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LOGIC OF LOCAL INFERENCE FOR
CONTEXTUALITY IN QUANTUM PHYSICS AND BEYOND

KOHEI KISHIDA

University of Oxford

AsstracT. Contextuality in quantum physics provides a key resource for quantum information and
computation. The topological approach in [3} 2] characterizes contextuality as “global inconsistency”
coupled with “local consistency”, revealing it to be a phenomenon also found in many other fields. This
has yielded a logical method of detecting and proving the “global inconsistency” part of contextuality.
Our goal is to capture the other, “local consistency” part, which requires a novel approach to logic that
is sensitive to the topology of contexts. To achieve this, we formulate a logic of local inference by using
context-sensitive theories and models in regular categories. This provides a uniform framework for
local consistency, and lays a foundation for high-level methods of detecting, proving, and moreover

using contextuality as computational resource.

1. INTRODUCTION

Quantum physics provides quantum computing with immense advantage over classical com-
puting. Among its non-classical properties, non-locality is known to be a basis for quantum
communication (see [19]). It is in fact a special case of a more general property called contextuality,
which recent studies [22}[10] suggest is an essential source of the computational power of quantum
computers. This motivates the search for structural, higher-level expressions of contextuality that
are independent of the formalism of quantum mechanics.

One conception of contextuality that originated in [11] exploits the structure of presheaf: As
was shown in [11], a certain type of contextuality of a quantum system amounts to the absence
of global sections from presheaves modelling the behaviors of the system. The recent, “sheaf-
theoretic” approach [3] expands this insight by viewing contextuality in more general terms, as
a matter of topology in data of measurements and outcomes: A wider range of contextuality is
then characterized as the “global inconsistency” of the “locally consistent”. This has on the one
hand shown that contextual phenomena can be found in various other fields such as relational
database theory (see [1]), and on the other hand made it possible to apply various tools—sheaf
theory, cohomology, linear algebra, for instance—to contextuality. One idea that has emerged is to
formulate contextuality argument in logical terms [2]]: One describes a presheaf model using logical
formulas, and proves its contextuality by deriving contradiction from the formulas.

This method, however, only shows the global inconsistency of a given set of formulas; we know
them to be locally consistent only because they describe a locally consistent model that is given.
Nonetheless, when designing ways of exploiting contextuality, we may well first obtain a set of
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formulas or a specification, and then check if there is a model satisfying it. This requires a logic
in which consistency means local consistency. The chief goal of this paper is to deliver such a
new logic of local inference. The two logics—one for global inconsistency and the other for local
consistency—together lay a foundation for high-level logical methods of not only showing but also
using contextuality as resource.

reviews the sheaf approach to contextuality, which takes presheaves valued in Sets.
Then[Section 3|defines what we call “inchworm logic”, a novel logic of local inference for contextual
models. We formulate this on the basis of regular logic, since its vocabulary captures the essence of
local inference. Semantics is provided for this logic in [Section 4 where we generalize Sets-valued
presheaf models to ones valued in any regular category S. This encompasses cases that prove
useful and powerful in applications: E.g., presheaves of abelian groups, R-modules, etc. serve the
purpose of cohomology; indeed, Cech cohomology is used to detect the contextuality of Sets-valued
presheaves [2]. This paper gives a uniform way of using S-valued presheaves directly as models of

contextual logic.

2. CoNTEXTUAL MODELS

We first review the idea behind the formalism of [2], stressing that it applies to more settings
than just quantum ones. The idea captures contextuality as a matter of topological nature, which
we illustrate with a simplicial formulation equivalent to the presheaf formulation of [2]. We also
present a modification of the latter that can readily be generalized in[Section 41

2.1. Topological Models for Contextuality. The formalism of [3] concerns variables and values in
general. Their bare-bones structure consists of a set X of variables and, for each x € X, a set Ay of
possible values of x. So we have an X-indexed family of sets A,. This can model various settings in

which we make queries against a system and it answers, as observed in [1,2]; e.g.,

e We measure properties x € X of a physical system and it gives back outcomes a € A,.

o A relational database has attributes x € X, and a € A, are possible data values for x.

e x € X are sentences of propositional logic and a set of models assign to them boolean values
a € Ay = 2. Or x € X may simply be boolean variables.

We often make a query regarding several variables in combination; a set U C X of variables the
query concerns forms a context in which the system gives back a result. Contexts play essential
roles in the following two kinds of constraints, (@) on answers and (b) on queries.

(a) When we make a query in a context U, the system returns (one or a set of) tuples s € [],c; Ax
of values. It then has the subset Ay C [[,c; Ax of “admissible” tuples that can be part of query
results, and it is often the information on A; that we want. E.g.,

e From a relational database we retrieve data with an attribute list U, and the database returns
the relation Ay on sets Ay (x € U) as a table.

e Given a set of models and a set U of sentences, A; is the set of combinations of values that
U can take; e.g., a pair ¢, =@ € U only take values (1,0) or (0, 1).

e We may measure a physical system in various states and find that some set U of quantities

always satisfies a certain equation that characterizes Ay;.

(A tuple s € [], ey Ax is a dependent function, so it is formally a set of the form { (x, s(x)) | x € U and
s(x) € A, }; but we may refer to it as “(s(x),s(y),...) over (x,y,...)".)



(b) We have the family C C PX of contexts in which queries can be made and answered. We may

not be able to make a query in a context V C X (i.e. V ¢ C) for reasons such as:

e V may have too many variables to deal with feasibly.
o A database schema may have no table encompassing all the attributes in V.
e Quantum mechanics may deem it impossible to measure all the properties in V at once.

In these examples, if queries can be made in a context U, they can be in any V C U; we also
assume that queries can be made in {x} for any x € X, but only in finite U. So C is an (abstract)
simplicial complex on X, i.e. a C-downward closed subfamily of P, X with Uyc U = X. Also, if a
tuple s of values is admissible, so is any t C 5. Hence, whenever V C U € C, the projection of tuples

Iy : HAx - HAx s sly
xel xeV
restricts to Aycy : Ay = Ay. Thus A : C°P — Sets forms a presheaf on the poset C.

In fact, A is a separated presheaf. Generally, for any subfamily C of £X closed under binary

intersection, whenever | J; U; = U € C for U; € C, a presheaf P on C has the map

(Pu,cw)i : Pu — l_[Pu, 28 (8ly,)i
i

land in the set of matching families for (U;);,

Matchy,,r = { (t;)i € l_[ Py, | tj|u,muk = tk|u,muk for every pair j k}.
i

Then P is called separated if each of these (Py,cu)i is injective, and a sheaf if each of those (Py,cu);
Py — Matchqy,, p is bijective (see [17]). Yet, on a simplicial complex C, separated presheaves and
sheaves have simpler descriptions:

Fact 1. A presheaf P on a simplicial complex C is a sheaf iff P;; = [,y Px forall U € C. And P is
separated iff it is a subpresheaf of a sheaf, i.e. iff P;; €[],y Px forall U € C.

This shows that our A above is a separated presheaf, but not generally a sheaf. So let us write
sPsh(C) for the full subcategory of Sets®” of separated presheaves. Note that every sheaf F has
Fg =1, asingleton. A separated presheaf P has Py = 1, too, unless it is the empty presheaf U — @,
i.e. the model is inconsistent in every context (hence modelling, e.g., a physical system that never
produces outcomes in any context of measurements).

