhere: higher ranked types [36,32,7,28] and existentials [30,25,27].
See also the longer version of these notes handed out during the AFP04 summer-
school [13].

EH 5. Data types.
EH 6. Kinds, kind inference, kind checking, kind polymorphism.
EH 7. Non extensible records, subsuming tuples.
EH 8. Code generation for a GRIN (Graph Reduction Intermediate Notation) like back-

end [6,5].
EH 9. Class system, explicit implicit parameters [12].
EH 10. Extensible records [15,22].

Also missing are features which fall in the category syntactic sugar, programming in the
large and the like. Haskell incorporates many features which make programming easier
and/or manageable. Just to mention a few:

– Binding group analysis
– Syntax directives like infix declarations
– Modules [10,37].
– Type synonyms
– Syntactic sugar forif , do, list notation and comprehension.

We have deliberately not dealt with these issues. Though necessary and convenient we
feel that these features should be added after all else has been dealt with, so as not to
make understanding and implementating essential features more difficult.

1.4 An AG mini tutorial

The remaining part of the introduction contains a small tutorial on the AG system. The
tutorial explains the basic features of the AG system. The explanation of remaining
features is postponed to its first use throughout the main text. These places are marked
with AG. The tutorial can safely be skipped if the reader is already familiar with the
AG system.

Haskell and Attribute Grammars (AG).Attribute grammars can be mapped onto func-
tional programs [23,19,4]. Vice versa, the class of functional programs (catamorphisms
[39]) mapped onto can be described by attribute grammars. The AG system exploits this
correspondence by providing a notation (attribute grammar) for computations over trees



which additionally allows program fragments to be described separately. The AG com-
piler gathers these fragments, combines these fragments, and generates a corresponding
Haskell program.

In this AG tutorial we start with a small example Haskell program (of the right form)
to show how the computation described by this program can be expressed in the AG
notation and how the resulting Haskell program generated by the AG compiler can be
used. The ‘repmin’ problem [4] is used for this purpose. A second example describing a
‘pocket calculator’ (that is, expressions) focusses on more advanced features and typical
AG usage patterns.

Repmin a la Haskell.Repmin stands for “replacing the integer valued leaves of a tree
by the minimal integer value found in the leaves”. The solution to this problem requires
two passes over a tree structure, computing the miminum and computing a new tree
with the minimum as its leaves respectively. It is often used as the typical example of
a circular program which lends itself well to be described by the AG notation. When
described in Haskell it is expressed as a computation over a tree structure:

data Tree= TreeLeaf Int
| TreeBin Tree Tree
deriving Show

The computation itself simultaneously computes the minimum of all integers found in
the leaves of the tree and the new tree with this minimum value. The result is returned
as a tuple computed by functionr:

repmin:: Tree→ Tree
repmin t

= t′

where (t′, tmin) = r t tmin
r (TreeLeaf i ) m = (TreeLeaf m , i )
r (TreeBin lt rt) m = (TreeBin lt′ rt′, lmin ‘min‘ rmin)

where (lt′, lmin) = r lt m
(rt′, rmin) = r rt m

We can use this function in some setting, for example:

tr = TreeBin (TreeLeaf 3) (TreeBin (TreeLeaf 4) (TreeLeaf 5))
tr′ = repmin tr

main :: IO ()
main= print tr′

The resulting program produces the following output:

Tree_Bin (Tree_Leaf 3) (Tree_Bin (Tree_Leaf 3) (Tree_Leaf 3))

The computation of the new tree requires the minimum. This minimum is passed as a
parameterm to r at the root of the tree by extracting it from the result ofr. The result



tuple of the invocationr t tmin depends on itself via the minimumtmin so it would
seem we have a cyclic definition. However, the real dependency is not on the tupled
result ofr but on its elements because it is the elementtmin of the result tuple which
is passed back and not the tuple itself. The elements are not cyclically dependent so
Haskell’s laziness prevents a too eager computation of the elements of the tuple which
might otherwise have caused an infinite loop during execution. Note that we have two
more or less independent computations that both follow the tree structure, and a weak
interaction, when passing thetminvalue back in the tree.

Repmin a la AG.The structure ofrepminis similar to the structure required by a com-
piler. A compiler performs several computations over anabstract syntax tree(AST), for
example for computing its type and code. This corresponds to theTreestructure used by
repminand the tupled results. In the context of attribute grammars the elements of this
tuple are calledattribute’s. Occasionaly the wordaspectis used as well, but an aspect
may also refer to a group of attributes associated with one particular feature of the AST,
language or problem at hand.

Result elements are calledsynthesizedattributes. On the other hand, a compiler may
also require information that becomes available at higher nodes in an AST to be avail-
able at lower nodes in an AST. Themparameter passed tor in repminis an example of
this situation. In the context of attribute grammars this is called aninherited attribute.

Using AG notation we first define the AST corresponding to our problem (for which
the complete compilable solution is given in Fig. 1):

DATA Tree
| Leaf int: {Int }
| Bin lt : Tree

rt : Tree

The DATA keyword is used to introduce the equivalent of Haskell’sdata type. A
DATA 〈node〉 defines anode〈node〉 (or nonterminal) of an AST. Its alternatives, enu-
merated one by one after the vertical bar|, are calledvariants, productions. The term
constructoris occasionally used to stress the similarity with its Haskell counterpart.
Each variant has members, calledchildren if they refer to other nodes of the AST and
fieldsotherwise. Each child and field has a name (before the colon) and a type (after
the colon). The type may be either anotherDATA node (if a child) or a monomorphic
Haskell type (if a field), delimited by curly braces. The curly braces may be omitted if
the Haskell type is a single identifier. For example, theDATA definition for the repmin
problem introduces a node (nonterminal)Tree, with variants (productions)Leaf and
Bin. A Bin has childrenlt andrt of typeTree. A Leaf has no children but contains only
a field int holding a HaskellInt value.

The keywordATTR is used to declare an attribute for a node, for instance the synthe-
sized attributemin:

ATTR Tree[ || min : Int ]



DATA Tree
| Leaf int : {Int }
| Bin lt : Tree

rt : Tree

ATTR Tree[ || min : Int ]

SEM Tree
| Leaf lhs . min = @int
| Bin lhs . min = @lt.min ‘min‘ @rt.min

ATTR Tree[rmin : Int || ]

-- The next SEM may be generated automatically

SEM Tree
| Bin lt . rmin = @lhs.rmin

rt . rmin = @lhs.rmin

DATA Root
| Root tree: Tree

SEM Root
| Root tree. rmin = @tree.min

ATTR Root Tree[ || tree: Tree]

SEM Tree
| Leaf lhs . tree = TreeLeaf@lhs.rmin
| Bin lhs . tree = TreeBin @lt.tree@rt.tree

-- The next SEM may be generated automatically

SEM Root
| Root lhs . tree = @tree.tree

DERIVING Tree: Show

{

tr = TreeBin (TreeLeaf 3) (TreeBin (TreeLeaf 4) (TreeLeaf 5))
tr′ = semRoot(Root Root tr)

main :: IO ()
main= print tr′

}

Fig. 1.Full AG specification of repmin



SEM Tree
| Leaf lhs.min = @int
| Bin lhs.min = @lt.min ‘min‘ @rt.min

A synthesized attribute is declared for the node afterATTR . Multiple declarations of
the same attribute for different nonterminals can be grouped on one line by enumerat-
ing the nonterminals after theATTR keyword, separated by whitespace. The attribute
declaration is placed inside the square brackets at one or more of three different pos-
sible places. All attributes before the first vertical bar| are inherited, after the last bar
synthesized, and in between both inherited and synthesized. For example, attributemin
is a result and therefore positioned as a synthesized attribute, after the last bar.

Rules relating an attribute to its value are introduced using the keywordSEM. For
each production we distinguish a set of input attributes, consisting of the synthesized
attributes of the children referred to by @〈child〉.〈attr〉 and the inherited attributes of
the parent referred to by @lhs.〈attr〉. For each output attribute we need a rule that
expresses its value in terms of input attributes and fields.

The computation for a synthesized attribute for a node has to be defined for each variant
individually as it usually will differ between variants. Each rule is of the form

| 〈variant〉 〈node〉.〈attr〉 = 〈Haskell expr〉

If multiple rules are declared for a〈variant〉 of a node, the〈variant〉 part may be shared.
The same holds for multiple rules for a child (orlhs) of a 〈variant〉, the child (orlhs)
may then be shared.

The text representing the computation for an attribute has to be a Haskell expression and
will end up almost unmodified in the generated program, without any form of checking.
Only attribute and field references, starting with a @, have meaning to the AG system.
The text, possibly stretching over multiple lines, has to be indented at least as far as its
first line. Otherwise it is to be delimited by curly braces.

The basic form of an attribute reference is @〈node〉.〈attr〉 referring to a synthesized
attribute〈attr〉 of child node〈node〉. For example, @lt.min refers to the synthesized
attributeminof child lt of theBin variant of nodeTree.

The 〈node〉. part of @〈node〉.〈attr〉 may be omitted. For example,min for the Leaf
alternative is defined in terms of @int. In that case @〈attr〉 refers to a locally (to
a variant for a node) declared attribute, or to the field with the same name as defined
in theDATA definition for that variant. This is the case for theLeaf variant’s int. We
postpone the discussion of locally declared attributes.

The minimum value ofrepminpassed as a parameter corresponds to an inherited at-
tributermin:

ATTR Tree[rmin : Int || ]

The value ofrmin is straightforwardly copied to its children. This “simply copy” be-
havior occurs so often that we may omit its specification. The AG system uses so called



copy rules to automically generate code for copying if the value of an attribute is not
specified explicitly. This is to prevent program clutter and thus allows the programmer
to focus on programming the exception instead of the usual. We will come back to this
later; for now it suffices to mention that all the rules forrmin might as well have been
omitted.

The originalrepmin function did pass the minimum value coming outr back intor
itself. This did happen at the top of the tree. Similarly we define aRootnode sitting on
top of aTree:

DATA Root
| Root tree: Tree

At the root theminattribute is passed back into the tree via attributermin:

SEM Root
| Root tree.rmin = @tree.min

The value ofrmin is used to construct a new tree:

ATTR Root Tree[ || tree: Tree]

SEM Tree
| Leaf lhs.tree= TreeLeaf@lhs.rmin
| Bin lhs.tree= TreeBin @lt.tree@rt.tree

SEM Root
| Root lhs.tree= @tree.tree

For eachDATA the AG compiler generates a corresponding Haskelldata type declara-
tion. For each node〈node〉 a data type with the same name〈node〉 is generated. Since
Haskell requires all constructors to be unique, each constructor of the data type gets a
name of the form〈node〉 〈variant〉.

In our example the constructed tree is returned as the one and only attribute ofRoot. It
can be shown if we tell the AG compiler to make the generated data type an instance of
theShowclass:

DERIVING Tree: Show

Similarly to the Haskell version ofrepminwe can now show the result of the attribute
computation as a plain Haskell value by using the functionsemRootgenerated by the
AG compiler:

{

tr = TreeBin (TreeLeaf 3) (TreeBin (TreeLeaf 4) (TreeLeaf 5))
tr′ = semRoot(Root Root tr)

main :: IO ()
main= print tr′

}



Because this part is Haskell code it has to be delimited by curly braces, indicating that
the AG compiler should copy it unchanged into the generated Haskell program.

In order to understand what is happening here, we take a look at the generated Haskell
code. For the above example the following code will be generated (edited to remove
clutter):

data Root = Root_Root (Tree)

-- semantic domain

type T_Root = ( (Tree))

-- cata

sem_Root :: (Root) -> (T_Root)

sem_Root ((Root_Root (_tree)))

= (sem_Root_Root ((sem_Tree (_tree))))

sem_Root_Root :: (T_Tree) -> (T_Root)

sem_Root_Root (tree_) =

let ( _treeImin,_treeItree) = (tree_ (_treeOrmin))

(_treeOrmin) = _treeImin

(_lhsOtree) = _treeItree

in ( _lhsOtree)

data Tree = Tree_Bin (Tree) (Tree)

| Tree_Leaf (Int)

deriving ( Show)

-- semantic domain

type T_Tree = (Int) -> ( (Int),(Tree))

-- cata

sem_Tree :: (Tree) -> (T_Tree)

sem_Tree ((Tree_Bin (_lt) (_rt)))

= (sem_Tree_Bin ((sem_Tree (_lt))) ((sem_Tree (_rt))))

sem_Tree ((Tree_Leaf (_int))) = (sem_Tree_Leaf (_int))

sem_Tree_Bin :: (T_Tree) -> (T_Tree) -> (T_Tree)

sem_Tree_Bin (lt_) (rt_) =

\ _lhsIrmin ->

let ( _ltImin,_ltItree) = (lt_ (_ltOrmin))

( _rtImin,_rtItree) = (rt_ (_rtOrmin))

(_lhsOmin) = _ltImin ‘min‘ _rtImin

(_rtOrmin) = _lhsIrmin

(_ltOrmin) = _lhsIrmin

(_lhsOtree) = Tree_Bin _ltItree _rtItree

in ( _lhsOmin,_lhsOtree)

sem_Tree_Leaf :: (Int) -> (T_Tree)

sem_Tree_Leaf (int_) =

\ _lhsIrmin ->



let (_lhsOmin) = int_

(_lhsOtree) = Tree_Leaf _lhsIrmin

in ( _lhsOmin,_lhsOtree)

In general, generated code is not the most pleasant2 of prose to look at, but we will have
to use the generated functions in order to access the AG computations of attributes from
the Haskell world. The following observations should be kept in mind when doing so:

– For node〈node〉 also a typeT 〈node〉 is generated, describing the function type
that maps inherited to synthesized attributes. This type corresponds one-to-one to
the attributes defined for〈node〉: inherited attributes to parameters, synthesized at-
tributes to elements of the result tuple (or single type if exactly one synthesized
attribute is defined).

– Computation of attribute values is done by semantic functions with a name of the
form sem〈node〉 〈variant〉. These functions have exactly the same type as their
constructor counterpart of the generated data type. The only difference lies in the
parameters which are of the same type as their constructor counterpart, but prefixed
with T . For example, data constructorTreeBin :: Tree→ Tree→ Treecorresponds
to the semantic functionsemTreeBin :: (T Tree) → (T Tree) → (T Tree).

– A mapping from the Haskelldata type to the corresponding semantic function is
available with the namesem〈node〉.

In the Haskell world one now can follow different routes to compute the attributes:

– First construct a Haskell value of type〈node〉, then applysem〈node〉 to this value
and the additionally required inherited attributes values. The given functionmain
from AG variant of repmin takes this approach.

– Circumvent the construction of Haskell values of type〈node〉 by using the semantic
functionssem〈node〉 〈variant〉 directly when building the AST instead of the data
constructor〈node〉 〈variant〉 (This technique is called deforestation [42].).

In both cases a tuple holding all synthesized attributes is returned. Elements in the
tuple are sorted lexicographically on attribute name, but it still is awkward to extract
an attribute via pattern matching because the size of the tuple and position of elements
changes with adding and renaming attributes. For now, this is not a problem assemRoot
will only return one value, aTree. Later we will see the use of wrapper functions to pass
inherited attributes and extract synthesized attributes via additional wrapper data types
holding attributes in labeled fields.

