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Abstract
We demonstrate that the checkable/synthesisable split in bidirectional typechecking coincides with
existing dualities in polarised System L, also known as polarised µµ̃-calculus. Specifically, positive
terms and negative coterms are checkable, and negative terms and positive coterms are synthesisable.
This combines a standard formulation of bidirectional typechecking with Zeilberger’s ‘cocontextual’
variant. We extend this to ordinary ‘cartesian’ System L using Mc Bride’s co-de Bruijn formulation
of scopes, and show that both can be combined in a linear-nonlinear style, where linear types are
positive and cartesian types are negative. This yields a remarkable 3-way coincidence between the
shifts of polarised System L, LNL calculi, and bidirectional calculi.
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1 Introduction

Bidirectional typechecking is a methodology for designing typecheckers by splitting syntax
into fragments whose types are checkable and synthesisable, also called inferrable [11]. While
well-established ‘recipes’ for developing bidirectional typing disciplines exist [12, 11], extending
these in new directions is still more art than science. In this paper we demonstrate that
a canonical bidirectional typing discipline is possible - that is, no choices need to be made
- for the polarised classical type theory System L, also known as µµ̃-calculus. It has long
been observed that there is a connection between polarisation and bidirectional typechecking
[17, 19, 20], but the precise relationship has remained unclear.

Polarised System L [7, 23, 8, 24, 3] is a type theory that combines both polarity and
chirality - the positive fragment is driven by cuts between a term and a pattern, and the
negative fragment is driven by cuts between a coterm and a copattern.

Remarkably, linear System L [22, 26] admits a canonical bidirectional typing discipline
based on a combination of ideas from both standard and co-contextual typing [28, 14, 18],
giving us a “bi-contextual” typing algorithm. This lets us equip a type system based
on polarised linear logic with a bidirectional discipline where all typing annotations are
exclusively limited to shifts between synthesisable and checkable judgements. Although
linearity plays a crucial role, we are able to drop the linearity restriction by using a very
specific scoping discipline known as co-de Bruijn [4].

We demonstrate that polarised System L requires almost no modifications to make it fit
into this bi-contextual discipline. The checkable/synthesisable mode of each connective is
fully determined by the sort of its judgement in polarised System L, and the only modification
that we need to do is to add annotations on two of the rules for System L’s shift modalities.
This coincides with where we would be required to put typing annotations on one of the
bidirectional shifts in a standard presentation of bidirectional λ-calculus. That is to say, the
logical shifts of System L essentially coincide with the bidirectional shifts of λ-calculus.

Overall there are three axes of symmetry: polarity (positive and negative), chirality (term
and coterm, also called producer and consumer) and mode (checkable and synthesisable),
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and any two determine the third. In practice the first two are canonical, so we use polarity
and chirality to determine the typechecking mode. The following table illustrates this:

Term Coterm
Positive Checkable expression Synthesisable pattern
Negative Synthesisable copattern Checkable coexpression

To typecheck the positive fragment, we start with a cut between an expression (positive
term) and a pattern (positive coterm).

Γ ⊢ producer ⇐ A | ∆ Γ′ | pattern ⇒ A ⊢ ∆′

⟨producer | pattern⟩ : (Γ, Γ′ ⊢ ∆, ∆′) (cut+)

We first synthesise the type of the pattern, then check the type of the expression against the
synthesised type, after which we are done.

Dually, to typecheck the negative fragment, we start with a cut between a coexpression
(negative coterm) and a corresponding copattern (negative term).

Γ | copattern ⇒ A ⊢ ∆ Γ′ ⊢ consumer ⇐ A | ∆′

⟨copattern | consumer⟩ : (Γ, Γ′ ⊢ ∆, ∆′) (cut−)

We first synthesise the type of the copattern, then check the type of the coexpression against
the synthesised type, after which we are done.

We draw attention to the fact that both the positive fragment and the negative fragment
considered in isolation can be typechecked with no typing annotations whatsoever inside the
syntax; annotations are only required when we combine the fragments together. Each of
these fragments in isolation is not expressive enough to include function types and thus do
not embed λ-calculus, although they do have nontrivial binders. The consequence of this
is that typechecking every connective except for functions is straightforward, which is the
opposite of the usual situation for λ-calculi where typechecking functions is standard but
extensions with nontrivial binders are difficult.

Extending to the full polarised calculus, we need to add negations and shifts. Curiously,
negation inverts both the polarity and chirality of each judgement, but it does not change
their bidirectional mode - so an expression becomes a coexpression and vice versa, and
patterns swap with copatterns. This means that it does not require annotations.

The most interesting thing happens when we consider the shifts. The shifts amount
to swapping both the polarity and typechecking mode of a judgement. On one side, a
copattern is shifted to an expression, and a pattern shifts to a coexpression. This corresponds
to embedding a synthesisable judgement into a checkable one, and can be done with no
issue (requiring a type equality or more generally a subtyping check). But the other way
around, embedding a (co)expression into a (co)pattern, requires us to synthesise the type of
a checkable judgement, which is precisely where we need to place a typing annotation.

Finally we extend System L to a linear-nonlinear calculus [1] that we call System LNL,
that can define the linear logic modalities ! and ? via adjoint modalities. We find that 2 of
the 4 modalities coincide with the existing shifts of System L - which are also bidirectional
shifts - while the other 2 are new.

The major finding of this paper is that canonical bidirectional typechecking is possible
for a highly symmetric classical calculus such as polarised System L. However, a major
motivation for us is to develop a methodology to design typecheckers for ‘ordinary’ calculi
such as dependent type theories. Our hypothesis is that designing a typechecking discipline
for a language should amount to choosing an embedding into System L, System LNL or other
similar systems, with no other choices needing to be made. Such embeddings are generally
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well understood [9], and so we expect to obtain typing disciplines that could be named after
the choice of embedding, such as a ‘call-by-value typesystem’ or a ‘call-by-name typesystem’.
However, we leave the details of this for future work.

2 A standard bidirectional λ-calculus

We begin with a standard presentation of bidirectional simply typed λ-calculus. The
fundamental idea of bidirectional typing is that we separate term judgements into two classes,
called checkable and synthesisable (or inferrable). In a standard presentation:

Variables are synthesisable
Abstractions are checkable if the body is checkable
Applications are synthesisable if the function is synthesisable and the argument is checkable

The syntax of λ-calculus is extended with shifts between the two classes. Any synthesisable
term can be demoted to merely checkable, and a checkable term can be promoted to
synthesisable at the expense of a type annotation inside the term.

We present this by two mutually defined judgements chk and syn that characterise the
syntax of well scoped terms in a context of free variables. The scoping rules are given in
figure 1. We draw attention to the standard practice that the contexts are shared between
hypotheses, which we will be dropping in later sections.

x1, . . . , xn ⊢ xi syn
Γ ⊢ t syn

Γ ⊢ ↓ t chk
Γ ⊢ t chk

Γ ⊢ ↑ (t :: A) syn

Γ, x ⊢ t chk
Γ ⊢ λx.t chk

Γ ⊢ t syn Γ ⊢ u chk
Γ ⊢ tu syn

Figure 1 Scoping rules of standard bidirectional λ-calculus

The inputs and outputs of typechecking the two term sorts, and our notation for the
corresponding typing judgements, are described in the following table:

λ-calculus Typechecker inputs Typechecker outputs Notation
Checkable terms typed context, type, checkable term - Γ ⇒ A ∋ t

Synthesisable terms typed context, synthesisable term type Γ ⇒ t ∈ A

Following Mc Bride [5], we use the symbols ∈ and ∋ (pronounced “in” and “ni” respectively)
to denote type synthesis and checking, to maintain the lexical principle that the information
flow in the typechecker is written left-to-right in judgements. We also replace the turnstile
with an implication arrow, for reasons that will become increasingly clear over the course of
the next several sections.