2.2. Presheaves and Bundles. The constraints @) and (b) above are, indeed, matters of topology;
this idea will be useful in Given a separated presheaf A as in its
underlying family of X-indexed sets (Ax)rex is equivalent to a set over X, viz. 7w : ) ex Ay — X =
(x,a) = x, by Sets® ~ Sets/X. The base X comes with a simplicial complex C, but so does ), .x Ax,
taking tuples s € Ay as simplices, i.e. A = UyecAu. And m is a simplicial map, or a bundle of
simplicial complexes, since s € Ay C A implies 7t[s] = U € C. On the other hand, any given bundle
n:A— Chasafamilyof Ay ={se A|nfs]=U}and Aycy : s - s|y.

A simplicial map 7t : A — Cis called non-degenerate if 7|, is injective for every s € A. Our 7t above
is non-degenerate, because every s € Ay is a local section of the bundle 7, meaning s : U — Y, cx Ax
such that 7 os = 1y;. Let us write Simp and ndSimp for the categories of simplicial maps and of
non-degenerate ones, respectively. It is easy to check that for every simplicial complex C, the slice
category ndSimp/C is a full subcategory of Simp/C;i.e., it is the category of non-degenerate bundles



Ficure 1. Bundles for (c) the Hardy model and (d) the PR-box

and simplicial maps over C. Then, extending Sets* ~ Sets/X, the correspondence described above
gives

Fact 2. sPsh(C) = ndSimp/C for any simplicial complex C.

So here is a topological reading of @) and (b). Each U € C is a local, small enough region of
the space X of variables. The topology on the space A of values then distinguishes those tuples
s € [l,eyAx in Ay from the others and deems the former to be continuous sections. We refer to
objects of sPsh(C) and ndSimp/C interchangeably as topological models.

2.3. Contextuality in Physics, Databases, and More. Since queries can only be made locally, i.e.
in contexts U € C, answers to queries can only be observed locally in those contexts. One might
think this is just a matter of convenience or efficiency, since we can simply make multiple queries in
multiple contexts U; to cover X = | J; U; and to recover the global information. In certain topologies
C, however, this may be prevented due to contextuality.

Given a non-degenerate bundle 7 : A — C over a simplicial complex C on X, consider a global
section of it, i.e. g € [],ex Ax such that gl;; € Ay for all U € C; it corresponds to a matching family
g € Matchg p, since U = ][],y Ax (U C X) is a sheaf. Itis an assignment of values to all the variables
that satisfies every constraint on combinations of values. E.g., in classical logic, the models are
exactly the global sections; so the consistency of a sentence x means that (x, 1) is part of a global
section. Then, in the physical setting, it may seem natural to similarly think of global sections g as
states of the system, assigning values to all the quantities—so, although we can only make a query
locally in a context U € C, the system in a state g actually has a value g(x) assigned to every quantity
x, and the answer we receive in the context U is simply g|;;. This assumption, that any section we
observe is part of a context-independent global section, holds not just in classical logic but also in
classical physics—but breaks down in quantum physics, precisely when contextuality arises.

shows “Bell-type” scenarios in which Alice and Bob measure properties of a system,
perhaps a quantum one. The base C expresses constraints of type (b) above: Alice can make at most
one of two measurements a; and a, at a time, so she chooses one; similarly Bob chooses from b,
and b—so there are four possible combinations of measurements, indicated by the four edges of C.
Alice and Bob repeat measurements in different contexts, and learn that each x € X = {ay, a5, b1, by}
has two possible outcomes 0 and 1, but that some combinations of outcomes are never obtained. A
expresses these constraints, of type @), with edges indicating possible combinations. E.g., A of (@
deems every joint outcome of (a1, b1) possible, with Ay, 5,) = 2 X 2; but (0, 0) is not a possible joint
outcome of (ay, by).

The models in [Figure T|all violate the classical assumption above, and are examples of



Definition 3. A topological model is said to be logically contextual if not all of its local sections extend
to global ones, and strongly contextual if it has no global section at all (see [2]).

@ of represents an example of logical contextuality due to [9] that is realizable in
quantum physics. It has several global sections, e.g. the one marked in green; call it g. So, when
Alice and Bob measure (a1, b1) and observe (0, 0), the classical explanation is possible that the system
was in the state g and had outcomes g(x) assigned to all the measurements x € X, and that Alice
and Bob have simply retrieved that information on U. On the other hand, the local section in red,
(1,1) over (a1, b1), does not extend to any global section. This means that the classical explanation is
simply impossible for this joint outcome. Furthermore, the classical explanation is never possible
in the strongly contextual (d). This model, called the PR box [21], is not quantum-realizable (though
it plays an important réle in the quantum information literature), but quantum physics exhibits
many other instances of strong contextuality.

The upshot is that contextuality consists in global inconsistency coupled with local consistency: A
section s € Ay is consistent locally, in the sense of satisfying the constraint on query results in the
context U, but it may be inconsistent globally, in the sense of contradicting all the other constraints
and thereby failing to extend to a global section.

The general definition of contextuality in terms of global sections can also be applied to relational
databases: Contextuality then corresponds exactly to the absence of a universal relation [1]]. In fact,
the natural join
b Au=1lge [TA«1glueAuforaiuecy

xeX
of relations Ay (which is the largest of universal relations if there are any) is, simply by definition,
the set of global sections. Hence, e.g. in the sections in red are lost from p<y;cc Ay.

2.4. No-Signalling Principle. Local consistency means, partly, that a local section may exist with-
out extending to global. Yet it involves more—viz. a constraint that is called the no-signalling
principle in the physical setting [7]. For a topological model A, it amounts to the condition that
every Aycy : Ay — Ay i s = s|y (i-e. the projection of admitted tuples, or the restriction of sections)
is a surjection.

An example violating no-signalling is (&) of [Figure T} Ap,)cia, b1} : Aoy br) = Appy) is not surjective.
Suppose Alice and Bob make measurements, Bob chooses to measure b1, and he observes 1, which
is not in the image of A, )cis, b,}- This means that Bob has received the signal from Alice (no matter
how far away she may be!) that she has chosen a; and not a,.

To see why no-signalling should be part of local consistency, regard A in (€) as representing a
relational database. It has tables Ay, p,) and Ay, 5,); but, when queried about the attribute by, they
yield different results of projection, differing in whether 1 is in or not. Thus, no-signalling means
the consistency of projections (see [1]]). Indeed, as we will see in[Subsection 4.3} no-signalling means
a sort of coherence of A as a semantic model of logic.

Definition 4. We say that a separated presheaf A : C°? — Sets is no-signalling if it satisfies (1), and
that a non-degenerate bundle 7t : A — C is no-signalling if it satisfies (2):

(1) Every Aycv : Ay — Ay is a surjection.

(2) If n[s] € U for s € A and U € C, then there is some ¢ € A such that s C t and n[t] = U.



