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ABSTRACT

This thesis provides a model-theoretic semantic analysis of aspects of the LF
logical framework. The LF logical framework is the All-calculus together with
the judgements-as-types representation mechanism.

A denotational semantics is provided for the All-calculus in terms of Kripke
All-models. These are a generalization of the Kripke lambda models of Mitchell
and Moggi to dependent types and are based on the contextual categories of
Cartmell and their reformulation by Ritter. We analyse these models in terms of
(Kripke) logical relations.

We also present Kripke models of the internal logic of the All-calculus, the
{V, D}-fragment of many-sorted minimal first-order logic, and show that the
propositions-as-types correspondence induces an isomorphism between the two
classes of Kripke models.

We provide a proof- and model-theoretic account of judged object-logics (log-
ics suitable for representation in LF). We show that the judgements-as-types cor-
respondence induces an epimorphism between these Kripke models and Kripke
AI-models; which we use to provide model-theoretic proofs of faithfulness.

We consider a variant of the LF logical framework which uses the worlds-
as-parameters representation mechanism. The generality of our account of the
judgements-as-types correspondence allows us to treat the worlds-as-parameters
representation mechanism as a special case. We interpret the syntactic ‘worlds’
introduced by worlds-as-parameters as worlds in our Kripke models and show
that there exists a worlds-as-parameters epimorphism.

We provide a semantic account of proof-search in the All-calculus by identi-
fying a class of Herbrand models and providing a least fixed-point construction
corresponding, as usual, to resolution. Finally, we provide a characterization
of abstract logic programming languages, as defined by Miller et al., in the LF
logical framework.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

An important aspect of (theoretical) computer science is being able to reason
about formal systems in a way which is independent of their implementation.
One proposed solution is to represent the formal system in a logical framework
(Harper, Honsell & Plotkin 1993).

A logical framework can be seen as arising from Martin-Lof’s intuitionistic
theory of iterated inductive definitions (Martin-Lof 1971) and (Martin-Lof 1975),
in which form and inductive definitional status in the natural deduction inference
rules are considered. In other words, Martin-Lof provides a formal metatheory
of inference rules.

In order to describe a logical framework, we must (Ishtiaq & Pym 2002) have
methods of

1. Characterizing the class of (object-)logics to be represented,;

2. Describing a metalogic or language, together with its metalogical status
vis-a-vis the class of object-logics;

3. Characterizing the representation mechanism.

We remark that these components are not entirely independent of each other.
The above prescription can be summarized by the slogan

Framework = Language + Representation.

This thesis provides a proof- and model-theoretic account of the LF logical
framework (Harper et al. 1993). LF is the logical framework whose language is
the All-calculus and whose representation mechanism is the judgements-as-types
correspondence.

Chapter 2 describes the All-calculus (Harper et al. 1993) both syntactically
and algebraically. Chapter 7 provides a categorical semantics for the All-calculus
in terms of Kripke models. These models are based on the contextual categories



of Cartmell (1986) and their reformulation by Pitts (2000). Our Kripke models
are a generalization of the Kripke A-models of Mitchell & Moggi (1991) to the
dependently typed setting.

The work of Mitchell and Moggi also provides the motivation of Chapter 4.
We show that their analysis of Kripke A-models in terms of logical relations can
also be carried out for our Kripke models of the AlI-calculus.

We conclude our semantic analysis of the All-calculus and foreshadow the
next four chapters in Chapter 5. We describe the internal logic of the AII-calculus
and show that it can be represented in the All-calculus using the propositions-
as-types correspondence. We then carry out original analysis to show that the
propositions-as-types correspondence induces an isomorphism between Kripke
models of the internal logic and Kripke models of the All-calculus.

Moving on from our analysis of the All-calclus, we turn our attention to a
characterization of a class of object-logics which are suitable for representation
in LF. Chapter 6 provides an overview of logical frameworks. This chapter is a
summary of existing research on logical frameworks heavily influenced by (Avron,
Honsell, Miculan & Paravano 1997).

Chapter 8 provides an account of judged object-logics. This account includes
proof- and model-theoretic analysis. We describe judged proof systems which
provide a proof-theoretic characterization of judged object-logics. This work is
closely related to that of Gardner (1992b). The describe Kripke models of judged
object-logics and examine under what circumstances soundness and completeness
holds. The Kripke models draw heavily on the work of Lawvere (1970).

Having provided a characterization of object-logics which are suitable for en-
coding in LF, we turn our attention to the representation mechanism. Chapter 8
provides a syntactic and semantic account of the judgements-as-types correspon-
dence. The syntactic account is a presentation of the encoding found in (Harper
et al. 1993). The semantic account is original and shows that the judgements-
as-types correspondence induces an epimorphism between Kripke models of the
object-logic and Kripke models of the All-calculus. Using an idea of Simpson
(1993), we show that the faithfulness of an encoding can be established model-
theoretically.

We conclude this section of work by looking at the worlds-as-parameters rep-
resentation mechanism, Chapter 9. This turns out to be a special case of the
judgements-as-types encoding described in Chapter 8. We argue that labelled
natural deduction systems (Basin, Matthews & Vigano 1998) are the appropriate
proof system to characterize object-logics which are encoded using worlds-as-
parameters. They also provide a more systematic account of the satisfaction
relation used to define certain connectives in a Kripke model. We show that the
labels used in labelled natural deduction systems can be interpreted as worlds
in Kripke models of the object-logics, and that the worlds-as-parameters repre-
sentation mechanism induces an epimorphism between these models and Kripke



models of the All-calculus where the objects that encode labels are interpreted
as worlds. Apart from the labelled natural deduction systems and the worlds-as-
parameters representation mechanism, the chapter is original.

We conclude the thesis by providing a model-theoretic account of proof-search
in LF. Chapter 10 provides an overview of logic programming and why proof-
search is important. Chapter 11 shows that a class of Kripke AlI-models are also
Herbrand models. We show that there is a least fixed-point operator on Herbrand
models arising from resolution in the All-calculus and that the least fixed-point
is a Herbrand model. This work is original and is a generalization of the work of
Miller (1989).

The final two chapters examine the relationship between uniform proofs in
the object-logic and their representation in LF. Chapter 12 shows how certain se-
quent calculi can be represented in LF. This work is taken from (Pfenning 2000).
We show that his encoding method can be extended to higher-order logics. The
logics discussed in this chapter are those given as examples of abstract logic pro-
gramming languages in (Miller, Nadathur, Pfenning & Séedrov 1991). Chapter 13
provides an account of the relationship between abstract logic programming lan-
guages and their encodings in LF. We provide some conditions on LF terms so
that they always represent uniform proof-terms.

This thesis can also be seen as carrying our the research proposal outlined in
(Ishtiaq & Pym 2002), which means we have provided LF with a semantics. This
research is based on (Pym 2004a), (Pym 2004b) and (Pym 2004c).

It is important to note that while this thesis does apply the results of Chap-
ters 2 to 9 to logic programming (Chapters 10 to 13), this thesis mainly provides
a contribution to logic. The majority of this thesis is a mathematical study of
logical frameworks. The relationship between logical frameworks and logical sys-
tems (logical frameworks provide a basis for a systematic study of the uniformity
of logical systems) means that this thesis contributes to our understanding and
study of logical systems and hence to logic.

This thesis was typeset with BTEX 2¢(BTEX 22 1994) and commutative dia-
grams were produced with Taylor (1986) diagrams.



Chapter 2

The MI-calculus

We develop two presentations of the All-calculus: the first is syntactic and the
second algebraic. The syntactic presentation is an overview of the presentation
of the All-calculus introduced in Harper, Honsell & Plotkin (1987) and (Harper
et al. 1993). The All-calculus is essentially the dependently typed A-calculus AP
(Barendregt 1991) with signatures. The All-calculus is in propositions-as-types
correspondence (Howard 1980) with the many sorted {V, D}-fragment of minimal
first-order logic this is discussed in detail in § 5. As well as defining the syntax,
grammar and typing rules, we discuss the important meta-theoretic properties;
for example, that weakening, transitivity, strengthening and permutation are ad-
missible, uniqueness of types and kinds, a Church-Rosser property holds and the
decidability of the typing relations. Equality is not dealt with in this presenta-
tion; it is left until § 3.5. This is done for the sake of simplicity and allows us to
highlight the important meta-theoretic properties rather than dealing with the
technical issues associated with equality.

The algebraic presentation involves the construction of strict indexed cate-
gories out of the syntax of the All-calculus. It is similar to other algebraic presen-
tations of dependent type theories; for example, (Streicher 1989), (Jacobs 1991),
(Hofmann 1996) and (Pitts 2000).

2.1 A Syntactic Presentation

The Ml-calculus is a language with entities of three levels: objects; types and
families of types; and, kinds. Objects are classified by types; while types and
families of types are classified by kinds. The kind Type classifies the types; the
other kinds classify functions, f, which yield a type f(M;)...(M,) when applied
to objects My, ..., M, of certain types determined by the kind of f. Any function
derivable in this system has a type as domain, while its range can either be a
type, if it is an object, or a kind, if it is a family of types. The All-calculus is
therefore predicative.



The theory we shall deal with is a formal system for deriving assertions of one
of the following shapes:

=X sig ) is a signature

Fv I' context TI'is a valid context in X
I'ky K Kind KisakindinI and X
'y A: K Ahaskind K inI" and
'Fy M:A M has type Ain [" and ¥

where the syntax is specified by the following grammar:

Signatures X = () | ¥,c: K | X,c:A
Contexts I == () |[,z:A4

Kinds K = Type |lIz:A. K

Types An=c|llz:A.B|Xx:A.B| AM
Objects M:=claz|X:A. M| MN

where we let M and N range over expressions for objects, A and B range over
expressions for types and families of types, K for kinds, x and y over variables
and c over constants. We also allow f and g to range over variables where the
intention is that, in general, these have higher types. We assume a-equivalence
throughout.

We define free and bound variables in the usual way (c¢f. (Barendregt 1992))
with IT and A being the only binding operators. Capture-avoiding substitution is
also defined in the usual way. We write X [Mj, ..., My/xq,. .., x| for the result
of simultaneously substituting My, ..., M}, for free occurrences of zy, ..., x; in X,
renaming bound variables where necessary.

We refer to the collection of constants declared in a signature ¥ by Dom(%),
the collection of variables declared in a context I' by Dom(I") and the collection
of free variables in an expression £ by FV(FE).

The inference rules of the All-calculus appear in Table 1. We shall refer to
this system as N because it is a system of natural deduction. We write N proves
I'bFsy M: A, etc., to denote that the assertion I' Fy; M : A, etc., is provable in the
system N and we shall sometimes write simply I' Fy, M : A where no confusion can
arise. For technical reasons, we also require that the assertion I' kg (): (), where
() stands for the unit type and unit object, can be derived from any signature %
and context I.

We have not included the premiss I' 5, A : Type in each of the abstraction-
forming rules, unlike (Harper et al. 1987), (Harper et al. 1993), (Pym 1990)
and (Pym 1995). This premiss is inessential for the definition of proofs in the
All-calculus. Certain inductive proofs, however, such as that of Theorem 2.1 in
(Harper et al. 1993) which is proven via the correctness of an inductive algorithmic
formulation of the calculus, are technically simplified by their inclusion.



Valid Signatures

F () sig (2.1)
FXsig Fs KKind ¢c¢ Dom(X)
(2.2)
FX,c:K sig
FXsig Fx A:Type ¢ ¢ Dom(X)
(2.3)
F X, c: A sig
Valid Contexts )
F X sig
_ (2.4)
Fs () context
Fx T context T'bFy A:Type & Dom(T)
(2.5)
Fs T, z: A context
Valid Kinds
Fs I' context
_ (2.6)
I' Fx Type Kind
I'z:AFy K Kind
(2.7)
'y lz: A.K Kind
Valid Families
Fe I' context c:K € X
(2.8)
kg e K
I'z:Abx B:Type
(2.9)
I'bFy Iz: A.B: Type
I'Nz:Ary B:K
(2.10)
Tk M AB:Ilz: A K
I'ts B:llz:AK ThEs N:A
(2.11)
'ty BN:K[N/z]
'ty A:K Thy K'Kind K =g, K’
(2.12)

Thyg A: K’

Table 1: Rules for Typings (continued on the next page)




Valid Objects
Fs; T context c:Ae X

(2.13)
I'tygc:A
Fs: " context z:A €Tl
(2.14)
Tk 2:A
Iz:Aby M:B
(2.15)
'ty Az:AM:1lz: A.B
I'ks M:MIz:AB ThEy N:A
(2.16)
I'ky MN:B[N/x]
I FZ M:A T FE A’:Type A =pBn Al
(2.17)

FFE M:A/

Table 1: Rules for Typings

We write A — B for [Iz: A. B when x does not occur free in B and A — K
for Ilz: A. K when x does not occur free in K. Together with the typing rules:

Iyz:Abys B:Type o ¢ FV(B)

(2.18)
'y A— B:Type
Io:Abs B:K x ¢ FV(B
- £IviB) (2.19)
IF'bks Me:A.B:A— K
'y BtA— K T'hky N:A
(2.20)
'y BN:K
Ie:Abs M:B x ¢ FV (B
- ¢ EVIB) (2.21)
'ts Ae:A.M:A— B
'y M:A— B ThHEy N:A
(2.22)

I'ks MN:B

this use of — constitutes a conservative extension of the language.

For a calculus to be suitable for proof-search each typing rule needs to satisfy
the sub-formula property: every type in the conclusion of a rule is a sub-type of
an object in the premiss. If the sub-formula property does not hold for a given
rule then there is too much non-determinism to carry out proof-search because
one has to guess any type which does not have a sub-type in the conclusion.
In N the rule (2.15) does not satisfy the sub-formula property making it a bad

7



calculus for proof-search. Alternative presentations of the All-calculus which do
satisfy the sub-formula property can be found in (Pym 1990) and (Pym 1995).
In § 3.8, we present a calculus C which satisfies the sub-formula property and is
thus suitable for proof-search.

A term is said to be well-typed in a signature and context if it can be shown
to either be a kind, have a kind, or have a type in that signature or context. A
term is well-typed if it is well-typed in some signature and context.

The AlI-calculus comes equipped with the intensional afn-equality. We write
U =V to denote the a-equality of expressions U and V', while we use = to denote
their syntactic identity. To denote a definition we write =4.;. n-reduction, writ-
ten —g,, can be defined at the level of types and families of types in the obvious
way; the details can be found in (Harper et al. 1993). We write M =g, N if and
only if M —%, P and N —j, P for some object P, where x denotes transitive
closure. We write NF(U) to denote the Sn-normal form of the expression U.

A summary of the major meta-theorems pertaining to N and its reduction
properties are given by the following theorem:

Theorem 2.1 (Basic Metatheory of the All-calculus (Harper et al. 1993))
Let 33 be a MI-signature and I be a N\I-context. Let X range over basic assertions
of the form A:K and M:A. The following statements hold in the NI-calculus:

1. Thinning (weakening) is an admissible rule: if N proves I' by X and N
proves by, I', IVcontext, then N proves I', 1" Fy X ;

2. Transitivity is an admissible rule: if N proves I' by, M : A and N proves
[a: AT By X then N proves I', TV s X[M/z|;

3. Strengthening is an admissible rule: if N proves I';z 11V by X and x ¢
FV(I")UFV(X) then I'\T" s X;

4. Permutation is an admissible rule: if N proves I',x: A,y: B,I" v X and
if v ¢ FV(B), then N proves I',y:B,z: A,T" by X;

5. Uniqueness of types and kinds: if N proves I' b M : A and N proves
I'bs M:A', then A =g, A', and similarly for kinds;

6. Subject reduction: if N proves I' byy M : A and M —g, M', then I' s M':
A, and similarly for types;

7. All well-typed terms are strongly normalizing, i.e., all reduction sequences
arrive at a normal form;

8. All well-typed terms are Church-Rosser, i.e., if X —5 X' and X —j X",
then there exists a Y such that X" —75 Y and X" —75 Y



9. Each of the five relations defined by Table 1 is decidable, as is the property
of being well-typed;

10. Predicativity: if N proves I' bx; M : A then the type-free A-term obtained by
erasing all the type information from M can be typed in the Church type-
assignment system (cf. Hindley & Seldin (1986), ch. 15, pp. 205-223). R

The proof of this theorem is rather complicated. The main difficulty lies
in proving the Church-Rosser property in the presence of n-conversion. One
method due to Salvesen (1990) adopts the methods developed by Van Daalen
(1980) in his thesis to this type theory. The essential step in obtaining the proof
in the presence of n-conversion is to first reformulate the All-calculus as a system
with equality judgements in which type labels are explicit, i.e., the assertions of
equality have shape I' Fxy M = N : A, etc. This step is sufficient to allow the
methods of van Daalen to go through. Harper (1988) also considers equational
formulations of the All-calculus as a basis for the construction of environmental
models (Meyer 1982) of the type of the LF logical framework. We will discuss
Harper’s presentation in more detail in § 3.5.

In (Harper et al. 1987) similar properties are proven for N with S-reduction
only. N was presented without n-reduction because the aforementioned proof was
only discovered by Salvesen after the original technical report was published. The
conclusion of (Harper et al. 1993) discusses this in detail. The proof of part 8 in
(Harper et al. 1993), requires one to first prove decidability. The Church-Rosser
property, strong normalization and the presence of type labels are all required
to prove decidability. There is an alternative approach due to Coquand (1991)
which makes use of an analogy with Kripke worlds, however Coquand does not
exploit this by providing a Kripke model and hence a Kripke semantics, in fact
he only uses a single world.

In Appendix A of (Felty 1991), Felty presents a system which she calls canon-
ical LF. This is essentially a restriction of the All-calculus to canonical terms.
She defines a term as canonical if it is in S-normal form and every variable is
fully applied with respect to I'. A variable x is fully applied with respect to a
context I' if it occurs in a subterm of the form z M, ... M, where n is the arity
of x. An object P is pre-canonical if its S-normal form is canonical. Felty shows
that canonical LF can be embedded into full LF, i.e., the All-calculus and full
LF restricted to pre-canonical terms is equivalent to canonical LF. This system is
useful for representing logics since one does not need to restrict the representation
theorems to terms in canonical forms. The result of Salvesen (1990) means that
it is now simpler to work with the All-calculus than this system.



2.2 An Algebraic Presentation

We give a brief account of the algebraic organization of the All-calculus. Presen-
tation of similar systems can be found in, for example, (Cartmell 1986), (Cartmell
1990), (Streicher 1989), (Jacobs 1991), (Hofmann 1996) and (Pitts 2000). We let
|E|, where E ranges over the grammatical expressions of the AlI-calculus ((Harper
et al. 1993) and (Ishtiaq & Pym 2002)), denote the equivalence class of E with re-
spect to provable afn-equality. Where no confusion can occur, we shall omit the
brackets | —|. We begin by defining the base category of contexts and realizations.

Definition 2.2 (category of contexts and realizations)
Let ¥ be a AMl-signature. The (base) category B(X) of contexts and realizations
is defined as follows:

Objects: contexts I' such that 5 I' context;

Arrows: realizations I’ M A, such that, for each 1 < ¢ < n, N proves
Iy Mi:Bi[Mj/yj];;ll, where A =y :By,...,y,:B,.

o Identities, written lr=yua;,.. zmdm), € T1: Ay, .o T 1 Ay [T @)
1AL A

e Composition is defined as follows: if ¢ = T @) A and p =

Ni,...,N, . . .
A W) © are arrows in B(X) then their composition o;p =
(N1 M /5175 Np M /57 21) o -

We now proceed to define the appropriate indexed category. The key idea
here is that we have a category over each context which classifies the dependence
of the assertions M : A and A:Type on that context.

Definition 2.3
Let 3 be a MI-signature. We define a strict indexed category E(X) over the base
category B(X),

E(X):B(X)? — Cat,

where Cat denotes the category of all small categories and functors, as follows:
e For each object I' in B(X), the category £(X)(I") is defined as follows:
Objects: Types A such that N proves I' kg A: Type;
Arrows: A 25 B such that Iz A Ar M, [',y: B is an arrow in B(Y).

— Tdentities are arrows A - A such that Iz A Urla), Ix:Ais

an arrow in B(X).

10



— Composition is defined as follows: if A M. Band B C are

arrows in £(X)(I") then their composition A MN By 4 MM

C, where N is such that I',y: B R/N [, z:C is an arrow in B(X)

for appropriate x and y.

e For each arrow IV % T in B(X), £(X)(0) is a functor £(X)(T) z, EX)(T)
which sends an object A of £(X)(I") to an object Alo/Z] of £(3)(I"), where
Alo/Z] = A[M;/x;]"_; when 0 = (My,...,M,) and T' = z1: Aq,... 2, Ay.

Similarly, o* sends an arrow A -5 B in E(X)(T) to an arrow Alo /] Mlo/2l),

Blo/Z] in E(X)(I), where M[o /%] = M[M;/z;|_, when o = (M, ..., M,)
and '=x1:A1,...,2,: A,. [ |

We note that functorality for £(X) follows from composition in the base cat-
egory. We compare £(X) with Cartmell’s (1986) category R(U) of contexts and
realizations of a theory U. Cartmell does not have our indexed structure, he uses

pullbacks to obtain an arrow analogous to the functor £(X)(I") e (3X)(I). If
we were to collapse our indexed structure onto the base category, we would have
a contextual category.

In anticipation of constructions to follow later, ¢.v., § 3.8 and § 4, we observe
that we can extend the classifying category to permit, respectively, realizations
and families of types in the fibres. We begin by extending our definition to allow
us to classify realizations in the fibres.

Definition 2.4 (Contextual Fibres)
The indexed category £(X) can be extended to a strict indexed category Con(X)
as follows:
e The base of Con(X) is B(X), just as in £(X);
e The objects of the fibre over I' are arrows A = O, where I', A el I,e
is an arrow on B(X) (we require that variables are standardized apart);

e The arrows of the fibre of Con(X) over I' are pairs (h, k) such that the

diagram
A—7 .06
h k
v - d

commutes, where A 25 ¥ and © £ & are objects of Con(X) over I’

11



e For cach IV %> I, Con(%)(o) is a functor Con(X)(I) z, Con(X)(I") defined
by the commuting square

o' A 7p o O
o*h o’k
o\ — o P
o*p

which gives the action on arrows (h, k) as above and ¢* is the usual substi-
tution. n

Before we can extend the definition of £(X) to families of types in the fibres,
we need to recall the definition of the category of families of sets.

Definition 2.5 (Families of Sets)
The category Fam of families of sets is defined as follows:

Objects: ordered pairs, F' = (B, FE), where B is a set and E = (Fp)pep is a
family of sets indexed by elements of B;

Arrows: if F' = (B,E) and F' = (B', E’) are objects of Fam, then an arrow
from F' to F’ is an ordered pair (f3,€), where §: B — B’ is a function and
€ = (€p)pep is a family of functions €,: F, — Elﬁ(b)‘

Given two arrows (B, E) B, (C,G) and (C,G) DR (D, H), their composition

is a function v o # and a family of functions dgg) o €, determined by function

composition for each b € B. The identity is the identity function paired with a

family of identity functions. |

This definition tells us how to extend £(X) to a category Fam(X):B(X)? —
Fam which will capture families of types in the fibres. Note that whereas £(X)
is valued in Cat, Fam(X) is valued in Fam. This category is well-known, see;
for example, (Hofmann 1996) and (Dybjer 1995).

Definition 2.6 (Familial Fibres)
The indexed category £(X) can be extended to a category Fam(X): B(X)? —
Fam as follows:

e Over each object I' in B(3), there is a family (Ty(I"), Tm(I', A) acty(r)),
where Ty(I") is the set of well-formed types in the context I' (and signature
Y)) and each Tm(I', A) is the set of well-formed terms of type A in the
context I' (and signature X);

12



e Each arrow I" 5 I defines an arrow in Fam defined by pointwise substi-
tution. ]
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Chapter 3

Kripke Models of the All-calculus

In this chapter, we define a (categorical) model of the All-calculus. The AII-
calculus is in propositions-as-types correspondence with the {V, D}-fragment of
minimal first-order logic and so to describe it in terms of Kripke models is a
natural choice. Further motivation for the choice of Kripke models arises from the
work of Mitchell & Moggi (1991). Their Kripke lambda models provide a general
class of models for the simply typed A-calculus. Our models are generalizations of
theirs to the dependently typed setting. Gallier (1997) has also extended Mitchell
and Moggi’s Kripke lambda models to the second-order A-calculus. His models,
however, are more concrete than ours; that is, not categorical, and so not as
general. His models are intended to model inequalities as well as equalities, while
our modes do not allow us to model inequalities.

It is well-known ((Cartmell 1986), (Streicher 1989), (Cartmell 1990), (Jacobs
1991), (Ritter 1992), (Jacobs 1993), (Hofmann 1996), (Jacobs 1999) and (Pitts
2000)) and that (strict) indexed categories provide a suitable model for dependent
type theories, like the All-calculus. One can view the context I' in the assertion
I' by M : A as being an index for M : A. Thus M : A depends on I" for its meaning,
and we are led to the technology of an indexed category (Paré & Schumacher
1978). Given an indexed category C®? — Cat, the context I' is interpreted as a
(choice of) object in the base category C, the type A is interpreted as an object in
the fibre over (the interpretation of) I" and the assertion I' by, M : A is interpreted
as the arrow from the terminal object in the category over I' to (the interpretation
of) A.

Our Kripke models of the All-calculus combine the Kripke lambda models of
Mitchell and Moggi with an indexed structure. Pictorially, we have:

14



Base category at world W

Fibre over [I'] at
world W

Category of worlds

This picture describe a Kripke AlI-prestructure in which we can interpret as-
sertions of the form I' g M : A at a given world W. We wish to also be able to
interpret realizations; that is, assertions of the form I' Fx, A = A. We achieve
this by moving to a Kripke AlI-prestructure.

Base category at world W

Fibre over [I'] at
world W

Category of worlds

A Kripke model of the All-calculus is defined to be a Kripke AlI-structure
together with an interpretation function.

After examples, we turn to soundness and completeness of Kripke models of
the with respect to the All-calculus. These results are fairly routine. Since our
Kripke models of the All-calculus are able to interpret realizations, we define a
calculus of realizers, C, and provide soundness and completeness results.

The majority of the work in this chapter involves adapting existing material
and results for our purposes. So while it is known that the results hold, no one
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has actually worked out the details in quite this way before. The Kripke 3-AII-
models are similar to the Kripke resource models of (Ishtiaq & Pym 2002). The
calculus of realizers, Definition 3.43 is taken from (Galmiche & Pym 2000).

3.1 Kripke AlI-Prestructures and -Structures

As mentioned above, our Kripke AlI-prestructure is intended to interpret asser-
tions of the form I' by M : A at a world W. Our models are based on the
contextual categories of Cartmell (1986) and their reformulation by Ritter (1992)
and Pitts (2000).

Definition 3.1 (Kripke AI-prestructure)
A Kripke MlI-prestructure J is a functor

J: W, [D?, V]|

where W is a small category (“of worlds”), D = ][,y Dy, Where W ranges
over each object W in W and each category Dy, (the base at W) is small and V),
a subcategory of Cat, is a category of values, such that:

1. Each Dy has a terminal object 1p,,;

2. Each J(W)(D), where W is an object of W and D is an object of Dyy,
has a terminal object 17()py, preserved on the nose by each functor f*(=

TW)(f):TW)D) — J(W)(E), where f:E — D is an arrow in Dyy;
3. For each object W in W, D in Dy, A in J(W)(D), there is a Do A

in Dy together with canonical projections D e A 24 D in Dy and
ap,a :
Lyw)(pea) — P a(A) and canonical pullbacks

Feral®Apea

]

PE,f+A PD.A

E D

f

in Dy, satisfying the strictness conditions

id? (A) = A
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and
ide A= idD,A,

for each A in J(W)(D), and that
g (f"(A) = (g: /)" (A)

and
(9o (f7(A);(feA)=(g;])eA,
for each appropriate A, f and g. Moreover, for each W and D,

D [ 1J(W)(D) = D;

4. At each object W in W, the arrow p}, 4(= J(W)(pp,a)) has a right adjoint

Ppa 1lpa:J(W)(DeA) — J(W)(D)

that satisfies the following (strict) Beck-Chevalley condition: for each F EX
D in Dy, each A in J(W)(D) and each B in J(W)(D e A)

f*(paB) =g a((f e A)B)

and
(f @ A)*(appw (A, B)) = appw (f*A, (f @ A)*B)

where appw is the co-unit of the adjunction.
5. For each arrow W = W' in W, then

(a) there is a functor £*: Dy, — Dy; and

(b) JW)(D) = J(W')(D) for all D in both Dy and Dy; otherwise
J(W")(D) is undefined.

Where no confusion can arise, we shall write just D) instead of D‘(,f,p ), |

A few remarks concerning this definition are in order.

e We take the co-product of the categories Dy, because it is conceptually
natural. It is analogous to the Kripke model for intuitionistic logic where
there is a classical model at each world. For similar reasons, we use the
category [W, D, V]| rather than use the simpler category [W x D, V)|.

e In (Ritter 1992), the context-extension operator e arises from the Grothen-
dick construction ((Jacobs 1999)). We have avoided using this construction
by using the pullback structure found in (Pitts 2000).

17



e The requirement of (4) amounts to the existence of a natural isomorphism,
cury : homywypea)(Ph 4Cs B) = hom ) (C, Ip a(B)) : cury', (3.1)

where B is an object in J(W)(De A) and C'is an object in J(W)(D) with
the co-unit of the adjunction, the application map,

appw :Pp allp.a = 17w (De)

given by arrows

(A,B)

ph.allp a(B) Sl Sty > (3.2)

in J(W)(D e A).

The Kripke All-prestructure provides enough structure to allow us to interpret
assertions of the form I' Fy M : A, cf., Definition 2.3. However, we are also
interested in realizations and hence assertions of the form I' by A — ©. This is
mirrored in the move from a Kripke All-prestructure to a Kripke All-structure.
The fibres K 7(WW)(D) use components of the fibres in the Kripke All-prestruture:
arrows in J(W)(D) are taken to be objects in 7 (W)(D).

Definition 3.2 (Kripke AI-structure)
Let J be a Kripke Ml-prestructure, J :[W, [D?, V]]. A Kripke All-structure on
J is a functor

Kz:W,[D?V]],
such that the category V has the following properties:

Objects: Categories V = K7 (W)(E) built out of V = J(W)(E) with

Objects: Arrows
AZ2E B

of Dy, where A = Aje...0A, and each A; is an object of JW)(Ee
Aje...0 A, 1)and B = Bje...eB, and each B; is an object of

EfAB>

J(W)(EeBje...eB;;)suchthat £eA —""" [eB is an arrow
of DW;

Arrows: Arrows
(A2 5) - (€ =2 D)

— (e.fz2)

are given by F e A FE e C in Dy .

Arrows: Functors K7 (W)(f), where E L. D is an arrow in Dw, defined as
fas

follows. Let A = Aje...0 A, —— Bje...eB, be an arrow in K 7(W)(D)
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ffi
and C=Cie...0C, —= Dy e...eD, bean arrow in K;(W)(E), The
functor K7 (W)(f) satisfies the following conditions:

1. K7(W)(f)(A) = C, where Cy = f*(A;) and for each

Oi = ( .. ((f ® Al) ® Ag) ... @ Az_l)*(CJ,

2. If A & A is an arrow in Kz (W)(D), then Kz (W)(f)(u) = v, the
unique mediating arrow determined by the pullback

where each — denotes the obvious composite. |

We refer to a Kripke All-structure rather than a Kripke All-structure on J
when no confusion can arise by our doing so.

3.2 Examples

We provide some suitable examples of Kripke All-structures. We begin with the
simplest example, the term model.

3.2.1 Term Model
We begin by defining a posetal subcategory of B(X) defined in Definition 2.2.

Definition 3.3
The category P(X) is defined as follows:

Objects: The empty context, (), is an object of P(X). If I' is an object of P(X)
and there exists an arrow I' = T, I" in B(X), then I', T is an object of P(X);

Arrows: I' — A if and only if there is an arrow I' = A in B(X) and A =T, "
for some (possibly ()) I". |
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We wish to extend a context I' by A whilst ensuring that variable names are
kept consistent and any duplications are removed, we define this operation as
follows.

Definition 3.4 (Consistent Merge)
Let I' and A be valid All-contexts. The consistent merge of I' and A, I' 1 A, is
defined as follows:

e If Dom(I') N Dom(A) =0, then Tt A =T, A;

e If Dom(T") N Dom(A) # 0 then we rename all occurrences in A of each
variable in Dom(I") N Dom(A), taking care with dependencies, and define
< A=T,A" where A =, A. |

We are now in a position to define the base category at each world I'; Cr.

Definition 3.5
The category Cr, for each I'' in P(X) is defined as follows:

Objects: I' b A, where A is an object of B(X).

1p,My,...,Mp) (My,...,Mpn)
~ o A

Arrows: T' > A <
B(%).

A’ is an arrow in

I' = A/, where A

1p,M1,...,Mp)
— T 5

Given arrows ' b A < < A and T A/ ey lp), > A", their

(e N1 [M; /y;]5—1s o Np[M; /y5]5-1) g AV -

composition is I' 1 A

We define A? = HFelP(E)|CF and we are now able to define the indexed
category Tx: [P(2), [A(X)°?, V]| which we then show is a Kripke AI-prestructure.

Definition 3.6
Let ¥ be a All-signature. The functor category Tx: [P(X), [A(X)°?, V]] is defined
as follows:

o if ' — I" is an arrow in P(X), then we define a natural transforma-
tion 75 (I')=7x(I"). Since I" is an extension of I', we have inclusions
Ia : To(T)(T > A) — To(I")(IV b A) for each A. We take these as

our COHlpOHthSZ

T a A To(D)(T 50 A) 25 To(I')(IV 50 A)
o T:(T') (o) Ts(I") (o)
T a A To(D)(T b0 A') S To(I') (I b2 A)
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e If " is an object of P(X) and I" < A is an object in A(X). The fibre
T(I)(I'>a A) is a category defined as follows:

Objects: Types A such that I'>x A by A: Type;

Arrows: A 25 B, where the arrow M is such that I' < A jz: A Uresa M),

I'><t Ajy: B is an arrow in Cr and if z: A or y: B are not in I 1 A
then z, y ¢ Dom(T 1 A). it A Band B O, then A 25 ¢
is given by A MIN/, C, where N is such that I' <t A, y: B Ureca Ny,
' A z:C.
o If ¢ is an arrow I' > A’ — I'>x A in Cr, then we have a functor 75 (I') (I e
A)(o) = o* between Ts(I")(I' < A) and 75 (I')(I" < A’). The functor o* is

defined in terms of substitution, i.e., an arrow A ~- B in T (T)(T = A)
Mo /7] Lrpaar,M[o /&)

is sent to A[o/Z] ——— Blo/Z] such that I' < A’ z: A[o /7] <
' A y: Blo/]. |
Lemma 3.7

Ts. is a Kripke Nl-prestructure.

Proof It is straightforward to verify that 7y is a functor. We show that it
satisfies the other conditions.

1. Each Cr contains a terminal object: I'<i ) = T.

lea

2. Each 7T5(I')(I" > A) has a terminal object the unit type (). Let I' > A’ —
I' > A be an arrow in Cr, then ¢*(()) = ()[o/Z] = (). Thus the terminal
object is preserved on the nose by every appropriate arrow ¢ in Cr.

3. Let T" be a object in P(X), A be an object in Cr and A be an object in
Ts(T)(TxA). iAo A=T>Aix:A is an object in Cr. We have a

projection I' 0 A, 2: A 222 T in Cp and a projection 1 —=22, Plvan.a(4)

in 7s(T')(I" >a A). We observe that pya 4(A) = Al7/7] = A.

Claim 3.8 .

Let T be a object of P(X), ' A =T 21 : Ay, ..y s A R N
P A" =T, y1:By,...,y,: B, be a morphism in Cr and A be an object in
Tx(D)(I'va A). Then

<idF7M17 s >Mn7y>

Do A,y AIM; /y;]5-, I A z: A
Proan, A[M; /y;]m_, PrarA

I A | AY



15 a pullback.
A similar proof can be in (Pitts 2000).

Proof Suppose we have arrows I' > A" 2T A and T s A7 25 T
A’ xz: A in Cr satisfying (M, ..., M,,ida) 0 0’ = preaara 0o’ : ' A" —
['>1 A') d.e., the diagram

"

I A" A x: A
o Priwar, A
> A [ >a A

(M, ..., M,,ida)
commutes. We have to show that there is a unique arrow §:I" <t A” — I' i<
A, 2" A[M; /y;]5-, satisfying Pro<a, A[M; /y;]7_, © =0 :TxA" -TxA
and (idp, My,...,M,,2")od = 0" ' >t A" = T'>x A’ z: A, i.e. the triangles
" 5 n
' A" — T'xq A,.Z'A[M]/yj]]zl

o~ Proan, AlM; /y;17_,

' A

and
o”

Poa A2 AMy fyiljs gy D A A

commute. Since (idp, My, ..., M,)o00" = pregaacc’ :I'pa A" — T'a A, we
must have that o” is of the form (idr, My[N;/x;]7L,, ..., Mn[N; /)72, N)
where ¢/ = (idrNy,...,N,,) and N is a term such that N proves I' <
A" by N AIMIN; /)ity Jyilic,. Now since A[M;[N;/x;]i%, /yiimy =
A[M; [yiliey [Nj/x;]7L,, we get a morphism 0 =gp (idr, N1, ..., Ny, , N)

22



La A — T Az A[M; /y;]5-, satisfying

<idF,M1, .. .,Mn,$,> 0 = <idF,M1, .. ,Mn,x'> o <idFN1, .. .,Nm,N>
= (idp, My [N /)52y, . .o, Mo[Nj/25]52,, N)
o

"

and

Prosa Ay ©8 = &0 (idp, Ni,..., Ny, N)
as required. If &' : ' 00 A" — T' >a A ' 0 A[M;/y;]7_, were any such
morphism, then from the requirement prya, A /y;]n, © & = o' we can
conclude that ¢’ is of the form (idr, Ny,..., Ny, N'). The requirement
(idp, My, ..., My, 2"y o 6 = o” tells us that N proves I' x A” - N’ :
A[M; [y;]5-1[Ni/ w2y Hence §' = 6:T' >a A" — ' A 2"t A[M; /y;]5_,. B

It remains to show the strictness conditions. Firstly, idrpa = (1, ..., 2y,
Yty -y Ym) When I' >t A = xq: Ay, oo 2, 0 Apyyn - B, oo Ym - By, and
idrsanza = (@1, Tny Y1: B1,y oo Yt By ). We have that (idp, 24, . . .,
Tn) @ A = (x1,...,2,,2) as required. Also, idj A (A) = Alz;/xi]P, = A.
The next two conditions just require us to be careful.

Let f: T A - T xA"and g: T > AY - I' i A” where f =
(idp, My,....M,), I >x A" =T, y1: By, ...,y : By, g = (idp, Ny, ..., N,)
and I = 2,:C4, ..., 2,:C,. Thus

g*(f*(A) =g*(A[M;/yi]i—)
=A[M; /yili1 [N;/ 2551
=A[N;[M;/yili1/ 2]
=(idr, Ni[Mi/yilis, - Np[Mi/yiliy)* A
=(g; f)"(A)

We show that (ge (f*(A))); (feA) = (g; f)e A Dby calculating the two sides
and showing that they are equal. We begin with the left hand side:

f.A: <idp,M1,...,Mn,IL'>
and

ge (f(A) =g e (AIM;/y]i,)
=(Ny,...,N,,ida, )
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and

(g o (f7(A)); (f @A) = (idr N1 [M;/yili_q, - - -, Np[Mi/yiliy, @)

The right hand side is

(9; f) @ A= (idr N1 [M;/yiliy, - - s Np[Mi/yili_y, @)

and these are equal.
Finally, De () = D,z:{) = D.

. The functor pfop 4 @ Te(D)(I' > A) — Ts(T)(I" > A,z : A) has a right
adjoint if for all objects B in 7s(I")(I" b A,z : A), there exists an object
[lz:A. B in Tg(I')(I' >a A) and a morphism appp : pfpep 4(Ilz: A. B) — B
in To(I')(I" > A,z : A), such that for all objects C' in 7s(I')(I" > A), and
for all morphisms M : pfa 4(C) — B in Tg(T)(I' 01 A, x: A), there exists
a unique morphism N:C — Ilz: A. B in 7T5(I")(I" >t A) such that

C pFNA,A(C)
NU haaa(V) ¢
\i
Hr:A. B plogpaa(llz:A.B) B
’ appp

comimutes.

Since pipa 4(C) M Bin Ts(D)(T" > A,z @ A) we have that T <t Az :
A,y Ploan a(C) Fs M :B. We can apply A-abstraction to obtain I' >1 A, y:
Pioana(C) Fe Av: A M :Tlz: A. B. Since pfoa 4(C) = C, we have that
P Ayy:C by Av: A .M :1lx: A. B. By the definition of the fibres, we
have an arrow C 222 112 A B in Ts(I')(I' > A). We take this arrow
to be N and observe that it is unique. We now define IIrua 4 to be the
functor from 7y (I')(I' > A, 2: A) — Tx(I') (I < A), which sends every B in
To(T)(T <A, z:A) to Mz A. B in T () (T > A).

The morphism appp is also dependent on the choice of A, so we define
app(A, B) = appp:1lz: A. B — B. We now show that IIpa 4 satisfies the

[

strict Beck-Chevalley conditions. Let I' > A’ — I' b A be a morphism in
Cr, A an object in 75 (I")(I" >t A) and B be an object in 75 (I')(I' > A, z: A).
We have that

0" (Ilrsan,aB) =0*(Ilz: A. B)
=Ilz: A.B[M;/x;]!,
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while

HFMA’,U*(A)(<U o A)*B) = HFMA’,U*(A)<B[U i A/f])
= y: A[M; /)iy . B[M; /x| [z /Y]

which are equal.

We have that (o e A)*(app(A, B)) = BIM;/wi]2[e/y] in To(D)(T 0 A,z
AlM;/z]iz, and app(o”A; (o e A)*B) = BIM; /iy [x/y] in To(T)(T" >
A,z A[M; /) ,). Thus I 4 satisfies the strict Beck-Chevalley conditions.

We can now conclude that 7y is a Kripke All-prestructure. ]

We are now able to define a Kripke All-structure Kz, on 7y. Let Kg, :
[P(2), AP, V]]. Let ' >1 A € Cr. We define Kz, (A)(I' > A) as follows:

Objects: Categories V = K. (I')(I' = A) with
(Irpan,N)
N

Objects: Sections I' >a A I' > A, z: B (arrows in Cr), such that
B is an object of T5(T) (T <t A);

Arrows: Identities I' >t A ——5 fidroca) I'a AL

Arrows: Functors 0" : Kz, (A)(T' > A) — Kz (A)(T > A’) induced by arrows

IF'a A’ LT A in Cp. o sends objects I' pa A Ldroca M), I'<A,z:C to
idrsan,N[M; /z;]7_

objects I' pa A oroea MMy /2li=n) > A, z: C[M;/x;]7_,. o sends arrows

Toa A 4rma) p g A o Toisg A S98) P AL

Lemma 3.9
Kr. is a Kripke MI-structure on Ts,.

Proof = We begin by showing that arrows of the form I' bx A rvas, N}, '

A, z:C are of the right form. We first fix 75 (I')(I' > A). We need to show that
I' > A is of the form A; e... e A, where each A; is an object of J(I')(I" >
AeAje...eA; ;). Weobserve that for any A; whichisin 't A = Aje...0A4,,
'><AeAje...0A, 1 =I1A and each A; is an object of J(T')(I" > A).We
only need to show that C' is an object of 7 (I")(I" b A). This holds by definition

and further, I' b A Aroan ), [' < A, z:C is an arrow of Cr. The arrows idrea
are of the right form since ' < Ao 't A =T 1 A.

Let 't AY — I' 1 A be an arrow in Cr. We show that o* satisfies conditions
(1) and (2) of Definition 3.2.

1. This holds by definition, since o* is a substitution which changes A to A’
and leaves I' unchanged.
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2. Let T A 29080 1 g A be an arrow in Ts(I')(I' > A). We need to show

that T b A’ {rvear), [' > A is the unique mediating arrow given by the
following canonical pullback:

<Aoo (I A) 'iAele A
cel'na A
idle]A
I A
MA%JWFMA)O. A P Aol A
p p
I A I A

o
We have a lot of redundancies and so we have the diagram

I A/ _ | SIAN
(o,id)

& id

id
PD<1A’<U—’I>>FD4A

b b
I A/ ' A
o
from which it is clear that the result holds. [ |

It is important to keep this example in mind when we define Kripke AII-
models in the next section. We also observe that I' 0t Ay, M : A if and only if

there exists an arrow () M, Ain T (D) (T A).

3.2.2 The {V,D}-fragment of many-sorted minimal first-
order logic

We write Ly 5y for the {V, D}-fragment of many-sorted first-order logic. This is
another important example because Ly 5y is the internal logic of the All-calculus;
that is, it is in propositions-as-types correspondence with it. We stress that the
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Kripke All-structure we are about to construct is not a model of Ly -y, rather,
it is a Kripke AlI-structure built out of the syntax of Lyy~y. We discuss Ly -y
in more detail in § 5 and provide a Kripke model of the logic there. We sketch
the definition of Ly -y here with the fuller definition being found in § 5.

We have an alphabet A consisting of the following sets:

A countable set of sorts, including the sort of individuals ¢ and propositions
0;

A finite set of constant symbols ¢y, ..., c, each given a sort Tj;
A finite set of function symbols fi, ..., f, each given an sort S, ..., ani —
St

A finite set of predicate symbols Py, ..., P, with sort Ti, ... ,T;i — 0;

A set of connectives containing D and V, which have sorts (0,0) — o and
(Lt — 0) — o.

This definition should be compared with the more general definition of an
alphabet for a judged object-logic in § 7. We further distinguish the sorts into
those sorts which have variables and those which do not. For each sort which has
variables, we have assign a countable set of variables.

We generate the expressions of Ly -, by the following rules:

All constant symbols, function symbols, variables and connectives are ex-
pressions;

(Application) Given an expression of sort (S, ..., S,) — S and expressions
€1, ..,ey with sorts Sy, ..., 5, respectively, then ee; ... e, is an expression
of sort S;

(Abstraction) Given expressions ey, ..., e, with sorts Si,...,S,, respec-
tively and an expression e then (eq, ..., e, )e is an expression of sort Sy, . ..,
S, — S.

We call all expressions of sort o the propositions of Lyy-y. We define a conse-
quence relation F on the set of propositions. This consequence relation satisfies
the following:

Reflexivity For all propositions ¢, ¢ - ¢;

Transitivity (Cut) If A+ ¢ and A, ¢, A’ F ¢ then A, A’ = 4 for all proposi-

tions ¢ and ¢ and all sets of propositions A and A’;

Weakening If A - ¢ then A, A’ ¢ for all propositions ¢ and sets of proposi-

tions A and A;
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Permutation If A, ¢,¢, A’ F x then A, ¢, ¢, A’ = x for all propositions ¢, ¥
and y and all sets of propositions A and A'.

We have the following natural deduction rules for the connectives V and D.

— Az
Apro

Aot
—D
AFopDv

AF¢ AFPpDY s
A -

AFo¢ (z not free in any assumption
AFVz:S.6 on which ¢ depends)

AFVz:S.¢
—VE
At ¢lt/x]
The rules are extended to use proof-objects and we use Barendregt’s (1992) no-

tation.

— Az
Ay:pby:o

Ay:ob 60
DI
AFT46:0 DY
A'_(Sligb Al_(;QQbDw
O F
A H 51(522'¢
X, x:SAF:0
AFGr:r.6:Ve:5.¢
AFo:Vo:5.¢
AFot:o[t/x]
We fix the alphabet A of Ly -y for the remainder of the chapter.

Definition 3.10
The category B(A) is defined as follows:

objects: sets of sorts labelled by first-order syntactic variables, x1:S57,..., 2, :
S
Arrows: tuples of terms x1:S51,...,2,:5, Saybmd, y1:11, ..., yn: Ty, where, for

each 1 <i<mn,z1:5,...,2,:5, Fr t;:T;.
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Given two arrows x1:51, ..., Tp: Sy ———— y1: 11, .. ., Ym: T and y1 T, ... Y

T i 21t Uy, ..., 2, : Uy, we define their composition to be the arrow

TS Rl iz et i) 21:U1, ., 250 U, |

.Tlisl,..

We write Dom(xy: S, ...,x,:S,) for the set of variables {x1,...,z,}. We
define a postel category of worlds which is a subcategory of B(A).

Definition 3.11
We define the category W of worlds as follows:

Objects: Sets X = x1:51,...,Zp:Sm, where z1:51,...,2,,:5,, is an object of

B(A);
Arrows: X — X' if and only if X C X'. |

We take sets of sorts labelled by first-order syntactic variables to be worlds so
that at each world, X, we only define those propositions whose have free variables
are in X. Further, since every future world X’ contains X, more propositions
can be defined at future worlds. We now define a category of proof-variables.

Definition 3.12
We define the category P(A) as follows:

Objects: sets of proof-variables y;: ¢1, ...,y ¢,, Where ¢; is a proposition of
Liv,5y;

81 yeeesOm
Arrows: tuples of proofs yi:¢1,...,¥,:0n LN Z1 U1, .y Zy - Y, Where

-~

A
for 1 <i<n, Abkg, ) b :1hi[0;/y;5]51 is provable in Ly 5.

Given two arrows yj : @1,...,¥n : On (O10m) Z1: U1, ... 2y Uy and 2z
U,y B U M X1 X1,---5Xp ¢ Xp, We define their composition to be
Y1:01, -, Yn:bn Gilb/yiliza /v i) X1 X1y -5 Xpt Xp- [ |

We define Dom(y1:¢1,...,Yn:dn), for each y1:¢1,...,y,:0, in P(A) to be

{Y17 e 7yn}
We define Cx, a subcategory of P(A) to be the base category at each world

X as follows:

Definition 3.13
For each world X in W, the category Cx is defined as follows:

Objects: Sets A, where A is an object of P(A), the free variables of each ¢; of
A are in X and Dom(A) N Dom(X) = 0;
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5 81 0ensd :
Arrows: tuples of proofs A ———= A’ such that A LEELUNIN is an arrow of

P(A).
Composition is inherited from P(A). [

We now define A% = [y, C¥ and we are now able to define a functor
Ta:[P(A),[A%,V]], which will turn out to be our Kripke All-prestructure. We
define the fibres 74(X)(A) as follows:

Objects: Propositions ¢ such that (X) A+ ¢:o0;

Arrows: Proofs ¢ KN ¢’ such that A, y:¢ RN A, z:¢ is an arrow in Cy.

Functors between fibres are induced by a morphism A’ % A such that
o for all objects ¢ € T4(X)(A) o*(¢) = ¢[M;/y:]i-, where o = (M, ...,
M) and X' =y1:51,...,Yn:Sn-

S[M; [y;17—y

) % d n n
e for all arrows ¢ — ¥, 0%(¢ — V) = ¢[Mj/?/j]j=1 ¢[Mj/yj]j:1
(idar,0[M; /517 1)

such that A, z: ¢[M;/y;]5_, — Ay p[M;/y;]7_, is an arrow
in Cx.

We have that any morphism X — X’ in P(A) induces a natural transfor-
mation 74(X) = T4(X’). Since X C X', we have inclusions Zn : T4 (X)(A) —
Ta(X')(A) for each A. We take these as our components:

A TA(X)(A) = Ta(X")(A)
t Ta(X)(1) Ta(X)(t)
A TA(X)(A) o Ta(X")(A")

We now show that 7, satisfies the conditions in the definition of a Kripke AII-
structure.

1. Each Cx has a terminal object: the empty set .

2. Each T4(X)(A) has a terminal object, the unit proposition. Let A’ % A
be an arrow in Cx then o*(()) = ()[M;/y;]j=, = ().

3. For each object X in P(A), A in Cx and ¢ in T4(X)(A), we define A o ¢
as follows:

o If y:¢ € A, for some y, then A e ¢ = A;
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o Ify:¢p ¢ A, for some y, then A e = A z:¢, where z ¢ Dom(A).

There are projections A,y: ¢ P22 A and () 180, 0.

Claim 3.14 o
Let X be an object in P(A), A =y1:01,...,Ym: Pm A NN Z
U1, .. 2y, be a morphism in Cx and ¢ an object in To(X)(A). Then

<M17-"7Mn)Y>

A,y o[M;/y;li- Alx:¢
PaIM; /y;]7, N
A A
(My, ..., M,)

18 a pullback.

This proof is similar to a proof found in (Pitts 2000).

Proof Suppose ¢’:A” — A and ¢”: A" — A’ x:¢ are morphisms of Cy
satisfying (M, ..., M,) oo’ =pagoo”, i.e., the diagram

A" 7 A x:¢
/
g PA’
A// A/
(M, ..., M,)

commutes. We have to show that there is a unique arrow §: A” — A, x’:
qb[Mj/yj]?:l satisfying pA7¢[Mj/yj]7:105 =0 A" — Aand (My,...,M,,x')o
0=0":A" — A" x:¢, i.e., the triangles

A//

o A, x:9[M; ]yl




and

A//

A X[ M;/y;lT,
commute.

Since (My,...,M,) o0 = pagooc”: A" — A'. ¢ must be of the form
(My[N;j /%]y, M [N /x5]52,, N), where o' = (Ny,..., Ny) and N is
such that A" = N:¢[M;[N;/x;|72, /yi]i-, holds. Now since ¢[M;[N;/x;]/
v, = gb[Mi/yi}?:l[Nj/xj]T:l, we get a morphism

5 :def <N17 ceey Nn7 N> :A” - A7X,¢[M]/YJ]?:1
satisfying

<M1,...,Mn> 05:(M1,...,Mn,x'> o <N1,...,Nm,,N>
=(Mi[N; /x|, ..., My [N /%5]52,, N)

"
=0

and pa g[n; fy,)n_, © d = Xo(Ny,...,N,,N) as required. If ¢/ : A" —
A, x": ¢[M;/y;]j-, were any such morphism, then from the requirement
that pa g(a; /v, 00" = o’ we conclude that A" = N": ¢[M; /y;]i_ [Ni/xi]iZs.
Hence &' = 0: A" — A, x":¢[M;/x;]7_;. |

It remains to show the strictness conditions:
idA (@) = o[xi/xiliey = ¢

idy ® ¢ = (X1,...,X,,X)
which is the identity ida y . 4.

For the remaining two conditions, we have to be careful. Let f: A — A/,
where f = (Mi,...,M,), and g: A" — A” and g = (Ny,...,N,). We need
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to show that ¢*(f*(¢)) = (f; 9)*(¢), we have

9" (f*(9)) =g" (o[ M;/x;]7_,)
:Qb[Mj/Xj]?:l [Ni/yiliza
=0[M;[N;/yilits /%5152
=(f;9)"(¢)

We now show that (g e (f*(¢)); (f e ¢)) = (g; f) ® ¢. We have that
(@) = o[M; /%],
ge qb[Mj/Xj]?:l = <N1’ SR ,Nm,X>
f.¢: <M17"'7Mm7Y>
which we compose to obtain (Ny[M;/x;]™, ..., Ny M /x;],y)
which is equal to (g; f) e ¢.

- Phg Ta(X)(A) — T4(X)(A,x:¢) has a right adjoint if for all objects v in
Ta(X)(A,x:¢), there exists an object ¢ D 1 in T4(X)(A) and a morphism
appy i Pa (¢ D ) — ¥ in Ty(X)(A,x: ¢), such that for all objects y in
Ta(X)(A), and for all morphisms 0:pj 4(x) — x in Za(X)(A,x:¢) there
exists a unique morphism ¢’:xy — ¢ D 1, such that the diagram

X Phs(X)

o PA(0) ¢
A\

¢ D p (¢ D)

appy

commutes.

Since pi 4(X) 2 Y in Tyx(X)(A,x : ¢) we have that (X) A;x : ¢,y :
Pas(X) Fs d:¢. We can deduce that (X) A,y :pi4(x) Fs Is0: ¢ D 9.
Since pj 4(Xx) = X, we have that A,y :x s I30:¢ D 9. By the definition of
the fibres, we have an arrow y L, ¢ D in Ty(X)(A). We take this arrow
to be ¢’ and observe that it is unique. We now define Il 4 to be the functor
from T4 (X)(A,x:¢) — T4(X)(A), which sends every ¢ in 75(T')(A,x: @)
to ¢ D¢ in Tx(I')(I' > A).

We now show that Il 4 satisfies the strict Beck-Chevalley conditions. Let
A" % A be a morphism in Cx and ¢ be an object in Tx(X)(A,z:¢). We
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have that

0" (Hag(1)) =0"(¢ D V)
=o[M;/xili=y D Y[M;/xi]i—,

while

HA/,¢[M¢/X¢]?:1((U°¢)*¢) =ITar g1, /x| ( [M;/xi]i1[x/y])
=¢[M;/xi]i—y D Y[M;i/x]i [x/y]

which are equal.

Finally, we have that (o @ ¢)*(app *w (¢,v)) = [M;/x;]"_[x/y] in Ta(X)
(A, x = o[M;/x]iy) and appw(07(9), (0 @ ¢)") = P[Mi/xi[iL,[x/y] in
Ta(X)

(A, x:p[M;/x;]7_;). Thus T satisfies all the conditions in the definition of
a Kripke All-prestructure.

We are now able to define a Kripke All-structure Kz, on 7. Let Kr, :
[P(A),[A%,V]] and X an object in B(A) and A be object in Cx. We define
K7, (X)(A) as follows:

Objects: Categories V = K7, (X)(A) with

Objects: Sections A {4, A,z:¢ (arrows in Cy) such that ¢ is an object
of T4(X)(A).

Arrows: Identities A ﬂ A.

Arrows: Functors o*: K7, (X)(A) — K1, (X)(A') induced by arrows A’ % A in

Cx. o sends an object A L% A g2 t0 A7 LI N g g
x. 0" sends an objec —5 A z:pto AN —————— A’ z:¢| j/XJ]j=1

ida)

id
o* sends an arrow A A A to the arrow A’ —% ( A

Lemma 3.15
Kz, is a Kripke NI-structure on Ty.

Proof We begin by showing that arrows of the form A ), Ay : ¢ are of

the right form. We first fix 74(X)(A). We need to show that A is of the form
¢1®...0,, where each ¢; is an object of J(X)(A e ¢;...e ¢;_1). We observe
that any ¢; in A =¢re...00,, Aepie...¢;_1 = A and that ¢; is an object of
Ta(X)(A). We only need to show that ¢ is an object of T4(X)(A). This holds

by definition and further, A —= fida )
of the right form since A e A = A.

Ay:¢ is an arrow of Cx. The arrows ida are
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Let A” 2 A’ be an arrow in B(A)a. We show that o* satisfies conditions (1)
and (2) of Definition 3.2.

1. This holds by definition, since o* is a substitution which changes A to A’

2. Let A X420 A be an arrow in Kr,(X)(A). We need to show that A/ o,
A is the unique mediating arrow given by the following canonical pullback:

Ae A

g

We have a lot of redundancies and so we have the diagram

A A
(,id)
p
¢ id
A (0,id) A
p p
A’ A
o
from which it is clear that the result holds. [ |

Looking ahead to the next section, where we define a Kripke All-model, we
remark that the interpretation function which interprets the syntax of the AII-
calculus in this Kripke All-structure, is closely related to the proposition-as-types
correspondence.
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3.3 Kripke Y-All-models

Having define a Kripke All-structure, we are in a position to provide an interpre-
tation of the All-calculus in a Kripke All-structure. The interpretation itself is
long and complex because we are interpreting a dependent type theory. The com-
ponents in the model are interdependent, thus requiring that they all be defined
simultaneously by induction on the raw syntax apart from the structure. Ignoring
these interdependencies for a moment, we explain the purpose of each component
in the model. It is helpful to have the term model in § 3.2.1 in mind at this point.
First, the Kripke All-structure provides the abstract domain where the type the-
ory may be interpreted. We require the Kripke All-structure to have additional
structure, namely Y-operations, to ensure it has enough structure to interpret the
signature Y. Second, the interpretation [—] is a partial function. It maps raw
(that is not necessarily well-typed) contexts I' to objects of D. Types over raw
contexts Ar are sent to objects in the category indexed by (the interpretation
of) I'. It sends terms over raw contexts Mr to arrows in the category indexed by
(the interpretation of) I'. Types and terms are interpreted up to Sn-equivalence.
The model also needs to be constrained so that multiple occurrences of variables
in a context get the same interpretation. Finally, satisfaction is defined to be a
relationship on worlds and sequents axiomatizing the desired properties of the
model. The abstract definition of the model is sufficient to derive Van Dalen’s
(1994) description of a Kripke model for intuitionistic logic.

We remark that we restrict our discussion of semantics to the I' by M : A:
Type-fragment of the All-calculus. The treatment of I' Fy A: — — K-fragment
is dealt with analogously — in a sense, the A: K-fragment has the same logical
structure as the M : A-fragment. To interpret the kind Type, we must require
the existence of a chosen object, call it €2, in each fibre. The object {2 must obey
several equations: it must be preserved on the nose by any f* and must behave
well under quantification. Details of the A: K-fragment in the case of contextual
categories can be found in Streicher’s (1989) thesis. The analogous development
in our setting is similar and we omit the details. The logical motivation for this
restriction is that we intend to use the All-calculus as the language of a logical
framework and then we will interested interested in terms M : A, since these will
represent the proof of a judgement.

There are several important notions of partiality in the model. The interpre-
tation function is a partial one because it is defined for raw objects of the syntax
and we are only interested in interpreting well-typed terms. Since we are dealing
with a dependent type theory, there is no guarantee that an object can be defined
until everything it depends on can be defined. The partiality allows us to assume
objects are interpreted together with their dependent objects, inductively, so that
we can “bootstrap” the definition. There is also a Kripke semantic partiality of
information. The further up the world structure one goes, the more objects have
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defined interpretations. We refer the interested reader to (Streicher 1989) and
(Mitchell & Moggi 1991) for further comments on these matters.

Note that since models are #n-extensional, g.v. Theorem 3.35, the interpreta-
tion of X does not differ from that of X[M/z], etc. We subscript an object by
its context I' to indicate that it is being interpreted in the fibre over (the inter-
pretation of) I'. We first define ¥-operations. These provide enough structure to
ensure that we can interpret every constant in a given signature.

Definition 3.16 (X-operations)
Let X be a Mll-signature. A Kripke All-structure, K7 has Y-operations if for all
objects W in W corresponding to each constant:

Loz Ay oo Tz, : Ay, Type € X, there is in each fibre J(W)([T]}Y)),
an operation op. such that op.([(Mi)r], ;. .., [(Mm)rli,) is an object of
J(W)([TT},), where each [M;]}, is an object in J(W)([TTE,);

2. c:llzy: Ay ...y, Ay - A € 3, there is in each fibre J(W)(D) an arrow
L, wyp) — [ALY,, where D = [T} o [A][ o... o [An]},

where [—]i  is a partial function from the (raw) syntax of the Al-calculus to
(the components of) K7 defined in the following definition. |

The Y-operations guarantee that a Kripke All-structure has enough structure
to be able to interpret all constants in the signature, .

Definition 3.17 (Kripke X-AII-Model)
Let ¥ be a Ml-signature. A Kripke ¥-AI-model is an ordered pair (K7, [[—]],EJ),

where K7 : [W,[D,V]] is a Kripke All-structure that has ¥-operations and
[k, is a partial function from the (raw) syntax of the All-calculus to (the
components of) K7, defined simultaneously on the structure of the (raw) syntax
of the All-calculus as follows:

L [OIX, = low;
2. [D,x: A]Y, = [TT¥, o [AIY;

({CTINY O AV

(M1)r,....(Mn)r)
3' II]‘—‘ - - A:[I}é/j = [[F:[I}é/j
4 [0cli, = 1y, i TV)(CTE, );
5. [(eMy... Mp)rliE, = ope([(Mi)rli,. - - [(M)r],) in T(W)([TTRE),
where ¢ :Ilzy 1 Ay . ... .2y, 0 Ay . Type € X, such that if cM, ... M, =3,
cMj ... M  then [(cM;... Mm)[‘]]}gj = [(cM] ... M;n)I‘]]}gy;

6. [(z:B.C)r}, = H[[F}],VCVJ,[[BF}],VCVJ([[CF]]IVCVJ);

[ATR;
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7. [[()F]],VCVJ = Lyrpw  (i.e., the identity map on the terminal object);
J
8. [erly, = curfii(op.) in F(W)([TIK,), where c:Tlzy: Ay .o Tlag,: Ay, - A
W __ % — . .
9. [['rl—‘]]ICJ - p[[A’Z:A]]IVCVJﬂA/]])vCVJ (QI[A]],VCVJ,IIA]],VCVJ)u where I' = Av I.A, A,a
10. [(A\x:A. M)p]],vcvj = CuTw(IIM[‘J:A]]}é/j);

11. [[(MN)F]]I%/J = ([[(xlv <oy Tm, N)H%/J)*<pipﬂgj7[[A]]}‘/ch [[MF]]IVCVJ); appW([[AF]]%/Jv
[[Bp]],VCVJ)), where ' = 21: Ay, ..., T Amm.
We require that the following conditions are satisfied:

1. Syntactic monotonicity: if [X ]],‘é/j is defined, then so is [X ’]],VCVJ, for every
subterm X’ of X, where X ranges over all the raw terms of the AI-calculus
with signature X;

2. Accessibility: if there is an arrow W = W’ in W, then (i) there is a
functor K% : Dy — Dyr; and, (i4) J(W')([I],) = j(W’)(ﬂF]],CJI) and
JW)(TTE,) = j(W)([[F]],CJ/) for each T; otherwise, J(W')([T]},) is
undefined.

The second accessibility condition (i7) is a simple instance of a more general

condition . We can require that there exists functors T[[“FHW and THO‘F]]W/ such that
}CJ )(;J
the following diagram, in which nf["F]]W and nﬁ}ﬂw, are components of the natural
}CJ )cj
transformation J(«),

«

n[[r]]zvj / w
JWH)([k,)

JW)(TTE,)
"I, ",

TWITRE,) —— TOWV)(ITIE)

&« ’
W
[rI;

commutes. We also require the following coherence condition:

TR ) = (g g )T OV, )

[ﬁ“]}w and TE,HW, are iden-
ICJ /Cj

tities in V. In this simple setting, we shall refer to Tm%,] : nﬂf}],”c"} (= 77[[F]];V<Vj : T[[Fﬂ)‘é/})

as N®. In the case where W is posetal, i.e., a: W < W', we write NV’ [ |

In this definition, we have the simple case in which both 7
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There is substantial scope, beyond the reach of this thesis, for investigating

different choices of T[[O‘F]]W in the above definition. We have taken the simplest
Kag

accessibility condition with regards to relativization: the idea of interpreting
constructs at one world, and reasoning about them from another.

A syntactic term can be seen, in a certain sense, as a “rigid designator”.
That is one whose interpretation is the same over different worlds, for a semantic
object. For example, suppose N proves I' by M : A. If [M ]],VCV&7 is defined (given
soundness, this will be the case), then, for all objects W < W' in W, [[Mp]],‘é/;
is defined and equal to [[Mp]],‘évj. In a sense, the syntactic term M designates all
objects [Mr]i’, at all worlds W where they are defined.

The next three Lemmas, 3.18, 3.19 and 3.20, are consequences of the previous
definition. We include them here in order to emphasize the organisation of the
models we have defined. However, their proofs, which are by induction on the
structure of proofs in N, must be performed simultaneously with the proof of
Theorem 3.35, the soundness theorem for the M : A: Type-fragment of the AII-
calculus. To see why this must be so, consider that the well-foundness of types,
and so of contexts, depends in general on the well-formedness of objects. More-
over, the definedness of an interpretation of an object in a model depends upon
the definedness of its type and the context in which its variables are declared.