Throughout this paper we will consistently use the colours red and blue to describe inputs
and outputs of a typechecker respectively. This is always from an ‘outside’ perspective rather
from the perspective of a particular proof rule (we are keeping in mind Mc Bride’s principle
that “a proof rule is a client for its hypotheses and a server for its conclusion” [6]), and so
from the perspective of a proof rule, the inputs that it receives are red and the inputs that it
provides to typecheck a subterm are also red. Colour change from red to blue happens if we
return one of our inputs, and colour change from blue to red happens if we take an output
that we received from a hypothesis and then use it as an input to another hypothesis.
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We will now describe the standard rules of bidirectional λ-calculus. Although they are
presented as proof rules, they also implicitly describe an algorithm in a syntax-directed way.

To synthesise a variable, we look it up in our input context:

x1 : A1, . . . , xn : An ⇒ xi ∈ Ai
(Var)

To check that an abstraction λx.t has the type A → B, we extend the context with x : A

and then check that t has type B:

Γ, x : A ⇒ B ∋ t

Γ ⇒ A → B ∋ λx.t
(→ −intro)

To synthesise the type of tu, we synthesise the type of t, deconstruct it as A → B, check
that u has type A, and then return B:

Γ ⇒ t ∈ A → B Γ ⇒ A ∋ u

Γ ⇒ tu ∈ B
(→ −elim)

To synthesise the type of an upshift, check the type annotation and then return it:

Γ ⇒ A ∋ t

Γ ⇒ ↑(t :: A) ∈ A
(↑)

To check that a downshift ↓ t has some type, we synthesise the type of t and check that
it agrees:

Γ ⇒ t ∈ B A ⊑ B

Γ ⇒ A ∋ ↓ t
(↓)

The rule for downshifts makes use of an unspecified decidable relation ⊑ between types,
which we informally think of as a subtyping relation. For simple type theories this can be
equality of types, but there are several things that can be done here, including unification
and genuine subtyping. We will return to this point in later sections.

We will now extend this basic λ-calculus with product and coproduct types. The scoping
rules are given in figure 2. For the standard presentation, product introduction (pairing)
is checkable and elimination (projections) is synthesisable, while coproduct introduction
(injections) and elimination (case matching) are both checkable. It is possible to make
nullary and binary product introductions synthesisable rather then checkable, but a standard
presentation makes all introduction forms checkable and most elimination forms synthesisable.

Γ ⊢ ⟨⟩ chk
Γ ⊢ t chk

Γ ⊢ absurd t chk

Γ ⊢ t chk Γ ⊢ u chk
Γ ⊢ ⟨t, u⟩ chk

Γ ⊢ t syn
Γ ⊢ π1t syn

Γ ⊢ t syn
Γ ⊢ π2t syn

Γ ⊢ t chk
Γ ⊢ ι1t chk

Γ ⊢ t chk
Γ ⊢ ι2t chk

Γ ⊢ t syn Γ, x ⊢ u1 chk Γ, y ⊢ u2 chk
Γ ⊢ case t of {ιLx ⇒ u1; ιRy ⇒ u2} chk

Figure 2 Scoping rules for products and coproducts in standard bidirectional λ-calculus
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To check a nullary product introduction we only accept the unit type:

Γ ⇒ 1 ∋ ⟨⟩
(1−intro)

To check a binary product introduction we check both subterms:

Γ ⇒ A ∋ t Γ ⇒ B ∋ u

Γ ⇒ A × B ∋ ⟨t, u⟩
(×−intro)

To synthesise a projection we synthesise whole type and return the appropriate part:

Γ ⇒ t ∈ A × B

Γ ⇒ πLt ∈ A
(×−elim − L) Γ ⇒ t ∈ A × B

Γ ⇒ πRt ∈ B
(×−elim − R)

To check a nullary coproduct elimination we check that the subterm has the zero type:

Γ ⇒ 0 ∋ t

Γ ⇒ A ∋ absurd t
(0−elim)

To check an injection we check that the subterm has the appropriate type:

Γ ⇒ A ∋ t

Γ ⇒ A + B ∋ ιLt
(+−intro − L) Γ ⇒ B ∋ t

Γ ⇒ A + B ∋ ιRt
(+−intro − R)

The binary coproduct elimination rule is quite complicated (and breaks a desired rule
that elimination forms are always synthesisable): we synthesise the type of the scrutinee
and then check the other subterms in the resulting extended contexts:

Γ ⇒ t ∈ A + B Γ, x : A ⊢ C ∋ u1 Γ, y : B ⇒ C ∋ u2

Γ ⇒ C ∋ case t of {ιLx ⇒ u1; ιRy ⇒ u2}
(+−elim)

3 Cocontextual linear λ-calculus

Traditionally, bidirectional typechecking proceeds top-down, starting with a variable typing
context, and so the context itself can be considered checkable. This works well because the
main binding form in the λ-calculus is λ-abstraction, which is checkable, meaning that we
can easily extend our context when going under a λ binder.

However, things become less clear when working with binders inside of synthesisable
terms. For instance, the positive definition of products is eliminated by a construct which
binds two variables in the context. Since elimination forms are typically synthesisable, this
means that we need to make the positive product elimination binder synthesisable. However,
this means that we need some way to extend our typing context when going under the binder,
and we can’t do that because we haven’t synthesised the required type yet.

Zeilberger [28] observed that these binding forms can be synthesised in what he called a
dual bidirectional typing discipline, which is now known as cocontextual typechecking [14].
Rather than starting with a type and a checkable variable context, it is enough to start
with a type and a term, and then synthesise the variable context during typechecking. In
cocontextual typechecking this is possible because of two core assumptions: that the variable
rule in a linear calculus has a singleton context, and that the rule is checkable rather than
synthesisable. What this means is that by the time we reach a checkable variable leaf in the
term, there are no other variables in the context, and so we trivially ‘check’ that the variable
matches the given type by synthesising its typing context.

For the majority of cases, cocontextual typechecking swaps the checkable and synthesis-
able terms, so for example we consider variables and abstractions to be synthesisable and
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applications to be checkable. The exception is the shift rules, since we still need a type
annotation to go from checkable to synthesisable but not the other way.