Clearly, (I) and @) coincide via sPsh(C) ~ ndSimp/C (Fact2). Hence their full subcategories of
no-signalling models are equivalent. Note that (1) or 2) implies Ay # @ forall U € C, if Ay # @.
So, while the empty model is no-signalling, all the other, nonempty no-signalling models (which
are, essentially, the “empirical models” of [2]]) are locally consistent.

3. ContextUuAaL Logics

After reviewing a kind of contextuality argument for topological models, we explain why the
logic of such argument is not supposed to be sound with respect to those models, and why we need
another logic, viz. the logic of topological models. We then introduce our candidate for such a logic.

3.1. Contextuality Argument: Logic of Global Inconsistency. Viewing Ay as representing a con-
straint on assignments of values to variables x € U, we can describe a topological model A using
formulas in contexts U € C of variables. E.g., the assignments of (0, 0) and (1, 1) to (x, y) satisfy the
equation x ® ¥ = 0, where @ is for XOR, i.e. addition modulo 2; the assignments (0,1) and (1, 0)
satisfy x @ y = 1. Therefore the PR box, (d) of [Figure 1] satisfies the following set of equations:

(3) Mmdb =0, a1®0br,=0, @m®b;=0, a®by=1

These are in fact inconsistent: Their right-hand sides sum to 1, but the left to 0 regardless of the
values of variables (since each variable occurs twice). This is to say that no global assignment of
values satisfies all the constraints of Ay, i.e., that A is strongly contextual.

A family of arguments of this sort, using XOR (or parity) equations, has been given to show the
strong contextuality of a range of quantum examples; the first instance in literature was in [18] for
the GHZ state [8]. This sort of so-called “all-vs-nothing argument” was formalized and generalized
in [2]. On the other hand, one may also adopt more expressive languages, such as Boolean formulas,
to express a wider range of constraints.

Formulas can also be used to show logical (and not strong) contextuality. E.g., the Hardy model,

@) of satisfies the antecedents of
(4) - V=aby, —aV-=b, aVb F  —aV-ab

but not the consequent, due to the contextual section (1, 1) over (a1, b1). This shows that this local
section can be part of no global assighment satisfying all the constraints.

Yet this kind of contextuality argument needs some reflection. The inconsistency of a set I" of
formulas, T' - L, does not mean that I' has no model; in fact, the PR box, (d) of satisfies
all the equations in (3). In the same vein, the derivability I' - ¢ does not mean that every model
of T satisfies ¢; the Hardy model (g) satisfies I but not ¢ of (). So the logic of - here is not sound
with respect to contextual models—indeed, that is the whole point of the argument. Invalidating -
precisely means contextuality: I' - L really means that no global section satisfies I'; it is why any
model of I" has no global section. I' - ¢ means that every global section satisfying I satisfies ¢; it is
why any model satisfying I' but not ¢ must have local sections (viz. ones not satisfying ¢) that fail
to extend to global sections.

In this sense, the logic of I- here is a “global logic” of global sections. We should then note that
this logic, by itself, says very little about local consistency. To see this, consider:

(5) e =0, mdbh =1



(f) (8) ¢ (h) c ¢
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Ficure 2. Charlie and an inchworm

This set of equations is, like (3)), inconsistent. It is, however, inconsistent not just globally but also
locally: Not only does no global section satisfy both equations, no local section over the context
{a1, b1} does; a model A satisfies (B) only if Ay, 5,) = @ (the physical system can give no outcomes to
the measurements a;, by; the sentences a1, by are not just inconsistent but can have no truth values).
Yet the global logic does not tell us why (3) is locally consistent whereas (5) is not. Thus the kind of
argument above is really a “global-inconsistency argument”: It shows contextuality only because
we already know the formulas to be locally consistent, having obtained them as descriptions of
some model.

3.2. “Inchworm Logic” of Local Inference. In contrastto (3), I I L of (§) means local inconsistency
over {ay, b} since both equations in I' are in the context {41, b1}. Turning I', ¢ I L into the form of
inference, if I, ¢ are in a context U, then I' - —¢ gives local entailment over U. E.g., the antecedents
of

=0 b1=0 + @b =0

rule out all the sections over (a1, b1) except (0, 0), which satisfies the consequent.

Indeed, local inference can be carried out across different contexts, validly in no-signalling
models, subject to one constraint. To see this, expand the base C in[Figure 1| from () of [Figure 2| to
(), where the four triangles are in C—so a new experimenter, Charlie, can make his measurement
c along with Alice and Bob. Now rewrite the locally consistent (@) in the inference form (6) (we
replace x ® y = 0 with simpler x = y) and compare it to ():

(6) am=b, am=b, @;m=bh F @a=b
(7) a = b1, a1 =c, ap = bl H a) =¢
(2) is valid in no-signalling models, whereas () is not (the PR box is a countermodel, as it is a model

for (3)). The only difference is c replacing b,—this tiny difference, however, enables us to obtain (7)
in the following two steps:
ay = b1 a =c¢

(8) b1=C u a2=b1
a) =¢C

1%

The first step is within the context U = {ay, by, ¢}, hence valid locally: Every section over U satisfying
the antecedents satisfies the consequent. Similarly, the second step is valid within V = {ay, by, c}.
The key aspect is that the formula in the middle, b; = ¢, can be in the context U NV and so in U or in
V. The upshot is that information gets passed on from a larger context U to a smaller UNV and then
to another larger V—just like the locomotion of an inchworm, if (b)) of [Figure 2]helps to visualize it.
Crucially, the no-signalling property is essential when the inchworm moves from a larger context
to a smaller: E.g., the first step of (8) concludes that every section over {a1, by, c} satisfies by = ¢; but



then, in the absence of no-signalling, there may be a section over {b;, c} violating by = ¢ without
extending to {a1, by, c}. We will discuss the semantic role of no-signalling further in [Subsection 4.3

3.3. Formalizing the Inchworm. We formalize and generalize the idea of “inchworm inference”.
As in the example in[Subsection 3.2 an inchworm logic is obtained by constraining a global logic.
We assume this logic to be (at least) regular, i.e. to have T, A, and 3, for the reasons explained
shortly.

Definition 5. Let L be a language of regular logic (or richer) whose variables include X. For each
x € X, write T, for the type of x, and then, for each ¥ C X, write @ for the set of formulas in the
context ¥ : Tz. Given a simplicial complex C on X, the C-contextual fragment of Lis ¢ = |Jyec Pu. By
a C-contextual language Lc, we simply mean a pair of such £ and ®¢. Now let T be a regular theory
in L given by an entailment relation F (which is not required to be binary). Then the inchworm
fragment of - in L is the entailment relation ¢ on ®¢ defined inductively by the following. We
write 'y =T N dy.

(9) T ¢ @ if thereis U € C such that ¢ € Dy and I'y - .
(10) IfTFe pand A, @ ¢ P then T, A F¢ 1.

() expresses the idea that - within a single context is valid locally as well. In ({I0), note that the
first two instances of -¢c may be witnessed by different contexts. Observe also that I' -¢ ¢ entails
I' - @; thus k¢ is a fragment of I-.