Lemma 3.18 (Context Interpretation)

Let ¥ be a valid Nl-signature and I' be a valid Nl-context. Let (K7, [-]i,)
where Kz : W, [D,V)]], be a Kripke X-AI-model. If N proves s, T' context,
then, for each object W at which it is defined, [[F]],VCVJ is an object of Dyy. |

Lemma 3.19 (Type Interpretation)

Let ¥ be a valid Nl-signature and I' be a valid Nl-context. Let (K7, [-]i,)
where Kz : (W, [DP,V]], be a Kripke X-NI-model. If N proves I s, A: Type,
then, for each W at which it is defined, [Ar]§, is an object of J(W)([T'[i,).- M

Lemma 3.20 (Term Interpretation)
Let 33 be a valid M1-signature and I be a valid N\11-signature and M be a valid NI-

object. Let (Kz,[~]i ), where K7:[W,[D?,V]], be a Kripke ¥-Al-model. If N

[[MFE}VCVJ

proves Ty M2 A, then for each W at which it is defined [()], —— [Arli,
is an arrow of J(W)([TTE,)- |

The astute reader will have noticed that the results above do not make use of
the Kripke All-structure. This is because we interpret terms, types and assertions
of the form I' -y, M : A in the Kripke All-prestructure. The Kripke All-structure is

R N S

defined in such a way that we are able to interpret realizations Fy A
in each of its fibres. This will be developed in detail in § 3.8.
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3.4 Examples

We return to our previous examples and provide an interpretation.

3.4.1 Term Model

We take the interpretation function to be the identity function. It is clear that
syntactic monotonocity and accessibility hold.

3.4.2 The {V, D}-fragment of many-sorted first-order logic

The interpretation function is close to being given by the propositions-as-types
correspondence. The main difference is that I1z: A. B is interpreted as ¢ D 1,
rather than Va : S.¢. Other than this important point, the interpretation is
straightforward and it is clear that syntactic monotonocity and accessibility hold.

3.5 Adding Definitional Equality: All_

So far we have considered the basic AlI-calculus, which comes equipped with the
intensional afn-equality. However, from the point of view of the All-calculus
as a theory of functions, it is both important and interesting to consider also
definitional equality. We extend our signatures to include declarations of the
form M = N:A by taking the following rule of signature (see also Table 2):

FYsig by M:A by N:A
Y, M = N:Asig

which generates these declarations.

Roughly, equational declarations of this form correspond, under the prop-
ositions-as-types correspondence, to theories in the internal logic. We spell this
out in detail in § 5, but for now consider the following: if the term language of
the internal logic were extended with arithmetic terms, one might wish to assert
that

(0+0)=0:N
which makes use of equational declarations. We might also add declarations of
the form A = B: K, or indeed of the form K = L Kind, to signatures but these
extensions are beyond our present requirements.

Our presentation of definitional equality is similar to that of (Harper 1988).
In addition to the assertions in the All-calculus, we consider also the following
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equality assertions:

'y K=L Kind K and L are equal kinds
'ty A=B:K A and B are equal types of kind K
I'Fy M=N:A M and N are equal objects of type A

The additional rules required to support these assertions are given in Table 2; the
system N extended with these rules is called N_. When ¢ € Dom(X) we write
Y(c) for the unique K or A such that ¢: K or ¢: A € ¥. When = € Dom(T'),
we write that x: A € I" and I',, for the prefix of I' up to, but not including, the
declaration of z.

Equations in Signatures

I—Zsig FEM:A FEN:A

(3.3)
FX, M =N:Asig
Equivalence Relation
'y K Kind
(3.4)
I' s K = K Kind
I'ky A:K
- (3.5)
I'Fs A=AK
F'kFy M:A
- (3.6)
I'bs M =M:A
I'x K = L Kind
(3.7)
I'ty L =K Kind
'ky A=B:K
_ (3.8)
'y B=A:K
'ky M =N:A
_ (3.9)
I'ks N=M:A
'ky J=K Kind TFy K =L Kind
(3.10)

T'Fy J = L Kind

Table 2: Rules for Definitional Equality (continued on the next page)
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I'rA=B:K T'try B=C:K

'y A=C:K
ks M=N:A I’k N=P:A

F'Fky M =P:A
Structural Equality Rules

FsT context M =N:AeX

'kFy M=N:A
'y A=B:K Tky K=1L

ks A=B:L
I'Fs M=N:A T'ty A= B:Type

'k M =N:B

'ty A=B:K bty IV context T'ybxD(z)=T'(z):Type z¢ FV(A,B,K)

Ity A= B:K

ks M=N:A FxI'context T'ybyD(z)=1"(z):Type x¢ FV(M,N,A)

s M=N:A
Kind Equality

'ty A=B:Type I'z:Abs K =1L: Kind

FkFyllz:A.K =Tlz:B. L: Kind
Types and Families Equality

'y A=B:Type D' z:Aly C = D:Type

by llz:A.C =Tlx:B.D:Type
'y A=B:Type Iaz:Ary C=D:K

ke Ax:A.C = Xx:B.D:Type
'y B=C:Mllz:A.L Ty M=N:A

'ty BM =CN:K[M/x]
I'Nz:Ars B:K T'ky M:A

Ity (Az:A.B)M = B[M/x]: K[M/z]
ks B:Mlz:A.K «x ¢ FV(B)

ks Me:A K
'ty A:K Ty K =L Kind

F}_Z A:L

Table 2: Rules for Definitional Equality (continued on the next page)

(3.11)

(3.12)

(3.13)

(3.14)

(3.15)

(3.16)

(3.17)

(3.18)

(3.19)

(3.20)

(3.21)

(3.22)

(3.23)

(3.24)
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Object Equality
'y A=B:Type Iz:ArFy M =N:C

(3.25)
It d:A.M =MXx:B.N:Ilz:A.C
'ty M=N:llz:A.B Tk P=Q:A
(3.26)
'ty MP = NQ:B[P/x]
I'x:Abs M:B Tk P=Q:A
(3.27)
Pty (Az:A.M)N = NQ: B[P/x]
ks M:Tlz:A.B z ¢ FV(M)
(3.28)
't Ax:A. Mx=M:1Tlzx:A.B
'ty M:A Tty A= B:Type
(3.29)

T'hs M:B

Table 2: Rules for Definitional Equality

The main syntactic metatheoretic properties of AIl_ are summarized in Propo-
sitions 3.21 and 3.22. These are minor variations on (Harper 1988) and extend
Theorem 2.1. For clarity, they are stated separately. They must, however, be
proved simultaneously with Theorem 2.1, by induction on the structure of proofs
in N.

Proposition 3.21 ((Harper 1988))
Let X range over the basic assertions of the form K Kind, A: K and M : A.

1. If T'Fs X, then FV(X) C Dom(T").

2. If T' by X, by IV context, and for all x € FV(X), T'y Fx ['(x) = I''(2) :
Type, then IV by X.

3. Unicity of classifier:

(a) If Ty A:K and T s A: L, then I' by K = L:Kind;
(b) IfT' ks M:A and if U' s M:B, then 'y M = N: A. [ ]

Proposition 3.22 ((Harper 1988))
The following hold in the N\1_-calculus.

1. IfT' by K = L Kind, by TV context, and for all x € FV(K) U FV(L),
[, by D(z) =T"(x): Type, then I -y K = L Kind.

2. Well-formedness of equands:
(a) IfT'Fs K = L Kind, then I' by K Kind and I' -y, L Kind.
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(b) IfT'ts A=B:K, then't5s A:K and 'y B: K.
(c) IfT'Fs M =N:A, thenT kg M:A and T' 5 N: A.

3. Invertiblity of type and kind equations:

(a) IfT ks Tlc:A.K =Ta:B.L, then Ty A= B:Type and I' by K =
L Kind.

(b) If T ks llx: A.C =Tlx: B.D:Type, then I' Fy A = B : Type and
lae:Aby C = D:Type.

4. Substitution (Cut): If T,x:Absg e and ' bs M : A, then T by [M/x]e,
where € ranges over assertions of the form K = L Kind, A = B: K and
M= N:A. |

Turning to the algebraic formulation of the syntax. We construct a syntac-
tic category of contexts and realizations, B(X)—. We observe that the equality
defined in Table 2 is an equivalence relation. We extend the equality on types
to contexts by induction on the length of contexts and equality on objects to
realizations by induction on the length of realizations. We now have a notion of
equality on contexts and realizations which is an equivalence relation. We thus
construct B(X)- by quotienting B(X) by this equivalence relation, i.e., provable
equality. Similarly, we can obtain the categories £(X)=, Con(X)- and Fam(X)-
by quotienting. We extend our definition of Kripke AII-model to an equational
Kripke ¥-All_-model.

Definition 3.23 (Equational Kripke X-AII_-model)
Let ¥ be a All_-signature. An equational Kripke »-A1_-model is a Kripke Y-
All-model which also satisfies the following condition:

o If M =N:Ae¥, then [My]{¥ and [Ny]i, are defined at each world W
and HM()]],%/J = [[No]]}é/]. |

3.6 Satisfaction

We define two notions of satisfaction both of which are based on Kripke forcing,
(Kripke 1963). The first notion of satisfaction is intended to be the semantic
counterpart of the assertion I' Fx, M : A. We have

W OEST (M)

which is read as in the Kripke ¥-All-model K7, W forces (M : A) with respect to
I'. The second notion is intended to be the semantic counterpart to the assertion
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Fe T LGLON ©. We discuss this assertion in more detail in § 3.8. We have

<M1 ~~~~~ Mn)

W (A

which is read as in the Kripke 3-All-model, K7, W forces ( My M, O) with
respect to I'. Clearly, the former can be considered a special case of the latter by
setting A = () and © = x: A. This is based on the fact that the interpretation

equates () 0, . A with M: A. Tt is not the case that we can always construct
= from }=. We are always able, however, to do so in the term model. This
special case will be particularly important when we construct Herbrand models in
§ 11. Both of these notions of satisfaction are easily extended to the AI_-calculus,

The first notion of satisfaction will mainly be used in § 6 - § 9 of this thesis.
There we will be considering the All-calculus as the language of a logical frame-
work. = will allow us to force the representation of a proof-term, i.e., Ms: Aj).
The second notion of satisfaction will mainly be used in § 11. There we will be
considering the All-calculus as a logic programming language. We then use =
to allow us to force a realization and describe resolution.

Definition 3.24 (j=-satisfaction for AII)
Let X be a valid All-signature, I' be a valid All-context and M be a valid AII-
object. Let (Kz,[—]x,), where Kz : [W, [D? V]]. be a Kripke X-All-model,
I’ be a context, A be a type and M be an object. In the Kripke >-All-model,
(Kg,[—]k,), the world W satisfies the inhabitation of A by M with respect to
I e,

K

W =s” (M- AT,

if and only if I, [Ar[¥, and [Mr], are all defined and, for all arrows

’

[Mr]

w
WS W in W, [[()]]%J’ -, [[Ap]],"gj' is defined such that

[Mr]},

[O1k, [Ar]k,

N N Ne

o [Mr]Y ,
ony, LA 1y g

holds. [ |

We extend the definition of satisfaction to an equational Kripke -AIl_-model.

Definition 3.25 (}=-satisfaction for AIl_) B
Let X be a All_-signature, (K7, [~[i ), where K7 :[W, [D, V]|, be an equational

45



Kripke X-All_-model, I" be a context, A be a type and M and N be objects. In
the equational Kripke X-All_-model, (K7, [—] ), the world W satisfies (i) the
equation A = B:Type with respect to I, 7.e.,

W s (A= B:Type)[I],

if and only if [T, [Ar]i, and [Br]}, are all defined and [Ar]{ = [Br]i,,
and (i7) the equation M = N: A with respect to T, i.e.,

W RS (M = N: AT,

if and only if W =57 (M:A)[I], W =57 (N:A)[I] and [Mc]}¥, = [Ne]), . ®

The raw syntax of signatures, contexts, kinds, types and objects can be ex-
tended to a raw syntax of contexts and realizations as follows: if I' and A, where

A =y:Bq,...,yn: B,, are raw contexts. Then a raw realization from I' to A is
a n-tuple (M, ... M,) of raw objects, extending the interpretation [—]x_ to raw
realizations over an object in the base in the obvious way. If o = (M, ..., M,),
then

[or]i, = (AAL)e]K, - - [(Ma)r]ic,)

is defined over [I'] ,VCVJ. We are now able to define our second notion of satisfaction.

Definition 3.26 ( = -satisfaction for AII)

Let X be a valid Mll-signature, (K7, [~]i, ), where Kz :[W, [D°? V)], be a Kripke
Y-AMI-model, I, A and © be valid All-contexts, and ¢ be a valid All-realization.
In the Kripke ¥-All-model (K7, [—]i ), the world W satisfies the realization

A % © with respect to I, i.e.,
W=y (A %),
if and only if [, [Ar],, [OIK, and [o]§, are all defined and, for each
W= w,
P T
[[AF]]/CJ - ﬂ@]]/cg

is defined such that

[[UF]]/I@/J

[Ar]i, [erly,
N N N

lor]i,

[ArDE, [Or],

46



holds. [ ]

Again, we extend the definition to an equational Kripke ¥-All-model in the
natural way.

Definition 3.27 (= -satisfaction for AIl_)

Let X be a Kripke All_-signature, (K7, [—],), where K7 : [W, [D°?,V]], be
an equational Kripke Y- AlI_-model, I') A = y; : By, ... ,ym : By, A =y
Bl sy i B, © = 21:C,.0 0, 2,:Cp and © = 21 :CY, ..., 2, : C) be contexts
and 0 = (My, ..., M,) and o/ = (M],..., M) be realizations. In the equational

Kripke Y-AlI_-model, (K7, [[—]],EJ>, the world W satisfies the realization A =
A 777 9 = @ with respect to I, i.e.,

WL (A=A Z5 0 =01,

if and only if W =57 (A S O)[F), W=7 (A 5 o)1, [Ar]Y,, [AFIY,,
[[@F]],CJ, [O1 ]],VCVJ, [[Up]],C and [[UF]],C are defined and [[AF]],CJ = [A} ]]%J, [[@p]],cj
= [©r ]]/c and [[UF]]/CJ [[Ur]]icj u

An important special case of this satisfaction relation occurs when A =

A and © = @, e, WL (A = A =, @ = ©)[I], which amounts to
W=k (A =2 o).

All the remaining proofs in this section are sketches. Each proof requires an
induction over the interpretation which we have left out and instead concentrated
on the main argument required for each inductive step. Turning these sketch
proofs into formal proofs is straightforward, but tedious.

The following lemma follows immediately from Definitions 3.24 and 3.26. It
formalises our earlier comment about the relationship between the two notions
of satisfaction.

Lemma 3.28
The satisfaction relation F’;J 15 a special case of the satisfaction relation }:>I§J

as follows: if W=7 (0 L2 22 A) D), then W =57 (M A)[T).

Proof (Sketch) Since W}z)’éj (() M A)[I'], we know that [[Mr]];vcvj and
[: A} are defined and that [Ap]¥ is defined and is an object of J (W)([I'],).

(i e ])

We also have that [Mr[i, is an object in Kz (W)([TTR,). If [T},
[[F]],VCVJ ° [[A]],VCVJ is an arrow in Dy,. The definition of the interpretation tells
us that [Mr], is going to be defined as an arrow in J(W)([T]¢,). Thus

[[MFHEVJ [M ]];cj

[0, ——S [Ar], is defined. Since [()r]i, ——= [z : AJ}, is defined for

47



MW
[[ FH)CJ

all W, such that W = W, it follows that [()r]}¥, ——= [Ar]}, is also defined
for all W’. Since

Mp }é/
[Orlk, )

[ A]],VCVJ

Na Na Na

(IMr]R)

[Or]i,

holds and we know that N sends J(W)([T'T§,) to J (W' )([[F]]g;) We infer
that

[ A]]%

([Mr],)

[l [Arli,
N N© N@

([Mr]i)

[OrlK,

holds and we conclude that W =57 (M : A)[T). |

If W % W', then we write [[—]];?L to denote [}, after a, e.g., if [Ap]}, is
an object of J(W)([T']i,) and W 2 W', then we write [[Ap]]Eg]J for the object
N([Ar]¥,) in j(W’)([[F]]}é/J/), etc., .... We also write [[F]]Eg]j for x*([T]x,).
Similarly, if L. D in Dy and if (—) is interpreted over D, then we write (—)]
to denote (—) interpreted over E, e.g., if (A < O) is interpreted as [A = Olk,
over D, then (A % ©) is interpreted as K, (W)(f)([A & O[x,) over E.

The remaining lemmata in this section give the basic logical properties of the

satisfaction relations = and = . The previous lemma tells us that if we prove
the result for = then it holds for .

(A

Lemma 3.29 (Monotonicity of Satisfaction)
Let 3 be a valid NlI-signature, I';, A and © be valid N\lI-contexts and o be a valid

Ml-realization. Let (K7, [~[i ), where Kz:[W,[D?,V]]. be a Kripke All-model.
WL (AL O and W S W, then W' =57 (A Z ©)[1].

[[UF]];VCVJ

Proof (Sketch) Since W |:>’§“7 (A % ©)[I, we know that [Ar]Y, —
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[©r]i, is defined and that

Lol Lol

Ne([ALTE, —5 [er])) =([Ar]Y, —= [er]),)e!
A ey forl)
o 1 [[UFH%/)I;

is defined. It remains to show that for all W/ — W” [Ar[g
defined and

[[@r]]}g; is

[[UF]];VCVJI

[Ar] [erly,
N N N

[or ]

[AC]E) [Or]i,

holds. Since W is a category, given W = W’ and W’ <> W”, there exists an

a;a’ [[ ]]W”
arrow W =5 W', Thus we have that [Ap]}Y ,C i —7 [ex]¥ ,C is defined and
that
[or]
[Ar]E, > [erl,
N’a;a’ Na;o/ Na;a’
" [[ F:I]WN 1"
[Ar]i, [erly,
holds. N4 = N, N, so we get the necessary conditions for W’ gj (A S
O)[T] |

Lemma 3.30 (Weakening of Satisfaction)
Let ¥ be a walid Ml-signature, T', TV, A, Z and Z' be valid NlI-contexts and

o be a valid Ml-realization. Let (Kz,[~]i ), where Kz : [W, [DP V)], be a
Kripke AXII-model. If W |:>§J (2% 29[, 1] and if N proves s I, A, T” context,
then W =57 (2 % =)D, A, 1), where [T, AT, L [T, TR, is the obvious
projection.

Proof (Sketch) Since N proves Fx I', A T" context, we know that we have a con-
text ', A, I, which we can interpret in our Kripke 3-All-model and a projection
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[[F,A,F’]],VCVJ 2, [[F,F’]],‘é/j. p induces a functor p* which sends the realization

_ [[UF,F’]];VCVJ = _ HUF,A,F’]]%J = _
[[:F,F’]]icj - “I‘F’]]ICJ to [[:F,A,F’]]lcj - _'I‘AI"]]ICJ = [E= %

E’)[p}]],vg]. We also have that for all W', such that W = W', [[HF,AI/]],CJ

W/
[[UF,A,FIH;CJ
———5 [Ef ar ], is defined, and

[[UF,A,F’]]}VCVJ —
:r,A,rf]]icJ

[Erarlc,
Ne Ne Ne

— ﬁ/

—>
rAF]];cj [[UrAr']] AF]]

holds because we can apply N* to the realization in I',I” and then apply p*.
This is equivalent to applying N'® after p* because p* only sends the realization
to another fibre. Thus we can conclude W }z}’é“ (2% 20k, A TY. [

Lemma 3.31 (Substitutivity of Satisfaction)
Let X2 be a valid NI-signature, T', T, © and A be valid Nl-contexts and o be a

realization. Let (K7, [~]i ), where Kz:[WV, [D? V)], be a Kripke NlI-model. If
W=7 (A S O),z: AT, N proves T by N:C and W =57 (N o),
then W =57 (A[N/z] 225, ©[N /)T, V[N /).

Proof (Sketch) Since N proves I' by, N:C' we know that N is a term of type C.

[N ]]ICJ [[NFHIVCVJ> W
Thus we have arrows [()r]i, —— [Cr]i, and [[]¢, ———— [, 2:C[¢,

in J(W)(T") and Dy, respectlvely We now have the pullback

[(1r, N, Tovpnvya)) IR,

[T, T'[N/=]]li, [T, 2:C.T]i,
p p
[T1k, [T, 2:CIK,

[{1r, N)Iic,

where each p denotes the composition of projections and [{1r, N)[ e [I']{, =
[(1r, N, Irqnza) [, - We can now apply ([(1r, N, Ionza I, )* to K (W)([T

C, F’]],VCV ). Thus the realization [Ar .o reor, Or... CF,]]K is sent to

[AIN/ 2l pvga) T Nl eI, i Ky (W) ([T, T[N/ ]I,
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We have that [[A[N/x]]],vcvj/, [[@[N/x]]],VCVJ/ and [[J[N/x]]],‘é/j/ are defined for all
W', where W 5 W', because [[A["x;C,FI]]}g;, [[@p,m;qp/]],‘é/y/ and [[anx;c,p/]],‘éfjl are

defined for all W', where W = W’. We apply ([{1r, N, Loy [, )" to these
and obtain the required results. Similarly, we see that

u&mmmmﬂgﬂ[/mTW”“ﬂawm@

N N N

, [oIN/@]r a1
[AIN/2]r vy, =

[6[N/2]lk,

holds since applying ([{1r, N, 1/ N/z})]],‘gfj)* followed by N'® gives the same result
as applying A followed by ([(Lr, N, I/ I, ). Thus W =57 (A[N/a]
L, QN /a)) [T, T[N /a]]. m

Lemma 3.32 (Strengthening of Satisfaction)
Let 3 be a wvalid NlI-signature, I', A and © be valid \l-contexts and o be a

realization. Let (K7, [~]i ), where Kz:[W, [D? V)], be a Kripke Y-AI-model.
Ifrw }:>§7 (A% O)[,z:C), N proves s T context and x ¢ FV (A, 0,0), then
W=7 (A %5 0)4[L], where [T % [T, 2:CJY,.

Proof (Sketch) Since N proves by T' context, there exists an arrow [I[i, 4
[T,z : CE,, where ¢ = (id, [Nr]y,), for some [Nr]i . ¢ induces a functor
¢ g WYL,z CIY,) = Ko W(ITIY,). o takes [A 2 O]F, to [(A >
O/, in Ky (W)(ITIE, ). Since s ¢ FV(A,0.0), (& % O)IN/a] = (4 %

[erli;

0). [[Ap]],c/ [[@p]],c is defined for all W', such that W < W', because
we apply ¢* to all future mterpretations. Similarly,
[or]}
[Ar]i, > [er]k,

N© N@ N©
S L

holds and thus W =57 (A % @)l[1). |
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Lemma 3.33 (Exchange)

Let 33 be a valid Ml-signature, I' and A be valid N\l-contexts and let X range
over all appropriate expressions of the form M : A. Let (K7, [[—]],EJ}, where
K :W,[D*® V]|, be a Kripke S-Ml-model. If W EL7 (X)), A] and [A, T,
and [Xar]y, are defined, then W =57 (XA, 1.

Proof (Sketch) We have an arrow [A, T} ER [T, AJRY, since [A, TR is defined.
This arrow induces a functor f*: J(W)([T,AJ¥,) — JW)([A,T]x,) such
that [[Xp A]],VCV is sent to [Xar]i, . For every choice of X, we have an arrow

1O] ,CJ' —> [— ]] which is defined for all W’ such that W < W’ because
we can apply f* to all future interpretations. Similarly, we get the coherence

condition for N Thus W =57 (X)[A,T]. |

Lemma 3.34 (II-forcing) B

Let X be a Ml-signature and (K7, [~[i ), where K7 :[W,[D? V]|, be a Kripke
MI-model. W =57 (M : Tz : A. B)[T] if and only if, for all W < W’ and for
all N such that W' EX7 (N : A, there is a P such that W' EX (P
B[N/z))[[] and P =gy MN. Similarly, for the non-dependent function space,

—>.

[[MF]]IVCVJ

Proof (Sketch) If W =7 (M : Iz : A.B)[I, then [()r]}¥, ——= [Ilz :
A.Br]¥ is defined over [T . If W < W', then by monotonicity, we have

MF]];?;

[
that [[()F]]Eg]j — [z A.B]]ES]J is defined over [[F]]E?L Moreover, we must
have that the adjunction defining the function space at W' is in the image of

[[ ]]IC]7 0. €.,
Plrpe! 1ary! [Mc]R; appw ([ART [BrIR)

is an arrow [[<>1~,90:A]],C‘7 [Br... A]]/c:, By Definition 3.17, [[MN]],C/ is defined
and equal to ([[(xb - xm)]]lcj) (p[m]w’ JAr ]]W’ [[MF]]IijappW’([[AF]]Iij [[BF]]%/‘;%

where as usual, ' = z1: Ay, ..., 2, Am) As we noted above, pm LAy

[[Mp]],vcvjl;appwl([[Ap]],Cj, [Br]¥ ) is an arrow [[()]],CJ [[Bp,x:A]],CJ over [[F,x :
, : , [MNTIY

A, The functor ([(z1,...,2,, N)[,)* sends this arrow to [()r]i, T,

B[N/ x]p]],vgjl It remains to show that this is defined for all future worlds W” such

that W’ 5 W” and that it satisfies the coherence conditions. We observe that the

argument holds for all accessible worlds and thus W’ |= K73 (M N : B[N/z])[I'].
For the converse, we observe that the argument can be reversed. |
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3.7 Soundness and Completeness of \II and AlI_

We now prove soundness and completeness for our Kripke - All-models. We need
to provide proofs for both notions of satisfaction. We begin with = because we
need to introduce a calculus of realizers before we can deal with = . Soundness
is proven by an induction over the structure of N and C, the calculus of realizers
and is thus rather lengthy. Completeness is obtained via a constructed term
model. This model will turn out to be the Kripke ¥-All-model we gave in § 3.4.1.

Soundness and Completeness of Al and AI_ for |=

The proof of soundness is by induction over the structure of proofs in the system
N and must, formally, be performed simultaneously with the proofs of Lem-
mas 3.18, 3.19 and 3.20. To see why this must be so, consider that in order for
the interpretation of a type to be well-defined, the interpretation of the context
in which its variables are declared must be well-defined. Similarly, if the inter-
pretation of an object as an arrow is to be well-defined, then the interpretation
of the context in which its variables are declared must be well-defined. Provided
we are mindful of these induction dependencies, we can proceed without undue
concern.

Theorem 3.35 (Soundness of AII for |=)
Let 33 be a wvalid Nl-signature, T' be a valid AI-context and M be a valid NI-
object. Let (K7, [—]i,), where Kz:[W, [D°?,V]], be a Kripke ¥-MI-model. Let
W be a world, i.e., an object of W. IfN proves T ks M: A and if [T, [Mr]¥,
and [Ar]g, are defined then W =57 (M- A (and so [Mr]§, is a section of
[Ar]¥, over [T, ). Moreover, if U =g, V, then [U], = [VIL, .
Proof (Sketch) With the above remarks and the statements of Lemmas 3.18,
3.19 and 3.20 in mind, we proceed to give the main cases of the argument. We
give the main steps in each of the cases, leaving the reader to perform the extra
calculations should they so desire. We show that the rules (2.13) - (2.17) hold.
Suppose I' ks c: 1Tyt Ay ... Tlwy, 0 Ay, - A is an axiom sequent of N (2.13).

c
By Definition 3.3, Kz has Y-operations. ¢:C € ¥ means we have [()r,z]x, 2,
[[AF.Z]],VCVJ, where '@ A = I',ay : Ay,..., % : An. We thus interpret cp as
cur™(op). In order to show that W =57 (c:C)[T], for W such that [Cr]k, is
defined, we need to show that

(01, 5, oy

is an arrow in J (W)([[F]]}é/j) By the induction hypothesis, pace Lemma 3.18,
we have that [I'§ is well-defined. According to to Definition 3.3, [cr]i, =
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curjy(ope) holds. The satisfaction condition follows immediately from (3.1).

Suppose (I' =)A,x: A, A’ s z: A is an axiom sequent (2.14). In order to
show that W X7 (z: A)[I], for W such that [Ar]¥, is defined. We need to
prove that

100, T

is an arrow in j(W)([[F]],%VJ) By the induction hypothesis, pace Lemmas 3.18,

3.19 and 3.20, we have that [T, [Ar]i, and [zr[}, are well-defined. Accord-
ing to Definition 3.3,

w *
[zrli, = p[[A,x:A]]gj,[[A/]],VCVJ (q[[A]],VCVJ,[[ArH%VJ)'

The satisfaction condition is obtained by noting that, according to Definition 3.2,
QAW [AATY has the appropriate domain and co-domain and that the pullback
J J

functors preserve the terminal object on the nose.
Suppose that the last rule of N applied is IT I (2.15),

Ix:AFs M:B
't Ax:A.M:1lx:A.B

By the induction hypothesis, pace Lemmas 3.18, 3.19 and 3.20. We have, for W
such that [Br]{  is defined, that

W EL (M:B)[D, A

[Mr,o: Al
i.e., that [()ra.ali, Ty, [Br..alg,. According to Definition 3.3, [(Ax:

A)r], is defined and equal to curyw ([Mr .. ], ), from which it follows, via (3.1)

that .
[Oa: A MR
% [(Iz: A. B)r]i,

[Orlk,

is an arrow in J(W)([T],)-
Suppose that the last rule of N applied is IT E (2.16),

'ty M:llz:A.B T'kEy N:A
['Fy MN:B[N/x]

then by the induction hypothesis, pace Lemmas 3.18, 3.19 and 3.20. We have
that
W ES7 (M:Iz:A. B)[I
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[[MF]];VCVJ

i.e., that [(r]y, —— [(Ilz: A. B)p[},. Also
W s (N:A)[L],
[NeIR,

i.e., that [(r]x, —— [Ar],. According to Definition 3.3, the arrow
[(MN)r]i¥ is defined and equal to

([wrs - 2ms N, Py garny, Ml s appw ([ [Brasal, ),

where I' = x1 : Ay,..., 2, : A,. A brief inspection of this expression re-
veals that it has the correct type: from (3.2), and by the induction hypothesis,
appw ([Ar], ; [Brzal},) is an arrow

[Ore:alkt, — [(Mz:A. B)ra.ali,

over [[,z: A . Finally, [(MN)r], is the image of this arrow over [I']
under the pullback functor ([(x1,...,Zm, N >]],VCVJ)*, which performs the required
substitution.
Suppose that the last rule of N applied is (2.17),
ks M:A Thg A:Type A= pnA

F"Z MCA/

i.e., fn-equality. This case follows in a standard way (cf. (Pitts 2000), (Ritter
1992), (Streicher 1989) and (Jacobs 1991)) from the interpretation of the de-
pendent function space via the right adjoint to substitution. The only novelty
here is that the focus of our attention must be the rightmost premiss A =g, A’
It is convenient to observe that since we are restricting our semantics to the
M : A:Type-fragment of the All-calculus, G-equalities are generated by the rule

Ne:AbFs M:B T'hky N:A
'y (Ae:A.M)N =5 M[N/z]: B[N/ x]

for some appropriate I'. Similarly, n-equalities are generated by the rule

I'by M:Iz:A.B yé¢ FV(I,z: A)
ThyAy:A. My =, M:B

for some appropriate I'. In our fragment, the type A is a On-redex just in case
there is an object M, on which A depends, is a On-redex. The argument ex-
ploits the natural isomorphism (2.17) and Lemma 3.31 to get [-equality and
Lemmas 3.30 and 3.31 to get n-equality. So if M =g, N, then [M] = [N]} .
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A similar argument is presented in full in (Streicher 1989); we leave the detailed
calculation in our setting to the reader. ]
In the proof, the dependent function space was modelled by the right adjunc-

tion to substitution. If we did not have n-equality, then a semi-adjunction would
be sufficient, cf. (Hayashi 1985) and (Jacobs 1991).

Corollary 3.36 (Definitional Equality)
Let 33 be a valid N1--signature, I' be a valid NI1—-context and M and N be valid

MI=-objects. Let (K7, [~]i,), where Kz:[W,[D? V]|, be an equational Kripke
X-AI=-model.

1. If T by, A:Type and T b5 B : Type are provable in N_, then HAF]],VCVJ =
IIBF]]/VCVJ'

2. If Tk M:A, TFs N:Aand ' s M = N : A are provable in N_, then
[Mr], = [Ne]R, -
Proof (Sketch) By induction on the structure of proofs in N_, making essential
use of the requirement in the definition of a Kripke ¥-All_-model that if M =
N:A € X then [[Mo]]%J = IINO]]IVCVJ'

We prove transitivity (3.11) as an example. By the induction hypothesis,
[Ar]¥,, [Brl, and [Cr]i, are defined and [Ar]} = [Br]y, and [Br]y, =
[Cr]},. Since = is an equivalence relation, we get [Ar], = [Cr]x, .

Suppose that the last rule used was (3.13). By Definition 3.23, [My[, =
[Ny, The induction hypothesis tells us that [ is well-defined and that

there is an arrow [[F]],VCVJ 2 [[()]],VCVJ We apply p* and observe that [[Mp]]}/gj =

[Nrli -
If tjhe last rule used was (3.15), then we can apply the induction hypothesis
to obtain [Mr[, = [Nr]g, and [Ar[¥, = [Brly,. [Mrli, = [Nr]¥, is an

[Orl, — [Arlk,

but since [Ar], = [Br]x,, we also have an arrow

[Orlk, — [Brlk,

as required. W =57 (M:A)[I] and W =57 (N:B)[I] by Theorem 3.35.

Suppose that the last rule applied was (3.16). We apply the induction hy-
pothesis to obtain [Ar]i, = [Br]i, and [I] are well-defined. The assertion
Iy by I'(x) = I'(z) : Type tells us that I" and I are equal up to the choice of a
free variable. This means that there is an arrow

CYEST
[, —— [Tk,
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which induces a functor J(W)([T]¢, — J(W)([I'],). This takes [Ar]y, =
[Br]¥, to [Ar]¥, = [Brly,. Since z ¢ FV(A, B, K). We have that [Ap]i, =
[Br]x,. This argument is also used for (3.17). We observe that W =57 (M

A)[I'] and W ):IECJ (N:B)[I'], by Theorem 3.35.

We assume that the last rule used was (3.19). By the induction hypothesis
we have that [[AI‘]]’VCVJ = [[Bp]],VCVJ and [[CF@:A]],VCVJ = [[D[‘,x;A]]IVCVJ. We can apply
H[[F]]W [[A]]W to [[CF$:A]]}VCV to obtain

K7’ K7 ’ J

[(Tz:B.C)r]y, = [(z:B. D)y .

Since [Ar]y, = [Br]§, and [Cr..al¥, = [Dra:ali, = [Cre:s]8, =
[Dr... B]],VCVJ we have that

[(z:A.C)rli, = [(Hz: B. D)r]i, .

If the last rule used was (3.25) then by the induction hypothesis, we have that
also have

[[Mf,x:A]]}g/J = [[NF,JC:A]]]VCVJ = [[Mf,x:B]]gj = [[NF@:B]]]%/]~

We can now apply cury to these arrows to obtain
[z A M)rli, = [(Az: A N,

as required.

If (3.27) was the last rule used then we apply the induction hypothesis to ob-
tain [Mr], = [Ne[, and [Pr]y, = [Qr]},. From Theorem 3.35, we observe
that [M Pp]],‘é/J is well-defined and gives the correct arrow. It then follows from
the above equalities that

[MNr], = [NQrli,

as required.

Finally, if the last rule was (3.29), then applying the induction hypothesis
gives us that [[Mp]],VCVJ and [[Ap]],VCVJ = [[Bp]],‘évj are well-defined. [[Mp]],vgj is an
arrow [, — [Arlg,. Since [Ar]¥, = [Brl¥,, [Mrl¢, is also an arrow
[OIX, — [Brlik,- u

Having proven soundness, we now turn to completeness. The proof of com-
pleteness is obtained via a term model construction. We show that there exists a
(equational) Kripke 3-All(=)-model where the object cannot be forced at a given
world. Usually, a term model is obtained via the prime extension of a theory, cf.,
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the proof of the completeness theorem for the intuitionistic predicate calculus in
(Van Dalen 1994). In the absence of any positive connectives, we are able to do
without such a construction. A consequence of a direct construction is that we
construct long An-normal forms when dealing with occurrences of function types
of the form

Ma:lly:A.BFyg X

where X ranges over the assertions of the All-calculus. Before we can prove model
existence results, we need to to define validity for .

Definition 3.37 ( = -validity for AII)
Let ¥ be a valid All-signature, I' be a valid All-context and M be a valid AII-

object. Let (K7, [-]i ), where Kz :[W, [D°? V)], be a Kripke X-All-model. We
say that M : A is valid with respect to ', i.e.,

Iy M:A

if and only if, for all Kripke ¥-AII-models and all worlds W where [[F]],VCVJ, [[Mp]],vcvj
and [[AF]],VCV] are defined, W ):gj (M:A)[T]. |

We extend this definition to equational Kripke »-AlI_-models.

Definition 3.38 ( |=-validity for AII)
Let ¥ be a valid All_-signature, I' be a valid AlI_-context and M be a valid

All_-object. Let (K7, [—]x ), where Kz :[W, [D°?,V]], be an equational Kripke
2-All--model.

1. A= B:Type is valid with respect to I, i.e.,
I' =y, A= B:Type

if and only if, for all equational Kripke »-All_-models and all worlds W
where [TT{, [Ar]§, and [Br]i, are defined, W =57 (4 = B:Type)[I].

2. M = N:A is valid with respect to I, i.e.,
' By M=N:A
if and only if, for all equational Kripke »-All_-models and all worlds W
where [T, [Mr]Y, [Ne]i, and [Ap], are defined W =57 (M =N
AT, n

The following lemma is key to our completeness proof.
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Lemma 3.39 (Model Existence)
Let 32 be a valid N-signature, A be a valid NI-context and M be a valid \I-

object. There is a Kripke %-A1- model (Kz,[~]x ), where Kz :[W, [DP, V)],
and a world Wy such that if A s M: A, then Wo A7 (M : A)[A].

Proof Recall the Kripke X-All-model we constructed in § 3.2.1 and 3.4.1. We
have that I' )ngE (M : A b A] if and only if I' >0 A by M : A. We take
Wy =T = () and then we have W} IngE (M : A)[A] if and only if A ks M: A.
This is the required model. |

The appropriate equational Kripke X-AlI_-model is obtained by quotienting
the term model.

Corollary 3.40 (Equational Model Existence)
Let ¥ be a valid Nl—-signature, A be a valid Nl-context, M and N be valid
MlI-objects.  There is an equational Kripke ¥-Ml_-model (K7, [~]i,), where

K7:W,[D?,V]], and a world Wy such that
1. if Ay A= B:Type, then Wy 7 (A = B:Type)[A];

2. if Abg M = N: A, then Wy £s? (M = N: A)[A]. |
Proof We take the model Kz, used in Lemma 3.39 and form a model KZ..
We firstly quotient B(X) to obtain B(X)=. We replace B(X) by B(X)- in the

definitions of P(X) and Cr to obtain P(X)- and Ci. We now define 75 according
to the definition of 75, but using P(X)- and C; instead of P(X) and Cr, and
quotienting each fibre 7s(I')(I" x A) by =. The category KZ is then defined
according to the definition of Kz, except that 7y is used instead of 7y.

We observe that we still have I' >x1 A Fx A: Type if and only if, A is an object
of T.7(I')(I" > A). Since we have quotiented by provable equality, we get that
[Arsaalic, = [Broaali, and [Mrwalk, = [Nrsalk, for all worlds T'. Thus at

world Wy = () =T, A by A = B:Typeif and only if Wy ):ISTE (A = B:Type)[A],

and T s M = N: A if and only if, Wy = (M = N:A)[A]. n
We have the following results.

Theorem 3.41 (Completeness)

Let Y2 be a valid N\1-signature, I' be a valid Al1-context and M be a valid AI1-object.

['Fs M:Aif and only if T |5, M:A.

Proof

(Only If) By soundness, Theorem 3.35.

(If) Suppose that I' /s, M : A, then Lemma 3.39 yields a contradiction. |
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Corollary 3.42 (Equational Completeness)
Let 3 be a valid N1_-signature, I' be a valid A\II_-context and M and N be valid
MI_-objects. We have

1. Ty A= B:Type if and only if I' |y, A = B:Type,

2.Tkgy M =N:Aif and only if T = M = N:A.
Proof

(Only If) By soundness, Corollary 3.36.

(If) Suppose that I' /s, A = B:Type, then Lemma 3.40 yields a contradiction.
Similarly, if I' /s, M = N: A, then Lemma 3.40 yields a contradiction. W

3.8 Soundness and Completeness of A\l and All_

for =

We now turn to our second notion of satisfaction. The calculi AII and AIl—- do
not deal with assertions of the form 5 A % ©, which = forces. We introduce
a calculus of realizers, C, which handles assertions of this form. The calculus we
use was first introduced by Galmiche & Pym (2000).

Definition 3.43 (The system C)
Let X be a AMlI-signature and let ' = z1: Ay, ..., Apand © =y : Dy, ..y,
D,, be valid MlI-contexts. The system C is given by the following rules:

Axiom
3.30
IENCTRCNIpS (3.30)
where each @; € SUT and N proves I' by @;: D;[@;/y;]'Z} for 1 <i < n;
(M., My) (1p,M]) -
by D M) g p SR D fy )it
= = My /uil; Application (3.31)

<M1 ~~~~~ ! Mn>

FRTET

Fx I )

where M;:llz:B.C € ¥ UT, N proves I' s P: B and M;P =g, M, for some
1 << n;

(1r,M)

Fe Tt A—>T12:Ay:B

— Introduction (3.32)
by 0 A4 b 1A B

FZF—>@ FZgnF U:gn()‘/ @:577@/

, Equality (3.33)
Fe IV 5 ©
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where each equality is defined componentwise. |

We extend this system by adding all the definitional equalities induced by the
rules of Table 2. Equality is defined componentwise and I' = [" means z;: A; = Al
for 1 <i<m.

Definition 3.44 (The System C_)
Let X be a valid All_-signature, I', [V, © and ©’ be valid All_-contexts and o
and ¢’ be valid M\lI_-realizations. We add the following rules to C to obtain C_.

Fs T 50

_ (3.34)
F« =T =5 0=06

T =T =L 0 =¢
(3.35)

FoI'=T 22 0"=06

e T =" =5 0=0 ryI'=T" 720 =0

(3.36)

Fe T =T" "0 =0"
T o (3.37)

FelP=T"20=0" I Z50
(3.38)

Fe T =" =% 0 =0

by T YN b A = BT, ol Ay — AL g Ay = AL
b U= A B
where N_ proves by I context, for all m. (339
s (T2 A) = (T, 2:B) 2o p o Ay C) =T, 2: By D 5.0
by T = 7 2 A MEAT AN b 4 O =T Tz B. D |
g T MMl gy p LM, Di[M; /y;]523) (3.41)

<M1»7M'L/:N7I/ """" Mn)

Fe, T
where M; = N;:Ilz:B.C € YUT', N_ proves I' by, P = Q: B, M;P =3, M and
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N;P = N], for some 1 <i < n.

FeT 50 Fel=I"""% o=@
Fe ' 5 ©

(3.42)

Having defined the systems C and C_, we examine the relationship between
them and N and N_. The relationship is similar to the relationship between =
and |=.

Lemma 3.45 (Soundness of C for N)
Let X2 be a valid Nl-signature and let I' = x1: Ay, ..., xm : Ay and © = y; -

Dy,....y, 2 Dy be valid MI-contexts. If C proves s I’ M © then N
proves T b M;: Di[M; [y;]iZ} for 1 <i<n.

Proof The proof is by induction on C proofs and the length of terms. We
begin with the axiom rule. N proves I' by M;: D; [Mj/yj}é;ll is a side condition
of the rule and this is all we need to prove, so we are done.

We assume that application was the last rule used. We first fix i. Since
M;:1lz:B.C € I' UX, we conclude that N proves I' b, M;:Ilx: B.C'. We also
observe that N proves I' s, M;P:C[P/x] by an instance of the application rule
in N with I' by, M;:Ilz: B.C and I' by, P: B as premisses. Since M;P =g, M|
and N proves I' -y, M/!:C[P/z], we can apply the induction hypothesis to obtain
[ by M]: D;[M;/y;]i—} and conclude that C[P/x] =g, D;[M;/y;]iZ}. We replace
M; by M]. We have that for 1 <k <i—1, I by My: Dp[M;/y;]"~] and I’ by M]:
Di[M; /y;]i=1. We then have that T' by My : De[M;/y; )55 [M] /il M/ yp)5_i 1
for i +1 < k < n. If the last rule applied was the introduction rule then by
the induction hypothesis we have I';x: A v M : D. We apply (2.15) to obtain
s Ax:A.M:1lx: A. D as required.

Finally, we consider the case where the last rule used was equality. We have
On-equality on all levels. We apply the induction hypothesis and the various (1-
rules to obtain I by M/: Di[M; /y;]i—}, for 1 <i <n. |
Corollary 3.46 (Soundness of C_ for N_)

Let 33 be a MlI_-signature and let ' = x1: A1, ..., T Ay and © = y1: Dy, ..., yp,:

D,, be valid NI_- contexts. If C_ by I' = T" 7= 9 = ©’, then N provests
r=r=.0=0.N._ proves T =T" by M; = M} (D; = D;)[M;/y;]'—}), for
1< <n.

Proof By induction on the structure of C_ proofs. The equivalence relation

rules are straightforward. We only show transitivity. The induction hypothesis
yields I' = F/ '_2 Ml = MZI : ((D,L = D;)[M]/yj]z_l) and ]_—V = F// l_E MZ/ = M’L{/:

=1
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(D} = D)[M;/y;]'- _!). By the transitivity rules in N_, we can conclude that
I = I and I = I fmply I' = I (D; = D) [M, i~} and (D% = DM ]
imply (D; = DY)[M; /y]] . M; = M} and M] = M/ imply M; = M. Putting
all these together gives us the required result.

If the last applied rule was (3.37), we apply (3.13) which gives I' s D; :
((M; = N;)[M;/y;]iZ}) and we are done.

Suppose that the last rule applied was (3.38). We apply the induction hy-
pothesis to obtain ' Fx M; = M/ : (D; = D})[M;/yj]i=;). The assertions
are well-typed so we can apply (3.14) to obtain I' = IV gy M; = M!: ((D; =
D;)[M; /y;]'—}) as required.

If the last rule applied was (3.39), we an apply the induction hypothesis to
the first premise to obtain I' by M : A = B. This term is well-typed, so we
have I' Fy A = B : Type. We apply the induction hypothesis to the second
premise to obtain ', s M;: A; = AL, This term is also well-typed, so that
[, FxT(z) =T"(x): Type. We now apply (3.16) to obtain IV by M: A = B.

We assume the last rule applied was (3.40). The induction hypothesis yields
(e :A) = (IMx:B) Fy M = N : (C = D). We apply (3.25) to obtain
F=T"Fs M:A.M)=Az:B.N):(Illx:A.C) = (Ilz: B. D) as required.

Suppose the last rule was (3 41), we apply the induction hypothesis to obtain
I'bs M; = Ny Di[M;/y;]iZ) and T bs M = N : D;[M;/y;]'_}. Since M; =
N;:llz:B.Cand T kg P: B we can apply (3.26). N_ proves I' by M;P =
N;P: B[P/z|. Since M; =g, Z\/[{ and NiP :577 N/ we conclude that N_ proves

'y M} = N]:B[P/xz], hence B[P/x] =, D;[M;/y;]'_}. Using the rules for fn
equality we get I' sy M! = N/: D;[M; /y]]] T bs My Dy [M;/y]2f 1 < k<l

and ' by M,z Dy[M; /y; 523 [M] ) yi] [M; /y;)—i sy, for i+1 < p <n.

Finally, suppose that the last rule applied was (3.42). We apply the induction
hypothesis to obtain I' D,-[Mj/yj];;ll and © Fy z:D; = D.. Since this is
well-typed we have O Fy D = D} : Type. We now apply (3.29) to conclude N

proves ' sy M;: D![M;/y,]'Z}, as required. |

It is important to understand that Lemma 3.45 and Corollary 3.46 do not
imply that N or N_ is an adequate approximation of = . It is possible for

Jj=D

arrows of the form [A % O} to exist in the fibre over [T} in the absence

[Mr]R
of putatively corresponding arrows of the form [{)r]}¥ K T, [Ar]Y Ky The

satisfaction relation = is defined on the raw syntax mdependently of = and
gives the semantic counterpart to the assertion -y, — — — of C. Just as = gives
the semantic counterpart of the assertion — Fy —:— of N.

Lemma 3.47 (Completeness of C for N)
Let ¥ be a valid M1-signature, let T' = x1: Ay, ..., 20 Ay be a valid M- context
and M;, for 1 <i <m, be valid N\lI-objects. [fN proves T sy M;: Di[M; /y;]52h

for each 1 < i <mn, then C proves by I' ——— {1, Ms)

j=b

——= T, x:D;[M; /y;];Ly for1 <i<n.
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Proof The proof is by induction on ¢ and proofs in N. We first fix ¢+ and proceed
by induction on the structure of N proofs. Suppose we have the axiom sequent
[ by c:llay s Ay Ty, 0 Ay A[M;/y]0Z1, we apply (3.30). There is a
problem since we do not not know whether or not M; for 1 < j <i—11isin
Y UTI. We also know, however, that N proves I -5, c:C’[Mj/yj];;ll (21,75t} and
xp € XU for 1 <k <i— 1, which means we can apply (3.30) to get C proves
S L ——= T, 2:C[M;/y;]i=

Similarly, if we have the axiom sequent I' -y y: A[M;/ y]] then N proves

[ by o: A[M;/y;]iZ) and hence, by (3.30), we have C proves by T’ Ric/N T,z
A[M; /y;)523

Suppose that the last rule used was (2.15), which in the current setting is

j=D

I,z:Aby M:B[Mj/yj]§;11
[y dz: A M:Ilz: A. B[M,; /y;]i—

where no y; occurs free in A and each y; is distinct from x, we apply the induction
Ira:a,M i
hypothesis to obtain C proves s I',z: A Are:a M), L2 Ay BIM;/y;52 L. We
(1r,AcA . M)

apply (3.32) to obtain C proves by I' ——— I',y : Ilz : A. B[M; /y]]] | as
required.
Suppose the last rule applied was (2.16), which in our situation is

by M:Iz:A.B Thy N:A
by MN:B[N/z

where no y; occurs free in A or N and each y; is distinct from x. Applying the in-

duction hypothesis gives us that C proves by I' e, M) [y:llz:A. B[Mj/yj]é;ll
The side condition N proves I' 5y N : A is satisfied so we can apply (3.32) and

3.33) to get C proves 5 I’ Ur, MM, I, y:B[N/x][M,/y;]'Z} as required.
7/ 9315=1
Finally, the last rule applied was (2.17), which in our situation is

I'EM:AM,;/y )2y Ty A M y)2) :Type A=, A'
T bx M:A'M; /y)i2)

We apply the induction hypothesis to get C proves by, [ —— SRR Y A[M,/ y]]
—5T. y:A’[Mj/yj]jzl.
|

Since A =g, A’, we apply (3.33) to get C proves by I' ——— ()

Corollary 3.48 (Completeness of C_ for N_)
Let X2 be a valid Nl=-signature, let I' = x1: Ay,..., 2y Ay be a valid N1_-
context and M; and N;, for 1 < ¢ < n, be valid N\l_-objects. If N_ proves
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I'Fy (M; = N;) 2 (A = BZ)[M]/y]];;l1 for 1 < i < n, then C_ proves by
p U M=N, T,y: (A = Bi)[M; /y;]i=} for 1 <i<n.
Proof The proof is by induction over ¢ and N_ proofs. We begin by fixing i

and then proceed by induction on the structure of N_ proofs. The equivalence
relations are straightforward. We show transitivity as an example. We apply the
induction hypothesis to get C_ proves kg I’ e, M=), Uoy: Ay = A[M; /y;)i 2}
and C_ proves Fx I’ Ur V=MD, T,y: A} = AJ[M;/y;]’—;. (3.36) gives C_ proves
l—pw T,y A; = AJ[M;/y;]i_} as required.

Suppose that we have the axiom sequent N_ proves ' -y M = N:
A[Mj/yj]j;ll. We apply (3.37) and thus C_ proves Fx I’ UrM=H, L,y:
A[M; [y;]i

Suppose that we have rules (3.16) and (3.17). We apply the induction hypoth-
esis to obtain that C_ proves Fy, I',z: A= B fre: =5, M=N) Ie:A=B,y:C =

i—1 (Ip,Az: A.M=Xz:B.N)

D[M;/y;]5—;. We apply rule (3.39) to get C= proves ks I’
Iy:(Iz:A.C =1z:B.D)[M;/y;]\~}.

Suppose the last rule applied was (3.26). We apply the induction hypothesis
to get C_ proves by I’ UnM=N), [y:Tx:A. B[M;/y;]'—;. We apply (3.41) and

(3.42) to see that C_ proves Fx T’ Ur, MP=NQ) [, y:B[N/x] [M]/y]];;ll

Finally, assume that the last rule applied was (3.29). We apply the induction
<1F7M>
B

['x : A and C_ proves Fy x:
AL=A A~ B We apply (3.42) to get C_ proves by ' AL/ z:B. N

Having explored the relationship between N(-) and C(=), we now turn to

hypothesis to obtain C_ proves Fyx I’

the relationship between = and Fy — — —. We restrict our attention to

realizations of the form A /N A, z: A for two reasons. They correspond to
the provable assertions of the form I' -y N: A in N and in § 12 and § 13, when we
consider AII as the language of a logical framework, these will be the realizations
we are interested in when we carry out proof search. With this restriction, it
is clear that soundness for C with respect to Kripke ¥-All-models follows from
Lemma 3.45 and Theorem 3.35. Soundness for C_ follows from Corollary 3.46
and Corollary 3.36. We move straight to completeness.

Definition 3.49 (= -validity for AII)
Let ¥ be a Ml-signature. Let I' be a valid Al-context and let A % © be a

realization. We say that A = © is valid with respect to T, i.e.,

=y (A5 0)

if and only if, for all Kripke ¥-All-models, (K7, [~]i ), where Kz :[W, [D?, V],

65



and worlds W such that [T and [A Z O[x, are defined and W =A%
O)[I]. |

We extend this definition to AIl_ in the natural way.

Definition 3.50 (= -validity for AIl.)
Let ¥ be a A[I_-signature, I' be a valid A[I_-context and A = © and A/ 7, @ be

valid All_-realizations. We say that A = A’ 7=, 9 = @' is valid with respect
to I, i.e.

M=o (A=A Z50=0)
if and only if, for all Kripke ¥-All_-models, (K7, [~] ), where Kz :[W, D, V],
and worlds W such that [IJ{_, [A 5 O], and [A" = O] are defined [A &
eIy, =[A" % Y we have that W =57 (A % ©)[I] and W =57 (A7 %
N |
Lemma 3.51 (Model Existence)
Let ¥ be a Mll-signature, let T' be a valid MI-context and let A ——— A,z :

A[M;/y;]5-, be a realization. If /s, A (a0 — A, z: A[M;/y;]5—, (in C) then there
exists a Kripke $-A1- model <ICJ,[[ lic,): where Kz :[W, [DO V]|, and a world

Wy such that Wy =g (A —— A z: A)[A].

Proof In the term-model, Kz, in § 3.2.1, D =57 (I g A L2 po

A,z A)[I' > Al if and only if N proves I' >4 A s N @ A[M;/y;]j_,. By
Lemma 3.47, T' =457 (I 1 A s, p g A, z: A)I > A] if and only if C

proves s I'od A — T A, z: B[M; /y;]7_,. Thus we take Wy = (). |

(1r,N)

Corollary 3.52 (Equational Model Existence)
Let 3 be a ANII_-model, let I be a valid N\I1_-context and let A Az A=

B[M;/y;]5—, be a realization. Ift/s A A L2MEN, A, z: A= B[M;/y;|i_, then there
exists an equational Kripke S-Nl_-model (K7, [l ), where Kz :[W, [DoP, V)]

and a world Wy such that Wy =57 (A Ua M=), A, z: A= B)[A].

Proof In the equational Kripke 3-All_-model Kz, T’ )z)’éj (M A
I'>< A,z: A = B)[I'l if and only if N_ proves I' s A by M = N: A =
B[M;/y;]5—,. By Corollary 3.48, we have that T’ =57 (0 A U= b g
A, z:A = B)[I'] if and only if C proves Fs ' A = T'>1 A, 2: A = B[M; /y;]i_,
Thus we take Wy = (). |

(1a,M=N)
_—

(1p,M=N)
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Theorem 3.53 (Completeness)
Let ¥ be a Ml-signature, let T be a valzd )\H context and let A ——— A z:

A[M;/y;]5-, be a realization. C proves A Ua ), A, z: A[M;/y;]5-, if and only if

(1A,N)
Ay (A =25 A 2 A[M; y;)ny).
Proof

(1a,N)

Only If By Lemma 3.45 and Theorem 3.35.
If Suppose s A Lat, LA, 21 A[M;/y;]?_,, then Lemma 3.51 yields a contra-
diction. u

Corollary 3.54 (Equational Completeness)

Let 3 be a MI_-signature, let I' be a valid N\lI_-context and let A ——>
(1a,M=N)
—>

(1a,N)

—5 A,z
[]\L-/yj]j:1 be a realzation. C_ proves s, A A z: A= B[Mj/yj]?:1
if and only if A=y A L2 oA = BIM gl

Proof
Only If By Corollary 3.46 and Corollary 3.36.
<1A7M:N>

If Suppose 5 A A,z: A = B[M;/y;]j_,, then Lemma 3.52 yields a
contradiction. [ |
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Chapter 4

Applicative Structures and
Kripke Logical Relations

Having defined Kripke >-All-models and proven the relevant soundness and com-
pleteness results, we now define a set-theoretic class of Kripke X-All-models. The
starting point for these models is the work of (Dybjer 1995) and (Hofmann 1996).
The motivation for this chapter is § 6 of (Mitchell & Moggi 1991). As we have
mentioned previously, this part of the thesis adapts their work to the All-calculus.
We show that their work on logical relations can be generalized to our setting. We
begin by defining a class of Kripke ¥-All-models with families. These are then
restricted to a set-theoretic class of Kripke ¥-All-models which we call X-\II-
applicative structures. We are then able to define Kripke Y-All-logical relations
on these, which are the generalization of Mitchell and Moggi’s Kripke logical re-
lations to our setting. Finally, we examine classical 2-AlI-applicative structures
and show how they can arise from Y-AlI-applicative structures.

The presentation of the material in this chapter is new. The general theory
which has been adapted to this setting is, however, well-known. The majority of
the proofs are similar to those found in (Mitchell & Moggi 1991).

4.1 Applicative Structures

4.1.1 Kripke X-AlI-models with Families

(Dybjer 1995) and (Hofmann 1996) have defined set-theoretic models of depen-
dent types using the category of families of sets, Fam. The idea is simple, yet
provides a different class of models from those described in § 3, they are distin-
guished here by their interpretation of the syntax. Starting with a category C of
contexts and realizations, one constructs a functor F:C? — Fam as follows:

e Take a category C' of semantic contexts and semantic context morphisms;
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e Take the object-part to be
F(I) = (Ty(I'), Tm(L)) = (Ty(), Tm(T', A) aety(r))

where Ty(I') is a set of semantic types A such that I' by A : Type and
Tm(T', A) is a set of semantic terms;

e The arrow-part of F is given by semantic substitutions via inverse images.

The familial fibre given in Definition 2.6 is an instance of this definition. The
following example can be found in (Dybjer 1995) and (Hofmann 1996). We
take C to be the category of all small sets and functions, Set. Contexts, I, are
interpreted as sets whose cardinality is equal to the number of variables in T'.
Realizations are interpreted as functions between sets. We then define the set
Ty(T') to be the set of I'-indexed small sets, (o) er and each element of Tm(I, o)
is the assignment of an element M(y) of o, for each v € T..

It is possible to define a whole class of Kripke AlI-prestructures with families.
Our attention turns, however, to Kripke All-structures with families built on a
Kripke All-structure. We extend the definition of families of sets, Definition 2.5,
to the following category.

Definition 4.1
Let V be a category. We define the category, Fam(V), as follows:

Objects: Families, {V;};c;, of objects of V, which can be described as an ordered
pair (I,V'), in which V is indexed over I;

Arrows: An arrow (f,{fi}icr): (I, V) — (J, V') is given by a function f:1 — J
such that for each 7 € I, f;:V; — Vf(z')'

Given arrows (£, {fi}ier): (1,V) — (V') and (g, {g;}ier) : (V') — (K, V")
their composition is a function g o f and a family of functions {gsu) o fitier
determined by function composition for each i € I. |

Having generalized families of sets to the above category, it seems natural to
also generalize the index to allow indexing by objects. For our purposes, it is
sufficient to keep the index as a set. To define Kripke ¥-AlI-models with families,
we begin with a Kripke AlI-prestructure

J: W, [D?, V]|

as in Definition 3.1. For Kripke All-structures with families, we must have not
only the construction —, but also Fam(—):

Fr7: W, [D?, Fam(V)]]
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and we recall that for each V, there is a choice of V such that V = V. An inter-
pretation with families, [[—]]}j, is following the usual pattern, a partial function
from the raw syntax of the All-calculus to the prescription below.

e Contexts I" are mapped to objects [[F]]}/Yj of D. Realizations o = (M, ...,
M,,) are mapped to arrows [0, of D.
For example, take each D to be Set. We then interpret I' as a set whose

cardinality is equal to the number of variables in I and a realization o as a
function between sets.

e It follows that for each world W, F(W)([I']%,) is an object of FV), i.e.,

a family (I,V), where each V; has as objects arrows A L @ over Tin D
and as arrows, arrows A — A’ in D

Types A, in context ', are mapped to elements of the indexing sets [ in
the pairs (I, V). Corresponding to each i(= [Ar]},) € I is a category V,
chosen as in Definition 3.2 as a choice of D-arrows over [[F]]VFVJ.

For example, take I to be the set of all [T’ -indexed small sets, (P )yerrpy -
J

Each V| AclY, has as objects the functions [[]% — [I',2: A]%  and arrows

the identity function [[]%, — [I]%, .
e Objects M in context I' are mapped to objects of the category V[[ ArlY for
J

some A, and so is a D-arrow [T} L, x: A%, such that fipprg. =
J

1[”2/ . For this purpose, it is sufficient that each V;, for i € I, be discrete.
J

For example, assign M to the function [I']%, L, w AR in Vigw . Tt
J

is clear that we f;p[[I";g;A]].Ver = 1[[F]];Vj'

We are now in a position to define a Kripke >-All-model with families. While
we could restrict our attention to the All-calculus, we instead go straight to the
AlI_-calculus. For the remainder of this chapter we shall be concerned primarily
with equational theories. We thus sketch the formal definition of an equational
Kripke »-AlI_-model with families, eliding repetitive details, as follows:

Definition 4.2 (Equational Kripke ¥-AII_-models with families)

Let ¥ be a All_-signature. An equational Kripke ¥-AlI_-model with families is
an ordered pair, (Fz,[—]%, ), where Fz: [W, [D°?, Fam(V)]], is a Kripke 2-
AMI-structure with families. [[—]]}J is an interpretation with families, defined
simultaneously by induction on the (raw) syntax of the All_-calculus according

to the prescription above and following the cases of Definitions 3.17 and 3.23. B
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It should be clear that we obtain soundness and completeness of the system
N_ for equational Kripke X-All-models with families. If we were to permit in the
third point above, the interpretations of realizations of I', as in Definition 3.26.
Then we would be able to obtain soundness and completeness of C_ for equational
Kripke ¥-All_-models with families.

The presence of families allows a type and its inhabitants to be interpreted
as a single object (I,V). It is this feature which makes Kripke Y-AIl_-models
with families the appropriate basis for an account of logical relations (g.v. § 4.2)
for dependent types. To this end, we now define set-theoretic equational Kripke
Y-All_-applicative structures.

4.1.2 Equational Kripke »-AII_-Applicative Structures

We modify the Kripke ¥-AlI_-model with families to a set-theoretic structure.
We produce a structure similar to Cartmell’s category Fam.

Definition 4.3 (Equational Kripke 3-All_-applicative structures)
Let ¥ be a Mll-signature. An equational Kripke X-A1_-applicative structure is
an equational Kripke »-All_-model with families F; in which

e )V is assigned to any poset, regarded as a category;

e D is assigned to Set;

e Fam(V) is assigned to Fam.
The interpretation [—]z  is the one sketched above. |

It should now be clear that equational Kripke »-AlI_-applicative structures
can be written in the form

Fa(W(ITTR,) = (Ty([T1%,), Tm([TT%,, [[AF]]EEVJ)[[AF]];VJGTy([[F}]VfVJ))

We drop the J from F; when no confusion can arise.

4.2 Kripke Logical Relations

In the classical model theory of the A-calculus, logical relations ((Plotkin n.d.),
(Plotkin 1980), (Statman 1985) and (Friedman 1975)) are families of relations
indexed by types which indicate a condition implying closure under application
and A-abstraction.

Our notion of Kripke »-AlI_-logical relation is the generalization of Mitchell
& Moggi’s (1991) Kripke logical relations to dependent types, i.e., our logical re-
lations indicate closure under application and Il-abstraction. Mitchell & Moggi’s
(1991) work is in turn a generalization of Plotkin’s (1980) I-relations.

71



The worlds in Kripke >-AlI_-logical relations are intended to be type assign-
ments; cf. (Mitchell & Moggi 1991). In § 4.2.3 we use the worlds to provide a
counter-model to the following: let f, g € [(Ilz: A. B)r)]". For all W < W’ and
all a € [Ap]Y

NYWY g = (N g)a implies f = g.

Definition 4.4 (Equational Kripke X-ATI_-logical relations)

Let ¥ be a AIl_-signature and let F;, F> be equational Kripke 3-AII_-applicative
structures over the same poset of worlds, W. An equational Kripke 3-A1_-logical
relation over Fi and Fy is a triple of families of relations. Indexed respectively
by worlds; worlds and contexts; and, worlds, contexts and types.

R = (R, RTv, ROY)
where

(Con) R C (Set [ [-]%,) x (Set [ [-]2),

(Ty) Ry € Typryy < Tygpy , and

(Tm) Rp 4 C Ty ([Ar]%) x Tm[[r]]%([[AF]]%%
subject to the following conditions:

(Mon) e If R{g([I]%), [T]%), then, for all W < W,
R (" (L)), & ([T]5,)):
o If RY%([Ar]E, [Ar]'%), then, for all W < W,
Rt e N (TART ), N ([ )
o If R A([Mr]%, [Mr]%,), then, for all W < W,
Ryr AN (IMe] 7)), N ([M]R));

(Kconst) Foreachc:1lzy:A;. ... Iz, : Ay, . Type € ¥ and for each My, ..., M,
such that, for all W < W', and each 1 <1i < m,

R(vgvljr,Ai [M; /5] (M IMR),
we have,

Rt p(ope (N (AL, N (M R)) op2 N (ML), -
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N (Ml 7))

where op! and op? are the operations corresponding to ¢ in F; and F,
respectively;

(Tconst) For each ¢:1lxy: Ay . ... .1z, A, . A € X and for each My, ..., M,
such that, for all W < W', and each 1 <i < m,

Ry TLAIM; )0 WMD) N (M)

we have
RWF A[M; [x;]7 (Opi(ﬂMl]]%, Ty [[MM]]}M{% Opz([[Ml]]]VI'; Tt [[Mm]]}m‘/g))

where op! and op? are the operations corresponding to ¢ in F; and F,
respectively;

(Connex) R ([I]%,[I]%) and RIV;}{F([[AF]]%, [Ar]’%), if and only if,
REM([T,x: AR, [T,z A)R)
(Compre) R{ri,. 4. 5([Mr]% . [Mr]%) if and only if, for all W < W,

Rivra(INc] % [V
implies

R 1 sy N (M) INE D N (M) INE]E ). u

Having defined equational Kripke »-All_-logical relations, we now prove the
fundamental lemma.