2 In addition, because generated code can be generated differently, one cannot count on it being
generated in a specific way. Such is the case here too, this part of the AG implementation may
well change in the future.



Parsing directly to semantic functions.The givenmainfunction uses the first approach:
construct aTree, wrap it inside aRoot, and applysemRootto it. The following example
takes the second approach; it parses some input text describing the structure of a tree
and directly invokes the semantic functions:

instanceSymbol Char

pRepmin:: IsParser p Char⇒ p T Root
pRepmin= pRoot

where pRoot= semRoot Root〈$〉 pTree
pTree = semTreeLeaf 〈$〉 pInt

〈|〉 semTreeBin 〈$ pSym’B’ 〈∗〉 pTree〈∗〉 pTree
pInt = (λc→ ord c− ord ’0’) 〈$〉 ’0’ 〈..〉 ’9’

The parser recognises the letter ’B’ as aBin alternative and a single digit as aLeaf.
Fig. 2 gives an overview of the parser combinators which are used [38]. The parser is
invoked from an alternative implementation ofmain:

main:: IO ()
main= do tr ← parseIOMessage show pRepmin"B3B45"

print tr

We will not discuss this alternative further nor will we discuss this particular variant of
parser combinators. However, this approach is taken in the rest of these notes wherever
parsing is required.

Combinator Meaning Result
p 〈∗〉 q p followed byq result ofp applied to result ofq
p 〈|〉 q por q result ofp or result ofq
pSucceed r empty inputε r
f 〈$〉 p ≡ pSucceed f〈∗〉 p
pKey"x" symbol/keyword x "x"

p 〈∗∗〉 q p followed byq result ofq applied to result ofp
p ‘opt‘ r ≡ p 〈|〉 pSucceed r
p 〈??〉 q ≡ p 〈∗∗〉 q ‘opt‘ id
p 〈∗ q, p ∗〉 q, f 〈$ p variants throwing away

result of angle missing
side

pFoldr listAlg p sequence ofp’s foldr c n (result of allp’s)
pList p pFoldr((:), [ ]) p
pChainr s p p’s (>1) separated bys’s result ofs’s applied to results ofp’s aside

Fig. 2.Parser combinators



More features and typical usage: a pocket calculator.We will continue with looking at
a more complex example, a pocket calculator which accepts expressions. The calculator
prints a pretty printed version of the entered expression, its computed value and some
statistics (the number of additions performed). An interactive terminal session of the
pocket calculator looks as follows:

$ build/bin/expr

Enter expression: 3+4

Expr=’3+4’, val=7, add count thus far=1

Enter expression: [a=3+4:a+a]

Expr=’[a=3+4:a+a]’, val=14, add count thus far=3

Enter expression: ˆCexpr: interrupted

$

This rudimentary calculator allows integer values, their addition and binding to identi-
fiers. Parsing is character based, no scanner is used to transform raw text into tokens. No
whitespace is allowed and alet expression is syntactically denoted by[<nm>=<expr>:<expr>].

The example will allow us to discuss more AG features as well as typical use of AG.
We start with integer constants, addition followed by an attribute computation for the
pretty printing:

DATA AGItf
| AGItf expr: Expr

DATA Expr
| IConst int : {Int }
| Add e1 : Expr e2: Expr

SET AllNT = AGItf Expr

The root of the tree is now calledAGItf to indicate (as a naming convention) that this is
the place where interfacing between the Haskell world and the AG world takes place.

The definition demonstrates the use of theSET keyword which allows the naming of
a group of nodes. This name can later be used to declare attributes for all the named
group of nodes at once.

The computation of a pretty printed representation follows the same pattern as the
computation ofmin andtree in the repminexample, because of its compositional and
bottom-up nature. The synthesized attributepp is synthesized from the values of thepp
attribute of the children of a node:

ATTR AllNT [ || pp : PP Doc]

SEM Expr
| IConst lhs.pp = pp @int
| Add lhs.pp = @e1.pp>‖< "+" >‖< @e2.pp



The pretty printing uses a pretty printing library with combinators for values of type
PP Doc representing pretty printed documents. The library is not further discussed
here; an overview of some of the available combinators can be found in Fig. 3.

Combinator Result
p1 >‖< p2 p1 besidesp2, p2 at the right
p1 >#< p2 same as>‖< but with an additional space in between
p1 >−< p2 p1 abovep2

pp parens p pinside parentheses
text s strings asPP Doc
pp x pretty printx (assuming instancePP x) resulting in aPP Doc

Fig. 3.Pretty printing combinators

As a next step we addlet expressions and use of identifiers in expressions. This demon-
strates an important feature of the AG system: we may introduce new alternatives for
a 〈node〉 as well as may introduce new attribute computations in a separate piece of
program text. We first add new AST alternatives forExpr:

DATA Expr
| Let nm: {String} val : Expr body: Expr
| Var nm: {String}

One should keep in mind that the exensibility offered is simplistic of nature, but sur-
prisingly flexible at the same time. The idea is that node variants, attribute declarations
and attribute rules for node variants can all occur textually separated. The AG com-
piler gathers all definitions, combines, performs several checks (e.g. are attribute rules
missing), and generates the corresponding Haskell code. All kinds of declarations can
be distributed over several text files to be included with aINCLUDE directive (not
discussed any further).

Any addition of new node variants requires also the corresponding definitions of already
introduced attributes:

SEM Expr
| Let lhs.pp = "[" >‖< @nm>‖< "=" >‖< @val.pp>‖< ":" >‖< @body.pp>‖< "]"
| Var lhs.pp = pp @nm

The use of variables in the pocket calculator requires us to keep an administration of
values bound to variables. An association list is used to provide this environmental and
scoped information:

ATTR Expr [env: { [ (String, Int) ]} || ]

SEM Expr
| Let body.env= (@nm, @val.val) : @lhs.env



SEM AGItf
| AGItf expr.env= [ ]

The scope is enforced by extending the inherited attributeenv top-down in the AST.
Note that there is no need to specify a value for @val.envbecause of the copy rules
discussed later. In theLetvariant the inherited environment, which is used for evaluating
the right hand sided of the bound expression, is extended with the new binding, before
being used as the inheritedenvattribute of the body. The environmentenv is queried
when the value of an expression is to be computed:

ATTR AllNT [ || val : Int ]

SEM Expr
| Var lhs.val = maybe0 id (lookup@nm@lhs.env)
| Add lhs.val = @e1.val+ @e2.val
| Let lhs.val = @body.val
| IConst lhs.val = @int

The attributeval holds this computed value. Because its value is needed in the ‘out-
side’ Haskell world it is passed throughAGItf (as part ofSET AllNT) as a synthesized
attribute. This is also the case for the previously introducedpp attribute as well as the
following count attribute used to keep track of the number of additions performed.
However, thecountattribute is also passed as an inherited attribute. Being both inher-
ited and synthesized it is defined between the two vertical bars in theATTR declaration
for count:

ATTR AllNT [ | count: Int | ]

SEM Expr
| Add lhs.count= @e2.count+ 1

The attributecountis said to bethreadedthrough the AST, the AG solution to a global
variable or the use of state monad. This is a result of the attribute being inherited as well
as synthesized and the copy rules. Its effect is an automatic copying of the attribute in a
preorder traversal of the AST.

Copy rules are attribute rules inserted by the AG system if a rule for an attribute〈attr〉
in a production of〈node〉 is missing. AG tries to insert a rule that copies the value of
another attribute with the same name, searching in the following order:

1. Local attributes.
2. The synthesized attribute of the children to the left of the child for which an inher-

ited 〈attr〉 definition is missing, with priority given to the nearest child fulfilling the
condition. A synthesized〈attr〉 of a parent is considered to be at the right of any
child’s 〈attr′〉.

3. Inherited attributes (of the parent).

In our example the effect is that for theLet variant ofExpr



– (inherited) @lhs.countis copied to (inherited) @val.count,
– (synthesized) @val.countis copied to (inherited) @body.count,
– (synthesized) @body.countis copied to (synthesized) @lhs.count.

Similar copy rules are inserted for the other variants. Only for variantAdd of Expr a
different rule for @lhs.count is explicitly specified, since here we have a non-trivial
piece of semantics: i.e. we actually want to count something.

Automatic copy rule insertion can be both a blessing and curse. A blessing because it
takes away a lot of tedious work and minimises clutter in the AG source text. On the
other hand it can be a curse, because a programmer may have forgotten an otherwise
required rule. If a copy rule can be inserted the AG compiler will silently do so, and the
programmer will not be warned.

As with our previous example we can let a parser map input text to the invocations of
semantic functions. For completeness this source text has been included in Fig. 4. The
result of parsing combined with the invocation of semantic functions will be a function
taking inherited attributes to a tuple holding all synthesized attributes. Even though the
order of the attributes in the result tuple is specified, its extraction via pattern matching
should be avoided. The AG system can be instructed to create a wrapper function which
knows how to extract the attributes out of the result tuple:

WRAPPER AGItf

The attribute values are stored in a data type with labeled fields for each attribute. The
attributes can be accessed with labels of the form〈attr〉 Syn〈node〉. The name of the
wrapper is of the formwrap 〈node〉; the wrapper function is passed the result of the
semantic function and a data type holding inherited attributes:

run :: Int → IO ()
run count

= do hPutStr stdout"Enter expression: "
hFlush stdout
l ← getLine
r ← parseIOMessage show pAGItf l
let r′ = wrap AGItf r (Inh AGItf{count Inh AGItf = count})
putStrLn("Expr=’" ++ disp (pp SynAGItf r′) 40 ""++

"’, val=" ++ show(val SynAGItf r′) ++
", add count thus far="++ show(count SynAGItf r′)

)
run (count SynAGItf r′)

main :: IO ()
main= run 0

We face a similar problem with the passing of inherited attributes to the semantic func-
tion. Hence inherited attributes are passed to the wrapper function via a data type with
nameInh 〈node〉 and a constructor with the same name, with fields having labels of the



form 〈attr〉 Inh 〈node〉. Thecountattribute is an example of an attribute which must be
passed as an inherited attribute as well as extracted as a synthesized attribute.

This concludes our introduction to the AG system. Some topics have either not been
mentioned at all or only shortly touched upon. We provide a list of those topics together
with a reference to the first use of the features which are actually used later in these
notes. Each of these items is marked withAG to indicate that it is about the AG system.

– Type synonym, only for lists (see section 14).
– Left hand side patterns for simultaneous definition of rules (see section 42).
– Set notation for variant names in rules (see section 31).
– Local attributes (see section 31).
– Additional copy rule viaUSE (see section 3.2).
– Additional copy rule viaSELF (see section 3.2).
– Rule redefinition viaB (see section 3.3).
– Cycle detection and other (experimental) features, commandline invocation, etc.

We will come back to the AG system itself in our conclusion.

instanceSymbol Char

pAGItf :: IsParser p Char⇒ p T AGItf
pAGItf = pRoot

where pRoot = semAGItf AGItf 〈$〉 pExpr
pExpr = pChainr (semExpr Add 〈$ pSym’+’) pExprBase
pExprBase= (semExpr IConst.foldl (λl r → l ∗ 10+ r) 0)

〈$〉 pList1 ((λc→ ord c− ord ’0’) 〈$〉 ’0’ 〈..〉 ’9’)
〈|〉 semExpr Let
〈$ pSym’[’ 〈∗〉 pNm〈∗ pSym’=’ 〈∗〉 pExpr
〈∗ pSym’:’ 〈∗〉 pExpr
〈∗ pSym’]’

〈|〉 semExpr Var 〈$〉 pNm
pNm = (:"") 〈$〉 ’a’ 〈..〉 ’z’

Fig. 4.Parser for calculator example

2 EH 1: typed λ-calculus

In this section we build the first version of our series of compilers: the typedλ-calculus
packaged in Haskell syntax in which all values need to explicitly be given a type. The
compiler checks if the specified types are in agreement with actual value definitions.
For example



let i :: Int
i = 5

in i

is accepted, whereas

let i :: Char
i = 5

in i

produces a pretty printed version of the erroneous program, annotated with errors:

let i :: Char

i = 5

{- ***ERROR(S):

In ‘5’:

Type clash:

failed to fit: Int <= Char

problem with : Int <= Char -}

{- [ i:Char ] -}

in i

Type signatures have to be specified for identifiers bound in alet expression. Forλ-
expressions the type of the parameter can be extracted from these type signatures unless
aλ-expression occurs at the position of an applied function. In that case a type signature
for theλ-expression is required in the expression itself. This program will not typecheck
because this EH version does not allow polymorphic types in general and on higher
ranked (that is, parameter) positions in particular.

let v :: (Int,Char)
v = ( (λf → (f 3,f ’x’))

:: (Char→ Char) → (Int,Char)
) (λx→ x)

in v

The implementation of a type system will be the main focus of this and following sec-
tions. As a consequence the full environment/framework needed to build a compiler
will not be discussed. This means in particular that error reporting, generation of a
pretty printed annotated output, parsing and the compiler driver are not described.

We start with the definition of the AST and how it relates to concrete syntax, followed
by the introduction of several attributes required for the implementation of the type
system.



2.1 Concrete and abstract syntax

Theconcrete syntaxof a (programming) language describes the structure of acceptable
sentences for that language, or more down to earth, it describes what a compiler for that
language accepts with respect to the textual structure. On the other hand,abstract syntax
describes the structure used by the compiler itself for analysis and code generation.
Translation from the more user friendly concrete syntax to the machine friendly abstract
syntax is done by a parser; from the abstract to the concrete representation is done by a
pretty printer.

Let us focus our attention first on the abstract syntax for EH1, in particular the part
defining the structure for expressions (the remaining syntax can be found in Fig. 5).

DATA Expr
| IConst int : {Int }
| CConst char : {Char}
| Con nm : {HsName}
| Var nm : {HsName}
| App func : Expr

arg : Expr
| Let decls : Decls

body : Expr
| Lam arg : PatExpr

body : Expr
| AppTop expr : Expr
| Parens expr : Expr
| TypeAs tyExpr: TyExpr

expr : Expr

Integer constants are represented byIConst, lowercase (uppercase) identifier occur-
rences byVar (Con), anApp represents the application of a function to its argument,
LamandLet represent lambda expressions and let expressions.

AG: Type synonyms (for lists). The AG notation allows type synomyms for one spe-
cial case, AG’s equivalent of a list. It is an often occurring idiom to encode a list of
nodes, sayDATA L with elements〈node〉 as:

DATA L
| Cons hd: 〈node〉

tl : L
| Nil

AG allows the following notation as a shorthand:

TYPE L = [〈node〉 ]



The EH fragment (which is incorrect for this version of because type signatures are
missing)

let ic @(i,c) = (5,’x’)
id = λx→ x

in id i

is represented by the following piece of abstract syntax tree:

AGItf_AGItf

Expr_Let

Decls_Cons

Decl_Val

PatExpr_VarAs "ic"

PatExpr_AppTop

PatExpr_App

PatExpr_App

PatExpr_Con ",2"

PatExpr_Var "i"

PatExpr_Var "c"

Expr_AppTop

Expr_App

Expr_App

Expr_Con ",2"

Expr_IConst 5

Expr_CConst ’x’

Decls_Cons

Decl_Val

PatExpr_Var "id"

Expr_Lam

PatExpr_Var "x"

Expr_Var "x"

Decls_Nil

Expr_AppTop

Expr_App

Expr_Var "id"

Expr_Var "i"

The example also demonstrates the use of patterns, which is almost the same as in
Haskell: EH does not allow a type signature for the elements of a tuple.