The well scoped linear λ-terms are generated by the rules given in figure 3. Notice that
the scoping rules for variables and applications have changed to account for linearity. A
variable is well scoped if the scope consists of exactly that variable, and the scope of an
application is the disjoint union of the scopes of the two subterms.

x ⊢ x chk
Γ ⊢ t syn

Γ ⊢ ↓ t chk
Γ ⊢ t chk

Γ ⊢ ↑ (t :: A) syn

Γ, x ⊢ t syn
Γ ⊢ λx.t syn

Γ1 ⊢ t chk Γ2 ⊢ u syn
Γ1, Γ2 ⊢ tu chk

Figure 3 Scoping rules for cocontextual linear λ-calculus

In order to preserve our invariant that typechecker inputs go on the left and typechecker
outputs go on the right, we are now required to write the context of a λ-term on the
right hand side. To compensate, we replace the turnstile with a left arrow indicating the
logical information flow. Thus checkable term judgements will be written A ∋ t ⇐ Γ, and
synthesisable term judgements will be written t ∈ A ⇐ Γ. In the following sections we will
push this idea further, with contexts on both the left and right hand side.

Although it is possible to write a cocontextual typechecker that operates on “raw” terms,
such a typechecker is required to also do a certain amount of scopechecking. To avoid this,
we choose to work with well scoped syntax in which the linearity is intrinsic. Thus we require
that the typechecker receives an additional input, which is the scoped context containing the
names (but not the types) of all variables. We omit the scoped context inputs when writing
judgements, but it is important to remember that they are there, and as a reminder we will
write the names of variables in synthesisable contexts in red (but their types in blue), locally
breaking our principle that typechecker inputs appear to the left of outputs.

Cocontextual linear λ-calculus Typechecker inputs Typechecker outputs Notation
Checkable terms scoped context, type, checkable term typed context A ∋ t ⇐ Γ

Synthesisable terms scoped context, synthesisable term type, typed context t ∈ A ⇐ Γ
The typing rules of cocontextual linear λ-calculus are given as follows:
To ‘check’ that a variable x has the type A, we synthesise the singleton context x : A:

A ∋ x ⇐ x : A
(Var)

To synthesise the type and context of an abstraction λx.t, we synthesise the type and
context of t and look up the type of x:

t ∈ B ⇐ Γ, x : A

λx.t ∈ A ⊸ B ⇐ Γ(⊸ −intro)

To check that an application has a given type, we synthesise the type of the argument
and then check that the function has the appropriate function type:

u ∈ A ⇐ Γ2 A ⊸ B ∋ t ⇐ Γ1

B ∋ tu ⇐ Γ1, Γ2
(⊸ −elim)

As written this rule is not syntax-directed; this is fixed using covers, which we will
introduce in the next section.
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The shift rules are essentially unchanged from before:

A ∋ t ⇐ Γ
↑ (t :: A) ∈ A ⇐ Γ(↑) t ∈ B ⇐ Γ A ⊑ B

A ∋ ↓ t ⇐ Γ (↓)

We can also add tensor (ie. multiplicative) products, for which both introduction and
elimination is synthesisable. However, although linear λ-calculus can easily be extended with
(additive) coproducts, giving them cocontextual typing rules requires subtyping.

To synthesise a nullary product introduction, we return the unit type and empty context:

⟨⟩ ∈ I ⇐ ·
(I−intro)

To synthesise a nullary product elimination, we check that the eliminated term has the
unit type and synthesise the other subterm:

I ∋ t ⇐ Γ1 u ∈ A ⇐ Γ2

let ⟨⟩ = t in u ∈ A ⇐ Γ1, Γ2
(I−elim)

To synthesise a linear product, we synthesise both subterms:

t ∈ A ⇐ Γ1 u ∈ B ⇐ Γ2

⟨t, u⟩ ∈ A ⊗ B ⇐ Γ1, Γ2
(⊗−intro)

To synthesise a binary product elimination we first synthesise the right subterm, then we
look up the bound variables in the synthesised typing context to check the left subterm:

u ∈ C ⇐ Γ2, x : A, y : B A ⊗ B ∋ t ⇐ Γ1

let ⟨x, y⟩ = t in u ∈ C ⇐ Γ1, Γ2
(⊗−elim)

4 Cocontextual co-de Bruijn λ-calculus

Co-de Bruijn is a scoping style developed by Mc Bride in [4] in which discarding of variables
happens as early as possible, contrasting with de Bruijn scoping in which discarding happens
as late as possible. Although originally presented in a nameless way (hence de Bruijn), the
essence of co-de Bruijn works equally well with names, as we use here. The central machinery
of co-de Bruijn is two inductive relations on contexts, a ternary relation called covering that
is written Γ1 ⊎ Γ2 ∼ Γ3 and handles copying, and a binary relation called thinning that
is written Γ1 ⊆ Γ2 and handles discarding. In this paper we need both relations for both
scoped and typed contexts; we will give the rules only for typed contexts since the rules for
scoped contexts are the same but with the types omitted.

The inductive rules for covering and thinning split into linear and cartesian rules. When
restricted to just the linear rules, Γ1 ⊎ Γ2 ∼ Γ3 witnesses that Γ3 is an interleaving of Γ1 and
Γ2, while Γ1 ⊆ Γ2 is the identity relation. Linear covering is precisely what we omitted from
the previous section to simplify our presentation, that is required to make the typechecking
rules syntax-directed.

· ⊎ · ∼ ·
Γ1 ⊎ Γ2 ∼ Γ3

Γ1, x : A ⊎ Γ2 ∼ Γ3, x : A

Γ1 ⊎ Γ2 ∼ Γ3

Γ1 ⊎ Γ2, x : A ∼ Γ3

· ⊆ ·
Γ1 ⊆ Γ2

Γ1, x : A ⊆ Γ2, x : A
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x ⊢ x chk
Γ ⊢ t syn

Γ ⊢ ↓ t chk
Γ ⊢ t chk

Γ ⊢ ↑ (t :: A) syn

Γ2 ⊢ t syn Γ2 ⊆ Γ1, x

Γ1 ⊢ λx.t syn
Γ1 ⊢ t chk Γ2 ⊢ u syn Γ1 ⊎ Γ2 ∼ Γ3

Γ3 ⊢ tu chk

Figure 4 Co-de Bruijn λ-calculus, scoping rules

To obtain cartesian covers and thinnings we add one additional rule to each, respectively
for copying and discarding:

Γ1 ⊎ Γ2 ∼ Γ3

Γ1, x : A ⊎ Γ2, x : A ∼ Γ3, x : A

Γ1 ⊆ Γ2

Γ1 ⊆ Γ2, x : A

The general principles for how these relations are used in syntax are:
For every rule with two hypotheses, we include covers that describe how the contexts of
the hypotheses combine into the contexts of the conclusion
For every rule that binds a variable, we include a thinning that allows the bound variable
to be immediately discarded if it will never be used
Every other rule is written in a linear style

As a consequence of the third rule, we are forced to discard any unused variable immedi-
ately, because otherwise it will eventually reach a leaf rule, and since leaf rules are linear
they must use all variables in their context. This is what allows us to extend cocontextual
typechecking to a cartesian calculus without requiring subtyping.

The key difference between linear and co-de Bruijn λ-calculus are its scoping rules, which
are given in figure 4.