Example 6. Let £ have T as a basic type; 0, 1 be constants of type T; and @ be a function symbol of
type®: TXT - T. LetT, =T forallx € X. So,e.g,x:T,y: T |x®y =1makes sense, and is in
@y, This gives equations of the kind relevant to the examples in[Subsection 3.1] Note that ®¢ is a
union. E.g., for (f) of [Figure 2} a; = 0is in @,y C ®¢ for bothi = 1,2, buta; = 0 Aay = 0 is not in O
since {a1,a;} ¢ C.

We assume L to have T and A, so that pieces of information can be combined within the same
context. The inchworm moves from a smaller context U to a larger V via the order embedding
i:(Py,Fu) = (Py,Fv), and from V to U via the left adjoint iy of 7.

Inu

_—
Oy L Dy
Y
1

Then 3yy\i; 7 i means that, for any ¢ € @y, Jy\y. ¢ € Py encapsulates all and only the information
that ¢ entails on U. We also have 3y o i = 1, so a piece of information that can be both about U
and about V undergoes no change when carried across U and V.

4. CONTEXTUAL SEMANTICS IN REGULAR CATEGORIES

Our definition of model using a sheaf generalizes by replacing Sets with any category S with
finite limits, since the base C is a simplicial complex. Yet, for the sake of no-signalling, we moreover
need S to be regular. References on regular categories and their categorical logic include [20, 5, 12].
We then lay out how to model the inchworm logic in S.



4.1. Topological Models in Regular Categories. Let C be a simplicial complex on a set X, and S
be a category with finite limits. By a presheaf on C valued in S, we mean any contravariant functor
P : C°? — S. Then the definitions of separated presheaf and sheaf generalize straightforwardly to

Definition 7. We say that an S-valued presheaf P on C is separated if the arrow
(Pucui : Pu — HPU,
i

is monic whenever |J; U; = U, and a sheaf if, whenever | J; U; = U, (Pucu); is an equalizer as
follows, where p; : [I; Pu; — Pu, and py : []; Pu, — Py, are the projections.
(Pucu)i (Pu,nuycu; © Pk

Hipu,‘ Hj,kpu/ﬂuk
(Punuecuy © Pr)jk

Py

Again, every sheaf F has F; = 1, the terminal object of S, and every separated presheaf P has
Py > 1. Also, for simpler descriptions, generalizes to

Fact 8. An S-valued presheaf P on a simplicial complex C is a sheaf iff Py = [],;; Px forall U € C.
And P is separated iff it is a subpresheaf of a sheaf, i.e. iff each (Pycu)xetr : Pu — [lyey Px is monic,
i.e. iff each Py; is a relation in S on (Py)yeyy-

Next we define the no-signalling property for S-valued separated presheaves. In doing so, we
need to choose from several generalizations of the notion of surjection in () of the one
that serves our purpose is the one that provides semantics for 3 : @y 2 Py : i in the inchworm
logic. This is the principal reason we need S to be regular; then, in S, every arrow f : C — D gives
rise to the adjoint pair

3
Subs(C) L Subs(D)
f—l
(e.g. [5, Lemma 2.5]), and moreover 3y o f~! = 1gyp) (and so f~! is an order embedding) if f is a
regular epi (essentially, [12, Corollary D1.2.8]). Therefore the right generalization of is
the following with an alternative description in[Fact 10l

Definition 9. A separated presheaf A on a simplicial complex C valued in a regular category S is
said to be no-signalling if every Aycy : Ay — Ay is a regular epi.

Fact 10. Let F be a sheaf on a simplicial complex C. Then a family (i : Ay > Fu)uec of subobjects
forms a subpresheaf of F, and hence a separated presheaf, iff Ay < Fugv_l(Au), or equivalently
Fruv (Av) < Ay, whenever U C V € C. Moreover, a separated presheaf i : A > F is no-signalling iff
Irye (Av) = Ay whenever U C V € C.

4.2. Global Inconsistency in Regular Categories. of contextuality for Sets-valued
presheaves can now extend to ones valued in any regular category S. Let A be an S-valued
separated presheaf on a simplicial complex C on X. It is a subpresheaf of a sheaf F on C. In fact,
let us assume, just in this subsection, that X is finite (or that S is complete); then, by (or a
straightforward generalization), F extends uniquely to a sheaf on PX, viz. F : U = ][], Fx. Then
the set of global sections of A—i.e. the natural join

o Au=1lge gAxlglueAuforaHUEC}

of the relations Ay € Fy—generalizes to the S-valued case:



Fact 11. Given any S-valued separated presheaf A, let F be a sheaf such thati : A >> F and, using
Ay as predicates in the internal language of S, define
A =[%:Fx| [\ Au(Fucx®] = )\ Fuex™(Au) = Fx.
ueC ueC
Then »< A is the limit of A as a diagram in S.

Foreach U € C, write py : A — Ay for the restriction of Fiicx to<,; it generalizes the restriction
of global sections to local sections over U. then extends to

Definition 12. An S-valued separated presheaf A is said to be logically contextual if not every
pu : A — Ay is a regular epi. A is moreover said to be strongly contextual if <A is not well-
supported, i.e. if the unique arrow !4 : »A — 1 is not a regular epi.

Rewriting this in the internal language of S, the strong contextuality of A means that S fails
3% : Fx.»<A(%), i.e., that no global section ¥ satisfies all the constraints Ay;. The logical contextuality
means that

x:Fy | Av(J_C) [ Hy : FX\V.NA«J_C, y>)

fails in S for some V € C, i.e., that not every local section X over V satisfying Ay extends to a global
section (%, /) satisfying all Ay;. (We should stress that the definition makes sense for any separated
presheaves A and not just no-signalling ones.)

4.3. Contextual Interpretation. In[Definition 5lwe defined a contextual language L and logic t¢
simply as a global language £ and logic - paired with their contextual fragments. Our definition

of an interpretation of them in regular categories goes in parallel.

Definition 13. Givena contextuallanguage L¢ = (£, @¢), aninterpretation of itin a regular category
S is simply an interpretation [-] of £in S. The images of T, and @y then play special roles: For
each ¥ € C, we have

o [T:] = [1ie[Tx]; therefore [T-] : C°P — S forms a sheaf by [Fact 8

e Moreover, [%: Tz | @] = [T%] for each ¢ € ®s.
So we may write ([—], F) for the interpretation [-], where F is the sheaf F : ¥ — [T;]. We may also
write [p]z > Fzfor [X: Tz | @].

Example 14. Expanding[Example 6] take [—] in Sets with [T] = 2 and the obvious [0], [1], and [&].

Then we have a sheaf [T_] : U — 2 and, e.g.,
[®]
[x:Ty:Tlx®oy=0] —— [Tir,] =2%x2 ' 1 0] 2
! 0

is an equalizer of [@®] and [[0] o !.

An interpretation [-] of £ is said to model a sequent I - ¢ if some finite A € I" has Ayea[¢]u <
[¢]u. This makes sense whether U € C or not. Nevertheless, if U ¢ C, then A ea[¢]u < [¢]u only
means the global entailment and not the local one. Take, e.g.,

Example 15. Expanding the presheaf model A of the PR box, (d) of is a
subpresheaf of [T_] described by B): E.g. A, b = [a1 @ b1 = 0], 5, ™ 2 X 2. Then the global

inconsistency, and strong contextuality I' - L in particular, of the equations I in (3) means ~A =
Neerl®lx € [L]x = @. Yet T is locally consistent, modelled by the PR box.
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This is why, to model the inchworm logic of local inference, we need a presheaf on different

contexts U € C, as opposed to an intersection in a single context V ¢ C, to the left of <.