Looking at this example and the rest of the abstract syntax in Fig. 5 we can make several
observations of what one is allowed to write in EH and what can be expected from the
implementation.



DATA AGItf
| AGItf expr : Expr

DATA Decl
| TySig nm : {HsName}

tyExpr : TyExpr
| Val patExpr: PatExpr

expr : Expr

TYPE Decls = [Decl]

SET AllDecl = Decl Decls

DATA PatExpr
| IConst int : { Int }
| CConst char : {Char}
| Con nm : {HsName}
| Var nm : {HsName}
| VarAs nm : {HsName}

patExpr: PatExpr
| App func : PatExpr

arg : PatExpr
| AppTop patExpr: PatExpr
| Parens patExpr: PatExpr

SET AllPatExpr= PatExpr

DATA TyExpr
| Con nm : {HsName}
| App func : TyExpr

arg : TyExpr
| AppTop tyExpr : TyExpr
| Parens tyExpr : TyExpr

SET AllTyExpr = TyExpr

SET AllExpr = Expr

SET AllNT = AllTyExpr AllDecl AllPatExpr AllExpr

Fig. 5.Abstract syntax for EH (without Expr)



– There is a striking similarity between the structure of expressionsExprand patterns
PatExpr (and as we will see later type expressionsTyExpr): they all containApp
andConvariants. This similarity will sometimes be exploited to factor out common
code, and, if factoring out cannot be done, leads to similarities between pieces of
code. This is the case with pretty printing(not included in these notes), which is
quite similar for the different kinds of constructs.

– Type signatures (Decl TySig) and value definitions (Decl Val) may be freely mixed.
However, type signatures and value definitions for the same identifier are still re-
lated.

– Because of the textual decoupling of value definitions and type signatures, a type
signature may specify the type for an identifier occurring inside a pattern:

let a :: Int
(a,b) = (3, 4)

in ...

Currently we do not allow this, but the following however is:

let ab :: (Int, Int)
ab @(a,b) = (3, 4)

in ...

because the specified type forab corresponds to the top of a pattern of a value
definition.

– In EH composite values are created by tupling, denoted by(. . , . .). The same no-
tation is also used for patterns (for unpacking a composite value) and types (de-
scribing the structure of the composite). In all these cases the corresponding AST
consists of aConapplied to the elements of the tuple. For example, the value(2, 3)
corresponds to

Expr App (Expr App (Expr Con",2") (Expr IConst2)) (Expr IConst3)

– For now there is only one value constructor: for tuples. The EH constructor for
tuples also is the one which needs special treatment because it actually stands for a
infinite family of constructors. This can be seen in the encoding of the name of the
constructor which is composed of a"," together with the arity of the constructor.
For example, the expression(3, 4) is encoded as an applicationAppof Con ",2"
to the two Int arguments: (,2 3 4). In our examples we will follow the Haskell
convention, in which we write (,) instead of ‘,2’. By using this encoding we also
get the unit type() as it is encoded by the name",0".

– The naming convention for tuples and other naming conventions are available through
the following definitions for Haskell namesHsName.

data HsName= HNm String
deriving (Eq,Ord)

instanceShow HsNamewhere



show(HNm s) = s

hsnArrow,hsnUnknown,hsnInt,hsnChar,hsnWild:: HsName
hsnArrow = HNm"->"
hsnUnknown = HNm"??"
hsnInt = HNm"Int"
hsnChar = HNm"Char"
hsnWild = HNm"_"

hsnProd :: Int → HsName
hsnProd i = HNm (’,’ : show i)

hsnIsArrow,hsnIsProd :: HsName→ Bool
hsnIsArrow hsn = hsn≡ hsnArrow
hsnIsProd (HNm (’,’ : )) = True
hsnIsProd = False

hsnProdArity :: HsName→ Int
hsnProdArity(HNm ( : ar)) = read ar

– Each application is wrapped on top with anAppTop. This has no meaning in itself
but it simplifies the pretty printing of expressions3. We needAppTopfor patterns,
but for the rest it can be ignored.

– The location of parentheses around an expression is remembered by aParensalter-
native. We need this for the reconstruction of the parenthesis in the input.

– AGItf is the top of a complete abstract syntax tree. As noted in the AG primer this
is the place where interfacing with the ‘outside’ Haskell world takes place. It is
a convention in these notes to give all nonterminals in the abstract syntax a name
with AGItf in it, if it plays a similar role.

2.2 Types

We will now turn our attention to the way the type system is incorporated into EH1.
We focus on the pragmatics of the implementation and less on the corresponding type
theory.

What is a type Compiler builders consider atypeto be a description of the interpre-
tation of a value whereas a value is to be understood as a bitpattern. This means in
particular that machine operations such as integer addition, are only applied to patterns
that are to be interpreted as integers. More generally, we want to prevent unintended
interpretations of bitpatterns, which might likely lead to the crash of a program.

The flow of values, that is, the copying between memory locations, through the execu-
tion of a program may only be such that a copy is allowed only if the corresponding
types relate to each other in some proper fashion. A compiler uses a type system to
analyse this flow and to make sure that built-in functions are only applied to patterns

3 As it also complicates parsing it may disappear in future versions of EH.



that they are intended to work on. The idea is that if a compiler cannot find an erroneous
flow of values, with the notion of erroneous defined by the type system, the program is
guaranteed not to crash because of unintended use of bitpatterns.

In this section we start by introducing a type language in a more formal setting as well
as a more practical setting. The formal setting uses typing rules to specify the static
semantics of EH whereas in the practical setting the AG system is used, providing an
implementation. In the following section we discuss the typing rules, the mechanism
for enforcing the equality of types (calledfitting) and the checking itself. Types will be
introduced informally, instead of taking a more formal approach [40,41,34,2].

Types are described by a type language. The type language for EH1 allows some basic
types and two forms of composite types, functions and tuples, and is described by the
following grammar:

σ = Int | Char
| (σ, ...,σ)
| σ→ σ

The following definition however is closer to the one used in our implementation:

σ = Int | Char | → | , | , , | ...
| σ σ

The latter definition also introduces the possibility of describing types likeInt Int. We
nevertheless use this one since it is used in the implementation of later versions of EH
where it will prove useful in expressing the application of type constructors to types.
Here we just have to make sure no types likeInt Int will be created; in a (omitted) later
version of EH we perform kind inferencing/checking to prevent the creation of such
types from showing up.

The corresponding encoding using AG notation differs in the presence of anAny type,
also denoted by�. In section 2.3 we will say more about this. It is used to smoothen the
type checking by (e.g.) limiting the propagation of erroneous types:

DATA TyAGItf
| AGItf ty : Ty

DATA Ty
| Con nm : {HsName}
| App func: Ty

arg : Ty
| Any

The formal system and implementation of this system use different symbols to refer
to the same concept. For example,Any in the implementation is the same as� in the
typing rules. Not always is such a similarity pointed out explicitly but instead a notation
name1∥name2 is used to simultaneously refer to both symbolsname1 andname2, for



exampleAny∥�. The notation also implies that the identifiers and symbols separated
by ’∥’ are referring to the same concept.

The definition ofTywill be used in both the Haskell world and the AG world. In Haskell
we use the correspondingdata type generated by the AG compiler, for example in the
derived typeTyL:

type TyL = [Ty]

The data type is used to construct type representations. In the AG world we define
computations over the type structure in terms of attributes. The corresponding semantic
functions generated by the AG system can then be applied to Haskell values.

2.3 Checking types

The type system of a programming language is described by typing rules. Atyping rule

– Relates language constructs to types.
– Constrains the types of these language constructs.

Type rules For example, the following is the typing rule (taken from Fig. 6) for function
application

Γ
expr
` e2 : σa

Γ
expr
` e1 : σa→ σ

Γ
expr
` e1 e2 : σ

(e-app1)

It states that an application ofe1 to e2 has typeσ provided that the argument has type
σa and the function has a typeσa→ σ.

All rules we will use are of the form

prerequisite1
prerequisite2

...

consequence
(rule-name)

with the meaning that if allprerequisitei can be proven we may conclude theconsequence.

A prerequisitecan take the form of any logical predicate or has a more structured form,
usually called ajudgement:

context
judgetype
` construct: property{ more results

The part “{ more results” needs not always be present if there are no more results for
a judgement. The notation reads as



Γ
expr
` e : σ

Γ
expr
` e2 : σa

Γ
expr
` e1 : σa → σ

Γ
expr
` e1 e2 : σ

(e-app1)
i 7→ σi , Γ

expr
` e : σe

Γ
expr
` λi → e : σi → σe

(e-lam1)

Γ
expr
` e2 : σ2

Γ
expr
` e1 : σ1

Γ
expr
` (e1,e2) : (σ1,σ2)

(e-prod1)

i 7→ σi , Γ
expr
` ei : σi

i 7→ σi , Γ
expr
` e : σe

Γ
expr
` let i :: σi ; i = ei in e : σe

(e-let1)

(i 7→ σ) ∈ Γ

Γ
expr
` i : σ

(e-ident1)
Γ

expr
` minint. .maxint: Int

(e-int1)

Fig. 6.Type rules for expressions

In the interpretationjudgetypethe constructhas propertypropertyassuming
contextand with optional additionalmore results.

If the contextor more resultsitself consists of multiple parts, these parts are separated
by a semicolon ’;’. An underscore ’’ has a similar role as in Haskell to indicate a
property is not relevant for a type rule (see rulee-app1B, Fig. 7)

Although a rule formally is to be interpreted purely equational, it may help to realise
that from an implementors point of view this (more or less) corresponds to an imple-
mentation template, either in the form of a functionjudgetype:

judgetype= λconstruct→
λcontext→ ...(property,more results)

or a piece of AG:

ATTR judgetype[context: ... ||
property: ...more results: ...]

SEM judgetype
| construct

lhs.(property,more results) = ... @lhs.context...

Typing rules and implementation templates differ in that the latter prescribes the order in
which the computation of a property takes place, whereas the former simply postulates



relationships between parts of a rule. In general typing rules presented throughout these
notes will be rather explicit in the flow of information and thus be close to the actual
implementation.

Environment The rules in Fig. 6 refer toΓ, which is often calledassumptions, envi-
ronmentor contextbecause it provides information about what may be assumed about
identifiers. Identifiersξ are distinguished on the case of the first character, capitalized
I ’s starting with an uppercase, uncapitalizedi’s otherwise

ξ = i
| I

For type constants we will use capitalized identifiersI , whereas for identifiers bound to
an expression in alet-expression we will use lower case identifiers(i, j, ...).

An environmentΓ is a vector of bindings, a partial finite map from identifiers to types:

Γ = ξ 7→ σ

Concatenation of such collections as well as scrutinizing a collection is denoted with
a comma ’,’. For example, ‘i 7→ σ, Γ’ represents a concatenation as well as a pattern
match. For rules this does not make a difference, for the implementation there is a
direction involved as we either construct from smaller parts or deconstruct (pattern
match) into smaller parts.

If shadowing is involved, that is duplicate entries are added, left/first (w.r.t. to the
comma ’,’) entries shadow right/later entries. In particular, when we locate some vari-
able in aΓ the first occurrence will be taken.

If convenient we will also use a list notation:

Γ = [ξ 7→ σ ]

This will be done if specific properties of a list are used or if we borrow from Haskell’s
repertoire of list functions. For simplicity we also use (assocation) lists in our imple-
mentation.

A list structure suffices to encode the presence of an identifier in aΓ, but it cannot
be used to detect multiple occurrences caused by duplicate introductions. Thus in our
implementation we use a stack of lists instead:

type AssocL k v= [(k,v) ]

newtypeGam k v= Gam[AssocL k v] deriving Show

emptyGam :: Gam k v
gamUnit :: k→ v → Gam k v
gamLookup :: Eq k⇒ k→ Gam k v→ Maybe v
gamToAssocL :: Gam k v → AssocL k v



gamPushNew :: Gam k v → Gam k v
gamPushGam :: Gam k v → Gam k v→ Gam k v
gamAddGam :: Gam k v → Gam k v→ Gam k v
gamAdd :: k→ v → Gam k v→ Gam k v

emptyGam = Gam[ [ ] ]
gamUnit k v = Gam[ [ (k,v) ] ]
gamLookup k(Gam ll) = foldr (λl mv→ maybe mv Just(lookup k l))

Nothing ll
gamToAssocL (Gam ll) = concat ll
gamPushNew (Gam ll) = Gam([ ] : ll )
gamPushGam g1(Gam ll2) = Gam(gamToAssocL g1: ll2)
gamAddGam g1(Gam(l2 : ll2)) = Gam((gamToAssocL g1++ l2) : ll2)
gamAdd k v = gamAddGam(k 7→ v)

Entering and leaving a scope is implemented by means of pushing and popping aΓ.
Extending an environmentΓ will take place on the top of the stack only. AgamUnit
used as an infix operator will print as7→.

A specializationValGamof Gamis used to store and lookup the type of value identifiers.

data ValGamInfo= ValGamInfo{vgiTy:: Ty} deriving Show

type ValGam= Gam HsName ValGamInfo

The type is wrapped in aValGamInfo. Later versions of EH can add additional fields to
this data type.

valGamLookup:: HsName→ ValGam→ Maybe ValGamInfo
valGamLookup= gamLookup

valGamLookupTy:: HsName→ ValGam→ (Ty,ErrL)
valGamLookupTy n g

= casevalGamLookup n gof
Nothing→ (Ty Any, [Err NamesNotIntrod[n] ])
Just vgi→ (vgiTy vgi, [ ])

Later the variantvalGamLookupwill do additional work, but for now it does not dif-
fer from gamLookup. The additional variantvalGamLookupTyis specialized further to
produce an error message in case the identifier is missing from the environment.

Checking Expr The rules in Fig. 6 do not provide much information about how the
typeσ in the consequence of a rule is to be computed; it is just stated that it should relate
in some way to other types. However, type information can be made available to parts
of the abstract syntax tree, either because the programmer has supplied it somewhere or
because the compiler can reconstruct it. For types given by a programmer the compiler
has to check if such a type correctly describes the value of an expression for which the



type is given. This is calledtype checking. If no type information has been given for a
value, the compiler needs to reconstruct or infer this type based on the structure of the
abstract syntax tree and the semantics of the language as defined by the typing rules.
This is calledtype inferencing. In EH1 we exclusively deal with type checking.