Lemma 4.5 (Fundamental Lemma)

Let 3 be a Al1_-signature, let F, and Fy be equational Kripke ¥-A1_-applicative
structures and let R be an equational Kripke X-Al1_-logical relation on them. If
N_ proves T' by M : A and, at each world W, R"([T]%, [T]}%), then, at each
world W,

1. Rg'V@{FQ[AF]]gg, [Ar]E), and

2. R A([Mr]%, [Mr] 7).
Proof By induction on the structure of proofs in N_, as usual, both parts must
be proven simultaneously because of dependencies.

We begin with the case where I' -y c:1lx: Ay . ... .1z, A, . A is an axiom
sequent. (T'const) satisfies the condition of the second part of (Compre) m-times.
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Thus we obtain that
Ryfp([Mzy Ay g Ay ALE [Ty Ay Ty Ay AL

and
R(VDVZ,)F,Hxl CA1 T s Am .A([[CF]]%a [[CF]]%)

Suppose (I' =)A,z: A, A’ by z: A is an axiom sequent. We repeatedly apply
(Connex) to obtain
CAN(ENPRENES)

which also holds at I'. We can thus conclude

Rivrallerls . [or] %)

and
R ([Arl % [Ar])-
Suppose the last rule used was II I, i.e.,
Ix:AFs M:B
ks Ax:A.M:1lz:A.B

To show Rt 1p: 4. 5([(Az: A M)p]¥, [(Az: A. M)r]%) we must show

Rivr a(INeI 7, [Ne]7,)
implies
R piya) N (IO A M) Z) INE)E N ([N AL M)rLE ) [NT] )
So we must assume R{’r 4 ([Nr] %, [Nr]%,). We apply the induction hypothesis

and apply terms to obtain R%’F,B[NM(NW’W/([[(M: c AL M) E NV (A

A.M)r]}%)) and Ra}fr([[ﬂx:A .B]%,[lz:A.B]}Y) as required.
If the last rule applied was II F, i.e.,

by M:Iz:A.B Thy N:A
by MN:B[N/z

then applying the induction hypothesis yields R{/r 11, 4. p([Mr]% , [Mr]Y%,) and
Rir a(INe]% , [Nr]%,). We apply (Connex) and (Mon) to obtain

ROb’,F,B[N/x] (NW’W, ( [[MF]]% ) [[NF]]fll N ([[MF]]% ) [[NF]]:FQI)

and we are done.
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Suppose the last rule applied was

by M:A Thyg A :Type A =g, A’
I "2 MCA/

We recall from soundness that since we are restricting to the M : A: Type-fragment
of the All-calculus, the type A is a fn-redex just in case where an object M on
which A depends is a n-redex. We can then use (Connex) to obtain the result. B

4.2.1 Partial Logical Equivalence Relations

Mitchell & Moggi (1991) show that partial equivalence relations can be used to
explain the interplay between the classical meta-theory of the simply typed \-
calculus and Kripke A-models. Here, we show that a similar technique works
for models of the All-calculus. In the next section we will define a classical -
AMI_-applicative structure (essentially a Kripke 3-All_-applicative structure at
a single world) and the Kripke ¥-A1_-logical partial equivalence relations allow
us to quotient the classical X-AlI_-applicative structure to obtain an equational
Kripke »-AlI_-applicative structure.

A Kripke 3-AlI_-logical partial equivalence relation is, as its names suggests,
a Kripke »-All_-logical relation which is symmetric and transitive. The follow-
ing lemma shows that Kripke »-AlI_-logical partial equivalence relations can be
constructed by a partial equivalence relation on any level of the All-calculus.

Lemma 4.6 (Partial Equivalence)

Let ¥ be a ANll_-signature. Let F be an equational Kripke X-AlI_-applicative
structure and let R = (R, RTY, R°) be an equational Kripke L-NI_-logical
relation on it. Then the following are equivalent:

1. R is a partial equivalence;
2. RTY is a partial equivalence;

3. R% is a partial equivalence.

Proof (Sketch) The proof is by induction on the structure of contexts, types and
objects. The proof involves showing that the property of a relation on any level
defines the same property for relations on other levels. |

4.2.2 Kripke Logical Relations on Classical Applicative
Structures

We take a classical X-All_-applicative structure to be a pair U = (U, [—],),
in which U :[D°, Fam] carries the structure carried by an equational Kripke -
AMI_-applicative structure at a fixed world and [X],, is defined for all X derivable
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in N_. Alternatively, we could have taken a Kripke 3-AII_-applicative structure
in which W is taken to be the category with one object and one arrow.

Given a classical applicative structure U = (U, [—],), we define a Kripke
applicative structure [W,U] as follows (we sketch just a few key points):

e Take W to be a poset;
e At each world W we have the functor U;

e The natural transformation induced by arrows between worlds is taken to
be the identity.

Let U and V be classical X-AlI_-applicative structures. We say that R is a
Kripke logical relation on the classical X-All_-applicative structures U and V if
R is a Kripke logical relation on W, U] and W, V.

In the case of a partial equivalence relation on U, i.e., V = U, we can form
the quotient U /R.

Lemma 4.7 (quotients yield Kripke applicative structures)
In the notion of the discussion above, U/R is an equational Kripke 3-AII_-
applicative structure.

Proof (Sketch) We need to show that [[X]]ZZV/R = [[X])/ % for all derivable X in
N_. This is done by an induction over the structure of N_. |

Lemma 4.8
Let U/R be as above and let f,g € [(Ix: A.B)p]]mR. Then, for all W < W’

and for all a € [[Ap]]LV{V/;z, U/R satisfies the following extensionality condition:

NYW £Ya = N W' 9)a  implies f=g (4.1)
Proof (Sketch) [[Ap]]LV/IR is a set and so it is either empty or non-empty. If it is
empty, then f = ¢g. If [[AF]]Z}//,R is non-empty, then fa = ga for all appropriate
worlds. Thus f and g are equal on all values of f and g, hence f = g. |

Theorem 4.9 (Classical Equational Completeness)

Let Y be a NlI_-signature. LetT'ls M = N:A and " by, A = B:Type be provable
assertions in N_. There exists a classical X-N1_-applicative structure U and a
Kripke partial logical equivalence relation on U such that T’ }:Z;/ RM=N:A
and T' ):LE{/R A = B:Type.

Proof (Sketch) We recall the Kripke AlI_-structure Kz=, we defined in § 3.7. The
idea is to carry out the above construction on this Kripke AIl_-structure. We
first have to modify our model slightly so that it is a Kripke X-All-applicative
structure. We define the fibre K7=(A)(A >a I) to be the ordered pair (1,V),
where I is the set of types A, such that A 1 T' by A: Type and V is the set
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. id, . L
of sections A > I" NN [z : A. We then take the classical applicative

structure U to be the fibre at the world A = (). We take the Kripke logical
relation R to be the one which identifies equations I' by M = N: A and T 5,
A = B:Type. It remains to show that this is a partial equivalence relation. This
is straightforward. |

The above proof illustrates the difficulties involved in proving completeness
in the absence of worlds.

4.2.3 A Counter-model to Semantic Implication

As an application of Kripke quotients, we provide a counter-model to the ex-
tensionality condition shown in Lemma 4.8. We construct a classical »-AI1_-
applicative structure together with a Kripke logical relation. We let f, g € [(Ilx:
A. B)r]jyr- We then show that for all W < W' and for all a € [[AF]]LV{V/;Q

(j\/’WvW/f)a — (/\/W’W'g)a does not imply f =g (4.2)

We take the classical ¥-AlI_-applicative structure we described in the proof of
Theorem 4.9. We take W to be the poset containing two worlds {0, 1}. The proof
of Lemma 4.8 required that [[A[‘]]LV{V/R be either globally empty or non-empty. We

take RLY([Ar]%) = 0 and REY([Ar]),) = id. Clearly, when we take the quotient,
[[AF]]Z{V/R will be empty at world 0 and non-empty at world 1, thus breaking the

argument of Lemma 4.8. We now need to show that (V"W f)a = (VW' g)a.
This holds trivially at world 0. At world 1, we must make fa = ga, an easy way
to do this is to chose the relation RLY so that [Ar], /& has only one element.
We have constructed our counter-model and it is straightforward to verify that
equation 4.2 holds.

77



Chapter 5

The Internal Logic and its
Models

In this chapter, we depart from the work of (Mitchell & Moggi 1991) and provide
a preview of the material to come in § 8. The internal logic of a type theory
is the logic obtained using the propositions-as-types ((Curry 1934), (Curry &
Feys 1958), (Howard 1980)) correspondence. For the All-calculus, this is the
{V, D}-fragment of many sorted minimal first-order logic. We begin this chapter
with a syntactic account of this logic. We present the logic as a natural deduction
system with proof-objects. Following this presentation, we provide an algebraic
account of this logic. We provide models in the same spirit as Kripke AII-models.
These models, which we call Kripke Lp-models, are closely related to the hy-
perdoctrines of Lawvere (1970) and Seely (1983). We begin with Kripke Lp-
prestructures, with the move to Kripke Lp-structures corresponding to the move
from studying proofs to logical consequence. The final section of this chapter pro-
vides the pattern and motivation for § 8. We show that the propositions-as-types
correspondence induces an (indexed) isomorphism between Kripke Lr-models
and Kripke ¥-AlI-models.

The material in this chapter up to § 5.3 is well-known. The Kripke Lr-models
are new, although the principles behind them are well-understood. The work on
the propositions-as-types isomorphism is original research.

5.1 The Propositions-as-types Correspondence

Within this section, technical details have been toned down to allow us to present,
clearly, the essential points needed to motivate and explain the propositions-as-
types isomorphism. The material in this section is already well-explained within
the literature. The reader is advised to consultant the appropriate references for
a fuller account; for example, (Barendregt 1991) and (Howard 1980).

The All-calculus is in propositions-as-types (Curry-Howard-de Bruijin-
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Barendregt) correspondence with the {V, D}-fragment of many sorted minimal
first-order logic. The correspondence can be formulated in the style of Barendregt
(1991).

Let L7 denote the {V, D}-fragment of many sorted minimal first-order logic
with theory T consisting of a finite set of constants of basic sorts, function symbols
of finite arity (0- ary functions are constants) and atomic predicate letters of finite
arity. The alphabet A of L1 to consist the following sets:

e A countable set of basic sorts including ¢ and o;
o Theset {V,D,c1,....¢n f1,- oy fn, P1y- .., P}

We assume a countably infinite stock of variables of each basic sort which has
variabes. We define Termg, the collection of terms with sort S, as follows:

e If x has sort S, then z € Termg;
e If ¢ has sort S, then ¢ € Termg;

o If f has sort Sp,...,5, — S and if for 1 < i < n, t; € Termg,, then
f(t1, ..., t,) € Termg.

We define Form, the collection of formulee of L7, as follows:

o If PCT) x...T, is a predicate letter and ¢; € Termy, for 1 <7 < m. then
P(ty,...,tm) € Form;

e If ¢ € Form and ¢ € Form, then ¢ D ¢ € Form;
o If ¢ € Form, then Vx:S.¢ € Form, where x is free in ¢.

A natural deduction system for L1 is defined by the following rules.

[¢] . .
; - 6 95%
=Y v

: (x not free in any :
o) assumption upon Vz:S.¢ (t € Termg)
VoS0 VI which ¢ depends) oA vVE
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We extend our view of L to include proof-objects. To this end, we use Baren-
dregt’s (1991) notation for natural deductions, §: (A Fr ¢), as follows:
peN=as:(AFr @)
01: (Al @) 62:(Abr ¢ D) = 0162: (A )
0:(A,pbr ) = 150 (A ¢ DY)
J:(AFpVr:S.¢), t € Termg = 0t: (A Fp ¢[t/x])
0:(AFr @), ©:S¢ FV(A)= Gx:S.0:(AFpVa:S.¢)

The theory T defined over L plays a role similar to that of the signature in
the AIIl- calculus. We are now able to define the (proof-theoretic) propositions-
as-types correspondence, following (Barendregt 1991).

Definition 5.1 (Propositions-as-types Translation)
We define a translation {—J} from L to the ¥, .-All-calculus as a triple ({—}r,

{—3r, {—}p), defined below.
We define the translation, {—}7, from Termg to objects of the AI-calculus.

The sort S is translated to the type S.
o {a}r=ua:8
o {c}r=c:S
o {f(tr,....ta)}r = f{tai}r.. . {tadr
We define the translation {—J}» from Form to types of the All-calculus.
o {o}r =4

o {oDV}r =Tz {o}r . {v}r ({o}r — {¥}r) where z does not occur
free in {Y )} r

o {Va:S. ¢}p=1x:S . {o}r

The translations {—}+ and {—} r also sends the theory T to the signature

Yr. 3r contains {c}r, {f}r and {P}r.
We define the translation {—}p from the proof-objects of L7 to objects of
the All-calculus.

o {aghr=2:{o}p
o {I}p=2v:{o}r
[} {{G}p - )\ .

While 6 : (A Fr ¢) is a natural deduction proof, from now on we consider it
as a realizer.
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Proposition 5.2 (Propositions-as-types Correspondence)

The sequent X 6: (A Fr ¢) is provable if and only if N proves { X}, {A} Fs.
{0} : {0}, where Xp is the set which contains {c}, {f} and {P} for all the
constants, function symbols and predicate letters in T and X is the set of syntactic
variables in 9.

Proof (Sketch) Both directions of this proof require a striaghtforward induction.
The if direction requires an induction over the structure of proof-objects of Lr,
while the only if direction requires an induction over N. |

A few comments are needed about the relationship between the AIl_-calculus
and L7. We need to extend L7 so that it includes equality. This is done by
adding a predicate = and adding axioms about the properties of this predicate,
e.g., it should be an equivalence relation. Thus we define a theory T_. We then
identify the predicate = with equality in the AII_-calculus under the propositions-
as-types correspondence. The equality predicate can, however, be treated as just
another predicate, rather than a special one which corresponds to equality in the
AI_-calculus. So from now on, we just consider the AlI-calculus, since it can
adequately represent (q.v. § 6) Lr for any T, including ones with equality.

5.2 The Semantics of the Internal Logic L

The semantics of the logic L1 can be given in many ways. Perhaps, the most fa-
miliar is Kripke’s (1965) approach in which many propositions can be interpreted
in a structure at a world. Informally, let M be a Kripke model of L, consisting
of a preordered set of worlds, with enough structure to interpret the constants,
function symbols and predicate letters of T, and an assignment p of the variables
of L1 in a structure at a world. The satisfaction relation w, p H—QA ¢, read as,
“the world w forces proposition ¢ in Kripke model M with respect to assignment
p”. It is defined by induction on the structure of propositions as follows:

o w,p|—"p(T) if and only if [#]%, is defined and is in [p]%;

e w,p|—)"'¢ D ¢ if and only if, for all w ER w', (w', plf] |- ¢ implies

o, p[f] 7" );

o w,pl|-3"Vz:S. ¢ if and only if, for all w Low, all a: [ST% — [ST% and
terms ¢t such that [t]%, = a, (v, p[f][x := a] ||—¥l o[t/x]).

We are concerned with the extension of forcing to consequences labelled with
proof-objects. We consider a version of Kripke semantics for the {V, D}-fragment
of many sorted minimal first-order logic with proof-objects. Our formulation will
be appropriate for considering a semantic account of the propositions-as-types
correspondence. Specifically, we formulate Kripke models of L7 within the same
categorical framework as our Kripke ¥-AlI-models.
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5.2.1 Kripke Prestructures and Structures for L,

We use indexed categories to define a Kripke prestructure for L. Indexed cate-
gories, or doctrines, are used to model algebraic theories, cf. (Kock & Reyes 1977).
The Kripke prestructure for L7, we will presently define, is at each world a special
case of a hyperdoctrine.

The definition of a hyperdoctrine in Lawvere (1969) provides a model for
intuitionistic logic. The relationship between this definition and ours is as follows:

e We only require the existence of a right adjoint to functors induced by
projections in the base category. Lawvere requires right and left adjoints
to all functors between fibres. We only need right adjoints because we are
only interested in the {V, D}-fragment and so do not require that there is
enough structure to interpret the existential. Intuitionistic logic coincides
with minimal logic for the fragment we are interested in.

e The Beck-Chevalley condition we use is a special case of the condition given
by Lawvere. Our Beck-Chevalley condition is sufficient for our prestructure,
cf. Seely (1983), § 8.

Definition 5.3 (Kripke Prestructures for L)

A Kripke prestructure for the logic Lr is a functor J:[W, [B?, V]|, such that (i)
W is a small category of worlds; (ii) B = [ [y, By, where each By is a small
cartesian closed category; and, (ii7) V is a (sub)category (of Cat) of values such
that

e For all worlds W in W and objects U in By, J(W)(U) is cartesian closed;

e For all worlds W in W and arrows f: R — U in By, there is a functor
fIJW)(U) — J(W)(R). This functor preserves on the nose the terminal
object 17wyw) in J(W)(U) and the cartesian closed structure of J (W) (U);

e For all worlds W in W and projections pyy : U x V. — U, each functor
Py IW)U) — J(W)(U x V) has a right adjoint

poy Vo IW)U x V) — JW)(U)

that satisfies the following (strict) Beck-Chevalley conditions: for each f:
R — U in By, each L in By, and each V in J(W)(U x L) we have

f*(VuLV) =Ver((f x L)V)

and
(f x L)*(appw (L,V)) = appw (L, (f x L)*V)

where appw is the counit to the adjunction. |
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We take base categories at each world and then define fibres over their co-
product to follow the structure of a Kripke AlI-prestructure. We recall that the
reason for this is that we want our Kripke models to be analogous to Kripke mod-
els of intuitionistic logic where there is a model of classical logic at each world.
We will find when we construct the term model of £ that we need to take the
same category at each world. This is because we need to define constants and
functions at each world.

We now have a Kripke prestructure for L1 in which we can interpret its for-
mulae and proofs. We wish, however, to be able to interpret logical consequence as
well. We achieve this by moving to a Kripke structure for L. The objects in each
fibre of the Kripke structure for L7 are tuples of arrows in the fibres of the Kripke
prestructure for L£p. The objects in the fibres of the Kripke structure for L1 are
used to interpret proofs, so that the arrows interpret proofs. Then the arrows
between these proofs interpret proof transformations, ¢.e., logical consequence.

Definition 5.4 (Kripke Structures for Lr)
Let J be a Kripke prestructure for L, J:[W, [B®,V]|. A Kripke structure for
Lr on J is a functor

ICJ : [W7 [Bap’ ]]7
such that the category V has the following properties:

Objects: Categories V built out of V = J(W)(U) with:

Objects: Arrows
— fx
AA

—

inV, where A= A; x ... x A,;
Arrows: Arrows
- fE,B

(ZJIZ—’A>A)—>(B—>B)

— = _
are arrows A — B in V', where B = B; X ... X B,,.

Arrows: Functors f*: K7 (W)(U) — K7(W)(R), where U L. R is an arrow in
By, defined as follows:

1. The functor K7 (W)(f) takes an object of KC7(W)(U), the arrow fz 4,
and returns an object in 7 (W)(R), which is the arrow:

n

Ks(W)(H)fae) = [[TW)(H)(C)

i=1

TW) () fe.c)

T W)(H)(C).

2. The functor K7 (W)(f) takes an arrow of K,(W)(U), A & B, and
returns the arrow v = J(W)(f)(U), where C; x ... x C,, = Dy x ... %
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D,, is such that J(W)(f)(A4;) = C; for 1 <i <mand J(W)(f)(B;)
Djfor 1 <j<n.

5.2.2 Kripke Models of Ly

We need to ensure that a Kripke model for L1 has enough structure to interpret
all the constants and function symbols in 7'. This is similar to the requirement
that Kripke >-All-models have »-operations.

Definition 5.5 (Enough Structure)
Let K7 be a Kripke structure for L. We say that s has enough structure to
interpret T’ if for all worlds W in W, the following conditions are satisfied:

1. There are as least as many objects in By, as there are sorts in L, the
language underlying L;

2. For all worlds W and all function symbols f:5i,...,5, — S, there exists
a morphism [[Sl]]g’;’ X ... % [Sh g’jp — [[S]]?Jp in By;

3. For all worlds W and all predicate symbols P with arity Si,...,.5,, there

exists an object P(xy,...,x,), where x1:51,...,2,:S,, in J(W)(X) and
W, W,

Since constants are 0-ary function symbols, we have a morphism [[c]],vcvf 11—
[[C’]],ng in By, for each constant c:C.

Definition 5.6 (Kripke Models of L7)

A Kripke model of Lt consists of a pair (Kgz, [~]x?), where Kz :[W, (B, V)] is
a Kripke structure for L1 and the partial function [[—]],Ejp is an interpretation of
Ly in J7. The interpretation is defined by induction on the structure of (i) sorts
which are interpreted as objects in B; (i7) terms, which are interpreted as arrows

in B; and, (éi7) propositions, with variables in the set X = {x;:51,..., 2 :Sn},
which are interpreted in the fibre over [[Sl]],‘g/’jp X ... [Sm ,VCV; If X =0, then

[[(b(X)]],VCV’Jp is an object of K7 (W)(1).
The sorts, terms and functions are interpreted as follows:

1. For each sort S, [[S]],ch’jp is an object of By, defined by induction on sorts;

e For each sort S, [[S]],chj is (a choice of) an object in By;

e For each function sort, i.e., S =51,...,S5, — T,

W, w1 [S:0,7)
STy = [Ty "= "7,

the internal hom in Byy;
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2. For each variable x : S, [[SC]]E/; is an arrow [[S]],VCV’; LN [[S]],Ig/jp in By, not
dependent on W;

3. For each function f:S51,...,S, — S, we interpret it as the arrow given by
Definition 5.5. We have that:

e Constants c of sort S are interpreted as an arrow [[c]]g’; 11— [[S]]gjp
in Bw;

e Functions f:51,...,S5, — S are interpreted as an arrow

| LA e i

i=1

in By, and given t;:S; for 1 <i <n, then

[t talie) = 1A Ty - Ttali

using the cartesian category structure of By in the usual way (Lambek

& Scott 1986);

e Tuples of terms are interpreted as arrows in Byy:

([tadicy s Tl [y > > [Awly — [Bulic) % . < [Bali

where, for each 1 <i <n, x1:A1,...,Tm:An b1 t;: By
e Term-formation by application is interpreted by function space appli-

cation in Byy.

The connectives are interpreted as objects in J(WW)(X) by induction over the

structure of formulee, exploiting the cartesian closed structure of the fibres, as

follows:

Atomic: For each predicate letter P with arity Si,...,S,, [P(z1,... ,xn)]],‘g/jp is
an object of j(W)([[Sl]]Wp X ... X [[Sn]],lg/’p), given by Definition 5.5 together

with an arrow 1 — [P(zq, .. xn)]],cj,

Implication: if [[pl]],vg’jp = A; in Ks(W)(X) and [[pQ]]g’f = A, then [p; D
pal? = At in J(W)(X);

Universal: if [p(2)]/ in J(W)(X,2:A), then [Va: A.p]* = Vx a[p]c?" in
I W)(X).

We interpret the proof-objects as arrows in J(W)(X) by induction over the
structure of proof-objects, exploiting the cartesian closed structure of the fibres,
as follows:
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[aolic) = po, the projection [T, [} — [l

[[5152]],‘2[/}’3 = eval o ([[51]]2/’3” X ﬂég]],vcvf), where eval is the application map;

[[I¢5]],chf = )\[[(5]] , where X is the unique morphism guaranteed by expo-
nentiation;

[6t)icy =t [0k}

o [Gz:S. 5]],‘?’; = ‘V’X7S[[5]],VCV:7’).

We require, in order for the definition of interpretations by induction on the
syntactic structure of L1 to work, the following syntactic monotonicity condition:
if [X ]],VCVJ” is defined, then so is [X’ ]],VCV’]”, for every subterm or subformula X’
of X, where X ranges over the whole syntax of Lrsequents. We also require
the following accessibility condition: if there is an arrow W < W’ in W, then

JW(IX]E) = TWIXTE ) and F(W)([XTE) = F(W)([X]E 7). =

We give the term model as an example of a Kripke model for L.

5.2.3 Term Model

We sketch the construction of a term model (K7, [~]i’). For a fixed alphabet
A the category B(A) is defined as follows:

Objects: Contexts of the form zy:Sy,... 2, : Sy, for m > 0 (m = 0 gives the
unique empty context, (), the terminal object of B(A));

Arrows: Tuples of the form

T1:51, .y TS 1415"%% Ty, ... yn: Ty

such that, for each 1 < i < mn, x1:51,...,2Zp: Sy Fr t;:T;. (Terms ¢; will
be of the form f;s;...s,,,. In particular, a variable x of sort S arises as an

arrow z: S z:S.)

The posetal category of worlds, a subcategory of B(A) is defined just as in Defi-
nition 3.3.

Objects: The empty context, (), is an object of W. If X is an object of WV and
there exists an arrow X — X, X’ in B(A), then X, X’ is an object of W;

Arrows: There is an arrow X — X' if and only if X C X',
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At each world X, we take Cx to be B(A). We then define B” =[]y, CX -
We show that Cx has a product. We claim that given two objects, x; :
Sty Syoand yy 211, ...,y : Ty, their product is x1: 51, ..., %m : S, Y1 -

Ty, ..., yn: T, with projections x1:51, ..., Tpm:Sm,y1: 11, ..., yYn: 1Ty M T
Sty Spand 1 : 57, . T Sy T, Y T Mylel,...,yn:
Sh-
Suppose that z; : Uy,..., 2, : U, is another object in Cx together with two

arrows 21 : Uy, ..., %, 1 U, Miyofmd, 21t S, ., Ty 0 Sy, and 21 1 Uy, .o 2
U, RN y1 2 T1,...,yn = T,. We show that there exists a unique arrow

<h17~~~7hn+'m>
— A Sl,

21U, 00,20 U s T Smyyn s T, .., yn - T, such that

the diagram
21:Up, .0, 2p0 U,

=) 4
'

T1:51, ... TS 21:51, -y Yn:Th yr:1h, .y T

<$1,...,Im> <y17-"7y7’b>

commutes. We begin by showing the existence of h. The arrow f is such that
for 1 <i <m, f;:S5; is a term in Lp. Similarly, for 1 <7 < n, g;:7T; is a term
in Lr. For the diagram to commute, we need z; o h; = f;, for 1 < ¢ < mj but
since x; o h; = h;, we have that h; = f; for 1 < ¢ < m. Similarly, hji,, = g,
for 1 < j < n. Thus we can define h to be (f1,..., fu,91,.--,9m). Uniqueness
follows, since if we were to chose another arrow k: 2z, : Uy,...,2,: U, — 21 :
Sty s T Sy 2 Th, ...,y - Ty, then the same equalities hold and so £ = h.
Hence B has a product.
We now show that Cx has an exponential. We take XY = (x,:5,...,

Ty Sy ) Wi Tr¥n:Ta) £6 be a candidate for the exponential together with the
evaluation arrow (21:51, ..., Ty 1Sy )W Tt o) s (y Ty Ly )

ATL B L ) (x1:51,. .., Zm:Spm), where each f; has sort T1,..., T, — S;.

Let z1:Un, ..., 2,:U, be an object in B and let (z1:Ux,...,2,:Up) X (y1: 11, ., Yn:

T,) 181m), x1:51,..., 2,5, be an arrow in B. We need to show that there
exists a unique arrow h:z: Uy, ..., 2,: U, — (21:51, ..., 2 S ) W1 i Ty )

such that the diagram
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21:Uy, .., 20U (z1:Ux, oo 2p:Up) X (y: Ty ooy yn i T)

: %
Ah! hx (y1,...,Yn) 21:51, ..., T Sm
: @UO’\
'
X XY x (T, oy Th)
commutes. We take h to be the map z,:Uy, ..., 2,:U, L NS e

So that the diagram

212U 2 Up oy Ty T,

(Y1, - yn)g) X (U)

XY x (y1:Th, s YnTh)

commutes.

It should be clear that the above arrow is unique. Hence Cx has an exponential
and is cartesian closed.

We define a functor 7 : W, [B%,V]| as follows: at each object X = x; :
S1, .oy Ty Sy oof W and each object A =y, :T4,...,y,:T, of Cx, we define a
category 7 (X)(A) as follows:

Objects: Propositions ¢ such that Fv(¢) € Dom(X > A),
where > is defined analogously to syntactic merge in § 3;

Arrows: Proofs ® such that ¢ 2 ¢ if and only if
(X ><A) pbr ).

T(X)(A) =

At each object Y of W and each arrow X’ & X, we define the functor t*(=
TW)(): T(Y)X) — T(Y)(X’), as usual ((Lawvere 1970) and (Seely 1983))
this is given by substitution.
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At each arrow X — X’ of W, we must define a natural transformation
T(X)=T(X’). As in the example constructed in § 3.2.1, inclusions will do:

A T(X)(8) L2 T(x)(A)
t T(V)(%) (X7 (1)
A TOW) e T(A)

We show that every fibre 7 (X)(A) has a product. Let ¢; and ¢5 be objects
in 7(X)(A), together with arrows ¢, o2 — ¢1 and ¢y, s — ¢2. We show that

for all objects C' and arrows C EN ¢1 and C' 5 ¢, that there exists a unique
arrow h:C' — ¢1, ¢y such that the diagram

oy

¢17 ¢2

commutes. Given proofs C' Fr ¢ and C' Fr ¢9, it is possible to combine them
using meta-theoretic and to obtain a proof C' Fr ¢1, ¢o. We now show uniqueness.
Suppose we have another proof C' 7 ¢1, ¢o, then it is either equal to the above
proof or involves a detour, which we can resolve since all the inference rules in
L7 satisfy the local reduction property, cf. S 7.

We show that every fibre 7 (X)(A) has an exponential. We take ¢ D 1 as the
candidate for the exponential together with the evaluation arrow ¢ D 1, ¢ — .

Let ¢ be an object in 7 (X)(A) and 7, ¢ 2, 4 be an arrow of 7 (X)(A). We need
to show that there exists a unique arrow d from 7 to ¢ D v such that the diagram

T T, O
P
315 5,8 b
E @@
\4
»DY »DY, 9
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Since 7, ¢ 7 1, we can conclude that 7 - ¢ D 1 which gives us the arrow
0. This arrow is unique since any other proof 7 -1 ¢ D 1) will either be identical
or involve a detour. We can remove the detour because L satisfies the local

reduction property. _
We are now able to define a Kripke structure for Lp, K7 : [W, [B,V]]. We
define the category V as follows:

Objects: Categories V built out of V = J(X)(A), which contain

Objects: Arrows ¢ X ... X ¢, — ¥ in J(X)(A);
Arrows: Arrows ' — ¢ toI” — 7 are given by arrows I' — I in J (X)) (A).

Arrows: Functors f*: K7 (X)(A) — K7 (X)(A’), where f: A’ — A is an arrow
in 7(X) are defined to be the the usual substitution.

It is straightforward to check that the functors f* satisfy the definition. The
interpretation is taken to be the identity function in the fibres, in the base cate-
gories Cx, we interpret a sort S by z:S.

5.2.4 Satisfaction

Satisfaction in Kripke models of L7 follows a pattern similar to that for Kripke
Y-Al-models. Since the base category is concerned only with terms, rather than
propositions as well, we can begin with the satisfaction of propositions, rather
than of consequences.

Definition 5.7 (||—-satisfaction) B
Let K7, [=]icl), where K7 :[W,[[B?,V]], be a Kripke model of L7. The satis-

J

faction (forcing) relation W, p ||—§ is defined by induction on the structure of

formulae, as follows:

o I/V,pH—;J p(X) if and only if there exists an arrow 1 g, [p(X) ,VCVJ” in

j(W)([[S]],VCV’jp), where X = {x1:51,...,2,:S,} and S = 51 X ... X Sy

o W,p|-57 ¢ D if and only if, for all W =N W', (W', plf] ||—§J ¢ implies
Wplf] =57 );

o W,p |57 Vz:S. ¢ if and only if, for all W Low if, for all a € [[,SY]],VC‘;’J and
terms ¢ such that [[t]],vcvjp =a, W, plz := a] H—? o[t/ x].

If T =¢1,..., ¢m, then we write W, p |—57 T if, for each 1 < i < m, W, p|—57
o;. We write W, p ||—§*7 (T' =1 @), or more commonly, W, p, T’ ||—§” o, if W,
p |57 T implies W, p |57 ¢. |
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The notion of satisfaction given above is a straightforward generalization of
the informal one discussed earlier. Moreover, it is monotone: if W, p H—§~7 o, if

w L W and if [[(b]]Z‘[/JZ]IC 7 is defined, then W’ p[f] ||—§j ¢. More economically,
we have the following characterization of satisfaction.

Lemma 5.8 (||—-forcing via global sections)
Let (K7, [[—]],29, be a Kripke model of L. Let ¢ be a proposition with variables

in X of sorts S1,...,Sn. Let S =51 x...xS,,. Then W,p H—§7 ¢ if and only
if there is an arrow 1 = [[(b]],vcvf in j(W)([[S]],VCVf)

Proof (Sketch) By induction on the structure of propositions. For example, sup-
pose ¢ = 11 D 1. The induction hypothesis gives arrows 1~ [t/ (X )]],chj and

— [[@DQ(X)]],VCV’J” in j(W)([[S]],Ig/Jp) Since j(W)([[S]],‘g/f) is cartesian closed, it
follows that there is an arrow 1 x ¢ (X )]]W — (X )]]W’p in j(W)([[S]],VCVf)
Consequently, there is an arrow 1 — ([¢2(X )]]Wp )Hpszl(x Iy

Conversely, given an arrow 1 — [t (X) D 1y (X)] 2" k., it follows immediately

that the existence of an arrow 1 — [¢1(X )]] K ” implies the existence of an arrow

1 — [a(X)[?

The other cases are similar. [ |

5.2.5 Soundness and Completeness for |-

We readily obtain the following by induction on the structure of proofs:

Proposition 5.9 (Soundness for ||-)
Let (Kg, [=]x2), where K7:[W,[B?, V]|, be any Kripke model of Lp. IfI' Fr
¢ has a natural deduction proof, then, at every world W, we have W, p, T’ H—?J 0.

Proof We proceed by induction on the structure of proofs in L. We begin
with the axiom rule, i.e., ¢ € I'. We assume that W, p H—?J L, de, W,p H—?j O
for all ¢, € I, therefore, W, p ||—§~7 I' implies W, p ||—§J ¢ and we are done.

We now assume that we have a proof of ¢ D 1, i.e.,

LobFrd 5
Lhp ¢ D

We apply the induction hypothesis to obtain W, p, I", ¢ ||—§J 1. This means that
we have W, p H—?j ¢ and W, p H—?j 1, i.e., there are arrows 1 [[¢]],VCVJ” and

122 [le? in JW)([X]EP). It follows that W, p[l-77 ¢ D 1 and hence
W.p,Tll=77 6 D 4.
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We assume that the last rule used was
'tro ThEr oD
O F
I'kFr

We apply the induction hypothesis to the premisses to obtain W, p, I H—?J ¢ and
W, p,T||—57 ¢ D 4. Hence we have arrows 1 — [[gb]],vcvf and 1 — [¢ D w]],vcvjp

It follows that we have an arrow 1 — [[w]],‘g/jp and so we have W, p,I'||—57 1 as
required.
Suppose that the last rule used was

I'kFro

- VI
ThpVe:S. o

We apply the induction hypothesis to obtain W, p, I’ ||—§~7 ¢ and thus there is an
arrow 1 — [[qb]],‘g/f in J(W)(X,z:S5). We can apply Vx ¢ to obtain an arrow

1— [V2:S. ¢l " in J(W)(X). Thus W, p,T |7 Vo:S . ¢.

Finally, we assume that the last rule used was
'FrVo:S.¢ v
[ br ot/]

E

We apply the induction hypothesis to obtain W, p, T’ H—ggg - Hence W, p H—?J r

implies W, p |57 Vz:S . ¢. By Defintion 5.7, we have that W, p[z := a] |57 Va:
S. ¢; we take f to be the identity. Hence W, p, T’ H—§~7 o[t/ x]. |

We now prove a model existence lemma. It is worthwhile to contrast our proof
with that of Van Dalen (1994). We call a set A of propositions prime if A is closed
under Fp. This is all we require of the usual definition of a prime theory, which
also requires disjunction and existence properties , since we are only dealing with
the {V, D}-fragment. By a standard result ((Van Dalen 1994), Lemma 5.3.8, pp.
168-169), we can extend I' to a prime I” such that [ I/p ¢. For this lemma,
just as in the corresponding lemma for Kripke AI-models (Lemma 3.39), we do
not require such a construction. This is because we will construct our model
not out of propositional consequence, but out of the proof-objects which realize
consequences. We consider, for each I', all propositions ¢ and all proofs ® such
that ® realizes, i.e., is a proof of ¢ from I'.

Lemma 5.10 (Model Existence)
There exists a Kripke model of Ly, (K7, [=]icl), where Kz:[W, (B, V||, with a
world Wy such that if I 'y ¢ then Wy, p ||—§~7 ' and Wy, p||74§7gz§

Proof The term model we constructed in § 5.2.3 is the required Kripke model
of L. We take Wy = (). |
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Analogously to the first-order situation, cf. (Van Dalen 1994), or § 3.7, we
define I'[|—,¢ as follows I'[—5¢, where I' = ¢y, ..., ¢, if, for all Kripke models of
L7 and all worlds W of K7, W, p ||—§7 I (i.e., W,p ||—§j ¢;, for each 1 <i < m)
. . ’CJ
implies W, p ||=77 ¢.

Theorem 5.11 (Completeness for ||—)
L|l=r¢ if and only if I ¢ ¢ has a natural deduction proof.

Proof
Only If This is soundness, Lemma 5.9.

If Suppose I' /7 ¢, then Lemma 5.10 yields a contradiction. |

5.2.6 Soundness and Completeness for |-

The astute reader may have noticed that because we have a product in J(W)(U),
we can interpret conjunction. We extend our interpretation to include [¢ A
@b]],‘g/f = [[gzﬁ]],‘éfjp X [[w]],‘/cvf and add the following condition to the satisfaction rela-
tion:

Conjunction: w, p ||—§~7 ¢ N if and only if W, p H—§~7 ¢ and W, p H—?J 1.

We can also extend the satisfaction of propositions to consequences as follows: if
I'=¢1,...,0m, then W, p, T’ H—§~7 ¢ if and only if, for all W EN W' (W, p[f]
=57 I implies W, p[f] |77 ¢), where W\ = ¢1 A ... A Gy,

Lemma 5.12 (Satisfaction of Consequences)
Let (Kg,[1x?) be any Kripke model of Ly. IfI' = ¢1,...,dm, then W,p, \T
=77 ¢ if and only if W.p,T |17 6.
Proof LetI' = ¢q,...,¢,,. Since I’||—§j ¢, we know that for all worlds W, we
have that W, p ||—§J ¢; for 1 < i < m, implies W, p H—§~7 ¢. By the definition of
conjunction, we are able to rewrite W, p H—?j i for1 <i<m,asW,p H—?j M-
For the converse, observe that this argument can be reversed. |
Now we see that our models have enough structure to interpret not only the
consequences but also the proofs, or realizers of consequences of Lr (see also
(Seely 1983)). Let x; : Si1,...,Zpm : Sy, and let X denote the set of variables
{z1,.. ., xm}. Let 6:(h1(X), ..., 0m(X) Fr ¢(X)) be a natural deduction proof.
Let, for each 1 < i < m, [[@]]gjp and [[cﬁ]],‘g/jp be defined. If [[5]],‘?; , the inter-
pretation of §, is defined, then it is an object

- 191
(Jls:d) —= [¢li?
=1
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in j(W)(HS]]’VCVJp), defined by induction on the structure of natural deduction
proofs. We write W, p =57 6: (T b ¢) if and only if

Hlkbz]] [[¢]]

is defined in K.

We have the following relationship between |- and , ||-. , [~ is a special
case of ||~ and, in the term model, we can obtain ||~ from , |~ . We now prove
soundness for ||—-.

Proposition 5.13 (Soundness for [=)

Let (K7, [=]i2), where Kz:[W, [B?, V|| be any Kripke model for Lp. If 6:(T Fr
¢ is a natural deduction proof and [[6]],‘?;’ is defined, then W, p|—=57 6:(T Fr ¢).
Proof We proceed by induction on the structure of proof-objects Firstly, we
consider the case where 6 = ay,. Thus we have a,: (I' Fr ¢) and ¢ € I'. Since

losl
T (W)( [[S]],VCVJ”) is cartesian closed, there exists a projection (Hﬁl[[qﬁz]]}gf) — Tt

[@1ir, thus W, p |17 dag: (T bFr ¢).
We assume that 0 = 6162. We apply the induction hypothesis and obtain

(T2 Ll ) © [0 D ¢l and (IT7, [l ) T [¢]?. Since these

are both arrows in J (W )([[S]] Pand [¢ D 1/}]] = ([] Kor )M’CJ we exploit eval—

. . . . m evalo ([[¢1ﬂ X[[égﬂ
uation in a cartesian closed category to obtain ([T, [¢:]x,”)

[W]]ic . Hence W, p H_Zsl(sz (Threp)
Suppose that § = I,0. We apply the induction hypothesis to obtain ([]}",

[lxc?
[[@-]],C’jp x [o]%,) 7, [[w]],‘év’jp. By definition, this is an arrow of j(W)([[S]],C’jp).
We exploit the cartesian closed structure of J (W)([[S]]gjp ) to obtain an arrow

W,p

m W,p A[[(S]]’CJ W,p Ks
(L2 [éilc; — ¢ > ¢l Hence W, p|l=37 I66:(I'Fr ¢ O 4)).
We consider the case where § = dt. Applying the induction hypothesis

1817
yields (TT;%, [ g’f ) —7, [V Tgb]],vgf By definition, this is an arrow in
J(W)([S1x}). We have a morphism [t]: [T]¢) — [T]ic}, which induces t*,

[ t*[o],0°
which sends ([T~ 1[[@]] Kj — [Vao:T. ¢]]Wp to (H?;ﬂ[ﬁbz]]lvcvf -

lolt/x]] ¢ Wp We use the first of the Beck-Chevalley conditions to obtain this
arrow. We now have W, p |}—>§7 ot (I bp oft/z]).
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Finally, we have the proof-object Gx : A.d. We apply the induction hy-
161y

pothesis to obtain (H:il[[@]]}gf 7, [[qﬁ]],%/’jp . By definition, this is an ar-

row in J(W)([S x A]],VCV’J” ). We apply the functor Vs, to obtain an arrow

Vs,alolicy
(IT, [ ,‘g/;’) e N Vaz: A. gb]],vcvjp since : A ¢ FV(A). Hence W, p|=57
Gr:A.6:('FpVa:A.¢). |

Lemma 5.14 (Model Existence for ||-)

There exists a Kripke model of Ly, (K7, [~]x?), where Kz:[W, (B V)], and a
world Wy such that if there does not exists a natural deduction proof §: (I Fr ¢),
then Wo, pllos6: (T Fp ).

Proof Again we use the term model we constructed in § 5.2.3. World Wy = ()
gives the required condition. |

We write (|[—=)rd: (I" k7 ¢) if and only if for all Kripke models K7 and all
worlds W, we have that W, p =57 6: (T Fr ¢).

Theorem 5.15 (Completeness for |—)
IlFop 6 (I Fp @) if and only if §: (I Fr ¢) is a natural deduction proof and

[0] ,VCV’jp is defined.
Proof

Only If By Soundness, Proposition 5.13.

If Suppose that ¢:(I" 7 ¢) is not a natural deduction proof, then Lemma 5.14
yields a contradiction.

5.3 Propositions-as-types Isomorphism

We are now able to set up the propositions-as-types isomorphism, an indexed
isomorphism between suitable Kripke models, induced by the propositions-as-
types correspondence. Gardner (1992a) provides similar models and morphisms
between models to ours; she does not have the worlds structure.

We begin with the definition of an indexed functor, between indexed cate-
gories.

Definition 5.16 (Indexed Functors)
Let F:[W,[A%.C]] and G:[X, [B°,C]] be strict indexed categories. An indexed
functor from F to G consists of a triple

7= (o, B, (ew)wemw)),
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where o : W — X, f: A — B are functors and, for each object W in W,
ew : F(W) = 2 G(W) is a natural transformation such that for each f:v — w
in W, the diagram

. Flv) == 5 G(a(w))
f F(f) G(a)(f)
w W(w) T 5% Ga(w))
commutes |

Our definition of an indexed functor is similar to that found in (Gardner
1992a). Our definition has a triple («, 3, (€w)wepy|) Whereas Gardner only has
a pair (o, 0pese), where o is a natural transformation. This is because we have
two levels of indexing in our Kripke All-model and so require an extra functor at
the second indexing category. We also have a coherence condition on the natural
transformations, unlike Gardner. This ensures that a transition between worlds
has the same effect as applying the corresponding transition after the appropriate
natural transformation.

Definition 5.17 (Indexed Isomorphism)
An indexed functor 7 = (o, B, (ew)wepy|) is an indezed isomorphism if o and
are isomorphisms and each ey, is a natural isomorphism. |

To avoid confusion, from now on we use Rs: [X, [EP,U]] to refer to Kripke
structures for Lr.

Definition 5.18 (Category of Models)
We define a category M of models as follows:

Objects: Equational Kripke ¥-All-models, (K7[—]x,), and Kripke models of
Lr, (Rs, [-]z2);

Arrows: There are four cases:

1. An arrow .
(K [-Ik,) = K, =Tk ,.)
is given by an indexed functor (a, 3, (ew)wepw)) : Kg — K’z such that
if oW = W', then A([XT}) = [X]}¥;

2. An arrow

(Rs, [-Tx2) & (R's [-17)
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is given by an indexed functor (« ,B (€2)zelx)) : Rs — R's such that
if ax = 2/, then W([X]R%) = [[X]]R,

3. An arrow

s/’

Kz, [-Ix,) = (Rs, [-]z7)

is given by an indexed functor (o, 3, (ew)wepw) : K7 — Rs such that
if aW = z, then h([{X}]R,) = [X]%%;

4. An arrow
(Rs, [-1=2) = (K. [k,
is given by an indexed functor (o, 5, (€z)z¢jx|): Rs — Kz such that if
azr =W, then h([X]3]) = [[{{X}}]],VCVJ |

Proposition 5.19 (M is Well-defined)
The category M defined in Definition 5.18 is well-defined.

Proof We have to show the following: there exists an identity; for all arrows
f and g, with appropriate domains and co-domains, f o g is also an arrow in M;
composition is associative.

For the identity, we take the indexed functor which consists of the identity
functors and natural transformations.

We have to show that given arrows hi : (K7, [-]ic,) — (Rs,[-]zYf) and
ha: (Rs, [=1z2) — (K' 7, [[—]],2, ,), which consist of indexed functors (a1, 31,

( 1 w)wepw)) and (aq, Ba, (€ )ze\x|) respectlvely, the composition hoohy : (K 7, [— ]],CJ>

— (K'7, [— ]],C,j,> is an indexed functor and if as o a1 (W) = W’ then hy o
h([X]K,) = [[X]],C,'j/. hg o hy is the indexed functor (ag o ay, By 0 Bi, (€2, ©
€r)wepw)) - I agoar (W) = W', then ay (W) = x and as(z) = W', So we have that
h(IEXHIE,) = [X]RE and he([X]R2) = [§X BRI, hence hy o hi([XTR,) =
[XT .-

We now show that given arrows hi: (Rs, [=]z5) — (K7, [~]i,) and he: (K7,
[-Ik,) — (R'7,[-]&",), which consist of indexed functors (a1, B, (e »)zelx|)
and (g, Ba, (€5, )wepw)) respectively, the composition hy o hy @ (Rs, [-]7) —
(R's, [— ]]R, ,) is an indexed functor and if agoa;(x) = 2, then hyohy ([X]R7) =

l

[[X]] W' hy o hy is the indexed functor (g 0 ag, By 0 By, (€2 €2 (2) © €x)zelx))- Let
ap(x ) = W and ap(W) = 2/, then ay o an(z) = o', Also hi ([X]7%) = [{ X},
and ho([{X}IY,) = [X]%,. We thus have hy o hy ([X]32) = [X]7%",.

The other cases are straightforward. Associativity follows from the fact that

the composition of two indexed functors (v, B, (€1).cx) and (az, Ba, (€2)wew) is
defined to be (ag 0 ay, B 0 Ba, (€2 oi(2) © €)rex). [ |

The definition of Kripke prestructures and prestructures, for both the AlI-
calculus and the internal logic, involve the categories satisfying certain properties.
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The parts of the categories which satisfy these properties are those which interpret
the syntax of either the All-calculus or the internal logic. We restrict our attention
to morphisms between these parts of the Kripke models.

Before we are able to show the existence of an isomorphism of models between
a Kripke All-model and a Kripke model of L1, we need one further restriction.
The Kripke AIl-models have more structure in the Kripke All-prestructure than
the Kripke-prestructure for £r. The extra structure allows us to interpret re-
alizations of the form A % © in the Kripke MI-model, while we are only able

to interpret realizations of the form I' KN ¢ in a Kripke model of L. We thus
restrict to the arrows in the Kripke All-models which interpret realizations of the
form A % z: A, which correspond to realizations I LR ¢ under the propositions-
as-types correspondence.

We are now in a position to define an isomorphism of models.

Definition 5.20 (Isomorphism of Models)

Let (K7,[~]x,) and (Rz,[-]z%) be objects of M. Let h: (Kz,[~]x,) —
(Rs,[~]x%) be a morphism of models. We say that h is an isomorphism of
models if the indexed functor (o, B, (€w)wew)) : K7 — Rs (corresponding to h) is
an indexed isomorphism when its domain is restricted to those objects and arrows
in K7 which interpret the syntax of the All-calculus excluding realizations of the
form A — z: A and its range is restricted to those objects and arrows in Rg
which interpret the syntax of L. |

Proposition 5.21 (Propositions-as-types Isomorphism)

Let T be a theory of the {¥, D}-fragment of many sorted minimal first-order logic
and let (K, [~]i ), where Kz :[W, [D°? V)], be a Kripke ¥, -AI-model, where
Yo, 18 the MI-signature in propositions-as-types correspondence with Lr. Then

there is a Kripke model for Lr, (Rs,[~]R%), where Rs: [X,[E%,U]], together
with an isomorphism of models

h: (K, [Tk, — (R, [-1x2)

induced by the propositions-as-types correspondence. Specifically, abusing nota-
tion by allowing X to range over all the syntax of L1 and suppressing information

above worlds, if [X]z" and [{X}]R, are defined, then

MIEX } k) = ([XDzs)-
Proof (Sketch) Given (K7, [—]x,), we sketch the construction of Rs, together
with an indexed isomorphism (o, 3, (€w)wepw)) : K7 — Rs.

o We take X = W with a = 1y. It should be clear that « is an isomorphism.

e We take & to be the subcategory of D defined as follows:
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Objects: objects D of D such that D = [{T}],, where T is a sort of
Lr;

Arrows: all arrows in D whose domains and co-domains are objects of £.

We define the functor §: D — £ to be the functor which is the identity
functor on all objects and arrows in D which are also in £ and sends any
other objects in D to the terminal object in £ and any other arrows in D
to the identity arrow on the terminal object in £. It should be clear that 3
is an isomorphism.

e We take U and U to be the subcategories of V and V defined as follows:

Objects of U: objects J(W)(D) in V such that for each object A in J (W)
(D), where A = [{o}[}, and ¢ is a formula in L, and for each arrow

A= Bin J(W)(D), m = [{®}]E,, where @ is a proof in Lr;

Arrows of U: arrows in V whose domain and co-domain are objects in U.

We could now define an (indexed) isomorphism of Kripke All-prestructures,
with the obvious family of natural transformations, however, we instead
turn to the category U.

Objects of U: objects K7(W)(D) of V where for each object A — A in
KsW)(D), A — A= [{031,, where 6 is a natural deduction proof
in ET;

Arrows of U: arrows of V whose domains and co-domains are objects of
Uu.

This completes our construction of Rs and it is straightforward to show that
Rs is a Kripke structure for L. We continue with the construction of an in-
dexed isomorphism (o, 3, (€w)wepw)). We now define a family of natural trans-
formations (€u)wep) @ Kg(w) = P Rs(a(w)). We fix w and define each
component of €,, n¥ : Ky(w)(a) — (8°; Rs(a(w)))a, where a € |D|, to be
the functor which is the identity functor on objects and arrows in K7 (w)(a)
which are also in Rs(a(w))(5%(a)) and sends objects in K7 (w)(a) which are
not in Rs(a(w))(6(a)) to the terminal object in Rs(a(w))(6%(a)) and ar-
rows in 7 (w)(a) which are not in Rs(a(w))(8°(a)) to the identity arrow on
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Rs(a(w))(B(a)). We need to show that the diagram

a Kr(w)(a) e Rs(a(w))(57(a))
f K (w)() Rs(a(w)) (5(f))
b Kalw)(®) - Relauw) (77(9)

commutes. This follows from the definition of n*. It should be clear that each
€, 1s a natural isomorphism.Once we have shown that the diagram

0 Ky (v) === 67; Rs(a(v))
f Ks(f) Rs(a(f))
w K7 (w) €:> B Rs(a(w))

commutes, we have shown that (o, 3, (€w)wepy|) is an indexed isomorphism. The
commutativity of the diagram follows from the definition of each natural trans-
formation €.

It remains to show that there is a Kripke model of £ which uses Rs and
that there is an isomorphism of models h. We use the propositions-as-types
correspondence and the interpretation function [—[ic  to define the interpretation
function [~]z7. Letting X range over the syntax of Lr, we define [X]3" =
[e(X)[},, where a(w) = z. Showing that (Rs,[~]%z2) is a Kripke model of Lr
is straightforward. A is then defined to be the morphism of models which sends
Kz, [=]k,) to (Rs, [-]%%) using the indexed isomorphism (v, 3, (€x)wepw)). We
observe that the required condition on the interpretation function holds for A to
be a morphism of models. |

5.4 Kripke Models vs. Classical Models

We conclude this chapter with a reconstruction, in the dependently typed setting,
of a simple but pleasing result formulated for models of the simply typed A-
calculus by Mitchell & Moggi (1991).

We need to extend the internal logic to include negation. We do this in a
standard, semantic, way by introducing a proposition L such that, for every
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Kripke model (K7, [~]x?) of L7 and every world W,

W, plifr? L,

i.e., there is no model (K7, [~]i?) with any world W in which there is an arrow

1 — [[J_]],Ig/’jp, for any set of variables. We then define the usual intuitionistic
negation, ~¢ =4.5 ¢ O L.

In order to establish that there are Kripke models of £ which do not arise
as a Kripke quotient of a classical model, we shall not need to go beyond models
that are based on our (set-theoretic) applicative structures. Moreover, we shall
restrict our attention to applicative structures with families, ¢.v. § 4.1.2. The
consequence of this restriction, from the point of view of Lr, is that we are able
to interpret not consequences but just propositions. However, such models admit
the usual (typed) first-order existential quantifier, i.e., for L, the existential
quantifier can be interpreted, at each variable x : S, as a functor which is left
adjoint to the inverse image of the projection X,z :S bxs, X, and for AII, the
existential quantifier can be interpreted as a functor, that is left adjoint to the
inverse image of the projection [T,z : ST, 2, [TTX,. Elementarily equivalent
means that any sentence satisfied in one model is satisfied in the other.

Theorem 5.22 (Kripke Models are Non-classical)

There is an equational Kripke X-AII_ -applicative structure U which is not el-

ementary equivalent to any V/R, where V is any classical X-NI_-applicative

structure and R is any Kripke X-N1_-partial logical equivalence relation on V.

Proof (Sketch) We give a proposition ¢ in Lr, extended with L as described

above, which is valid in all quotients V/R but which is not valid in every U.
The idea is for ¢ to be a predicate which characterizes the inhabitation of a

type, i.e.,
e if empty(p) and —— inhabited(p D q), then inhabited(p D q),

where inhabited(r) = (Jz:7.x = x) and empty(r) = — inhabited(r). This holds
in a classical Y-All_-applicative structure, but is not intuitionistically valid. W
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Chapter 6

Introduction to to Logical
Frameworks

In this chapter, we provide an introduction to one of the key ideas in this thesis;
that of a logical framework. Logically, logical frameworks can be seen as arising
from Martin-Lo6f’s intuitionistic theory of iterated inductive definitions ((Martin-
Lof 1971) and (Martin-Lof 1975)) in which form and inductive definitional status
in the natural deductive rules are considered. In other words, Martin-Lof provides
a formal meta-theory of inference rules. This theory is further developed by
extending Kant’s (1800) notion of a judgement in (Martin-Lof 1982).

Computationally, the need for a formal account of the relationship between
a logic and its meta-theory arises from the desire, in computer science, to ma-
nipulate representations of logics and other formal systems. Here we are mainly
concerned with logics. Our conception of logic here is a broad one, it is possible
to consider the linear A-calculus with equality judgements as a logic; for example.
In order to represent a logic in a machine, the logic must be described in a pro-
gramming language or metalogic. Moreover, if we are to understand the resulting
program, we must have a fized metalogic.

We develop our account of logical frameworks from their philosophical basis.
Our starting point is Kant’s notion of a judgement, with Martin-Lof’s extension
to higher-order judgements providing the motivation for the notion of a logi-
cal framework. We then proceed to discuss the LF logical framework. All the
material in this chapter can be found in the relevant literature. Our method
of presentation is slightly unusual in that we start our presentation from the
philosophical viewpoint.

6.1 Kant’s Notion of a Judgement

The term judgement, in the sense in which we shall use it, was first used by
Kant (1800) in his lecture notes on logic. According to analysis by Martin-Lof
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(1982), Kant uses the term wurteil (judgement) instead of proposition. Proposition
here meaning the thing that we prove. The origin of the word proposition, used
in this sense, comes from the Greek mporaois first used by Aristotle in the
Prior Analytics, the third part of the Organon.The result of Kant using the word
‘judgement’ means that in the German philosophical tradition, a proof (beweis)
is always a proof of a judgement. So given the natural deduction inference rule

for modus ponens:
¢ oD
— MP

(8

we can think of the premisses ¢ and ¢ D 1 as being judgements. The actual
judgements, however, are hidden within this presentation, since ¢, ¢ D ¥ and
are not themselves judgements. The judgements are that ¢, ¢ D v and v are
true. By true, we mean that we have a proof of each proposition. The proof of
1) is obtained or constructed from the proofs of ¢ and ¢ D 1. Viewing inference
rules in this way leads to the Brouwer- Heyting-Kolmogrov (BHK) interpretation
(cf. (Brouwer 1924a), (Brouwer 1924b), (Heyting 1934) and (Kolmogorov 1932)).
We will write true(¢) for the judgement ‘¢ is true’. Here we are not concerned
which logical system we are working with; for any logical system, a proposition
is true whenever there exists a proof of that proposition.

When we explicitly write out the judgements used in a logical system, we call
the system a judged proof system. In judged proof systems, we will write inference
rules with explicit judgements. The natural deduction inference rule for modus
ponens thus becomes

true(¢) true(¢ D v) Iy
true(¢)

in a judged proof system. We allow multiple judgements in our systems because
some systems have more than one notion of truth. Modal logics; for example,
have true and valid formulae. For more examples of systems with more than one
consequence relation, see (Avron 1991).

As we mentioned above, the inference rules are viewed as being constructive.
An inference rule takes proofs of its premisses and, from them, constructs a proof
of its conclusion. We stress that even though we are thinking of inference rules in
a constructive sense, the proofs themselves are not restricted, there is no reason
proofs cannot be classical; for example.

P

6.2 Martin-Lof’s Higher-Order Judgements

In a lecture series in Sienna, Martin-Lof (1982) introduced two higher-order judge-
ments. These higher-order judgements will allow us to describe inference rules in
terms of judgements. This presentation is a development of his earlier work on
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iterated inductive definitions, (Martin-Lof 1971). The first of these two judge-
ments is the hypothetical judgement. This judgement corresponds to logical con-
sequence. A hypothetical judgement is a statement of the form: given a collection
of judgements, we can infer another judgement, i.e.,

Ji,..., I FK

The link to an inference rule is clear, we can take the premisses to be the judge-
ments on the left hand side of the turnstile and the conclusion to be the judgement
on the right hand side. We have, however, only shown an instance of an inference
rule is a hypothetical judgement. An inference rule is actually a schema since
it holds for all suitable propositions. The second of Martin-Lof’s higher-order
judgements deals with this quantification.

The second higher-order judgement introduced by Martin-Lof is the general
judgement, which corresponds to universality. A general judgement is a statement
of the form: for all elements of a syntactic category, contained within a judgement
the judgement holds; that is, we quantify over all elements within a judgement
to obtain a general judgement. Stating this syntactically, we have

Az e C . J(x)

where the A is quantification and C' is a syntactic category. Clearly, the general
judgement will allow us to capture the universal nature of the judgements involved
in an inference rule; that is, they hold for all propositions.

We combine these two judgements to obtain the hypothetico-general judgement
which corresponds directly to an inference rule. A hypothetico-general judgement
has the following form:

Az e C . Ji(x),...,Jn(x) F J(x)

which can be viewed as a schema. In fact, hypothetico-general judgements are
sufficient to derive any inference rule. Returning to the example of modus ponens,
we see that

¢ ¢D¢MP
(8

corresponds to the hypothetico-general judgement

Ap, 1 € Prop . true(¢), true(¢ D ) F true(t))

where Prop is the syntactic category of propositions. Modus ponens does not
involve discharge, and there is an important point we need to make about rules
which involve a discharge of an assumption. A natural deduction proof is a
tree with nodes labelled with inference rules and the values of their parame-
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ters together with a discharge function. We are not concerned in describing the
discharge function but we are interested in how rules involving discharge are de-
scribed in terms of judgements. When we have a rule involving discharge, the
proof involving the assumption is a hypothetical judgement. The following ex-
ample illustrates this: we take the natural deduction rule for D I and describe it
in terms of judgement, where the discharged assumption is a nested hypothetical
judgement.
9]

v
POV

corresponds to the hypothetico-general judgement

O/

Ap, 1) € Prop. (true(¢) - true(y)) F true(¢ D )

where we see that the discharge of ¢ is handled by the nested hypothetical judge-
ment. This example also makes clear that the judgements used in hypothetico-
general judgements can themselves be higher-order. We refer to the judgements
described by Kant as basic judgements to distinguish them from the higher-order
judgements of Martin-Lof.

We claimed that hypothetico-general judgements are sufficient to describe
any natural deduction inference rule. We justify this claim by showing that
hypothetico-general judgements can describe the general natural deduction in-
troduction and elimination rules of (Prawitz 1978). The rule for modus ponens
is not in this general form and in fact is a special case which we do not discuss
here. A general natural deduction introduction rule is given by schemata of the
form , ,

CAREOM

"y
#(¢17"’7¢TL)

for 1 < i <'s. The general elimination rule is given by the schema

[Fl] [Fs]

(D1, bn) e
¥

where each I'; is of the form (47 |, ... ’w;h’i =), (W, ’wzin,h;;i )

Dpi
The introduction rule is described by the following hypothetico-general judge-

4 E
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ment:
AL, ’%i,h;}i’ ¢1,- .-, n € Prop. (true(yy ), ... ,true(wihz;)

- true()), . .., (true(y? ,), ..., true( ;i,h;',i) - true(y) ) b #(d1, ... dn),

while the elimination rule is given by the hypothetico-general judgement:

A, wil, e ;s’his W1, ..., U, € Prop . true(#(d1,. .., 0n)), ((true(zpil),

. ,true(qpih%) F true(yy)), .. ., (true(t,, 1), - . ., true( ;hh})l) - true(ipy, )
= true(y)), ..., ((true(yq ), ..., true(yy e ) E true(yy)), . .., (true(yy 1), .-,
true( ;sﬁfus) = true(y, ) - true(y)) = true(y)

The rules of Hilbert-type systems can also be expressed in terms of judge-
ments. The axioms are general judgements and the rules are hypothetico-general
judgements.

6.3 The Notion of a Logical Framework

A logical framework formalizes the informal discussion above. In order to describe
a logical framework, we must (Ishtiaq & Pym 2002) have methods of

1. Characterizing the class of (object-)logics to be represented;

2. Describing a meta-logic or language, together with its meta-logical status
vis-a-vis the class of object-logics;

3. Characterizing the representation mechanism.

We remark that these components are not entirely independent of each other.
The above prescription can be summarized by the slogan:

Framework = Language + Representation

Our starting point for understanding the representation mechanism is that log-
ical inference rules can be expressed in terms of judgements as we described
in the previous section. The judgements-as-types correspondence is the formal
way of expressing this (informal) observation. We take the judgements-as-types
correspondence as our representation mechanism. There are other representa-
tion mechanisms: worlds-as-parameters, which we discuss in detail in § 9, and
no assumptions (Avron et al. 1997). For now, we concern ourselves with the
judgements-as-types correspondence. To be able to formally express an inference
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rule in terms of judgements, we need a language in which to express them. This
language will be a typed A-calculus. To be able to represent hypothetico-general
judgements as types, we need a dependently typed A-calculus. One can use any
dependently typed A-calculus from the A-cube (Barendregt 1992) as a language
provided it is given a signature.

6.4 The LF Logical Framework

In this section, we provide an overview of the LF logical framework. This logical
framework is the one presented in (Harper et al. 1987) and (Harper et al. 1993).
The language is the dependently typed A-calculus, AIl(cf. § 2. In the literature,
we find that any logical framework which has the same proof-terms as LF is
called LF, regardless of the language and the representation. This can be quite
confusing since they are technically different logical frameworks. We will follow
the literature in using LF as the name of a family of logical framework, although
we will make it clear which representation mechanism and language we are using
at any given point.

The main representation mechanism we will use is that of judgements-as-
types. The two higher- order judgements: the hypothetical, J;,...,J, F K and
the general Az € C.J(x), correspond to the ordinary and dependent function
spaces respectively. The methodology of judgements-as-types is that judgements
are represented by the type of their proofs. A logical system L is represented
by a signature in the type theory which assigns kinds and types to a finite set
of constants that represent its syntax, judgements and rule schema. An object-
logics rules and proofs can be seen as primitive proofs of hypothetico-general
judgements. Hypothetical judgements Ji, ..., J, F K are represented by the type
(J; — ... = Jy) — K and general judgements Az € C'.J(z) are represented
by the type Ilx : C'.J; hypothetico-general judgements are represented by the
combination of these two types.

We contend that it is important to formulate the judgements-as-types corre-
spondence in two steps, based on the work in (Avron et al. 1997), — identifiable
formally for LF in (Harper et al. 1993) only for particular cases of (classical) first-
and higher-order natural deductions — as follows:

1. Consider object-logics as systems for deriving not propositions but rather
Judged propositions, cf. § 7;

2. Consider a correspondence between the judged propositions and types in
the language of the framework constructed over a signature containing type-
constructors corresponding to each judgement of the object-logic, cf. § 8.

With this formulation, LF’s representation of object-logics now goes as follows:
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An object-consequence, in logic £, is written

Xayl :j1(¢1)7 <oy Un Jn(¢n) l_[l 6J(¢)
A

where j; and j are judgements, A is a set of proof-variables, X is the set of
syntactic variables that occur in the formule and ¢ is a proof-object. This
object-consequence corresponds, in the language of the framework, to a meta-
consequence

I'x,Ta s, Ms:j(9)

where 'y corresponds to the set X of syntactic variables, I'a corresponds to
the set A of proof-variables, Mjs is a All-term corresponding to the proof-object
0, which we sometimes call a proof-term. We deliberately write the context
as ['x,['a to emphasize the fact that the two parts have come from the set of
syntactic variables and the set of proof-variables.

The propositions-as-types correspondence for the {V, D}-fragment of many
sorted minimal first-order logic can be seen as a special case of the judgements-
as-types correspondence, where each j;(= j) = proof. This point of view will
become apparent when we look at morphisms between Kripke models in § 9.
We will often refer to the propositions-as-types correspondence as a different
representation mechanism.