Definition 16. Suppose ([-], F) is an interpretation of a contextual language L. Then let us say
that a subpresheaf A > F is a pre-model in ([—], F) of a formula ¢ € ®y; in a context U € C, and write
A Fy @, to mean that Ay < [@]u.

Fact 17. If A < B for subpresheaves A and B of F, then B Fi; ¢ implies A Fy; ¢.
Note, however, that this notion of pre-model is context-dependent and concerns formulas in
contexts as opposed to formulas per se. When U C V € C and ¢ € @y, [Fact 10yields
(11) A Fy @ entails A Fy @, because
3Fugv(AV) Au < [[(pﬂu

Ay < Fuev ™ [plu = [lv
(12) Suppose A is no-signalling. Then A Fy ¢ entails A F(; ¢. This is because

<
<

Ay < [plv = Fuev”'[g]u
Au = Fryey (Av) < [llu
If A is not no-signalling, (I2) may fail, and then inchworm inference fails. E.g., in (), the first step

purports to show that, if A Fy a; = by and A Fy a1 = ¢, then A Fy by = cand so A Fynv b1 = ¢
but the “and so” step here requires (I12). In this sense, as mentioned in[Subsection 2.4] no-signalling
means the context-independent coherence of a presheaf as a model of formulas. Therefore

Definition 18. A pre-model A is called a (no-signalling) model if it is no-signalling. Then we say
that A is a model of a formula ¢ € ¢, and write A E ¢, to mean that A is a pre-model of ¢ in any
suitable context, i.e., that Ay < [p]lu for every U € C such that ¢ € ®y;.

Theorem 19. Let [—] be an interpretation of L that models a theory - in L. Then the inchworm logic ¢
of & is sound with respect to the no-signalling models in [—]: If T k¢ @, then A E @ for every no-signalling
model A of T in [-].

4.4. The Inchworm and No-Signalling. [Subsection 4.3primarily concerned how given presheaves
modelled formulas. We showed in particular that no-signalling validated inchworm inference. Let
us discuss, on the other hand, how the description by given formulas yields a model. This shows
the other direction of the connection between no-signalling and the inchworm, from the latter to

the former.
We say a set I' € @¢ of formulas of L is C-finite if I'y is finite for each U € C.

Definition 20. Let ([-], F) be an interpretation of L. Given any C-finite I' € @¢, define Mp(T') as a
family IMr(I)y = /\<P€ru [@lu ™ Fu)uec of subobjects of Fy;.

Fact 21. M¢(T') is the largest subpresheaf A of F such that A Fy; I'yy for each U € C.

ME(T) generally fails to be no-signalling. E.g., A in (g) of [Figure T|is Mp(I') given by I = {¢p} for
@ = (a2 A =b1) V (max A —by); since @ cannot be in the context {1}, I'p,) = @ and Ay, = 2. Yet the
description by I sometimes manages to give a no-signalling IMg(T’).

Fact 22. Let ([-],F) be an interpretation of L that models a theory - in L. We say I' € ®¢ is
inchworm-saturated if I'y F ¢ implies I'y F 3y\y. ¢ whenever U € V € C and ¢ € ®y. Now, if a
C-finite I is inchworm-saturated, then IM(T') is no-signalling.
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When I is inchworm-saturated, it may not be deductively closed, but the inchworm cannot bring
a new piece of information ¢ to a context U from another V, since 1 follows from the information
I'y that U already has. means that, if I' is inchworm-saturated and if each I';; finite and
consistent (and has IMr(I');; nonempty or well-supported), then I' is locally consistent, modelled by
a no-signalling model M¢(I'). E.g., (@) is inchworm-saturated, with each context consistent, so it
gives the PR box, (d) of as Mp(I).

On the other hand, even when a description I is not inchworm-saturated and Mp(I') fails to
be no-signalling, the inchworm can carve out the “no-signalling interior” of Mg(I), if I' can be

saturated in finite (or C-finite) steps.

Theorem 23. Let ([—], F) be an interpretation of L that models a theory t-in L. Given I' C ®¢, suppose
there is a C-finite and inchworm-saturated A C @ such that T C A and T F¢ @ for all o € A. Then Mg(A)
is the largest no-signalling subpresheaf of Mg(T).

Take again the example from right after[Fact 2T} Mp(T') of T = {p} for ¢ = (a2 A =b1) V (maz A =by)
is A in (@) of and fails to be no-signalling. Yet ¢ - b1, soT k¢ =by, and A = T'U {=by}
is inchworm-saturated, with —b; € Ap,). Hence, by the inchworm carves out a no-
signalling Mr(A) by removing the red sections from (@). Indeed, in many applications (e.g. all the
examples in Sections2land B), the theory - satisfies

(13) Given any I' € ®¢ (that may not be C-finite), for each U € C there is a finite Ay € I'y such

that Ay - ¢ forall p € I'y.
This guarantees the supposition of Given any C-finite I' C ®¢, take its F¢-deductive
closureI* = {¢ | T k¢ ¢} asT in (I3) and obtain Ay; then A = T U Jyec Ay is such as in[Theorem 23
Therefore[Theorem 23lapplies and leads to a family of completeness results organized by[Lemma 24}
which transfers a completeness theorem of a global theory to its inchworm fragment. It yields, e.g.,
[Theorem 25 since any (global) regular theory has a “conservative model” in a “classifying category”
(e.g. [5) Proposition 6.4]).

Lemma 24. Suppose that a theory & in L satisfies (13), and that [—] is a conservative model of -, meaning
that, for any I' € D¢, A\ yep[¥]u < [@]u for some A C T if but also only if T' = ¢. Then T ¢ @ iff A & ¢ for
every no-signalling model A of T in [—].

Theorem 25. Let t be a reqular theory satisfying (I3). Then, for any T € ®¢, T ¢ @ iff A E @ for every
no-signalling model A of T in every model [—] of - in any reqular category.

4.5. Completion for Completeness. Generally, the property (I3) may fail and the inchworm satu-
ration may not be attained in finite steps.

Example 26. In[Figure T} replace each A, = 2 with Z, and let I be the set of formulas
a1=b2, b1=a1, a2=b1, b2=a2+1, b2>0

in the obvious Land . ThenT ¢ a; >0,b1 >0,a0>0,b0 > 1,...,x >nforeveryx € Xandn € N,
whereas I' ¥¢ L (although the empty presheaf is the only no-signalling model of I'). So there cannot
be any such A as in[Theorem 23] (Note that the topology of C is essential: E.g., if we take C = PX
instead, thenT'F¢ Lby ' L)
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Thus, even if I is finite, the set { [¢]u | ¢ € Iy} may have no minimum (though it is lower-
bounded by 3r,, (Ayer[¢]x) if X is finite); then, in a regular category in general, Ager+, [¢]u may
not exist. So, instead of the semilattice Subg(F;) of subobjects, let us use a completion of it, viz.
the semilattice Filt(Subs(Fy)) of filters in Subs(Fy), and assign a filter of subobjects, instead of a
subobject, to each U € C.