Γ;σk expr
` e : σ

Γ;σa expr
` e2 :

Γ;�→ σk expr
` e1 : σa → σ

Γ;σk expr
` e1 e2 : σ

(e-app1B)
i 7→ σi , Γ;σr expr

` e : σe

Γ;σi → σr expr
` λi → e : σi → σe

(e-lam1B)

Γ;σk
2

expr
` e2 : σ2

Γ;σk
1

expr
` e1 : σ1

Γ; (σk
1,σk

2)
expr
` (e1,e2) : (σ1,σ2)

(e-prod1B)

i 7→ σi , Γ;σi expr
` ei :

i 7→ σi , Γ;σk expr
` e : σe

Γ;σk expr
` let i :: σi ; i = ei in e : σe

(e-let1B)

(i 7→ σi) ∈ Γ
fit
` σi 6 σk : σ

Γ;σk expr
` i : σ

(e-ident1B)

fit
` Int 6 σk : σ

Γ;σk expr
` minint. .maxint: σ

(e-int1B)

Fig. 7.Type checking for expression (checking variant)

We now can tailor the type rules in Fig. 6 towards an implementation which performs
type checking, in Fig. 7. We also start with the discussion of the corresponding AG
implementation. The rules now take an additional context, the expected (or known)
type σk (attributeknTy, simultaneously referred to byσk∥knTy) as specified by the
programmer, defined in terms of AG as follows:

ATTR AllExpr [knTy: Ty || ]

The basic idea underlying this implementation for type checking, as well as in later
versions of EH also for type inferencing, is that

– A known(or expected) typeσk∥knTyis passed top-down through the syntax tree of
an expression, representing the maximal type (in terms of6, see Fig. 8 and discus-
sion below) the type of an expression can be. At all places where this expression is
used it also is assumed that the type of this expression equalsσk.



– A result typeσ∥ty is computed bottom-up for each expression, representing the
minimal type (in terms of6) the expression can have.

– At each node in the abstract syntax tree it is checked whetherσ 6 σk holds. The
result of lhs 6 rhs is rhs which is subsequently used by the type checker, for
example to simply return or use in constructing another, usually composite, type.

– In general, forlhs 6 rhs the rhs is an expected type whereaslhs is the bottom-up
computed result type.

fit
` σl 6 σr : σ

fit
` σa

2 6 σ
a
1 : σa

fit
` σr

1 6 σ
r
2 : σr

fit
` σa

1 → σ
r
1 6 σ

a
2 → σ

r
2 : σa → σr

(f-arrow1)

fit
` σl

1 6 σ
l
2 : σl

fit
` σr

1 6 σ
r
2 : σr

fit
` (σl

1,σr
1) 6 (σl

2,σr
2) : (σl ,σr )

(f-prod1)
I1 ≡ I2

fit
` I1 6 I2 : I2

(f-con1)

fit
` � 6 σ : σ

(f-anyl1)
fit
` σ 6 � : σ

(f-anyr1)

Fig. 8.Rules for fit

An additional judgement type namedfit (Fig. 8) is needed to check an actual type
against an expected (known) type. The judgement specifies the matchingσ1 6 σ2 of
two typesσ1 andσ2. The meaning of6 is that the left hand side (lhs) typeσ1 of 6 can
be used where the right hand side (rhs) typeσ2 is expected. Expressed differently,6
checks whether a value of typeσ1 can flow (that is, be stored) into a memory location
of typeσ2. This is an asymmetric relation because “a value flowing into a location”
does not imply that it can flow the other way, so6 conceptually has a direction, even
though in the rules in Fig. 86 is a test on equality of the two type arguments.

The rules for6 also specify a result type. Strictly this result is not required for thefit
judgement to hold but in the implementation it is convenient to have the implementation
fitsIn of 6 return the smallest typeσ for which of σ1 6 σ andσ2 6 σ hold. This is



useful in particular in relation to the use of� in in rule f-anyl1 and rulef-anyr1; we will
come back to this later.

For example,6 is used in rulee-int1B which checks that its actualInt type matches the
known typeσk. The implementation of the type rulee-int1B performs this check and
returns the typeσ in attributety:

ATTR AllExpr [ || ty : Ty]

SEM Expr
| CConstloc.fTy = tyChar
| IConst loc.fTy = tyInt
| IConst CConst

loc.fo = @fTy6 @lhs.knTy
.ty = foTy@fo

AG: Set notation for variants. The rule for (e.g.) attributefo is specified forIConst
andCConsttogether. Instead of specifying only one variant a whitespace separated
list of variant names may be specified after the vertical bar ’|’. It is also allowed to
specify this list relative to all declared variants by specifying for which variants the
rule shouldnot be declared. For example:∗ − IConst CConstif the rule was to be
defined for all variants exceptIConstandCConst.

AG: Local attributes. The attributefTy is declared locally. In this context ‘local’ means
that the scope is limited to the variant of a node. AttributefTy defined for variant
IConstis available only for other attribute rules for variantIConstof Expr.
Note that no explicit rule for synthesized attributety is required; a copy rule is
inserted to use the value of the locally declared attributety. This is a common AG
idiom when a value is required for later use as well or needs to be redefined in later
versions of EH.

Some additional constants representing built-in types are also required:

tyInt = Ty Con hsnInt
tyChar= Ty Con hsnChar

The local attributefTy(by convention) holds the type as computed on the basis of the ab-
stract syntax tree. This typefTy is subsequently compared to the expected typelhs.knTy
via the implementationfitsIn of the rules forfit∥ 6. In infix notationfitsIn prints as6.
The functionfitsIn returns aFIOut (f itsIn output) data structure in attributefo. FIOut
consists of a record containing amongst other things fieldfoTy:

data FIOut = FIOut{foTy :: Ty , foErrL :: ErrL }

emptyFO = FIOut{foTy= Ty Any, foErrL = [ ] }

foHasErrs:: FIOut→ Bool



foHasErrs= ¬.null.foErrL

Using a separate attributefTy instead of using its value directly has been done in order
to prepare for a redefinition offTy in later versions4.

Ty Any∥Any∥� plays a special role. This type appears at two places in the implemen-
tation of the type system as a solution to the following problems:

– Invariant to our implementation is the top-down passing of an expected type. How-
ever, this type is not always fully known in a top-down order. For example, in
rule e-app1B (Fig. 7) the argument of the expected function type� → σk is not
known because this information is only available from the environmentΓ which is
used further down in the AST via rulee-ident1B. In this use of� it represents a
“dont’t know” of the type system implementation. As such� has the role of a type
variable (as introduced for type inferencing in section 3).

– An error occurs at a place where the implementation of the type system needs a
type to continue (type checking) with. In that case� is used to prevent further
errors from occurring. In this use of� it represents a “dont’t care” of the type
system implementation. As such� will be replaced by more a more specific type
as soon as it matches (via6) such a type.

In both cases� is a type exclusively used by the implementation to smoothen type
checking. The rules for6 for � in Fig. 8 state that� is equal to any type. The effect is
that the result of6 is a more specific type. This suits our “dont’t know” and “dont’t care”
use. Later, when discussing the AG implementation for these rules this issue reappears.
In later EH versions we will split the use of� into the proper use of a type lattice, and
will it thus disappear.

The role of� may appear to be similar to> and⊥ known from type theory. However,
� is used only as a mechanism for the type system implementation. It is not offered as
a feature to the user (i.e. the EH programmer) of the type system.

Ty Any∥Any∥� is also used at the top level where the actual expected type of the ex-
pression neither is specified nor matters because it is not used:

SEM AGItf
| AGItf expr.knTy= Ty Any

The rulef-arrow1 in Fig. 8 for comparing function types compares the types for argu-
ments in the opposite direction. Only in later versions of EH when6 really behaves
asymmetrically we will discuss this aspect of the rules which is namedcontravariance.
In the rules in Fig. 8 the direction makes no difference; the correct use of the direction
for now only anticipates issues yet to come.

The Haskell counterpart of
f it
` σ1 6 σ2 : σ is implemented byfitsIn:

fitsIn :: Ty→ Ty→ FIOut

4 This will happen with other attributes as well.



fitsIn ty1 ty2
= f ty1 ty2

where
res t = emptyFO{foTy= t }
f Ty Any t2 = res t2
f t1 Ty Any= res t1
f t1 @(Ty Con s1)

t2 @(Ty Con s2)
| s1≡ s2 = res t2

f t1 @(Ty App (Ty App (Ty Con c1) ta1) tr1)
t2 @(Ty App (Ty App (Ty Con c2) ta2) tr2)
| hsnIsArrow c1∧ c1≡ c2
= comp ta2 tr1 ta1 tr2 (λa r → [a] ‘mkTyArrow‘ r)

f t1 @(Ty App tf1 ta1)
t2 @(Ty App tf2 ta2)

= comp tf1 ta1 tf 2 ta2 Ty App
f t1 t2 = err [Err UnifyClash ty1 ty2 t1 t2 ]
err e = emptyFO{foErrL = e}
comp tf1 ta1 tf 2 ta2 mkComp

= foldr1 (λfo1 fo2→ if foHasErrs fo1 then fo1 elsefo2)
[ffo,afo, res rt]

where ffo = f tf 1 tf 2
afo = f ta1 ta2

rt = mkComp(foTyffo) (foTy afo)

The functionfitsIn checks whether theTy Appstructure and all type constantsTy Con
are equal. If not, a non-empty list of errors is returned as well as typeTy Any∥Any∥�.
Matching a composite type is split in two cases forTy App, one for function types (the
first case), and one for the remaining type applications (the second case). For the current
EH version the second case only concerns tuple types. Both matches for composite
types usecompwich performs multiple6’s and combines the results. The difference
lies in the treatment of contravariant behavior as discussed earlier.

The type rules leave in the open how to handle a situation when a required constraint is
broken. For a compiler this is not good enough, being the reasonfitsIngives a “will-do”
typeTy Anyback together with an error for later processing. Errors themselves are also
described via AG:

DATA Err
| UnifyClash ty1 : {Ty} ty2 : {Ty}

ty1detail: {Ty} ty2detail: {Ty}

DATA Err
| NamesNotIntrod nmL: { [HsName]}



TheErr datatype is available as a datatype in the same wayTy is. The error datatype is
also used for signalling undeclared identifiers:

SEM Expr
| Var loc.(gTy,nmErrs)

= valGamLookupTy@nm@lhs.valGam
.fTy = @gTy
.fo = @fTy6 @lhs.knTy
.ty = foTy@fo

AG: Left hand side patterns. The simplest way to define a value for an attribute is to
define one value for one attribute at a time. However, if this value is a tuple, its fields
are to be extracted and assigned to individual attributes (as intyArrowArgRes). AG
allows a pattern notation of the form(s) to make the notation for this situation more
concise:

| 〈variant〉 〈node〉.(〈attr1〉 , 〈attr2〉 , ...) =
| 〈variant〉 (〈node1〉.〈attr1〉, 〈node1〉.〈attr2〉, ...) =

Again, the error condition is signalled by a non empty list of errors if a lookup inΓ fails.
These errors are gathered so they can be incorporated into an annotated pretty printed
version of the program.

Typing rulee-ident1B uses the environmentΓ to retrieve the type of an identifier. This
environmentvalGamfor types of identifiers simply is declared as an inherited attribute,
initialized at the top of the abstrcat syntax tree. It is only extended with new bindings
for identifiers at a declaration of an identifier.

ATTR AllDecl AllExpr [valGam: ValGam|| ]

SEM AGItf
| AGItf expr.valGam= emptyGam

One may wonder why the judgement
f it
` σ1 6 σ2 : σ and its implementationfitsIn

returns a type at all; the idea of checking was to only pass explicit type informationσk

(or knTy) from the top of the abstract syntax tree to the leaf nodes. Note that this idea
breaks when we try to check the expressionid 3 in

let id :: Int → Int
id = λx→ x

in id 3

What is theknTyagainst which 3 will be checked? It is the argument type of the type of
id. However, in rulee-app1B and its AG implementation, the type ofid is not the (top-
to-bottom travelling)σk∥knTy, but it will be the argument part of the (bottom-to-top
travelling) resulting function type ofe1∥func.ty:



SEM Expr
| App loc .knFunTy = [Ty Any] ‘mkTyArrow‘ @lhs.knTy

func.knTy = @knFunTy
(arg.knTy, loc.fTy) = tyArrowArgRes@func.ty
loc .ty = @fTy

The idea here is to encode the partially known function type as� → σk (passed to
fun.knTy) and letfitsIn fill in the missing details, that is to find a type for�. This is
the place where it is convenient to havefitsIn return a type in which�∥Ty Any’s are
replaced by a more concrete type. From that result the known/expected type of the
argument can be extracted.

Note that we are already performing a little bit of type inferencing. This is however
only done locally toAppas the� in � → σk is guaranteed to have disappeared in the
result type offitsIn. If this is not the case, the EH program contains an error. This is a
mechanism we repeatedly use, so we summarize it here:

– Generally, the semantics of the language requires a typeσ to be of a specific form.
Hereσ equals the type of the function (not known at theApp location in the AST)
which should have the form�→ σk.

– The specific form may contain types about which we know nothing, here encoded
by �, in later EH versions by type variables.

– fitsIn∥ 6 is used to enforceσ to have the right form. Here this is done by pushing
the form asσk down the AST for the function (attributefunc.knTy). The check
σ 6 σk is then performed in theVar variant ofExpr.

– Enforcing may or may not succeed. In the latter case error messages are generated
and the result of enforcing is�.

The type construction and inspection done in theApp variant ofExpr requires some
additional type construction functions, of which we only includemkTyArrow:

algTy :: MkConApp Ty
algTy = (Ty Con,Ty App, id, id)

mkTyArrow :: TyL→ Ty→ Ty
mkTyArrow= flip (foldr (mkArrow algTy))

The function is derived from a more general functionmkArrow:

type MkConApp t= (HsName→ t, t → t → t, t → t, t → t)

mkArrow:: MkConApp t→ t → t → t
mkArrow alg@(con, , , ) a r = mkApp alg[con hsnArrow,a, r ]

mkApp:: MkConApp t→ [ t ] → t
mkApp( ,app, top, ) ts

= casets of
[ t ] → t



→ top (foldl1 app ts)

A MkConAppcontains four functions, for constructing a value similar toCon, App,
AppTopand IConst respectively. These functions are used bymkAppto build anApp
like structure and bymkArrow to build function like structures. The code for (e.g.)
parsers (omitted from these notes), uses these functions parameterized with the proper
four semantics functions as generated by the AG system. So this additional layer of
abstraction improves code reuse. Similarly, functionmkTyProdAppconstructs a tuple
type out of types for the elements.

The functions used for scrutinizing a type are given names in which (by convention) the
following is encoded:

– What is scrutinized.
– What is the result of scrutinizing.

For example,tyArrowArgResdissects a function type into its argument and result type.
If the scrutinized type is not a function, “will do” values are returned:

tyArrowArgRes:: Ty→ (Ty,Ty)

tyArrowArgRes t
= caset of

Ty App (Ty App (Ty Con nm) a) r
| hsnIsArrow nm→ (a, r)

→ (Ty Any, t)

Similarly tyProdArgsis defined to return the types of the elements of a tuple type. The
code for this and other similar functions have been omitted for brevity.

Constructor Con, tuples.Apart from constructing function types only tupling allows us
to build composite types. The rulee-prod1B for tupling has no immediate counterpart
in the implementation because a tuple(a,b) is encoded as the application(, ) a b. The
alternativeContakes care of producing a typea→ b→ (a,b) for (, ).

SEM Expr
| Con loc.ty = let resTy= tyArrowRes@lhs.knTy

in tyProdArgs resTy‘mkTyArrow‘ resTy

This type can be constructed fromknTywhich by definition has the form� → � →
(a,b) (for this example). The result type of this function type is taken apart and used to
produce the desired type. Also by definition (via construction by the parser) we know
the arity is correct.