We will explain in detail how typechecking λ-abstraction and function application differs
between linear and co-de Bruijn syntax. The typing rule for application is

u ∈ A ⇐ Γ2 A → B ∋ t ⇐ Γ1 Γ1 ⊎ Γ2 ∼ Γ3

B ∋ tu ⇐ Γ3
(→ −elim)

The difference between this rule and the linear function application rule (besides changing ⊸
to →) is the syntax Γ1 ⊎ Γ2 ∼ Γ3. When we are typechecking an application we already have
access to its scoping information, which includes a cover Γ1 ⊎ Γ2 ∼ Γ3 for the scoped contexts,
which we write in black. This is used twice during typechecking. Firstly it is used to split
the scoped context Γ3, which is a typechecker input, into the scoped contexts Γ2 and Γ1,
which are inputs to the typechecker for the two hypotheses. Typechecking these hypotheses
synthesises the associated typed contexts Γ2 and Γ1. We then use the scoped cover again to
combine these two typed contexts into a typed context Γ3, which is our final output.

In the presence of the copy rule for cartesian covers, the operation of combining two
typed contexts along a scoped cover can fail, because each of the two hypotheses could return
incompatible types for a shared variable. The simplest possible thing is that we fail unless
all types for the same variable are equal. In general we have a partial binary least upper
bound operator ∧ on types which we then extend to contexts. We believe that reifying this
into a (total) intersection type former ∩ is an interesting direction for future work.
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Overall, the definition of the operation to merge typed contexts along a scoped cover is
given as follows:

· ⊎ · ∼ ·
Γ1 ⊎ Γ2 ∼ Γ3

Γ1, x : A ⊎ Γ2 ∼ Γ3, x : A

Γ1 ⊎ Γ2 ∼ Γ3

Γ1 ⊎ Γ2, x : A ∼ Γ3, x : A

Γ1 ⊎ Γ2 ∼ Γ3

Γ1, x : A ⊎ Γ2, x : B ∼ Γ3, x : A ∧ B

Next, we give the typing rules for λ-abstraction. Unlike for linear λ-calculus this splits
into a pair of rules, depending on the associated thinning which can either keep or discard
the bound variable. If we keep the variable then the rule is

t ∈ B ⇐ Γ, x : A Γ, x : A ⊆ Γ, x : A

λx.t ∈ A → B ⇐ Γ (→ −intro − keep)

Just as for covers, we are using a scoped thinning to operate on a typed context. In general,
we have a scoped thinning Γ1 ⊆ Γ2, although for λ-abstraction in particular we only require
the case in which Γ2 consists of Γ1 extended with at most one variable. As a typechecker
input we get a scoped context Γ2, which we restrict along the thinning to a scoped Γ1 by
possibly discarding a variable. Then we typecheck the hypothesis which synthesises a typed
Γ2, and we finally extend this along the thinning to a typed Γ1. In the case that we did not
discard a variable, both scoped restriction and typed extension are trivial.

In the case that we did discard the bound variable, we appear to be stuck: when we
extend the typed context along the thinning we are required to synthesise a type for the
unused variable from nothing. Thus even for a simply-typed calculus we are forced to use
a limited form of subtyping. In particular we extend our type language with a top type ⊤
which is the type of an unused variable. We can now define the partial binary operator ∧: it
is the greatest lower bound for a discrete poset congruently extended with ⊤ as the maximal
element x ≤ ⊤. (By “congruent” we mean for example that if A′ ≤ A and B ≤ B′ then
A → B ≤ A′ → B′.)

Equipped with the type ⊤ we can now give the other typing rule for λ-abstraction:
t ∈ B ⇐ Γ Γ ⊆ Γ, x : ⊤

λx.t ∈ ⊤ → B ⇐ Γ (→ −intro − drop)

It is curious to notice that even in the presence of the ⊤ type, our binary operation ∧
could still be an equality check. This is a subtle consequence of the invariants of co-de Bruijn
scoping. When we are typechecking a co-de Bruijn term the type ⊤ can appear, but because
we are forced to discard unused variables immediately, we can never discard a variable that
was previously copied, and thus we can never be in a situation where we are taking ∧ of
types that involve ⊤. We choose to write the general case anyway because it is needed for
many extensions beyond simply-typed, and is arguably also semantically clearer.

The presentation we have given is equivalent to an ordinary ‘cartesian’ λ-calculus. We can
also extend this with rules adapted from the tensor product rules for linear λ-calculus, and in
the presence of co-de Bruijn covers and thinnings it behaves as a cartesian product. However,
the standard cartesian product rules from cartesian λ-calculus, defined by projections, cannot
be typechecked in this way (at least without a more advanced notion of subtyping). In the
following sections we will use System L to lift this restriction.

5 System L, the positive fragment

System L, also known as µµ̃-calculus, is a term calculus presentation of classical sequent
calculus with a rich and well-behaved operational semantics [7, 23, 8, 24, 3]. Unlike λ-calculus
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which usually has a single class of terms, System L has three, known as terms, coterms and
commands. Each of them has two variable contexts, which we will call the input context
and output context. These should not be confused with inputs and outputs of typecheckers;
sometimes they will match and sometimes they will conflict. Terms have a focussed output,
coterms have a focussed input, and commands have no focus. It is possible to think of System
L terms as somewhat similar to λ-calculus terms, while coterms are somewhat like first class
continuations, and commands describe calling a continuation with a value.

In this section we consider the positive fragment of System L, then over the next few
sections we will extend it to full polarised System L.

In this section and for the remainder of the paper we choose to omit writing covers and
thinnings in our rules, leaving the scoping information implicit. Importantly, in everything
that follows we can choose to either omit or include the discarding and copying rules for
thinnings and covers, and varying this gives us either linear or ordinary cartesian System L.
Crucially, all of our typechecking rules are agnostic to this choice.

The scoping rules for the positive fragment of system L are given in figure 5. System L
has two binders: µ forms a term by binding an output of a command and bringing it into
focus, and µ̃ forms a coterm by binding an input of a command and bringing it into focus.
The only rule for forming a command is cut, which assigns the focussed output of a term to
the focussed input of a coterm. We write a cut using the syntax ⟨e | p⟩, where e is a term
and p is a coterm. (The variables are mnemonic for expression and pattern, for reasons that
will be explained in the next section.)

Γ1; ∆1 ⊢ e tm+ Γ2; ∆2 ⊢ p cotm+

Γ1, Γ2; ∆1; ∆2 ⊢ ⟨e | p⟩ cmd+

x; · ⊢ x tm+
Γ; ∆, x ⊢ c cmd+

Γ; ∆ ⊢ µx.c tm+

· ; x ⊢ x cotm+
Γ, x; ∆ ⊢ c cmd+

Γ; ∆ ⊢ µ̃x.c cotm+

Figure 5 Scoping rules for positive system L

We now come to the bidirectional typing rules, and we arrive at the key contribution
of this paper: the bidirectional mode coincides with the existing term/coterm/command
distinction of System L. Specifically, terms are checkable, coterms are synthesisable, and for
commands the distinction does not make sense.

For our notation for typing rules, we continue to generalise Mc Bride’s ‘ni’ convention
rather than a more standard notation. The fundamental principle is that typechecker inputs
always go to the left and typechecker outputs always go to the right, maintaining an invariant
that the information flow in the typechecker always flows left-to-right. In essence this means
we are preferring the perspective of the typechecker to the perspective of the logic.