Definition 27. Suppose ([-], F) is an interpretation of a contextual language L¢. Then, by a filter
model in ([-], F), we mean a presheaf G : C°P — Sets such that

o Gy € Filt(Subs(Fy)) for every U € C.
e ForUCVeC,

Gu=1{S» Fu|Fucv "(S) € Gy} ={3p,.,(S) = Fu | Se€ Gy},

so Gucv : Gv = Gy = S = Jr,., () is a surjection.

We say G models ¢, and write G F ¢, to mean that [¢]u € Gy whenever ¢ € Oy.

Then we have the filter versions of Theorem 19} [Fact 22} and completeness results organized by
Observe that every (no-signalling) model A is a “principal” filter model, U = TAy =
{S > F| Ay < S}; so[Theorem 28is stronger than Theorem 191

Theorem 28. Let [—] be a model of a theory +- in L. Then the inchworm logic ¢ of - is sound with respect
to the filter models in [-]: If T ¢ @, then G E @ for every filter model G of ' in [—].

Fact 29. Let ([-], F) be a model of a theory F in L. Given any I' € ®¢, the family FMI') = ({S =
Fu | [ellu < S for some ¢ € I'"(1 }uec is a filter model of I' in ([-], F). Moreover, for any filter model
Gof T'in ([-], F), FMp(T)y € Gy foreach U € C.

Lemma 30. Suppose [—] is a conservative model of a theory - in L. Then T k¢ @ iff G E @ for every filter
model G of T in [-].

5. CoNcLusioN

We have formulated contextual models as presheaves valued in regular categories, as well as
providing “inchworm logic” for local inference in those contextual models. We have also proven
“completeness-transfer lemmas” (Lemmas24land [B0), so that completeness theorems in categorical
logic transfer straightforwardly to inchworm logic.

Let us conclude the paper by discussing connections and applications between the framework
of this paper and other approaches or other fields as future work. First of all, categorical logic has
a long tradition (since [[16]) of viewing local truth as a modal operator. Indeed, the logic of local
information in this paper is closely related to the dynamic-logical characterization of contextuality
in [13]. There is also a connection to model theory. For instance, the similarity between inchworm
inference and Craig interpolation should be obvious; indeed, by defining ®;; more generally as a
“language in the vocabulary U”, we can prove a stronger version of Robinson’s joint consistency
theorem (see [6) Subsection 4.1.1]) that is sensitive to the topology of C.

As explained in presheaf models, whether no-signalling or not, can model Boolean
valuations. This enables us to transfer and apply techniques from satisfiability problems to quantum
contextuality as computational resource. Another connection is to the structure of valuation algebra,
which is used for local computation [14]. In fact, our presheaf models can also be formulated in
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terms of valuation algebras, as a C-indexed family of valuations satisfying certain conditions. We
can expect these connections to help extend local computation to situations in classical computing
where contextual phenomena arise.

The generality of taking presheaves in regular categories is also expected to facilitate applications.
In cohomology, it is typical to use presheaves valued in regular categories, such as presheaves of
abelian groups, R-modules, etc. Therefore the framework of this paper applies to the logic of local
inference within such presheaves. One can also take regular categories of structures that are used
for other purposes such as modelling processes in quantum physics. In addition, the connection to
logical paradoxes [2] is also relevant. As shown in [[15] 4], regular categories provide background
for self-referential and other fixpoint paradoxes; so our formalism will unify the two perspectives

on paradoxes.

REFERENCES

[1] S. Abramsky. Relational databases and Bell’s theorem. In V. Tannen, et al., editors, In Search of Elegance in the Theory and
Practice of Computation: Essays Dedicated to Peter Buneman, pages 13-35. Springer, 2013.
[2] S. Abramsky, R. Soares Barbosa, K. Kishida, R. Lal, and S. Mansfield. Contextuality, cohomology and paradox. In S.
Kreutzer, editor, CSL 2015, pages 211-228. 2015.
[3] S. Abramsky and A. Brandenburger. The sheaf-theoretic structure of non-locality and contextuality. New J. Phys.,
13:113036-113075, 2011.
[4] S. Abramsky and J. A. Zvesper. From Lawvere to Brandenburger-Keisler: Interactive forms of diagonalization and
self-reference. ]. Comput. Syst. Sci., 81(5):799-812, 2015.
[5] C.Butz. Regular categories and regular logic. BRICS Lecture Series LS-98-2, BRICS, 1998.
[6] D. M. Gabbay and L. Maksimova. Interpolation and Definability. Clarendon Press, 2005.
[7] G.-C. Ghirardi, A. Rimini, and T. Weber. A general argument against superluminal transmission through the quantum
mechanical measurement process. Lettere al Nuovo Cimento, 27:293-298, 1980.
[8] D. M. Greenberger, M. A. Horne, and A. Zeilinger. Going beyond Bell’s theorem. In M. Kafatos, editor, Bell’s Theorem,
Quantum Theory, and Conceptions of the Universe, pages 69-72. Kluwer, 1989.
[9] L.Hardy. Nonlocality for two particles without inequalities for almost all entangled states. Phys. Rev. Lett., 71:1665-1668,
1993.
[10] M. Howard, J. Wallman, V. Veitch, and J. Emerson. Contextuality supplies the ‘magic” for quantum computation. Nature,
510:351-355, 2014.
[11] C. . Isham and ]. Butterfield. Topos perspective on the Kochen-Specker theorem: I. Quantum states as generalized
valuations. Int. |. Theor. Phys., 37(11):2669-2733, 1998.
[12] P.T. Johnstone. Sketches of an Elephant: A Topos Theory Compendium, volume 2. Clarendon Press, Oxford, 2002.
[13] K. Kishida. Stochastic relational presheaves and dynamic logic for contextuality. In B. Coecke, et al., editors, QPL 2014,
pages 115-132. 2014.
[14] J. Kohlas, M. Pouly, and C. Schneuwly. Generic local computation. . Comput. Syst. Sci., 78(1):348-369, 2012.
[15] E. W. Lawvere. Diagonal arguments and cartesian closed categories. Lecture Notes in Mathematics, 92:134-145, 1969.
[16] F. W. Lawvere. Quantifiers and sheaves. Actes, Congres intern. math., 1:329-334, 1970.
[17] S. Mac Lane and 1. Moerdijk. Sheaves in Geometry and Logic: A First Introduction to Topos Theory. Springer, 1992.
[18] N. D. Mermin. Extreme quantum entanglement in a superposition of macroscopically distinct states. Phys. Rev. Lett.,
65:1838-1840, 1990.
[19] M. A. Nielsen and I. L. Chuang. Quantum Computation and Quantum Information: 10th Anniversary Edition. Cambridge
University Press, 2011.
[20] J. van Oosten. Basic category theory. BRICS Lecture Series LS-95-1, BRICS, 1995.
[21] S. Popescu and D. Rohrlich. Quantum nonlocality as an axiom. Found. Phys., 24:379-385, 1994.
[22] R. Raussendorf. Contextuality in measurement-based quantum computation. Phys. Rev. A, 88:022322, 2013.