Note that, despite the fact that the cartesian product constructors are essentially poly-
morphic, we do not have to do any kind of unification here, since they either appear in
the right hand side of declaration where the type is given by an explcit type declaration,
or they occur at an argument position where the type has been implicitly specified by



the function type. Therefore we indeed can use thea andb from type� → � → (a,b)
to construct the typea→ b→ (a,b) for the constructor(, ).

λ-expression Lam.For rulee-lam1B the check whetherknTyhas the formσ1 → σ2

is done by lettingfitsIn match theknTywith � → �. The result (forced to be a func-
tion type) is split up bytyArrowArgResinto argument and result type. The function
gamPushNewopens a new scope on top ofvalGamso as to be able to check duplicate
names introduced by the patternarg:

SEM Expr
| Lam loc.funTy = [Ty Any] ‘mkTyArrow‘ Ty Any

.foKnFun = @funTy6 @lhs.knTy
(arg.knTy,body.knTy) = tyArrowArgRes(foTy@foKnFun)
arg.valGam = gamPushNew@lhs.valGam
loc.ty = @lhs.knTy

Type annotations (forλ-expression).In order to makeλ-expressions typecheck cor-
rectly it is the responsibility of the EH programmer to supply the correct type signature.
TheTypeAsvariant ofExpr takes care of this by simply passing the type signature as
the expected type:

SEM Expr
| TypeAsloc .fo = @tyExpr.ty 6 @lhs.knTy

expr.knTy= @tyExpr.ty

The obligation for the EH programmer to specify a type is dropped in later versions of
EH.

Checking PatExpr Before we can look into more detail at the way new identifiers
are introduced inlet- andλ-expressions we take a look at patterns. The rulee-let1B is
too restrictive for the actual language construct supported by EH because the rule only
allows a single identifier to be introduced. The following program allows inspection of
parts of a composite value by naming its components through pattern matching:

let p :: (Int, Int)
p @(a,b) = (3, 4)

in a

The rulee-let1C from Fig. 9 together with the rules for patterns from Fig. 10 reflects
the desired behaviour. These rules differ from those in Fig. 7 in that a pattern instead
of a single identifier is allowed in a value definition and the parameter position of a
λ-expression.

Again the idea is to distribute a known type over the pattern by dissecting it into its con-
stituents. However, patterns do not return a type but type bindings for the identifiers in-
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side a pattern instead. The new bindings are subsequently used inlet- andλ-expressions
bodies.

A tuple pattern with rulep-prod1 is encoded in the same way as tuple expressions; that
is, pattern(a,b) is encoded as an application(, ) a b with anAppTopon top of it. We
dissect the known type of a tuple in rulep-prod1 into its element types atAppTopusing
functiontyProdArgs. For this version of EH we only have tuple patterns; we can indeed
assume that we are dealing with a tuple type.

ATTR AllPatExpr [knTy: Ty || ]
ATTR PatExpr [knTyL: TyL || ]

SEM PatExpr
| AppToploc.knProdTy

= @lhs.knTy
.(knTyL,aErrs)

= casetyProdArgs@knProdTyof
tL | @patExpr.arity ≡ length tL
→ (reverse tL, [ ])
→ (repeat TyAny

, [Err PatArity
@knProdTy@patExpr.arity ])

| App loc.(knArgTy,knTyL)
= hdAndTl@lhs.knTyL

arg.knTy= @knArgTy

The list of these elements is passed through attributeknTyLto all App’s of the pattern.
At eachAppone element of this list is taken as theknTyof the element AST.

The complexity in theAppTopalternative ofPatExprarises from repair actions in case
the arity of the pattern and its known type do not match. In that case the subpatterns are
given as many�’s as known type as necessary.

Finally, for the distribution of the known type throughout a pattern we need to properly
initialize knTyL:

SEM Decl
| Val patExpr.knTyL= [ ]

SEM Expr
| Lam arg .knTyL= [ ]

The arity of the patterns is needed as well:

ATTR PatExpr [ || arity : Int ]

SEM PatExpr
| App lhs.arity = @func.arity + 1
| Con Var AppTop IConst CConst

lhs.arity = 0



As a result of this unpacking, at aVar alternative attributeknTyholds the type of the
variable name introduced. The type is added to attributevalGamthat is threaded through
the pattern for gathering all introduced bindings:

ATTR AllPatExpr [ | valGam: ValGam| ]

SEM PatExpr
| Var VarAsloc.ty = @lhs.knTy

.varTy = @ty

.addToGam= if @lhs.inclVarBind∧ @nm. hsnWild
then gamAdd@nm

(ValGamInfo@varTy)
else id

| Var lhs.valGam = @addToGam@lhs.valGam
| VarAs lhs.valGam = @addToGam@patExpr.valGam

The addition tovalGamis encoded in the attributeaddToGam, a function which only
adds a new entry if the variable name is not equal to an underscore ’’ and has not
been added previously via a type signature for the variable name, signalled by attribute
inclVarBind (defined later).

Checking declarations In a let-expression type signatures, patterns and expressions
do meet. Rulee-let1C from Fig. 9 shows that the idea is straightforward: take the type
signature, distribute it over a pattern to extract bindings for identifiers and pass both
type signature (asknTy) and bindings (asvalGam) to the expression. This works fine
for single combinations of type signature and the corresponding value definition for a
pattern. However, it does not work for:

– Mutually recursive value definitions.

let f :: ...
f = λx→ ...g ...
g :: ...
g = λx→ ...f ...

in ...

In the body off the typeg must be known and vice-versa. There is no ordering of
what can be defined and checked first. In Haskellf andg together would be in the
same binding group.

– Textually separated signatures and value definitions.

let f :: ...
...
f = λx→ ...

in ...



Syntactically the signature and value definition for an identifier need not be defined
adjacently or in any specific order.

In Haskell dependency analysis determines thatf andg form a so-calledbinding group,
which contains declarations that have to be subjected to type analysis together. How-
ever, due to the obligatory presence of the type signatures in this version of EH it is
possible to first gather all signatures and only then type check the value definitions.
Therefore, for this version of EH it is not really an issue as we always require a sig-
nature to be defined. For later versions of EH it actually will become an issue, so for
simplicity all bindings in alet-expression are analysed together as a single (binding)
group.

Though only stating something about one combination of type signature and value def-
inition, rule e-let1C still describes the basic strategy. First extract all type signatures,
then distribute those signatures over patterns followed by expressions. The difference
lies in doing it simultaneously for all declarations in alet-expression. So, first all signa-
tures are collected:

ATTR AllDecl [ | gathTySigGam: ValGam| ]

SEM Decl
| TySigloc .gamSigTy = @tyExpr.ty

.gathTySigGam = gamAdd
@nm (ValGamInfo@gamSigTy)
@lhs.gathTySigGam

SEM Expr
| Let decls.gathTySigGam = emptyGam

Attribute gathTySigGamis used to gather type signatures. The gathered signatures are
then passed back into the declarations. AttributetySigGamis used to distribute the
gathered type signatures over the declarations.

ATTR AllDecl [ tySigGam: ValGam|| ]

SEM Expr
| Let decls.tySigGam = @decls.gathTySigGam

At a value declaration we extract the the type signature fromtySigGamand use it to
check whether a pattern has a type signature:

SEM Decl
| Val loc .(sigTy,hasTySig) = case@patExpr.mbTopNmof

Nothing
→ (Ty Any,False)

Just nm
→ casegamLookup nm@lhs.tySigGamof

Nothing→ (Ty Any,False)
Just vgi→ (vgiTy vgi,True)



This type signature is then used as the known type of the pattern and the expression.

SEM Decl
| Val loc.knTy= @sigTy

The flaghasTySigis used to signal the presence of a type signature for a value and a
correct form of the pattern. We allow patterns of the form ‘ab @(a,b)’ to have a type
signature associated withab. No type signatures are allowed for ‘(a,b)’ without the
‘ab @’ alias (because there is no way to refer to the anonymous tuple) nor is it allowed
to specify type signature for the fields of the tuple (because of simplicity, additional
plumbing would be required).

ATTR PatExpr [ || mbTopNm: {Maybe HsName} ]

SEM PatExpr
| Var VarAsloc.mbTopNm= if @nm≡ hsnWildthen NothingelseJust@nm
| ∗ −Var VarAs

loc.mbTopNm= Nothing

The value ofhasTySigis also used to decide on the binding of the top level identifier of
a pattern, viainclVarBind.

ATTR PatExpr [ inclVarBind: Bool || ]

SEM PatExpr
| AppTop patExpr.inclVarBind= True

SEM Decl
| Val patExpr.inclVarBind= ¬@hasTySig

SEM Expr
| Lam arg .inclVarBind= True

If a type signature for an identifier is already defined there is no need to rebind the
identifier by adding one more binding tovalGam.

New bindings are not immediately added tovalGambut are first gathered in a separately
threaded attributepatValGam, much in the same way asgathTySigGamis used.

ATTR AllDecl [ | patValGam: ValGam| ]

SEM Decl
| Val patExpr.valGam = @lhs.patValGam

lhs .patValGam= @patExpr.valGam
expr .valGam = @lhs.valGam

SEM Expr
| Let decls.patValGam = @decls.gathTySigGam

‘gamPushGam‘ @lhs.valGam
loc .(lValGam,gValGam) = gamPop@decls.patValGam
decls.valGam = @decls.patValGam
body.valGam = @decls.patValGam



Newly gathered bindings are stacked on top of the inheritedvalGambefore passing
them on to both declarations and body.

Some additional functionality for pushing and popping the stackvalGamis also needed:

gamPop :: Gam k v → (Gam k v,Gam k v)
assocLToGam:: AssocL k v→ Gam k v

gamPop (Gam(l : ll )) = (Gam[ l ],Gam ll)
assocLToGam l = Gam[ l ]

Extracting the top of the stackpatValGamgives all the locally introduced bindings in
lValGam. An additional error message is produced if any duplicate bindings are present
in lValGam.

Checking TyExpr All that is left to do now is to use the type expressions to extract
type signatures. This is straightforward as type expressions (abstract syntax for what
the programmer specified) and types (as internally used by the compiler) have almost
the same structure:

ATTR TyExpr [ || ty : Ty]

SEM TyExpr
| Con lhs.ty = Ty Con@nm
| App lhs.ty = Ty App@func.ty @arg.ty

Actually, we need to do more because we also have to check whether a type is defined.
A variant ofGamis used to hold type constants:

data TyGamInfo= TyGamInfo{tgiTy :: Ty} deriving Show

type TyGam= Gam HsName TyGamInfo

tyGamLookup:: HsName→ TyGam→ Maybe TyGamInfo
tyGamLookup nm g

= casegamLookup nm gof
Nothing| hsnIsProd nm→ Just(TyGamInfo(Ty Con nm))
Just tgi → Just tgi

→ Nothing

This Γ is threaded throughTyExpr:

ATTR AllTyExpr [ | tyGam: TyGam| ]

At the root of the ASTtyGamis initialized with the fixed set of types available in this
version of the compiler:

SEM AGItf
| AGItf loc.tyGam= assocLToGam

[ (hsnArrow,TyGamInfo(Ty Con hsnArrow))



, (hsnInt, TyGamInfo tyInt)
, (hsnChar, TyGamInfo tyChar)
]

Finally, at theConalternative ofTyExprwe need to check if a type is defined:

SEM TyExpr
| Con loc.(tgi,nmErrs) = casetyGamLookup@nm@lhs.tyGamof

Nothing→ (TyGamInfo TyAny
, [Err NamesNotIntrod[@nm] ])

Just tgi → (tgi, [ ])

3 EH 2: monomorphic type inferencing

The next version of EH drops the requirement that all value definitions need to be ac-
companied by an explicit type signature. For example, the example from the introduc-
tion:

let i = 5
in i

is accepted by this version of EH:

let i = 5

{- [ i:Int ] -}

in i

The idea is that the type system implementation has an internal representation for
“knowing it is a type, but not yet which one” which can be replaced by a more spe-
cific type if that becomes known. The internal representation for a yet unknown type is
called atype variable, similar to mutable variables for (runtime) values.

The implementation attempts to gather as much information as possible from a program
to reconstruct (or infer) types for type variables. However, the types it can reconstruct
are limited to those allowed by the used type language, that is, basic types, tuples and
functions. All types are assumed to be monomorphic, that is, polymorphism is not yet
allowed. The next version of EH deals with polymorphism.

So

let id = λx→ x
in let v = id 3

in id

will give



let id = \x -> x

{- [ id:Int -> Int ] -}

in let v = id 3

{- [ v:Int ] -}

in id

If the use ofid to definev is omitted, less information (namely the argument ofid is
an int) to infer a type forid is available. Because no more specific type information for
the argument (and result) ofid could be retrieved the representation for “not knowing
which type”, that is, a type variable, is shown:

let id = \x -> x

{- [ id:v_1_1 -> v_1_1 ] -}

in id

On the other hand, if contradictory information is found we will have

let id = \x -> x

{- [ id:Int -> Int ] -}

in let v = (id 3,id ’x’)

{- ***ERROR(S):

In ‘(id 3,id ’x’)’:

... In ‘’x’’:

Type clash:

failed to fit: Char <= Int

problem with : Char <= Int -}

{- [ v:(Int,Int) ] -}

in v

However, the next version of EH dealing with Haskell style polymorphism (section 4 )
accepts this program.

Partial type signatures are also allowed. A partial type signature specifies a type only
for a part, allowing a cöoperation between the programmer who specifies what is (e.g.)
already known about a type signature and the type inferencer filling in the unspecified
details. For example:

let id :: ...→ ...
id = λx→ x

in let f :: (Int → Int) → ...
f = λi → λv→ i v
v = f id 3



in let v = f id 3
in v

The type inferencer pretty prints the inferred type instead of the explicity type signature:

let id :: Int -> Int

id = \x -> x

{- [ id:Int -> Int ] -}

in let f :: (Int -> Int) -> Int -> Int

f = \i -> \v -> i v

v = f id 3

{- [ v:Int, f:(Int -> Int) -> Int -> Int ] -}

in let v = f id 3

{- [ v:Int ] -}

in v

The discussion of the implementation of this feature is postponed until section 3.6 in
order to demonstrate the effects of an additional feature on the compiler implementation
in isolation.

3.1 Type variables

In order to be able to represent yet unknown types the type language needstype vari-
ables to represent this:

σ = Int | Char
| (σ, ...,σ)
| σ→ σ

| v

The corresponding type structureTy needs to be extended with an alternative for a
variable:

DATA Ty
| Var tv : {TyVarId}

A type variable is identified by a unique identifier, aUID:

newtypeUID = UID [ Int ] deriving (Eq,Ord)

type UIDL = [UID ]

instanceShow UIDwhere
show(UID ls) = concat.intersperse"_".map show.reverse$ ls



type TyVarId= UID

type TyVarIdL= [TyVarId]

The idea is to thread a counter as global variable through the AST, incrementing it
whenever a new unique value is required. The implementation used throughout all EH
compiler versions is more complex because anUID actually is a hierarchy of counters,
each level counting in the context of an outer level. This is not discussed any further;
we will ignore this aspect and just assume a uniqueUID can be obtained. However, a
bit of its implementation is visible in the pretty printed representation as a underscore
separated list of integer values, occasionaly visible in sample output of the compiler.