Roughly speaking, LF is concerned with those Hilbert and natural deduction
systems for which the correspondence is uniform. The basic idea is that an
encoding of a logic £ is uniform if there is a surjection from consequences

X AbFz6:j(9)
in £ to consequences
I'Fy, M:A

in ¥;. The term uniform comes from (Harper, Sannella & Tarlecki 1994) but their
notion is stronger than ours, requiring quantification over all possible signatures.

One property of representation is that the encoded version of an object-logic
inherits the structural properties, such as weakening and / or contraction, of the
language of the logical framework. For example, suppose that >, is a uniform
encoding of £, and that

I'x,Ta s, Ms:j(9)

is the image of the object-consequence
X AbFz6:j(9)

where ¢ should be read as the realizer of the consequence.
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In the All-calculus, weakening is admissible, so that if

Ix,T'aFs, Ms:j(¢)

is provable, then so is
FX? FA7 F@ l_EL M5 _](Qb)

(provided T'x,T'a, T'g is well-formed). By uniformity of ¥,
Ix,Ta,To bs, Ms:j(o)
is then the image of the object-consequence
X, A0 .6 :)(9).

Consequently, LF is unable to uniformly encode relevant or substructural
((Schroder-Heister & Dosen 1993) and (Read 1988)) logics such as intuitionistic
linear logic (Girard 1987). A logical framework, also based on the judgements-
as-types notion of representation, which is able to uniformly encode intuition-
istic linear logic has been presented in (Ishtiaq & Pym 1998). A linear logical
framework has also been presented in (Pfenning 2002).

Given a representation in a logical framework, we are interested in the rela-
tionship between object-consequence and the encoded-consequence. To ensure
that we have encoded the object-consequence, we show that the encoding is ad-
equate. An adequate encoding is one in which the encoding does not introduce
any additional entities, i.e., full, and encodes all entities uniquely, i.e., faithful.
Issues surrounding representation will be discussed in more detail in § 8.
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Chapter 7

LF’s Object-Logics

Following on from the previous chapter, we present a characterization of object-
logics that are suitable for representation in LF using the judgements-as-types
method of representation. We begin this chapter with an extended example which
will provide the intuition for our characterization. Object-logics are abstractly
characterized by their correct consequences. In our case, this is done via a judged
consequence relation. We access the correct consequences of a logic through
proof systems and classes of models and satisfaction. Proof systems and classes
of models are developed separately, with soundness and completeness results
bringing together the two presentations.

The extended example is taken from (Avron et al. 1997). The presentation
of a judged proof system builds on known results about proof systems but our
use of judgements is original. There is a presentation of a similar system in
(Gardner 1992b), (Aczel 1980) and (Martin-Lof 1971). The characterization of
an object-logic in terms of Kripke models builds on known results in categorical
logic and correspondence theory.

7.1 Background

As we have seen, the LF logical framework is intended to provide a formal meta-
theory for Hilbert-type and natural deduction presentations of logical systems.
Indeed, it seems that, (Pfenning 2000), notwithstanding, LF does not provide a
suitable metatheory for logical systems based on sequent calculi (Gentzen 1934).
We describe representations of sequent calculi in LF in § 12.

Let us suppose, that for some language L, we have a Hilbert-type or natural
deduction system L. The basic idea of a proof in such a system is that of a labelled
tree. The labels of the tree are formulae of £. Successor nodes are generated by
the axioms and inference rules of £ subject to the following condition:
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(¥)  The formula which labels a node which is not a leaf must follow from
the formulae which label its successors by one of the inference rules of L.

Such systems are said to be pure ((Avron 1991) and (Avron et al. 1997)) if
the condition () has the following localness property: that at a given node, it
can be checked by examining just that node and its successors. Examples of
rules which fail to have this localness property are the [J-rule of the standard
Hilbert presentation of S4, which requires the global condition that the premiss
be a theorem, and [J-I in Prawitz’s (1965) natural deduction system for 54,
which requires the global condition that all hypotheses have [J-outermost. In a
Hilbert-type system, any rule of proof, i.e., a rule with no side-formulee, is also
an example. Rules with side-formulee are called rules of derivation. Systems
which require such global conditions in order to determine correctness are said
to be impure. From the point of view of logical frameworks, impure systems are
problematic for at least the following two reasons: firstly, from a structural point
of view, the formal description of global conditions may require ad hoc additions
to either the language or the representation mechanism, or to both; secondly,
checking such global conditions can be computationally expensive.

A formula ¢ in L follows from a set of formulee A (written A F, ¢) if and
only if there is a proof-tree Il in which every leaf is labelled by an axiom of £
or by an element of A, and the root is labelled by ¢. Clearly, A may contain
formulae which do not label any leaves in II. A proof II is a valid proof in £ of
¢ with respect to (X, A), where X is the set of syntactic variables, if A . I1:¢
and all the free variables in II are contained in X. We write (X) A . I1: ¢ for
IT being a valid proof of ¢.

It is common practice to give both Hilbert-type and natural deduction systems
presentations of logics as systems for deriving formulae that are bare propositions
¢. In such formulations, Hilbert-type and natural deduction inference rules can
be considered to have the form

A1(Fl) l_il ¢1 o Am(rm) |_im qu C

YTy, ..., Th, :
(@) ¢

where each A;(T";) denotes a context, i.e., a collection of bare propositions which
includes the components of I';, (&*,I';) denotes the combination of the I';s, and
C' is a possible side-condition, concerning variables or occurrences of modalities.
Typically, these side-conditions are global conditions which must be checked at
the application of the rule. The i,iy,...,i, € {1,...,n}, where ! ... " are
the n consequence relations of £. Viewing a Hilbert-type and natural deduction
system in this way means that they are characterized by the focus on assumption-
conclusion dependencies rather than theorems. Weakening is also assumed in this

111



presentation. For further justification of why this presentation of Hilbert-type and
natural deduction systems is an appropriate choice see (Avron et al. 1997).

By moving from bare propositions ¢ to judged propositions j(¢), with a given
logic exploiting many different judgements, we find global correctness conditions
can be rendered local. The technique is best understood by considering a (quite
general) example, from which the general situation should be clear.

Our subsequent informal presentation applies to Hilbert-type presentations
of minimal, intutionistic and higher-order predicate logics and minor variations
thereon, as well as to the family K, KT, KT4 (or S4), KT45 (or S5) and K L of
modal logics as discussed in (Avron et al. 1997). It also applies to the following
systems from (Avron, Honsell, Mason & Pollack 1992) and some minor variations
thereon: Kleene’s three-valued logic; classical first-order logic with (a version of)
Hilbert’s choice operator; classical A-calculus; call-by-value A-calculus; and, with
care, Hoare’s logic. An abstract definition of the class of systems we consider is
provided in § 7.2 and § 7.3.

Consider any system L, over a language L, drawn from the collection described
above, in particular suppose we have the following (impure) O-rule:

Eb [] ¢ depends on no assumptions

Here the condition that ¢ depends on no assumptions is a global one on the
Hilbert-type proof of ¢, thus rendering the rule impure. To check that the rule
[J has been used correctly, we must check that all the formulse at the leaves of
the Hilbert-type proof of ¢ are themselves theorems.

By reconstructing £ (cf., propositional S4) as a judged logic with two judge-
ments, true and valid, we can render the check for theoremhood a local one and
thus remove the impurity. The presence of two judgements allows us to separate
the rules of £ into two groups. The first group contains the usual rules of classical
logic and allows the inference just of propositions judged true. The second system
consists of the rules for [J which can be used to derive valid propositions only in
valid contexts. All axioms are judged valid.

true and valid are symbols with a propositional arity, so that the pairs (¢, true)
and (¢, valid) are formula of judged £. The nodes of a proof in judged L are thus
labelled with such pairs. Following (Avron et al. 1997), we say that such a tree
is a judged L-proof if the following conditions hold:

e The tree is a legitimate proof-tree in the system L', which is obtained from
L by transforming all rules of proof into rules of derivation (by adding
side-formulae in the obvious way);

e A node which is not a leaf is labelled valid if and only if all its successors
are so labelled;
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e Any node derived by a rule of proof of L is labelled valid;
e Axioms of L are labelled valid.

The second group of rules includes the following judged version of the [J-rule:

(0. valid) _
(o, valid)

Rules from the first group are accessible to valid propositions via the following
connecting rule:

(¢, valid)

—C

(¢, true)

A straightforward argument by induction on the structure of £’-proofs, judged
L-proofs and L-proofs leads to the following lemma:

Lemma 7.1 (Judged Systems (Avron et al. 1997))
The erasing of the labelling judgement is a compositional bijection between:

1. L'-proofs and judged L-proofs in which all nodes are labelled valid;

2. L-proofs and judged L-proofs in which all the leaves which are not arioms
are labelled true. |

The formulation of judged systems is such that their metatheory is rather sim-
ple and elegant. Specifically, we ensure the purity of proof systems by allowing,
in a judged consequence relation, several consequence relations to be treated si-
multaneously. A proof system with multiple consequence relations is non-uniform
according to Avron (1991). Judged systems are uniform because they only have
one (judged) consequence relation. In our running example of Hilbert-type pre-
sentations of modal logics, we can state, informally, a theorem which explains the
value of using judged systems in logical frameworks.

Let 2j(H) stand for the family K, KT, K4, KT4 (or S4), KT45 (or S5) and
K L, formulated as judged Hilbert-type systems.

Theorem 7.2 (Encoding Judged £ (Avron et al. 1997))
For L one of the family 2j(H), there is a compositional bijection between L-proofs

of
(X) (@1, 1), s (D, ln) b 1T, 1)

and NlI-terms M wn long Bn-normal form over the signature X, such that

Ly, w(A), %(Z) b M:j(e())

where
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['x is the MlI-context which corresponds to X under judgements-as-types;

Yo(A) is the Ml-context which corresponds to A = {¢;|l; = valid} under
Judgements-as-types;

Y(Z) is the Nl-context which corresponds to = = {¢;|l; = true} under
Judgements-as-types;

j is valid if | = valid, true otherwise;
e c(¢) is the encoding of ¢ under judgements-as-types. |

Corollary 7.3 (Encoding £ and L’ (Avron et al. 1997))
Suppose @1, ..., 0m, ¢ are well-formed formule of L with free variables in X.

1. There is a compositional bijection between proofs in L' of ¢1,...,¢m = @
and AI-terms M in long Bn-normal form such that

Ly, To({b1, .-, 0m}) Fs, M:valid(e(e)).

2. There is a compositional bijection between proofs in L of ¢1,...,¢m = @
and AlI-terms in long Bn-normal form such that

FX? Ft({¢1a s 7¢m}) I_EL MJ(E(gb))

where j is valid, if either m = 0 or no ¢; occurs in the proof, and is true
otherwise. |

The pattern of encoding judged systems demonstrated informally in this sec-
tion can be developed to give a formal theory of representation in the LF logical
framework. In the sequel, we provide such a theory, beginning, in the next section
with the theory of judged object-logics.

Before embarking upon our technical development of judged logics, it will be
useful to consider, informally, a range of examples of normative formulation of
object-logics and the representation mechanisms that can be used to encode them
in LF, judgements-as-types being our leading example.

We identify three typical, though not exhaustive, cases. Again, we draw
substantially upon (Avron et al. 1997) for background.

1. Proof-trees labelled with multiple judgements, encoded using the judge-
ments-as-types representation mechanism. For example:

e Hilbert-type formulations, for both truth and validity, of the modal
systems, such as KT, K4, KT4, KT5, etc., discussed above. Two
logical judgements true and valid are used.
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e Natural deduction formulations, for validity, of the modal logics dis-
cussed above. Two logical judgements true and valid are used.

2. Proof-trees labelled (degenerately) with a single judgement, encoded using
the worlds-as-parameters representation mechanism. For example:

e Hilbert-type formulations, for truth, of K, K4, KT, S4, etc. In a
worlds-as-parameters encoding, worlds are introduced via a sort, the
“universe” which, having no constructors, is inhabited only by vari-
ables, or “worlds”. The use of these parameters is purely syntactic.
They permit representation of global side-conditions found in rules of
proof, such as “no assumptions”, by transferring them to meta-logical
conditions such as “no free variables”. The details can be found in

(Avron et al. 1997).
e Natural deduction formulations, for truth, of K, K4, KT, S4, etc.

3. Proof-trees labelled degenerately with a single logical judgement but with
additional, syntactic judgements, such as “closed assumptions”, “boxed as-
sumptions” or “boxed fringe” (Avron et al. 1997), encoded using a rep-
resentation mechanism that is a variant on judgements-as-types in which
types which encode a proposition correspond not to propositions that have
first been judged logically and then judged structurally.

7.2 The Theory of Judged Object-logics

In this section, we provide a proof-theoretic account of an object-logic. Following
on from the previous section, and our general purpose, we provide an account of
judged object-logics.

We begin by defining the language L, consisting of an alphabet, syntactic
categories, expressions and judgements. We will interleave the formal account
with a presentation of classical logic as a judged proof system. We will provide
further examples at the end of this section.

Definition 7.4 (Alphabet)
An alphabet is a quintupe A = (S, V, E, C, J) of symbols defined as follows:

e S is a finite set of symbols with (natural number) arities;
e IV C S is a distinguished subset of S which contains variables;

e F is a finite set of expression symbols;

C C FE is a distinguished subset of E which contains connectives;

J is a finite set of judgements symbols. |
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We remark that the term “connective” in this definition should be interpreted
broadly; for example, the assignment operator := of Hoare’s logic (Avron et al.
1992) should be considered a member of this class of symbols. It is also worth
noting that the (natural number) arities assigned to each symbol are different
from the arities we shall shortly assign.

The alphabet for classical logic is the following:

e S ={i,0}, where ¢ and o have 0 arity;

o V={u;

o E={fi,....fm,Pr,..., Pn,c1,...,c, ¥V, 3,7, D, A, V, L}
o C={V,3,-,D,A,V};

o J = {true}.

fi are function symbols, P; are predicate symbols and ¢, are constant symbols.

Definition 7.5 (Syntactic Categories)
Let A = (S,V,E,C,J) be an alphabet. The syntactic generated by A are induc-
tively defined as follows:

e The nullary symbols are syntactic categories;

e Let cy,...,cp, be syntactic categories and s € S be any m-ary symbol, then
scy ... Gy 18 a syntactic category.

The syntactic categories containing variables are those formed solely from ele-
ments of V. We will distinguish a finite (possibly) empty set of nullary symbols
{o1,...,0m} as the syntactic categories of propositions. |

The syntactic categories of classical logic are ¢ and o, where ¢ is a syntactic
category containing variables and o is a syntactic category of propositions.

Following (Martin-Lof 1971), (Aczel 1980) and (Gardner 1992a), we define
the expressions of our logical syntax via a notion of arity.

Definition 7.6 (Arities and Levels)

An arity a is of the form (ao,...,a,) — s, where, for 0 < i < m, qa; is itself an
arity and s is a syntactic category. Associated with each such arity is a level,
defined as follows:

£
level(a) = {0 itm =0

1 + maxo<;<mlevel(a;) if m >0

We refer to aq,...,a, as the domain arities of a. We refer to a as the range
arity. ]
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Each n-ary connective # € C' has an arity
(ay,...,a,) — o,

where o is one of the distinguished categories of propositions. We call any expres-
sion e € E/C whose range arity is one of the syntactic categories of propositions
a predicate letter and any expression e € E/C, whose range arity is not one of the
syntactic categories of propositions a function symbol. Function symbols which
do not have domain arities are called constant symbols.

In classical logic, the connectives D, A and V all have arity (0,0) — o and
level 1, = has arity o — o and level 1, V and 3 have arity (¢ — 0) — o and level
2.

The function symbols f; have arity (¢,...,¢) — ¢ and level 1, the predicate

—_———

1,-times
symbols P; have arity (¢,...,t) — o and level 1, the constant symbols ¢, have
——
k;-times
arity ¢ and level 1 and | has arity o and level 1.
We now define the set of expressions generated by an alphabet. We assume
that each syntactic category s containing variables has an associated countable

set of variables V.

Definition 7.7 (Expressions)
Let A= (S,V,E,C,J) be an alphabet. The set of ezpressions generated by A is
defined as follows:

variables: If x € V, then x is an expression with arity s;

applications: If e € E with arity (ai,...,a,) — soflevel | <2andifey,..., e,
are expressions of arity aq, ..., a,, respectively, then ee; ...e,, is an expres-
sion with arity s;

abstractions: If e is an expression with arity s of level 0 and if xy,...,x,,
are distinct variables with arities aq,...,a,, of level 0 respectively, then
(x1,...,2Ty,)e is an expression with arity (aq,...,a,) — s.

The logical expressions are those expressions with level 0 arity. The term expres-
sions are those logical expressions which inhabit syntactic categories containing
variables and the proposition expressions are those logical expressions which in-
habit one of the distinguished syntactic categories of propositions. |

We illustrate the use of application with an example from classical logic. Take
the connectives A with arity (0,0) — o and two expressions ¢ and ¥ both with
arity o. Application gives the proposition expression A¢1, usually written ¢ A 1.

Abstraction allows us to handle quantifiers correctly and any other connectives
whose level is 2. Given a proposition ¢ with arity o and a variable x with arity ¢,
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we can abstract « to obtain (z)¢ with arity ¢ — o. Applying V yields the logical
expression V(x)¢, usually written Vz . ¢.

Substitution can be defined in terms of abstraction. Given a logical expression
¢, we can abstract all the free variables we wish to substitute, i.e., we have
(x1,...,2,)¢ and then apply variables y, ...y, to obtain ¢[z;/y;]™,.

In classical logic the term expressions are the terms of classical logic and the
proposition expressions are the propositions of classical logic.

An alphabet includes a set of judgement symbols J. We take each judgement
symbol j € J to be equipped with an arity of the form (oy,...,0,), where each
o0; is a distinguished syntactic category of propositions. This allows us to form
first-order or basic judgements.

Definition 7.8 (Basic Judgements)
Let A= (S,V,E,C,J) be an alphabet. The set J of basic judgements generated
by A is

{j(e1,...,em) | j € J has arity (o1,...,0n) and, for 1 <i < m, each ¢; is a

proposition expression inhabiting o; }

For each distinguished syntactic category of propositions o, we assume the exis-
tence of a nullary judgement null of arity o. |

In classical logic, we have the judgement symbol true of arity o. Thus the set
of basic judgements generated by A is just the set of proposition expressions of
A labelled by true.

The term basic judgement derives from the work of Martin-Lof (1982) on
the meanings of logical constants and rules of inference, which in turn derives
from Kant (1800). We let J, K and L, possibly subscripted, range over basic
judgements. Martin-Lof further constructs the general judgements, of the form
Az :C . K, where C is a syntactic category, and the hypothetical judgements, of
the form J F K. These higher-order judgements such be read, respectively, as the
universal and implication formulae of a metalogic which has basic judgements as
its atomic formulae. This metalogic is non-other than the internal logic of the
language (the All-calculus) of the LF logical framework. In this meta-logic, we
can follow Martin-Lof and define the hypothetico-general judgements, of the Horn
form Axz,:Cy. ... . Ax,,:C,,.J1,..., ), F K, which can be read as meta-logical
definitions of (Hilbert-type and natural deduction) inference rules.

Definitions 7.4 to 7.8 determine a language L. In order to define a logic L,
we must consider consequences and their axiomatization.

For a set S, let pf(S) denote the set of all finite sequences of elements of S.

Definition 7.9 (Judged Consequence Relation)
Let A = (S,V,E,C,J) be an alphabet. A judged consequence relation over A is
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a pair (J,F), where J is a set of basic judgements over A and FC p¢(J) x Jis a
binary relation such that:

Reflexivity: JF J, for every every basic judgement J € J;

Transitivity (cut): If A+ Jand A, J; A"+ K then, A; A’ K| for each A, A" €
pf(J) and J,K € J;

Weakening: If A+ J, then A, A" J, for each A, A’ € p¢(J) and each J € J.

A judged consequence relation (J,F) is said to be permutating if A,J,K, A" F L
implies A, K, J, A’ - L, for each A, A’ € p¢(J) and each J, K, L € J. |

The judged consequence relation for classical logic is the consequence relation
determined by either the Hilbert-type rules or natural deduction rules for classical
logic where each proposition is labelled with the judgement true.

Judged consequence relations provide an abstract characterization of the cor-
rect consequences of a logical system. Access to consequence relations is provided
either through a class of models and satisfaction relations, the topic of § 7.3, or
via proof systems to which we now turn.

In the context of LF, we are concerned with two classes of proof-system:
Hilbert-type systems and natural deduction systems. LF is not a suitable meta-
theory for sequent systems because there is not a natural relationship between
them and lambda-calculi, unlike natural deduction systems where the prop-
ositions-as-types correspondence holds. Before we turn to the definition of the
inference rules for these systems, a more detailed analysis of purity is required.
We recall that an inference rule is pure when the check required by (x) is local.
Following (Avron 1991), we distinguish three different levels of impurity:

Level 1: The side-conditions are related to the structure of the side-formulee.
For example, the condition that there are no side-formulze; that is, rules of
proof in Hilbert-type systems;

Level 2: The applicability of the rule depends also on the structure of side-
formulee. For example, the introduction rule for O in Prawitz’s (1965)
natural deduction system for S4. The rule says that we can deduce U@
only if all the assumptions of ¢ are boxed;

Level 3: The applicability of the rule depends not only on its potential pre-
misses, but also on their proofs.

The first two levels of impurity can be dealt with by introducing multiple
judgements, the third, however, cannot. The reason for this is that the third level
breaks uniformity. A system is uniform when it treats exactly one consequence
relation, and once a judged proposition has been derived we do not need to know
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how it was derived to use it in other inference rules. The third level of impurity
breaks this condition because we need to keep track of proofs and are only able
to apply certain rules if their proofs satisfy certain conditions. Uniformity is a
much more general condition then purity and since we can handle impure rules
if the system is uniform; only uniform systems are suitable for representation in
LF.

Definition 7.10 (Hilbert-type Systems)
Let A = (S,V,E,C,J) be an alphabet and F be a judged consequence relation
over A. A Hilbert-type system for F is given by the following:

o A set of azioms A C J;

o A set of rules of the form
JyoooJ,

J
where, for 1 <i<n, J; € Jand J € J.

We shall refer to the Hilbert-type system L for - over A. ]

(Classical logic can be presented as a Hilbert-type system with axioms:

true(¢ O (¢ O ¢))

true((¢ D (¥ D7) D (¢ DY) D(pDT)))

true (o V1))

true(v) D (¢ V Y))

true((¢ D7) D (1 D7) D (¢ V1) D 7))

true((¢ A ) D @)

true((¢ A ) D )

true(¢ D (¥ D (¢ A

true(Veo D ¢[z/t])
¢ )
YV

(¢
¢ D
(0
(¢
(¢
(¢ D
D ¥)))
¢
true(o[x/t] D Jzo

¢ D) D (¢ D Vyolr/y]))
) > Byole/y] > )

true(Va(
true(Vz (¢ D
true(L D ¢)
true(——¢ D 1)

(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(

and rules:

true(¢) true(¢ D )

true(v)
true(o)

true(Vyolz/y))

MP
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Definition 7.11 (Natural Deduction Systems)
Let A = (S,V,E,C,J) be an alphabet and F be a judged consequence relation
over A. A natural deduction system for - is given by the following:

e A set of arioms A C J;

e For each connective # € C, an introduction rule given by schemata of the

form , :
Kl K]
i Ji s
7 # Z’
J
fori=1,...,s, where K§’1,...,K§7h§,J§-, for 1 <i < p;, and J = j(#(e, ...,
en)) are all basic judgements and e; is of the form e;(¢1,...,¢,). The
inference infers a basic judgement j(ey, ..., e,)) from p; premisses Jy, ..., J,,
and can bind assumptions of the form K?l, cee K; ,i that occur above the
o
th

77 premiss;

e For each connective # € C, # #D, an elimination rule schema of the form

K(#(er,. .. en) J J
J

with s minor premisses of the form J, a basic judgement, and
I = Rt Hz Gz h;i Hz Gz
i ml:k‘ 17k D 1o k=1 p’L7k D Di
where /)(\ stands for iterated conjunction;

o [f # € C and # =D, then we have an elimination rule given by the schema

peow) . D
0 I
J(7)
e Judgement rules of the form
50
K(¢)

where J(¢) and K(¢) are basic judgements.
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We shall refer to the natural deduction system L for - over A. |

The general non-judged introduction and elimination rules can be found in
(Prawitz 1978), however, his schema for O F,

(6) > J()]

W6ow) )
J(7)

O F

has no deductive force as pointed out in (Schroeder-Heister 1982). There is
also a typo in the formulation of the general schema in (Prawitz 1978). This
is corrected in (Prawitz 1982). I am indebted to Prof. Prawitz for drawing my
attention to this, and the lack of deductive force in D E, (Prawitz 2008). The
general elimination rule forces us to have implication in the system whenever
there is a rule involving discharge and conjunction whenever we have a rule with
more than one premiss.
The natural deduction system for classical logic has the following axiom:

true(¢ V —9)

and rules:

true(¢) true(e) N
true(p A1)
[true(gé AY)]

true(¢ A ) trué(T)
true(T)
true(o) v true(v)) "
true(o V 1) true(o V 1)
true()]  [true(u)

NE

true(¢ V 1) trué(T) trUé(ﬂ v E
true(7)
[true(¢)]
true(v)) L
true(¢ D 1)
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true(y)]

true(¢ D ) true(o) trUé(ﬂ

true(7)

true(s)]

O F

true(L)

true(—¢)
[true(o) B true(L)]

—_

true(—¢) trué(T)

—

true(7)

true(o)
true(Vz o[z /a))

where a must not occur in any assumption on which ¢ depends.

[true(¢)]

true(Vzg)  true(r) v
true(7)
true(lt/]) _
true(Jz o)
[true(¢la/z])]

true(3r¢)  true(r)

true(T)

where a must not occur in dz¢, in 7, or in any assumption on which the upper

occurrence of ¢ depends other than ¢[a/x].

In our definition of a natural deduction system, the elimination rule for each
connective “comes for free”, in the sense that an introduction rule provides all
the information needed to define the corresponding elimination rule. This cor-
responds to the philosophical understanding of logical connectives; the meaning
of a logical connective is given by its use, ¢f. (Sundholm 2001). For example,
Gentzen (1934) suggested that “it should be possible to display the elimination
rules as unique functions of the corresponding introduction rules on the basis of
requirements.” Prior (1960) showed that if the meaning of a logical connective
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depended on both its introduction and elimination rules then we obtain examples
of the “tonk” form, which causes the system to become inconsistent.

We require that the introduction and elimination rules be, in a suitable sense,
inverses of one another (cf. (Prawitz 1965) and (Lorenzen 1955)). We need to
show that we cannot obtain examples of the “tonk” form. Given the introduction
and elimination rules for tonk:

tonk
L tonk I u tonk E
¢ tonk (0

it follows that, for all ¢ and v, ¢ = 1. To avoid, tonk, we require that our system
has the local reduction property (Restall 2008).

Definition 7.12 (Local Reduction Property)

Let A be an alphabet, - be a judged consequence relation over A and let L
be a natural deduction system L for - over A. Given a proof II in £ which
contains an application of the introduction rule # I followed immediately by an
application of the elimination rule # E (for the same connective) which takes the
result of the introduction rule as its major premiss, then the introduction and
elimination rule can be eliminated, leading to a more direct (i.e., shorter) proof
of the conclusion. ]

This corresponds to the philosophical idea found in (Hodges 2001); avoiding
tonk means that we can infer a formula from what we necessarily had to know
to infer the formula.

We show why a system with tonk fails to have the local reduction property.

Assume we have a proof containing an application of tonk I followed immediately
by tonk E.

tonk I

tonk
¢ 4 tonk E

It is impossible to eliminate this step because we only way we can prove ¢ from
1 is to use the tonk introduction and elimination rules.
The introduction and elimination rules for # can be reduced in the following
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way:

I IT, ; I, ] T
! i J;i# I 01 - 0y
i(#(er,. .. en)) ]
# FE
J
can be reduced to
I T,
oy
J

where we remove the cancellations of I'; in §; and all the assumptions are no
longer discharged. This reduction means that our rules satisfy the local reduction
property and so, provided j = k for a given pair of introduction and elimination
rules, we have a consistent system.

Definition 7.13 (Judged Proof Systems)
Given an alphabet A and a judged consequence relation F, the judged proof system
L is a Hilbert-type or natural deduction system for - over A. ]

We need to provide a rigourous account of how proofs behave in a natural
deduction system for - over A. We do this by introducing proof-objects which
realize consequence, cf. (Harper et al. 1993). Natural deduction proofs are trees
with nodes labelled by inference rules and the value of their parameters, together
with a discharge function. The discharge function assigns rule occurrences to
hypothesis occurrences and specifies which hypothesis occurrences are discharged
by which rule occurrence. The usual way of including the information contained
in the discharge function is to number each application of a rule which involves
discharge and then number (with the same number) the hypotheses discharged
by that rule. A wvalid proof is a proof in which every rule occurrence is a correct
instance of the rule scheme that labels it. In particular, if the side-conditions on
the applicability of the rule are satisfied.

In our presentation, we have employed the parenthesis convention, where dis-
charged hypotheses are written in square brackets. The square brackets around
a judged proposition indicate that zero or more occurrences of that hypothesis
are discharged by an application of the rule. The failing of this presentation, is
that we do not know what, if any, hypotheses are discharged by the rule, this
information is only present in the proof by means of a discharge function.

To be able to represent a natural deduction proof in a logical framework,
we need to know which hypotheses and how many are discharged by a given
rule, so we need to include this information in a proof. A discharge function is
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necessitated by the fact that it is hypothesis occurrences rather than a hypothesis
which is discharged. We can have a valid proof which contains an inference rule
which discharges j(¢) but still leaves certain occurrences of j(¢) undischarged. To
this end, we provide a formal account of valid proof expressions, which we often
call proof-objects or realizers of consequence.

We introduce proof-variables vy : j(¢), where y is the proof-variable for j(¢).
We allow countably many proof-variables which are distinct from the set of first-
order variables. These proof-variables will play the rule of occurrence markers.
When a hypothesis is discharged, a certain set of its occurrences is discharged
and these are all marked by a particular y. We now define proof-expressions Il
by the grammar:

I = HYPy(y) | #-I1(L,... 10, | #E(IL, ... IL,)

where HY P,(y) indicates the use of a hypothesis y:j(¢) and there are constants
corresponding to introduction and elimination rules for each connective # € C.
We use HY P,(y) rather than y to ensure consistency between our general defi-
nition of a proof-expression and that given in (Harper et al. 1993). We subscript
#-1 and #-FE by the judged formulse and variables used in the corresponding
introduction and elimination rules.

The proof-expressions for classical logic are given by the grammar:

II == HYP,(y) | AND-1,(I1;,1Ly) | AND-Ey (111, (y1, y2) : 1) |

OR']qb,w(Hi) | OR—E¢7¢7T(H,y13H1,y21H2) | IMP—I¢,1/1(yH) |
IMP—E¢,¢7T(H,y:H’) | NEG-14(y:11) | NEG—E¢7w(H,y:H’) | ALL-I, 4(II) |
ALL-E, 4, y:11') | SOME-I,,4(I1) | SOME-E, 4 ,(IL,y:IT')

where (y1,y2) : II stands for the discharge of the hypotheses whose occurrences
are marked by vy, ys.

Not all proof-expressions are valid, so we need rules to generate them. A
proof-context is a pair (X, A), where X is a finite set of variables and A is a
set of proof-variables, y : ji1(&1),. .-, Yn : jn(¢n), where each y; is distinct. We
write F'V(A) for the set of free-variables occurring in A and dom(A) for the
set of yis occurring in A. We give the rules for proving assertions of the form
(X) A FII:j(¢), which is read as ‘Il is a valid proof of j(¢) with respect to the
proof-context (X, A).” The derivability of such an assertion means that a number
of general rules are obeyed (e.g., no two occurrences of a y; mark different judged
formulae) and that the restrictions in the rules for valid proof-expressions are
obeyed. We say that II is a valid proof with respect to the proof-context (X, A)
if and only if (X) A - II:j(¢) holds for some j(¢). There is a minimal such proof-
context, if it exists at all: take X to be the set of all free variables in II, take A
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to be a list of the set of all the y:j(¢) such that HY Py(y) is a subexpression of
I1.

Validity is preserved under substitution, in the sense that, if Il[xy, ..., zmy, y1:
J1(P1)s - -+ s Yn:n(Pn)] is a valid proof of j(é[z1, ..., xy]) with respect to ({z1, ...,
Ty Ay J1(D1)s -y Un tin(@)n}), if t1,. .., t, are terms whose free variables are
all in X" and if A" = {y;:ji(¢:;) | HY Py,(y;) is a subexpression of II;, 1 <i < n}
and if Iy, ..., II, are valid proofs of ji(¢1),...,jn(¢n) with respect to (X', A'),
then II[ty, ..., ty, Iy, ..., I1,] is a valid proof of j(¢[t1,...,t,]) with respect to
(X', A).

The rules for generating valid proof-expressions for classical logic are the fol-
lowing:

y:true(p) € A
(X) AF HY Py(y) :true(¢)
(X) A FII:true(¢) (X) A+ IT":true(y)
(X) A AND-I,4(IL IT) :true(é A )

(X) At I:true(d A ) (X) A, yp:true(d), yo :true(y) 11" true(7)

v-HY P

v-AND-1

v-AND-FE
(X) AEAND-E, (I, (y1, y2) : I') : true(7)
where y1,yo & dom(A).
X) A F 11, true
(x) @) oo
(X) A F OR-Tig, ,(1L;) : true(¢;)
fori=1,2.
(X) A H:true(gbl V ¢2) ((X) A, Y1 :true(gbi) F HZ :true(T))i:Lg
v-OR-E

(X) A OR-Ey (1L, y1 : 11, yo : I15) s true(7)
where yi1, yo & dom(A).

(X) A,y:true(¢) F IL:true(v))
(X) AFIMP-1,(y:1I) :true(¢ D 9)

v-IMP-1

(X) AFI:true(¢p D ¥) (X) AT :true(¢) (X) A, y:true(y) = 11" true(r)
(X) AFIMP-E(IL I, y:11") : true(T)
where y,y; ¢ dom(A).

(X) A, y:true(¢) - I:true(L)
(X) A+ NEG-I,(y:1I) : true(—¢)

v-NEG-1
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(X) At I:true(—¢) (X) A, y:((X) A, yy:true(¢) F I :true( L)) F I : true(r)
(X) A+ NEG-E, (I, y:1I') : true(r)
(X,z) AFII:true(o)

v-ALL-1
(X) AF ALL-E, 4(I1) : true(Vz )
where x ¢ X.
(X) AFI:true(Vzg) (X) A, y:true(o) - IT' : true(v) CALLE
(X) A+ ALL-Ey (11, y: 1I') : true())
(X) AF IL:true(o[t/x]) D SOMEI

(X) A SOME-1,; s(II) : true(3z¢)

A : Ay: :
(X) AFII:true(39) (X) A, y:true(¢) - I:true(e)) SOME-E

(X) A+ SOME-Ey (I, y: 1) : true())

We omit the valid proof rules for the general introduction and elimination
rules, with the above example providing enough intuition that they should be
clear. For higher-order logics, the set X is replaced by an assignment A governing
free-variables of the proof. An assignment A = {x;:071,...,2,:0,}. We overload
notation by writing X for assignments.

As well as providing an account of judged proof systems, it is important that
our account of logics includes an account of theories; in particular, of arithmetic
theories. For example, the theory of Peano arithmetic for classical first-order
predicate calculus requires the following extension of first-order predicate calcu-

lus:
Expression Symbols

0 arity ¢
succe arity  — ¢
+ arity (¢,0) — ¢

= arity (¢,0) — ¢

To get Peano arithmetic, we also need some axioms and inference rules for these
expressions. For example, the substitution rule for =,

— (tu) true(6(t))
true((u))

(sub)

the transitivity rule for =,
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and the rule of induction,

[true(o(z))]

true(6(0))  true(d(suce(x)))
true(Ve:1o(z))

(ind)

can all be added to the judged proof system.

Definition 7.14 (Theories)

Let £ be a judged proof system. A theory T over L is a set of expression symbols,
a collection of natural deduction rules, Hilbert-type rules and axioms and a set
of proof-expressions. |

We now provide two examples of judged proof systems which illustrate how
general our definition of a judged proof system is. Well the examples are well
known, their presentation as judged proof systems is original.

7.2.1 Classical \-calculus

Our first example is the classical A-calculus. We define the judged proof-system
of the classical A-calculus defined in (Avron et al. 1992). We have the alphabet:

e 5 = {oh

o V = {0}

o B = {A App};
o C = {A App};
o J = {»,=}

where o has zero arity, A has arity (0 — 0) — o and level 2,0 App has arity
(0,0) — o and level 1 and 1 and = are both 2-ary. o is the only syntactic
category. It is a syntactic category of expressions and contains variables. The
expressions of the classical A-calculus are generated according to Definition 7.7.
For example, take the variable y, we can abstract x to obtain (y)x with arity
o — o. We can now apply A to obtain the term A(y)x, usually written Ay.x.
We can now apply App then z to obtain the term App(A(y)z, z), usually written
(A\y.z)z.
We have axioms:

Ey:xxx

Ey: App(A(z),y) > zy
B App(A(z),y) = 2y
B=: App(A(x),y) = zy
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together with the rules
x>y

1
Y=< x

Ty

Es
Yz

rxy <y

App(z, ") > App(y, y')
xz DYz ¢
A(x) 1 A(y)

Ty
Con

r=Yy
r=Yy

Es
y==x
r=y y==z
—— Ls
=2z

r=y 2=y

App(x,2") = App(y,y')

7.2.2 Hoare’s Logic

L3

Er

This example defines a fragment of Hoare’s logic which can be adequately repre-
sented in LF, ¢f. (Mason 1903). We have the alphabet:

e S = {l,i,0,b,w, h};
o V = {l,i,o0,b};

o £ = {a,)ser, o scny fiye ooy fu, PLoo o PY =0 =0, 70, Y, Ay Vo,
R .. Ry =y, =, b, Ab, Vi, =, 5, i f, while, triple};

o C = {l.=,,7,Y, Ao, Vo, 3, =p, =, Nb, Vb, :=, 5, i f, while};

.j - {|_h7'_b7|_077é7#i7#0}7
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where

Expression Arity Level
o b—o 1
! l—1 1
Ci ? 1
fi (1y...,1) — i 1

—

pi

R’ (ty...,9) o 1

——
= (1,1) — o 1
=, (0,0) — 0 1
— 0— 0 0
v (1—0)—o0 2
No (0,0) = o 1
Vo (0,0) = o 1
3 (1 —0)—o0 2
Ry (ty...,0) = b 1

!
= (3,9) — b 1
—p b—b 1
Np (b,b) — b 1
Vi (b,b) — b 1
= (l,1) = w 1
; (w,w) — w 1
if (b,w,w) —w 1
while (b,w) — w 1
triple (o,w,0) — h 1
Fn h
Fp b
# (1)
4, (1,0)

The consequence relation - is the one determined by all the inference rules. We
omit the rules for connectives found in classical logic, i.e., Ay, V,, =, VY, d, etc.
because they are essentially the same as the ones we gave above.




Fo a(Rp(x1,...,1,))
by Ry(z1, ..., x0)
by Ry(z1, ..., xy)

Fo a(Rp(z1, ..., 2p))

Fo a(zy =p 22) © 71 =, T2

Q4R

Fi a(—pz) < —oa(x)
Fo a(brxpbe) < a(by)xoa(bs)

for xy € {\,V,=}
xF#;c; for all constant ¢;

T #y
Ty
xFFity - AL,
i fi(te, . t)
x#oRo(tla s atn)
33'#061 x#OGZ
x#‘nger

for x € {n,V,=} , 45)
T7FY T J\Y

TH# oV f
{plt/=]}z = t{p}
{prSi{r} {r}9)2{q}
{p}S1; Sa{q}
{pnepS{qr {Ae}Sa{q}
{p} if(e, Si, S2){q}
{pAe}S{p}
{p}while(e, S){p N —e}
p=pAptSHat o = ¢

{r}S{q}
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7.3 Models of Judged Object-logics

This section provides a model-theoretic characterization of consequence relations.
We define a class of models of judged object-logics together with a satisfaction
relation. We begin with an informal overview of the desired satisfaction relation.

Our satisfaction relation is to be the one of Kripke forcing (Kripke 1963). Let
W be a set of worlds and let R be an (m + 1)-ary relation over W. We write
Rwwy . .. w,, for the value of R at worlds w,wy, ..., wy,. Let ¢ = #(é1,. .., dm)
be a formula with outermost connective # of arity m. We distinguish two gen-
eral classes (cf. (Basin, Matthews & Vigano 1997)) of connectives, together with
judgements:

1. (#,])) is local if the meaning of (#(¢1,...,dm),]) at world w depends only
on the meaning of each (¢, ;) at world w;

2. (#,]) is non-local if the meaning of (#(¢1, ..., dm),]) at world w depends on
the meaning of each (¢;, j;) at worlds w;, where Rywwy . .. wy, holds for some
chosen relation. We will consider both wuniversal non-local connectives,
in which we permit universal quantification over the worlds occurring in
the definiens, and existential non-local connectives, in which we permit
existential quantification over the worlds occurring in the definiens.

The classes we have defined are quite broad and clearly more complex classes
are possible. The definition of local does not appear to include connectives like
V, which one would expect to define as

(¢ V1), true) if and only if (¢, true) or (1, true)

but we observe that the meaning of (¢ V 1, true) does depend on (¢, true) and
(1, true), but they are not required to both be satisfied at the same time. This
is the analogue of having multiple introduction schema for the same connective,
they all need to be formally defined but only one introduces the connective in a
given proof.

Examples of local connectives include intuitionistic and classical disjunction
and conjunction and classical implication. Examples of universal non-local con-
nectives include intuitionistic implication, for which W must be preordered, rele-
vant implication and S4 [J. The { of S4 is an example of an existential non-local
connective.

Following this idea, we define Kripke models of object-logics in our usual in-
dexed setting, following the pattern established for the All-calculus, by requiring
the base category to interpret first-order terms, given by some signature, and by
requiring the fibres to carry exactly the structure specified by the satisfaction
relation that defines the logic.
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The use of the satisfaction relation to define the connectives arbitrarily has
the consequence that we cannot guarantee that a given occurrence of a connec-
tive in a formula can be interpreted in a given model without reference to the
interpretation [—] 7 of the syntax in a model. We can require, however, at the
level of prestructures, that there be enough structure to interpret the function
symbols of the term language in the base category.

Thus, in order to define object-logic models, we take an object-logic Or to be
given by the following:

e A first-order language L over an alphabet A = (S,V, E,C,J);

e A collection of local connectives C;, C C, each defined by a satisfaction
relation;

e A collection of non-local or global connectives G C C' defined by a satis-
faction relation and a world relation;

e A theory consisting of a set of expressions symbols and constants used in
the grammar for valid proof-expressions.

Such a logic O7 may or may not have a complete axiomatization as a Hilbert-
type or natural deduction type system. Drawing heavily on the work of (Basin
et al. 1997), (Basin et al. 1998) and (Vigano 2000), we present classes of logics
which have axiomatizations as Hilbert-type or natural deduction systems. We
begin by describing a satisfaction relation ||_OT for local and non-local connec-
tives. The generalized introduction rule of Prawitz (1978) provides the intuition
for the satisfaction relation for a local connective. The schemata

[Ké',l] T [K;‘,h;l]

Ji J 2

I
I 7

for 1 <i <'s, corresponds to the satisfaction relation

w, p H—g‘TJ if and only if either (((w, p ||—g; Ki;and ... and w,p H—g; Kih%)
imply w, p ||—ng J})and ... and ((w,p H—g‘T K}, 1 and ... and
w, p |- Kps ) imply w, p =or 32)) or ... or (((w, p |- K, and
. and w,p||—ng ih}) imply w, p H—ng J}) and ... and ((w,p||—?9/tT K1
and ... and w, p ||—/(;AT K;s7h§,s) imply w, p ||—/(;/; J;S))

134



where M is a Kripke model of Or and J = j(#(¢1, ..., 0n)).

The satisfaction relation for the non-local connectives comes from (Basin et al.
1997) and is simpler than the satisfaction relation for local connectives. It is also
less general than Prawitz’s schema. For a universal non-local connective, we have
the satisfaction relation

w, p H—g;j(#(m, ..., ¢p)) if and only if for all worlds wy, ..., w, ((

Rywwy ... w, and wy, p1 |y ji(¢1) and ... and wy—1, pu—t [ jn-1(n-1))

fmply W, pn [ o ()

where M is a Kripke model for Or.
For an existential non-local connective, we have the satisfaction relation

w, p ||—'(A9/;J(#(¢1, ..., ¢p)) if and only if there exist worlds wy, ..., w,

Ryww, ... w, and w, p ||—g;j1(¢>1) and ... and w, p ||—g/; jn(dn)

where M is a Kripke model for Or.

We need a separate satisfaction relation for 1 and —, when they are present.
Our definition of these satisfaction relations is more restrictive than the ones
given in (Vigano 2000). This restriction, however, ensures that # cannot be a
connective of a substructural logic. The satisfaction relation for | is defined as
follows: for all Kripke models M and all worlds w, w, pH%ngj(J_). The satisfaction
relation for — is defined as follows:

w, p ||—?9/1Tj(—|¢) if and only if w, p ||—g;j(¢) implies w, p ||—/(\9/1Tj(J_)

where M is a Kripke model.

We have not specified the relation Ry for each non-local connective. Basin
et al. (1997) use a Horn relational theory to describe a relation for a given con-
nective. We only examine two possibilities for this relation. The first is when the
relation is <, the partial ordering on worlds. This is sufficient for us to define
intuitionistic implication and universal and existential quantification. The sec-
ond is a more general case, here we let the relation be an (i, j, m, n)-convergency
axiom, i.e., Ry is a closed formula of the form

VavVyVz((zR'y A xR 2) D Ju(yR™u A zR™u)),

where xRy means r = y and xRy means Jv(zRvAvR'y). We use a relation of
this form when we are defining modal logics. Since, if Rg = Ry is an (i, j,m, n)-
convergency axiom, then it corresponds to an axiom of the form
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for a proof of this result see; for example, (Vigano 2000), (Lemmon & Scott 1977)
or (Chellas 1980). The axioms D, T, B, 4, 5, etc., are all instances of this schema.

Basin et al. (1997) provide more relations, but all the other examples give
substructural logics which cannot be adequately represented in LF. There is more
scope here for examining the choice of relations in detail, but this is beyond the
scope of this thesis. Correspondence theory examines the relationship between
relations on Kripke models for logics that involves modalities, and axioms in
Hilbert-type systems. The reader is referred to the survey paper (van Benthem
1984), for further details. A similar analysis is possible for intuitionistic modal
logics, but the nice relationship between axiom schema and properties of R does
not hold (¢f. (Simpson 1994)).

The basic idea of our functorial treatment of object-logics is one that is famil-
iar from our treatment of models of the All-calculus and its internal logic, cf. § 5.
At each world, a prestructure provides, functorially, a functor from environments
to values. In contrast, however, with the internal logic of the All-calculus, our
formulation of object-logics, especially their proof systems, makes essential use
of judged propositions and we should like this to be reflected in their models.

Adumbrating our coming technical development, an example of the desir-
ability of an explicit treatment of judgements, can be seen in the case of, say,
Hilbert-type presentations of S4. We may be interested in a Kripke model of Or,
(K7, [[—]],Eﬁ’), which supports the principle

“if true(¢) then valid(¢)”

by virtue of the existence of an arrow
[{D¢, true)i7 = [{O¢, valid) [/
independently of the existence of a proof ¢ such that
w, p |67 6: (O, true) Fo,. (¢, valid)).

In order to include an explicit account of judgements in our models of object-
logics, we modify the category of values, in which propositions are interpreted,
to be categories of pairs of judgements and values. Specifically, we replace each
category of values V', i.e., each object of V, with V' ® J, where J is the category
of judgements. The product here being the tensor product in Cat.

Definition 7.15 (Category of Judgements)
A category of judgements J is defined as follows:

Objects: Judgements j, including a terminal object null;

Arrows: Identities and at least null 2 j, for each judgement j. |
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Additionally, we may have arrows j — k, which may be used in a model to
validate principles of the kind discussed above, i.e., rules in the object-logic which
only change the judgement and not the formula. Note that although we have
used the syntax of judgement symbols to describe the category of judgements,
we can consider any category having the specified structure to be a category of
judgements.

A judged proposition is interpreted in a category of judged values by taking
the tensor product (in Cat) of a category of judgements and a category of values.
The transition in semantics from values to judged values is directly, and delib-
erately, analogous to the transition from proof-trees to proof-trees labelled with
judgements, which is characterized using the techniques of Lemma 7.1.

Definition 7.16 (Judged Values)
A category of judged values is a category

Vel

where J is a category of judgements, V is a category (of values) and ® is the
tensor product in Cat. |

For example, in the usual judged view of intuitionistic logic, we have just one
judgement proof. In this case, the category of judgements J is exactly

proof

OO
null proof

and a judged proposition (¢, proof) is interpreted as an object [[¢]]Z§ ® proof of
V ® J. A proof § of (¢, proof), from judged assumptions I, is interpreted as an
arrow
wp [[5]]%’;®proof wp
[ITic? @ null ——— [¢]i? ® proof

where ¢ denotes the corresponding unjudged proof-tree, which can be character-
ized by the techniques of Lemma 7.1. From now on we refer to (¢,]) as j(¢).

Throughout our development of Kripke models for Or, we will just refer to

V' as the category of values rather than V ®J and [¢] ! ® proof as [proof (¢)]x”.

J

Definition 7.17 (Kripke Prestructures for Or)
A Kripke prestructure for Or is a functor

T W, B, V]]
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such that
1. W is a small category of worlds;

2. By is a small cartesian closed category with a terminal object;

3. B” = HWe|W| By

4.V is a (sub)category (of Cat) of categories of judged values such that each
J(W)(D) has a terminal object and finite products, which are preserved
on the nose by inverse image functors;

5. The indexed category J is strict. ]

We take base categories at each world and then define fibres over their co-
product to follow the structure of a Kripke AlI-prestructure. We recall that the
reason for this is that we want our Kripke models to be analogous to Kripke
models of intuitionistic logic where there is a model of classical logic at each
world. We will find when we construct the term model of Or that we need to
take the same category at each world. This is because we need to define constants
and functions at each world.

This Kripke prestructure for Or has less structure than the Kripke prestruc-
ture we defined for the internal logic in § 5. We no longer require that there is a
right adjoint to the inverse image of projections or that J(WW)(D) to be cartesian
closed. The reason for this is that the object-logic Or may not have universal
quantification or implication, so we do not, in general, require the extra structure.
Any structure required to interpret a connective arises from the enough structure
condition (cf. Definition 7.19) and the satisfaction relation.

We still have the coproduct construction to ensure that our models are con-
sistent throughout and that there are conceptually natural.

Definition 7.18 (Kripke Structures for Or)
Let J be a Kripke prestructure for Or. A Kripke structure for Or is a functor

ICJ: [W7 [Bop’v]]
such that the category V has the following properties:

Objects: Categories built out of V = J(W)(Y) with

Objects: Arrows
— faa
A—=

in V, where A = A; x ... X Ap;
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Arrows: Arrows
IZ,a 5.8

(A —= A) — (B —= B)
are given by arrows A % B in V, where B = By X ... X B,,.
Arrows: Functors K7 (f): K7(W)(Y) — K7(W)(X), where f: X — Y is an

arrow in By. These functors have the following properties:

1. The functor K 7(W)(f) takes an object of K7 (W)(Y), the arrow fz -,
and returns an object in K7 (W)(X),

K7(H)(fac) = [TITW)()(C)

2. The functor K7 (W)(f) takes an arrow of }CJ(W)(Y) AL B, and
returns the arrow v = J(W)(f)(n), where C = D, J(W)(f)(A;)
Ci, for 1 <i <m, and J(W)(f)(B;) = D;, for 1 < j <n.

Before we can define the Kripke model of Op, we need to ensure that the
Kripke prestructure for Or has enough structure to interpret the language of L

of OT'

Definition 7.19 (Enough Structure)
Let Or be an object-logic with alphabet A. We say that a Kripke prestructure
for Or has enough structure to interpret A if the following conditions hold:

e Each B, has at least as many objects as there are syntactic categories;

e For all worlds w and for each function symbol e € E/C with arity (51, ..
Sp) — S,there exists an arrow ([[;_, [Silx?) — [STic? in Bu;

*

e For all worlds w and for each predicate letter e € E/C with arity (S, ...,
Sn) — S, there exists an object [j(e(x1,...,2,)]ic?), where x;:5; for 1 <
i <nandjeJ, in J(w)([[Z, ISk

e For all worlds w and for each connective ¢ € C, with arity (ay,...,a,) —
a, there exists an operation op. such that op. takes n objects [[JZ(@)]]wpl
in J(w )(H [[Slﬂwpl), where the free variables of ¢; are in the set {xl
Stk S and returns an object [j(c(#1, - .., ¢))]i? in T (w)(ITh—,
[Sklic?), where the free variables of c(¢1,...,¢,) arein the set {z1:51,...,
T, Sy}, each xy: Sy € {w1:5],...,a S } and p is the combination of
each of the environments py, ..., p, with any variables which are bound in
c(¢1,...,¢,) but free in one of the ¢;s removed,;
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e For each judgement symbol j € J, there is an object in the category of
judgements j. |

Since the third condition is rather complicated, we provide some examples
which illustrate that it is correct.

e We take ¢ to be A and have op, act on [j(¢)[c? in J(w)([S]k?), where
¢ has free variable x: S, and [j(¢))[c? in J(w)([T?7), where ¢ has free
variable y:T". op. returns an object [j(¢ A ¥)[ic? in T (w)([ST? x [TTic?);

e The condition on the environments allows us to handle quantification cor-
rectly. We take ¢ to be V, opy acts on [j(¢)[c? in J(w)([Ti=,[Silx) x
[STk?), where the free variables of ¢ are in the set {z1:51,...,2,:S,, 215},
and returns [j(Vz:S. d))]]zﬁ/x in J(w)([T, [[Sl]]zﬁ/x) We observe that z
is free in ¢ but bound in Vz:S . ¢.

In order to define the structure carried by models of Op, we require an inter-
pretation [[—]],25 of the syntax Or in a structure Ky: the relations Ry and the
satisfaction relation that define each connective # are predicated on the inter-
pretations of the propositional arguments taken by ¢.

Definition 7.20 (Kripke Models of Or)

A Kripke model of Or consists of a pair (K7, [[—]],E:f), where K7 is a Kripke
structure for O, which has enough structure to interpret the alphabet of A, and
the partial function ﬂ—]],;yp is an interpretation of Or in 7. The interpretation is
defined by induction on the structure of (i) sorts, which are interpreted as objects
in B,; (i) terms, which are interpreted as arrows in B,,; and (7i7) propositions
with free variables in the set X = {x,:5},...,2,:S,}, which are interpreted in
the fibre over [Si] x ... x [Su]ic?. If X = 0, then [¢(X)]? is an object of
K7 (w)(1). The sorts, terms and functions are interpreted as follows:

1. For each sort S, [S]i” is an object of B,, defined by induction on sorts:

e For each sort S, [STi? is (a choice of) an object in By;

e For each function sort, i.e., S =51,...,5, —= T,
w, w,p(IT72 [Sii¢?)
[[S]]icjp = [[T]]K; i
the internal hom in B,

2. For each variable z : S, [z]i? is an arrow [S]x?” LGN [STx? in By, not
dependent on w;

3. For each function symbol f:5i,..., 5, — S, [f]i? is the arrow given by
Definition 7.19. We have that:
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. Cogstants ¢ with arity S are interpreted as arrows [c]x?:1 — [S]i?”
in By;

e Functions f:51,...,5, — S are interpreted as arrows
(T1Ls:1%2) — [STR?
i=1

in B, and given t;:S; for 1 <i < n, then

[Ft- il = Ul Tadcy - [l

using the cartesian closed structure of B, in the usual way (cf.
(Lambek & Scott 1986));

e Tuples of terms are interpreted as arrows in B,,:

([talicys - Ienllicl) [ > x [Am]ic — [Bulicy % - - X [Ba]
where, for each 1 <i <n, x1:Ay,...,Tm:An b7t By

e Term-formation by application is interpreted by function space appli-
cation in B,,.

The connectives are interpreted as objects in J(W)(X) by induction over
the structure of formulee:

e Atomic: For each predicate letter P with arity (S1,...,5,) — S,
L(P(z1,. .., 2n))]ic? is an object of T(W)([S1]? x. .. x[Sa]kc?) given
by Definition 7.19;

e Connective: For each connective ¢, with arity (Si,...,S,) — S,
[i(c(1, - -, ¢u)]7 is an object of J(W)(X), where X = [[;Z, [Si]
and the free variables of ¢(¢y,...,¢,) are in the set {z1:51,..., 2y

Sm} and j € J, given by Definition 7.19.

4. For each local connective #, we have the following satisfaction condition:
there is an arrow

1L [(#(60,- du)”

if and only if there are arrows

fl

fi 1 1 w
(125 [KE, T2 and ... oand 15 [K1 ) which imply 1 25 [U1])
f;Ll 1 w,p fgl’hzln 1 w,p
and ... and arrows ((1 — [K, ;[i? and ... and 1 —— [K, h Ik?)
B 7Pl
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Ji1 w
which imply 1 In, HJ Jk?)) or ... or there are arrows (((1 - [KS Dk

and . and 124, LKs #:]i¢2) which imply 1 s k) and

s
fP S5

Ios
(1 == [K,, g2 and ... and (1 — i N [Kp. 55 Iic) which imply

N TS )
Also, [#-1]i? = f;

. For each universal non-local connective #, we have the following satisfaction
condition: there is an arrow

1L @@, o))"

if and only if for all worlds wy, ..., w, (Rgww; ...w, and there exist arrows

14 Lin(¢0)]k" and ... and 1 Jna, lin-1(¢n—1)lic;, """ ) which imply
= lin(@n)lic;""-
Also, [#-1]i? = f;

. For each existential non-local connective #, we have the following satisfac-
tion condition: there is an arrow

1L @@, o))"

if and only if there exists worlds wy, ..., w, such that Ryww;,...,w, and
there exist arrows

1 iL) IIJI(le)]]lIé;pl and ... and 1 _> HJn(¢n)Hwn o
Also, [#-1]cy = f

. If L € Cg, then we have the following satisfaction condition: for all worlds
w, there are no arrows 1 % L(LDk?. Also, [L-ITi? =

. If = € Cg, then we have the following satisfaction condition: for all worlds
w, there exists an arrow

1L [i(=¢)]? if and only if the arrow 1 LN [i(#l)? implies
fo w,p
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Also, [=-I]? = f.

9. If there is more than one judgement, we require the following satisfaction
condition:

I w,
1= i)l
implies
f! w,p.,
1= [k(o)[k:
10. We require the following syntactic monotonicity condition: if [[X]]q”,éjp is
defined, then so is [ X’ ]]%;’, for every subterm X’ of X;

11. We require the following accessibility condition:/ there is an arrow W 5
W’ in W, then J(W)([TIY,) = JW)([Tg,”) and TW)([TIc?) =
JW)([TTx,")- u

The definition of the structure in the model corresponding to each connective
# relies on the definition of the interpretations of the propositional arguments
taken by #. Hence without the syntactic monotonicity condition, our definition
would fail because we would be unable to start the induction. Condition (9)
essentially defines an arrow j — k in the category of judgements.

As an example of a Kripke model for O, we construct the term model. This
is essentially the same construction as the one in § 5.2.3. We firstly fix the object-
logic we are defining, so that we know the alphabet A. We define the category
B(A) of contexts and realizations as follows:

Objects: Contexts of the form x: 5, ..., 2y Sy, for m >0 (m = 0 gives the
unique empty context, the terminal object of B);

Arrows: Tuples of the form

<t17--~atn>

X1:51, ooy TS yr:1Th, .y T

such that for 1 < i <m, 1:51,...,2p Sy Fr t;:T; (Terms t; will be of
the form ft;...t,. In particular, a variable z of sort S arises as an arrow

z:8 % 28 ).
We define a category of worlds W.

Definition 7.21
The category W is defined as follows:

Objects: The empty context, () is an object of W. If X is an object of W and
there exists an arrow X — X, X’ in B(A), then X, X’ is an object of W;

Arrows: There is an arrow X — X’ if and only if X C X', [ |
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We have the obvious inclusion, W < B(A). Clearly, W can be viewed as a
posetal category of contexts ordered by inclusion, X C X’.

We define the category Cy to be the category B(A) at each world. We then
define B = [ ]y Cx-

Cx is cartesian closed, see the argument in § 5.2.3.

We define a functor 7 : W, [B, V]| as follows: at each object X = z7 :
Sty Ty 2 Sy of W and each object A = yp:171,...,y,: T, of Cx, we define a
category 7T (X)(A) as follows:

Objects: Judged propositions j(¢) such that Fv(¢) C X 1 A;
T(X)(A) =4 Arrows: Proofs ® such that j(¢) 2, k(%) if and only if
(X > A) j(@) Fr ©:k(1)).

At each object Y of W and ecach arrow X’ - X, we define the functor t*(=
TW)():T(Y)X) — T(Y)(X'), as usual ( (Lawvere 1970) and (Seely 1983))
this is given by substitution.

At each arrow X = X' of W, we must define a natural transformation
T(X) ) 7(X'). As in the example constructed in § 3.2.1, inclusions will

do:

A T(X)(A) 22 T(x)(A)
t T(V)(t) T(X7) (1)
A TO) e TO(A)

Each fibre has a product, the proof is a slight generalization of the one given
for the term model in § 5.2.3 to include judgements. There may be extra struc-
ture required in the Kripke prestructure. This will arise due to the structure
having enough structure to interpret the connectives in the alphabet A and the
satisfaction conditions in the definition of the interpretation (cf. examples below).

We are now able to define a Kripke structure for Lr, K7 : [W,[B,V]]. We
define the category V as follows:

Objects: Categories V built out of V = J(X)(A), which contain
Objects: Arrows ji(é1) X ... X ju(¢n) — k(¥) in J(X)(A);

Arrows: Arrows I' — k(¢) to I" — K/(7) are given by arrows I' — I in

J(X)(A).

Arrows: Functors f*: K7 (X)(A) — K7 (X)(A'), where f: A" — A is an arrow
in 7(X) are defined to be the the usual substitution.
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It is straightforward to check that the functors f* satisfy the definition. The
interpretation is taken to be the identity function in the fibres, in the base cate-
gories Cx, we interpret a sort S by z:.S.

We now complete our semantic view of object-logics by defining the satisfac-
tion of a proposition in a model. We have given the satisfaction relations for
connectives # in the definition of the interpretation, here we are concerned with
the satisfaction relation for the whole logic.

Definition 7.22 (Satisfaction) B
Let (Kz, [~1k]), where K7:[W,[B%?,V]], be a Kripke model of Or. K satisfies
j(¢) at world w with respect to environment p,

w, plo7 i(¢)
if and if there is an arrow ;
1= i)k
in J(W)(D), where D = [[_,[S;]ic? and all the free variables of ¢ are in the set
{z1:51, ..., 25} |
T = {y1:51(01), .., Yn:jn(én)}, then we write w, p H—gi I’ (or more com-
monly w, p, I’ ||—’(gi_](¢)) if for each 1 < i < n, w,p H—gi ji(¢). Satisfaction is

also monotone, if w I w' and li(®) %lj’p is defined, then w’, p[f] ||—gij(¢),

We consider three examples of our formulation of object-logic models: classical
predicate logic, intuitionistic predicate logic and classical propositional modal K.
We begin by giving the alphabet of classical predicate logic:

o S={0};
o V={u}

E = {/\’ \/’ D7v7 37 ﬁ? J‘};

L4 CL:{/\aqua_'};
L CG = {V,H,J_},
o J = {true}.

The satisfaction relation for each local condition for each local connective is
as follows:

14 [true(¢ A ¥)]7 if there exist arrows 1 LR [true(o)]x?

and 1 2 [true(y)[”
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1L [true(é v ¢)]ic? if there exist arrows 1 LR [true(o)]i?

or 1% [true(y)ic?

1L [true(¢ D ¥)]i? if there exist arrows 1 LN [true(é)]?

implies 1 2% [true(y)ic?

The satisfaction relation for each non-local connective is as follows:

1L [Vo:e. ¢]ic? if and only if for all worlds w', w = w' and for all

a:[]i? =[] and terms ¢ such that [[15]],C 211 then 1 — [olt/2 i lo]f:=al

1L [Ba:e. ¢l if and only if there exists a world w’, w = w’ such that there
exists a: [[S]]%lj’p — [[S]]%/j’p , a term ¢ such that [[t]]q,élj’p an arrow

1= [olt/all

We now show what properties we need J to have in order for it to have
enough structure to interpret the alphabet of classical predicate logic. We re-
quire each fibre J(W)(D) to have products, coproducts, exponentials and an
initial object. Further, we require that each functor p* induced by the projection
p:U xV — U in the base category, has a left and right adjoint which satisfy the
(strict) Beck-Chevalley conditions. We show the argument for interpreting uni-
versal quantification as a right adjoint, the other arguments are similar. The sat-
isfaction relation tells us that for every [¢[)c”, there is a bijection between arrows

ope([¢licy) — [y in T(W)([Tia[elcy) and arrows [6lc7 — by ey

in J(w)([TiZ, [elic? x [e]ic?. The functor p* having a right adjoint opy ensures
that this condition holds. The Beck-Chevalley condition arises from the funtori-
ality of substitution. Given an arrow f:[[[_[¢[ic? — B, we have, writing opy as

Vo, Voor (97 = Yo (Vs([9k7))-

The connectlves are mterpreted as follows:
[true(¢ A )] = [true(o)]cl x [true(y)[ic”
[true(p v )]k = [true(¢)lic) + [true(y)[ic)

rue WP
[true(¢ D w)]],c’p = [true(y )]]”“,éé’ﬂt @z
true ” =1 (the initial object
[true(L )]]icj

[true(=¢) ]} = [true(L )ch,p[[true el

[true(Va:e. ¢)]c! = V.[true(¢)]i? where V, is the right adjoint to p”
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[true(3z:¢. ¢)])) = F.[true(d)] ) where 3, is the left adjoint to p*

Exactly the same structure will be sufficient to ensure that the Kripke model
of intuitionistic predicate logics has enough structure to interpret the alphabet
of intuitionistic predicate logic, which apart from the naming of judgements has
the same alphabet as classical predicate logic. The distinct between classical and
intuitionistic predicate logic is obtained from the forcing condition on implication.
For intuitionistic logic, we have w, p ||—gi proof (¢ D ) if and only if for all

worlds w’ such that w £ w', u/, p{] |17 proof(6) implies w’, p[f] |57 proof (9).
The alphabet for the classical propositional modal logic K is as follows:

o 5={o};

o V =10;

e £E={A,V,D, 1.0}
o Cp ={A,V,D};

° ={L1,d};

e J = {true, valid}.

Here the category of judgements has an arrow valid — true. A Kripke pre-
structure in which the fibres are cartesian closed with coproducts and an initial
object is enough to ensure that the Kripke model has enough structure to in-
terpret A,V, L and D. To satisfy the enough points condition for [J we need a
functor from J(W)(D) to itself. Once one moves to extensions of K, usually,
extra conditions are imposed on this functor to make it satisfy the extra axioms,
or, equivalently, the conditions on the relation Rg. An example of this is the
monoidal co-monad ([J, S, €), where O0: J(W)(D) — J(W)(D) used to model O
n (constructive) S4 in (Alechina, de Paiva & Ritter 1998).