14



ArpPENDIX A. PROOFS

Fact 1. A presheaf P on a simplicial complex C is a sheaf iff Py = [[,;Px forall U € C. P is
separated iff it is a subpresheaf of a sheaf, i.e. iff P;; €[],y Px forall U € C.

Proof. This is just an instance of [Fact 8 with S = Sets. i
Fact 2. sPsh(C) = ndSimp/C for any simplicial complex C.

Proof. Let C be a simplicial complex on a set X. Define functors

F
sPsh(C) T ndSimp/C

as follows. First we define F. Let P be a separated presheaf on C. By Py C [],ey Py for all
U € C. Then let FP be amap 7 : A — X from a simplicial complex A on A such that
o A=Y xPrand mis the projectionm: A — X = (x,a) - x.
o A = UyecPu. Thatis, for each S € A, we have S € A iff there is some U € C such that
S € Py, i.e.such that S = {(x,s(x)) | x € U} for some s € Py C [[,ey; Pr-
Then FP = 1t : A — C is clearly a non-degenerate bundle over C.

Let 9 : P — Q be a natural transformation between separated presheaves P and Q on C; write
FP =mn; : A1 —» Cand FQ = mp : Ay — C, with A; and A, on the sets A; = Y ,ex Py and
Az =Y ex Qr. Thenlet FO : A1 — Aj be the map such that

FS: ZP" - Z Qx = (x,a) = (x, 9x(a)).
xeX xeX

F3Y is a non-degenerate map of bundles from FP to FQ over C:

o Ifs € Ay, thens € Py C [,y Px for some U € C, and so

F3[s] = {(x, 9x(s(x)) | x € U} = { (x, Qu(s))(x) | x € U} = Su(s) € Az

by the naturality of 9.
T{ M ? Su(s)
Pr—g—Q §(x) ———— 9x(s(x)) = (Su(s)(x)

e 715 o F9 = 111 because 7o o FO(x, a) = ma(x, 9(a)) = x = m1(x, a).
e Because 711 is non-degenerate and 1, o F9 = 11, F9 is non-degenerate as well.

Next we define G. Given a non-degenerate bundle 7 : A — C, for each U € C let
(Gnyy=Py={seA|n[s]=U}.

Then Grt = P : U — Py is a presheaf, with Pycyy : Py = Py s> sN n"1[V]. Moreover {Prculxeu
is jointly monic; so Gnt = P is a separated presheaf by [Fact 1l

Given a non-degenerate map of bundles f : 7y — m between m; : A; — C (i = 1,2), let
Gf : Gmy — Gmy be the family {(Gf)uluec of functions

(Gf)u : (Gm)u = (Gra)y s = fs],
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which lands in (Gm,)y because f is a map over C, i.e. mo o f[s] = mi[s]. To show Gf to be a
natural transformation, fix any s € (Gmty)y. Then the non-degeneracy of 1, 71, and f, together with
1y o f = my, implies that the triangle on the left below commutes and that all the three arrows are
bijections. Therefore the diagram on the right, with h = 7, 71[-] N f[s], commutes as well:

fI-1

P(s) —————  P(fIs])

.

: ] A0

& /msl - N\l -] %]
u

PU)

In particular, h = f[7r; 7}[~] N s], which means that the square below commutes.

(Ghu

(Grm))y ———— (Gm)u fls]

] |

(Gm)y ——==—— (Gma)v snm VI flsnm ' [V]] = fls]n ' [V]
(Gfv

Thus Gf is a natural transformation.

It is obvious that G o F = Ispgn(c) and F o G = 1,gsimp/c Naturally. |

Fact 8. An S-valued presheaf P on a simplicial complex C is a sheaf iff Py = [],¢;; Px forall U € C.
P is separated iff it is a subpresheaf of a sheaf, i.e. iff each (Pci)xetr : Pu = [y Px is monic, i.e.

iff each Py; is a relation in S on (Py)yey.

Proof. For the sheaf part, suppose P is a sheaf. First, ., U; = @ gives an equalizer

Py

1 : 1
that is an iso; so Py = 1. Then for every U € C, U, {x} = U gives an equalizer

(P cly) © Pydyzeu
(P{x}gu>xeu pr {yinfziciy) © Pyly,ze H P[y]ﬁlzl
y,zel

Py

xel (Piiniziciz) © Pz)yzeu
but then the parallel arrows are both isos, and therefore the equalizer is an iso, i.e. Pi; = [], Px. For
the other direction, suppose Py = [],ey Px for all U € C and fix | J; U; = U. Then the equalizer we

H P, M H H P, g = {pxdveu;nu; © Pk H H P

xel i xel; h = <<px>xeujﬁuk o Pk>j,k jk xel;NUx
But it is easy to check that any f such that go f = h o f has the form ({fx)xeu,)i, and hence factors

uniquely as ({px)xeu,)i © {fx)xeu. Therefore ((px)reu,)i is an equalizer as desired.

want is

For the presheaf part, fix P and number the conditions as follows:
(i) Pisseparated,i.e. (Pucu)i: Pu— II; Py, is monic whenever | J; U; = U.
(if) P is a subpresheaf of a sheaf.

(iii) Each (Pcudreu : Pu = Iliey Px is monic.

(iv) Each Py is arelation in S on (Py)yey-
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(iv) is defined by (). @) implies ([ as an instance. (fi) implies (), since U +— [],¢; P« is a sheaf
by the sheaf part above. So suppose (i), that m : P >> F for some sheaf F. This means that the
following square commutes, in which (Fy;,cy)i is an equalizer and so monic.

Py (Pu,cu)i H Py,
1

my z ](mu)i
Fyu.
F u;
4 (Fu,cu)i H
Therefore (Py,ci;)i is monic, too. Thus (@). m|

Fact 10. Let F be a sheaf on a simplicial complex C. Then a family (ii; : Ay > Fu)uec of subobjects
forms a subpresheaf of F, and hence a separated presheaf, iff Ay < Fucv Y (Auy), or equivalently
Iruv(Av) < Ay, whenever U C V € C. Moreover, a separated presheaf i : A > F is no-signalling iff
Irye, (Av) = Ay whenever U C V € C.

Proof. Fix U C V € C and write f = Fycy. Then, in the following diagram, the longer dotted arrow
making the outer square commute, i.e. Aycy, exists iff the shorter one exists, i.e. iff Ay < f “1(Ay).
Hence the first “iff” in the fact.

Fu

For the second “iff”, factorize Aycy into a regular epi e followed by a mono m as follows; it gives
Jr(Av) because (iy; o m) o e is a regular epi-mono factorization of f o iy.

Ay —E— Fp(Av) - Ay
4“ .
iV 4 iU
FV — JPU
f

Then, because a regular epi-mono factorization is unique, Aycy = m o ¢ is a regular epi iff m is an
iso. O

Fact 11. (Assume that X is finite or that S is complete.) Given any S-valued separated presheaf A,
let F be a sheaf such thati : A > F and, using Ay; as predicates in the internal language of S, define

A =[%:Px| [\ Au(Fucx®] = )\ Fuex™(Au) = Fx.
uecC ueC

Then »< A is the limit of A as a diagram in S.
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Proof. Recall that the sheaf F extends to £X. So, for every U € C, write py = Fucx : Fx = Fy, and

define an arrow py; : »A — Ay as the composition of the two top arrows in the following.

b A —— puH(Au) Ay

_

Fx Fu

pPu

Then »<A is a cone of the diagram A because, for every U C V € C, we have Aycy o py = pu by
chasing the following commutative diagram, where f = Fycy.