3.2 Constraints

Although the typing rules at Fig. 9 still hold we need to look at the meaning of6 (or
fitsIn) in the presence of type variables. The idea here is that what is unknown may be
replaced by that which is known. For example, when the checkv 6 σ is encountered,
the easiest way to makev 6 σ true is to state that the (previously) unknown typev
equalsσ. An alternative way to look at this is thatv 6 σ is true under the constraint
thatv equalsσ.

Remembering and applying constraintsNext we can observe that once a certain type
v is declared to be equal to a typeσ this fact has to be remembered.

C = [v 7→ σ ]

A set ofconstraintsC (appearing in its non pretty printed form asCnstr in the source
text) is a set of bindings for type variables, represented as an association list:

newtypeC = C (AssocL TyVarId Ty) deriving Show

cnstrTyLookup:: TyVarId→ C → Maybe Ty
cnstrTyLookup tv(C s) = lookup tv s

emptyCnstr:: C
emptyCnstr= C [ ]

cnstrTyUnit:: TyVarId→ Ty→ C
cnstrTyUnit tv t= C [ (tv, t) ]

If cnstrTyUnitis used as an infix operator it is printed as7→ in the same way as used in
type rules.

Different strategies can be used to cope with constraints [17,29]. Here constraintsC are
used to replace all other references tov byσ, for this reason often named asubstitution.
In this version of EH the replacement of type variables with newly types is done imme-
diately after constraints are obtained as to avoid finding a new and probably conflicting



constraint for a type variable. Applying constraints means substituting type variables
with the bindings in the constraints, hence the classSubstitutablefor those structures
which have references to type variables hidden inside and can replace, or substitute
those type variables:

infixr 6�
classSubstitutable swhere

(�) :: C → s→ s
ftv :: s→ TyVarIdL

The operator� applies constraintsC to a Substitutable. Functionftv extracts the free
type variable references as a set ofTVarId’s.

A C can be applied to a type:

instanceSubstitutable Tywhere
(�) = tyAppCnstr
ftv = tyFtv

This is another place where we use the AG notation and the automatic propagation
of values as attributes throughout the type representation to make the description of
the application of aC to a Ty easier. The functiontyAppCnstris defined in terms of
the following AG. The plumbing required to provide the value of attributerepl (tvs)
available as the result of Haskell functiontyAppCnstr(tyFtv) has been omitted:

ATTR TyAGItf AllTy[cnstr: C || ]
ATTR AllAllTy [ || repl : SELF ]
ATTR TyAGItf [ || repl : Ty ]

SEM Ty
| Var lhs.repl = maybe@repl id (cnstrTyLookup@tv @lhs.cnstr)

ATTR TyAGItf AllTy[ || tvsUSE{∪}{ [ ]} : TyVarIdL]

SEM Ty
| Var lhs.tvs= [@tv]

AG: Attribute of type SELF. The type of an attribute of typeSELF depends on the
node in which a rule is defined for the attribute. The generated type of an at-
tribute 〈attr〉 for 〈node〉 is equal to the generated Haskell datatype of the same
name〈node〉. The AG compiler inserts code for building〈node〉’s from the〈attr〉 of
the children and other fields. Insertion of this code can be overridden by providing
a definition ourselves. In this way a complete copy of the AST can be built as a
Haskell value. For example, via attributerepl a copy of the type is built which only
differs (or, may differ) in the original in the value for the type variable.

AG: Attribute together with USE. A synthesized attribute〈attr〉may be declared to-
gether withUSE{〈op〉}{〈zero〉}. The 〈op〉 and 〈zero〉 allow the insertion of copy



rules which behave similar to Haskell’sfoldr. The first piece of text〈op〉 is used to
combine the attribute values of two children by textually placing this text as an op-
erator between references to the attributes of the children. If no child has an〈attr〉,
the second piece of text〈zero〉 is used as a default value for〈attr〉. For example,
tvs USE {‘union‘} {[]} (appearing in pretty printed form astvsUSE{∪}{ [ ]})
gathers bottom-up the free type variables of a type.

The application of aC is straightforwardly lifted to lists:

instanceSubstitutable a⇒ Substitutable[a] where
s� l = map(s�) l
ftv l = unionL.map ftv$ l

unionL:: Eq a⇒ [ [a] ] → [a]
unionL= foldr union [ ]

A C can also be applied to anotherC:

instanceSubstitutableC where
s1@(C sl1) � s2@(C sl2)

= C (sl1 ++ map(λ(v, t) → (v,s1� t)) sl′2)
where sl′2 = deleteFirstsBy(λ(v1, ) (v2, ) → v1≡ v2) sl2 sl1

ftv (C sl)
= ftv.map snd$ sl

Substituting a substitution is non-commutative as constraintss1 in s1 � s2 take prece-
dence overs2. To make this even clearer all constraints for type variables ins1 are
removed froms2, even though for a list implementation this would not be required.

Computing constraints The only source of constraints is the checkfitsInwhich deter-
mines whether one type can flow into another one. The previous version of EH could
only do one thing in case a type could not fit in another: report an error. Now, if one
of the types is unknown, which means that it is a type variable, we have the additional
possibility of returning a constraint on that type variable. The implementationfitsIn of
6 additionaly has to return constraints:

data FIOut = FIOut{foTy :: Ty , foErrL :: ErrL, foCnstr :: C }

emptyFO = FIOut{foTy= Ty Any, foErrL = [ ] , foCnstr= emptyCnstr}

Computation and proper combination of constraints necessitatesfitsIn to be rewritten:

fitsIn :: Ty→ Ty→ FIOut
fitsIn ty1 ty2

= f ty1 ty2
where

res t = emptyFO{foTy= t }



bind tv t = (res t){foCnstr= tv 7→ t }
occurBind v t| v ∈ ftv t = err [Err UnifyOccurs ty1 ty2 v t]

| otherwise = bind v t

comp tf1 ta1 tf 2 ta2 mkComp
= foldr1 (λfo1 fo2→ if foHasErrs fo1 then fo1 elsefo2)

[ffo,afo, rfo ]
where ffo = f tf 1 tf 2

fs = foCnstrffo
afo = f (fs� ta1) (fs� ta2)
as = foCnstr afo
rt = mkComp(as� foTyffo) (foTy afo)
rfo = emptyFO{foTy= rt, foCnstr= as� fs}

f Ty Any t2 = res t2
f t1 Ty Any = res t1
f t1 @(Ty Con s1)

t2 @(Ty Con s2)
| s1≡ s2 = res t2

f t1 @(Ty Var v1) (Ty Var v2)
| v1≡ v2 = res t1

f t1 @(Ty Var v1) t2 = occurBind v1 t2
f t1 t2 @(Ty Var v2) = occurBind v2 t1

f t1 @(Ty App (Ty App (Ty Con c1) ta1) tr1)
t2 @(Ty App (Ty App (Ty Con c2) ta2) tr2)
| hsnIsArrow c1∧ c1≡ c2
= comp ta2 tr1 ta1 tr2 (λa r → [a] ‘mkTyArrow‘ r)

f t1 @(Ty App tf1 ta1)
t2 @(Ty App tf2 ta2)

= comp tf1 ta1 tf 2 ta2 Ty App
f t1 t2 = err [Err UnifyClash ty1 ty2 t1 t2 ]
err e = emptyFO{foErrL = e}

Although this version of the implementation offitsIn resembles the previous one it
differs in the following aspects:

– The datatypeFIOut returned byfitsInhas an additional fieldfoCnstrholding found
constraints. This requires constraints to be combined for composite types like the
Appvariant ofTy.

– The functionbind creates a binding for a type variable to a type. The use ofbind
is shielded byoccurBindwhich checks if the type variable for which a binding is
created does not occur free in the bound type too. This is to prevent (e.g.)a 6 a→ a
to succeed. This is because it is not clear ifa 7→ a → a should be the resulting



constraint ora 7→ (a → a) → (a → a) or one of infinitely many other possible
solutions. A so calledinfinite typelike this is inhibited by the so calledoccurs
check.

– An applicationApp recursively fits its components with components of another
App. The constraints from the first fitffo are applied immediately to the follow-
ing component before fitting that one. This is to preventa → a 6 Int → Char
from finding two conflicting constraints[a 7→ Int,a 7→ Char] instead of properly
reporting an error.

3.3 Reconstructing types for Expr

Constraints are used to make knowledge found about previously unknown types ex-
plicit. The typing rules in Fig. 6 (and Fig. 7, Fig. 9) in principle do not need to be
changed. The only reason to adapt some of the rules to the variant in Fig. 11 is to clarify
the way constraints are used.

Γ;σk expr
` e : σ{ C

Γ;σa expr
` e2 : { C2

Γ; v→ σk expr
` e1 : σa → σ{ C1

v fresh

Γ;σk expr
` e1 e2 : C2σ{ C2..1

(e-app2)

Γp, Γ;σr expr
` e : σe{ C3

σp pat
` p : ; Γp{ C2

fit
` v1 → v2 6 σ

k : σp → σr { C1

vi fresh

Γ;σk expr
` λp→ e : C3σ

p → σe{ C3..1

(e-lam2)

(i 7→ σi) ∈ Γ
fit
` σi 6 σk : σ{ C

Γ;σk expr
` i : σ{ C

(e-ident2)

fit
` (v1,v2, ...,vn) 6 σr : (σ1,σ2, ...,σn){ C

→ ...→ σr ≡ σk

vi fresh

Γ;σk expr
` ,n : σ1 → ...→ σn → (σ1,σ2, ...,σn){ C

(e-con2)

fit
` Int 6 σk : σ{ C

Γ;σk expr
` minint. .maxint: σ{ C

(e-int2)

Fig. 11.Type inferencing for expressions (using constraints)



The type rules in Fig. 11 enforce an order in which checking and inferring types has to
be done.

Actually, the rules in Fig. 11 should be even more specific in how constraints flow
around if we want to be closer to the corresponding AG description. The AG specifies
aC to be threaded instead of just returned bottom-up:

ATTR AllExpr [ | tyCnstr: C | ]

Its use in an expression application is as follows:

SEM Expr
| App loc.knFunTyB [mkNewTyVar@lUniq ] ‘mkTyArrow‘ @lhs.knTy

.ty B@arg.tyCnstr� @fTy

AG: Redefining an attribute value. Normally a value for an attribute may be associ-
ated with an attribute only once, using= in a rule. It is an error if multiple rules
for an attribute are present. IfB is used instead, any previous definition is overrid-
den and no error message is generated. In this context previous means “textually
occurring earlier”. Because the AG system’s flexibility finds its origin in the in-
dependence of textual locations of declarations and definitions,B should be used
with care. For these notes the order in which redefinitions appear is the same as
their textual appearance in these notes, which again is the same as the sequence of
versions of EH.

This definition builds on top of the previous version by redefining some attributes (in-
dicated byB instead of=). If this happens a reference to the location (in these notes)
of the code on top of which the new code is added can be found5.

To correspond better with the related AG code the rulee-app2 should be:

C1; Γ;σa expr
` e2 : { C2

Ck; Γ; v→ Ckσk expr
` e1 : σa→ σ{ C1

v fresh

Ck; Γ;σk expr
` e1 e2 : C2σ{ C2

(e-app2B)

The flow of constraints is made explicit as they are passed through the rules, from
the context (left of̀ ) to a result (right of{). We feel this does not benefit clarity,
even though it is correct. It is our opinion that typing rules serve their purpose best by
providing a basis for proof as well as understanding and discussion. An AG description
serves its purpose best by showing how it really is implemented. Used in tandem they
strengthen each other.

5 This is not an ideal solution to display combined fragments. A special purpose editor would
probably do a better job of browsing textually separated but logically related pieces of code.



An implementation by necessity imposes additional choices, in order to make a typ-
ing rule into an algorithmic solution. For example, our AG description preserves the
following invariant:

– A resulting type has all known constraints applied to it, herety.

but as this invariant is not kept forknTyandvalGamit requires to

– Explicitly apply known constraints to the inherited known typeknTy.
– Explicitly apply known constraints to types from aΓ, herevalGam.

The type rules in Fig. 11 do not mention the last two constraint applications (rulee-
app2B does), and this will also be omitted for later typing rules. However, the constraint
applications are shown by the AG code for theApp alternative and the followingVar
alternative:

SEM Expr
| Var loc.fTy B@lhs.tyCnstr� @gTy

.fo B@fTy6 (@lhs.tyCnstr� @lhs.knTy)
lhs.tyCnstr= foCnstr@fo� @lhs.tyCnstr

The rules for constants all resemble the one forInt, rule e-int2. Their implementation
additionaly takes care of constraint handling:

SEM Expr
| IConst CConst

loc.fo B@fTy6 (@lhs.tyCnstr� @lhs.knTy)
lhs.tyCnstr= foCnstr@fo� @lhs.tyCnstr

The handling of products does not differ much from the previous implementation. A
rule e-con2 has been included in the typing rules, as a replacement for rulee-prod1B
(Fig. 7) better resembling its implementation. Again the idea is to exploit that in this
version of EH tupling is the only way to construct an aggregrate value. A proper struc-
ture for its type is (again) enforced byfitsIn.

SEM Expr
| Con loc.fo = let gTy = mkTyFreshProdFrom@lUniq (hsnProdArity@nm)

foKnRes= gTy6 (@lhs.tyCnstr� tyArrowRes@lhs.knTy)
in foKnRes{foTy= tyProdArgs(foTy foKnRes)

‘mkTyArrow‘ (foTy foKnRes)}
.ty B foTy@fo

lhs.tyCnstr= foCnstr@fo� @lhs.tyCnstr

Finally,

SEM Expr
| Lam loc .(argTy, resTy, funTy)

B let [a, r ] = mkNewTyVarL2 @lUniq



in (a, r, [a] ‘mkTyArrow‘ r)
.foKnFun B@funTy6 (@lhs.tyCnstr� @lhs.knTy)

arg .knTy B@argTy
.tyCnstr = foCnstr@foKnFun� @lhs.tyCnstr

body.knTy B@resTy
loc .bodyTyCnstr= @body.tyCnstr

.ty B [@bodyTyCnstr� @arg.ty] ‘mkTyArrow‘ @body.ty

which uses some additional functions for creating type variables

mkNewTyVar:: UID → Ty
mkNewTyVar u= let ( ,v) = mkNewUID uin mkTyVar v

mkNewUIDTyVarL:: Int → UID → ([UID ],TyL)
mkNewUIDTyVarL sz u= let vs= mkNewUIDL sz uin (vs,map mkTyVar vs)

mkNewTyVarL:: Int → UID → TyL
mkNewTyVarL sz u= snd(mkNewUIDTyVarL sz u)

Some observations are in place:

– The main difference with the previous implementation is the use of type variables
to represent unknown knowledge. Previously� was used for that purpose, for ex-
ample, the rulee-lam2 and its implementation show that fresh type variablesvi in
ν1 → ν2 are used instead of� → � to enforce a. . → . . structure. If� still would
be used, for example in:

let id = λx→ x
in id 3

the conclusion would be drawn thatid :: �→ �, whereasid :: v→ v would later on
have boundv 7→ Int (at the applicationid 3). So,� represents “unknown knowl-
edge”, a type variablev represents “not yet known knowledge” to which the infer-
encing process later has to refer to make it “known knowledge”.