To accommodate this, we replace turnstiles with the symbols ⇒ and ⇐ pointing from
the logical input context to the logical output context. In the positive fragment that we are
considering in this section, the input context is always a typechecker output and the output
context is always a typechecker input, and thus all of our turnstile arrows will point to the
left. In the negative fragment this is reversed.
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Positive System L Typechecker inputs Typechecker outputs Notation
Terms scoped input context, typed input context ∆ ⇐ A ∋ e ⇐ Γ

typed output context,
type, term

Coterms scoped input context, type, typed input context ∆ ⇐ p ∈ A ⇐ Γ
typed output context,

coterm
Commands scoped input context, typed input context ∆ ⇐ c ⇐ Γ

typed output context,
command

For a command, which is necessarily a cut, we first synthesise the type of the coterm and
then check the term against it:

∆2 ⇐ p ∈ A ⇐ Γ2 ∆1 ⇐ A ∋ e ⇐ Γ1

∆1, ∆2 ⇐ ⟨e | p⟩ ⇐ Γ1, Γ2
(cut+)

To check a variable term, we return the corresponding singleton synthesisable context:

· ⇐ A ∋ x ⇐ x : A
(var+)

To check a µ-binder, we check the command after extending the checkable context with
the type of the bound variable:

∆, x : A ⇐ c ⇐ Γ
∆ ⇐ A ∋ µx.c ⇐ Γ(µ+)

To synthesise a variable coterm, we look it up in the checkable context:

x : A ⇐ x ∈ A ⇐ ·
(covar+)

To synthesise a µ̃-binder, we look up the type of the bound variable in the checkable of
the command:

∆ ⇐ c ⇐ Γ, x : A

∆ ⇐ µ̃x.c ∈ A ⇐ Γ(µ̃+)

One thing worth noting is that the two variable rules flip the direction of information
flow: variable terms are checkable but the variable lives in the synthesisable context, where it
must have been bound by a synthesisable connective such as µ̃; whereas variable coterms are
synthesisable but the variable lives in the checkable context, where it must have been bound
by a checkable connective such as µ. This is characteristic of cocontextual typechecking,
but is only clearly revealed in the setting of System L where we have both checkable and
synthesisable contexts.

To this language we add positive products and coproducts (the latter were notably absent
in cocontextual λ-calculus), whose scoping rules are given in figure 6. Positive products
behave either as linear tensor products or cartesian products, depending on whether we
use linear or cartesian scoping. In each case we have introduction rules which are terms,
and “match” rules which are coterms that bind commands. The only subtlety is that when
we match on a coproduct, both branches must consume every linear variable in the input
context, but can produce different output contexts.

Notably, typechecking the combination of a positive product and a coproduct is difficult
in both ordinary and cocontextual bidirectional λ-calculi. Ordinary (contextual) λ-calculus
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works well when the only checkable binder is λ and struggles with other binders such as the
positive product elimination rule, while the cocontextual λ-calculus overcomes this difficulty
but instead forces coproduct introductions to be synthesisable which means that injections
require an annotation. We are able to overcome this because System L is bicontextual.

Although technically all logical rules of System L (ie. those corresponding to connectives
in the type language) are introduction rules, we adopt the terminology that rules that produce
a positive term will be called introduction rules and rules that produce a positive coterm
will be called match rules. These correspond to right and left introduction rules of sequent
calculus. The hypotheses of match rules are always commands (possibly none, in the case of
nullary coproducts), and the match rule always binds some variables in the (logical) input
contexts of those commands.

Γ1; ∆1 ⊢ e1 tm Γ2; ∆2 ⊢ e2 tm
Γ1, Γ2; ∆1, ∆2 ⊢ ⟨e1, e2⟩ tm

Γ, x, y; ∆ ⊢ c cmd
Γ; ∆ ⊢ match {⟨x, y⟩ ⇒ c} cotm

Γ; ∆ ⊢ e tm
Γ; ∆ ⊢ ιLe tm

Γ; ∆ ⊢ e tm
Γ; ∆ ⊢ ιRe tm

Γ, x; ∆1 ⊢ c cmd Γ, y; ∆2 ⊢ d cmd
Γ; ∆1, ∆2 ⊢ match {ιLx ⇒ c; ιRy ⇒ d} cotm

Figure 6 Scoping rules for tensor products and coproducts in positive linear system L

To check the type of a positive product we check the two subterms:

∆1 ⇐ A ∋ e1 ⇐ Γ1 ∆2 ⇐ B ∋ e2 ⇐ Γ2

∆1, ∆2 ⇐ A ⊗ B ∋ ⟨e1, e2⟩ ⇐ Γ1, Γ2
(⊗−intro)

To synthesise the type of a positive product match, we check the command and lookup
the bound variables in the synthesised context:

∆ ⇐ c ⇐ Γ, x : A, y : B

∆ ⇐ match {⟨x, y⟩ ⇒ c} ∈ A ⊗ B ⇐ Γ(⊗−match)

To check the type of a coproduct injection we check the subterm against the appropriate
part of the type:

∆ ⇐ A ∋ e ⇐ Γ
∆ ⇐ A + B ∋ ιLe ⇐ Γ(+−intro − L) ∆ ⇐ B ∋ e ⇐ Γ

∆ ⇐ A + B ∋ ιRe ⇐ Γ(+−intro − R)

So synthesise the type of a coproduct pattern, we check the two commands and lookup
the bound variables in the synthesised contexts:

∆1 ⇐ c ⇐ Γ, x : A ∆2 ⇐ d ⇐ Γ, y : A

∆1, ∆2 ⇐ match {ιLx ⇒ c; ιRy ⇒ d} ∈ A + B ⇐ Γ(+−match)

6 The negative fragment

We now introduce the negative fragment of System L in isolation; the two fragments will be
brought together into the full polarised calculus in the next section. All of the rules of the
negative fragment are syntactically dual to rules of the positive fragment, but sometimes
in counterintuitive ways. We deviate from standard System L terminology, which identifies
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positive and negative terms as being producers and identifies positive and negative coterms
as being consumers. Instead, we identify positive terms and negative coterms as being
(co)expressions, and negative terms and positive coterms as being (co)patterns. This aligns
better with the syntactic symmetries of polarised System L. Thus in the negative fragment
we refer to terms as p and coterms as e.

Whereas in the positive fragment the logical input context was always synthesisable
and the logical output context always checkable, in the negative fragment this reverses,
so the logical input context is always checkable and the logical output context is always
synthesisable. Thus in the negative fragment we write our turnstiles as ⇒, indicating the
logical information flow is now also left-to-right.