We can extend our treatment of object-logic models to provide interpretations
of proofs. Again, we exploit the satisfaction relation. If T' = {y; 'jl(gbl) Yt

in(¢n)}; then w, p, T ||—f$) if and only if, for all w EN (Y ||— )18
implies ', plf] |57 J(9)). where AT =j1(é1) x ... % Ju(@n):

Lemma 7.23 (Satisfaction of Consequences)
Let (K7, [=]icl) be a Kripke model of Or. IfT' = {y1:ji(é1),. -, Yn :jul(dn)},

then w, p, M\T ||_OT i(¢) if and only if w,p,T ”_OT ().
Proof The same argument as Lemma 5.12 will work here. |
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Our models have enough structure to interpret not only the consequences but
also the proofs, or realizers of consequence of Or. Let 0:((X) y1:j1(¢1),. .., Yn:
jn(®n) Foy (@) be a proof in the axiomatization of Or. Let, for each 1 < i < n,
Lii(¢)]xc? and [j(¢)]c) be defined. If [6]i”, the interpretation of §, is defined,
then it is an object

Huﬁ )k Ll ) 4

in Ks(W)(Y), where YV = [[.L, [Sil ) and X = {z1:51,...,2,:5,}. We write
w, p |}—>’C~7 3:((X) I' o, j(¢)) if and only if

H[[Jz ¢z ]]ICJ [[J( )]]%75

is defined. This move to realizers is important for classical logic because the
fibres of the Kripke prestructure for classical logic collapse, while the fibres of
the Kripke structure for classical logic do not and so we are able to interpret and
distinguish the proof-objects.

7.4 Meta-theorems for Object-logics

We now provide soundness and completeness results for object-logics. Before
we do so, a few comments are needed on the axiomatization of Kripke models.
The satisfaction relation for local connectives is defined in such a way that it
always corresponds to the natural deduction rules for that connective as given by
Prawitz’s general schema. The satisfaction relation for non-local connectives has
also been chosen so that it corresponds to a natural deduction rule. The satisfac-
tion relation for universal non-local connectives corresponds to the introduction

rule
i1 (@0)] - - lin-1(én-1)]

n(én)
i#(0n bn)

#-1
with elimination rule

J#(@1s- o 0n) J1(01) - Jn—1(Pn—1)

#-E
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and the satisfaction relation for the existential non-local connectives corresponds
to the introduction rule _ _
j1(01) -+ ju(@n)

J(#(le, cee a¢n))

#-1
with elimination rule

1 (60)] i (00)]

§(# (s ) k(r)
k(r)

4 E

This is not the full picture since the relation Ry will correspond to an axiom
of the judged proof system. This correspondence is where our general approach
fails. We do not know which axiom a relation corresponds to in general. We are
forced to deal with specific families of logics where we do know the relationship
between R4 and axioms in the judged proof system. We have three families of
logics which we shall analyse in detail. The first are logics which only have local
connectives, so that the issue about the properties of the relation Ry, do not
arise. The second family contains minimal, intuitionistic and classical predicate
logics together with all their fragments. The final family contains extensions of
the classical propositional modal logic K, where the extensions are obtained by
adding axioms of the form

true(Q'00"¢ D ¥ O"¢)
which corresponds to Ro(= Ry) satisfying

VaVyVz(zRby A xRz D Fu(yRBu A 2 Rlu))

where zR%y means z = y and xRiDJrly means Jv(xRov A vRby). Other choices
for R are possible but we restrict to this class because it covers all the usual
modal logics and the relationship between conditions on Rp and axioms in the
judged proof system is well known. This family of modal logics is called the
Geach hierarchy by (Basin et al. 1997).

We can now prove soundness and completeness results for these families of
logics. We initially prove soundness for the family of logics which only contain
local connectives and then obtain the others as corollaries.

Theorem 7.24 (Soundness)
Let Ly be a judged proof system with alphabet A which only contains local con-

nectives. Let (Kg, [~]x?), where Kz : [W,[B? V]|, be a Kripke model of Lr.
We have that T' 1. j(¢) implies w, p, T H—fi]((b)
Proof This is by induction on the structure of proofs in L. We begin with
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the case where j(¢) € T, that is, the inference rule is an axiom. By the induction
hypothesis, we have that [j(¢ )]],C € [[im1[ii(#)il 2. By the definition of product,

we have an arrow H?:l[[ji(gbl)]],cj — [i(#)]x? and so w, p H_ET i(0).
We assume that the last rule used was #-1. By the induction hypothesis we

have that w, p ||—§~T7 I" implies either (((w, p |-, ICJ K} 11 and ... and w,p H—gi
Kih%) imply w, p H—’CJ J)and ... and ((w,pl|— 07 K, and ... and w, p H—gg
Kzln,h},l) imply w,p||—g‘; J11:1>) oot ((w,pll-4 ICJ Ki,and ... and w,p ||—g~;
K hl) imply w p||— JJS) and ... and ((w,p |-~ Oj K5.1and ... and w,p||—’éi
KS.. s, ) imply w, p || OJ J3.)) which by Definition 7.22 is equlvalent to the follow-
ing condition in terms of arrows. Either there are arrows (((1 —fil—> [Ki Dk and

fl 1 fh 1
cand 1 —2 [K} hl]],C ) which imply 1 i, [Jil?) and ... and arrows ((1 ==

1

[Kp, 102 and ... and 1 ——— Ity — [K} - [?) which 1mp1y R = [, 1)) or ... or

there exist arrows ((1 fia, [KS ]k and ... and 1 -, [[K1 hg]],c’p) which imply

fl;: s f Ps w
IKs.. 1]],C and ... and (1 —> HKps,h ]],C’ﬁ)

which imply 1 LR [4;.1ic7)), which by Definition 7.20, means w, p ||~ E; " implies

w,p = (@) and therefore w, p, T [ =7 J(#(d1, ..., dn)).
Assuming that the last rule applied was #-F, we imply the induction hypoth-

esis to obtain w, p H—’CJ [ implies (w, p ||—§gj(#(61, ..yeq)) and ((((w, p H—?Tj

HJS]] xr) and ... and ((1 —

Hi, and ... and w,p |- LJ HI ,) implies w pH—fTJ Gl) and ... and ((w,p H—gf

1,h}
H) , and ... and w pH—KJ H - ) implies w pH—Kj G,,)) implies w,pH—fTJ J)
and ... and ((((w,p |~ EJ HY, and cand w, p|—% ¢y Hi js) implies w,p||—§;7 G?)
and ... and ((w,p |- ETJ H> ,and ... and w,p |- EJ Hy . hs. ) implies w,pH—’ETJ

G;_.)) implies w, p H—f;’ J), which by Definition 7.22 is equlvalent to w, p H—ZZ r
implies the existence of arrows (1 EN Li(#(er,- .. en))]kl and arrows ((((1 —
[Hi k7 and ... and 1 — [H] ailicy) which imply 1 — [Gil§?) and ... and arrows
(1— [[H;l)l,l]]%j and ...and 1 — [H} n [ic?) which imply 1 — [G,, ]i) which im-
ply 1 — [J[ic?) and ... and arrows ((((1 — [Hi]icy and ... and 1 — [HY ;. [ic?)
which imply 1 — [[G [i?) and ... and arrows ((1 — [[Hf,s’l]],cf and ... and
1 — [H hs, [ic?) which imply 1 — [G} [i?)) which imply 1 — [[J]]%;’)) By
Definition 7. 20 we can use the left-to-right direction of condition (4) and observe
that all the assumptions of the above implications correspond to arrows given by

the expanded form of 1 ER [i(#(e1, - .., en))]xl. We can conclude that w, p ||—§J
implies 1 — [J]ic? and thus, by Definition 7.22, we have w, p, T H—KJJ
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Assuming that the last rule was D FE, we can apply the induction hypoth-
esis to obtain w, p |- 7T implies (w, pH—KJ J(¢ D ) and w,p||—f;7J(<;§) and
(w, p |~ }7‘](1/’) 1mphes w, p H—KJ J(7))). We can now apply Definitions 7.22 and
7.20 to get w p||— J T implies ((1 — [J(¢)]ic? implies 1 — [J(4)]i?) and
1 — [J(#)]k? and (1 — [J@)]x) implies 1 it [DOI?). 1t follows that
w, p ||—§;7 ' implies w, p ||—£;7 J(7).

We assume that we have used the judgement rule

i(¢

k(¢)

We apply the induction hypothesis to obtain w, p H—g [ implies w, p H—ETJ j(9).
By Definition 7.22, we have an arrow 1 EN [i(#)]x.. The satisfaction condition

in Definition 7.20 gives us an arrow 1 LN [k(#)]x? and hence w, p, T [ o k(o).
We assume that we have the introduction rule for L, here there are no pre-
misses. We apply the induction hypothesis to obtain that w, p||74’éi j(L).
If the last rule applied was L E, then we can apply the induction hypothesis
to obtain w, p H—’g; j(L). Since L is interpreted as the initial object, if we have an

arrow 1 5 [(L)]x?, then we have arrow 1 T D for all objects D in J(W)(X).
Hence w forces any formula.

Finally, we assume that we have the introduction rule for —. Applying
the induction hypothesis tells us that w, p ||—’CJ [ implies (w, p ||—§;7 i(¢) implies

w, p H—Eg_j(J_)) By Deﬁnltlon 7.22, we have that an arrow 1 LR [i(#)]” implies

that there is an arrow 1 2% [i(L)I)c?. Definition 7.20 tells us that we have an
arrons 1 2 [j(=6)) 127 Hence w, p, T |57 j(~o. .

Corollary 7.25
Let L1 be the judged proof system for classical predicate logic. Let (K7, [[—]],EJ”) be

a Kripke model of L. We have that T' .. true(¢) implies w, p, I’ ||—§¥ true(¢).

Proof We only need to deal with the cases when j(¢) has been inferred from
VI,V E, 31 and 34 E. We begin by assuming that the last rule used was V 1.

By the induction hypothesis we have that for all worlds w’ such that w EN w’, all
a:[Sic, — [s]i? and for all terms ¢ such that [s[i? = a, (w', p[f][z = a] H—KJ r
implies ', p[f][x := a ||—’C7 true( ¢lz/t])). By Definitions 7.22 and 7.20, we have

that w, p ||—§g I implies w, p |- Tjtrue(Vx:Sgb).
We assume that the last rule used Was V E, we apply the induction hypothesis
to obtain w, p | LJ [ implies w, p ||— 7 true(‘v’x S¢). Definitions 7.22 and 7.20

tells us that w, p ||— gtrue(gb).
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Next, we assume that the last rule used was 3 I, applying the induction
hypothesis tells us that there exists a world w’, where w EN, , an arrow a :
[STk? — [SIk? and a term ¢ such that [t = a, and w', p[f][z := ] ||—§;7 r
implies w’, p[f][x = a] H—ff true(¢[t/z]). Definition 7.22 and 7.20 tell us that
w, p H—§~T7 true(3z:S¢).

Finally, we take the last rule to be used to be 3 E. Applying the induction
hypothesis tells us that w, p ||—§;7 I implies w, p ||—f;7 true(3z : S¢). By Defini-
tions 7.22 and 7.20, we have that there exists a world w’, w I , such that
there exists an arrow a: [S]i? — [S[ic? and a term ¢ such that [t]” = a and
(W', p[f]lx = a H—Z{ [ implies w’, p[f][z := d H—Z{ true(o[z/t]). It follows that
w, p, T’ H—ETJ true(o). |

Corollary 7.26
Let Ly be the judged proof system for minimal or intuitionistic predicate logic.

Let (Kg, [=]x?) be a Kripke model of Lr. I' ¢, proof(¢) implies w, p, I H—fg
proof (¢).

Proof We only show the cases for the rules D [ and D F, since D is non-local.
The cases for the quantifiers are the same as Corollary 7.25. We assume that the
last rule used was D [ and apply the induction hypothesis. We have that for all

worlds w', w > uf, (w/, plf ][z := a] |7 T implies (w’, o[z == a] |57 proof (1)
implies W', p[f][x = q] ||—§7{ proof(¢))). We apply Definitions 7.22 and 7.20 to
obtain w, p H—Z{ I implies w, p H—’Ei proof(¢ D 1), Hence w, p, T’ H—Z{ proof(¢ D

v Finally, we assume that the last rule used was O FE. We apply the induction
hypothesis to see that w, p ||—§g [ implies w, p ||—§T‘7J(§b D) and w, p ||—§T7

proof(¢)) and (w,p”—gTj proof(¢) implies w,pH—fg proof(7)). We apply Defi-
nition 7.22 and 7.20 to see that w,pH—ZﬁF implies ((w,pH—Z[{ proof (¢) im-
plies w, p H—fg proof(¢)) and w, p ||—I,fq{ proof(¢) and (w, p H—fg proof(¢) implies
w, p ||—§;7 proof(7))). We observe that this is equivalent to w, p ||—§g [ implies
w, p ||—§Tj proof(7) and we are done. [

Corollary 7.27
Let L1 be a classical modal propositional logic which is an extension of K by

azioms of the form valid(0'0™¢ > TVO"¢) and let (K7, [~]?) be a Kripke
model for Lp. Then T Fr. j(¢) implies w, p H—Egj(gb) where j € {true, valid}.
Proof  The main part of this proof is showing that if Ro(= R,) satisfies
(i, j, m,n)-convergency then w, p H—E‘; valid(O'00™¢ D [7)"¢)The proof we give
comes from (Chellas 1980). Let = be a world in W, and suppose that z, p H—’Eg
valid(Q'0™¢). This means that
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(a) For some world v, xRiDy, every world u, yR{ju, is such that u, p H—’ETJ

valid(¢).
We wish to prove that z, p ||—§;7 valid((¥Q™¢), that is,

(b) For every world z, zRfz, there is a world u, zR%u, such that u, p H—Ej{

valid(¢).

To show this, we suppose z is a world, ijDz and argue that there is a world u,
zRfu such that u, p H—fi valid(¢).

By our assumptions, y and z are such that 2 Rty and 2 R%z. So, by (i, j, m, n)-
convergency of Ro, there is a world v such that yREU and zR4v. From the first

half of this and (a), it follows that v, p ||—§;7 valid(¢).
It remains to show that soundness holds for the rules for 0 I, OO E, { I and
¢ E. These follow the same pattern as the other non-local connectives. |

As usual, we obtain completeness from the construction of a term model. To
make the statements of the theorems easier until the end of the chapter, unless
we specify otherwise, we assume that L is one of the following judged proof
systems:

e A judged proof system which only contains local connectives;

e The judged proof system for classical, minimal or intuitionistic predicate
logic;

e The judged proof system for a modal logic in the Geach hierarchy.

Lemma 7.28 (Model Existence)

Let Lp be a judged proof system as specified above, then there exists a Kripke
model of Ly, (K7, [~]x?), together with a world wo such that if I' /¢, j(¢) then
wo, p =7 T and wo, pli/ 675(0).

Proof The term model we constructed after Definition 7.20 is the required
Kripke model of L. We take Wy = (). [

Before we can prove completeness, we need to define validity. As usual, we
write I'|[~,_j(¢) if for all models and all worlds w, w, p, T ||—§“T7J(§Z5)

Theorem 7.29 (Completeness for ||—)

Let L be a judged proof system as specified above, then I' b1 j(¢) if and only if
U|~,,i(¢), for appropriate j.

Proof

Only If This is soundness, Lemma 7.24 and Corollaries 7.25, 7.26 and 7.27.

If Suppose I' t/z,. j(¢), then Lemma 7.28 yields a contradiction. |
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We now turn to soundness for consequences.

Theorem 7.30 (Soundness for ||—)

Let L be a judged proof system which only contains local connectives. Let
(Lr,[-]x2) be a Kripke model for L. If §:(I' bz, j(#)) is a natural deduc-
tion proof and [0t is defined, then w, p |}—>’CJ 0:(F ey j(9)).

Proof We proceed by induction on the structure of proof-terms of L. The
case where § = HY Py(y) follows from the fact that every product comes with
projections. We assume that the last rule used was v-#-1I. We apply the in-

duction hypothesis and Definition 7. 22 to obtain one of 1 < ¢ < s sets of arrows

[[ ]]
(T D (80132 % (T IR 1122 2 [E12211 < 5 < pi). Each of these arrows

are in different fibres of K ;. We can apply opy to the objects [[J’]]% jp to obtain

#1107
an arow 1T, Dn (612 Z50 (6., 6D in the fibre Ko (w)(X),
where X = J[_,[Si]c” and the free variables ofJ1(¢1) s dn(On),
J(#(P1, ..., ¢,)) are in the set X' = {x1:51,...,2,:5,}.
We assume that 6 = v-#-F. We apply the induction hypothesis and Defi-
w,p

[6]
nition 7.22 to obtain an arrow Hl (i (o)]ic? [ j(#(¢1,- -+, 00) i) and s
arrows [ i [ia(oi)]ic? x [Uilc? — KD, for 1 < j <'s. By Definition 7.20 and
the definition of I';, we observe that the ['; correspond to clauses in the right
hand side of the implication in condition (4) of Definition 7.20, so that we obtain
n ) w,p [v-#-E }]zc

an arrow [T, [ii(¢0)]% ——— [k()]i7

We assume that 6 = v- D -F, we apply the induction hypothesis to obtain

: K :

w,plb] 0:(F by J(6 D 9)),w, p gy 010 (T by §(6)) and w, plb=g? 65 (T
j() |‘£T j(1)). By Deﬁnitions 7.22 and 7.20, we have that ([[;_, [ii(#)]c? —
@7 implies [T (0 1EY — BT and T2 G152 = L)L and
(szl[bz(cbz)]];cj — LWk, nplies IT:- 1[[JZ(¢Z)]]KJ Li(7)[kc}). We thus have
that T[T, [is(@:)lic;, — [(7)Ik7, that is, w PH_Q:JU D -E(5,01,y2:09) 1 (I' by
()

We assume that 6§ = BOT-I. We apply the induction hypothesis to see that
there are no arrows into [L]x”, as required.

We assume that 6 = BOT-E. We apply the induction hypothesis and obtain
an arrow [[2, [ii(¢:)]? 2 L(L)]k? and since [j(L)]x? is the initial object,
there is an arrow to every object in IC7 and so we can compose them to obtain

T-E]
an arrow [ [ 1|IJZ(QZ5Z)]],CJ —j> D as required.
Next, we assume that 6 = NEG-I and we apply the induction hypothe-

wp

sis to obtain H? 1[[j,(¢,)]]w’ —=7, j(L)I?. We can curry here to obtain
n - w G- ]]
Hi:l[[]z‘(@bi)]]lcﬁ

[[J(—@b)]],c’p and can conclude that w, p |}—>’CJ §:(T kg
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i(9).
We assume that 6 = N EG E. We apply the induction hypothesis to obtain

by [R5
arrows J[i_ 1[[Jz(¢z)]]w’ = Loy, TElie)liy —= L@l and
[T (ol H’CJ — [k(7)]- We use Definition 7.20 and the evaluation arrow

twice to obtain an arrow [[;_, [ji(#:)]ic? — k()2
Finally, the case for a judgement rule, follows from the fact that there is an
arrow ] — k in the category of judgements. |

Corollary 7.31

Let L1 be the judged proof system for classical predicate logic and (K7, [[—]],E;)
be a Kripke model of Lr. If 0: (I b, true(¢)) be a natural deduction proof and
[0]kc? is defined then w,p,T \H’CJ §:(T kg, true(g)).

Proof (Sketch) We only need to prove the cases when § is either FORALL-I,
FORALL-E, EXISTS-I or EXISTS-E. We just show FORALL-I, since
the rest are similar We apply the induction hypothesis to obtain the arrow

[T (o]l — [i(@)]k?s. We first apply the natural transformation in-
duced by the arrow w L w' in W and then the right adjoint Vg to obtain

N ITCD) St

20N

[V :Se]?. |
J
We do not prove soundness for minimal and intuitionistic logic because the

only difference between the proof and that of the above Corollary is the way
implication is handled and the proof is straightforward.

Corollary 7.32

Let Ly be the judged proof system for classical propositional modal logic K ex-
tended with azioms of the form valid(Q'C™¢ D VO"P). Let (K7, [[—]],EJ”) be a
Kripke model of Lp. If §: (I F,,. (gb)) be a natural deduction proof I' Fr. j(¢)
and [0]? is defined then w, p,T |}—>£J 0:(I' Frzp j(@)), where j € {true,valid}.

Proof (Sketch) We just need to show the cases where ¢ is BOX-I, BOX-E,
LOZENGE-I and LOZENGE-FE. The case where ¢ is a natural deduction
proof T' k... valid(Q'T0™¢ D [7O"¢) follows from the argument given in Corol-
lary 7.27. We just show the case for BOX-I, the others being similar. We apply

w,p

(9]
the induction hypothesis to obtain ([ [;_, [i:(¢:)]x?) —t, [valid(¢)]x”. We ap-

ply the natural transformation induced by w i> w’ in W and then the functor [

II(S]] fllz:=a]
to obtain an arrow (][ 1[[JZ<¢1)]]UJ Sl “) ——7 . [valid(@e)]¥ w’ pf][w = m
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Lemma 7.33 (Model Existence)
Let L1 be one of the following:

o A judged proof system which only contains local connectives;

o The judged proof system for classical, minimal or intuitionistic predicate
logic,

e The judged proof system for a modal logic in the Geach hierarchy.

There ezists a Kripke model of L, (K7, [[—]],Eﬁ}, together with a world wy where,
if 0:(T Frp j(9)) is not a natural deduction proof, wo, p||74>§Tj5,

Proof We use the term model constructed after Definition 7.20 and take wg =
(). |

Theorem 7.34 (Completeness for ||-)
Let Ly be one of the following:

o A judged proof system which only contains local connectives;

o The judged proof system for classical, minimal or intuitionistic predicate
logic,

o The judged proof system for a modal logic in the Geach hierarchy.

Let 62 (I' Fgp j(#)) be a natural deduction proof. Then [0]x? is defined if and

only if w, p H—>§g 0:(T ey i(9))-
Proof

Only If By soundness, Lemma 7.30 and Corollaries 7.31 and 7.32.

If Suppose [[(5]]%5 is not defined, then Lemma 7.33 yields a contradiction. |
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Chapter 8

Judgements-as-types
Correspondence

After providing providing proof- and model-theoretic characterizations of object-
logics which are suitable for representing in LF, we now turn to a characterization
of the representation mechanism. We restrict our attention to the judgements-
as-types representation mechanism, recalling that the previous chapter was de-
veloped with this in mind. We begin by describing the usual method of repre-
senting object-logics in LF (cf. (Harper et al. 1993), (Avron et al. 1992), (Avron
et al. 1997), etc.), using an encoding function induced by the judgements-as-types
correspondence. We then turn our attention to the model-theoretic counterpart
of this encoding. The judgements-as-types correspondence induces an (indexed)
epimorphism between Kripke models of the object-logic and Kripke models of the
AI-calculus. We conclude this chapter with a section on representation theorems.
A representation theorem proves that a representation is adequate, that is, every
proof in the object-logic has a corresponding proof in LF (fullness) and every
derivation in LF is (essentially) the representation of a proof in the object-logic
(faithfulness).

Traditionally, adequacy has been proven proof-theoretically: fullness is proven
by induction over the structure of proofs in the object-logic; and, faithfulness is
proven by analysis of normal forms for derivations in LF. Faithfulness proofs are
often quite involved. We claim that faithfulness should follow (intuitively) from
the semantics of LF. This idea is not new and can be found in (Simpson 1993). We
provide evidence for this claim by using the judgements-as-types epimorphism to
establish faithfulness. We prove faithfulness by constructing Kripke models of the
All-calulus out of the encoded syntax of the object-logic. We then use soundness,
the judgements-as-types epimorphism and completeness of Kripke models of the
object-logic to complete the proof.

The judgements-as-types encoding is not original work, the generality of our
presentation is, however, original. The section on the judgements-as-types epi-
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morphism is original. We do not establish any new adequacy results, apart from
a couple of fairly obscure modal logics, and the originality of our work is in the
methodology not the result.

Our work is similar to Gardner (19920), (Gardner 1992a). She presents in-
dexed categories as models of LE* (LF restricted to canonical terms) and object-
logics and shows that adequate encodings induce (indexed) isomorphisms between
the models. She does not, however, work with LF or have any notion of satisfac-
tion in her models, so is unable to provide model-theoretic proofs of faithfulness.

8.1 Syntactic Judgements-as-types: Encoding
Logics in LF

The judgements-as-types correspondence tells us that the basic judgements of an
object-logic correspond to primitive types in the All-calculus and hypothetico-
general judgements correspond to II-types.

One the of the main reasons for using logical frameworks is that the handling of
variables and binding is dealt with by the variables and binding of the framework.
Recalling the definition of expressions in a judged proof system, we see that the
expressions were generated by abstraction and application. These correspond to
abstraction and application in the All-calculus. Presentations of syntax in this
manner are often called higher-order abstract syntax (cf. (Pfenning & Elliott
1988)).

Definition 8.1 (Encoding)

Let Or be an object-logic presented either (1) as a Hilbert-type system, or (2)
as a natural deduction system. An encoding of Or in LF is determined by a
signature Xp,, which determines a pair € = (e,,¢;) of functions. €, maps the
syntax of Or to All-terms and €; maps the proof expressions of Or to All-terms.
Thus we obtain that

(\xl :Sla cee axn:S@)yl :j1(¢1>7 S 7mem(¢mZ l_OT 5J(¢)
X A

gets sent to

fs(iﬁl :Sl)u s >E(xn:snl> ES(yl :j1(¢1))> R 65(ym Jm(¢m)) l_ZoT Ej((S) ES(J<¢))

-~ -~

I'x Ia

An alphabet A = (S,V, E,C,J) is encoded as follows:

e Let s € S/V: if s has zero arity, then s is encoded by a constant s: Type €

Yo, or by a constant s:s" € Xp,., where s': Type is declared to the left of
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s:§'. If s has arity m, then s is encoded in LF either by a constant
s:(s1 = ... — Spm) — Type € Yo,

or by a constant
si(s1— ... = sp) — 8 €Yo,

where s': Type € Yo, is declared to the left of s:¢';

e Let s € Vi a variable z: V; (with zero arity) is encoded in LF by a dec-
laration x:S € I', where I' is the context within which the declaration is
required;

e Let e € E: if e has arity (ai,...,a,) — s, then e is encoded in LF by a
constant
ea; — ... — ay — S € Lo,

where if any a; are of the form a — a’, we put brackets around the a; and
if any of the a; stand for more than one syntactic category, we quantify the
whole expression by Ila;: Type, for each a; ranging over multiple syntactic
categories;

o Let j € J: if j has arity (sq,...,Sm), then j is encoded in LF by a constant

jis1— ... = s, — Type € Xp,.

Application in L is encoded in LF by application in the All-calculus and abstrac-
tion in L is encoded in LF by abstraction in the All-calculus.

1. Hilbert-type systems:

e An axiom Az of the form j(e(¢1,...,¢,)) is encoded in LF by a con-
stant of the form

Azx:Ipr:oy. ... dpyiop jler(pr, .. pm)) € Loy

where each o; is one of the syntactic categories of propositions distin-
guished in A;

o A rule R of the form

where each J; and J are basic judgements, is encoded in LF by a
constant of the form

R:IIpy:oy. ... lpriop. 0y — ... =, = J € 2o,
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where each o; is one of the distinguished syntactic categories of propo-
sitions distinguished in A, and there are r distinct formulee ¢; : 0; in
the rule, with each occurrence replaced by p;:o0; in the constant.

2. Natural deduction systems:

e An axiom Az of the form j(e(¢1,...,¢,)) is encoded in LF by a con-
stant of the form

Ax:Ipy:oy. ... dpyiop jler(pr, ..., pm)) € Lo,

where each o; is one of the syntactic categories of propositions distin-
guished in A;

e The #-introduction rule schema of the form

H - )

G G G,

# 1
J
where each G}, H?, and J = j(#(ey, ..., ey)) are basic judgements, is
encoded in LF by a constant of the form
#-1:001:przoy. ... dppiop . (H; — ... — Hihi) —G) — ... —

(H. , — ... —H! )—>G;i)—>J€EOT

i pishj,
where each o; is one of the syntactic categories of propositions distin-

guished in A and there are m distinct formulae ¢; : 0; in the schema,
each replaced by p;:0; in the encoded rule;

e The #-elimination rule schema of the form

[Fl] [Fs]

K0
J

# E

where each TI'; is /)(\:1 Hi . D Gl M Hixe O G, and each K =

=1 .
k(#(e1,- -, €n)), J, Hj, and G are basic judgements, is encoded in LF
by a constant of the form

#-E:1l:py. ... lpp:0p. K= T1 =) — ... > Ts—1J) —J
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€ Yo,

where each o; is one of the syntactic categories of propositions distin-
guished in A and there are m distinct formulae ¢; : 0; in the rule each
replaced by p;:o0; in the encoded rule and, for brevity, we have elided
the currying of the I';’s;

e The D elimination rule

i6ov) i@ i)
D)

is encoded in LF by a constant of the form
D -E:dlp:o.Hp:o.Ilr:0. (j( pg) — j(p) — ((q) —i(r))) — i(r).

The function €, is defined inductively on the structure of syntactic categories,
expressions and basic judgements of the language L generated by A (c¢f. Defini-
tions 7.5, 7.7 and 7.8):

e For a syntactic category sci...cn,, €(sci...cn) = €s(s)es(cr) ... es(cm),
where s € S and ¢y, ..., ¢, are syntactic categories;

e Expression application: es(ee;...e,) = €s(e)es(er) ... es(e,), where e and
each e; are expressions;

e Expression abstraction: es((x1,...,Zm)e) = Ax1:81. ... . ATyt S - €(€),
where e is an expression and each z; € Vj;;

e For a basic judgement j(eq, ..., en), €(j(e1,...,em)) = €s(j)es(er) ... €s(em).

Also, a context (z1,...,Zm) y1:J1(01), .., Yn:jn(¢n) is encoded by € as
L1181, T Sm, Y11 €s(J1(01)), - - €5 (jn(Dn)).

Vv TV
I'x FA
¢; is defined inductively over proof expressions:

e For HY P,(y), an hypothesis, ¢;(HY Py(y)) = y:j(¢);
e For #-1 or #-F applied to proofs, we describe the function in two steps:

1. Instantiation of variables, formulae and terms. These are written below
the proof expression. If a variable is present it is abstracted. For
example,

€ (FH-Luy . wnibrtmaning) = F-T(Az1:51. .. AT, 18, . €5(01))es(2)
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e €s(Pn) ATpp1 i Snp - €5(0))

2. Application of proof-terms. Any discharged hypothesis is A-abstract-
ed. For example,

ei(# Iy, .. I, (Y1, - -y yn) 1)) = #-1(e;(ILh), . . -, €5 (T1,) (Ayy s €5

(1(@1) - - oo Ay €s(in(n) - €5(I1)))

If we have a proof which contains a formula with a free variable, then
we have to abstract this variable as well, using scoping to capture
which formulee it is free in. |

As we mentioned earlier, abstraction and application in the AIl-calculus han-
dle any application and abstraction in the object-logic. We have the following
example:

In classical logic we have (X, z:¢) Fo,. ¢:0, which is encoded in LF as 'y, z:
s, €s(¢):0. We can abstract to obtain I'x Fyo, AT €s(¢):t — o, since z is
free in 0. Since V: (1 — 0) — 0 € ¥o,., I'x Fo, V:(¢t — 0) — o. Application gives
I'x Fo, Y(Az:1.€5(¢)): 0, which is the encoding of X ko, Vz:v.¢:0.

A-abstraction is also used to handle discharge in natural deduction rules. Take,
for example, the rule for D [ in classical logic, which gets encoded as the constant

IMP-I:Tp:o.Tlq:0. (true(p) — true(q)) — true(p D q) € X0,

Given I'x,I'a Fo, Ms :true(¢)) in LF, we abstract to obtain I'y,I'a Fo, Ay :
true(¢) . My : true(¢) — true(¢)), which can then be applied to (the instantiated)
constant /M P-I to obtain I'x, ' Fo, IMP-Ie(p)es(¢)(Ay:j(¢p) . Ms) :true(¢ D
1), which is the encoding of (X) A Fe, IMP-Ies(¢)es(0)((y):6):true(p D ).

Definition 8.1 is general enough to encompass the worlds-as-parameters rep-
resentation mechanism. We are able to encode judgements of the form U — o0 —
Type, where U is a syntactic category of worlds. We provide a detailed treatment
of worlds-as-parameters in § 9.

Theories in which induction is restricted; for example, to X%-induction, present
a further syntactic challenge for the definition of an object-logic. In an informal
meta-theory, we restrict our attention to induction formulse of the appropriate
class; for example, Y{-induction. Our object-logics, however, are intended to
be the logics which can be adequately represented in LF. The strength of the
induction of the theories built on top of an object-logic are restricted by the
meta-logic. We thus have a restriction imposed on us by the All-calculus and
so we cannot adequately represent theories whose induction is stronger than Il,-
sentences.

We provide the All-signature ¥, for classical predicate logic with the AII-
signature for minimal and intuitionistic predicate logic, our usual family of classi-
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cal propositional modal logics and higher-order logic being given in Appendix A.

Definition 8.2 (X¢y)
The MlI-signature X¢;, contains the following constants:

o: Type

true:o — Type
N:0—0—0
Vio—0—o0
200 —0—0
—:0— 0
L:o
Vi(t—o0)—o0
3:(t—0)—o0
Ex:1p:o.true(p V —p)

A I:Tp:o.Tlq:0.true(p) — true(q) — true(p A q)
V I1:1lp:o.1lg:0.true(p) — true(p V q)
VI2:1p:o.1lg:0.true(q) — true(p V q)

D [:Ip:o.1g:0. (true(p) — true(q)) — true(p D q)
= I:TIp:o. (true(p) — true(L)) — true(—p)
z:e.true(Fz)) — true(V(Az:v. Fx
Mz:o0.true(Fx)) — true(I(A\z:v. Fx

VI:1IF:t—o.
J71:1IF:t—o.

(
(

A E:Mp:o.lg:0.1lr:o.true(p V q) — ((true(p) — true(q)) — true(r)) — true(r)
( ) — (true(p) — true(r)) — (true(q) — true(r))

)
)

V E:Ilp:o.1llg:0.1lr:o.true(p V q

— true(r)

D E:Ilp:o.lg:o0.1r:o.true(p D q) — true(p) — (true(q) — true(r)) — true(r)
- E:llp:o.1lq:0.true(—p) — (true(¢ D L) — true(q)) — true(q)
VEIIF: e — oz Or:o. true(V(Az:v. Fx)) — (true(Fz) — true(r))

— true(r)
JE:NF:t—o.1lr:o.true(I(A\x:¢. Fz)) — (Ilz: ¢ . true(Fx) — true(r))

— true(r)
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We need to show that our encoding sends every proof in the object-logic to
a derivation in LF and that every derivation in LF corresponds to a proof in
the object-logic. The next two definitions are closely related to those in (Harper
et al. 1994) and (Simpson 1993).

Definition 8.3 (Full and Faithful Encodings)
An encoding of an object-logic Or is full if the valid proof

(\xl:sla s ’xn:S@) yl:j1(¢1)a S >mem(¢m) |_OT 5J(¢)

o
~-
X A

in Or implies the derivation

ES(xl :Sl)v s 768(171:5’7127 ES(yl :jl(qbl))v R ES(ym Jm(¢m)) l_OT Ej(é)ES(J(QS))

g v~

I'x T'a

in LF, where €;(6) is in long #n-normal form.
An encoding of an object-logic is faithful if the derivation

r l_EOT M:A
in LF, where M is in long gn-normal form, implies the proof
(X) Ao, 0:j(9)

is valid, where €;(X) = 'y, €;(A) =Ta, ' =T'x, T, €;(6) = M and & (j(¢)) = A.
An encoding is adequate if it is both full and faithful. |

The terms full and faithful are not, perhaps, the best terminology here. When
we start ‘thinking semantically’, in the next section, the notion of full and faithful
functor may provide false intuition. We instead suggest relative soundness and
relative completeness as better terminology but keep the traditional terminology
to avoid confusion.

Definition 8.4 (Encoding Uniformly)
An encoding of an object-logic is uniformly full if the encoding is full and € is
surjective, and uniformly faithful if the encoding is faithful and € is surjective. B

In (Harper et al. 1994), the term ‘uniform encoding’ is used to denote a
stronger property than our ‘uniformly faithful’, requiring a quantification over all
possible signatures X, which ‘present’ the logic Or. The details of this approach
to the representation of logics, described in (Harper et al. 1994), are beyond the
scope of the thesis.

From now on, we require every encoding to be uniformly full because we need
this property when we establish faithfulness model-theoretically.
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Lemma 8.5 (Fullness)

Let Or be a judged proof system with either natural deduction or Hilbert-type
rules. Then the encoding € given in Definition 8.1 is full.

Proof (Sketch) By induction on the structure of proofs in O and observing that
Definition 8.1 covers all the possible cases. |

8.2 Semantic Judgements-as-types: an Epimor-
phism of Models

Our work is section is similar to that of Gardner (1992b). She obtains an in-
dexed isomorphism between models of judged object-logics and models of the
MI-calculus rather than the epimorphism because she restricts the All-caculus to
long Bn-normal terms; that is, those terms which represent object-logics. We do
not make such a restriction and thus obtain an epimorphism.

Finally, we are able to set up what we shall call the judgements-as-types epi-
morphism between suitable Kripke models, induced by the judgements-as-types
correspondence. We recall the definition of an indexed functor (Definition 5.16)
and indexed isomorphisms (Definition 5.17). We need to introduce a new defini-
tion, that of an indexed epimorphism.

Definition 8.6 (Indexed Epimorphism)
An indexed functor 7 = (o, 3, (€w)wepw|) is an indezed epimorphism if o and (3
are epimorphisms and each ¢, is a natural epimorphism. |

We now provide a new definition of the category of models because we are
now working with a more general notion of Kripke model of object-logics.

Definition 8.7 (Category of Models)
We define the category M of models as follows:

Objects: each object of M is either a Kripke ¥,.- AlI-model or a Kripke model
of OT;

Arrows: there are four cases:

1. An arrow
(K, [T, = (Ko [,
is given by an indexed functor («, B, (€w)wepw)) : Ky — K’z such that,
if aw = w', then h([X]}¢ ) = [[X]]%j,;
2. An arrow
(Rs, [-I=0) & (R's, [-1i2)
is given by an indexed functor (o, 3, (€;)zcjx|) : Rs — R's such that,
if ax = 2/, then W([X]RY) = [[X]];%’f:/;
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3. An arrow .
Kz, [-1k,) = Rs. [-1k7)
is given by an indexed functor (o, 5, (€w)wepw|) : K7 — Rs such that,
if aw = =, then h([e(X)]i,) = [X]};

4. An arrow
(Rs. [-1x2) = (Ko, [-Tk,)
is given by an indexed functor («, B, (€3)z¢ix|) : Rs — Kz such that, if
ax = w, then h([X]") = [e(X)]k, |
Lemma 8.8 (M is well-defined)
The category M described in Definition 8.7 is well-defined.

Proof (Sketch) Is essentially the same as that given in the proof of Lemma 5.19.
[

The definition of Kripke prestructures and prestructures, for both the AlII-
calculus and the judged object-logic, involve the categories satisfying certain
properties. The parts of the categories which satisfy these properties are those
which interpret the syntax of either the All-calculus or the judged object-logic
logic. We restrict our attention to morphisms between these parts of the Kripke
models.

We are now in a position to define an epimorphism of models.

Definition 8.9 (Epimorphism of Models)

Let O7 be a judged object-logic. Let (K7, [[—]],Ej) be a Kripke ¥p,.-All-model
and (R7, [-]z%) be a Kripke model of Or. Let h: (K7, [~]i,) — (Rs, [-]z%)
be a morphism of models. We say that h is an epimorphism of models if the
indexed functor (o, 3, (€w)wepw|) : Kg — Rs (corresponding to h) is an indexed
epimorphism when its domain is restricted to those objects and arrows in K
which interpret the syntax of the All-calculus and its range is restricted to those
objects and arrows in Rs which interpret the syntax of Or. |

Proposition 8.10 (Judgements-as-types Epimorphism)

Let Or be a judged object-logic as defined in Defintion 7.13 and let (K7, [[—]],EJ),
where Ky @ [W,[D, V)], be a Kripke Yo, -MlI-model, where Yo, is the M-
signature in judgements-as-types correspondence with Op. Then, there is a Kripke
model of Or, (Rs, [~]z?%), where Rs:[X, [P, U], together with an epimorphism
of models

h:(Kg, [=lk,) — (Rs[-]z%)

induced by the judgements-as-types correspondence. Specifically, abusing notation
by suppressing information about worlds, if [X]z, and [e(X)]x, are defined, then

h([e(X)]k,) = [X]rs-
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Proof (Sketch) Given (Kz, [—]i,), where K7:[W, [D°?,V]], we sketch the con-

struction of Rs:[X, [, U]], together with an indexed epimorphism («, 3,
(Ez)x€|/\’\) . ,CJ ad RS-

o We take X = W with a = 1yy. It should be clear that « is an epimorphism.
e We take & to be the subcategory of D defined as follows:

Objects: Objects D in D such that D = [e(S)]g,, where S is a sort of
Or;

Arrows: all arrows in D whose domain and co-domain are objects in .

We define the functor §: D — £ to be the functor which is the identity
functor on all objects and arrows in D which are also in £ and sends any
other objects in D to the terminal object in £ and any other arrows in D
to the identity arrow on the terminal object in £. It should be clear that 3
is an epimorphism.

e We take U and U to be the subcategories of V and V defined as follows:

Objects of U: objects J(W)(D) in V, where for each object A in J (W)
(D), A = [e(i(¢))]g,, where j(¢) is a judged proposition in Or, and
for each arrow A = B in J(W)(D), m = [e(9)]%,, where § is a proof
in OT;

Arrows of U: arrows in V whose domain and codomain are objects in U.

Objects of U: objects K7(W)(D) in V such that each object A ™ A

o ()] _ _
= [[i= [eGi(o)IR, — leG(@)]i, and 6 : y1 : ji(d1),- .. Yn
jn(®n) For j(¢) is a natural deduction proof in Or;

Arrows of U: arrows of V, whose domains and codomains are objects of

Uu.

This completes our construction of Rs and it is straightforward to show that Rs
is a Kripke structure for Or. We continue with the construction of an indexed
epimorphism (c, 3, (€w)wew))-

We now define a family of natural transformations (ey)wepw| @ Kg(w) =
B Rs(a(w)). We fix w and define each component of €,, n¥ : Ks(w)(a) —
(8°P; Rs(a(w)))a, where a € |D|, to be the functor which is the identity functor
on objects and arrows in K 7(w)(a) which are also in Rs(a(w))(5(a)) and sends
objects in 7 (w)(a) which are not in Rs(a(w))(8°(a)) to the terminal object
in Rs(a(w))(f%(a)) and arrows in K 7(w)(a) which are not in Rs(a(w))(5%(a))
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to the identity arrow on Rgs(a(w))(8%(a)). We need to show that the diagram

a Kr(w)(a) e Rs(a(w))(57(a))
f K (w)() Rs(a(w)) (5(f))
b Kalw)(®) - Relauw) (77(9)

commutes. This follows from the definition of n*. It should be clear that each
€, 1s a natural epimorphism. Once we have shown that the diagram

0 Ky (v) === 67; Rs(a(v))
f Ks(f) Rs(a(f))
w K7(w) €:> B Rs(a(w))

commutes, we have shown that («, 3, (€w)wepw)) is an indexed epimorphism. The
commutativity of the diagram follows from the definition of each natural trans-
formation €.

It remains to show that there is a Kripke model of Or which uses Rs and that
there is an epimorphism of models h. We use the judgements-as-types correspon-
dence and the interpretation function [—[c _ to define the interpretation function
[-]z%. Letting X range over the syntax of Or, we define [X]z7 = [e(X)[}_,
where a(w) = z. Showing that (Rs, [~]z?%) is a Kripke model of Or is straight-
forward. h is then defined to be the morphism of models which sends (K7, [—] )
to (Rs, [~]z?%) using the indexed epimorphism (a, 3, (€w)wepy|). We observe that
the required condition on the interpretation function holds for A to be a morphism
of models. |

We call the epimorphism constructed in Proposition 8.10, the judgements-as-
types epimorphism.

Next, we show, as a corollary of the existence of the judgements-as-types epi-
morphism, that a model of the representation of an object-logic can be uniformly
constructed from a model of the object-logic. The result generalizes one of Simp-
son (1993), and will be crucial when we prove representation theorems in the
next section.

Corollary 8.11 (Induced Models)
Let Or be an object-logic as defined in Definition 7.18 and let (Rs, [~]RY%), where
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Rs : [X,[EP,U]], be a Kripke model of Or. Let Yo, be the Nl-signature in
Judgements-as-types correspondence with Or. Then there is a Kripke Yo, -A11-

model, (K7, [~]k,), where Kz:[W,[D?,V]], induced by the correspondence.

Proof (Sketch) It follows from Proposition 8.10 that we can define a Kripke
Yop-All-structure K7 :[X, [E,U]] and further that if we take the interpretation
function [e(X)]x, = [X]%. then we have a Kripke ¥o,-All-model. |

8.3 Representation Theorems

A representation theorem is a theorem stating that a given object-logic can be
adequately represented in a logical framework. Usually, representation theorems
for LF are proven proof-theoretically. We, however, are now in a position to
prove faithfulness model-theoretically. The idea behind this proof can be found
in (Simpson 1993). One constructs a X, -All-term model out of the syntax of
the encoded logic. Providing we restrict our attention to realizations of the from
[' — z: A then this term model will be the part of the domain of the judgements-
as-types epimorphism on which the indexed functor is the identity. Hence we
obtain an (indexed) isomorphism between these two models. We can then use
soundness for Kripke ¥¢,.-AII-models and completeness for Kripke models of O
to prove faithfulness.
We now have the following representation theorems.

Theorem 8.12 (Classical, Intuitionistic and Minimal Predicate Logic)
Classical, intuitionistic and minimal predicate logic presented as judged proof sys-
tems with natural deduction rules can be adequately represented in LF. |

Theorem 8.13 (Classical Propositional Modal Logics)

Extensions of the classical propositional modal logic K by azxioms of the form
valid(Q/0™¢ D '0"¢) presented as judged proof systems with natural deduction
rules can be adequately represented in LF. ]

Theorem 8.14 (Higher-order Classical, Intuitionistic and Minimal Logics)
Higher-order classical, intuitionistic and minimal logic presented as judged proof
systems with natural deduction rules can be adequately represented in LF. ]

Theorem 8.15 (Local Connectives)
Logics with only local connectives presented as judged proof systems with natural
deduction rules can be adequately represented in LF. |
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Chapter 9

Worlds-as-parameters

In this chapter, we provide a quick overview of how the worlds-as-parameters
encoding mechanism can be understood in terms of our previous work on the
judgements-as-types correspondence. The worlds-as-parameters encoding was
introduced in (Avron et al. 1997). It is used to encode logics whose judgements
involve a parameter. This parameter is rather suggestively called a ‘world” and
has sort U, called the ‘universe’. This terminology is intended to be entirely
syntactic, although a clear link is being made with intuition obtained from the
Kripke semantics of (modal) logics.

The treatment of the judgements-as-types correspondence in the previous
chapter is sufficiently general to include the worlds-as-parameters encoding as
a special case. We illustrate this point by examining the world-as-parameters
encoding of the modal logic K given in (Avron et al. 1997). Their signature,
Yw(K), for K contains the following constants:

U:Type

o: Type
T:U — 0o — Type
Ap:Ilzzo Hy:o. TTw:U . (Tw(€my)(Aizy)))
Ay:lz:o. My:o. 1lz:0. Hw:U . (Tw(emy,)(A22y.2)))

Ag:Hz:o. Hy:o. Mw:U . (Tw(€my) (Aszy)))

K:Ilz:o Ily:o. Hw:U . (Tw(€(y) (Kzy)))
MP:Mz:0.My:0. Nw:U . (Twz) — (Tw(D zy)) — (Txy)
NEC:Iz:0. 1ly:0. (Mw:U . (Twz)) — Hw:U . (Tw(Ox))

where Ay, y, Aopy, Asey and K, are the axioms in the usual Hilbert presenta-
tion of K (cf. (Troelstra & Schwichtenberg 1996)), €, ) and €, .y are encoding
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functions which are essentially the same as €, in § 8.1.
The judged proof system for K with a world parameter is given by the alpha-
bet

S ={U, o}
vV ={U}
E={>,0}
C={o,0}

J={T}

where U and o have arity 0, D has arity (0,0) — o and level 1, [J has arity o — o
and level 1 and T has arity (U, o). Together with the Hilbert-type system with
axioms

and rules
Twx Tw(x Dy)

MP
Twy

Twzx

Twlz

It should be clear that the encoding of the above proof system using the
judgements-as-types encoding in § 8.1 will give the signature %, (K).

Since our treatment of judgements in a judged proof system will always allow
us to do this analysis (adding an extra syntactic category U); we claim that the
worlds-as-parameters representation mechanism is a special case of the worlds-
as-parameters encoding is a special case of the judgements-as-types encoding.

We further claim that the appropriate judged proof systems in which to
present logics that will be encoded in LF using the worlds-as-parameters represen-
tation mechanism are labelled natural deduction systems (themselves presented
as judged proof systems).

This chapter intends to prove evidence for the second claim. The first being
sufficiently clear from the above discussion.

In the next section, we introduce labelled natural deduction systems. They are
presented as judged proof systems and are based on the unjudged labelled natural
deduction systems in (Basin et al. 1997), (Basin et al. 1998) and (Vigano 2000). A
consequence of presenting them as judged proof systems is that the results of the
previous chapter hold: the judgements-as-types epimorphism and the semantic

NEC
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proof of fullness.

We conclude this chapter with a section on the worlds-as-parameters encoding.
We exploit the fact that labelled natural deduction systems are designed to be
sound and complete with respect to Kripke models in which labels are interpreted
as worlds to modify Kripke Op-models so that labels are interpreted as worlds
and soundness and completeness holds. Further, we show that we can also alter
our definition of a Kripke AIl-model so that encoded labels are interpreted as

worlds. We are then able to set up a worlds-as-paramters epimorphism between
the modified Kripke Opr-models and Kripke AlI-models.

9.1 Labelled Natural Deduction Systems

The idea behind a labelled natural deduction system is that the semantic infor-
mation (from the appropriate transition system) is embedded into the syntax.
Each proposition is labelled, with the intended meaning that the proposition is
true at the world corresponding to that label in the transition system. Further,
relations are introduced between labels. These allow one to write down natural
deduction rules for local and non-local connectives (c¢f. § 7) where the rules for
non-local connectives involve relations between labels. A labelled natural deduc-
tion system consists of two parts: a base system N (B) consisiting of introduction
and elimination rules for each of the connectives; and, a relational theory N(7)
consisting of Horn relational rules. A Horn relational rule is of the form

R(ty...th) - Rty ... t™)
R(ty... 1)

where the t; are terms built from labels and function symbols.

Labelled natural deduction systems can be used to describe a wide range of
non-classical logics, cf. (Vigano 2000). We restrict our attention to structural
logics, since substructural logics are not suitable for representation in LF. We
achieve this restrict by taking 1 to not hold at any world and — to have the
introduction rule

[true(w, ¢)]

true(z, 1)

true(w, —¢)

More information about the different choices of 1 and — can be found in (Vigano

2000). The only examples which use these rules can be found in Appendix B.
We now show how to present a labelled natural deduction system as a judged

proof system. From the above discussion, we observe that the labelled proposi-

tions a: ¢ can be understood as being judged by the judgement true, with arity
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(U,0); that is, true(a, ¢). Similarly, each relation R(ti,...,t,) can be viewed as
being judged by the proposition related with arity (U,...,U). Hence provided
we have a syntactic category U of labels and judgements is just described, we
can express a labelled natural deduction system as a judged proof system. We
have to split the connectives into local and non-local connectives as in § 7. The
local connectives have introduction and elimination rules given by the general
schema in Definition 7.11. The general schema has to be altered so that each
judgement also contains a world. Since the connectives are local, the world is
fixed for each connective and so this is just a notational issue. The rules for
non-local connectives are given by the following definition:

Definition 9.1 (Labelled Natural Deduction Rules for Non-local Connectives)
Let # be a universal non-local connective with arity u. The introduction rule for

# is
i1(wi, é1)] -+ [fu—1 (w1, %—ﬂ][rdatedu(wh e W, Y]

ju(wl.u Pu)

# 1
J(y7 #(¢17 s 7¢u))

and the elimination rule is

J, #(P1, -, 0u)  J1(wi, d1) -+ ju—1(Wy—1, Gu_1) related(w, wy, . .., wy, y)
Ju(bu)

Let # be a non-local connective with arity e. The natural deduction introduction
rule for # is

#E

jl(w17 ¢1) o 'je(wea ¢e) related(!/» Wi,y ... >we)
iy, #(d1s - @e))

41

and the elimination rule is

[jl(wlv (bl)] U Ue(wea ¢e)][re|atede<y7 Wy, .- 7w€>]

i #(61--,60) k(z,7)
k(z,T)

# E

We conclude this section with an example. We define the judged proof system
for al modal logics in the Geach hierarchy (Vigano 2000); that is, K extended by
axioms of the form (1™ ¢ D 0iO"¢. The judged proof system for K is defined
as follows:
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Definition 9.2 (K)
The judged proof system for K is given by the alphabet

S ={U, o}
vV ={U}
E={0O,D>}
C={0,0}
J = {true}

together with the natural deduction rules
[true(w, ¢ O )]

true(.y, 1)
true(w, ¢)
[true(w, ¢)] [true(w, )]

1 FE

true(@,¢) ; true(w, ¢ D )true(w, @) true(@,T)
>

O F
true(w, ¢ D 1Y) true(w, 7)
[related(w), z)]
: true(w,d¢) related(w, 2)
true(z, ¢) t UE .
: 07 rue(z, @)

true(w, O¢)

There is no Horn relational theory for K. This corresponds to there being
no frame condition on the transition system for K. Other modal logics in the
Geach hierarchy do have a relational theory and this arises from the relationship
between axioms of the form{/[01"¢ D [0'Q"¢ and (i, j, m, n)-convergency axioms
and the following proposition.

Proposition 9.3 (Basin,Matthews and Vigano)

If T is a theory corresponding to a collection of restricted (i, j, m,n)-convergency

axioms, then there is a Horn relational theory N'(T) conservatively extending it.
|

Restricted (i, j, m,n)-convergency axioms are a special case of (i,j,m,n)-
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convergency axioms where if m =n =0, then ¢ = 5 = 0. The axioms

:valid(O¢ D O¢)
:valid(O¢ D ¢)
:valid(¢ D 009¢)
svalid(Oe¢ D O0¢)
:valid(QO¢ D O0¢)

ook NG

correspond to the Horn relational rules

Ser

related(z, f(x))
Refl

related(z, x)

related(z, y)
— symm
related(y, )

related(z,y) related(y, 2)
trans

related(z, 2)

related(z,y) related(y, z)
eucl

related(z, y)

More of these correspondences can be found in (Vigano 2000).

This example illustrates how labelled natural deduction systems are used to
describe families of logics. One chooses a base system and then different relational
theories are used to describe different logics in the family.

More labelled natural deduction systems can be found in Appendix B.

9.2 Soundness and Completeness of Labelled
Natural Deduction Systems

The soundness and completeness results of § 7.3 also hold for labelled natural de-
duction systems. Judgements true(w, ¢) are interpreted in the fibre 7 (2)([U]} x
[[i2,[Si]), where the free variables of ¢ are in the set {z1:S51,...,2,: S,}.
The judgement related(w, y) is interpreted in J(2)([U] x [U]g?). The labels
have no relationship to the world in the Kripke model of the labelled natural
deduction system.

We now turn to an alternative presentation of the Kripke models for judged
proof systems. Keeping the categorical structure the same, we interpret labels as
the worlds. We then interpret the judgement related(w,y) as an arrow between
the objects w and y in W. Since W is a category, the relation is forced to be
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transitive. So we can only prove soundness and completeness results for labelled
natural deduction systems where the relation is transitive. This restricts our
family of classical propositional modal logics to those which are extensions of
K4 by axioms of the form valid(¢’L0™¢ D [70"¢). We also have to change
Definition 7.19 so that it includes the following:

e For each label w € U, there is an object w in W;
e For each basic judgement related(wy, ws), there is an arrow w; — ws in W;

e For each basic judgement j(w, ¢), where the free variables of ¢ are in the set
{z1:81, ..., 2,15, }, we have an object [j(w, ¢)[ic? in T (w)(I T2, [Silic?)-

Definition 7.20 also needs to be changed, so that it contains the following
rules:

e For each inference rule in the Horn relational theory,

related(tg, 1) - - - related (", ")

related(t), 1))

we have an arrow t§ — t9 in W if there are arrows t) — ¢{ and ... and

m m.
tyr — 7"

e For each predicate letter P with arity (S1,...,5,) — S, [j(w, ¢1, ..., gzﬁn)]],lé’ﬁ
is an object in J(w)([Silic x ... x [Sulk) given by the above extension
to Definition 7.19;

e For each universal non-local connective #, we have the following satisfaction
condition: there is an arrow

N TETCN )

if and only if for all worlds w; (there is an arrow w — w; in W and there
exist arrows

L Gu(on)l and ... and 1225 [,y (6, 0)[2" " Jwhich imply

Jn H w1,pPn
1= [[Jn((bn)]]lcjp ;

e For each existential non-local connective #, we have the following satisfac-
tion condition: there is an arrow

15 [#(61 o))
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if and only if there exist worlds w; such that there is an arrow w — w; in
W and there exist arrows

1 I, [Ul(#(¢1))]]%;pl and ... and 1 ELR [[jn(#(qbn))]]%;pn.

For the remainder of this section, we assume that any interpretation of a labelled
natural deduction system in a Kripke model takes into account the above changes.
We have the following soundness results. The proofs are essentially the same as
those of Lemma 7.24 and Corollaries 7.25,7.26 and 7.27. We just have to be
careful with the worlds: we have to ensure that we are always interpreting the
judgement j(w, ¢) at the world w and any change to another world w’ means that
we are now interpreting the judgement j(w’, ¢).

Lemma 9.4

Let Or be a labelled natural deduction system with alphabet A which only contains
local connectives and let (Kz, [, where Kgz:[W, [B°? V]|, be a Kripke model
of Or. IfT' o, j(w, ) then w, p -5 j(w, ). n
Corollary 9.5

Let Op be the labelled natural deduction system for classical predicate logic and
let(lgj, [—1x?) be a Kripke model of K7. IfT' o, true(w, ¢) then w, p H—’éi true(
w, Q). |

Corollary 9.6
Let Op be the labelled natural deduction system for minimal or intuitionistic

predicate logic and let (K7, [[—]],Ejp> be a model of Or. If T ko, proof(w, ¢) then
w.p |52 proof(w. ). .

Corollary 9.7

Let Or be the labelled natural deduction system for a classical modal propositional
logic which is an extension of K4 by Horn relational rules corresponding to axioms
of the form valid(0'00™¢ O TV ) and let (K g, [~]x2) be a Kripke model of Or.
If T ko, true(w, @) then w, p ||—’éi true(w, ¢). |

To be able to prove completeness, we need to construct a term model. The one
we constructed after Definition 7.20 will work with some slight modification. We
just need to define the objects in the category J (W )(X) to be judged propositions
j(a,¢(X")), where X = X’ x U and define arrows w; — wy in W, whenever
we can derive related(wy, ws). We now have a model existence result. From
now on we take Or to be one of the following labelled deduction systems: one
which only contains local connectives; minimal propositional logic; intuitionistic
propositional logic; classical propositional logic; or, a modal logic in the Geach
hierarchy.
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Lemma 9.8 (Model Existence)
There exists a Kripke model of Or, (K7, [~]x?), together with a world wy such

that ZfF |7z(9T J(w7 ¢) then Wo, P ”_’(’C)ZJ(C% ¢> Z'mph'eS Wo, /O||7U(gij(w07 ¢>

Proof (Sketch) The term model constructed after Definition 7.20 together with
the modifications described above is the required Kripke model of Or. We take
the world wy to be the world which labels each j;(wo, ¢;) € I' but does not label

j(w, ¢). u

Theorem 9.9 (Completeness for ||—)
Let (K7, [[—]],EJP) be a Kripke model of Or. Then T' o, j(w,®) if and only if

w, p|~o, i(w, ).
Proof

Only If This is soundness, Lemma 9.4 and Corollaries 9.5,9.6 and 9.7.

If Suppose I' Fo.,. j(w, ¢), then Lemma 9.8 yields a contradiction. |

The proofs of soundness and model existence for || are essentially the same
as those in § 7.3. We thus have

Theorem 9.10 (Completeness for |—-)
Let (K7, [[—]],Eﬁ be a Kripke model of Op. Then if 0: (I Fo, j(w, @) is a natural

deduction proof and [0]ic? is defined, then w, p H—>’(§)=T7 §: (T ko, j(w, d). |

9.3 Worlds-as-parameters Encoding

It should be clear that we can use the judgements-as-types encoding outlined in
§ 8.1 to encode labelled natural deduction systems in LF. The encoding of K is
given by the signature Y.

Definition 9.11 (Basin & Matthews (2002))
The signature X is defined as follows:

U:Type
o: Type
true:U — o — Type
related: U — U — Type
1o
D:0—0—0

O:0— o0
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BOT-E:1p:o.la:U . 11b:U . (true(a)(p D L) — true(b)L) — true(a)p
IMP-I:1Ip:o.1lg:0.1la:U . (true(a)p — true(a)q) — true(a)(p D q)
IMP-E:1lp:o.1llg:0.1lr:0.1la:U .11b: U . true(a)(p D q) — true(a)p —
(true(a)q — true(b)r) — true(b)(r)
BOX-1:Mlp:o.lla:U . (I1b:U .related(a)b — true(b)p) — true(a)(Cp)
BOX-E:llp:o.lla:U .11b:U . true(a)(Op) — related(a)b — true(b)p |

The encoding in (Basin & Matthews 2002) is also joint work with Luca Vigand.

Signatures for minimal, intuitionistic and classical predicate logics as well as
more modal logics can be found in Appendix A.

Since we are working with judged proof systems represented in LF using the
judgements-as-types correspondence, all the results of § 8.2 hold for labelled nat-
ural deduction systems. Specifically, the judgements-as-types epimorphism. One
might be tempted to call this special case the worlds-as-parameters epimorphism,
but we have another epimorphism which is more deserving of the name.

Recalling the new class of Kripke Op-models introduced in the previous sec-
tion, we show that there is an epimorphism between these Kripke Opr-models and
suitably modified Kripke AlI-models.

Given a signature X%, which is the encoding of a labelled natural deduction
system using the worlds-as-parameters encoding, we are able to define a Kripke
Y7-All-model in which encoded labels are interpreted as worlds. We are able
to define this model because when given the signature X7, we are told which
constant encodes the syntactic category of labels and which constant encodes the
judgement which relates labels. This information is not available a priori. We
now include the following conditions in Definition 3.17:

e [a:U]% , = a € [W], where U is the type encoding the universe;

e Each type of the form related(a,b), where a:U and b:U, is interpreted as
an arrow a — b in W.

Care has to be taken with the interpretation of types of the form j(a)p. We
need to interpret these as types j'(¢), where j : 0 — Type, in the fibres over
a. Roughly speaking, we ignore all the labels when we interpret any objects of
the All-calculus apart from interpreting them at the world which interprets their
label.

We then have essentially the same structure in this Kripke -AIl-model, apart
from W, as we have in the usual Kripke »-All-mopdel. Since W has the same
structure as the category of worlds in the Kripke model of the object-logic, we
claim it is possible to construct an epimorphism of models. We call this epimor-
phism the worlds-as-parameters epimorphism. We also claim that soundness and
completeness holds for the Kripke ¥-AlI-model sketched above. Furthermore, all
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the results of § 8.3, provided they are put in terms of labelled natural deduction
systems, hold.
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Chapter 10

Introduction to Logic
Programming

Modern symbolic logic stands firmly in the Aristotelean tradition and takes de-
duction as the primary proof-theoretic notion. Rules of inference are used to
construct consequences from a collection of assumptions. These rules are applied
to known propositions to establish further propositions.

An alternative viewpoint takes proof-search as the primary proof-theoretic no-
tion. A logic is then seen as a system for reduction. One then uses inference rules
as reduction operators and attempts to construct a proof from a given judgement.
We are working from a conclusion to premisses and each step simplifies the proof.

Proof-search is inherently non-deterministic and any algorithm designed to
calculate proofs, or decide putative consequences, must deal with this. The non-
determinism arises from arbitrary choices involved in constructing a proof, e.g.,
which proposition is reduced at each step and which proof is reduced when the
proof branches. Logic viewed computationally can be be summarized by the
slogan

Logic = Inference + Control.

Thus the nature of reasoning determined by a system of logic depends on the
régime which controls their use as well as the inference rules (and indeed the
satisfaction relation). (The above argument is taken from (Pym & Ritter 2004).)

Often (Pym & Wallen 1992) one takes the result of the computation of a
logic program P, i.e., a collection of clauses, together with a query 3x.g (written
g(X) in Prolog) to be a substitution of a term t for the (existentially quantified)
variable of the query such that

P entails g[t/x].

Pure logic programmes are usually modelled as sets of such substitutions
(Lloyd 1984). This is a natural view to take since the substitutions typically
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carry the information required by the user of the program.

Logical consequence, however, is an abstract notion and our access to it is
via concrete notions of deductions; that is, we construct a (finitary) proof that
dx. g follows from P and extract a term t from this proof. There are two distinct
phases of computation:

proof-search: the computation of the proof; and

residual computation: the extraction of witnesses from that proof.

It is clear that the residual computation depends on the result of the proof-search.

Following (Pym & Wallen 1992), we believe that the proof (i.e., the output
from the first computation) is more naturally seen as the result of the computa-
tion. A consequence of this view is that any sound proof procedure gives rise to a
notion of computation with the values computed being proofs. If we take logical
systems as represented in LF, then the calculation of objects satisfying predicates
and of proofs proving formulee is the same mechanism as that employed in logic
programming. An elementary notion of logic programming for the type theory
of LF is discussed in (Pym 1990) and (Pym & Wallen 1991); a more elaborate
notion is developed in (Pfenning 1991).

Following (Pym & Ritter 2004), we believe that the view of logic as a reductive
system is (at least) as fundamental as the deductive view and that the semantics
of reductions should be as closely linked to proof-search as the semantics of proof
is to model-theory. The semantics of deterministic strategies is beyond the scope
of this thesis — indeed, it is a current research topic. Here we present a proof-
theoretic operational semantics.

In type-theoretic analyses, such as those presented in (Pym 1990), (Pym
& Wallen 1991), (Ritter, Pym & Wallen 1996b6) and (Ritter, Pym & Wallen
1996a), the realizing term provides the proof-object and answer substitution in a
single construction. It is the operational, or procedural, description of concrete
notions of deduction that traditionally lie outwith the declarative realm. Even
if the “computational” proof system, such as Prolog’s resolution, is sound and
complete with respect to consequence in the underlying logic, these soundness
and completeness results are highly non-deterministic and the non-determinism
must be resolved. The non-determinism, as we discussed above, arising via the
choice of which proposition to work on and the order in which to deal with
branches. Backtracking, the principal control mechanism for proof-search is one
way to resolve this non-determinism. When presented with a branch, choose one
and if it fails, backtrack to the choice and choose another branch. Clearly, there
is an ordering of the choice of branches. In Prolog, resolution computations are
executed using a depth first search strategy and a leftmost-first clause selection
strategy. But in practice, there is more to logic programming than search and
clause-selection strategies. In fact, one is required to deal with; for example, cut
and assert within a logic programming language.
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Historically, the starting point for resolution is Herbrand’s Inwvestigations
in Proof Theory: The Properties of True Propositions (reprinted in (Herbrand
1967)). ‘Herbrand’s theorem’ provides a basis for a mechanical proof proce-
dure for first-order logic of manageable complexity. Perhaps, the most sig-
nificant development in the 1960s was Alan Robinson’s resolution procedure
(Robinson 1965). For formulee in a certain, functionally complete, clausal form,
the resolution rule is, together with the use of unification to calculate terms,
both computationally appealing and logically complete. This use of resolution
followed by unification reminds us that there are two stages to a computation;
proof-search and the residual computation. The resolution procedure together
with a control régime for selecting which clauses from a set the resolution rule
should next be applied to, forms the basis of the programming language prolog
and Kowalski’s famous dictum

Programming = Logic + Control.