– Type variables are introduced under the condition that they are “fresh”. For a typ-
ing rule this means that these type variables are not in use elsewhere, often more
concretely specified with a conditionv < ftv (Γ). Freshness in the implementation
is implemented via unique identifiers UID.

3.4 Reconstructing types for PatExpr

In the previous version of EH we were only interested in bindings for identifiers in a
pattern. The type of a pattern was already known via a corresponding type signature.
For this version this is no longer the case so the structure of a pattern reveals already
some type structure. Hence we compute types for patterns too and use this type as the
known type if no type signature is available.



σk pat
` p : σ; Γp{ C

fit
` C1σ

k 6 σd : σ{ C2

σd → () ≡ σp

pat
` p : σp; Γp{ C1

p ≡ p1 p2 ...pn,n > 1

σk pat
` p : σ; Γp{ C2..1

(p-apptop2)

dom(Γp
1) ∩ dom(Γp

2) = ∅

σa
1

pat
` p2 : ; Γp

2{ C2
pat
` p1 : σd → (σa

1,σa
2, ...,σa

n); Γp
1{ C1

pat
` p1 p2 : C2(σd → (σa

2, ...,σa
n)); Γp

1, Γp
2{ C2..1

(p-app2)

σk . �

σk pat
` i : σk; [ i 7→ σk ]{ [ ]

(p-var2)
vi fresh

pat
` I : σ; (v1,v2, ...,vn) → (v1,v2, ...,vn){ [ ]

(p-con2)

Fig. 12.Type inferencing for pattern (using constraints)



Computation of the type of a pattern is similar to and yet more straightforward than for
expressions. The rulee-pat2 from Fig. 12 binds the identifier to the known type and if
no such known type is available it invents a fresh one, by means oftyEnsureNonAny:

ATTR AllPatExpr [ | tyCnstr: C | ty : Ty]

SEM PatExpr
| Var VarAsloc .ty B tyEnsureNonAny@lUniq @lhs.knTy
| VarAs patExpr.knTy= @ty

tyEnsureNonAny:: UID → Ty→ Ty
tyEnsureNonAny u t= if t . Ty Any then t elsemkNewTyVar u

For tuples we again make use of the fact that theConalternative will always represent
a tuple. When datatypes are introduced (not part of these notes) this will no longer be
the case. Here, we already make the required rulep-con2 more general than is required
here because we already prepare for datatypes.

A pattern (in essence) can be represented by a functionσ → (σ1, ...) taking a value of
some typeσ and dissecting it into a tuple(σ1, ...) containing all its constituents. For
now, because we have only tuples to dissect, the function returned by theConalternative
is just the identity on tuples of the correct size. The application rulep-app2 consumes
an element of this tuple representing the dissected value and uses it for checking and
inferring the constituent.

The implementation of this representation convention returns the dissecting function
type inpatFunTy:

ATTR PatExpr [ || patFunTy: Ty]

SEM PatExpr
| Con loc.patFunTy= let prTy = mkTyFreshProdFrom@lUniq (hsnProdArity@nm)

in ([prTy] ‘mkTyArrow‘ prTy)
| App lhs.patFunTy= @func.patFunTy
| ∗ −App Con

lhs.patFunTy= Ty Any

The dissecting function typepatFunTyis constructed from fresh type variables. Each
occurrence of a tuple pattern deals with different unknown types and hence fresh type
variables are needed. The availability of polymorphism in later versions of EH allows
us to describe this in a more general way.

At AppTopof PatExpr the function typeσ → (σ1, ...) describing the dissection is
split into the typeσ (attributeknResTy) of the pattern and the tuple type(σ1, ...) (at-
tributeknProdTy) holding its constituents. The distribution of the types of the fields of
knProdTywas described in the previous version of EH.

SEM PatExpr
| AppToploc.patFunTy = @patExpr.patFunTy

.(knResTy,knProdTy) B tyArrowArgRes@patFunTy



Finally, the type itself and additional constraints are returned:

SEM PatExpr
| IConst loc .ty = tyInt
| CConstloc .ty = tyChar
| AppToploc .fo = @lhs.knTy6 @knResTy

.ty = foTy@fo
patExpr.tyCnstr= foCnstr@fo� @lhs.tyCnstr
lhs .ty = @patExpr.tyCnstr� @ty

| App arg .knTy B@func.tyCnstr� @knArgTy
| Con loc .ty = Ty Any

The careful reader may have observed that the direction of6 for fitting actual (synthe-
sized, bottom-up) and known type (inherited, top-down) is the opposite of the direction
used for expressions. This is a result of a difference in the meaning of an expression and
a pattern. An expression builds a value from bottom to top as seen in the context of an
abstract syntax tree. A pattern dissects a value from top to bottom. The flow of data is
opposite, hence the direction of6 too.

3.5 Declarations

Again, at the level of declarations all is tied together. Because we first gather infor-
mation about patterns and then about expressions two separate threads for gathering
constraints are used,patTyCnstrandtyCnstrrespectively.

SEM Expr
| Let decls.patTyCnstr= @lhs.tyCnstr

.tyCnstr = @decls.patTyCnstr

ATTR AllDecl [ | tyCnstr: C patTyCnstr: C | ]

SEM Decl
| Val patExpr.tyCnstr = @lhs.patTyCnstr

lhs .patTyCnstr= @patExpr.tyCnstr
expr .tyCnstr = @lhs.tyCnstr

SEM AGItf
| AGItf expr .tyCnstr = emptyCnstr

If a type signature has been given it is used as the known type for both expression and
pattern. If not, the type of a pattern is used as the known type for an expression.

SEM Decl
| Val expr.knTy= if @hasTySigthen @knTyelse@patExpr.ty



3.6 Partial type signatures: a test case for extendibility

Partial type signatures allow the programmer to specify only a part of a type in a type
signature. The description of the implementation of this feature is separated from the
discussion of other features to show the effects of an additional feature on the compiler.
In other words, the following is an impact analysis.

First, both abstract syntax and the parser (not included in these notes) contain an addi-
tional alternative for parsing the ”...” notation chosen for unspecified type information
designated byWild for wildcard:

DATA TyExpr
|Wild

A wildcard type is treated in the same way as a type variable as it also represents un-
known type information:

SEM TyExpr
|Wild loc.tyVarId = @lUniq

.tgi = TyGamInfo(mkNewTyVar@tyVarId)

SEM TyExpr
|Wild lhs.ty = tgiTy @tgi

Changes also have to be made to the omitted parts of the implementation, in particular
the pretty printing of the AST and generation of unique identifiers. We mention the
necessity of this but omit the relevant code.

The pretty printing of a type signature is enhanced a bit further by either printing the
type signature (if no wildcard types are present in it) or by printing the type of the type
signature combined with all found constraints. The decision is based on the presence of
wildcard type variables in the type signature:

ATTR TyExpr [ || tyVarWildLUSE{++}{ [ ]} : TyVarIdL]

SEM TyExpr
|Wild lhs.tyVarWildL= [@tyVarId]

The set of all constraints is retrieved at the root of the AST and passed back into the
tree:

ATTR AllDecl [finValGam: ValGam|| ]
ATTR AllNT [finTyCnstr: C || ]

SEM Expr
| Let decls.finValGam= @lhs.finTyCnstr� @lValGam

SEM Decl
| TySig loc .finalTy = vgiTy.fromJust.valGamLookup@nm

$ @lhs.finValGam

SEM AGItf



| AGItf expr.finTyCnstr= @expr.tyCnstr

4 EH 3: polymorphic type inferencing

The third version of EH adds polymorphism, in particular so-called parametric poly-
morphism which allows functions to be used on arguments of differing types. For ex-
ample

let id :: a→ a
id = λx→ x
v = (id 3, id ’x’)

in v

givesv :: (Int,Char) andid :: ∀ a.a→ a. The polymorphic identity functionid accepts
a value of any typea, giving back a value of the same typea. Type variables in the type
signature are used to specify polymorphic types. Polymorphism of a type variable in a
type is made explicit in the type by the use of a universal quantifierforall, or ∀. The
meaning of this quantifier is that a value with a universally quantified type can be used
with different types for the quantified type variables.

The type signature may be omitted, and in that case the same type will still be inferred.
However, the reconstruction of the type of a value for which the type signature is omit-
ted has its limitations, the same as for Haskell98 [31]. Haskell98 also restricts what can
be described by type signatures.

Polymorphism is allowed for identifiers bound by alet-expression, not for identifiers
bound by another mechanism such as parameters of a lambda expression. The following
variant of the previous example is therefore not to be considered correct:

let f :: (a→ a) → Int
f = λi → i 3
id :: a→ a
id = λx→ x

in f id

It will give the following output:

let f :: (a -> a) -> Int

f = \i -> i 3

{- ***ERROR(S):

In ‘\i -> i 3’:

... In ‘i’:

Type clash:

failed to fit: c_2_0 -> c_2_0 <= v_7_0 -> Int



problem with : c_2_0 <= Int -}

id :: a -> a

id = \x -> x

{- [ id:forall a . a -> a, f:forall a . (a -> a) -> Int ] -}

in f id

The problem here is that the polymorphism off in a means that the caller off can freely
choose what thisa is for a particular call. However, from the viewpoint of the body of
f this limits the choice ofa to no choice at all. If the caller has all the freedom to make
the choice, the callee has none. In our implementation this is encoded as a type constant
c_ chosen fora during type checking the body off . This type constant by definition is
a type a programmer can never define or denote. The consequence is that an attempt to
usei in the body off , which has typec_..→c_.. cannot be used with anInt. The use
of type constants will be explained later.

Another example of the limitations of polymorphism in this version of EH is the fol-
lowing variation:

let f = λi → i 3
id :: a→ a

in let v = f id
in f

for which the compiler will infer the following types:

let f = \i -> i 3

id :: a -> a

{- [ f:forall a . (Int -> a) -> a, id:forall a . a -> a ] -}

in let v = f id

{- [ v:Int ] -}

in f

EH version 3 allows parametric polymorphism but not yet polymorphic parameters. The
parameteri has a monomorphic type, which is made even more clear when we make an
attempt to use thisi polymorphically in:

let f = λi → (i 3, i ’x’)
id = λx→ x

in let v = f id
in v

about which the compiler will complain:

let f = \i -> (i 3,i ’x’)

{- ***ERROR(S):



In ‘\i -> (i 3,i ’x’)’:

... In ‘’x’’:

Type clash:

failed to fit: Char <= Int

problem with : Char <= Int -}

id = \x -> x

{- [ id:forall a . a -> a, f:forall a . (Int -> a) -> (a,a) ] -}

in let v = f id

{- [ v:(Int,Int) ] -}

in v

Becausei is not allowed to be polymorphic it can either be used onInt or Char, but not
both.

These problems can be overcome by allowing higher ranked polymorphism in type
signatures. Later versions of EH deal with this problem, but this is not included in these
notes. This version of EH resembles Haskell98 in these restrictions.

The reason not to allow explicit types to be of assistance to the type inferencer is that
Haskell98 and this version of EH have as a design principle that all explicitly specified
types in a program are redundant. That is, after removal of explicit type signatures, the
type inferencer can still reconstruct all types. It is guaranteed that all reconstructed types
are the same as the removed signatures or more general, that is, the type signatures are
a special case of the inferred types. This guarantee is called the principal type property
[9,26,18]. However, type inferencing also has its limits. In fact, the richer a type system
becomes, the more difficult it is for a type inferencing algorithm to make the right choice
for a type without the programmer specifying additional helpful type information.

4.1 Type language

The type language for this version of EH adds quantification by means of the universal
quantifier∀:

σ = Int | Char
| (σ, ...,σ)
| σ→ σ

| v | f
| ∀α.σ

A f stands for a fixed type variable, a type variable which may not be constrained but
still stands for an unknown type. Av stands for a plain type variable as used in the
previous EH version. A series of consecutive quantifiers in∀α1.∀α2. ...σ is abbreviated
to ∀α.σ.



The type language suggests that a quantifier may occur anywhere in a type. This is not
the case, quantifiers may only be on the top of a type; this version of EH takes care to
ensure this. A second restriction is that quantified types are present only in aΓ whereas
no∀’s are present in types used throughout type inferencing expressions and patterns.
This is to guarantee the principle type property.

The corresponding abstract syntax for a type needs additional alternative to represent
a quantified type. For a type variable we also have to remember to which category it
belongs, eitherplain or fixed:

DATA Ty
| Var tv : {TyVarId}

categ: TyVarCateg

DATA TyVarCateg
| Plain
| Fixed

DATA Ty
| Quant tv: {TyVarId}

ty : Ty

SET AllTyTy = Ty
SET AllTy = AllTyTy
SET AllAllTy = AllTy TyVarCateg

together with convenience functions for constructing these types:

mkTyVar:: TyVarId→ Ty
mkTyVar tv= Ty Var tv TyVarCategPlain

mkTyQu:: TyVarIdL→ Ty→ Ty
mkTyQu tvL t= foldr (λtv t→ Ty Quant tv t) t tvL

We will postpone the discussion of type variable categories until section 92.

The syntax of this version of EH only allows type variables to be specified as part of a
type signature. The quantifier∀ cannot be explicitly denoted. We only need to extend
the abstract syntax for types with an alternative for type variables:

DATA TyExpr
| Var nm: {HsName}

4.2 Type inferencing

Compared to the previous version the type inferencing process does not change much.
Because types used throughout the type inferencing of expressions and patterns do not
contain∀ quantifiers, nothing has to be changed there.



Changes have to be made to the handling of declarations and identifiers though. This is
because polymorphism is tied up with the way identifiers for values are introduced and
used.

Γ;σk expr
` e : σ{ C

Γq, Γ;σk expr
` e : σe{ C3

Γq ≡ [ (i 7→ ∀α.σ) | (i 7→ σ) ← C2..1Γp,α ≡ ftv (σ) − ftv (C2..1Γ) ]

Γp, Γ;σp expr
` ei : { C2

�
pat
` p : σp; Γp{ C1

Γ;σk expr
` let p = ei in e : σe{ C3..1

(e-let3)

(Γq − [ i 7→ ] ++ [ i 7→ σq ]) ++ Γ;σk expr
` e : σe{ C3

Γq ≡ [ (i 7→ ∀α.σ) | (i 7→ σ) ← C2..1Γp,α ≡ ftv (σ) − ftv (C2..1Γ) ]

(Γp − [ i 7→ ] ++ [ i 7→ σq ]) ++ Γ;σj expr
` ei : { C2

σq ≡ ∀α.σi

σj ≡ [αj 7→ fj ] σi , fj fresh
α ≡ ftv (σi)

p ≡ i ∨ p ≡ i @...

σi pat
` p : ; Γp{ C1

Γ;σk expr
` let i :: σi ; p = ei in e : σe{ C3..1

(e-let-tysig3)

(i 7→ ∀[αj ].σi) ∈ Γ
fit
` [αj 7→ vj ] σi 6 σk : σ{ C

vj fresh

Γ;σk expr
` i : σ{ C

(e-ident3)

Fig. 13.Type inferencing for expressions with quantifier∀

A quantified type, also often namedtype scheme, is introduced in rulee-let3 and rulee-
let-tysig3 and instantiated in rulee-ident3, see Fig. 13. We will first look at the instan-
tiation.