Negative System L Typechecker inputs Typechecker outputs Notation
Terms typed input context, type, typed output context Γ ⇒ p ∈ A ⇒ ∆

scoped output context, term
Coterms typed input context, typed output context Γ ⇒ A ∋ e ⇒ ∆

scoped output context,
type, coterm

Commands typed left context, typed output context Γ ⇒ c ⇒ ∆
scoped output context, command

We deviate from the standard notation for cuts in the negative fragments by writing
⟨e | p⟩ where e is the coexpression (which is now a coterm) and p is the copattern (which is
now a term). In contrast, usually cuts are always written with the term on the left and the
coterm on the right. Similarly to positive fragment, typechecking a cut proceedings by first
synthesising the type of the copattern and checking it against the coexpression:

Γ2 ⇒ p ∈ A ⇒ ∆2 Γ1 ⇒ A ∋ e ⇒ ∆1

Γ1, Γ2 ⇒ ⟨e | p⟩ ⇒ ∆1, ∆2
(cut−)

The other structural rules of the negative fragment are formally dual to the corresponding
rules in the positive fragment:

x : A ⇒ x ∈ A ⇒ ·
(var−)

· ⇒ A ∋ x ⇒ x : A
(covar−)

Γ ⇒ c ⇒ ∆, x : A

Γ ⇒ µx.c ∈ A ⇒ ∆(µ−) Γ, x : A ⇒ c ⇒ ∆
Γ ⇒ A ∋ µ̃x.c ⇒ ∆(µ̃−)

In the negative fragment, we refer to logical rules that produce a term as comatch rules,
and logical rules that produce a coterm as cointroduction rules. Similarly to match rules,
comatch rules always have commands as their hypotheses and always bind variables in their
(logical) output contexts.

The cointroduction and comatch rules for ` are formally dual to the introduction and
match rules for ⊗:

Γ1 ⇒ A ∋ e1 ⇒ ∆1 Γ2 ⇒ B ∋ e2 ⇒ ∆2

Γ1, Γ2 ⇒ A ` B ∋ [e1, e2] ⇒ ∆1, ∆2
(`−cointro)

Γ ⇒ c ⇒ ∆, x : A, y : B

Γ ⇒ comatch {c ⇒ [x, y]} ∈ A ` B ⇒ ∆(`−comatch)

and the cointroduction and comatch rules for × are formally dual to the introduction and
match rules for +:

Γ ⇒ A ∋ e ⇒ ∆
Γ ⇒ A × B ∋ πLe ⇒ ∆(×−cointro − L) Γ ⇒ B ∋ e ⇒ ∆

Γ ⇒ A × B ∋ πRe ⇒ ∆(×−cointro − R)

Γ1 ⇒ c ⇒ ∆, x : A Γ2 ⇒ d ⇒ ∆, y : B

Γ1, Γ2 ⇒ comatch {c ⇒ πLx; d ⇒ πRy} ∈ A × B ⇒ ∆(×−comatch)
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7 Full polarised System L

We now merge the positive and negative fragments of System L into a unified polarised
calculus, adding rules for negations and shifts to those already given. In the previous section
we emphasised the syntactic symmetry between the positive and negative fragments, and it is
possible to lean into this symmetry and build our syntax around it in a way that halves the
total number of judgements. In this paper we have chosen not to do this, favouring clarity
over brevity in our syntax. However, the bidirectional typechecking modes do align in exactly
this way: (co)expressions are always checkable and (co)patterns are always synthesisable.

We need to modify the existing rules by having positive judgements carry around negative
contexts and vice versa. We will continue to use our arrow notation for turnstiles, so for
example the judgement of a positive term will now be written Γ−; ∆+ ⇐ A+ ∋ e+ ⇐ Γ+; ∆−.
Although it appears that the logical information flow from the negative input context Γ− to
the negative output context ∆− now goes in the wrong direction, we justify this by viewing
the judgement from the perspective of its ‘native’ fragment.

A further subtlety is that commands are not polarised: we have a single command
judgement that subsumes both positive and negative commands, with a positive cut rule
that assigns an expression to a pattern, and a negative cut rule that assigns a coexpression
to a copattern. Unfortunately this unity of commands breaks our syntax for turnstiles; we
instead will use the symbol ⇌ for the turnstiles of commands.

Full polarised Typechecker inputs Typechecker outputs Notation
System L

(Co)expressions scoped positive input context, typed positive input context, Γ−; ∆+ ⇐ A+ ∋ e+ ⇐ Γ+; ∆−

(positive terms, typed negative input context, typed negative output context Γ−; ∆+ ⇒ A− ∋ e− ⇒ Γ+; ∆−

negative coterms) typed positive output context,
scoped negative output context,

type, expression
(Co)patterns scoped positive input context, type, Γ−; ∆+ ⇐ p+ ∈ A+ ⇐ Γ+; ∆−

(positive coterms, typed negative input context, typed positive input context, Γ−; ∆+ ⇒ p− ∈ A− ⇒ Γ+; ∆−

negative terms) typed positive output context, typed negative output context
scoped negative output context,

(co)pattern
Commands scoped positive input context, typed positive input context, Γ−; ∆+ ⇌ c ⇌ Γ+; ∆−

typed negative input context, typed negative output context
typed positive output context,

scoped negative output context,
command

We extend our type language with a pair of negations and a pair of shifts, which go
between positive and negative types. The full type language of polarised System L is now
described by:

A+ ::= I | A+ ⊗ B+ | 0 | A+ + B+ | ∼A− | ↓A−

A− ::= ⊥ | A− ` B− | 1 | A− × B− | ¬A+ | ↑A+

The ways that negations and shifts convert between the 4 judgement sorts are described
by the following diagram:
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positive
terms

(expressions)

positive
coterms

(patterns)

negative
terms

(copatterns)

negative
coterms

(coexpressions)

↓−intro

¬−intro¬−comatch

↑−intro↑−comatch

∼−match∼−intro

↓−match

The introduction rule for positive negation takes a negative coterm to a positive term
(and thus a coexpression to an expression), so it reverses the chirality while preserving
the typechecking mode:

Γ−; ∆+ ⇒ A− ∋ e− ⇒ Γ+; ∆−

Γ−; ∆+ ⇐ ∼A− ∋ ∼(e−) ⇐ Γ+; ∆− (∼ −intro)

The match rule for positive negation takes a command with a free negative output variable
to a positive coterm (pattern), using the synthesised type of the free variable to synthesise
the type of the coterm:

Γ−; ∆+ ⇌ c ⇌ Γ+; ∆−, x : A−

Γ−; ∆+ ⇐ match{∼x ⇒ c} ∈ ∼A− ⇐ Γ+; ∆− (∼ −match)

The cointroduction rule for negative negation takes a positive term to a negative co-
term (and thus an expression to a coexpression), the opposite of the positive negation
introduction rule:

Γ−; ∆+ ⇐ A+ ∋ e+ ⇐ Γ+; ∆−

Γ−; ∆+ ⇒ ¬A+ ∋ ¬(e+) ⇒ Γ+; ∆− (¬−cointro)

The comatch rule for negative negation takes a command with a free positive input
variable to a negative term (copattern), using the synthesised type of the free variable to
synthesise the type of the term:

Γ−; ∆+ ⇌ c ⇌ Γ+, x : A+; ∆−

Γ−; ∆+ ⇒ comatch{c ⇒ ¬x} ∈ ¬A+ ⇒ Γ+; ∆− (¬−comatch)

The introduction rule for downshift takes a negative term (copattern) to a positive term
(expression), switching the bidirectional mode from synthesisable to checkable by checking
a subtype:

Γ−; ∆+ ⇒ p− ∈ B− ⇒ Γ+; ∆− A− ⊑ B−

Γ−; ∆+ ⇐ ↓A− ∋ ↓p− ⇐ Γ+; ∆− (↓ −intro)