In recent years, Miller et al. (1991), Pym & Harland (1994) and Ritter et al.
(1996b) have provided more systematic accounts of logic programming via the
sequent calculus, and the proof-theoretic basis of their work provides a point of
departure for the remaining chapters of the thesis.

10.1 Logic Programming in AlI

In (Pym 1990) and (Pym & Wallen 1991), it was shown that the All-calculus
admits a natural interpretation as a logic programming language, based on se-
quents of the form I" =5 A(«a), where « is an indeterminate. Such sequents are
interpreted as request to calculate terms M and N such that I' by M : A[N/q]
is provable. Here [N/a] corresponds to the usual notion of answer substitution,
intended to be calculated by unification. An alternative formulation of logic pro-
gramming for LF has been presented by Pfenning (1991) and implemented in
Elf and Twelf (Pfenning & Schiirmann 1999). (In the hope of clarifying some
previous confusion over the names of frameworks and implementations, we have
used the following terminology in this thesis:

e LF - the All-calculus together with the judgements-as-types representation
mechanism;

e ELF - the implementation of LF (Arnon Avron & Mason 1996);
e EIf - Pfenning’s first implementation (Pfenning 1991);

e Twelf - Pfenning’s second implementation (Pfenning & Schiirmann 1999).
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This appears to match the current naming conventions. We have probably added
further confusion to the naming of different logical frameworks by calling all
the logical frameworks in this thesis which have the same proof-terms LF, when
technically they are different frameworks due to different choices of representation
mechanisms or languages.)

As we discussed in the previous section, there are two distinct phases of com-
putation in logic programming: proof-search and residual computation. We are
interested in providing a proof-theoretic operational semantics and hence are in-
terested in resolution and unification. Our treatment of resolution follows Miller
et al. (1991) by dealing with uniform proof. We are not concerned with unifi-
cation in our current treatment, this is mainly because a lot of the issues have
been addressed elsewhere. A full and complete unification algorithm for the AII-
calculus was discovered independently by Elliott (1990) and Pym (1990) (and
(Pym 1992)). These algorithms would not be used in practice because they
are too expensive computationally. The work of Pfenning et al. ((Pientka &
Pfenning 2003), (Dowek, Hardin, Kirchner & Pfenning 1996) and (Pfening &
Schiirmann 1998)) provides more efficient algorithms. A treatment of unification
from the point of view of the All-calculus as the language of a logical framework
and the relationship between the unification of the All-calculus and the encoded
logic can be found in (Brown & Wallen 1995).

The calculus we would use as a basis for computation is L (Pym & Wallen
1991). This is a system for the semi-decidable relation of inhabitation: I' =y A,
with the meaning (3M)(I" Fx M: A). The judgements of this calculus assert the
existence of proofs of the judgements of N. L is almost logistic in the sense of
Gentzen and has a subformula property with respect to the Il-type structure.

Definition 10.1 (Sequent)
A sequent is a triple (X,T', A), written I' =y A, where X is a signature, I is a
context and A is a type (family). The intended interpretation of the sequent is

the (meta-)assertion;
(IM)N proves I' Fyy M : A |
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Definition 10.2 (The System L (Pym & Wallen 1991))
The following axioms and rules define the semi-logistic calculus L.

Axl AT =5 A

Ax2 r =AY A
Iz:A=y B
— T _ (a) x ¢ Dom(T")
I' =y A— B
INz:A=yx B
IIr (a) ¢ Dom(T)
=y Iz:A.B

F=yA T,y:B=yC
— (a) @A —-BeXUl

I' =% C

(b)y & Dom(T)
Ly:D =5 C
11 _— (a) @:Ilz:A.Be X UT

I'=xC
(b) y & Dom(T')
(¢) G/cut proves I' -y M : A
(d) BI[N/x] —s, D |

G/cut is the calculus obtained from N by replacing (2.15) with the rule

@:Mlz:A.BeXUl' T'ky N:A B[N/z]=4,C T,y:Ctx M:D
'ty M[QN/y|:D

where y ¢ FV(D).
We have the following result which describes the relationship between L and
N. We begin with a definition.

Definition 10.3 (Well-formed Sequent (Pym 1990))
A sequent I' =y A is said to be well-formed just in case G/cut proves I' by A:
Type. ]

Proposition 10.4 ((Pym 1990))
For well-formed sequents I' =5 A

L proves I' =5 A if and only if (3M) N proves I' g M : A |
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Chapter 11
Y-AI-Herbrand Models

Having discussed how the All-calculus can be used as a logic programming lan-
guage, we provide a suitable semantics for it. We do this in terms of X-AII-
Herbrand models. In this chapter, we introduce Y-AlI-Herbrand models and
provide a least fixed-point construction. >-All-Herbrand models are a special
class of Kripke Y-AlI-models and are more concrete. In a Kripke »-AlI-model
realizations I' < A are constructed out of the Kripke All-prestructure. A con-
sequence of this is that there may be realizations in the fibre over I'; say, in the
absence of putatively corresponding arrows in the Kripke All-prestructure. -
AlI-Herband models take the structure at a world A and base I' to be a subset
of homp(I', A). Thus ensuring that all arrows in the X-AII-Herbrand model have
a corresponding arrow in the »-AIl-Herbrand prestructure.

The worlds in Y-All-Herbrand models consist of collections of propositions
(actually encodings of judged proof-variables). The motivation for taking worlds
to be collections of propositions can be found in (van Emden & Kowalski 1976).
van Emden and Kowalski’s use of atoms in a least Herbrand model is analogous
to our use of worlds to form axiom sequents.

The fixed-point construction is a generalization of a fixed-point construction
found in (Miller 1989) for intuitionistic logic. We generalize his construction to
our setting, taking full advantage of the fact that he uses Kripke models.

11.1 Herbrand Prestructures and Structures

We begin by defining a clausal form for terms in the All-calculus. From now on
we assume that all terms used in the application rule in C are clausal and we
refer to this rule as resolution.

Definition 11.1 (Clausal Form)
We say that any constant or variable @: A € ¥ U T is in clausal form if it is of
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the form:
Q:IIz;:By. ... . 1zp:Bp . (C; — (Cy — (... (C, = D) ...)))

where m and n may be 0 and each B;, C; and D are clausal. The rule is said to
be strongly clausal if D is atomic. |

We are now able to define a Herbrand »-All-prestructure. A Herbrand Y-AIl-
prestructure is the Kripke All-prestucture, 7x; that is, the term model, we con-
structed in § 3.2.1.

Definition 11.2 (X-All-Herbrand Structure)
Let X be a All-signature. A X-AII-Herbrand structure is a Kripke AlI-structure,
Tw(sy, on H(X) such that the objects of each Ty s)(A)(A > I') are given by

arrows I' = A of B(X) (Definition 2.2) . The arrows of Zys)(A)(T') are given by
Definition 3.2. |

The proof that the above ¥-All-Herbrand structure is well-defined; that is, it
is a Kripke All-prestructure is very similar to that given for the term model in
§3.2.1.

11.2 Y-)I-Herbrand Models

We now define a -All-Herbrand model. The partiality in the definition enables
us to interpret incomplete proofs.

Definition 11.3 (X-All-Herbrand Model)
Let ¥ be a All-signature. A ¥-All-Herbrand model is an ordered pair, (Zy ),
[[—]]}H(E)>, where Zy sy : [P(2), [B(X),V(¥)]], is a X-MI-Herbrand structure.

-7 is the standard term model interpretation (we give only a sketch, the
Tns) g Yy
details being obvious):

d [[FH%‘(E) =1;

* [[AF]]%H(E) =4

o [er]2, ) = ope(= ©);
o [or]Z, =0 = 4

ete. A consequence I' 7+ A is defined at A with respect to I' just in case [[ap]]%mz)
is an object of Zy(x)(A)(T). |
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We now adapt the ideas of a Herbrand universe and Herbrand base to our set-
ting. The usual definitions (cf. (Lloyd 1984) are as follows: a Herbrand universe
is the set of all ground terms which can be formed out of constants and functions
appearing in a given logic. Ground terms are terms that contain no variables. A
Herbrand base is the set of all ground atoms, i.e., atoms that contain no variables,
which can be formed by using predicates of the logic and ground terms from the
Herbrand universe as arguments. The idea is then that for any given Herbrand
interpretation, the assignments of constants and functions are fixed but not the
assignments of predicates. This means that we are not instantiating the symbols
in a given set of clauses and so are restricting to an easier case. The appropriate
definition for our setting is given below.

Definition 11.4 (Ground Homset)

Let ¥ be a MI-signature. Let A and I" be contexts. The ground homset [£, AT
is the subset of homps(I', A) consisting of arrows of the form (Qy, ..., @,), where
each @, e ' U X. [ |

11.3 Least Fixed-Point Construction

We are moving towards a least fixed-point construction. The material that fol-
lows is similar to the basic least fixed-point construction for intuitionistic logic
in (Miller 1989). We begin by showing that X-AII-Herbrand structures form a

lattice.

Definition 11.5 (Lattice Operations)
Let ¥ be a Mll-signature. We define at each object A in P(X) and I' in B(X),
the following operations on X-AlI-Herbrand structures:

e Meet:

Objects: (Zns), M Zn(s).) (A)NL) =der Tre), (A)I) N s, (A)(T);

Arrows: post- and pre-composition, respectively, for the first and second
arguments;

e Join:

Objects: (Zns), U Zn(z),) (A)NL) =der Ire)o(A)I) U Lys), (A)(T);

Arrows: post- and pre-composition, respectively, for the first and second
arguments;

e Order: Ty x), T Zy(x), if and only if, for all A in P(X) and ' in B(X),
T, (A)(I) € Ty, (A)(I);

e Bottom: L(X)(A)(T):

188



Objects: () 9, ();
Arrows: () Y, (). |

1 (%) is the X-All-Herbrand structure where for any A in P(X) and I' in B(X)
the fibre L(X)(A)(X) is the empty category.

Lemma 11.6
With the operations of Definition 11.5, X-AlI-Herbrand structures form a com-
plete lattice.
Proof We observe that all the above structures are well-defined and note that
a powerset ordered by C forms a complete lattice. |
To be able to obtain a least fixed-point, we need to have a monotone function
between lattices (c¢f. (Miller 1989) and (Lloyd 1984)). In our situation, we need
a natural transformation between »-All-Herbrand structures, which is monotone
with respect to the ordering, C. We need a natural transformation because Y-
AMI-Herbrand structures are functors. The intention is that one application of
this natural transformation corresponds to one application of the resolution rule
(3.31), so that we obtain a stratification of the search-space.

Definition 11.7
We define the operator T on Herbrand structures as follows:

Objects:
TIZn(E)(A)D)) =daey [5,AT] U Ipysy (A)T) U

{{Myq,..., M, ... M, >\F —> A, where M is
such that QP Q — g, M, for some appropriate
F@ and @1 . H,Zﬂ : Bil e HZz‘p . Bip . (Cﬂ

— (Cip — ... (Ciy — D;)...)) € XUT. M/ the
object replaced by M; is such that

A }:>II(E) (r (My,...,M;,...,My)
Lo BilM, [y )2 =y ™ (0
x: B;)[M; /y;]— )[F]};

Arrows: Given by the natural transformation T(Zyx))(A = A), where A’ =

AUT, z:B;[M;/y;]iZ}, with components

(TZxE))(@)r
-

T(Zr))(A)(T) T(Zrs)) (AT,

givenbyFLAHFU—l>A’, where o/ = 0; a. |
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Lemma 11.8
The operator T is a natural transformation between Y-AlI-Herbrand structures.
Proof It is straightforward to check that if Zy (s, is a 3-All-Herbrand structure,
then so is T(Zyx)). Naturality follows straightforwardly. |
We now give two lemmas concerning the relationship between the ordering C
and the satisfaction relation = . For simplicity, henceforth, we shall drop the
subscript H(X) from X-All-Herbrand models, writing just Z or Z;, etc., where no
confusion can occur.

Lemma 11.9
AL (S A and T, € T, then A =2 (IS AL,

Proof If A2 ('S A, then T' 5 A € Z,(A)(T). By the definition of

C, 0% A e Z,(A)(T) and thus A =2 (T 5 A)[T. |
Lemma 11.10

Let 7y © 7y, T ... be an w-chain. If A }:>(|—|Z ! (F 2 A)[I, then there is a
k > 1 such that A =7 (T Z AT

Proof If A W=7, Y(I' % A)[I], then there is an arrow I' = A in (| |7, Z;)

(A)(T). Therefore, there is a k > 1 such that the arrow I' Z A is an object of
Z(A)(T), from which it follows immediately that A |:>§’“ (T % AL [

We now show the key lemma in establishing that the operator T has a fixed-
point.

Lemma 11.11

The operator T 1s monotone with respect to C.

Proof  Suppose that Z; T Z,. We must show that T(Z;) T T(Zy). Let
(M) € 1)(A)(T). Either (M) € [2,A,T] or Z;(A)(T), in which case (M) €

T(Z
T(Z2)(A)(T), or ( > (My,...,M] ..., M,) and there is an @; € ¥ U T such
that Q; PQ —>5,7
My,...,M;,...,M,
Al (D - A)[r),
and ( y
T1,..., T, M!
Dy Bi[M; [y, )imy =3 (0 "5 T By [M /i) T
By Lemma 11.9, we have
M ,....M;,..., M,
AfF (D - AT,
and < >
Z1,eeeTn, M i
Ly Bi[M; [y ]ioy =3 (0 2 T By [M /52D T
so that (M) € T(Zy)(A)(T). |
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The following results allows us to define the least fixed-point.

Lemma 11.12
The operator T 1s continuous.

Proof  We must show that if Z; © Z, C ... is an w-chain, then

We establish the inclusion in two directions.

For any j > 1,Z; C | |, Z;. So, by Lemma 11.11, T(Z;) C 7(J;_, Z;). Since
j is arbitrary, it follows that | |, T(Z;) C T(L;_, Z;).

For the converse, suppose (M) € T( |, Z:)(A)T). If (M) € [S,A,T]
or (L7, Z.)(A)T), then (M) € T(Z;)(A)(T), for any j > 1, so that (M) €
(LI, T(Z:)(A)(T)). Otherwise, we must have that (M) = My,..., M/,..., M,)
and there is some @; € ¥ UT such that @;P Q — M/,

for some M;, and

xg,M)

i Y. (z1,..., . i—
T, B[ My )it i) (0 22l o By) (M )i D).

By Lemmas 11.9 and 11.10, there is a g > 1 such that

AT (T (M., M; 0, M) A,
and : My
o Bi[M;/y]) ) 3? (0 T By (M /y; 12 [T
So (M) € T(Z,)(A)T) C (L, T(Zwn))(A)(T), Since (M), A and T are arbitrary.
It follows that T(| |, Z;) C ||, T(Z,). u

Recall Tarski’s (1955) theorem that if X is a complete lattice, then any mono-

tone mapping X 7, X has a least fixed-point. Since T is also continuous, its least
fixed-point is

T(L(X)) =aer |_| T'(L(%))

i.e., the closure ordinal of T is w. We abbreviate T¥(L(X)) to T, where no
confusion can arise. We obtain (recalling Lemma 11.8) the following;

Proposition 11.13
T is a Kripke X-NlI-structure.
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Proof (Sketch) Definition 11.2 tells us that a X-All-Herbrand structure is al-
ways a Kripke All-structure. Lemma 11.8 tells us that the operation T is a
natural transformation between Y-All-Herbrand structures. Applying T to a Y-
AlI-Herbrand structure always returns a YX-All-Herbrand structure. A limiting
argument tells us that applying it w-times still returns a ¥-AII-Herbrand struc-
ture. |

The model (T, [—]1.) is thus given by the Kripke All-structure together with
the standard term interpretation. We must show that this model is well-defined.
Since it is a term model, defined by constructing realizers, this will amount to a
soundness argument.

Proposition 11.14
(T, [—]7e) is well-defined.
Proof It is clear that all the contexts (programs) are properly interpreted. It
remains to show that consequences are properly interpreted over each context
and world (when they are defined in the model). The argument proceeds by
induction on the structure of derivations in C.

Suppose we have a derivation in C consisting of an axiom, i.e.,

where each @; € SUT and T by @;: B;[@; /y;]i—] for 1 < i < n. We have to
show that

holds. By definition, I’
belong to T¥.
Suppose we have a derivation in C, the last rule applied being the following:

Fe T A
I—Z r (My,...,M],...,My) A
where N proves r l_z Mz, . BZ[MJ/y]];;ll, @,L : Hzil : Bil C e -Hzip . Bip . (Czl —

(Cip = (...(Ciy — Dy))...)) € XUT, @Q;PQ —p, M/, for some 1 < i <n and
P, q possibly 0. We must show that if

w (My,...,Mj,...,My)
Al (0 ST, AN (11.1)
and
i w (@15esm, M]) i—
T, z:Bi[M;/yim} s (0 —5 T2 By) (M /y,)i o)) [T (11.2)



then

Al (0 S A (11.3)
It immediately follows from the definition of T that if (11.1) and (11.2) obtain,

then T’ A(T(T¥))(A)(T) holds. Also T(T¥) = T¥, so it follows
that (11.3) obtains.
Assume that the last rule applied was introduction:

then

D,y:lz:A. By (0 Mot d 400 b T AL B)T
We apply the adjoint Il 4 to Z(I',z: A,y : B)(I',z : A) and also note that the
realization I, x: A,y: B — I',y:Ilz: A. N is an arrow in P(X). We are thus able

to move to the fibre T*(T, y:Tlx: A. B)(I") in which the arrow I' My, M Aoz A M)

[y:Tlz: A.B) is defined and hence T,y : 1z : A.B}:>; (r <
I'y:Ix:A. B)[I']. The term Ax:A. M arises when we apply the adjunction.
Finally, we consider the case where we have applied the rule for equality:

Fo« ' 5 A
Fo T2 A
where I' =g, I, 0 =3, 0’ and A =3, A’ are all defined componentwise. We have

to show that if
Ay (05 Q)]
then
Ay (5 AN
where I' =5, I, 0 =g, 0’ and A =5, A’. By the definition of P(X) and B(X)

there are realizations A — A’ and I' — I" in each respectively. We are then able
to move to the fibre T*(A’)(I") which contains the realization I % A’ and hence

Ay (15 A, _
We are now able to give the completeness theorem. Its proof follows the
pattern found in (Miller 1989).
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Theorem 11.15 (Completeness)
Let ¥ be a signature. If, for some A in P(X) A}z)ém (T = AT, then C
proves Fss I' 5 A, where T = 21: A1, ..., T A, A =91 : By, ...,y By and
o= (My,...,M,).
Proof If
—~
Ay (1AL T A My, -, M) yi:By,. .. ya: B[l

r A

then, according to Definitions 3.26 and 11.3, there is an arrow I' 5 A in
T¢(A)(T'). We must show that the realization -y I' = A is derivable in C.

We proceed by induction on the structure of the types of the components
of the arrows and the number of applications of T. To this end, we proceed in
a manner similar to (Miller 1989) and (Pym 1990) by assigning to each triple
(©,E, p), where p = (Ny,...N,), the ordinal measure w - (r — 1) + X¥_,s;, where
each s; > 0 is the number of A-abstractions in the head of the object N; and
r > 0 is the least r such that

— (L(X [
By TP (@ % )6,
and proceed by induction on this measure.

(Base Case) The measure of (A,I',0) is 0(= w-0+0). Each of the objects M;
1 o
must be atomic, i.e., of the form @; € YUT and A =1 LD (1 2 AN

Therefore, there must be an arrow I’ AN A, such that (Qy,...,@,)
(@y,...,@,)

in [X,A,T]. It follows that C proves Fy I' ———5
(Inductive Case) The measure of (A, T',0) is w-a+ f3, so that A }:>;a+1(l(2))

s(I' & A)[T]. Either this measure is a limit ordinal, i.e. 8 = 0 or it is a
successor, i.e., 3 > 0.

(6 =0) In this case we have that & > 0 or o is atomic. There are two possi-
bilities:
1. There is an arrow I' =% A in [¥,A,T], with (@) = o. It then
follows that C proves s, I' (80O, A;
.. 1 (Mu,..., M{ ..... Mp)
2. There is in T*"(L(X))(A)(I') some ' —————5 A, con-

WM Ay Te(L())(A)(D), where

structed from some I’
M is such that

i To (T1yeees T, M)
L, x: Bi[M; [y, iz} =y (0 —5
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Since this satisfaction requires fewer applications of T, we have,
by the induction hypothesis that N proves I' -y, M/ : B;[M;/ yj];;%),
Therefore, by resolution C proves s I'

(6 > 0) In this case, we have that ¢ is not atomic. In particular, suppose that
M; is not atomic. There is in T*™(L(X))(A)(T) some T

My, M yoeey M ,
W Gl A, where M/ is such that

k3

Zop , M)

i— To <:t1 .....
L,z BilM;/ylics =y (0 ———

Since M] is of the form @;P Q, it follows that (z1,..., 2, M!) and
(My,...,M!, ... M,)have fewer abstractions than I' © A. So, by the
induction hypothesis, it follows that N proves I' -y, M/ : B;[M;/ yj];;ll

T,z B;)[M; /y];23) (L.

and C proves Fy I’ A. Therefore, by resolution , C

proves Fy T’ LI By Lemma 11.10, if A=y (I' &
A)[T], then there is a £k > 1 such that A }:;k(L(E)) (r % AT

Therefore, by the inductive argument above, C proves Fx ' > A. R
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Chapter 12

Encoding Sequent Systems in LF

We wish to examine the relationship between resolution in the object-logic and
resolution in the meta-logic. To achieve this we need a method of encoding se-
quent systems into LF. We are faced with a problem since LF does not provide
a suitable meta-theory for sequent systems. This is because one of the desired
properties of logical frameworks is that the structural rules of the logical frame-
work correspond to the rules of the object-logic and the structural rules of a
multi-conclusioned sequent system do not correspond to the structural rules of
the All-calculus. This strongly suggests that it may not be possible to represent
sequent systems adequately in LF. Pfenning (2000), however, has shown that it is
possible to represent both the sequent presentation of classical and intuitionistic
logic in LF. We reconstruct Pfenning’s encoding in our setting and extend it to
higher-order intuitionistic logic. The key idea of this encoding is that instead of
using the ‘usual’ sequent rules, (Gentzen 1934), one uses the rules in Kleene’s
(1952) G5 (System GKi in (Troelstra & Schwichtenberg 1996)). The reason for
this choice is that if one views the sequent calculus for intuitionistic logic as a
calculus of proof-search for natural deduction proofs, then one can systemati-
cally derive 5. Details of this derivation can be found in (Pfenning 2000). Thus
the proof-objects of intuitionistic (G3 are essentially the same as those for the
corresponding intuitionistic natural deduction system.

The encoding of classical sequent calculus is based on the extension of intu-
itionistic G3 to multi-conclusioned sequents. This breaks the relationship between
the sequent system and the corresponding natural deduction system. The G5 sys-
tems differ from the ‘usual’ presentation of the sequent calculus in that all the
rules have the principal formula of the rule present in each premiss. Having the
principal formula in each premiss is also essential to the proof of adequacy. The
encoding itself requires us to ignore any context and principal formulae occurring
in the premiss. The logical framework then handles the context correctly.

Both our presentation and encoding of higher-order intuitionistic logic is orig-
inal, although higher-order classical logic has been encoded in LF before, (Harper
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et al. 1993).

12.1 Intuitionistic Logic

We present the intuitionistic system (3¢, which is a judged proof system based
on Kleene’s (1952) G3 . Here, unlike Pfenning, we use a single judgement and do
not include cut in our definition.

Definition 12.1 (G3i)
The judged proof system Gj3i is given by the alphabet A = (S, V, E, C, J), where:

o S={0};
o V={_}

E = {T7 /\7 \/7 D7v7 3};

C={T,AV,D,V, 3}

J = {proof}.

Each connective is assigned an arity and a level. T has arity o and level 1, A,V
and D all have arity (0,0) — o and level 1. V and 3 have arity (: — 0) — o0 and
level 2. The judgement proof has arity 0. Together with the following rules:

Az
A, proof(¢) Fay; proof (¢)

A, proof (¢ A ), proof (¢), proof (¢) F,: proof ()
A, proof (¢ A1) Fayi proof(x)
A Fg,i proof(¢) A Fg,i proof () "
A Fg,i proof (¢ A )
A, proof (¢ V @), proof (@) g, proof (x) A’ g, proof(x)
A, proof (¢ V 1) Fg,i proof(x)
where A" = A, proof (¢ V 1), proof (¢).
A Fg,i proof(¢;)

A Fg,i proof (¢ V ¢2)

A, proof (¢ D 1) Fayi proof(¢) A, proof(¢ D 1), proof (¢) Fey,i proof(x)
A, proof (¢ D 1) gy proof ()

Al

Vil

D
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A, proof(¢) Fg,; proof (1))
A tg,; proof (¢ D 1) .

— T
Abgy T

A, proof (Vz¢), proof (¢) Fa,i proof(x) v
A, proof (Vz¢) Fa,i proof(x)

x free in ¢
A Fg,i proof (o)
A Fg,i proof (Vo)
x free in ¢
A, proof (Jz¢), proof (¢) F¢,i proof(x) o
A, proof (Jz¢) F¢,i proof(x)
x free in ¢
A Fg,i proof (o)
A Fg,i proof(Jz¢)
x free in ¢. The antecedent is a multiset throughout. |

We now show that (3¢ is provably equivalent to the usual sequent presentation
of intuitionistic logic. The rules for the sequent calculus LJ can be found in
Appendix C.

The following result is a simplified version of Kleene’s proof that L.J and Gj3
are provably equivalent. Kleene takes contexts in L.J to be sequences of formulae
rather than sets. This makes his proof more complicated.

Lemma 12.2 (Kleene (1952))
Let ¢ be a formula in Gsi, A a multiset of formule of Gsi and A’ a set of formule
of LJ. Then

A Fg,i proof (¢) if and only if A" 15 proof(¢)

where A and A’ contain the same formule.

Proof  We begin by proving the left to right direction. We show that each
inference rule in G3¢ can be translated to a proof-tree in LJ with the same
premisses and conclusion. The right rules, Ax and T, are identical for each
system. We only need to show the translation for the left rules. We list the rules
of GG31 on the left and the corresponding proof-tree in L.J on the right. We drop
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the judgements for readability.

A7¢A¢7¢7¢}_LJX
Al

Au /\¢7¢ﬂ/1|— 7
’ XNl DA DAY Ly x |
A, ¢ NY ey X contraction
A7¢/\¢ l_Ggi X

AoV, olbayix AoV, gy x
AoV, oV gy X
A, 9V ey x
AoDVlgux A0, ke x
A, 9D, DY ey x

AoV, O bai X A0V, Y gy X
A7¢v¢|_03ix

A7¢le_G3i¢ Aa(bD?ﬂawl_GgiX

) G3i
A,VZL‘ 5 F i
A,V$¢, ¢ I_Ggi X gb ¢ Gai X V1
VI AVrp,VeobFe x .
A, Vzop Fasi X contraction
A, ngb |_G3i X

A, 3¢, ¢ Fayi X

Aa E|{E¢, ¢ l_G i X
SOV A 32¢, Ve oy X ‘
A, 3xp Fali x contraction
AVzo Fayi x
We have stated the use of contraction explicitly. It is not a separate rule but
follows directly from the fact that contexts are either multisets or sets. We now
have to show the right to left direction. We show that for every rule in L.J there
is a proof-tree in (G3i’ with the same premisses and conclusion. Gzi’ is Gsi plus
weakening and contraction. Again, we just show the left rules.

Aa ) F 31’
A g bryx #¥ Foat X weakening
Al A7¢/\wa¢7wl_6’3i’x
A)Cb/\wl_LJX Al
A, 9 NP Fggir X
A?le_Ggi’X Aaw}_Ggi’X
Apbrrx Abryx
Vi A7¢vw7¢l_G3i’X A,¢V¢|—G3¢/X
Aa(ﬁvwl_LJX
Aaqﬁvwl_Ggi’X
A gy ¢ A Fayi X
Abryo Abrsx - g
D1 A)¢D¢FG3i’¢ A7¢D¢7¢|_G3i’x
AaqSD@DFLJX
A7¢D¢|_G3i’x
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A dlrrx

Av ¢ I_LJ X
— VI AVrd,¢bryx
ANz tryx
ANzobFryx
A? (b l_Ggi’ X
AdlFryx
— 31 A, 31,9 bau X
A,z Fryx
A, E|[E¢ l_Ggi’ X

We now need to show that weakening and contraction are admissible in Gji.
These are proven by induction over the depth of the proof-tree. We start with
the base case, i.e. we have a proof-tree of depth 1:

AJ ¢7 ¢ l_GBi X

where either y is atomic or y is T. If x is T then we can use the rule T,

— 7T
Adla; T

and we are done. If y is atomic then either y € A or x = ¢. If x = ¢ then we

also have the axiom
— Az
Aa ¢ |_G3i d)

and we are done. If y € A then we have the axiom

— Az
A? qb l_G'gi X

since x is still in A and we complete the base case.

We prove A r and A [ to illustrate how the induction step works. The other
cases are similar.

We begin with A r. We have the proof-tree

A?XJXFG:ﬂ ¢ A7X7X |_G3i ¢ A
A xs X Fasi @AY

and we can apply the induction hypothesis to the premiss. We obtain A, x Fay; ¢
and A, x Fayi . We now apply A r to obtain

AvX |_G3i ¢ AaX }_Ggi ’¢ A
A, x gy @AY

r

which completes this case.
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We now look at A [. There are three cases here. The first is when the formulae
being contracted are distinct from the principal formula. The second is when the
principal formula is one of the contracted formulese. The third is when one of the
contracted formula is one of the formulee ‘used up’ by the rule. We begin with
the first case. We have a proof-tree

A7X7X7¢/\w7¢7w|_6'317—/\l
AaX>X7¢/\w|_G3iT

Applying the induction hypothesis to the premiss we obtain A, x, ¢ A, ¢, Fayi
7. We apply A [ to obtain

AuX?Qﬁ/\ngbaw'_GgiT/\l
A7X>¢/\wl_G3iT

thus completing the case.
We now assume that we have the proof-tree

A7¢/\w7¢/\w7¢7¢ |_G3i T N
A>¢/\7/17¢/\¢ l_Ggi T
We apply the induction hypothesis to the premiss to obtain A, ¢ A, ¢, ¢ Fayi 7.
We apply A [ to obtain
A7¢A¢7¢7¢ '_Gsi T Al
A ONY Gy T

which completes this case.
When the contracted formula is a formula used up by the rule, the rule auto-
matically does the contraction .

A’¢A¢’¢,¢’¢I_G3i7-/\l
AoNY,dbgy T

We now look at weakening. For the base case we have the Ax rule and T. If
we have a proof-tree

— Az
A l_Ggi X

then we also have a proof-tree

201



Similarly for T, if we have a proof-tree

— T
Abgy T
then we also have

T
A7¢ l_Ggi T

The induction steps are straightforward, we provide D 7 and D [ as examples.
We begin with D r and thus have the proof-tree

AaQ“‘Ggﬂb 5
Al—GginDw

We apply the induction hypothesis to the premiss to obtain A, x, ¢ Fq,; . We
can now use D r to obtain

AaXagbl_Ggi,[vZ) 5
A7X|_G3i¢3¢

which finishes the case.
We now prove D [. We have the proof-tree

A0 DYlay ¢ A9 DY, ¢ ey x
Avngwl_GgiX

We apply the induction hypothesis to the premiss to obtain A;¢ D ¢, 7 Fgy ¢
and A, ¢ DY, Y, T gy x. Applying D [ gives the following proof-tree

Aa(bDw’T}_Gﬁ(ﬁ Av(bDw?w’TFGgiX
A7¢Dw>7—|_G3'iX

which completes this case and we are finished. |

D

D

We now extend the rules of G3i¢ to rules for valid proof expressions. We
label each hypothesis in A with a distinct proof variable y;, introduce a set X
of syntactic variables found in each formula in the judgement and label each
succedent with a proof-object §.

v-HY P

(X) A, y:proof(¢) Fayi y: proof (¢)

(X) A, y:proof (¢ A ), yy:proof (@), ya: proof (1) ke, d: proof(x)
(X) A, y:proof(¢ A1) Fayi AND-L((y1,y2):0,y):proof(x)

v-AND-L
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(X) A bg,i 01:proof(¢) (X)) A Fg,i d2:proof (1)) v AND-R
(X) A gy AND-R(61,09):proof (¢ A1)
(X) A1 Fgyi 61:proof(x) Az Fgyi d2:proof(x) o-OR.L
(X) A, y:proof(¢p V) Fays OR-L(y1:01,y2:09,y): proof(x)
where Ay = A, y:proof (¢pVa)), y; : proof (¢) and Ay = A, y: proof(¢), ya : proof (As)

(X) A |_G3i 52 : proof(@-)
(X) A Fgyi OR-R;(6;) : proof(¢;)
(X) A,y:proof(¢p D ) Feyi 01:proof(¢) (X)) Ay Fgyi d2:proof () VDL
/l)_ -
(X) A, y:proof (¢ D) Faui IMP-L(61,ya:09,y): proof(x)
where Ay = A, y:proof(¢ D 1), ya: proof ().

’U—OR—RZ'

(X) A, y:proof(¢) Fg,i d:proof (1))
(X) A Fey IMP-R(y:6): proof(¢ O 1)

v-IMP-R

v-TOP
(X) Atgy TOP:proof(T)

X) A, y:proof (Vzg), y; : proof (¢) F¢,i o : proof
(X) &, y:proof(¥ze), yr :proof(¢) Fay d:proofx) o 0 o
(X) A, y:proof (Vz¢) Fa, FORALL-L(y,:0,y):proof(x)
X,z) A kg, 0:proof
(X,) & Pesi 9:prooi(y) v-FORALL-R
(X) AFg, FORALL-R(0): proof (Vxe)
X) A, y:proof(Jz¢), y; : proof (¢) Feayi 0 : proof
(X) A, y:proof(3z¢), yr:proof(¢) Feui 9:prooflx) oo,
(X) A, y:proof(3x¢) Fays EXISTS-L(y,:6,y):proof(x)
X,x) Atgy :proof
(X, ) A Fay 8:proof(9) v-EXISTS-R
(X) AFg, EXISTS-R(9):proof(3x¢)

We can use the judgements-as-types correspondence to allow us to define a
AMI-signature ¥¢,;. This can be found in Appendix A
Lemma 12.3 (Representing G'3i in LF)
The judged proof system Gsi can be adequately represented in LF.

Proof (Sketch) Proved by the usual methods (c¢f. (Harper et al. 1993)) |
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12.2 Classical Logic

Turning our attention to classical logic, we recall that the sequents have to be
multi-conclusioned. This allows the law of excluded middle, for example, to hold.

— Ax
ok

==, ¢

—V

(mp) V¢
Again, we follow Pfenning and use the classical version of (G3. The principal
formula of each rule is now present in the premisses of each right rule as well as
the left rules. This introduces a lot of symmetry between rules. We do not use

the symmetric rule for V r because when we use it for proof-search in § 13, we
need to have a single formula ‘discharged’ on the right.

R

Definition 12.4 (G5c)
The judged proof system Gsc is given by the alphabet A = (S, V) E, C,J) where

o S={0},

.« V=1,

o E={T,AV,D,~,V, 3},
o C={AV,D,,V, 3},

e J = {ant,suc}.

Each connective is assigned an arity and a level. T has arity o and level 0, — has
arity o — o and level 1, A, V, D have arity (0,0) — o and level 1 and V and 3
have arity (1 — 0) — o and level 2. The judgements both have arity 0. Together

with the rules:
Az

A, ant(¢) Fg,e suc(¢)©

A Fg,esuc(T), 0 !
A ant(¢p A1), ant(¢), ant(¥) Faye ©
Asant(p AY) Fa,e ©
A Fg,esuc(d),suc(p A1), 0 A bg,e suc(v),suc(op A1), ©
A Fg,e suc(p A1), 0
Ajant(o V), ant(d) Fa,e © A ant(¢ V), ant(v) Fg,e O
Asant(p V) Fa,e ©

Al

NT

Vil
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A Fgye suc(¢;), suc(¢r V ¢2), © y
A Fg,esuc(or V gg), ©
A ant(¢ DY) Fgyesuc(¢),® A ant(¢ D ), ant(v) Fa,e ©
Asant(¢ DY) Fg,e O
A, ant(¢) Fg,e suc(e)),suc(¢ D 1), 0
A Fg,e suc(¢p D), 0 K
A, ant(—¢) Fg,e suc(o), O
A, ant(—¢) Fg,e O
A, ant(¢) Fg,e suc(—¢), O
A Fgye suc(—¢), ©
A ant(Vze), ant(¢) Fg,e ©
A, ant(Vxo) Fa,e ©
A Fgye suc(o), suc(Vzg), © vy
A Fg,e suc(Vze), ©
A, ant(3z¢), ant(d) Faye © o
A, ant(3x¢) Fa,e ©
A Fg,e suc(o), suc(3xe), © o,
A Fg,e suc(Jzg), ©

where the antecedent and succedents are multisets. [ ]

i

D

—

—

Vi

We show that Gsc is equivalent to LK, the ‘usual’ sequent presentation of
intuitionistic logic. The sequent system LK can be found in Appendix C. We
have the following corollary to Lemma 12.2.

Corollary 12.5 (Kleene (1952))
Let A and © be multisets, A" and © be sets and ant(¢) and suc(y) be formule
i Gsc. We have that

A, ant(9) Faye suc(v¥), © if and only if A’ ant(d) bk suc(y), ©’

where A and A’ contain the same formule and © and ©' contain the same for-
mule.

Proof @ We begin by showing the left to right direction. We only show the
right rules since the left rules follow from Lemma 12.2. We write the rules of
G'sc on the left and the corresponding derivation in LK on the right. We omit
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judgements to keep the width of the derivation small.

AFLK¢7¢/\¢7@ Al_LKw7¢/\’l/}7@
A"LK¢/\¢,¢/\¢76

Al_G30¢7¢/\w7@ Al_chw7¢/\¢7@

A |_G3C ¢ A ,QD? @
AbFrg @AY
AF , 01V o, ©
A Faye bi bV 62,0 oLV on®
Vri AbFpkg @1V oo, ¢1V de,0 .
AlFg,e o1V $a,0 contraction

Abrr ¢1V 99,0
A;¢"LK¢>¢3¢79 5
r
or AFLK(bDw’QSDw?@

Aa(bl_chw>¢Dw7@

Atg,e d DY,0 contraction
Abrx ¢ D¢
Ao 0,0
A, ¢ Faye 6,0 Prx 6.0 _,
- Abpg 29, 79,0
A Fgye 0,0 contraction
A l_LK _'(ba ©
AF NVro, ©
Abgye 6,¥10,0 L 070
Vr A"LK Vm¢,qu§,@
A gy Vo, © contraction
A l_LK Vx¢, @
A+ ,dxop, O
A by d, 36,0 L 9,30
dr Abpg dxe,Jze, 0
A gy 320, 0 contraction
A l_LK HIQb, ©

We have explicitly stated the use of contraction to highlight the way that the
derivation in LK represents the rules of G3c. We now turn to the right to left
direction. We work with G3¢’ which is Gsc plus contraction and weakening. We
only deal with the right rules. We place the rules of LK on the left and the
corresponding derivation in Gs¢’ on the right.

A l_ch’ ¢7 S) A |_G’30’ 7% S)
A|_LK ¢>@ Al_LKwae)
AI_G;;C’ ¢a¢A¢7@ AI_G;;C’ ¢7¢A¢a@
Abrg NP, 0
A |_G3c’ QS A ¢
Atgye ¢i,0
AFrg ¢;,0 weakening
VvV or; A l_ch (bia ¢1 V ¢2
Al 1V oo Vor;

A l_ch’ ¢l \ ¢27 ©
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Aa Cb l_ch’ wv @

Aol 1,0 weakening
or A7¢PG30’¢7¢D¢7@
Abrk gb DY or
A l_ch’ gb D) ¢7 ©
Atg,e ¢,0
Ak ¢,0 weakening
Vr A l_ch’ ¢,V$¢, e
A l_LK VI¢, © Vr
A gy YTo,0
Alg,e ¢,0
Abrrg ¢,0 s 9 weakening
dr Atgye ¢,3x0,0
A I_LK Ell‘gb, C) dr
Atg,e 20,0

It remains to show that contraction and weakening are admissible in Gzc. This is
done by induction over the inference rules of Gsc. We only show the cases which
involve right rules since the cases for the left rules follow from Lemma 12.2. We
begin with contraction and just show the induction step when the last rule used
is D r, the other rules being similar. There are three cases here, the first is when
the formulee being contracted are distinct from the formulee used in the rule. The
second is when the principal formula is one of the contracted formulse. The third
is when one of the contracted formulee is one of the formulae ‘used up’ by the
rule. We begin with the first case. We have the proof-tree

AJX?XFG30T7T7¢7¢/\1P7@ A7X7X|_ch7-77-7¢7¢/\¢7®
A7X7X|_G367-77—7¢/\w7@

and we apply the induction hypothesis to the premiss to obtain A, x Fg,e 7, ¢, ¢A
¥,0 and A, x Faye 7,0, ¢ A v, ©. We now apply A r to obtain

AvXI_G3CTa¢7¢/\¢7@ A:Xl_chTawvgb/\d%@
A x Faee T, 0 N, 0

r

r

which completes this case.
We turn to the second case and assume that we have the proof-tree

A,X>X|_G3c¢/\¢a¢a¢/\¢79 A,X,X"G3C¢/\'¢,w,¢/\'¢,@
A,X,Xl_G3c¢/\w,¢/\¢7@

and we apply the induction hypothesis to the premiss to obtain A, x Fgye @, 0 A
¥,0 and A, x Fgye ¥, 0 Ap,©. We now apply A r to obtain

A, X FGye 0,0 NP, O A,XFGSCQ/WW\M@A
A7X|_G30¢/\wa@

r

r
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and we are done. Finally, we assume that the contracted formulz is ‘used up’ by
the rule. Here the rule itself automatically does the contraction in the succedent;
the contraction in the antecedent still needs to be dealt with by induction. This
completes the proof that contraction is admissible. We now turn to weakening,
which is similar. We just show the case for D r. We have the rule

A, ¢ Fay v

D u——rD I

Abgi ¢ D9
and we apply the induction hypothesis to obtain A, x, ¢ Fg,i 7,¢. We apply D r
to obtain

A; X gb |_G3i T, @Z)
or
A xFayiT,0 DY

which finishes the case. |

Having shown that G3c is a suitable presentation of classical logic, we turn to
the rules for valid proof expressions. It is important to stress here that we have
to switch to realizations to be able to do this. The proof-objects for intuitionistic
logic and other single-conclusioned systems are directly associated to the formula
being proven. This does not hold here since we have multiple formulae in the
succedent. We thus follow Pfenning and give the following collection of rules for
valid proof expressions of Gsc. We add a set X of syntactic variables used in each
formulee used in the realizer and label each formula with a proof variable ;.

v-Azx

HY P(y,z)
—

Fase XA, y:ant(¢) z:suc(¢), ©

v-TOP
P(z
Fage A TOP®), z:suc(T), O

Fase XA, y:ant(p A1), y;:ant(¢), yo:ant(1)) %0

v-AND-L
Fase XA y:ant(od A ) AND-L(y1.42) :88), oy
g 5
o XA 01 Fee XA Oy

AND-R(z1 : 61,22 : 02,2)

Fase XA &)
where ©1 = 21 :suc(¢), z:suc(p A1), O and Oy = zy:suc(v)), z:suc(p A ), ©

Fowe XA 250 b XA, 2

v-OR-L
OR-L(y1:01,y2:62,y)

Fase XA y:ant(o V) ©
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where Ay = A y:ant(¢ V), y;:ant(¢) and Ay = A y:ant(¢ V ¢), ya:ant(e))
Fase XA L :suc(¢), z:suc(o V 1)

z:suc(o V)

. 5 U—OR-RZ'
l_GBC XA OR;-L(z1:6,2)

Fage XA 25 21 5uc(9), 0 Fape XAy 20

IMP-L(z1:61,22:02,y)

v-IMP-L

Fase XA y:ant(¢ D ¥) ©
where Ay = A, y:ant(¢ D ) and Ay = A y:ant(¢ D ¥),y; :ant(y)

Fase XA,y :ant(o) LR 2y :suc(v)), z:suc(o D 1)

v-IMP-R
Foue XA IMP-R((y1,y2):6,2) 2 proof (6 5 ©)
l_ C)(A7 ant(— i)z 1suc 7(_)
Gs Yy ( ¢) 1 (¢) NEGLL
Faye XA, y:ant(—g) 2EEREL0Y), o
5
Faye XA yp:ant(¢) — z:suc(—¢), O
Gs Y1 (®) (—¢) S NECR
Fege XA R LU z:suc(—¢), O
5
Fase XA y:ant(Vr . @), y;:ant(¢) — ©
- ’ ( 2 2 v-FORALL-L
|_ch XA’y:ant(vx,gb) FORALL-L(y1:6,y) o
+ CX,xAimz ;ant(o), z:ant(Vz . ¢), 0
- 1 © ( 2 v-FORALL-R
Fase XA FORALLLG1:07) z:ant(Vz . ¢),©
Faae (X, ) A,y :ant(¢),y:ant(3x . °e
= Lo @y ( ?) v-EXISTS-L
Fase XA,y ant(Jz. ) EXISTS-L(y:1 :6,y) o
- cXAi%z :suc(¢), z:suc(dx . ¢),©
- : © Ge.9) v-EXISTS-R

EXISTS-R(z1 :6,%)

Fage XA z:suc(Jx . ¢), O

We now have to represent these valid proof expressions in LF. We do so by taking
both the antecedent and succedents as contexts in AIl and introducing a new type
# which is intended to be the type of every valid proof term (cf., Pfenning). One
can think of # as the empty type or contradiction if one were to carry out classical
resolution (Robinson 1965) in this setting. We thus encode a realization

Fae (X) A2 0
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as the assertion
Ix,T'a,Te by, Ms:#

in LF. One might expect the context I'g to contain the negation of all the formulae
in ©; however, we have not negated any formulee. The negation is hidden by the
use of judgements. A careful examination of the inference rules shows that — r
and — [ classify a relationship between the judgements: the formulae judged by
ant are the negation of formulee judged by suc and vice-versa. The All-signature
for Gsc can be found in AppendixC. To help illustrate how # is used in LF, we
take two classical proofs and give their representation in LF.

Example 12.6 (Tertium non Datur)
We have the following proof of the law of excluded middle in Gzc:

Ax

HY P(y1,z1)
5

}_ch X n :ant(¢)

NEG-R(y1: HY P(y1,21)22)

21 :5uc(@), za:suc(—¢), z3 :suc((—¢p) V @)
2o :suc(—), z1 :suc(@), z3 :suc((—¢p) V @)

OR-R((Zz,Zl) : NEG-R(yl : HYP(yl,Zl),ZQ),ZS)

X 2 ¢ suc((—) V 9))

where we have used a different, but equivalent, rule for v-O R- R, which is encoded
in LF as the following assertion:

X ()

[x,z3:5uc(=¢V @) Fx,  OR-R((22,21): NEG-R(y1: HY P(y1, 21), 22), 23)23)

suc(—o V@) #
We now provide the derivation of this assertion. We write the derivation in stages
due to its size and we omit the instantiation of formulee for clarity.

FX, FQ l_gcgc HYP:ant(gzﬁ) — SUC(¢) — # Fx, Fl,ylzant(qb) I_ZGSC U1 :ant(<b)
I'x,Ta ks, HY P(y1):suc(¢) — #

where T's = yp : ant(¢), z1 : suc(@), 22 : suc(—¢), z3 : suc(—¢p V ¢) and 'y = z; :
suc(¢), za:suc(—g), zz:suc(—p V @).
I'x,To ks, HY P(y1):suc(¢) — #  DI'x, Iy, 21:5u0¢(9) by, 21:5uc(0)
Ix, Ty, y1:ant(¢) Fg. HY P(y)z1: #
Uy, T Fsg,. Ayiiant(@) . HY P(y1)z:ant(¢) — #
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where I'y = yy :ant(¢), 22 :suc(—¢), 25 :suc(—¢p V ¢).

I'x,T1 bsg,, NEG-R:(ant(¢) — #) — (suc(—¢) — #) I'x,I'1 = N:ant(¢)
Fx, Fl l_ZGSC NEG-R(N) ZSUC(ﬁQS) — #

where N = \y;:ant(¢) . HY P(y1)z.

I'x, T Fsg,, NEG-R:suc(—¢) — # Ty, T4, zo:suc(—¢) Fsay. 2y suc(—¢)
Fx, FQ |_EG3c NEG-R(N)ZQ . #

where I'y = z; :suc(¢), z3:suc(¢ V —¢).

Fx, Fg,, 21 ISUC(¢) l_EGBC NEG-R(N)ZQ : #
I'x,Ts Fsg,, Az1:suc(@) . NEG-R(N)zz:suc(¢) — #

where ['s = z3:suc(—¢ V @), 22 :suc(—¢).

I'x, z3:suc(m¢ V @), zo:5uc(—0) Fsg . Misuc(d) — #
I'x, z3:suc(m¢ V ¢) Fsg,, Aza:suc(¢) . M :suc(—¢) — suc(d) — #

where M = Az :suc(¢) . NEG-R(N)z,.

Ix,z3:suc(—¢pV o) F OR-R T'x,z3:suc(—¢ V ¢) - P:suc(—¢) — suc(p) — #
[y, z3:suc(—¢ V @) Fsay. OR-R(P):suc(—¢ V ¢) — #

where P = Azy:suc(¢). M.

"5, OR-R(P):suc(=¢ V @) — # T'Fs, , z3:5uc(=¢ V@)
[x, z3:suc(—¢ V ¢) l—gg3c OR-R(P)z3:#

where [V = T'x, z3:suc(—¢ V ¢), which completes the derivation. |

For our second example we turn to a proof of DeMorgan’s law for quantifica-
tion, again this is an example of a classical proof.
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Example 12.7 (DeMorgan)
We have the following proof in Gsc

Az
~(720), & Fae 0,0, o0, 30(=0)
~(¥26) Faye 6,20, ¥a9, Ja(20) _ |
—|(qu5) Fase @, V2o, Elx(—@) v,
~(V20) Faye Va6, J2(—0)
(V20) Faye 32(-0)

which is represented in LF by the assertion

Cx,y1:ant(p(=(V(Az:e. 9))), za:suc(F(Az:e. (—¢))) Fay.
NEG-L(Azz:suc(V(Ax:t.¢)). FORALL-R(Az :suc(¢).
EXISTS-R(Azy:suc(—¢) . NEG-R(Azy:ant(¢) . HY P(y2)z1)22)24)23) Y1) - #
We show the derivation of this assertion in stages due to its size.
Iy, '_Ecgc HYP Tx,Iy ys:ant(9) '"Ec;gc Yo :ant(o)
I'x, [ by, HY P(y2):suc(¢) — #
where Iy = y; @ ant(=(V(Az : ¢.¢))), g)/Q :ant(o), z1 : suc(e), z

suc(V(Ax : ¢.9)), z4 : suc(I(\x (—mb)) and I'y = y; : ant(—|(7V(
suc(¢), zo: suc(ﬁgb) 23 suc(V ()\x L.®)), za:suc(I(Ax:e. (—9))).

Ix, T bFyg,, HY P(ys):suc(¢) — #  Tx, T, z1:5u¢(9) Fxg,, 21:5uc(9)
Ix, Iy l_EG3c HYP(yl)Zli#

; suc(—wb)
cb)))

where IV = yyrant(=(V(Az 0. @))), y2:ant(¢), 2o :suc(—¢), zg :suc(V(Ax: 1. d)), 24
suc(F(Az:e. (—9))).
Lx, T, yatant(¢) Fxg,, HY P(y1)z1:#
I'x, Do by, Ayz:ant(@) . HY P(y1)z:ant(¢) — #
Fx,FQ l_EGSC NEG Fx,rz I_ZGSC )\yQ:ant(gb) HYP(y1)21 ant( )
Fx, FQ I_EGSC NEG—R()\QQ . ant(qb) . HYP(yl)Zl) . SUC(_|¢> #
Fx, F2 |_EG3c MZSUC(_|§Z5) — # F)(, Fg, ZQZSUC(_|¢) l_Ech Z9 ZSUC(_|¢)
Px,Dobsg, Mz 4
where I's = y; :ant(=(V(Az : 0. 9))), 21 :suc(d), z3 :suc(V(Ax : . @), 24 : suc(I( Az :

—#
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t.(m¢))) and M = NEG-R(Ays:ant(¢) . (HY P(y1)z1)).

Fx, Fg, 29 SUC(_|¢> }_ZGSC MZQ : #
I'x, U3 Fxg,, Azaisuc(—o) . (Mzg):suc(—¢) — #

Ix, U3 bsg,, EXISTS-R Tx,Us ks, Azoisuc(=¢) . (Mzg):suc(—¢) — #
I'x, T3 by, EXISTS-R(Az2:suc(—9¢) . (M22)):suc(I(Az:e. ¢)) — #
I'x, T3 by, EXISTS-R(Az2:suc(—9¢) . (M22))'x, 'y, zg:suc(3(Az i (=9)))
I'x, T3 by, EXISTS-R(Az:suc(—9) . (Mx2))zy:#

I'x, Ty, z1:5uc() Fsg,, N:#
Ix,Tybsg,. Az:suc(¢) . N:suc(p) — #
where I'y = yy rant(—~(V(Az:¢. ¢))), z3:suc(V(Az:t. @), z4:suc(F(Az:¢. (—9))).

Fx, F4 l_Ech FORALL-R Fx, F4 l_Zch )\2’2 ISUC(¢) . NZSUC(¢) — #
Ix,Tybsg,, FORALL-R(Az:suc() . N):suc(V(Az:e.9)) — #

Fx, F4 l_ZGSC PISUC(V(}\JZIL . ¢)) — # Fx, F4 l_ZGSC ZgiSUC(V()\ﬁIL . Qb))

Iy, Iy "2G3C Pzy:#
where P = FORALL-R(Azy:suc(¢).N).

Iy, Iy }_ngc Pz3: 4
I'x, U5 Fsg,, Azgisuc(V(Az:e. 9)) . Pzsisuc(V(Az:e. ¢)) — #

where I's = yy:ant(=(V( Az 0. 9))), z4:suc(F(Az:e. (—9))).

Tx,Ts Frg, NEG-L Tx,Tsbs,  Qisuc(V(Arie. o)) — #
Ix,Ts bsg,, NEG-LQ:ant(~(V(Az:1.9))) — #
where Q = Azz:suc(V(Az:e.@)). Pzs.

Fx,r5 }_ZGSC NEG—LQ Fx,Fg, |_2G3c yl:ant(ﬂ(V()\x:L.gb))) -
FX7 F5 I_EG3C NEG_Lle : #

The encoding of G3¢ in LF is adequate using the judgements-as-types repre-
sentation mechanism.

Lemma 12.8 (Representing Gsc in LF)
The judged proof system Gsc can be adequately represented in LF.

Proof (Sketch) Proved using the standard method (¢f. (Harper et al. 1993)) W
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12.3 Encoding Higher-Order Intuitionistic
Logic in LF

We begin by defining a sequent presentation of higher-order logic. There are
many presentations of higher-order logic and we base ours on the one given by
Church (1940). We do not present the whole of Church’s type theory, we just
present the logical connectives and the calculus of A-conversion. We require that
each sequent must have the principal formula in each premiss to make it the
higher-order extension of G3i. The system described below, as far as we know,
does not appear in the literature.

Definition 12.9 (Higher-Order Intuitionistic Logic)
The judged proof system GsHOIL is given by the alphabet A = (S,V, E,C,J)
where

S={t0,=}

V={t0,=}
E={T,N\,V,D,Vs,35,Ao7,3P, , =0}
C={AV,D,¥,,3,}

J = {proof}

and ¢ and o have arity one, = has arity 2, T has arity o, A, V and D have arity
0= 0= 0, Y, and 3, have arity (¢ = 0) = o, where o is any syntactic category,
Ao has arity (0 — 7) — (0 = 7), ap,, has arity (¢ = 7) — ¢ — 7 where ¢
and 7 are arbitrary syntactic categories, =, has arity ¢ = ¢ = o and proof has
arity o. Together with the following rules:

Ax

A, proof (¢) Fa,rorr proof(¢)

A Fgymorz proof(T) !
A Fa,morr proof(¢) A Fa,morr proof (i)
A Fayamorr proof (¢ A1)
A, proof (¢ A 1)), proof (), proof (¢) Fasmorr proof ()
A, proof (¢ A ) Fasrorr proof(x)
A Fgsmorr proof ()
A Fgymorr proof (¢ V )
A Fgyrorr proof (¢)
A Fgymorr proof(¢ V )

ANR

AN L

VvV R2
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A’ proof (¢) Fa,morr proof (x)  A', proof () Fa,rorr proof(x)

A’ Fgymor proof(x)
where A" = A proof(¢ V ).

A, proof(¢) Fa,rorr proof ()
A Faymorr proof(¢ D )

O R

A" Fgymor proof(¢) A’ proof (v) Fa,morr proof (x)

A’ proof(¢ D ¢) Faymorr proof(x)
where A" = A proof(¢ D ).

A Fgynorr proof(¢)
A |_GgHOIL proof(‘v’agb)

A, proof (V,¢), proof (px) Fa,morr proof(x)
A, proof (Vy¢) Fasmorr proof(x)
A Fgsmorr proof ()
A Fgyrorr proof(3,¢)
A, proof (3,¢), proof (¢) Fasmorrn proof(x)
A, proof(3,¢) Faamorrn proof(x)
A Fagmrorr proof(¢) A Faymorr proof (¢ =, ¢)
A Faynorr proof (i)
A Fgyrorr proof (¢ =- v)
A Fagnorrn proof (A 2. ¢ =pr Mo rz. 1))
(Ao )Y = B[Y](B)
Aor . (¢) =o=r ¢(n)

where each antecedent is a multiset.

O L

V R

3L

EQ

LAM

vV L

There are a few points worth noting about the above definition. The first is
that we have a syntactic category = of arity 2. This syntactic category is intended
to be the — in Church’s type theory. We then get as syntactic categories all the
types of Church’s type theory. The syntactic categories of the form o = 7,
where o and 7 are syntactic categories, are called functional types and they type
functional expressions. Note that all the logical connectives have an arity of level
0. This is because they are given the syntactic category corresponding to their
type in Church’s type theory. Only A, and ap,, have an arity higher than 0.
This is to allow them to form and ‘destroy’ functional types. We have used A, ,
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rather than the )\, used by Church to distinguish it from the arity abstraction
and A in AIl. We use the Barendregt convention (Barendregt 1991): no variable
occurs both free and bound; and, distinct binders use distinct variable names.
This ensures that we do not explicitly have to deal with a-conversion.

As with the other logics, we now give valid proof rules. There is one impor-
tant difference here. The valid proofs of GsHOIL are defined with respect to a
proof context ((A), A) rather than a proof context (X, A). (A) is an assignment
governing the free variables of the proof. The valid proof rules are as follows:

v-HY P

(A), A Faurorn HY P(y) :proof(¢)

v-TOP

(A), A tgiror, TOP :proof(T)
(A), A Fgamorr 01:proof(¢) (A), A Faauorr d2: proof ()
(A), A Fasnor, AND-R(61,09): proof (¢ A1)
(A), A, y:proof(p A 1)), yy : proof (), ya : proof (1) Faymorr 01:proof(x)
(A), A y:proof (¢ A1) Fasmorn, AND-L((y1,y2):02,y) : proof (x)
(A), A Fg,rorr 01:proof(¢)
(A), A Fgiror, OR-R1(01):proof(¢ V )
(A), A Fgarorr 92:proof (1)
(A), A Fa,rorn OR-R2(55): proof(¢ V )
A, A"y :proof(¢) Fa,morr 01:proof(x) AA' ys:proof (v) Fasrorr 02 proof(x)
AN Fagmorn OR-L(y1:01,y2: 02, y) : proof(x)
where A" = A,y :proof(¢ V 1).

(A), A,y :proof(¢) Faymorr 61:proof(y)
(A), A Farorn IMP-R(yy:01) :proof (¢ D 1))

AN Fa.morr 01:proof(¢)  AA' yy :proof (v) Fasrorr 02 : proof(x)
AN Faynor, IMP-L(6y,y1:62,y) : proof (x)
where A" = A, y:proof(¢ D ).

v-AND-R

v-AND-L

v-OR-R1

v-OR-R2

v-IMP-R

(A, z:0),A Fgnorr 6:proof(¢)
(A), A Fgoror, FORALL-R(): proof (Vy,¢)

(A), A, y:proof (V,¢), yi : proof (¢) Fasmorr dproof(x)
(A), A, y:proof (Ved) Fasmorr FORALL-L(y; :6,y): proof(x)

v-FORALL-R

v-FORALL-L
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(A), A Fgauorr 6:proof(o)
(A), A Fgouorn, EXISTS-R(0):proof(3,¢)
(A, x:0), A, y:proof(3,0), y; :proof (¢) Faamorr 0:proof(x)
(A), A, y:proof(3,0) Fasnorr EXITSTS-L(y;:90,y): proof(x)
(A), A Fgynor 01:proof(¢) (A), A teymorr d2:proof(¢ =, 1)
(A), A tesrorn EQ(01,09): proof (1))
(A, 2:0), A Fasrorr 01:proof (¢ =, )
(A), A Fearorn, LAM(61)proof (Ayx¢ =5—r Apxt))

Since this presentation is non-standard we prove that it is equivalent to the
sequent presentation of higher-order logic in (Miller et al. 1991), which we shall
call HOIL. A slight adaptation of Miller’s system can be found in Appendix C.

v-EXISTS-R

v-EX1STS-L

v-EQ

v-LAM

Lemma 12.10

Let T Fayamorr proof (o) be a provable assertion in GsHOIL and ' Fyoryr, proof(¢)
be a provable assertion in HOIL. Then I' Fg,porr proof(¢) if and only if
F |_HOIL proof(qﬁ).

Proof  We begin by showing the left to right direction. We show that each
inference rule in G3HOIL can be translated to a proof-tree in HOIL with the
same premisses and conclusion. The right rules are the same in both systems so
we only consider the left rules. We also ignore the rules for T and Ax for the
same reason. We list the rules of GsHOIL on the left and the corresponding
proof-tree in HOIL on the right. We drop the judgements and subscripts for size
reasons.

A? /\ ) M l_
A, A, d, 1) by X prv. VX
Moo ML envonvbx
’ ’ GAYF X

AoV, ok x A,cbV?/f,wFXv
A,¢Vw,¢vi/ﬁxc
A bV x
AgDYE o Aa¢3¢;¢'_><3
A;(bDw,aﬁDwac

A7¢V¢,¢|_03XAa¢V¢>¢|_G3X
Aaﬁb\/@["_GsX

ApDYla, ¢ Ao DY,Ylg, x

INELLE e
s X
AV, 6, 6 F
ANVod, d s X POTX
VI AV,6 .k x
AVod Fas X c

AV, 0 F x
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INE IR B00Tax o)
3L A 30,350 Fa, X
A 30 bFa, X c
A 3,0 bFa, X
We have explicitly stated the use of contraction above. This is to make it clear
that HOIL absorbs the additional formula in the antecedent.

We just have to show that our theory of A-conversion corresponds to Miller’s
A rule. The equality relation defined in our theory of A-conversion equates terms
that can be obtained by «, 3 and n-reduction. Replacing a term in a sequent by
an equal term can be achieved in HOI L by using the A rule where arbitrary terms
in the succedent and antecedent are replaced by terms which are a/3n-convertible.
Thus the A rule can be used to mimic the equality used in GsHOIL.

We now have to show the right to left direction. We show that each rule in
HOIL is equivalent to a proof-tree in GsHOIL', with the same premisss and
conclusion. GsHOIL' is G3sHOIL plus weakening and contraction. The right
rules are the same and so we concentrate on the left rules. We also ignore the
rules for T and Ax for the same reason We list the rules of HOIL on the left
and the corresponding proof-tree in G3HOIL' on the right.

AN TN
A6,k x LA S
——ANL AoNY, 9 x
Ao NP Ex AL
Ao NP x
A oH Ay E
MGk xADF X LA S L L S
VL AoV, oty AoV, Ex
AoV Ex vV L
AoV x
Atg, ¢ A, g x
AF ¢ AYE Y w w
D L A¢DYltg ¢ A, ¢ DY, gy x
ApDYEx o L
INEE
Aagb'_GéX
Ao x W
—— VYL A,ngzﬁ,gbl—gé X
A Vxop - x vV L
A,quﬁl—agx
A,QSI_GSX
Ao x W
— 3L A,Elxgb,gbl—gé %
A, dxo F x dL
A, Jzd Fey, x
AF ¢ Al—Gégb .
—— weakening ————— weakening
Aﬂ/’"ﬁb A7¢|_Gg¢
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A7¢7¢|_¢ . A?Qbagbl_ng} .
—— contraction ————————— contraction
AP A, glg,
We have explicitly shown the cases for weakening and contraction even though
contraction is guaranteed in HOIL since it takes the antecedent to be a set.

The A rule is captured by the equality relation of GsHOIL'.

To complete the proof, we need to show that weakening and contraction are
admissible in GsHOIL. These are proven by induction over the depth of the
proof-tree. We begin by proving contraction.

We start with the base case, i.e. we have a proof-tree of depth 1:

Aa ¢7 ¢ l_GgHOIL X

where either y is atomic or x is T. If y is T then we can use the rule T,

-
A, ¢ taarorn T

and we are done. If x is atomic then either y € ' or x = ¢. If x = ¢ then we

also have the axiom
Az

A, ¢ Fgsmorr ¢
and we are done. If y € A then we have the axiom

Az
A ¢ |_G3HOIL X

since x is still in A and we complete the base case.

We prove A R and A L to illustrate how the induction step works. The other
cases are similar.

We begin with A R. We have the rule

AaXaX l_GsHOIL ¢ AaXaX I_GsHOIL ¢ A
AaXaX I_G:«)HOIL QS/\,QD

R

and we can apply the induction hypothesis to the premisses. We obtain A, x
Fasmorn @ and A, x Faarorr ¥. We now apply A R to obtain

A, x Fayrorn @ A, X Fasmrorn ¥ N
A, X Fesrorn NP

R

which completes this case.

We now look at A L. There are three cases here, the first is when the formulae
being contracted are distinct from the principal formula. The second when the
principal formula is one of the contracted formulee and the third is when one of
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the contracted formulae is one of the formulae ‘used up’ by the rule. We begin
with the first case. We have the rule

AaXaX7¢ A wa ¢7¢ l_GgHOIL T AL
A7XaX7¢ A ¢ |_G3HOIL T

We now apply the induction hypothesis to the premiss to obtain A, x, ¢ A, ¢, ¥
Faamorn 7. We apply A L to obtain

A,X,Qb/\l/),(b,'l/) I_Gg,lqOIL T AL
A, x¢ N Fasmorn T

completing the case.
We now assume that we have the rule

AN, GNY, QNP0 "GsHOILT/\ I
A oA, ¢ N Faymorn T

We apply the induction hypothesis to the premiss to obtain A, pAY, ¢, Faumorr
7 and we can now apply A L to obtain

A7¢A¢7¢7¢ I_G3HOIL T AL
A, o NY Faymorn T

which completes this case.
When the contracted formula is the formula ‘used up’ by the rule, the rule
automatically does the contraction.