Instantiation A quantified type is introduced in the type inferencing process whenever
a value identifier having that type is occurs in an expression:



SEM Expr
| Var loc.fTyB@lhs.tyCnstr� tyInst@lUniq @gTy

We may freely decide what type the quantified type variables may have as long as each
type variable stands for a monomorphic type. However, at this point it is not known
which type a type variable stands for, so fresh type variables are used instead. This
is calledinstantiation, or specialization. The resulting instantiated type partakes in the
inference process as usual.

The removal of the quantifier and replacement of all quantified type variables with fresh
type variables is done bytyInst:

tyInst′ :: (TyVarId→ Ty) → UID → Ty→ Ty
tyInst′ mkFreshTy uniq ty

= s� ty′

where i u (Ty Quant v t) = let (u′,v′) = mkNewUID u
(s, t′) = i u′ t

in ((v 7→ (mkFreshTy v′)) � s, t′)
i t = (emptyCnstr, t)
(s, ty′) = i uniq ty

tyInst:: UID → Ty→ Ty
tyInst= tyInst′ mkTyVar

FunctiontyInst strips all quantifiers and substitutes the quantified type variables with
fresh ones. It is assumed that quantifiers occur only at the top of a type.

Quantification The other way around, quantifying a type, happens when a type is
bound to a value identifier and added to aΓ. The way this is done varies with the
presence of a type signature. Rulee-let3 and rulee-let-tysig3 (Fig. 13) specify the
respective variations.

A type signature itself is specified without explicit use of quantifiers. These need to be
added for all introduced type variables, except the ones specified by means of ‘...’ in
a partial type signature:

SEM Decl
| TySigloc.sigTy = tyQuantify(∈ @tyExpr.tyVarWildL) @tyExpr.ty

.gamSigTyB@sigTy

A type signature simply is quantified over all free type variables in the type using

tyQuantify:: (TyVarId→ Bool) → Ty→ Ty
tyQuantify tvIsBound ty= mkTyQu(filter (¬.tvIsBound) (ftv ty)) ty

Type variables introduced by a wildcard may not be quantified over because the type
inferencer will fill in the type for those type variables.



We now run into a problem which will be solved no sooner than the next version of EH.
In a declaration of a value (variantVal of Decl) the type signature acts as a known type
knTyagainst which checking of the value expression takes place. Which type do we use
for that purpose, the quantifiedsigTyor the unquantifiedtyExpr.ty?

– Suppose thetyExpr.ty is used. Then, for the erroneous

let id :: a→ a
id = λx→ 3

in ...

we end up with fittingv1→ Int 6 a→ a. This can be accomplished via constraints
[v1 7→ Int,a 7→ Int ]. However,a was supposed to be chosen by the caller ofid. Now
it is constrained by the body ofid to be anInt. Somehow constraininga whilst being
used as part of a known type for the body ofid must be inhibited.

– Alternatively,sigTymay be used. However, the inferencing process and the fitting
done byfitsIncannot (yet) handle types with quantifiers.

For now, this can be solved by replacing all quantified type variables of a known type
with type constants:

SEM Decl
| Val loc.knTyB tyInstKnown@lUniq @sigTy

by using a variant oftyInst:

tyInstKnown:: UID → Ty→ Ty
tyInstKnown= tyInst′ (λtv→ Ty Var tv TyVarCategFixed)

This changes the category of the fresh type variable replacing the quantified type vari-
able to ‘fixed’. A fixed type variableis like a plain type variable but may not be con-
strained, that is, bound to another type. This means thatfitsIn has to be adapted to
prevent this from happening. The difference with the previous version only lies in the
handling of type variables. Type variables now may be bound if not fixed, and to be
equal only if their categories match too. For brevity the new version offitsIn is omitted.

Generalization/quantification of inferred types How do we determine if a type for
some expression bound to an identifier in a value declaration is polymorphic? If a (non
partial) type signature is given, the signature itself describes the polymorphism via type
variables explicitly. However, if for a value definition a corresponding type signature is
missing, the value definition itself gives us all the information we need. We make use
of the observation that a binding for a value identifier acts as a kind of boundary for that
expression.

let id = λx→ x
in ...



The only way the value associated withid ever will be used outside the expression
bound toid, is via the identifierid. So, if the inferred typev1 → v1 for the expression
λx→ x has free type variables (here:[v1 ]) and these type variables are not used in the
types of other bindings, in particular those in the globalΓ, we know that the expression
λx→ x nor any other type will constrain those free type variables. The type for such a
type variable apparently can be freely chosen by the expression usingid, which is ex-
actly the meaning of the universal quantifier. These free type variables are the candidate
type variables over which quantification can take place, as described by the typing rules
for let-expressions in Fig. 13 and its implementation:

SEM Expr
| Let loc .lSubsValGam= @decls.tyCnstr� @lValGam

.gSubsValGam= @decls.tyCnstr� @gValGam

.gTyTvL = ftv @gSubsValGam

.lQuValGam = valGamQuantify@gTyTvL@lSubsValGam
body.valGam B@lQuValGam

‘gamPushGam‘ @gSubsValGam

All available constraints in the form ofdecls.tyCnstrare applied to both global (gValGam)
and local (lValGam) Γ. All types in the resulting locallSubsValGamare then quantified
over their free type variables, with the exception of those referred to more globally, the
gTyTvL. We usevalGamQuantifyto accomplish this:

valGamQuantify:: TyVarIdL→ ValGam→ ValGam
valGamQuantify globTvL= valGamMapTy(λt → tyQuantify(∈ globTvL) t)

valGamMapTy:: (Ty→ Ty) → ValGam→ ValGam
valGamMapTy f= gamMapElts(λvgi→ vgi{vgiTy= f (vgiTy vgi)})

gamMap:: ((k,v) → (k′,v′)) → Gam k v→ Gam k′ v′

gamMap f(Gam ll) = Gam(map(map f) ll )

gamMapElts:: (v→ v′) → Gam k v→ Gam k v′

gamMapElts f= gamMap(λ(n,v) → (n, f v))

The condition that quantification only may be done for type variables not occurring in
the globalΓ is a necessary one. For example:

let h :: a→ a→ a
f = λx→ let g = λy→ (h x y,y)

in g 3
in f ’x’

If the typeg :: a→ (a,a) would be concluded,g can be used withy an Int parameter,
as in the example. Functionf can then be used withx aChar parameter. This would go
wrong becauseh assumes the types of its parametersx andy are equal. So, this justifies
the error given by the compiler for this version of EH:



let h :: a -> a -> a

f = \x -> let g = \y -> (h x y,y)

{- [ g:Int -> (Int,Int) ] -}

in g 3

{- [ f:Int -> (Int,Int), h:forall a . a -> a -> a ] -}

in f ’x’

{- ***ERROR(S):

In ‘f ’x’’:

... In ‘’x’’:

Type clash:

failed to fit: Char <= Int

problem with : Char <= Int -}

All declarations in alet-expression together form what in Haskell is called a binding
group. Inference for these declarations is done together and all the types of all identifiers
are quantified together. The consequence is that a declaration that on its own would be
polymorphic, may not be so in conjunction with an additional declaration which uses
the previous declaration:

let id1 = λx→ x
id2 = λx→ x
v1 = id1 3

in let v2 = id2 3
in v2

The types of the functionid1 and valuev1 are inferred in the same binding group.
However, in this binding group the type forid1 is v1 → v1 for some type variable
v1, without any quantifier around the type. The applicationid1 3 therefore infers an
additional constraintv1 7→ Int, resulting in typeInt → Int for id1

let id1 = \x -> x

id2 = \x -> x

v1 = id1 3

{- [ v1:Int, id2:forall a . a -> a, id1:Int -> Int ] -}

in let v2 = id2 3

{- [ v2:Int ] -}

in v2

On the other hand,id2 is used after quantification, outside the binding group, with type
∀ a.a→ a. The applicationid2 3 will not constrainid2.

In Haskell binding group analysis will find groups of mutually dependent definitions,
each of these called a binding group. These groups are then ordered according to “define



before use” order. Here, for EH, all declarations in alet-expression automatically form
a binding group, the ordering of two binding groupsd1 andd2 has to be done explicitly
using sequences oflet expressions:let d1 in let d2 in....

Being together in a binding group can create a problem for inferencing mutually recur-
sive definitions, for example:

let f1 = λx→ g1 x
g1 = λy→ f1 y
f2 :: a→ a
f2 = λx→ g2 x
g2 = λy→ f2 y

in 3

This results in

let f1 = \x -> g1 x

g1 = \y -> f1 y

f2 :: a -> a

f2 = \x -> g2 x

g2 = \y -> f2 y

{- [ g2:forall a . a -> a, g1:forall a . forall b . a -> b

, f1:forall a . forall b . a -> b, f2:forall a . a -> a ] -}

in 3

For f1 it is only known that its type isv1 → v2. Similarly g1 has a typev3 → v4. More
type information cannot be constructed unless more information is given as is done for
f2. Then also forg2 may the type∀ a.a→ a be reconstructed.

Type expressionsFinally, type expressions need to return a type where all occurrences
of type variable names (of typeHsName) coincide with type variables (of typeTyVarId).
Type variable names are identifiers just as well so aTyGamsimilar toValGamis used
to map type variable names to freshly created type variables.

SEM TyExpr
| Var (loc.tgi, lhs.tyGam) = casetyGamLookup@nm@lhs.tyGamof

Nothing→ let t = mkNewTyVar@lUniq
tgi = TyGamInfo t

in (tgi,gamAdd@nm tgi@lhs.tyGam)
Just tgi → (tgi, @lhs.tyGam)

SEM TyExpr
| Var lhs.ty = tgiTy @tgi



Either a type variable is defined intyGam, in that case the type bound to the identifier
is used, otherwise a new type variable is created.

5 Remarks, experiences and conclusion

AG system.At the start of these notes we did make a claim that our “describe sepa-
rately” approach contributes to a better understood implementation of a compiler, in
particular a Haskell compiler. Is this true? We feel that this is the case, and thus the
benefits outweigh the drawbacks, based on some observations made during this project:

The AG system provides mechanisms to split a description into smaller fragments, com-
bine those fragments and redefine part of those fragments. An additional fragment man-
agement system did allow us to do the same with Haskell fragments. Both are essential
in the sense that the simultaneous ‘existence’ of a sequence of compiler versions, all in
working order when compiled, with all aspects described with the least amount of du-
plication, presentable in a consistent form in these notes could not have been achieved
without these mechanisms and supporting tools.

The AG system allows focusing on the places where something unusual needs to be
done, similar to other approaches [24]. In particular, copy rules allow us to forget about
a large amount of plumbing.

The complexity of the language Haskell, its semantics, and the interaction between fea-
tures is not reduced. However, it becomes manageable and explainable when divided
into small fragments. Features which are indeed independent can also be described
independently of each other by different attributes. Features which evolve through dif-
ferent versions, like the type system, can also be described separately, but can still be
looked upon as a group of fragments. This makes the variation in the solutions explicit
and hence increases the understanding of what really makes the difference between two
subsequent versions.

On the downside, fragments for one aspect but for different compiler versions end up in
different sections of these notes. This makes their understanding more difficult because
one now has to jump between pages. This is a consequence of the multiple dimensions
we describe: variation in language elements (new AST), additional semantics (new at-
tributes) and variation in the implementation. Paper, on the other hand, provides by
definition a linear, one dimensional rendering of this multidimensional view. We can
only expect this to be remedied by the use of proper tool support (like a fragment ed-
itor or browser). On paper, proper cross referencing, colors, indexing or accumulative
merging of text are most likely to be helpful.

The AG system, though in its simplicity surprisingly usable and helpful, could be im-
proved in many areas. For example, no type checking related to Haskell code for at-
tribute definitions is performed, nor will the generated Haskell code when compiled by
a Haskell compiler produce sensible error messages in terms of the original AG code.
The AG system also lacks features necessary for programming in the large. For exam-



ple, all attributes for a node live in a global namespace for that node instead of being
packaged in some form of module.

Performance is expected to give problems for large systems. This seems to be primarily
caused by the simple translation scheme in which all attributes together live in a tuple
just until the program completes. This inhibits garbage collection of intermediate at-
tributes that are no longer required. It also stops GHC from performing optimizations;
informal experimentation with a large AG program resulted in GHC taking approxi-
mately 10 times more time with optimization flags on. The resulting program only ran
approximately 15% faster. The next version of the AG system will be improved in this
area [35].

AG vs Haskell.Is the AG system a better way to do Haskell programming? In general,
no, but for Haskell programs which can be described by a catamorphism the answer
is yes (see also section 1.4). In general, if the choices made by a function are mainly
driven by some datastructure, it is likely that this datastructure can be described by an
AST and the function can be described by the AG’s attribution. This is the case for an
abstract syntax tree or analysis of a single type. It is not the case for a function likefitsIn
(section 35) in which decisions are made based on the combination of two (instead of
just one) type.

About these notes EH and its code.The linear presentation of code and explanation
might suggest that this is also the order in which the code and these notes came into
existence. This is not the case. A starting point was created by programming a final
version (at that time EH version 6, not included in these notes). From this version the
earlier versions were constructed. After that, later versions were added. However, these
later versions usually needed some tweaking of earlier versions. The consequence of
this approach is that the rationale for design decisions in earlier versions become clear
only in later versions. For example, an attribute is introduced only so later versions only
need to redefine the rule for this single attribute. However, the initial rule for such an
attribute often just is the value of another attribute. At such a place the reader is left
wondering. This problem could be remedied by completely redefining larger program
fragments. This in turn decreases code reuse. Reuse, that is, sharing of common code
turned out to be beneficial for the development process as the use of different contexts
provides more opportunities to test for correctness. No conclusion is attached to this
observation, other than being another example of the tension between clarity of expla-
nation and the logistics of compiler code management.

Combining theory and practice.Others have described type systems in a practical set-
ting as well. For example, Jones [21] describes the core of Haskell98 by a monadic style
type inferencer. Pierce [34] explains type theory and provides many small implemen-
tations performing (mainly) type checking for the described type systems in his book.
On the other hand, only recently the static semantics of Haskell has been described
formally [14]. Extensions to Haskell usually are formally described but once they find



their way into a production compiler the interaction with other parts of Haskell is left
in the open or is at best described in the manual.

The conclusion of these observations might be that a combined description of a lan-
guage, its semantics, its formal analysis (like the type system), and its implementation
is not feasible. Whatever the cause of this is, certainly one contributing factor is the
sheer size of all these aspects in combination. We feel that our approach contributes
towards a completer description of Haskell, or any other language if described by the
AG system. Our angle of approach is to keep the implementation and its explanation
consistent and understandable at the same time. However, this document clearly is not
complete either. Formal aspects are present, let alone a proof that the implementation is
sound and complete with respect to the formal semantics. Of course one may wonder if
this is at all possible; in that case our approach may well be a feasible second best way
of describing a compiler implementation.

EH vs Haskell. The claim of our title also is that we provide an implementation of
Haskell, thereby implying recent versions of Haskell, or at least Haskell98. However,
these notes does not include the description of (e.g.) a class system; the full version of
EH however does.
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