The match rule for downshift takes a command with a free negative input variable to a
positive coterm (pattern), switching the bidirectional mode from checkable to synthesisable
and thus requiring an annotation:

Γ−, x : A−; ∆+ ⇌ c ⇌ Γ+; ∆−

Γ−; ∆+ ⇐ match{↓(x :: A−) ⇒ c} ∈ ↓A− ⇐ Γ+; ∆− (↓ −match)
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· ⇐ A+ ∋ x+ ⇐ x+ : A+ (var+)
x+ : A+ ⇐ x+ ∈ A+ ⇐ ·

(covar+)

X, x+ : A+ ⇌ c ⇌ Σ
X ⇐ A+ ∋ µ+x+.c ⇐ Σ(µ+) X ⇌ c ⇌ Σ, x+ : A+

X ⇐ µ̃+x+.c ∈ A+ ⇐ Σ(µ̃+)

· ⇐ I ∋ ⟨⟩ ⇐ ·
(I−intro) X ⇌ c ⇌ Σ

X ⇐ match{⟨⟩ ⇒ c} ∈ I ⇐ Σ(I−match)

X1 ⇐ A+ ∋ e+
1 ⇐ Σ1 X2 ⇐ B+ ∋ e+

2 ⇐ Σ2

X1, X2 ⇐ A+ ⊗ B+ ∋
〈
e+

1 , e+
2

〉
⇐ Σ1, Σ2

(⊗−intro)

X ⇌ c ⇌ Σ, x+ : A+, y+ : B+

X ⇐ match {⟨x+, y+⟩ ⇒ c} ∈ A+ ⊗ B+ ⇐ Σ(⊗−match)

X ⇐ A+ ∋ e+ ⇐ Σ
X ⇐ A+ + B+ ∋ ιLe+ ⇐ Σ(+−intro − L) X ⇐ B+ ∋ e+ ⇐ Σ

X ⇐ A+ + B+ ∋ ιRe+ ⇐ Σ(+−intro − R)

X ⇐ match{} ∈ 0 ⇐ Σ(0−match)

X1 ⇌ c ⇌ Σ, x+ : A+ X2 ⇌ d ⇌ Σ, y+ : B+

X1, X2 ⇐ match {ιLx+ ⇒ c; ιRy+ ⇒ d} ∈ A+ + B+ ⇐ Σ(+−match)

Figure 7 Full bicontextual polarised System L, positive rules

The cointroduction rule for upshift takes a positive coterm (pattern) to a negative coterm
(coexpression), switching the bidirectional mode from synthesisable to checkable by
checking a subtype:

Γ−; ∆+ ⇐ p+ ∈ B+ ⇐ Γ+; ∆− B+ ⊑ A+

Γ−; ∆+ ⇒ ↑A+ ∋ ↑p+ ⇒ Γ+; ∆− (↑ −cointro)

The comatch rule for upshift takes a command with a free positive output variable
to a negative term (copattern), switching the bidirectional mode from checkable to
synthesisable and thus requiring an annotation:

Γ−; ∆+, x : A+ ⇌ c ⇌ Γ+; ∆−

Γ−; ∆+ ⇒ comatch{c ⇒ ↑(x :: A+)} ∈ ↑A+ ⇒ Γ+; ∆− (↑ −comatch)

Since all of the typing rules throughout this paper have been interleaved with explanations,
we will now repeat the full definition of bicontextual polarised System L, given in figures 7,
8 and 9. To save space we finally take full advantage of System L’s symmetry by merging
contexts. We use X (a capital χ) to refer to a merged checkable context Γ−; ∆+, and Σ
to refer to a merged synthesisable context Γ+; ∆−. When binding a variable in a context,
we will use superscripts to indicate its polarity. Thus for example the notation Σ, x+ : A+

means Γ+, x+ : A+; ∆−.

8 System LNL

In the previous sections we have been implicitly working with both linear and cartesian (ie.
ordinary) System L by ambiguously either including or not including the rules for discarding
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Negative fragment:

x− : A− ⇒ x− ∈ A− ⇒ ·
(var−)

· ⇒ A− ∋ x− ⇒ x− : A− (covar−)

X ⇌ c ⇌ Σ, x− : A−

X ⇒ µ−x−.c ∈ A− ⇒ Σ(µ−) X, x− : A− ⇌ c ⇌ Σ
X ⇒ A− ∋ µ̃−x−.c ⇒ Σ(µ̃−)

· ⇒ ⊥ ∋ [ ] ⇒ ·
(⊥−cointro) X ⇌ c ⇌ Σ

X ⇒ comatch{c ⇒ [ ]} ∈ ⊥ ⇒ Σ(⊥−comatch)

X1 ⇒ A− ∋ e−
1 ⇒ Σ1 X2 ⇒ B− ∋ e−

2 ⇒ Σ2

X1, X2 ⇒ A− ` B− ∋ [e−
1 , e−

2 ] ⇒ Σ1, Σ2
(`−cointro)

X ⇌ c ⇌ Σ, x− : A−, y− : B−

X ⇒ comatch {c ⇒ [x−, y−]} ∈ A− ` B− ⇒ Σ(`−comatch)

X ⇒ comatch{} ∈ 0 ⇒ Σ(0−comatch)

X ⇒ A− ∋ e− ⇒ Σ
X ⇒ A− × B− ∋ πLe− ⇒ Σ(×−cointro − L) X ⇒ B− ∋ e− ⇒ Σ

X ⇒ A− × B− ∋ πRe− ⇒ Σ(×−cointro − R)

X1 ⇌ c ⇌ Σ, x− : A− X2 ⇌ d ⇌ Σ, y− : B−

X1, X2 ⇒ comatch {c ⇒ πLx; d ⇒ πRy} ∈ A × B ⇒ Σ(×−comatch)

Figure 8 Full bicontextual polarised System L, negative rules

Cuts, negations and shifts:

X2 ⇐ p+ ∈ A+ ⇐ Σ2 X1 ⇐ A+ ∋ e+ ⇐ Σ1

X1, X2 ⇌ ⟨e+ | p+⟩ ⇌ Σ1, Σ2
(cut+)

X2 ⇒ p− ∈ A− ⇒ Σ2 X1 ⇒ A− ∋ e− ⇒ Σ1

X1, X2 ⇌ ⟨e− | p−⟩ ⇌ Σ1, Σ2
(cut−)

X ⇒ A− ∋ e− ⇒ Σ
X ⇐ ∼A− ∋ ∼(e−) ⇐ Σ(∼ −intro) X ⇌ c ⇌ Σ, x− : A−

X ⇐ match{∼x ⇒ c} ∈ ∼A− ⇐ Σ(∼ −match)

X ⇐ A+ ∋ e+ ⇐ Σ
X ⇒ ¬A+ ∋ ¬(e+) ⇒ Σ(¬−cointro) X ⇌ c ⇌ Σ, x+ : A+

X ⇒ comatch{c ⇒ ¬x} ∈ ¬A+ ⇒ Σ(¬−comatch)

X ⇒ p− ∈ B− ⇒ Σ A− ⊑ B−

X ⇐ ↓A− ∋ ↓p− ⇐ Σ (↓ −intro) X, x− : A− ⇌ c ⇌ Σ
X ⇐ match{↓(x :: A−) ⇒ c} ∈ ↓A− ⇐ Σ(↓ −match)

X ⇐ p+ ∈ B+ ⇐ Σ B+ ⊑ A+

X ⇒ ↑A+ ∋ ↑p+ ⇒ Σ (↑ −cointro) X, x+ : A+ ⇌ c ⇌ Σ
X ⇒ comatch{c ⇒ ↑(x :: A+)} ∈ ↑A+ ⇒ Σ(↑ −comatch)

Figure 9 Full bicontextual polarised System L, mixed rules
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and copying as part of our definitions of thinning and covering. In this section we will show
that these can be combined into a full classical linear logic with exponentials. Specifically,
we present a linear-nonlinear (LNL) type theory [1] and find that its division into linear and
cartesian terms precisely matches the symmetries we have already been considering. We give
this linear-nonlinear extension of System L the name System LNL.