A7¢ A 1/1, ¢7 QWJ }_G3HOIL T AL
Ao NV, ¢ Fasmorn T

We now look at weakening. For the base case we have the the Ax rule and
T. If we have a proof-tree

Az
A tFganorn X

then we also have a proof-tree

Az

A, ¢ Fearorrn X

Similarly for T, if we have a proof-tree

T
A Fegrorn T
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then we also have
-

A, ¢ Fagmorn T

The induction steps are straightforward, we illustrate this with D R and
D L. We begin with D R. We have the rule

A, ¢ Faarorn ¥
Argarorn ¢ DY

We apply the induction hypothesis to the premiss to obtain A, x, ¢ Fa,morr Y.
We can now use D R to obtain

A,X#b |_G3HOIL P
A, x Fayrorn ¢ DY

O R

O R

which finishes the case.
We now prove D L. We have the rule

Ao DY baror @ A0 DY, Fasrorn X 5
A, ¢ DY Fagmorn X

L

We apply the induction hypothesis to the premiss to obtain A, ¢ D ¥, 7 Fa,morr
¢ and A, ¢ DY, 1, 7 Faamorn X- Applying D L gives the following proof-tree

Aa ¢ D) waT I_G'g,HOIL ¢ Aa ¢ D) w7¢77 l_G?,HOIL X 5
A7¢ o ¢77— |_G3HOIL X

L

which completes this case.

Finally, since antecedents in G3HOI L are multisets, we can permute formulae
in G3HOIL whenever they are permuted in HOIL. |

We now show how to encode GsHOIL in LF. It is encoded using the same
method used to encode Gsi. The signature ¥, gorz, can be found in Appendix A.
We have followed Harper et al. (1993) by using the ‘externalization’ of the equality
constant as ~. This is only done for notationally expediency.

Lemma 12.11
GsHOIL can be adequately represented in LF.

Proof  Similar to the proof in (Harper et al. 1993). [

We can also encode higher-order classical logic. We just repeat the above
analysis using the sequent rules for Gsc instead of those for G3i and encode as
per Gse.
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Chapter 13

Representing Abstract Logic
Programming Languages in LF

Having shown how to represent sequent systems in a logical framework, we turn to
uniform proofs. Due to time constraints, this chapter is an extended example. We
take a definition of an abstract logic programming language in terms of uniform
proof uniform proof and show that it is possible to classify the LF proof-terms
which represent them. In this chapter we work with a system NR introduced in
(Pym 1990), rather than a more general system for simplicity. NR is the calculus
N defined in § 2.1 with the rules (2.16) and (2.22) replaced by the resolution rule

Dby My:Ayo o0 s Myt Ay, T'Es NitDyoooo . Ty Nyt Dy,
Fl_Z MleNanE

Res

where
Q:Mxy:Ey. ... 1IE,:By — (By... —» (B, = (C)...) e XUT,

Ai[Ml/xl, N >Mi71/wi71] =pn Ez for 1 S 1 S m,
Bi[Ml/xlu . ,Mm/xm} =pn D’L for 1 < 1 < n,
and C[My/xy, ..., My /Tn] =5, E.

We also require that 'z : E by, 2 : E, where © ¢ Dom(I') be a premise of the
resolution rule, with this premise omitted for clarity of presentation.

This rule is syntax-directed and essentially deals with an application of a
term @ in clausal form. The rule is syntax-directed in two senses; (i) the left
rule is driven by a choice of clausal type, the principal formula of the rule, form
the context (corresponding, in logic programming terms, to the choice of program
clause, for which it is desirable that the rule builds in a contraction of the principal
formula, thereby permitting the re-use of the clause); and, (ii) the rightmost
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(atomic) type matches the succedent of the sequent. The following theorem
shows the relationship between NR and IN.

Theorem 13.1 (Soundness and Completeness (Pym 1995))
If NR proves I' -5y M : A then N proves I' =5 M : A. Let M be in (3-long normal
form. If N proves I' Fs M : A then NR proves I' -5 M : A. |

This chapter forms the first step on the road to a general theory of computa-
tion based on logical frameworks. The results in this chapter are all original.

It is advantageous to be able to classify abstractly logics or fragments of log-
ics which can be used as a suitable basis for logic programming languages. One
example of such an abstract characterization is given in Miller et al. (1991). Here
the abstract characterization is based on a notion of uniform provability. Miller
et al.’s definition of a logic programming language says that any logic or frag-
ment of a logic which is closed under uniform provability is an abstract logic
programming language. Uniform provability characterizes a (well-motivated) set
of desiderata that Miller et al. claim should be satisfied by any logic program-
ming language. This set of desiderata essentially says that a logic programming
language should implement the following search instructions:

e SUCCESS — search has been successful, finish;
e AND — search two separate paths for success;

e OR — search two separate paths but only one success required ;

e INSTANCE - search all possible paths to find a single sucess;
e AUGMENT - add a new clause and continue search; and,
e GENERIC — introduce a new parameter and attempt to find success for new

goal.

The logical connectives T, A, V, 3,, D and V, are then associated with each of
these search instructions respectively. T is intended to signify a successfully com-
pleted search; A and V provide the specification of non-deterministic AND and OR
nodes in the interpreter’s search space; 9, specifies an infinite non-deterministic
OR branch; where the disjuncts are parameterized by the set of all terms; D tells
the interpreter to augment its program; and, V, instructs the interpreter to in-
troduce a new parameter and to try to prove the resulting generic instance of the
goal. The reason this set of desiderata is a set of search instructions is because
computation in logic programming involves goal-directed search, cf., § 10. We
now define the notion of a uniform proof.

Definition 13.2 (Uniform Proof (Miller et al. 1991))
Let 7 be the consequence relation of LJ. A wuniform proof in LJ is a proof
[' -7 G which satisfies the following conditions:
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e if G is T then that assertion is an axiom,;

e if G is ¢ A1 then that assertion is inferred by A r from I' - ¢ and T" 7 4;
e if G is ¢ V ¢ then that assertion is inferred by V r from I' F; ¢ or I' k7 9;
e if G is Jz¢ then that assertion is inferred by 3 r from I' b7 ¢[t/x];

e if (G is ¢ D 1 then that assertion is inferred by D 7 from I', ¢ F; ¥;

e if G is V¢ then that assertion is inferred by ¢[c/x], where ¢ is a parameter
that does not occur in the given assertion. |

A uniform proof reflects the desiderata of Miller et al. We can think of a uniform
proof as characterized by always preferring right rules over left rules. Uniform
proofs are intuitionistic. We define the consequence relation ko, which charac-
terizes uniform provability, as follows:

Definition 13.3 (Uniform Provability (Miller et al. 1991))
Let P be a set of well-formed formulee. We say that P o G if and only if there
is a uniform proof of G' from P. |

Miller et al.’s definition is subtly different from ours. They take uniform proof
to be an operational condition and thus define o semantically. We have been
more concrete and defined uniform proof in terms of a sequent proof system.

The intended meaning of P o G is that the interpreter succeeds on the
goal G given the program P. We can now define an abstract logic programming
language to be any logic or fragment of a logic closed under .

Definition 13.4 (Abstract Logic Programming Language (Miller et al. 1991))

Let G and D be well-formed sets of formule. An abstract logic programming
language is a triple (D, G, ) such that for all finite subsets P of D and all
formulee G of G, P I G if and only if P o G. |

All the sequent systems we defined in § 12 all have fragments that are ab-
stract logic programming languages. The proofs that these fragments are indeed
abstract logic programming languages can be found in (Miller et al. 1991).

Example 13.5 (The Logic Programming Fragment of G3i)
Let A be an atomic formula of G3i. Let G3 and D3 be the sets of all first-order
G- and D-formulae defined by the grammars:

Gi=T|A|GiANGy|GiVGy|VY2G |G| D>G

The formulee in Dj are called (first-order) hereditary Harrop formule. The triple
(D3, Gs,Fqqi), which we call fohh, is an abstract logic programming language. B
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Example 13.6 (The Logic Programming Fragment of GsHOIL)

Let Hs be the set of expressions of G3HOIL that are in f-normal form that do
not contain the logical connective D. An atomic formula A in Hs is said to be
rigid if A is of the form Pt;...t,, where P is a non-logical constant. Let A and
A, be atomic and rigid formulee in Hy respectively. Let G4 and D, be the sets of
G- and D-formulee that are defined by the grammars:

G = T|A|G1/\GQ|G1\/G2|\V/0G|E|UG|DDG

D = AT|G3AT|VUD|D1/\D2

The formulee in Dy are called higher-order hereditary Harrop formule. The triple

(D4, Ga,Fasmorrn), which we call hohh, is an abstract logic programming language.
|

Example 13.7 (The Logic Programming Fragment of Gs.)
Let A be an atomic formula and G; and D; be the sets of all first-order G- and
D-formulae defined by the grammars:

G = T|A|G1/\G2|G1\/G2‘E|$G

The formulee contained in D are the (first-order) Horn clauses. The triple
(Dy,G1,Fqs, ), which we call fohe, is an abstract logic programming language. W

Example 13.8 (The logic programming fragment of G3yocr)

Let H; be the set of expressions of Gzgocr that are in f-normal form that do
not contain the logical connectives D and V. Let A and A, be atomic and atomic
rigid formulee in H; respectively. Let G, and Dy be the sets of all higher-order
G- and D-formulee defined by the grammars:

G = T|A|G1/\G2|G1\/G2|3UG

D = AT|G3AT|D1/\D2|VUD

The formulee in D, are called higher-order Horn clauses. The triple

(D2, G2, FGanoey ), which we call hohe, is an abstract logic programming language.
[ |

We did not define Gs3zocr previously but it can be obtained by replacing all
the single-conclusioned rules of G3HOI L with the appropriate multi-conclusioned
rules in an analogous fashion to the way that Gs. is obtained from Ggs.

We now look at the representations of G3i and GsHOIL in LF and explore
how LF represents uniform proof. We do not consider G3. and Gsgyocyr, for the
moment because they required a different method of encoding and have to be
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treated separately. We begin by showing how these systems are represented in
the logical framework obtained when we take the language to be NR instead of the
AMl-calculus. We also call this logical framework LE because the proof-terms are
the same as the logical framework whose language is the All-calculus. Although,
strictly speaking, it is a different logical framework.

13.1 Representing Uniform Proofs in G52 in LF

We have already shown that (G3i can be adequately represented in LF in § 12.1.
We begin by analysing how the constants which represent valid proof rules in
G3i are handled by the resolution rule of NR. We observe that all the constants
representing valid proof rules in G3¢ are in clausal form.

We begin by looking at the resolution rule when the clause @ is taken to be
the constant

AND-L:1Ip:o.1lg:0.1r:0. (proof(p) — proof(q) — proof(r)) — (proof(p A q)

— proof(r))

We omit the assertions I'x, I'a l_zcgi ¢:0,'x,T'a |_Ec3z- Yroand 'y, 'a l_EG3i X:0
and the judgements to keep the size of the derivations down.

Ux,Pabsg, Ao Ayaip. Ms:¢p = = x I, T'a g, y:0 A0
Ix,Tabsg,, AND-L(Ay1:¢ . Aya:1p . Ms)y:x

(2}

where y:9 Ay € I'a. We observe that we have the generalized elimination rule
for A given by Prawitz (1978).

This observation holds for the other left rule of G537, as we shall see. We claim
further that this observation is more general and that the resolution rule usually
encodes left and right rules of a logic as generalized elimination and introduction
rules respectively.

We now look at the case where @ is taken to be the constant

OR-L:1lp,q,r:o.(proof(p) — proof(r) — proof(q) — proof(r))

— (proof(p V q) — proof(r))

This is represented by resolution as

Px,TabFs Ay . Ms, 29— x I'x,Tabts Ay Ms,:0 —x I'x,TaFsyioVey
I'x,I'a |—2G3i OR—L()\yg:gﬁ.Mgl)()\yg:w . M52)y:X

where y:¢ V 1) € A, which is in the form of a generalized elimination rule.
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We look at the resolution rule when the clause @ is taken to be the constant
IMP-L:Tp:o.1g:0.1r:o. proof(p) — (proof(q) — proof(r)) —
(proof(p D q) — proof(r)).

We have

Ix,Tabsg, Ms,:¢ Ux,Uabsg, Ay Ms,:p — x I'x,Tabsg, y:¢ D0
Ux,Ta bsg, IMP-L(Ms,)(Ay1:¢. Ms,)y: x

where y:proof(¢ D 1) € I'a, which is in the same form as a generalized elimina-
tion rule.
We now take the clause @ to be the constant

FORALL-L :1IF:1 — o.lr:o.1lx:¢. (proof (Fx) — proof(r)) — (proof(V
(Ax:¢. Fz)) — proof(r))
We have

Ux,Tabse, Aiigr. Ms:dr — x I'x,Tabsg,, y:V(Az:. o)
I'x,TaFsg, FORALL-L(Ay1: ¢z . Ms)y: x

Res

where y: proof (V(Az:¢. ¢x) € T'a, which is in the form of a generalized elimination
rule.
Finally, we take the clause @ to be the constant

EXISTS-L:NIF:t— o.lr:o.(Ilx:¢. proof (Fx) — proof(r))
— (proof (3(Az:¢. Fx)) — proof(r))
which is represented as

Ix,Ubsg, Ayrix-Azie. Ms:pr — x Ix,Ta Fsg,, y:3I(Az:e. o)
x,T'a Fsg,, EXISTS-R(Ayy:x.-Ax:t.Ms)y:x

Res

where y:3(Az:¢. ¢px) € T'a, which is in the form of a generalized elimination rule.
We now show how the constants representing the right rules are handled by
the resolution rule. We begin with the constant

AND-R:TIp:o.1lq: 0. proof (p) — proof(q) — proof(p A q)
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We have
I'x,Ta bsg,, Ms, :proof(¢) T'x,I'a bsg,, Ms,:proof(y)
Tx,Ta Fsg., AND-R(Ms,)(Ms,): proof(¢ A )

Res

which is just an introduction rule. In fact all the right rules encode as introduction
rules.
Let @ be the constant

OR-R1:1lp:o.1lq: 0. proof(p) — proof(pV q)

We have
FX; PA |_2G3i M5 : proof(¢)

Ix,Ta Fxg,, OR-R(Mjg):proof (¢ V 1))

with the rule OR-R2 being similar.
We take the clause @ to be the constant

Res

IMP-R:1lp:o.1lq:0. (proof(p) — proof(q)) — proof(p D q)

I'x,Ta Fsg,; Ayi:proof (@) . M;:proof (¢) — proof(¢))
I'x,Ca bsg,, IMP-R(Ay; :proof(¢) . M) :proof (¢ D ¢)

which is not quite the introduction rule, but we observe the that derivation
I'x,Ta Fsg,; Ayi:proof(e) . Ms: (proof(¢) — proof (1)) is obtained from
I'x,Ta,y1:proof(¢) Fsg, , Ms:proof(y)) and this is the premiss of an introduction
rule.

Finally we take @ to be the constant

€S

FORALL-R:1IF:t — o.(Ilz:¢. proof (Fz)) — proof (V(Az:¢. Fx))

We have
LxTa Fsg,, Az Ms:Tlz: . proof (¢z)
x,Ta bsg,, FORALL-R(Ax:v. M;):proof(Az:c. )

es

which is the introduction rule for V.

We now look at the representation of the uniform proofs of Gzi in NR. The
first observation is that all proofs in GG3¢ are represented by terms of NR in
long An-normal form. We thus require an extra condition on the terms of NR
in long #n-normal form such that if terms satisfy this condition they represent
uniform proofs in G3i. The second observation is that each term produced by
resolution is of the form P; ... P,, where P; is a constant corresponding to a valid
proof rule of Gsi. The type of this term corresponds to the judged formula in
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the succedent. This observation is enough to enable us to adapt Miller et al.’s
definition to our setting. First, however, we provide some examples which back
up this observation.

Example 13.9

The following proof is uniform:

Ax

¢7 T, ¢7 V$X> X l_Ggi X
T V1
Qb,@Z),VIL'X,T |_G3i T ¢7 Ta@bava I_G3i X A
r
¢7 T, vav 1/) |_G3i TN X
Ax or
T, va7 ¢ |_G3i Qb ¢7 T, va l_GSi w 2 (T A X)

¢, T, Vrx Fayi & A (Y D (T AX))

This has valid proof expression
XAtbg, AND-R(HY P(yy), IMP-R(y3: AND-R(HY P(y,), FORALL-L

(y5 : HY P(ys5)ys)))) :proof (¢ A (¢ D (7 A x)))

where A = y; :proof (¢), ys : proof (1), y4 : proof (Vzx) and y3 has type proof(¢)) and
ys has type proof(x).
This is represented in NRy,, ; by the assertion

x,Ta Fsg,, AND-R(y1)(IM P-R(\ys:proof(¢) . AN D-R(yz)(FORALL-L

(Ays :proof(X) - ys)ya))) :proof (¢ A (¥ D (7 A x)))

where I'a = y; : proof (@), ya : proof (7), y4 : proof (V).
Examining the subterms, we see that the subterm

AN D-R(y1)(IM P-R(Ays: proof (v) . AN D-R(ys) (FORALL-L(Ays : proof (x) . ys)

Ya)))
has type proof(¢ A (¢» D (7 A x))). The subterm

IM P-R(Ays:proof (1) . AN D-R(ye) (FORALL-L(Ays : proof (x) . y5)))
has type proof(¢) D (7 A x)). The subterm

AND-R(y2)(FORALL-L(\ys: proof(x) . ys5))
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has type proof (7 A x). Finally, the subterm
FORALL-L(A\ys : proof (x) - y5)
has type proof(x), where x is atomic. |

Example 13.10
The following is a non-uniform proof of the formula in the previous example.

Ax Az
¢71/}7va7 X, T |_G3i T (b? T, ¢7V$X7X l_Gsi X

G T VX, XV Fasi TAX
A O, T,VTX, X Fagi ¥ D (T AX)
TVIX, @ FGyi ¢ ¢, T, VX Fayi ¥ O (T AX)
¢, 7, Vax Fayi ¢ A (¥ D (T A X))

This has valid proof expression

r

or

r

XA b, AND-R(HY P(yy), FORALL-L(ys: IMP-R(y3: AN D-R(HY P(ys),

HY P(ys5))), ya)) - proof(¢ A (¥ D (T A x)))

where A = y; : proof (¢), ya : proof (7), y4 : proof (VY x), ys: proof (¢) and ys : proof ().
This is represented in NRy,, ; by the assertion

I'x,Ta by, AND-R(y1)(FORALL-L(Ays : proof(x) . I M P-R(Ays : proof (1)) .

AND-R(y2)(ys))(ys)) :proof (¢ A (¢ D (7 A X))))

where I'a = 1 : proof (¢), yo : proof (1) and yy: proof (Vzy).
The proof is not uniform because the left rule V [ has been applied when the
formula on the right of the turnstile was not atomic. We have the subterm

FORALL-L(Ays :proof (x) . IM P-R(Ays:proof (1)) . AN D-R(y2)(ys))(y4))
which has type proof(¢) D (7 A x)). |
We have the following definition.

Definition 13.11 (Uniform Proof-terms in NRyx,, ;)

Let I'x,'a Fx M : proof(7) be provable in NRs,,, and M be in long 81 normal
form. We say that M is a uniform proof-term in NRys,_, if all subterms NN of M,
which are not variables, satisfy the following conditions:

e N never has type proof(—¢);
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e N never contains NEG-L;
e if N has type proof(T) then N = TOP;
e if N has type proof(¢ A1) then N = P, ... P, where P, = AND-R;

e if N has type proof(¢ D ) then N = P, ... P, where P, = [M P-R;

(

(
e if N has type proof(¢ V ¢) then N = P; ... P, where P, = OR-R;

(
e if N has type proof(Vz¢) then N = P; ... P, where P, = FORALL-R;
(

e if N has type proof(Jz¢) then N = P, ... P, where P, = EXISTS-R. 1

The first example satisfies this definition while the other fails it. The first
two conditions of the definition just ensure that we do not have — involved in the
proof. We now provide a proof that this definition defines AII-proof terms which
represent uniform proofs in Gsi.

Lemma 13.12 (Uniform Proof-terms Represent Uniform Proofs)

Let XA by 6:proof(¢) be provable in Gsi and let I'x,U'a bxg,, Ms:proof(¢) be
its representation in LF. § is in long Bn normal form if and only if Ms is in long
0Bn normal form and a uniform proof-term.

Proof Since the representation of any valid assertion in G5z in NR is adequate,
we know that Mj is always in long 41 normal form. We prove the left to right
direction of the implication first. Let § be in long 7 normal form.

Since § is in long @n-normal form, any left rules used in 6 must have been
applied to a sequent with an atomic formula in the succedent. This means that all
subterms of M; of the form #-LP; ... P, have type proof(x), where y is atomic.
This is enough to ensure that M; is a uniform proof-term.

Suppose that M;s is a uniform proof-term, then any subterm N of the form
#-L must have a type proof(y) where x is an atomic formula. Hence any left
rule in (G3¢ must have been applied when the succedent was atomic. Thus 9 is in
long #n-normal form. |

Having found the terms in NR which represent uniform proofs in G3¢, we turn
to the representation of hereditary Harrop formulse in NR. We are interested in
the hereditary Harrop formulee because every hereditary Harrop sequent has a
uniform proof in Gsi, cf. (Miller et al. 1991). We show that an analogous result
holds for their representation in NR. We begin by defining hereditary Harrop
formulee and sequents.

Definition 13.13 (Hereditary Harrop Sequent)
Goal formule G and hereditary Harrop formule D are defined by the following
grammars:
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where A is an atomic formula. We say that a sequent I' Fq,; ¢ is a hereditary
Harrop sequent if T' only contains hereditary Harrop formulee and ¢ is a Goal
formula. |

The previous examples are all hereditary Harrop sequents. We will return to
these examples after we prove the following lemma:

Lemma 13.14
Let (X) A tgy 0:¢ be a hereditary Harrop sequent in Gsi and I'x,'a Fya, Ms:
proof(¢) be its representation in NRyg, ;. If (X) A Fgyi 6:¢ is provable in Gyi
then there exists a uniform proof-term M such that I'x,Ta Fsays M :proof(¢) is
provable in NRs, ;.
Proof Let (X) A Fg,i d¢ be provable in Gsi. If § is in long #7 normal form
then by Lemma 13.12 we have a uniform proof-term M such that I'x,['a I—chi
M :proof (o).

If the proof is not in long n normal form then we know that there exists one
in long #n normal form, c¢f. (Miller et al. 1991). We can then use Lemma 13.12
to obtain a uniform proof-term M such that I'x, s Fgy; M :proof (o). |

The following example shows an instance of the lemma.

Example 13.15
The sequent ¢, 7,Vrx Fayi @ A (¥ D (T A x)) is a hereditary Harrop sequent. In
Example 13.10 we have a non-uniform proof of this sequent.

Ax Az
(b?’l/}uvx)Q X, T |_G3i T (b? T, wvva7X l_Gsi X

¢77_7w7va7X l_Gg’i TN X
or
LT VX, X Fayi ¥ D (T A
" ¢ Xo X Fagi ¥ D ( X)vz
T,VIX, ¢ Fayi @ ¢, T, VX Fay ¥ D (TAX)
Qb, T, VxX }_G3i ¢ A (¢ 0 (T A X))

It is possible to transform this non-uniform proof to a uniform proof by moving
the V [ rule upwards. We end up with the uniform proof of Example 13.9.

r

r

Ax
¢7 T7¢7V$X7X l_GSi X v 1

Az
¢7 w:va7T l_Ggi T ¢7 Ta¢7VCUX l_Ggi X A
¢7 T, vaa ¢ |_G’3i A X
Ax D
T, vav ¢ I_Ggi ¢ Cb, T, va I_Ggi ¢ o (7- A X)
Qb, T, VxX |_G3i gb A (¢ 2 (T A X))
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which tells us that there is a uniform proof-term

M = AND-R(y1)(IMP-R(\ys: proof (1)) . AN D-R(ys)(FORALL-L

(Ays : proof (X) - Ys)va)))

such that I'y, I'a Fsg,, M:proof(¢ A (¢ D (7 A x))) is provable in NRy,, ,, where
A = y1:proof(¢), yo : proof (1), ys : proof (Y x). We have the following derivation
for this assertion. We write the derivation in stages due to its size.

I Fse,, yo:proof (1) Iy Fsay ys : proof ()
Iy }_chi AN D-R(y2)ys: proof (T A x)

Res

where I'y = 'y, T, y5: proof (x), y3 : proof (1)

Iy Fsg,, AND-R(ys2)ys: proof (1 A x)
I l_EG3i Ays :proof (¢) . AN D-R(ys)ys : proof (1)) — proof (7 A x)

— I

where 'y = 'y, ['a, y5: proof ().

[y bsg,. Ays:proof (¥) . AN D-R(ys)ys : proof (1)) — proof(7 A x)
[y bsg,, IMP-R(Ays:proof(v) . AN D-R(y2)ys) : proof (¢ D (7 A x))

Res

[y bsg,, Niproof(y D (T Ax))
I'x,Ta Fsg,, Ays:proof(x) . N :proof(x) — proof(¢) O (T A X))
where N = I M P-R(\ys:proof (¢)) . AN D-R(y2)ys).

— I

I'x,Ta B Ays. N:proof(x) — proof(¢) D (1 Ax)) I'x,T'a bsg,, ya:proof(Vax)
Ix,T'aF FORALL-L(Ays:proof(x) . N)yy:proof () D (7 A X))

Ix,Ta b ys:proof(¢) Ty, Ta b P:proof(¢) D (7 Ax))
Ix,Ta b AND-R(y,)(P):proof(¢ A (v D (T A x)))

where P = FORALL-L(\ys : proof(x) . N)ys We observe that if we move the
resolution step which resolves the constant FORALL-L upwards then, we also
need to move the — [ rule upwards. It is easier if we consider the movement
of the — [ rule. This can be moved towards the top of the tree provided the
variable that it takes across the turnstile is still on the left. In this case, we can
move the — [ right to the leaf and then apply resolution. This gives us the

(S}
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proof-tree:

Iy Fsg, s proof(x) It
H

[y Fug,. Ays:proof (x) . ys : proof (x) — proof(x)
where I'y = I'x, A, y3:proof (¢), y5 : proof (x) and I'y = I'x, T'a, y3: proof ().

Iy l—sti Ays - proof (x) . ys : proof (x) — proof(x) Ty '_Ecsi ya: proof (V)
[y bsg,, FORALL-L(Ays: proof(x) . y5)ya4: proof (x)

Res

I |_2G3Z. yo:proof () T’y }_ZG?)Z. FORALL-L(Ays :proof () . ys)ya : proof (x)
[y bsg. AND-R(y2)(FORALL-L(Ays : proof (x) . ys)ya) : proof (7 A x)
Ty bsg, N
I'x,Ta Fsg,, Ays:proof(y) . N:proof(y) — proof (T A x)
where N = AN D-R(ys)(FORALL-L(\ys:proof(x) . ys)ya) : proof (7 A x).

Res

— 1

I'x,Ta Fsg,; Ays:proof(¢)) . N :proof(¢)) — proof(r A x)
I'x,Ta Fsg,; IMP-R(Ays:proof(y) . N):proof (1) D (7 A x))

Res

Lx,Ta b yp:proof(¢) I'x,Ta b IMP-R(Ays:proof(¢). N):proof(¢) D (1 Ax))
I'x,[a F AND-R(y;)(IMP-R(\ys:proof (1)) . N)):proof (¢ A (v D (T Ax)))

which we see has the same proof-term as Example 13.9. |

In the above example we saw that the permutation of rules in (G3¢ which turned
a non-uniform proof of a hereditary Harrop sequent into a uniform proof are
mirrored in NR. We claim that this is possible for any hereditary Harrop sequent.
The basis of this claim is that the permutation of a non-uniform proof of a
hereditary Harrop sequent into a uniform proof only involves permuting left rules
up the proof tree. Permuting a left rule upwards is possible until it encounters
another left rule or a leaf. To avoid a clash of left rules during permutation,
we start with the uppermost rule and work downwards. A permutation in Gji
corresponds to the permutation of a resolution rule in NR. We have to be careful
because in NR we have to permute any abstraction needed for resolutions upwards
as well. These rules can always be permuted upwards providing the variables in
the context being abstracted are present.

We formalise the above discussion in the following lemma:

Lemma 13.16

Let X, A Fg,i 0 : proof(¢) be a provable hereditary Harrop sequent in Gsi and
Ix,Ta Fsg,,; Ms:proof(¢) be its representation in NRy, ;. If 0 is not in long
Bn-normal form then the permutation which turns § into long Bn-normal form
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is mimicked in NRs,, , by a permutation of Ms into a uniform proof-term. Sim-
ilarly the permutation of Ms into a uniform proof-term is mimicked in Gsi by a
permutation of & into long Bn-normal form.

Proof (Sketch) Let § not be in long #n-normal form. There exists a permutation
which turns § into long Sn-normal form because (X) A Fg,; 0 : proof(¢) is a
hereditary Harrop sequent. The permutation is on the proof-tree of § and involves
permuting a left rule upwards until the sequent in its conclusion has an atomic
formula on the right. It is sufficient to show that any permutation of a left rule
past a right rule has a corresponding permutation in NRgcgi. We only prove a
few cases, the rest are similar.

We begin with v-AN D-L and v-AN D-R. We have v-AN D-L beneath v-AN D
-R thus:

(X) A" F by :proof(¢) (X) A’k dy: proof (1))
(X) A, y:proof(¢ A ), yy:proof (o), yi : proof (v0) = AN D-R(dy, 02) : proof (¢ A 1))
(X) A y:proof(¢p Ap) = AND-L((y1,41): AN D-R(01,02),y): proof (¢ A 1))

where A" = A,y : proof (¢ A 1)), y; : proof(¢), y; : proof (¢)). Permuting v-AN D-L
yields
(X) A, y:proof(¢p A1), yy:proof(¢), ya: proof (1) ey 1 :proof (o)
(X) A, y:proof (¢ A ) Fayi AND-L((y1,y2):061,y): proof (¢

)
(X) A, y:proof (¢ A ), yy: proof (o), ya: proof (1) Fey; da:proof (1)
(X) A,y:proof (¢ A ) Fayi AND-L((y1,y2):02,y): proof (i)
(X) A, y:proof(¢p A ) Fayi Prproof () (X) A, y:proof(¢ A ) Fayi Q:proof (o)
(X) A, y:proof(¢p A ) Fayi AND-R(P)(Q):proof (¢ A1)

where P = AND-L((y1,y2) : d2,y) and @ = AND-L((y1,¥2) : 01,y). We can
represent the first proof-tree above by the following derivation in NRy,,

v-AND-L

v-AND-L

Iy Fsg,, Ms, :proof (¢) I'y Fya, Ms, proof (1))
Iy l_ZGgi AN D-R(Ms,)(Ms,) :proof (¢ A 1)

Res

[y by, AND-R(Ms,)(Ms,):proof (¢ A ¢)

[y g, Aya:proof (¢) . AN D-R(Ms, )(Ms, ) : proof (1) — proof(¢ A 1)
[y bsg,, N:proof(y) — proof (¢ A )

I3 Fsg,, Ay2:proof(¢) . N :proof(¢) — proof(y)) — proof(¢ A1)

—
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I3 F Ay :proof(¢) . N :proof(¢p) — proof(¢)) — proof(¢p A 1))T's b y:proof (¢ A 1)
I's B AN D-L(Ayy: proof(¢) . N)y: proof (¢ A 1))

where N = Ays : proof (¢)) . AND-R(Ms,)(Ms,), I't = I'x,Ta,y:proof (¢ A1),y :
proof(¢), y2 : proof(v)), Ty = T'x,Ta,y : proof(¢p A ), y; : proof(¢) and T's =
Lx, T, y:proof(¢ A1). We have left out the judgements of the form I' - e (¢):0
to keep the derivation small.

We present the representation of the second proof-tree in three stages:

't Fsg,, Ms, :proof(¢)
[y bsg, . Aya:proof () . Mj, : proof (1)) — proof(¢)

[y bsg,, Aya:proof () . Mj, :proof (¢)) — proof(¢)
[y bsg,. Ayr:proof (@) . Ays:proof (¢) . My, : proof (¢) — proof(¢) — proof (1))
['s = N:proof(¢) — proof (1)) — proof(¢)I's F y: proof (¢ A ¢)
'3 = AND-L(N)y:proof (o)
[y bsg,, Ms,:proof (¢)
Iy b5, Aya: Ms, - proof (i) — proof(¢))
Iy b5, Aya: Ms, - proof(y)) — proof(¢)
'3 Fsg,, Ay :proof () . proof (¢) . Ms, : proof (¢) — proof (1)) — proof (¢))
I's B P:proof(¢) — proof(¢) — proof(1p) I's F y:proof(p A1)
s = AND-L(P)y: proof (¢))
['s B Ms, :proof(¢) T's b Ms,:proof(v))
T3 - AND-R(Ms,)(Ms,): proof (¢ A 1))

where Ms, = AN D-L(Ay; :proof (¢) . Ays : proof (¢0) . My, )y, M;, =

AN D-L(\yy : proof (¢) . yo : proof (1) . Ms, )y, N = Ay :proof (¢) . Ays : proof (¢)) .
Ms,, P = Xy : proof(¢).proof(¢)). Ms,, T1 = T'x,Ta,y : proof(¢ A ¥),y; :
proof(¢),ys : proof(¢)), I's = I'x,T'a,y : proof(¢ A ),y : proof(¢) and I's =
Lx,Ta,y:proof(¢ A 1p). We observe that the second NRs,,, derivation can be

obtained from the first. We permute the two — R rules and the resolution step
resolving AN D-L past the resolution step resolving AN D-R.

We now consider the permutation of v-IM P-L past v-AND-R

€S

(X) A, yy:proof () F d:proof(x) (X) A, y;:proof () = d5:proof (1)
(X) A,y :proof(¢)) = AN D-R(09, 03) : proof (x A T)
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XA F 0p:proof(x) XA, y;:proof(¢)) = N:proof(x A7) XAk y:proof(¢ D 1)
(X) A IMP-L(01,y1: AN D-R(62,63),y) : proof (x A T)
where P = AN D-R(09,02). We permute v-I M P-L upwards to obtain

(X) Ak 6y :proof(d) (X) A, y;:proof(¢) F dy:proof(x) (X) A F y:proof(¢ D )
(X) AF IMP-L(61,y:62,y): proof (x

)
(X) At 6y :proof (1) (X) A, y,:proof(¢) F d3:proof (1) (X) A F y:proof(¢ D )
(X) AFIMP-L(61,y1:63,7):proof(7)

(X) Ak N:proof(x) (X) Ak P:proof(r)

(X) A+ AND-R(N, P):proof(x A T)

where N = I M P-L(01,y;:09,y):proof(x) and P = I M P-L(d1,y1 :93,y) : proof (7).
The first proof-tree is represented in NRy,, ; by the following derivation:

[y B Mg, :proof(x) T'a b+ Ms, :proof(r)
I'y AN D-R(Ms,)(Ms,):proof (x A T)

Res

'y F AND-R(Ms,)(Ms,):proof(x A T)
I'y B Ayy sproof (¢) . AN D-R(Ms,)(Ms,) : proof (¢)) — proof(x A7)
'y F Mg, :proof(¢)) T’y B N:proof(¢)) — proof(x A7) T’y F y:proof(¢ D )
I'y F IMP-L(Ms,)(N)y:proof(x A T)

where N = Ay, :proof (v)) . AN D-R(Ms,)(Ms,).
We represent the second proof-tree in stages due to its size.

[y F Mg, : proof(x)
[y F Ay; :proof(¢0) . My, : proof (1)) — proof ()

[y F Ms, :proof(¢) T'y F N:proof(i) — proof(x) I'iF y:proof(¢ D )
'y = IMP-L(Ms,)Ny:proof(x)
[y = M, : proof ()
[y F Ayy :proof(¢) . My, : proof (1)) — proof(7)
'y B Mg, :proof(x) T'1F P:proof(y)) — proof(r) T'yF y:proof(¢ D 1))
'y IMP-L(Ms,)Py:proof()
[y B Mg, :proof(x) T'y F Ms, :proof(r)
'y F AND-R(Ms,)(Ms, ) :proof (x A T)
where I'y = T'x, Ta,y:proof (¢ D ¢), 'y = T'x,Ta, y: proof(¢ D 1),y : proof (1)),
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M, = IMP-L(Ms,)Py, My, = IMP-L(M;, )My : proof () . My, )y, N = My :
proof (1) . M, and P = Ay, : proof (¢) . Ms,.
Finally, we show v-AN D-L permuting up past v-FORALL-R. We initially
have
X,x A, y:proof (¢ A1),y :proof (o), ys : proof (1) F 4 : proof (o[z])
(X) A, y:proof (¢ A1), yy:proof (), ya: proof (1)) = FORALL-R(6) : proof (Vz . ¢)

(X) A,y:proof(¢p ANp) = AND-L((y1,y2): FORALL-R(9),y) : proof (V)

We now permute v-AN D-L upwards to obtain

X,z A, y:proof(¢p A1),y :proof (o), ys : proof (1) Fe,i 6 proof(o[z])
X.x A y:proof(p A ) Fayi AND-L((y1,y2):9,y): proof (p|x])
(X) A, y:proof(¢p AN) g,y FORALL-R(AND-L((y1.y2):6,y)): proof (V)

We encode the first proof-tree in NRy,, ; to obtain

[y F 6:proof (o)
FobF Ax:e.d:Mx:e. proof (o)

FobF Ax:e.d:Mx:e. proof (o)
Iy FORALL-R(Ax:v.9):proof (V(Az:¢. ¢x))
Iy FORALL-R(Ax:v.9):proof (V(Az:¢. ¢x))
I3 F Ayg:proof(¢p) . FORALL-R(Ax:¢.0):proof (1)) — proof (V(Az:¢. px))
['s = N:proof(¢) — proof (V(Az:¢. ¢x))
[y F Ayy :proof(¢) . N :proof(¢p) — proof(¢)) — proof (V(Az:¢. ¢x))
[y F Ayy :proof(¢) . N :proof(¢) — proof(¢)) — proof (V(Az:¢. ¢x))
I'y B AND-L(Ay; : proof (¢) . N)y:proof (V(Az:¢. ¢z))

where I'y = T'x, x:¢, A, y:proof (¢ A1), y1 : proof (@), yo : proof (v), I's = T'x, T'a, y
proof (¢ A 1), y; : proof (@), yo : proof (1), I's = T'x, T'a, y: proof (¢ A 1), yy : proof (¢),
Iy = I'x,Ca,y : proof(¢ A1), N = Ay : proof(v)) . FORALL-R(Az : ¢.0), We
encode the permuted proof-tree in NRy,, ; as

['y = Mj:proof (¢x)
[y = Ayo s proof () . My : proof (1)) — proof (¢x)
)

[y F Ays:proof (¢0) . My : proof (¢)) — proof (¢x)
['3 B Ayy :proof () . Ays : proof (¢) . M :proof(¢p) — proof(¢)) — proof (¢x)
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['s F N:proof(¢) — proof (v)) — proof (o)
['s 5 AND-L(N)y: proof (¢z)
['s 5 AND-L(N)y:proof (¢z)
FyF Az . AND-L(N)y:1z: . proof (¢x)
FyF Az . AND-L(N)y:Iz . proof (¢x)
LyF FORALL-R(Ax:v. AND-L(N)y):proof (V(Az:¢. ¢x))
where I'y = I'x, 2 :¢,La,y: proof (¢ A 1), yp : proof (o), v : proof (¢), I's = I'x, x:
L, Ta,y : proof(¢ A ), yr = proof(¢), I's = I'x,x :¢,T'a,y : proof(¢ A ), Ty =
Cx,Ta,y:proof(¢p A) and N = Ay; :proof (o) . Ays : proof (1)) . Ms. This is also a
permutation of the resolution step resolving FORALL-L together with the two
— R rules upwards.
We have shown a few of the many interesting cases, the rest are similar.

In each case, the permutation in G3i corresponds directly to a permutation in
NRs,,,. The other direction is similar. n

13.2 Representing Uniform Proofs in G3HOIL
in LF

In § 12.3, we showed that G3sHOIL could be adequately represented in LF.

We begin by examining how the resolution rule in NR represents valid proofs

of GsHOIL. We begin with the right rules which are encoded as generalized

introduction rules by Res. We write each right rule followed by its representation

by Res. We ignore the ap used to form expressions in judgements and write the
usual logical expression for clarity.

(./4) A |_G3HOIL (51 : proof(gzﬁ) (A) A |_G3HOIL (52 . proof(zp)
(A) A '_GgHOIL AND—R((Sl, 52) . proof(gzﬁ A 2/))

LA, Ta Fsg,nor, Ms, :proof(¢) Ua,T'a Fsg, yor, Ms, :proof ()
Uz, Ta Fsaunon, AND-Re(9)e(v) Ms, Ms, : proof (¢ A ¢)

(A) A Fg,rorr 01:proof(¢)

(A) A tgarorn OR-R1(81):proof (¢ V 1)

Ua:Ta Fsg,nor Ms, :proof(¢)
LA, Ta Fsg,nor, OR-R1e(9)e(y) Ms, :proof(¢ V 1)

(A) A Faamorr 02:proof ()

(A) A Fg,nor, OR-R2(63):proof (¢ V 1)

v-AND-R

Res

v-OR-R1

(S}

v-OR-R2
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A Ta Fsg,mor Ms,: proof (1))
U4 Ta Fsg,nor, OR-R26($)e(1) Ms, :proof (¢ V ¢)
(A) A, yy:proof (¢) Fasrorr 01:proof (i)
(A) A Fasrorr IMP-R(y;:61):proof(¢p D 1)
U4 Ta Fsg,nor Ayr:proof(¢) . Mj, :proof(¢) — proof(¢)

Res

v-IMP-R

es
T, T'a Frg,wor, 1M P-Re()e() (Ays : proof (v) . M, ) proof (¢ O 1)
A z:0) A 0 : proof (¢px
( ) & Fauon 0:proof(0) oo parr g
(A) A Faurorn FORALL-R(6): proof(V,¢)
LA Ta Fsg,pon, Axiobj(o). Ms:1lz:o . proof (¢x) .
es

LA Ta bFsg,nor, FORALL-Le(o)e(¢)(Ax:obj(o) . Ms): proof (V,¢)
(A) A Fa,rorr 0:proof(¢x)
(A) A rgaporn EXISTS-R(0):proof(3,¢0)
LA Ta Fsg,nor, Ms:proof (o)
UasTa Fsg,nor, EXTSTS-Re(o)e(d)e(x)Ms: proof (Vo)

v-EXISTS-R

€S

We observe that each right rule is represented as a generalized introduction rule.
We now represent the left rules using Res and observe that each left rule is
represented as a generalized elimination rule.

(A) A, y:proof (¢ A ), yy:proof (@), ya: proof (¢) Fe,morr 9 : proof(x)
(A) A, y:proof(¢p A ) Fasnorn, AND-L((y1,y2):9,y): proof ()
I' = N :proof(¢) — proof(yp) — proof(y) I'F y:proof(¢p A1)
' AND-Le(¢)e(v)(N)y: proof(x)

where I' = 'y, T'a, y:proof (¢ V ¢) and N = Ay, : proof (¢) . Ay, : proof (¢)) . M.

(A) A,y :proof(¢) 61 :proof(x) (A) A, ya:proof (1) F dy: proof ()

(A) A,y:proof(¢ V) = OR-L(yy:61, y2:02,y) : proof(x)

where A = (A) A, y:proof(¢ V).

v-AND-L

v-OR-L

[' = N:proof(¢) — proof(x) I' = P:proof(x) I' - y:proof (¢ V 1)
I'F OR-Le(9)e(v)(Ayy : proof (¢) . Ms, ) (Ays : proof () . My, )y : proof (x)
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where I' = 'y, A, y:proof (¢ V 1), N = Ay; : proof(¢) . My,, P = Ay, :proof(¢))
. Ms, and y:proof(¢ V 1)) € T'a.

A F 6y :proof(¢) A,y :proof(¢) F dy: proof(x)
(A) A, y:proof(¢ D o) = IMP-R(d1, y1:02,y) : proof ()

v-IM P-L

where A = (A) A, y:proof(¢ D ).

['F Mg, :proof(¢) T' = Ayy :proof (¢0) . Ms, :proof () T' F y:proof (¢ D )
LA, Ta B IMP-Re(p)e(v) Ms, (Ayy : proof (¢) . Ms, )y : proof(x)

where I' = I' 4, A, y: proof (¢ D v).

(A) A, y:proof (Vy),y1 : proof (¢x) Faymorr 0 :proof(x)
(A) A, y:proof (Ved) Fasmorn FORALL-L(y,:6,y): proof(x)

v-FORALL-L

L4, Ta B Ayy :proof (¢x) . Ms:proof (¢x) — proof(x) I'4,T'a F y:proof (V,¢)
LA, TaF FORALL-Le(o)e(g)e(x)e(z)(Ayy : proof (¢x) . M)y : proof (x)
where y: proof (V,¢) € T'a.

(A),z:0 A, y:proof(3,0), yi : proof (¢x) Faymorr 6 proof(x)
(A) A, y:proof(3,¢) Faamorr EXISTS-L(0,y): proof(x)

v-EXISTS-R

I'F N:(Ilz:o . proof (¢x)) — proof(x) I' - y: proof(3,¢z)

I'F EXISTS-Le(o)e(o)e(x)(Ax:obj(o) . Ay : proof (¢x) . Ms)y : proof(x)
where I' = T'4,'a and N = Az :0bj(0). \y; : proof (¢z) . Ms. We now just show
how the remaining rules are represented by Res.

(A) A Faamorr 01:proof(¢) (A) A bgyamors d2:proof(¢ =, 1)
(A) A Faarorn EQ(01,02): proof (1))

', TA I—EGSHOIL Ms, :proof(¢) T'4, A }_ZGSHOIL My, : proof (¢ =, )
L, Pa Frgnon EQe()e(v) Ms, Ms, : proof (1)
(A),z:0 Atgarorr §:proof(¢ =, ¥)
(A) A Feanorn LAM(6):proof (Apxd =4or Apat)h)
I'F A\x:obj(o). Ms:Tx:obj(o) . proof (¢ =, 1)
['F LAMe(o)e(T)e(p)e(v) Az :0bj(o) . Ms: proof (D)

where I' = I'4I'a and & = A, Ax:0bj(0) . ¢ ~posr Ny Ax:0bj(0) . Y.
We give an example of a uniform proof and its encoding to allow us to begin

v-EQ

Res

v-LAM
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to understand the relationship between resolution in G3HOI L and resolution in
LF.

Example 13.17
The following proof is uniform.

-
(A) Ay = TOP:proof(T)

v-HY P

(A) Ay F y3:proof (Pa)
(A) Ay ETOP:proof(T) (A) Ag I y3:proof(Pa)
(A) Ay IMP-L(TOP,ys:ys, y2) : proof (Pa)
(A) Ay = IMP-L(TOP,ys:ys, y2) : proof (Pa)
(A) A3+ FORALL-L(ys: IMP-L(TOP, y3:ys,y2), 41) : proof (Pa)
(A) A3+ FORALL-L(yy: IMP-L(TOP, y3:y3,Y2), y1) : proof (Pa)
(A) As b EXISTS-R(FOR-L(yy: IMP-L(TOP, ys:ys, y2),y1)) : proof (3,5 Py)

where Ay = y; : proof (V,(x D Pa)),ys : proof (T D Pa), Ay = y; : proof (V,(x D
Pa)),ys : proof (T D Pa),ys: proof(Pa), Az = y; : proof (V,(x D Pa)) and P has
arity + — o.

This proof is represented in NR by the following derivation. We complete the
derivation in stages due to its size.

v-IMP-L

v-FORALL

L4, Ta, F y3:proof(Pa)
L4, Ta, F Ays . y3:proof (Pa) — proof(Pa)

I'A,Ta, FTOP:proof(T) I' = N :proof (Pa) — proof (Pa)l" - yy:proof (T D Pa)
I'E IMP-Le(T)e(Pa)TOP(Ays: proof (Pa) . y3)ys : proof (Pa)
L4, LA, F Ms, :proof(Pa)
LA, LAy B Aya:proof (T D Pa). Mg, :proof (T O Pa) — proof(Pa)
L4, Ta,Q:proof (T D Pa) — proof(Pa) T'4,I'a, F y1:proof(V,(x D Pa)))
['A,Ta, F FORALL-Le(o)e(x D Pa)e(x)(Q)ys : proof (Pa)

where I' = T4, Ta,, N = Ays.ys3, @ = Ayo : proof (T D Pa).Ms, and Ms, =
IMP-Le(T)e(Pa)TOP(\ys:proof (Pa) . y3)ys.

L4, Ta, B Ms, : proof (Pa)
LA, Ta, B EXISTS-Re(T)e(Qy)e(y)(Ms, ) : proof (3, Py)
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where Ms, = FORALL-Le(o)e(x O Pa)e(x)( Ay :proof (T D Pa). Ms, )y;. |

The same observations about how uniform proofs are represented in LF for
G5t also hold for GsHOIL. We now provide a definition of uniform proof-
terms, which we will show are the terms in NR which represent uniform proofs in

GsHOIL.

Definition 13.18 (Uniform Proof-Terms in NRx,, ;0. )

A wuniform proof in NRsq, nor, 18 @ term M in long Sn-normal form of type
proof(¢) in which all subterms N, which are not variables, satisfy the following
conditions:

e N never has type proof(—¢);

e N never contains the term NEG-L;

e if N has type proof(T) then N = TOP;

e if N has type proof(¢ A ¢)) then N = P; --- P, where P, = AND-R;

e if NV has type proof(¢ D ¢) then N = P, --- P, where P, = [M P-R;

(

(
e if N has type proof(¢ V ¢) then N = P, --- P, where P, = OR-R;

(
e if N has type proof(V,¢x) then N = P; --- P, where P, = FORALL-R;
(

e if N has type proof(3,¢z) then N = P, --- P, where P, = EXISTS-R. &
We have the following lemma.

Lemma 13.19 (Uniform Proof-terms Represent Uniform Proofs)

Let (A) A Fgymorr 0:proof(¢) be a provable assertion in GsHOIL and T 4,T'a
Fsa,mor. Ms:proof (@) be its representation in NRs, 0, - 0 is in long Bn-normal
form of and only if Ms is a uniform proof-term. ]

The proof is identical to Lemma 13.12. In Example 13.17, the proof-object is
in long Sn-normal form and it is encoded in NRy,, ,,,,, as a uniform proof-term.

There is a particular class of sequents which always have a uniform proof.
These sequents are the higher-order hereditary Harrop sequents and we define
them below:

Definition 13.20 (Hereditary Harrop Sequents (Miller et al. 1991))

Let 'H be the set of all expressions of G3HOIL in B-normal form which do not
contain D. An atomic formula A in H is said to be rigid if A is of the form
Pty ... t, where P is a non-logical constant. We denote rigid formulee by A,.
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We say that a sequent A Fg,porr proof(¢) in GsHOIL is a higher-order
hereditary Harrop sequent if ¢ is a G-formula and all the formule in A are D-
formulee defined by the grammars:

G = T’A’Gl/\GQ|G1\/GQ|\V/UG|E|UG|DDG

D = AT|G3AT|D1/\D2|VUD

The D-formulee defined by this grammar are called higher-order hereditary Harrop
clauses. |

The following corollary shows that higher-order hereditary Harrop sequents
have the property we want.

Corollary 13.21
Every higher-order hereditary Harrop sequent has a uniform proof.

Proof (Sketch) We invoke Lemma 12.10 to show that every proof in GsHOIL
corresponds to a proof in Ggoyr. Miller et al. (1991) prove that every higher-order
hereditary Harrop sequent in G yorr, has a uniform proof. We invoke Lemma 12.10
to obtain a uniform proof in GsHOIL. |

We conclude this section with the following result which shows the relationship
between permutations of proofs of higher-order hereditary Harrop sequents and
permutations of derivations of their encodings.

Lemma 13.22

Let (A) A Faamorn O : proof(¢) be a higher-order hereditary Harrop sequent in
GsHOIL. If 6 is not in long Bn-normal form then there exists & which is in
long Bn-normal form such that (A) A Fe,porn 0 : proof(¢) and a permutation
from 6 to &'. Let Mg be the uniform proof-term which represents §'. There is a
permutation Ms to Mg corresponding to the permutation § to &'. Similarly, if Ms
s not a uniform proof-term, then there exists a uniform proof-term Ms: together
with a permutation from Ms to Ms. This permutation represents a permutation
d to &' in GsHOIL, where § is in long Bn-normal form.

Proof (Sketch) The proof is analogous to that of Lemma 13.16. [

13.3 Representing ALPLs in LF, the Story so
Far

We summarize the results on G3i and G3HOI L before moving on to discuss multi-
conclusioned sequent systems. The reason for this is that the multi-conclusioned
systems have a substantially different encoding which requires a more complex
definition. We begin with a slightly more general definition of a uniform proof-
term.
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Definition 13.23 (Uniform Proof-Terms for Single-Conclusioned Systems)

Let £ be a judged proof system with single-conclusioned sequent rules, which can
be adequately represented in LF. Let M be a term of the Ay, calculus in long
On-normal form. We say that M is a uniform proof-term for a single-conclusioned
system if all subterms N, which are not variables, satisfy the following conditions:

e N never has type j(#(¢1,...,¢,)) where # ¢ {T,A,V,D,V,, 35 };
e N never contains the term NEG-L;

e if N has type j(T) then N = TOP;

e if N has type j(¢ A ) then N = P, --- P, where P, = AND-R;

e if NV has type j(¢ V @) then N = P, --- P, where P = OR-R;

(

(
e if NV has type j(¢ D ¢) then N = P, --- P, where P, = [M P-R;
e if N has type j(V,¢z) then N = P, --- P, where P, = FORALL-R;
(

e if N has type j(3,6z) then N = P, --- P, where P, = EXISTS-R. [ |

This definition assumes that V and 3 are special cases of V, and 3,. We note
that we have made the requirement that M be in long Sn-normal form part of
the definition of a uniform proof-term. This definition will not work for multi-
conclusioned sequents. It relies on the type of the (sub)terms being the judged
formula in the succedent. This is not true for the encoding of multi-conclusioned
sequents. We have the following lemma.

Lemma 13.24 (Abstract Single-Conclusioned Logic Programming Language)

Let L be a judged proof system with single-conclusioned sequent rules, which can
be adequately represented in LF. If for all derivations I' 4, T'a Fx, M :j(¢), M is
a uniform proof-term or M can be transformed into a uniform proof-term, then
L is an abstract logic programming language.

Proof The definition of a uniform proof-term restricts us to fragments of intu-
itionistic , minimal and higher-order intuitionistic logics. The result follows from
Lemma 13.12 and 13.19. Minimal is treated as a special case of intuitionistic
logic. ]

13.4 Representing Uniform Proofs in G3c in LF

We repeat the analysis of § 13.1 and 13.2 for Gzc. We emphasize that the way
G3c is encoded in LF is different from Gszi and G3HOIL even though a lot of
similar observations hold. We begin by seeing how Res represents the valid proof
rules of Gzc. Again we ignore the instantiation of variables for clarity. As was

245



the case for G3i, we observe that all the left rules are represented by Res as
generalized elimination rules. The right rules are not represented as introduction
rules as we shall see shortly. They are represented by the elimination rule of their
dual connective except for O r and — r. For V r, we use the version of the rule
which is suitable for proof-search; breaking the symmetry in this case.
We begin with HY P:ant(¢) — suc(¢) — # for which we have the resolution
step:
I'x,Ta,Te Fsg,, yi:ant(@) Ix,I'a, Te b, z1:ant(y)

FX, FA, F@ l_ZG3c HYP(yl)ZQ . #

where y; :ant(¢) € I'a and z;:suc(¢) € De.

We now proceed to examine all of the constants which encode left rules be-
ginning with AND-L: (ant(¢) — ant(¢)) — #) — (ant(¢ A ¢p) — #). This has
the following resolution step:

T'F Ayp:ant(¢) . Aya:ant(¢)) . Ms:ant(¢) — ant(v)) — # T Fy:ant(p A )
I'E AND-L(Ay; :ant(¢) . Aya:ant(v) . My)y: #

Res

where I' = T'x,T'a, e, y : ant(¢ A ¢). We observe that we have the generalized
elimination rule for A.
For the constant OR-L: (ant(¢) — #) — (ant(v)) — #) — (ant(¢p V ¢) — #)
we have the resolution step:
' M:ant(¢p) = # T'FN:ant(v) = # T'Fy:ant(p V)

I'F OR-L(Ayy:ant(¢) . My,)(Ayz:ant(y) . Ms,)y:#

where I' = I'x,T'a,To,y : ant(p V ¢), M = Ay, : ant(¢). Ms, and N = Ay :
ant(¢)) . Ms,. Again we see that we have the generalized elimination rule for V.
For the constant IM P-L: (suc(¢) — #) — (ant(¢y)) — #) — (ant(¢ D ¢) —
#) we have the resolution step:
I'E M:suc(¢p) —# T F N:ant(yp) = # T Fy:ant(¢ D)

I'E IMP-L(Az:suc(¢) . Ms,)(Ayy :ant(v) . Ms, )y #

where I' = I'x,T'a,Te,y s ant(¢p D ¢), M = Az :suc(¢).Ms, and N = Ay, :
ant(¢)) . Ms,. For the constant N EG-L: (suc(¢) — #) — (ant(—¢) — #) we have
the resolution step:

I'F Az @ suc(9). Ms:suc(¢p) — # D'k y:ant(—¢)
' NEG-L(Az:suc(p) . Ms)y:#

Res

where I' = T'x,T'a, T'g, 3 : ant(—¢), which is the generalized elimination rule for

-,
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For the constant FORALL-L: (ant(¢x) — #) — (ant(V(Ax:¢. ¢x)) — #) we
have the resolution step:

I'F Ayp:ant(oz) . Ms:ant(px) — # Tk y:ant(V(Ax:e. ¢x))
T+ FORALL-L(\y, :ant(¢x) . My)y: #

where I' = I'x, A, T'g, y:ant(V(Ax :¢. ¢x)), which is the generalized elimination
rule for V.

We have the last constant encoding a left rule of Gse, EXISTS-L : (Ilx
v.ant(¢x) — #) — (ant(V(Az:v. ¢x)) — #). We have the resolution step:

DEAzie Ayrzant(gx) . Ms: Tz ant(dz) — #  T'hsg, yrant(I(Az:e. o))
D'E EXISTS-L(Ax:v. \yy:ant(ox) . My)y:#

where I' = 'y, 'a, T,y : ant(3(Az : ¢. ¢x)). The resolution rule is also in the
form of the generalized elimination rule for 3.

We now turn to the representation of the right rules beginning with AN D-R:
(suc(¢p) — #) — (suc(¢) — #) — (suc(p A1) — #). We have the resolution
step:

'k N:suc(¢p) = # T'F Pisuc(y) — I'F z:suc(op A9)
' AND-R(Az :suc(o) . My, )(Az suc( ). Ms,)z:#
where I' = T'x,['a,Te,2z : suc(¢p A ¢), N = Az :suc(¢). Ms, and P = Az :

suc(y)) . Ms,. Here the rule is a generalized elimination rule but for V. To see
this, replace ¢ by —¢ and ¢ by <) and ¢ A by =(d A1) = =¢V —p. This is to
be expected because of the symmetry present in Gsc.

For the constant OR-R; : (suc(¢;) — #) — (suc(¢y V ¢2) — #) we have the
resolution step

I'F Aziisuc(g;) . Ms, :suc(p;) — #  T'F z:suc(pr V ¢9)
I'+= OR—RZ()\ZZ 3SUC<¢Z'))Z . #

where 'y, A, T'g, 2:suc(p; V ¢9), which is not a generalized elimination rule. If
we were using the symmetric version of this rule then it would be the generalized
elimination rule for A provided we replace each formula by its negation.

For the constant /M P-R: (suc(¢) — suc(¢) — #) — (suc(¢p D ) — #) we

have the resolution step:

['F Azp:suc(g) . Aza:suc(v)) . My suc(¢p) — suc(yp) — # T'F z:suc(o D )
I'F OR-R(Azy:suc(¢) . Azg . suc()) . My)z:#

where I' = T'x, T'a, T'g, z:suc(¢ D ). We can use weakening to obtain a version
of the rule which is in the form of a generalized elimination rule.
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For the constant NEG-R : (ant(¢) — #) — (suc(—¢) — #) we have the
resolution step:

['F Ayp:ant(¢) . Ms:ant(¢) — # T'F z:suc(—9)
[+ NEG-R(\y, :ant(¢) . Ms)z: %

where I' = 'y, A, g, 2:suc(—¢). Here we have the generalized elimination rule
for —.
For the constant FORALL-R: (Ilz:¢.suc(¢px) — #) — (suc(V(A\x:¢. ¢z)) —

#) we have the resolution step:

IC'FAzie. Azpisuc(ox) . Mz suc(¢p) — # Tk zisuc(V(Az:e. px))
['F FORALL-R(Ax:v. Az :suc(ox) . Ms)z:#

where I' = I'x, T'a, g, z:suc(V(Az:¢. ¢z)). We have the generalized elimination
rule for 3 provided we replace each formula by its negation.

For the constant EXISTS-R: (suc(¢z) — #) — (suc(I(A\z:e.¢x)) — #) we
have the resolution step:

['F Azyisuc(gz) . Ms:suc(oz) — # T'F zisuc(I(Ax:e. ¢x))
I'F EXISTS-R(Az:suc(ox) . Ms)z:#

where I' = T'x, A, T'g, z:suc(3(Az:t. ¢px)). Here we have the generalized elimi-
nation rule for V provided we replace each formula by its negation.

We recall Examples 12.6 and 12.7 and show how the G3c proofs are represented
in NR.

Example 13.25 (Tertium Non Datur)
The proof expression

OR-R((22,21): NEG-R(y1 : HY P(y1,21),22),23)
|_G3C <>

zg:suc(—¢o V ¢)
is represented in NR by the assertion
I'x, 2z3:5uc(=¢pV=9) Fxg . OR-R(Az2:5uc(—9) . Az1 :suc(p) . NEG-R(Ay;:ant(¢) .

HY P(y1)z1)22)z3: #
This is derived as follows:
[y Fyant(¢) Ty b z1:suc(9)
['yEHYP(yp)z: #

Res
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Iy HY Py )z #
Uy Ayp:ant(¢) . HY P(y1)z1:ant(¢) — #
Lo b Ayp:ant(¢) . HY P(yp)z1:ant(¢) — # Ty b zo:suc(—9)
'y F NEG-R(Ay; :ant(¢ HY P(y1)z1)z2: #
[y F NEG-R(A\y; :ant(@) . ant(¢) . HY P(y1)z1)z2: #
I3 F Azpisuc(¢) . NEG-R(Ay;:ant(¢) . ant(¢) . HY P(y1)z1) 22 :suc(¢) — #
I3 - N:suc(p) — #
[y b Azg:suc(—¢) . N:suc(—¢) — suc(¢p) — #
[y b Azg:isuc(—¢) . N:suc(—¢) — suc(p) — # L4k z3:suc(—¢ V ¢)
Ly F OR-R(Az9:suc(—¢) . N)zs:#

where I'; = I'x, y1:ant(¢), 21 :suc(¢), 2o :suc(—¢), zg:suc(—¢ V ¢), I'y = Iy,
z1:suc(@), zo :suc(—g), zz:suc(—¢ V @), I's = 'y, 29 :suc(—¢), z3 :suc(—¢ V ¢) and
[y =Tx,z3:suc(—¢ V @), N = Az :suc(¢) . NEG-R(Ay; :ant(¢) . ant(¢) .

HY P(y1)z1) 2. |

) .ant(¢).
) -ant(¢)

Example 13.26 (DeMorgan)
The proof expression
Faye y1:ant(=(Ve . o)) LR zg:suc(Jz . (—ox))

where 6 = NEG-L(z3 : FORALL-L(z; : EXISTS-R(z2o : NEG-R(y, :
HY P(ys, 21)22), 24), 23),y1) is encoded in NR as the assertion

Ux,yrant(—~(V(Az:e. ¢x))), 24:suc(I(Ax:e. (=) bsg,, NEG-Les(Va . ¢x)
(Azg:suc(V(Az:t.¢x)) . FORALL-Res(px)es(x)( Nz ssuc(oz) . EXTSTS-Reg
(m¢x)es(x)(Azg :suc(—px) . NEG-Res(px) (Aya:ant(px) HY Pes(px)(y2)21)22)24)
z3) Y1 #

This is derived as follows:
[y Fyoiant(px) Ty F oz isuc(ox)
Iy HY P(yy)z i #

Iy HY P(y)z i #
o b Ayg:ant(ox) . HY P(ys)z1 :ant(px) — #
o b Ayo:ant(¢x) . HY P(ys)z1:ant(px) — #  T'a b 29:suc(—¢px)
'y F NEG-R(A\y2:ant(¢x) . HY P(y2)z1)22: #
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[y B My, :#
I3 F Azg:suc(—¢x) . My, :suc(—ox) — #

I3 F Azg:suc(—¢x) . My, :suc(—¢z) — # T3k zpisuc(I(Ax:e. o))

s B EXISTS-R(Azo:suc(—ox) . My, )zy:#

s F EXISTS-R(Azg:suc(—ox) . My, )zy: #
[y F Azyisuc(ogx) . EXISTS-R(Azg:suc(—ox) . My, )zy:suc(opx) — #

Ly F Ms,:suc(opx) — # Tyt zz:suc(V(Ax:e. ox))
Ty FORALL-R(Ms,)z;: #
Ty + FORALL-R(Mj,)z
s F Azgisuc(V(Az:e. ¢z)) . FORALL-R(Ms,)zs:suc(V(Ax:t. px)) — #
s F Mg, :suc(V(Ax:e.¢px)) — # st yrrant(=(V(Az:e. ¢x)))
s - NEG-L(M;, )y

where I'y = I'x, yp:ant(=(V(Az: 0. ¢x))), y2:ant(px), 21 :suc(px), zo:suc(—ox), 23
suc(V(Az:v. ¢x)), z4:suc(I(V( Az :e. (—¢x)))), 'y = Ix,yrrant(—~(VY( Az 0. ¢x))),

21 @ suc(ox), zo : suc(—px), 23 : suc(V(Az : . px)), 24 : suc(I(V( Az : ¢. (—¢x)))),
I's = Tx,y1 : ant(=(Y(Az 1 v.¢x))), 21 : suc(px), z3 : suc(V(Ax : ¢.¢x)), 24 :
suc(I(V( Az : v.(—¢x)))), Ty = T'x,y1 = ant(=(V(A\x : ¢.¢x))), 25 : suc(V(Azx :
L.9x)), 24 2 suc(I(V(Ax @ v.(—¢x)))), I's = T'x,y1 @ ant(=(V(Az @ ¢.¢x))), 24 -
suc(A(V(Az : ¢. (mox)))), Ms, = NEG-R(Ays : ant(ox) . HY P(ys)21)22, Ms, =
Azp :suc(ox). EXISTS-R(Azp @ suc(—¢x) . Ms,)zy and Ms, = Az : suc(V(Az :
L.¢x)). FORALL-R(Ms,)zs. |

We now look for a condition on the terms of NRy,,  in long Sn-normal form
which ensures that they represent uniform proofs in Gzc. We have to be careful
here with the notion of uniform proof because we are using the logic Gsc where
every right rule has multiple-conclusioned premisses. The definition of uniform
proof given by Miller et al. (1991) requires us to work with single-conclusions.
A careful analysis of the way the extra formulee are used in Gjc allows us to
reconstruct their notion of uniform proof for our setting. The rules of G5c require
the principal formula to be present in the premisses. We ignore any formulse which
are not required by the rule and any principal formuleae in the premisses and then
use the same notion of uniform proof as Miller et al. Only sequents of the form
[' — ¢ can have uniform proofs. This condition is the same as Miller et al. We
now need to adapt the conditions on the right rules so that they take into account
the extra formulse. The following idea is crucial here, working from the bottom
up: we begin with a single-conclusioned sequent and if the formulae on the right
contain any logical connectives it must be the conclusion of the right rule of the
principal connective, otherwise we apply a suitable left rule. We apply the same
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analysis to the premisses of the rule but only to the new formulse. We show how
to derive a uniform proof for the sequent

Veg — oV
This has to be the conclusion of V 7.
Vegp — ¢,V
Vr
Vg — oV

where ¢ is the new formula in the succedent. ¢ is atomic so we have to apply a
left rule. We conclude it must be the conclusion of V [.

Vag, o — ¢,V Y
Vr
Vao — ¢, 0V

where ¢ is the new formula introduced on the left. We now have an axiom, so
we are finished. The uniform proof is

Ax
V$¢,¢—>¢7¢>V¢v

Vid— S 6V
Vr
Vid — ¢V ¢

The key here is that we only concentrate on new formulae on the right of the
sequent. This means that we are treating Gsc as if it were the sequent system
LK, (Gentzen 1934). Hence the notion of uniform proof can be used in Gsc. We
only require that the notion of uniform proof in Miller et al. hold for the principal
formula on the right. Any other formulae on the right are occurrences of formulae
introduced by right rules, working from the bottom upwards. We can rewrite the
rules of Miller et al. for our setting and define uniform proof for G3¢ thus:

Definition 13.27 (Uniform Proof for G'5¢)

A proof of a sequent A — ¢ in Gsc is uniform if every occurrence of a sequent
of the form A — G, 0 where G is the prinicipal formula, satisfies the following
conditions:

e If G is T then the sequent is initial.

o If G is ¢ A then that sequent is inferred by A R from A — ¢, ¢ A, O
and A — 1,0 A, 0.

e If G is ¢V then that sequent is inferred by V R from either A — ¢, ¢V, ©
or A =Y, oV, 0.

e If G is ¢ D 1 then the sequent is inferred by D R from A, ¢ — ¢, ¢ D 1, O.
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If G is Vx¢ then the sequent is inferred by V R from A — [¢/x]¢,Vze, O,
where ¢ is a parameter that does not occur in the given sequent.

If G is Vx¢ then the sequent is inferred by 3 R from A — [t/x]¢, 3¢, © for
some term ¢t.

G is never —¢.
e No — [ rules are used.

e Fach formula in A is used in at most one left rule.
[ |

Since we are starting from a sequent of the form A F ¢, there is at most one
principal formula on the right all through the proof, so the above definition is
well-defined. If we had not replaced V R by the two equivalent rules we would
have had two principal formulse which would have meant the above definition was
not well-defined. The last condition ensures that left rules are used correctly. In
G'3c the formula introduced by the left rule are present throughout the rule and
we do not want them reused.

We begin by looking at some examples of uniform and non-uniform proofs in

GgC.

Example 13.28 (Tertium Non Datur)

We recall Examples 12.6 and 13.25. The proof of the law of excluded middle
is uniform since it does not involve any left rules. We have to ensure that any
condition we put on the terms of NRy, . in long fn normal form covers this
special case. |

Example 13.29 (DeMorgan)

We recall Examples 12.7 and 13.26. The proof used in these examples is non-
uniform since it involves negation. The term representing this non-uniform proof
is

NEG-Les(Vx . ¢px)(Azz:suc(V(Az:e. ¢x)) . FORALL-R
es(ox)es(x)(Azy isuc(px) . EXISTS-Res(—opx)es(x)( Az :suc(—ox) .
NEG-Res(px)(Ayz:ant(px) HY Pegs(ox)(y2)21)22)24) 23) Y1 [ |
Example 13.30

The following proof is uniform.

Az
(Vzoz) DY, pxr — dx,Yrpr, ) NV 1T y

A
bz, (V2dt) D ¥ — Vagz, oV T da, (Vade) D b — PV T xl
D)
ox, (Vodz) D — b, YV 7
ou, (Vogr) D — YV T
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which has valid proof expression

Xy :ant(ox), ys:ant((Veox) D )

OR-R1(z3:IMP-L(z2: FORALL-R(z1: HY P(y1,21),22),y2 : HY P(y2,23),Y3),24)

zg:suc(y V 1)

where yo : ant(v), 21 : suc(¢z), z2 : suc(Vzox), z3 : suc(yp). This assertion is
represented in NRy,, . by the assertion

U'x,y1:ant(¢z), ys:ant((Veoz) D ¢) Fsg,, OR-Res(Y)es(1)(Azz:suc(y) .
IM P-Les(Vropx)es (V) (Azg:suc((Vx(Az:t. ¢x)) D ). FORALL-Reg(x)es(px)
(Az1:suc(px) . HY P(y1)z1)29)(Aya:ant(v)) . HY P(y2)z3)ys)za: # |

We now define a condition on the terms of NRy,,  in long Sn-normal form so
that they represent uniform proofs in Gsc.

Definition 13.31 (Uniform Proof-terms in NRy¢,.)

Let I'y, T,z : suc(¢) Fsa,. Ms @ #, where My is in long Bn-normal form, be
a derivable assertion in NRy, .. We say that M; is a uniform proof-term if all
subterms of the form My:# typed in a context I'x,'a, ' satisfy the following
conditions:

o if y:ant(Q(¢y,...,¢y,)), where @ € {T,A,V,D,¥,,3,}, then I'g contains
z:suc(t)), where 9 is atomic;

o if y:suc(¢), then ¢ = Q(¢y, ..., ¢,) where @ € {A,V,D,V,3}. |

The above definition is very different from one given for NRy,, ;. That encod-
ing relied on the type of each subterm corresponding to the judged formula in the
succedent. Here the succedent in sequents in Gsc is encoded as a context. We
thus have to examine the variables used in a term to determine when a left rule
has been applied and then determine if the succedent was atomic. The second
condition ensures that all the right rules where applied to non-atomic formulze.

Lemma 13.32 (Uniform Proof-terms Represent Uniform Proofs)

Let Fa,e (X) A LIy suc(¢) be a provable assertion in Gsc and I'x,T'a, z :
suc(o) Fse,. Ms:#, where M; is in long 0On normal form, be its representation in
NRsy,.. 0 is in long Bn normal form if and only if Ms is a uniform proof-term.

Proof = We show the right to left direction first. Let (X) A 2 suc(¢) be a
provable assertion in G3c and 0 be a uniform proof. Since ¢ is a uniform proof-
term, working from the bottom upwards, any left rule is only applied when the
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principal formula in the succedent is atomic. Thus any use of a left rule in a proof-
object § corresponds to a subterm of the form My where y:ant(¢), provided ¢
is not equal to —7. This is typed in the context I'yx,'a, ', where I'g contains a
variable z:suc(v), where v is atomic.

Working from right to left, we observe that the condition that z:suc(y)) € I'g,
where 1) is atomic is enough to ensure that the principal formula of the succedent
is atomic. Hence, working upwards, left rules are only applied in § when the
principal formula in the succedent is atomic and thus ¢ is in long (n-normal
form. ]

With G537 we saw that every hereditary Harrop sequent had a uniform proof.
There is a similar class of sequents for Gsc, the Horn sequents. We have the
following definition.

Definition 13.33 (Horn Sequent (Miller et al. 1991))
A provable sequent A — G in Gsc is a Horn sequent if A = Dq,..., D, and D;
and G are defined by the following grammars:

G:A’Gl/\GgyGl\/Gg‘H.ﬁD
where A is an atomic formula. Formulee defined by D are called Horn clauses. B

The following lemma clarifies the relationship between uniform proof-terms
and the assertions of NRy,, . which represent Horn sequents.

Lemma 13.34 (Representations of Horn Sequents have a Uniform Proof Term)

Let A S be a provable Horn sequent in Gsc. Let Fase (X) A LS suc(@)
be its valid proof expression. There exists a uniform proof-term M such that
Lx,Ta,z:suc(o) = M:#.

Proof The proof that every provable Horn sequent in G3¢ has a uniform proof
can be found in (Miller et al. 1991). It is important to realise that it must be
adapted slightly to G3c because G'sc does not allow introduction of formulae on the
right, only their removal. The trick lies in keeping track of the principal formula
in each rule. We obtain the uniform proof-term Mj as follows. We take ¢’ which is

in long #n normal form and has valid proof expression Fg,. (X) A LN z:suc(@)
and represent it in NRy, . as I'x,[a, 2 1 suc(G) Fsg,, Ms: # where Mj is a
uniform proof-term. |

We provide an example of a Horn sequent and show that the proof permuta-
tion in GG3¢ corresponds to a permutation in NREGBC.
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Example 13.35
The following proof is not uniform:

Ax

(Fzypz) O ¢, vz, 0 — ¢, ¢ ANYx, (9 Apz) V T

A
(Bevw) 5 6, 6 v — Y, & A, b Az, 6 A, (9 ATV T)

M N
(@x0w) o 660w — oA Gz GG VT
(Fow) > 6.0tz — ¢ A, (6 Apr) V 7
(Gr0m) 5 6,076 = (GAT) VT

r1

Ax

(Fzypz) D @, v — Y, Jxex, (¢ ANpx)V T
(Fxvpz) D ¢, Ypr — Y, Jxepx, (P ANpx) VT o,
(Fxx) D ¢, vx — Jzpz, (P Apx) VT
(Jxpx) D ¢, vx — Jzpz, (P ANYx)V T P
(Fe2) > 6,67 — (6 A )V 7)
where M = (Fxpz) D ¢, vz, 0 — ¢, 0 AN Yx,(p ANx) V1, N = (3axpz) D

¢, 0, 0x — Y, gAYz, 9 ANpx, Az, (9AYz)VT) and P = (Jxypx) D ¢, ¢, Y —
o ANpx, (¢ Ax) V 1. It has the valid proof expression:

Fase (X) yr:ant(vx), ys:ant((3zpz) D ¢) 2 25 suc((p A x) vV T)

where ys : ant(¢), 21 : suc(yx), 29 :suc(¢), z3:suc(Jzyx), 24 : suc(op A Yz) and
0 = IMP-L(z3: EXISTS-R(z: HY P(y1,21),23),y2 : OR-R1(z4 : AND-R(z2, :
HY P(ys, 22), 21 : HY P(y1, 21), 24), 25), y3). This is represented in NRy, , by the
assertion

Ux,y1:ant(yx), yz:ant((F(Az:e.¥z) D @), z5:suc((¢ A vx) V 7) bsg  IMP-Le,

(FAz:e.Yx)es(d)(Azg:suc(I( Az v . x) . EXISTS-Res(vx)(Ax:v. Az suc(vz) .
HY Pes(Yx)(y1)z1)23) (Aya:ant(¢) . OR-Rles(p A px)es(T)(Azg:suc(op A dx) .
AND-Res(p)es(hx)(Aza:suc(o) . HY Peg(¢)(y2)22)(Az1 isuc(ypz) . HY Peg(vx)

(y1)21)24)25)ys: #

which has the following derivation. We do the derivation in stages due to the
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size.

[y Fyp:ant(vx) Ty F ze:suc(yr)
['yFHYP(yp)z: #
Iy E HY P(yy)z: #

o b Azpisuc(yx) . HY P(yp)z ssuc(vx) — #

o F Azyisuc(ypx) . HY P(yp)z ssuc(vx) — #
L3 b Ax:e. Azpisuc(vox) . HY P(yy)z Uz . suc(ypx) — #
O3 M:Ilz:v.suc(vpx) — # D'yt zz:suc(I(Ax:e.vx))

s b EXISTS-R(M)zy: #

where I'y = T'x,z:¢,y; s ant(z), ys - ant(I(A\z : v Yz), 21 : suc(Yx), 23 : suc(I( Az :
L.z, zs isuc((@ Ax) V), Iy = Ux,x e,y ant(vx), ys rant(I(Az 0. x), 23
suc(I(Ax:¢.Yx), z5 :suc((p A ) V 1) and I's = Iy, y; : ant(vz), ys : ant(I( A\ :
L. px), zgisuc(I(Ax e x), z5suc((@ Avx) V 1) and M = Ax:e. Azpsuc(vr) .
HYP(yl)Zl

Res

Lyt yo:ant(¢p) T'yb z9:suc(e)
Lyt HY P(ys)zo: #
Ly HY P(ys)za: #
U5 F Azgisuc(d) . HY P(ys)zo:suc(¢) — #
s Fyp:ant(vz) Tg b 2zp:suc(yx)
IsE HY P(yy)z1: #
IsE HY P(yy)z1: #
s = Azqisuc(yz) . HY P(yp)z1 ssuc(vx) — #
[sF Pisuc(¢p) = # D5t Q:suc(vpx) — # D5k z4:suc(op A x)
Ts - AND-R(P)(Q)zy: #

where I'y = I'x, y1 :ant(¥x), ys : ant(vx), 29 : suc(¢), z4 1 suc(p A x), z5 - suc((¢ A
)V 1), I's =Tx,yr:ant(yx), ys:ant(x), z4 :suc(p A vx), z5 :suc((¢p A pz) V 7)),
s = T'x,y1:ant(yx), y3:ant(vx), 21 :suc(yx), z4:suc(pAx), z5:suc((pAvx) V1),
P = Xzg:suc(d) . HY P(ys)22 and @ = Azq:suc(vx). HY P(yp)z1.

F5 F M522#
T F Azyisuc(op Ax) . My, :suc(p A Yz) — #

L F Azgisuc(op Ax) . My, :suc(p Apx) — # T z5:suc((¢ A vx) V 1)
I F OR-R1(Azy:suc(p A vx) . Ms, ) zs: #
where Ms, = AN D-Re(¢)es(vx)(Azg:suc(p) . HY Pes(d)(y2)z2)(Azy isuc(yx) .

256



HY Peg(Yx)(y1)z1)24, s = Dx,yrant(yz), ys : ant(dz), ys : ant((I(Ax : . vx) D
@), z5:suc((¢p A x) V T).

s = Ms, - #
[y Azgisuc(F(Ax e vx)) . My, suc(I(Az:e.px) — #

I = Ms, :#
7 F Ayo:ant(¢) . My, :suc(p) — #
['7F Risuc(3(Ax:e.Yz)) — #I7 F Sisuc(p) — #I7 F ys:ant(F(Az:e.x) D ¢)
T, - IMP-L(R)(S)ys: #

where Ms, = Ax @ 1. Azp : suc(yx). HY Pes(vx)(y1)z1, Ms, = OR-Reg(¢ A
x)es(T)(Azg : suc(p A x). Ms,)zs and 'y = T'x,yp @ ant(yz), ys : ant((I(A\x -
L.px) D @), z5isuc((¢ AYx) V 1), R = Azg:suc(F(A\x:e.¢z)). My, and S = Aya:
ant(¢) . Ms,.

We can convert the above proof into a uniform proof by moving the D> L rule
upwards thus:

A
(Fzpz) D ¢, pxr — Y, Jxpz, (¢ Apx)V T !

(Fxpz) D @, vr — Y, Jxx, (¢ Apx)V T .
Y, (Frr) D ¢ — Jaxx, (P AYx) VT '

A
b, (Ba02) > 6.6 — 6, oAU (G AVD) VT
P — Azx, (pNYx)VT P — 0 AN, (6 NYx)V T
P— o, o Nz, (0 ANpx)V T

D

(Jzypz) D ¢,z — Yz, ¢ AU, (P A Q) V T A
P—= ¢, o Nz (o NYx) VT (Jzgpz) D ¢, vx — Ya, ¢ AN, (¢ Apz) VT
Y, (zr) D ¢ — o Az, (o Ax) VT
Y, (Fzz) D ¢ — ¢ Az, (o Ax) VT
Y, (Fzpr) Do — (G AYx)V T
where P = ¢z, (Jzpx) D ¢, which has valid proof expression:

|_G36 (X> yl:ant<wx)7 y3:ant((3xwx) ) ¢)

0
H

zs:suc((¢ A Yx) V 1)

r

\/Tl
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where ys : ant(¢), 21 : suc(vx), 29 :suc(¢), z3 : suc(Jzx), z4 : suc(op A Pz) and
0 = OR-R1(z4 : AND-R(zy : IMP-L(z3: EXISTS-R(z : HY P(y1,21),23), Y2
HY P(y, 22),y3), 21: HY P(y1, 21), 24), 25). This is represented in NRy, , by the
assertion

Ux,yr:ant(yx), ys:ant((3(Az:e.¥x) D @), 25:5uc((¢ Ax) D7) bsg,, OR-R1
es(p Nx)es(T)(Azgsuc(p A ) . AN D-Reg(@)es(x)(Azg:suc(o) . IM P-L
es(F Az 1. Yr)es(p)(Azgsuc(F(Az:e. x) . EXISTS-Res(Yr)(Ax:e.

Az1: HY Peg(x)(y1)z1)23)(Ayz:ant(¢) . HY Peg(¢)(y2)22)y3)(Az1: HY Peg(¢x)
(y1)21)24) 25

which has a uniform proof-term. This assertion has the following derivation.
Again we do it in parts due to the size.

I'Fypant(vx) Ty F oz isuc(yx)
Fl F HYP(yl)Zl . #

Iy HY P(y)z:#
[y F Azyisuc(vx) . HY P(yp) 21 :suc(vx) — #
[y F Azyisuc(vx) . HY P(yp) 21 :suc(vx) — #
L3 b Ax:e. Azpisuc(vox) . HY P(yp)z :Hx i suc(ypz) — #
I3k Pisuc(vx) — # Tz b zzisuc(I(A\x:e.vx))
T3 EXISTS-R(P)z: 4

where I'y = T'x, 2 :¢,yp rant(vx),ys : ant((3(Az : ¢.Yx)) D @), 21 : suc(yx), 25
suc(), z4 : suc(p A x), z5 : suc((p A ) V 1), I'y = Ix,x 11,97 @ ant(vx), ys -
ant((F(A\z:e.9x)) D @), z2:suc(@), z4:suc(pAx), z5 :suc((pAY)VT), I's = Tx, y; :
ant(Yz), yz:ant((I(Ax:e.Yx)) D @), 29:5uc(), z4:suc(@ Ax), zs5:suc((p A1)V 1)
and P = Az:v. \zy:suc(yz) . HY P(y1) 2.

Ly Ayg:ant(¢p) Iy b z9:suc(o)
F4 F HYP<y2>ZQ#

F4 l_ HYP(y2>ZQ#
U3 F Ayo:ant(¢) . HY P(y2)ze:ant(¢) — #
U3 b Mg, :suc(F(Az:e.vx)) = # T3 Q Tsbys:ant(F(A\x:e.vz)) D @)
U3 = IMP-L(Ms,)(Q)ys: #
where M, = EXISTS-Res(px)(Ax: . Azt suc(vx) . HY Peg(vx)(y1)z1)23 and
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[y = Tx,yp :ant(x), 1 = ant(@),ys = ant((3(Ax : v.9x)) D @), 22 : suc(p), 24 :
suc(p A ), z5:suc((¢ A1) V1) and Q = )\yQ:ant( ). HY P(y3) 2.

Pg l_ M52 . #
s F Azp:suc(o) . Ms, :suc(¢p) — #

g Fyp:ant(vz) Tg b 2z :suc(yx)
Do HY P(yy)z1:#
Do HY P(yy)z1:#
5 = Azpisuc(yz) . HY P(yp)zy ssuc(vx) — #
I's B Azy:suc(o) . M, :suc(p) — # I's F Risuc(vx) — # s b z4:suc(o A Yx)
I's F AND-R(Az :suc(@) . My, )(R)z4

where Ms, = IMP-Leg(3(Ax:0.vx))es(P)(Ms,)(Aye : ant(¢) . HY Pey(d)(y2)z2)
Oys, I's = Tx,y1 : ant(vz),ys : ant((3(A\x:¢.vx)) D @), 24 : suc(op A x), 25
suc((p AY) V1), I'g = Lx,yr:ant(vx), ys:ant((F(Az:e.x) D @), 21 :suc(Yx), 24
suc(¢p A x), z5:suc((¢ A ) V1) and R = Azy:suc(vx) . HY P(yy)z.

s = Ms, :#
7 F Azgisuc(op A vx) . My, isuc(p A px) — #

7 F Azyisuc(op A x) . M, isuc(p Apx) — # Tr b zsisuc((o A vx) V 1)
I'7F OR-R(Azy:suc(p A px) . M, z5: #

It is possible to obtain this derivation from the first one by moving the reso-
lution step representing v-I M P-I up the derivation providing we are careful. It
is important that we move the — R rule up the tree with the resolution step.
We can only move the resolution step up as far as the occurrence of the variables
that — I abstracts exist. |

The analysis we did for G3i holds here. We can permute a resolution step
resolving a constant encoding a left rule, together with a — R rule; and, possibly
a IT I rule up the proof-tree until the first occurrence of the variables which the
— I or II I abstracts, in the context. The following lemma formalizes this
remark.

Lemma 13.36

Let e, (X) A LINp suc(¢) be a provable Horn sequent in Gsc and I'x,Ta, 2
suc() Fsg,. Ms, :# be its representation in NRs, . If § is not in long Bn-normal
form, then there exists a proof-object &' in long Gn-normal form together with a
permutation from & to &'. This permutation has a corresponding permutation
taking Ms to M. Similarly, if Ms is not a uniform proof-term, then there exists
a uniform proof-term Mg together with a permutation from Ms to Mg . This
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transformation corresponds to a permutation from 6 to &', where &' is a uniform
proof-term.
Proof It is sufficient to show that any permutation in Gsc corresponds to a
permutation in NRy, . Since we are transforming a proof into long Sn-normal
form, we are only going to be permutating left rules past right rules. We show
some of the more interesting cases, the rest are similar.

We begin with v-OR-L being permutated past a v-AND-R. We begin with
the proof-tree:

(X)) AL 25 2 isuc(@), zisuc(dp A ), © F (X) Ay 22 zy:suc(th), z:suc(e A1), ©

AND-R(z1 : 61,22 :02,2)

H(X) A z:suc(p A1), O
|_ (X) Al AND—R(21:61,Z2:52,Z) @1 I— (X) A2 5_3) (—)1

OR-L(y1: AND-R(z1 : 61,22 : 62,2),y2 : 63,9)

F(X) A,y:ant(x V1) z:suc(p A T), 0
where Ay = Ajy; sant(y),y:ant(x V 7), Ay = A, ys:ant(7),y :suc(y V 7) and
©; = z:suc(¢ V ¢), ©, which is permutated to

) A e, Fx)ade

OR-L(y1 :61,y2: 65,y

= (X) A3 ) O,

"
63

'_(X)Ala—2>@2 P(X)AQHGQ

OR-L(y1 :02,y2: 05,y

)@2

OR-L(y1 :62,y2: 64,y

= (X) As

OR-L(y1:01,y2: 65,y

Lo, F(X) Ay ) 0,

AND-R(z1:OR-L(y1: 61,2 : 05,y),22 : OR-L(y1 : 02,y2 : 65 ,y),2)

F(X) As

+ (X) A?) @3

where Ay = A,y :ant(x),y : ant(x V 7), Ay = A,y : ant(7),y : ant(x V 7),

Az = Ajy:ant(y V1), O = 0,21 :suc(p), zo:suc(p A1), Oy = O,z :suc()), z:

suc(¢p A1), O3 = O, z:suc(p A ) and §% and 65 are 93 followed by weakenings.
We encode the first proof-tree in NRy,_, as the following derivation:

FX7FA17F®1 |_ M§1 I#
Lx,Ta,, Lo, F Azyisuc(o) . My, :suc(p) — #

FX7FA17F@2 I_ M52 Z#
Ix,Ta,, Lo, F Azoisuc(v)) . My, :suc(yp) — #

260



[y F Azpisuc(@) . My, isuc(p) — #  T'i B Azg:isuc(y)) . Ms, :suc(v)) — #
I'y F AND-R(Az :suc(@) . My, ) (Aze:suc(y) . Ms, )z #
I'y F AND-R(Az :suc(@) . My, ) (Azo:suc(y) . Ms, )z #
o b Aypzant(x) . AND-R(Azy :suc() . My, )(Azg:suc(v)) . Ms,):ant(x) — #
I'x,Ia,, Te, = My, :#
Lx,Tas, Lo, F Ayaiant(7) . My, :ant(1) — #
[obF Prant(x) — # To b Ayg:ant(r). My, :ant(7) — #
[y F OR-L(P)(Ayg:ant(7) . Ms, )y #

where I'y = I'x,T'a,, To,, I'e = I'x, Tay, Tey, P = Ayp:ant(x) . AND-R(Az :
suc(@) . Ms, )(Az2 :suc(v)) . Ms,)z and the second proof-tree is represented by the
derivation done in stages due to the size:

FX7FA17F@1 l_ M51 :#
Lx,Ta;, Lo, F Aypant(x) . Ms, :ant(y) — #

Tx,Ta, To, b My, :#
Ix,Tas, To, F Aypiant(r) . Mg, :ant(1) — #
I3 B Ayi:ant(x) . Ms, :ant(x) — # Tz = Aygrant(r). My, : ant( ) — #
I3 = OR-L(Ayi:ant(x) . Ms,)(Ayz:ant(7) . My, )y:
Tx,Ta,, Do, - M, :#
Ix,Tas Lo, F Ayriant(x) . Ms, ant(y) — #
Ix,Tay, Te, B My #
Lx,Tay Lo, B Ayaiant(T) . My iant(1) —

Ly Aypzant(x) . Ms,:ant(x) — #  Ta b Aygiant(r). Myy:ant(r) — #
[y = OR-L(Ayi:ant(x) . Ms,)(Aya:ant(7) . Msy)z: 4
I'x,Tay, Te, = My :#

I'x,Tas, Lo, A2 My osuc(¢) — #

I'x,I'al'e, B My :#

I'x, Ty, Lo, B Ayaisuc(y)) . My :suc(y) — #

[s B Azp:suc(¢) . Mg isuc(op) — #  T's b Azg:suc()) . Mgy :suc(yp) — #
D)X, Ta,, Loy F AND-R(Azy :suc(¢) . My )(Azz:suc(e)) . M) :#

where F3 = FX7 FA37 F@17 F4 = FXv FA37 F@QJ I‘5 = FX7 FAg; F@sa M5’ =OR-L
es(x)es(T)( Ay ant(x) . Ms, ) (Ay2:ant(7) . Ms,)y and Ms» = OR-Les(x)es(T)( Ay :
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ant(x) . Ms,)(Ay2:ant() . Msy)y.

We observe that the two derivations in NRy,, . only differ by a rule permuta-
tion.

We do one other case. Here we have v-1 M P-L being permutated past
v-AND-R. We initially have

FX) A e, FX) A S e,

AND-R(z1 : 62,22 : 03,2)

F(X) A+ z:suc(y A7), 0
(X) A, y:ant(¢ D ) e, kXA AND-R(z1: 61,22 : 62,9) 6,
l_ (X) A7y:ant<¢ D w) IMP—L(z3:61,y1 ZAND—R(Zl :62,Z2:63,z)7y) @3

where Ay = Ajy:ant(¢ D ¥),u; :ant(yh), ©1 = z :suc(x), z : suc(x A7), 0,
Oy = zy:suc(T), z:suc(y A7), 0, O3 = z:suc(y A7), 0, which is permuted to

X)) A S0, F(X) A 2 e,

IMP-L(z3:01,y1:02,y

- (X) A ), 0,

X)) A S0 (X)) A S e,

IMP-L(z3:01,y1:03,y)

- (X) A1 @3
- (X) A IMP-L(z3:61,y1: 62,9) 0, F(X)A IMP-L(z3:61,y1:63,y) 0,
- (X) A, AND-R(z1: IMP-L(23:61,y1 :02,y),22 : IM P-L(23: 61,y1 : deltaz,y),z) o,

where Ay = Ay :ant(¢p DY), Ay = Ay :ant(p D ¥),yp s ant(y), ©7 = z3:
suc(¢), O, O9 = z;:suc(x), z:suc(xy A 7),0, O3 = z9:suc(7), z:suc(x A 7),0 and
O, = z:suc(x A7), 0.

We encode the first proof-tree in NRy, . and obtain the following derivation:

FX7FA17FG)1 I_ M51 Z#
Ix,Ta,, Lo, F Azz:suc(o) . My, :suc(p) — #

I'x,la,,Te, & Ms, 4
Ix,Ta,, Lo, F Azyisuc(x) . Ms, :suc(x) — #
I'x,Ia,, Te, F My, : #
Ix,Ta,, Lo, F Azaisuc(T) . Ms, suc(T) — #
[y F Pisuc(x) = # ThFQisuc(r) — #I' F zisuc(xy A7)
T, - AND-R(P)(Q)z:#
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I''FAND-R(P)(Q)z:#
Lo F Ayp:ant(v) . AND-R(P)(Q)z:ant(¢) — #
Lo b Azgisuc(p) . My, :# Tob R:ant(yp) — # Tab y:ant(¢ D)
Ty F IMP-L(A\z:suc(9) . My, )(R)y: #

where I'y = 'y, I'a,,Te,, I's = I'x,Ta,,Te,, P = Az tsuc(y). Ms,, Q =
Azg isuc(T) . My, and R = Ay; :ant(¢)) . AND-R(P)(Q)z. The second proof-tree
is encoded in NRy,, . as the following derivation. The derivation is in parts due
to its size.

I'x,Ia,,Te, B My, :#
Ix,Ta,, Lo, F Azz:suc(v)) . My, :suc(p) — #
I'x,Ta,, e, & Ms, : #
Ix,Ta,, Lo, F Ay :ant(v) . Ms, :ant(¢)) — #

I3 b Azgisuc(y)) . Mg, :suc(p) — # T3 b Ayp:ant(y)) . Ms, :ant(v) — #
I3 B IMP-L(Az3:suc(y)) . Ms, ) (Ayy :ant(v) . My, )y: #
I'x,Ia,,Te, B My, :#

Lx,Ta,, Lo, F Azzisuc(¢) . My, :suc(p) — #
I'x,Ta,,Te, = My, :#

Lx,Ta,, Lo, F Ays:ant(v) . Ms, :ant(v)) — #
FybFTisuc(p) = # TaFU:ant(y) - # TyFy:ant(¢ DY)
Ty - IMP-L(U)(T)y: #

I'x,I'a,,Te, = My :#

[x,Ta,,Te, F Azyisuc(x) . My :suc(x) — #
I'x,Tay, Loy E My 3
Lx,Ta,,Te, F Azaisuc(r) . Mgy :suc(r) — #

s FVisuc(x) = # I'sEWisuc(r) = # D'sk zisuc(x A7)
Ts - AND-R(V)(W)z: #

where F3 = FX;PA17F®2; F4 = FX,FAQ,F@3, F5 = FX7FA27F®47 T = )\23 :
suc(@) . Ms,, U = Ayy:ant(v)) . Ms,, V = Azy:suc(x) . My, W = Azg:suc(T) . Msn,
My = IMP-Leg(p)es () (Azgsuc(ep) . My, )(Ayr:ant(v)) . Ms, )y and Mgr =
IMP-Leg(¢)es(10)(Azzisuc(y) . Ms, ) (Ayy :ant(v) . My,)y.

Again we observe that the two derivations in NRy,,  differ by a permutation
of the Res and — R rules. |
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13.5 Summary

The analysis in the previous section can be extended to higher-order classical
logic. The following definition and lemmas cover both classical and higher-order
classical logic.

Definition 13.37 (Uniform Proof-Term for Multi-Conclsuioned Sequent Systems)
Let £ be a judged proof system with multi-conclusioned sequent rules, which can
be adequately represented in LF. Let M be a term in the Ally, calculus in long
Bn-normal form. We say that M is a uniform proof-term for a multi-conclusioned
sequent system if all subterms Ny :# typed in a context I'4,'a, ['g, satisfy the
following conditions:

e if y has type ant(Q(¢y,...,¢,)), where @ € {T,A,V,D,V,,3,} and T'g
contains z:suc(t), where 1) is atomic;

e if y:suc(¢p), then ¢ = Q(¢y, ..., ¢,), where @ € {A,V,D,V,,3,} |

Lemma 13.38

Let L be a judged proof system with multi-conclusioned sequents, which can be ade-
quately represented in LF. If every proof-term M in NRyx,, is a uniform proof-term
or can be permuted into one, then L is an abstract logic programming language.

Proof (Sketch) Follows from Lemma 13.32 and Miller et al.’s definition of an
abstract logic programming language. We leave higher-order classical logic to
the reader. |

It would be nice to have a result about the representation of an abstract
logic programming language in LF which works for judged proof systems with
single- and multi-conclusioned sequents. Our problem arises from the method
used to encode multi-conclusioned sequent systems in LF. It is fundamentally
different from the way that single-conclusioned systems are encoded. Ideally, we
would prefer to be able to restrict multi-conclusioned systems to their single-
conclusioned fragment. This would mirror Miller et al.’s method for defining
uniform proof in classical logic. We cannot do this because we need to use the
Gs-type systems to be able to obtain an adequate encoding in LF. Since this
does not work, the next simplest solution is to consider the single-conclusioned
systems to be a special case of the multi-conclusioned systems and then encode
them as multi-conclusioned systems. This also does not work since we are unable
to prove fullness for the right rules. We illustrate the problem which arises.

Suppose we have the rule v-AND-R. We apply the induction hypothesis to
obtain T'x, T, 21 : suc(¢) |_EG’31' Ms, - # and T'x,Ta, 29 : suc(v)) "gc,gi Ms, - #,
where Ygr; is the All-context with constants encoding all the valid proof rules
of G531 using #. We now abstract these two rules to obtain I'x,'a l—gaéi A2y

suc(¢) . Ms, :suc(¢p) — # and I'x,[a Fs_,. Ayo:suc(yp). Ms, :suc(y) — #. We
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also have I'x,I'a s, AND-R: (suc(¢) — #) — (suc(v)) — #) — (suc(p A
3’L
1) — #). We now have a problem since we are unable to obtain the assertion
Ix,Ta by, , z:suc(¢Ay). This does not occur in classical logic since 2 :suc(¢pA))
31

is present in the succedent of each premiss and hence z:suc(¢ A 1) does occurs
in F@.

The author claims that because LF is not a natural metatheory for sequent
calculi and the method of encoding single- and multi-conclusioned sequent calculi
are fundamentally different, it will not be possible to solve this problem. It is,
however, left as an open problem.
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Chapter 14

Conclusion

The main results of this thesis are summarized as follows:

Kripke All-models. These models provide a semantics for the All-calculus
and are a generalization of the Kripke lambda models of (Mitchell & Moggi
1991).

Propositions-as-types isomorphism. We have shown that the propositions-
as-types correspondence between the All-calculus and its internal logic in-
duces an isomorphism between a Kripke All-model and a suitable Kripke
model of the internal logic.

Judged proof systems. We have provided a general proof- and model-
theoretic account of these, which includes a class of Kripke models.

Judgements-as-types epimorphism. We have shown that the judgements-
as-types correspondence induces an epimorphism between a Kripke model
of a judged proof system and a Kripke AlI-model. Furthermore, this epi-
morphism was used to provide a semantic proof of fullness.

Worlds-as-parameters. We have shown that labelled natural deduction sys-
tems presented as judged proof systems provide a natural account of the
worlds-as-parameters representation mechanism and allow us to observe it
is a special case of the judgements-as-types correspondence. Furthermore,
we show that we can interpret labels as worlds in the appropriate Kripke
models, which allows us to obtain a worlds-as-parameters epimorphism.

Least fixed-point construction. We have shown that a class of Kripke AII-
models can be seen to be Herbrand models and a least fixed-point can be
constructed.

Abstract logic programming languages. We have provided a characteriza-
tion of abstract logic programming languages in terms of proof-terms in
LF.
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We conclude with a discussion of various possible avenues of future research.
This thesis is, in a certain sense, a tidying up of various loose ends and setting
the scene for a foundation for proof-search and logic programming in terms of
logical frameworks. The results of Chapter 11 are not used in this thesis and
further work on proof-search needs to take these results as its starting point.
The next stage would be to consider the search space generated by resolution in
C and examine its relationship to the search space generated by resolution in the
object-logic. An important text to consider would be (Kowalski 1979) and the
hope would be to provide a formal account of the ideas contained therein.

On a similar vein, an account of backtracking in terms of Kripke worlds
(cf. (Pym & Ritter 2004)) could be provided for Kripke All-models. This could
then be compared to backtracking in Kripke models of object-logics.

There is a strong possibility that semantic characterizations of fullness and
faithfulness can be obtained. These would be similar to those found in (Simpson
1993).

In Chapter 7 we encountered problems with a general semantic characteri-
zation of connectives. It is not clear whether a general satisfaction condition,
analogous to Prawitz’s schemata for natural deduction inference rules, is possi-
ble. It seems that it is impossible to decide a priori whether a given connective
is local or non-local, for example. The most likely approach to this problem is
through labelled natural deduction systems. The author hopes that Chapter 9
goes some way to helping formalize the problem. It would also be interesting to
analyse in detail the relationship between a general satisfaction condition, if one
exists, and the categorical structure this induces in the Kripke model.

It is possible that the analysis in this thesis can be carried out for other logical
frameworks. The author hopes that this will be done in the future and that
model-theoretic analysis of logical frameworks is as common as proof-theoretic
analysis.

Finally, we suggest a line of research suggested to the author by Matthew
Collinson. He has suggested that the proof of functional completeness found
in (Wansing 1993) is a metalogical argument and that it could be used, after
a suitable generalization, to determine functional completeness for object-logics
which can be adequately represented in LF.
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Appendix A

Signatures of Object-logics

This appendix contains a various signatures of object-logics.
Minimal Logic

Definition A.1 (X/1)
Yy is the All-signature containing the following constants:

o: Type

t: Type
proof:0 — Type
N:o—0—0—0
Vio—0—0—0
D:0—0—0—0
V:i(t—0)—o0
3:(t—0) —o0
A I:Tp:o.Tlq:0.true(p) — true(q) — true(p A q)
V I1:1lp:o.1lg:0.true(p) — true(p V q)
VI2:1p:o.1lg:0.true(q) — true(p V q)
D [:Ip:o.1g:0. (true(p) — true(q)) — true(p D q)
VI:MF:t—o.(Ilz:e.true(Fzx)) — true(V(Az:v. Fx))
I1:0F:t — o.(Ilx:0.true(Fz)) — true(I(A\x:¢. Fr))
A E:Ilp:o.1lg:0.1lr:0.true(p vV q) — ((true(p) — true(q)) — true(r)) — true(r)
( (

V E:llp:o.llg:0.1lr:o.true(p V q) — (true(p) — true(r)) — (true(q) — true(r))
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— true(r)

D E:llp:o.lg:o0.1r:o.true(p D q) — true(p) — (true(q) — true(r)) — true(r)

VE:IF:t— o 1z Ilr:o.true(V(Az:v. Fx)) — (true(Fx) — true(r))
— true(r)
FE:NF: . —o.lr:o.true(FAz:v. Fz)) — (z:v. true(Fz) — true(r))

— true(r)
Intuitionistic Logic

Definition A.2 (X;1)
Y71 is the Mll-signature containing the following constants:

o: Type

t: Type
proof :0 — Type
N:o—0—0—0
Vio—0—0—0
D:0—0—0—0
Lo
V:i(t—0)—o
3:(t—0)—o0
A I:Ilp:o.1lg:0.true(p) — true(q) — true(p A q)
V I1:1lp:o.1lq:0.true(p) — true(p V q)
VI2:1Ip:o.1lq:0.true(q) — true(p V q)
D [:Ip:o.1g:o0. (true(p) — true(q)) — true(p D q)
z:e.true(Fz)) — true(V(Az:e. Fx))
[lz:0.true(Fx)) — true(I(Ax:¢. Fx))

VI:1IF:1—o.
J1:1IF:t—o.

(
(

A E:Ilp:o.1lg:0.1lr:o0.true(p V q) — ((true(p) — true(q)) — true(
(pV q) — (true(p) — true(r)) — (true(

r)) — true(r)

V E:llp:o.1lg:0.1lr:o0.true(p Vv q) — true(r))

— true(r)

D E:llp:o.llg:0.1r:o.true(p D q) — true(p) — (true(q) — true(r)) — true(r)

VEIIF:— oz Or:o. true(V(Az:v. Fx)) — (true(Fz) — true(r))
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— true(r

)
JE:NF:t—o.1lr:o.true(I(A\x:¢. Fz)) — (Ilz: 0. true(Fx) — true(r))
— true(r)
BOT:1Ip:o. proof(L) — proof(p)
Modal Logics
Definition A.3 (X¢)
Y. is the All-signature containing the following constants:

o:Type

t:Type
true:o — Type
valid:o0 — Type
N:0o—0—0—0
Vio—0—0—0
D:0—0—0—0
o —o0
O:0— o0
G :valid(¢’0™¢ D O0"¢)

A I:Ip:o.1lg:0.true(p) — true(q) — true(p A q)
V I1:1lp:o.1lq:0.true(p) — true(p V q)
VI2:1p:o.1lq:0.true(q) — true(p V q)

D [:Ip:o.1g:0. (true(p) — true(q)) — true(p D q)
Nec I:1lp:o.valid(p) — valid((p)
Pos I:1lp:o.valid(p) — valid(Op)

A E:Ilp:o.1lg:0.1lr:o0.true(p V q) — ((true(p) — true(q)) — true(r)) — true(r)
V E:Ilp:o.1lg:0.1lr:0.true(p V q) — (true(p) — true(r)) — (true(q) — true(r))
— true(r)

D E:Ilp:o.lg:o0.1lr:o.true(p D q) — true(p) — (true(q) — true(r)) — true(r)
Nec E:Tlp:o.Tlq:0.valid(Op) — (valid(p) — valid(q)) — valid(q)

Pos E:1lp:o.1lg:0.valid(Cp) — (valid(p) — valid(q)) — valid(q)
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C':Ip:o.valid(p) — true(p)

Higher-order Intuitionistic Logic

Definition A.4 (EHOIL)
The signature Yy, contains the following constants:

holtype : Type

L holtype
o: holtype
= holtype — holtype — holtype
obj : holtype — Type
true:obj(o) — Type
T:obj(0)
N:obj(o = 0= 0)
V:obj(o= 0= 0)

D:obj(o= 0= 0)

Y, :Is: holtype . 0bj((s = 0) = o)
3, :1Is: holtype . 0bj((s = 0) = o)
A:1ls: holtype . 11t : holtype . (0bj(s) — obj(t)) — obj(s = t)

ap:Ils: holtype . 11t : holtype . obj(s = t) — obj(s) — obj(t)
s=5=0)

T)

— true(q) — true(ap(ap A p)q)
).

=:11Is: holtype . obj
TOP :true
AND-R:1Ip:obj(o) .llg:0bj(o) . true(p
AND-L:Tp:obj(o).1lg:0bj(o) . lr:obj(o) . (true(p
— (true(ap(ap A p)q) — true(r
OR-R1:1lp:obj(o) .Ilg:0bj(0) . true(p) — true(ap(ap V p)q)
OR-R2:1lp:obj(o) .11g:0bj(0) . true(q) — true(ap(ap V p)q)
OR-L:1p:obj(o) .1lg:0bj(o) . IIr:obj(o) . (true(p) — true(r))
— (true(p) — true(r)) — (true(ap(ap V p)q) — true(r))
IMP-R:1Ip:obj(o) .llg:0bj(0) . (true(p) — true(q))
— true(ap(ap A p)q)I M P-L:1Ilp:obj(o) . llg:0bj(o) . Ilq:0bj(o) . true(p)

(
(
)
(0 ) — true(q) — true(r))
)
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— (true(q) — true(r)) — (true(ap(ap D p)q) — true(r))
FORALL-R:1ls:holtype .11F:0bj(s = o) . (Ilx:0bj(s) .
true(apFx)) — true(apVsF)
FORALL-L:1ls:holtype . I1F :0bj(s = o) . IIr:obj(o) . 1z : 0bj(s) .
(true(apF'z) — true(r)) — (true(apVsF) — true(r))
EXISTS-R:11s: holtype . IIF :0bj(s = o) . llx:0bj(s) .
true(apF'z) — true(ap3sF)

EXISTS-L:1ls: holtype . I1F :0bj(s = o) . llr:obj(o) . (Ilz: 0bj(s) .
true(apF'z)

— true(r)) — (true(ap3s F') — true(r))
~= As:holtype . \x: . 0bj(s) . ap, ,(ap, 4=, =s )y : s : holtype .
obj(s) — obj(s) — obj(o)

EQ:Tp:obj(o) .1g:0bj(o) . true(p) — true(p ~, q) — true(q)

LAM :1ls,t:holtype . 11f, g:0bj(s) — obj(t). (Ilx:0bj(s) . true( fz ~; gx))
— true(Ag Az :0bj(s) . for ~ey A Az:0bj(s) . gx)
B:11s,t:holtype . 11f :0bj(s) — obj(t) . Ilz:0bj(s) . true(ap, ;(As(Az:0bj(s)
fr))r =y fr)

n:1ls,t:holtype . 11f :0bj(s = t) . true(A(Az:0bj(s) . ap,  f7) et f) W
Labelled KT
Definition A.5 (X k1)
The signature Y i contains the following constants:

U:Type

o: Type
true:U — o0 — Type
related:U — U — Type
Lo
D:0—>0—0
L:0—o0

REFL:1a:U .related(a)(a)
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BOT-E:1p:o.la:U . 11b:U . (true(a)(p D L) — true(b)L) — true(a)p
IMP-1:Tlp:o.1g:0.1la:U . (true(a)p — true(a)q) — true(a)(p D q)
IMP-E:1lp:o.1llg:0.1lr:0.1la:U .11b: U . true(a)(p D q) — true(a)p —
(true(a)q — true(b)r) — true(b)(r)
BOX-1:Mlp:o.lla:U . (I1b:U .related(a)b — true(b)p) — true(a)(Cp)
BOX-E:llp:o.lla:U .11b:U . true(a)(Op) — related(a)b — true(b)p
Labelled KB
Definition A.6 (Xk5)
The signature g p contains the following constants:

U:Type

o: Type
true:U — o — Type
related: U — U — Type
Lo
D2!0—=0—0
U:0—o0
SY MM :Ta:U .1lb:o. related(a)(b) — related(b)(a)
BOT-E:1lp:o.lla:U . 11b:U . (true(a)(p D L) — true(b).L) — true(a)p
IMP-I:1Ip:o.1lg:0.1la:U . (true(a)p — true(a)q) — true(a)(p D q)
IMP-E:Tlp:o.1g:0.1r:0.1a:U .1b: U . true(a)(p D q) — true(a)p —
(true(a)q — true(b)r) — true(b)(r)
BOX-I:1lp:o.1la:U . (I1b:U . related(a)b — true(b)p) — true(a)(Cp)
BOX-E:1lp:o.lla:U .11b:U . true(a)(Cp) — related(a)b — true(b)p
Labelled K4
Definition A.7 (Xx4)
The signature Y4 contains the following constants:

U:Type

o: Type
true:U — o0 — Type
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related: U — U — Type
Lo
D:0—0—0
:io—o0
TRANS:1a:U .11b:U .1lc: U . related(a)(b) — related(b)(c) — related(a)(c)
BOT-E:1p:o.la:U . 11b:U . (true(a)(p D L) — true(b)L) — true(a)p
IMP-I:Tp:o.Tlg:0.Ta:U . (true(a)p — true(a)q) — true(a)(p D q)
IMP-E:Ilp:o.1lq:0.1lr:0.1la:U .11b: U . true(a)(p D q) — true(a)p —
(true(a)q — true(b)r) — true(b)(r)
BOX-I:1lp:o.lla:U. (I1b:U .related(a)b — true(b)p) — true(a)(Cp)
BOX-E:lp:o.la:U .11b:U . true(a)(Op) — related(a)b — true(b)p |
Labelled K5
Definition A.8 (Zxs)
The signature X5 contains the following constants:

U:Type

o: Type
true:U — o — Type
related: U — U — Type
Lo
20— 0—0
U:0— o0
EUCL:Ma:U .11b:U .1lc: U . related(a)(b) — related(b)(c) — related(b)(a)
BOT-E:1p:o.la:U . 11b:U . (true(a)(p D L) — true(b) L) — true(a)p
IMP-I:1lp:o.1lg:0.1la:U . (true(a)p — true(a)q) — true(a)(p D q)
IMP-E:Tlp:o.1g:0.1r:0.1la:U .11b: U . true(a)(p D q) — true(a)p —
(true(a)q — true(b)r) — true(b)(r)
BOX-I:llp:o.lla:U. (I1b:U .related(a)b — true(b)p) — true(a)(Cp)
BOX-E:1lp:o.lla:U .11b:U . true(a)(Cp) — related(a)b — true(b)p [

Labelled Classical Propositional Logic
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Definition A.9 (X1cr)

The signature Xy contains the following constants:
U:Type

o: Type
true:U — o0 — Type
AND-I:1la:U .1lp:o.1lq: 0. true(a)p — true(a)q — true(a)p A ¢
AND-E:1la:U .11b:U .1lp:o.1lg:0 . lr: 0. true(a)p A ¢ — ((true(a)p —
true(a)q) — true(b)r) — true(b)r
OR1-1:1la:U .1lp:o.1lg:0.true(a)p — true(a)p V q
OR2-1:Tla:U .1p:o.1lq:0.true(a)q — true(a)p V q
OR-E:1la:U .11b:U .1lp:o.1lg:0.1lr:o0 . true(a)p V g — (true(a)p —
true(b)r) — (true(a)q — true(b)r) — true(b)r
IMP-I:Tla:U .Ilp:o.1lg:0. (true(a)p — true(a)q) — true(a)p D ¢
IMP-E:1la:U . 11b:U .Ip:o.1lg:0 . Ilr:o . true(a)p D ¢ — true(a)p —
(true(a)q — true(b)r) — true(b)r
NEG-I:1la:U . 11b:U .1lp:o. (true(a)p — true(b) L) — true(a)-p
BOT-E:1la:U .11b:U .Ilp:o. true(b) L — true(a)p

Labelled Intuitionistic Propositional Logic

Definition A.10 (ZLIL)
The signature >, contains the following constants:

U:Type

o:Type
true:U — o — Type
related:U — U — Type
AND-I:1la:U .1lp:o.1lq: 0. proof(a)p — proof(a)q — proof(a)p A q
AND-E:la:U .1b:U .1lp:o.1q:0 . 1r:o. proof (a)p A ¢ — ((proof(a)p —
proof(a)q) — proof (b)r) — proof (b)r
OR1-1:1la:U .1p:o.1lq:0. proof(a)p — proof(a)p V q
OR2-1:1la:U .1lp:o.1lg:0. proof(a)q — proof(a)p V q
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OR-E:1la:U .11b:U .1Ip:o.1lg:0.Ilr: 0. proof (a)p V ¢ — (proof(a)p —
proof(b)r) — (proof(a)q — proof(b)r) — proof (b)r
IMP-I:1la:U .11b:U .1lp:o.1lg:0. ((proof (b)p — related(a)b) — proof(b)q)
— proof(a)p D ¢

IMP-E:1la:U .11b:U .1lp:o.1lq: 0. proof (a)p D q¢ — proof(b)p — related(a)b

— proof(b)q
BOT-E:1a:U .11b:U .1lp:o . proof(a) L — proof (b)p |

Labelled Minimal Propositional Logic

Definition A.11 (X1ar1)
The signature /7, contains the following constants:

U:Type

o: Type
true:U — o — Type
AND-I:Ta:U .1lp:o.1q:o. proof (a)p — proof(a)q — proof(a)p A q
AND-E:1la:U .116:U .Ilp:o.1lg:0 . IIr:0 . proof (a)p A ¢ — ((proof(a)p —
proof(a)q) — proof (b)r) — proof(b)r
OR1-1:Tla:U .TIp:o.1lq: 0. proof(a)p — proof(a)p V q
OR2-1:Tla:U .1lp:o.1lg:0. proof(a)q — proof(a)p V q
OR-E:1la:U .T1b:U .1Ip:o.1lg:0.Ir: 0. proof (a)p V ¢ — (proof(a)p —
proof (b)r) — (proof(a)q — proof(b)r) — proof(b)r
IMP-1:Tla:U .11b:U .1lp:o.1lg: 0. ((proof (b)p — related(a)b) — proof(b)q)
— proof(a)p D q
IMP-E:Ta:U . 11b:U .Mp:o.1lg:0. proof(a)p D q — proof(b)p — related(a)b
— proof(b)q [
Sequent Intuitionistic Logic

Definition A.12 (X¢.;)
Yy is the Mll-signature containing the following constants:

o: Type
t: Type
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proof:0 — Type
T:o
AN:0—0—0
Vio—0—o0
2!0—=>0—0
—:0— 0
Vi(t—o0)—o0
3:(t—0)—o0
AND-L:1Ip,q,r:0.(proof(p) — proof(q) — proof(r))
— (proof(p A q) — proof(r))
AND-R:1lp, q: 0. proof(p) — proof(q) — proof(p A q)
OR-L:1lp,q,r:o.(proof(p) — proof(r) — proof(q) — proof(r))
— (proof(p v q) — proof(r))

OR-R;:1lp, q:0. proof(p) — proof(p V q)
OR-Ry:1lp,q:0.proof(q) — proof(p V q)
IMP-L:1Ip,q,r:0.(proof(p) — proof(q) — proof(r))
— (proof(p D ¢q) — proof(r))
IMP-R:1lp,q:o. (proof(p) — proof(q)) — proof(p D q)
TOP :proof(T)

FORALL-L:TIF:t — o.1lr:o.1lz:v. (proof (Fz) — proof(r))
— (proof (V(Az:¢. Fx)) — proof(r))
FORALL-R:TIF:1 — o.(Ilz:v. proof (Fz)) — proof (V(A\x:¢. Fx))
EXISTS-L:NIF:— o.lr:o.(Ilx:¢. proof (Fx) — proof(r))
— (proof (3(Az:¢. Fx)) — proof(r))
EXISTS-R:TIF:1 — o .1z 1. proof (Fx) — proof (I(Az:¢. Fx))

Sequent Classical Logic

Definition A.13 (X¢,.)
Yaye 1s the All-signature which contains the following constants:

t: Type
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o: Type

#: Type
ant:o0 — Type
suc:o — Type

T:o

N:0—0—0
Vio—0—0
D:0—0—0

—:0— 0
V:i(t—o0)—o0
3:(t—0)—o0

HY P:Ilp:o.ant(p) — suc(p) — #
TOP:ant(T) — #

AND-L:Tlp:o.1lg:0. (ant(p) — ant(q) — #) — (ant(p A q) — #)
AND-R:Up:o.1q:o. (suc(p) — #) — (suc(q) — #) — (suc(p A q) — #)
OR-L:1Ip:0.1lg:0. (ant(p) — #) — (ant(q) — #) — (ant(p V ¢) — #)
OR-R:1lp:o.1lg:0. (suc(p) — suc(q) — #) — (suc(p V q) — #)
IMP-L:TIp:o.1q:0. (suc(p) — #) — (ant(q) — #) — (ant(p D q) — #)
IMP-R:Tlp:o.1q: 0. (ant(p) — suc(q) — #) — (suc(p D q) — #)
NEG-L:Tlp:o. (suc(p) — #) — (ant(~p) — #)
NEG-R:Tlp:o. (ant(p) — #) — (suc(~p) — #)
FORALL-L:NIF:1 — o. 1lz:v. (ant(Fx) — #) — (ant(V(Az:e. Fa)) — #)

FORALL-R:NIF:1 — o.(Ilz:¢.suc(Fx) — #) — ( )
EXISTS-L:NIF:1 — o.(llz:v.ant(Fz) — #)

|

©
=}

g
A
>
g

=

T
5

|
Ris

Sequent Higher-order Intuitionistic Logic

Definition A.14 (Xc,no1L)
The MI-signature ¢, porr contains the following constants:

holtype : Type
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¢ holtype
o: holtype
= holtype — holtype — holtype
obj : holtype — Type
T:obj(0)
N:obj(o = 0= 0)
V:obj(o= 0= 0)
D:obj(o= 0= 0)
Vo :Ils: holtype . obj(
3, :Is: holtype . obj(
A:Ils: holtype . 11t : holtype . (0bj(s) — obj(t)) — obj(s = t)
ap:Ils: holtype . 11t : holtype . obj(s = t) — obj(s) — obj(t)
=:11s: holtype . obj(s = s = o)

s =0) = 0)

—~

s = 0) = 0)

proof :0bj(0) — Type
TOP :proof(T)

AN D-R:Tlp:obj(o) .Ilg:0bj(0) . proof (p) — proof(q) — proof(ap(ap A p)q)
AND-L:Tlp:obj(o) .1lq:0bj(o) . IIr:obj(o) . (proof (p) — proof(q) — proof(r))
— (proof(ap(ap A p)g) — proof(r))

OR-R1:1lp:obj(o) .Ilg:0bj(0) . proof(p) — proof(ap(ap V p)q)

OR-R2:1lp:obj(o) .11g:0bj(0) . proof(q) — proof(ap(ap V p)q)
OR-L:IIp:obj(o) .1lg:0bj(o) . IIr:obj(o) .
— (proof(p) — proof(r)) — (proof (ap(ap V p)g) — proof (r)
IMP-R:1Ilp:obj(o).1lg:obj(o) . (proof(p) — proof(q))

— proof(ap(ap A p)q)I M P-L:1lp:obj(o) .I1g:0bj(o) . l1g: 0bj(o) . proof (p)
— (proof(q) — proof(r)) — (proof(ap(ap > p)gq) — proof(r))
FORALL-R:1ls:holtype .I1F :0bj(s = o) . (Ilz:0bj(s) .
proof (apFx)) — proof (apVsF)

FORALL-L:11s: holtype . 11F :0bj(s = o) . IIr:obj(o) . llx: 0bj(s) .
(proof (apF'z) — proof(r)) — (proof(apVsF') — proof(r))

)
(proof(p) — proof(r))
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EXISTS-R:1ls:holtype . I1F:0bj(s = o) . llz:0bj(s) .
proof (apF'z) — proof (ap3; F)
EXISTS-L:1ls: holtype . I1F :0bj(s = o) . lIr:obj(o) . (Ilz:0bj(s) .
proof (apF'z)
— proof(r)) — (proof(ap3sF') — proof(r))
~= As:holtype . \x: . 0bj(s) . ap, ,(ap, 4o, =s )y : s : holtype .
0bj(s) — obj(s) — obj(o)

EQ:Tlp:obj(o) .1g:obj(o) . proof (p) — proof(p =, q) — proof(q)
LAM :1s,t: holtype . 11 f, g:0bj(s) — obj(t) . (Ilz:0bj(s) . proof (fx ~; gx))
— proof (As Az :0bj(s) . fo st Ag i Ax:0bj(S) . gx)

B:11s,t: holtype . ILf :0bj(s) — obj(t) . Ilx:0bj(s) . proof (ap, ;(As(Az:0bj(s)
fx))r =y fr)
n:1ls,t:holtype . ILf :0bj(s = t) . proof (A, (Av:0bj(s) . ap, , fr) et f)
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Appendix B

Examples of Labelled Natural
Deductive Systems

In this appendix, we provide labelled natural deduction presentations of minimal,
intuitionistic and classical logic.

Definition B.1 (Minimal Logic)
The labelled natural deduction system for minimal logic has a base system con-
sisting of the following inference rules:

[proof(w, ¢)][proof (w, )]

proof(w, @) proof (w, 1) ;
proof (w, ¢ O ©) N proof (w, ¢ A ) proof(z, 7)

proof(z, T)
roof (w, roof (w,
proof (w, ¢) v P (w, )

proof (w, ¢ V ) proof (w, ¢ V )
[proof(w, ¢)]  [proof(w, ¥)]

NE

vV 12

proof (w, ¢ V ) proof.(z,T) proof.(z,r) 5
V

proof(z, T)

[proof(z, ¢)][related< (w, 2)]
: proof (w, ¢ D 1)) proof(z,¢) related<(w, z)

: O F
proof(z, 1)) s proof(z, )
proof(w, ¢ D ¢)
and no Horn relational theory. |
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Definition B.2 (Intuitionistic Logic)
The labelled natural deduction system for intuitionistic logic has a base system
consisting of the following inference rules:

[proof(w, ¢)] [proof (w, 1))]

proof (w, ¢)  proof (w, 1) :
proof(w, ¢ O 1) N proof (w, ¢ A ) proof (z, T)

proof(z, 7)

proof (w, ¢) v proof (w, 1)
proof (w, ¢ V ) proof (w, ¢ V )
[proof (w, ¢)]  [proof (w, 1))]

NE

vV I2

proof (w, ¢ V ) proof‘(z,T) proof'(z,T) 5
V

proof (z, 7)

[proof(z, ¢)][related< (w, 2)]
: proof (w, ¢ D ¢p) proof(z,¢) related<(w, 2)

: 5 B
proof(z, 1)) S proof(z, 1))
proof(w, ¢ D ¢)
proof (w, 1)
proof(z, ¢)
and no Horn relational theory. |

Definition B.3 (Classical Logic)
The labelled natural deduction system for classical logic has a base system con-
sisting of the following inference rules:

[true(w, ¢)][true(w, )]

true(w, ¢) true(w, ) :
true(w, ¢ O V) N true(w, ¢ A ) true(z, 7)

true(z, 1)

true(w, @) vl true(w, 1)
true(w, ¢ V 1) true(w, ¢ V 1)

ANE

Vv 12
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true(w, 6)]  [true(w, )]

true(w, ¢ V 1) true(z,T) true(z,T) v E

true(z, 7)

[true(w, ¢)] [true(w, ¢)]

true(@,w) , true(w, ¢ D ) true(w, @) true(z,T)
true(w, ¢ D ) - true(z, 7)
[true(w, ¢)]

D F

true(z, 1)
true(w, —¢)
true(z, 1)

true(w, ¢)

1 FE

and no Horn relational theory.
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Appendix C

Various Sequent Calculi

In this appendix we present sequent systems for LJ, LK

Definition C.1 (L/J)
The judged proof system L.J is given by the alphabet A = (S,V, E, C, J), where:

o S={o,t};
o V={u}

E={T,AV,D,V,3};

C={T,AV,D,V, 3}

J = {proof}.

Each connective is assigned an arity and a level. T has arity o and level 1, A,V
and D all have arity (0,0) — o and level 1. ¥ and 3 have arity (: — 0) — o0 and
level 2. The judgement proof has arity 0. Together with the following rules:

Ax
A, proof(¢) ks proof(¢)

A, proof(¢), proof (1) ks proof(x) N
A, proof (¢ A1) by proof(x)
Aty proof(¢) A Fp proof()
A Fpy proof(¢ A1)
A, proof (¢) s proof(x) A, proof(¢ V ), proof (1)) Frs proof(x)
A, proof (¢ V 1) 15 proof(x)
A Fp; proof(¢;)
A Fp g proof (¢ V ¢2) v

Vil

293



Ak proof(¢) A, proof(¢ D ), proof (1) b1, proof(x)
A, proof(¢ D 9) k1 proof(x)
A, proof(¢) k1 proof (1))
d 1y proof(¢ D 1)

D

Abp; T !
A, proof (¢[x]) 15 proof(x) v
A, proof (Vx¢) 1 proof(x)
A k1.5 proof (¢[z])
A Fpy proof (Vzo)
A, proof (¢[z]) F1.; proof (x) .
A, proof (Jz¢) t1; proof(x)
A Fpy proof(¢[z]) .
A Fp; proof(Jz¢)
A Fp; proof(¢)
A, proof (1)) ks proof(x)

Definition C.2 (LK)
The judged proof system LK is given by the alphabet A = (S,V, E, C,J) where

o S={o,},
o V=1{u},

weakening |

o E={T,AV,D,~,V, 3},
L4 C: {/\7 \/7 37_|7v7 3}7

J = {ant, suc}.

Each connective is assigned an arity and a level. T has arity o and level 0, — has
arity o — o and level 1, A, V, D have arity (0,0) — o and level 1 and V and 3
have arity (1 — 0) — o and level 2. The judgements both have arity 0. Together
with the rules:

Az

A, ant(¢) Fri suc(¢)©

T
A l_LK SUC(T),@
A,ant(¢),ant(¢) l_LK ©
A,ant(qb/\w) l_LK @

Al
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A g suc(¢),©® A bpgsuc(y),©
AFpg suc(p A1), ©
Ajant(¢) Frx ©  Ajant(v) Frx © Vi
Aant(p V) b ©
A Fpg suc(e;), O
A Frg suc(ér V ¢s),©
AFrgsuc(¢),® Ajant(y) Frx ©
Aant(¢p DY) Frx ©
A, ant(¢) Frg suc(v), O
A b suc(¢p D), 0 >
A bk suc(o), ©
A, ant(—¢) Frx ©
A ant(¢) Frx ©
A b suc(—¢), ©
A, ant(¢[x]) Frix ©
A, ant(Vao) Frkx ©
A Frg suc(o[z]), ©
vVor
A b suc(Vzg), ©
A, ant(¢[x]) Frx © o
A,ant(Jz¢) Frx ©
A Fpg suc(olz]),© -,
A i suc(Jzg), ©
At ©
A, ant(¢) Frk suc(¢),©

Definition C.3 (Miller's HOIL (Miller et al. (1991)))

HOIL consists of well-formed formulee, inference and structural rules for se-
quents. We begin by defining the well-formed formulee. To do this we need
a language to generate them. This language consists of types, defined by the
grammar:

ANT

Ty

—

—

weakening |

Types := t|o|o—T

and expression symbols A,V,D, T,V,, d,, A, each with a type. T has type o; A,
V and D have type 0 — 0 — o, ¥, and 3, have type (¢ — 0) — o and A, has
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type 0 — 7 — (0 — 7). Every expression symbol is a proper symbol apart from
Ao. For a given type there are countably many variables of that type. Every
variable is a proper formula. The well-formed formulse are the smallest class of
formulae which satisfy the following rules:

1. Every proper formula is a well-formed formula with type as defined above;

2. If z is a variable with type g and M is a well-formed formula with type «
then A\gz . M is a well-formed formula with type 5 — «;

3. If F and A are well-formed formulse with type a — ( and type « respec-
tively then F'A is a well-formed formula with type (.

We omit the subscript on the A\, and abbreviate V,A\,x.¢ to Vx.¢ and d,\,x. ¢
to dz.¢ when it is clear from the context what the intended meaning is. We
say that a well-formed formula has been (A-)converted if one of the following
conversions has been applied:

() A well-formed formula Az . M, where z has type 5 and M has type « can be
converted to a well formed-formula Ay . M’ where y has type § and M’ has
type a and M’ is the result of substituting y for  in M, provided y does
not occur in M and z is not bound in M;

(8) A well-formed formula (Az.M)N, where x and N have type § and M has
type a, can be converted to M’ of type «, where M’ is the result of substi-
tuting N for x in M, provided that the bound variables of M are distinct
from x and N;

(n) A well-formed formula Az . (Mx), where z has type a and M has type a — [,
can be converted to M provided y does not occur free in M.

We now define the inference rules, where for each rule A is a set of well-formed
formulee. ¢, ¢ and x are well-formed formuleae:

T
I'porn T

— Ax
I'séFuor ¢

A, ¢,Y Frorn x
A L

A, o N Frorn X
AFporr ¢ Arporn ¥
AR

AFgorn @AY
A, ¢ Frorn X A ¥ Frorn X Y

A, ¢V Y Frorn X
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Atpgorn ¢
Atnor, ¢V
Atgorr ¥
AtgorL ¢V
AtnorL ¢ A Fror X
D L
A, ¢ DY Frorr x
A, ¢ Frorn ¥ 5
Atpor, ¢ DY
A, ¢[z] Frorr X v I
A,Vxp Frorr X
A Fgorr ¢lx]
Atporr Vrg
A, ¢[r] Frorr X
A,3x¢ Frorr X
A Fporr ¢l]
Atporp 3¢
Atnorr ¢ \
A Fror ¢

where in A\, A’ and ¢’ are obtained by applying A-conversions to ¢ and formulee
in A. We also have the following structural rule:

VvV R1

vV R2

R

V R

3L

IR

AFnorr ¢ ,
——— weakening
Aa ¢ |_HOIL ¢
We do not need to explicitly state contraction and permutation since A is taken
to be a set. |
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