LNL calculi generally come with a restriction that linear contexts are omitted in cartesian
terms. We find no need for this restriction from considerations of typechecking, and thus
we present a more general adjunction calculus in which all judgements have access to all
contexts [25]. We expect that for true LNL it is still necessary to make these restrictions for
semantic reasons.

We begin with a fragment of System LNL that admits the linear ! modality but not the ?
modality. To do this, we take the rules for full polarised linear System L, and then we add
the rules for discarding in thinnings and copying in covers only for negative input contexts.
This gives us weakening and contraction for negative inputs, and has the consequence that
negative terms (copatterns) behave in a cartesian way while the others stay linear.

We now need to add the rules for the two adjoint modalities of LNL which give the
factorisation of the ! comonad. We find that the forgetful functor (left adjoint) from cartesian
to linear exactly coincides with our existing downshift modality ↓, while the cofree functor
(right adjoint) from linear to cartesian does not coincide with any connective that was already
present. We name the cofree functor ⇑, so we get a derived comonadic modality defined by
!A = ↓⇑A. The cointroduction rule for ⇑ also requires an annotation. This means that the
derived rules for ! require annotations for both introduction and match, coming respectively
from the cointroduction rule for ⇑ and the match rule for ↓.

The cointroduction rule for ⇑ takes a positive term (expression) to a negative term
(copattern), switching the bidirectional mode from checkable to synthesisable and thus
requiring an annotation:

Γ−; ∆+ ⇐ A+ ∋ e+ ⇐ Γ+; ∆−

Γ−; ∆+ ⇒ ⇑(e+ :: A+) ∈ ⇑A+ ⇒ Γ+; ∆−

The comatch rule for ⇑ takes a command with a free positive input variable to a negative
coterm (coexpression), switching the bidirectional mode from synthesisable to checkable
by checking a subtype:

Γ−; ∆+ ⇌ c ⇌ Γ+, x : B+; ∆− B+ ⊑ A+

Γ−; ∆+ ⇒ ⇑A+ ∋ comatch{c ⇒ ⇑x} ⇒ Γ+; ∆−

We will now restore the symmetry we have broken, adding another modality that allows
deriving the ? of classical linear logic. This is not possible in standard intuitionistic LNL,
but instead we use an embedding of co-LNL [13]. We need to also adding the discarding and
copying rules for thinnings and covers in positive output contexts, giving us coweakening
and cocontraction for positive outputs, and making positive coterms (patterns) behave in
a cocartesian way. Notice that in full System LNL, (co)expressions are always linear while
patterns are cocartesian and copatterns are cartesian.

We have one final operator to add, a downshift modality ⇓ that gives us a derived ?
monad by ?A = ↑⇓A. Just as for !, the introduction rule for ⇓ requires an annotation and
thus the derived rules for ? require annotations for both introduction and matching.

The introduction rule for ⇓ takes a negative coterm (coexpression) to a positive coterm
(pattern), switching the bidirectional mode from checkable to synthesisable and thus
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Figure 10 System LNL

requiring an annotation:

Γ−; ∆+ ⇒ A− ∋ e− ⇒ Γ+; ∆−

Γ−; ∆+ ⇐ ⇓(e− :: A−) ∈ ⇓A− ⇐ Γ+; ∆−

The match rule for ⇓ takes a command with a free negative output variable to a positive
term (expression), switching the bidirectional mode from synthesisable to checkable by
checking a subtype:

Γ−; ∆+ ⇌ c ⇌ Γ+; ∆−, x : B− A− ⊑ B−

Γ−; ∆+ ⇐ ⇓A− ∋ match{⇓x ⇒ c} ⇐ Γ+; ∆−

9 Further work

9.1 Embedding of λ-calculi

As explained at the end of the introduction, it was a major motivation for us to develop a
methdology for designing typecheckers for ‘ordinary’ system such as λ-calculi, but we have
left the details of this for future work. We expect that it will be useful to start from systems
that already have some form of polarisation: one conclusion of our work is that bidirectional
typechecking is sensitive to polarisation that is present metatheoretically, and therefore gives
a new reason to make it explicit.

9.2 Operational semantics and subject reduction

System L is known to have an extremely well behaved operational semantics described by
CK machines [15, 7]. While System L is already known to satisfy subject reduction (ie. that
its operational semantics preserves types) [22], we conjecture that by pairing the ‘natural’
(ie. cocontextual) type theory with the ‘natural’ operational semantics, a more parsimonious
proof of subject reduction can be obtained, laying a foundation for proving subject reduction
in the presence of more advanced type system features.

A standard presentation of polarised System L splits (co)expressions further into values
and stacks, and this is crucial to obtain a confluent operational semantics. In this paper this
distinction has played no role in typechecking and so we have omitted it, however we believe
that it may play a role in systems with subtyping.

9.3 Subtyping, intersection and union types

Throughout this paper we have seen that an underspecified subtyping relationship and greatest
lower bound operator play a role in bicontextual typechecking, but we have considered only
the trivial case where subtyping reduces to equality. This leads us to believe that System L
will be a natural setting to study typechecking for richer theories of subtyping and intersection
types (and, due to the symmetry of System L, also union types), building on existing work
studying those features in System L [27, 10].
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9.4 Polymorphism and System F
Although in this paper we have not included a system with type quantification, presentations of
polymorphic System L are known [24] and our typing discipline extends to these systems. The
caveat is that type variable contexts and substitution are a significant technical complication;
in practice these are practical issues of implementation rather than theoretical barriers.

Going further, datatype constructors and other polymorphic functions are necessarily
forced to live in the negative fragment even when the datatype is strictly positive, because
universally quantified types are always negative. We believe this issue can be overcome by
a system in which System F-style explicit quantification exists alongside a novel form of
let-polymorphism reminiscent of Hindley-Milner type systems.

Interestingly, typechecking a cut between an expression and a pattern that has a free
type variable seems to only require a restricted form of unification known as matching [16]
(not to be confused with matching in System L). Our hope is that this will lead to dramatic
simplifications in typecheckers for polymorphic type theories.

9.5 Dependent types
Ultimately, our end goal is to develop a bidirectional dependently-typed extension of polarised
System L building on [21, 2], and use it to develop better typecheckers for dependent type
theories, where we expect it to give new insights into difficult problems such as higher-order
unification and dependent pattern matching.
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