14

Now we claim that = A is the terminal among the cones of A. Fix any cone C of A with gy : C — Ay
for all U € C. Then, by [Fact 8 for every U C X we have (iy © gx)xets : C — Fy. Therefore, for every
U € C, the outer square below commutes and hence the arrow making the triangles commute, uy;,

exists uniquely:

C gu
uu » /i
puY(Au) Ay
(ixo !]x>xeX ]
iy
Fx Fu
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Then the definition ™A = A cc Pu" (Ay) means that there is a unique v : C — A that makes the

following diagram commute foreach U C V € C.

O
Fact 17. If A < B for subpresheaves A and B of F, then B Fi; ¢ implies A Fi; ¢.
Proof. Immediate by [Definition 16l of Fy;. m

Theorem 19. Let [] be an interpretation of L that models a theory - in L. Then the inchworm logic ¢
of & is sound with respect to the no-signalling models in []: If T k¢ @, then A E @ for every no-signalling
model A of T in [-].

Proof. Immediate from [Theorem 28] since every model is a filter model. o
Fact 21. M(T') is the largest subpresheaf A of F such that A Fy; I'y for each U € C.

Proof. Let U € V € C. Then, because I'; C I'y, because [p]y = Fugv’l[[(p]]u for each ¢ € &y C Dy,
and because the right adjoint Fycy ! preserves meets, we have

My = A folv < N\ lelv = A Fuerplu

@ely pely pely
= Fuev ™ ( /\ [lu) = Fuev ™ (ME(Dw),
pely
Thus IME(T) is a subpresheaf of F by [Fact 10}, and ¢ € Ty implies Mr(D)u = Ayer, [V]u < [@lu, ie.
Mr(T) Eu . Now, let A be a subpresheaf of F such that A Fy; I'yy for every U € C. Then, for every
U € Cithas Au < Ager, [9lu = Me(Du. Thus A < Mg(I). |

Fact 22. Let ([-],F) be an interpretation of L that models a theory - in L. We say I' € ®¢ is
inchworm-saturated if 'y F ¢ implies I'y F 3y\y. ¢ whenever U C V € C and ¢ € ®y. Now, if a
C-finite I is inchworm-saturated, then IM(T') is no-signalling.

Proof. Fixany U C V € C. Then the inchworm saturation of C-finite I implies that, sinceI'y = ATy,
we have I'y F 3y\y. A T'v. Therefore a model [-] of - has

MrT)y = /\ lelu < [Bvvu- /\rv]]u = 3pyey (Me(D)y).

(peFu
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Thus ME(I) is no-signalling by [Fact 10) |

Theorem 23. Let ([-], F) be an interpretation of L that models a theory t-in L. Given I' C ®¢, suppose
there is a C-finite and inchworm-saturated A C @¢ such that I C Aand T k¢ ¢ for all ¢ € A. Then Mp(A)
is the largest no-signalling subpresheaf of Mp(T).

Proof. Mp(A) is no-signalling by Hence [Fact 21l implies Mp(A) E T' € A and hence that
MEr(A) is a subpresheaf of Mp(I'). Now fix any no-signalling subpresheaf A of Mf(I'). Then A =T
by Facts[[Zland 21l This implies A F A by soundness (Theorem 19), since I ¢ ¢ for all ¢ € A.
Therefore A < Mg(A) by [Fact 211 |

Lemma 24. Suppose that a theory & in L satisfies (13), and that [—] is a conservative model of -, meaning
that, for any I' € D¢, A yep[¥]u < [@]u for some A C T if but also only if T = . Then T ¢ @ iff A = ¢ for
every no-signalling model A of T' in [—].

Proof. The “only if” partis soundness (Theorem 19). So, for the “if” part, suppose A F ¢ for every no-
signalling model A of T in [-]. By (13), Theorem 23 applies and yields IMg(A), which models T’ C A.
Hence FIMf(A) F ¢. This means that, for U € C such that ¢ € Oy, A yea, [Wlu = FMr(A)u < [@]u.
Therefore Ay; - @ by the conservativity of [-] and so Ay F¢ ¢. Then, since I ¢ ¢ for all ¢ € Ay,
we haveI ¢ ¢. O

Theorem 25. Let - be a regular theory satisfying (I3). Then, for any T € @¢, T ¢ @ iff A E @ for every
no-signalling model A of ' in every model [—] of - in any reqular category.

Proof. The “only if” part is soundness (Theorem 19). The “if” part is by [Lemma 24} since + has a
conservative model in some regular category (e.g. [5, Proposition 6.4]). o

Theorem 28. Let [—] be a model of a theory +- in L. Then the inchworm logic ¢ of - is sound with respect
to the filter models in [—]: If T ¢ @, then G E @ for every filter model G of I in [—].

Proof. Assume the antecedent of (@), that there is U € C such that ¢ € @y and I'y + ¢. Fix any filter
model G of T in ([-], F). Then [¢]u € Gy for all ¢ € I'y, which implies /\lPEru [¥]u € Gu because Gy
is a filter. Yet I'y = ¢ means Ayer, [¢]u < [pJu. Therefore [¢]u € Gu since Gy is closed upward.
Thus G F ¢.

Suppose that G F @ for every filter model G of I in ([-], F), and that G F 1 for every filter model
G of Ain ([-], F). Then every filter model G of I' U A in ([-], F) has G F ¢ and so G F . Therefore,
the induction with @) and (I0) shows the theorem. |

Fact 29. Let ([-], F) be a model of a theory I in L. Given any I' C ®¢, the family FIM(I) = ({ S =
Fu | [¢llu < S for some @ € I'"i1 })uec is a filter model of I' in ([-], F). Moreover, for any filter model
GofT'in ([-], F), FMg(T')y € Gy foreach U € C.

Proof. Fix U € C. FMp(I')y; is upward closed by definition. T € FIMg(I)y since I' ¢ T. Now
suppose S,S” € FMp()y, ie. [¢Ju < Sand [¢]u < S’ for some @, € I*yy. Then [p AYPJlu <SAS,
where p AP € T*; 50 S AS” € FMp(I)y. Thus FIMp(I')y is a filter.

Fixing U € V € C, we claim FMr(I')y = {S » Fy | FucvX(S) € FMp(T)y }. Suppose S €
FMr(D)y, i-e. [@]u < S for some ¢ € I"y. Then o]y = Fugv’l[[(p]]u < FucvY(S) for pel*ycI'y.
Thus Fycy 1 (S) € FME(I)y. On the other hand, suppose FucvX(S) € FMp(T)y, i.e. [V]v < Fucv ()
for some ¢ € I'y. This implies by 3., Fucy™! that Bvu-¢¥]u < S for Iy ¢ € Ty, ie.
S € FMp(T)y. O
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Lemma 30. Suppose [—] is a conservative model of a theory - in L. Then T ¢ @ iff G E @ for every filter
model G of T in [-].

Proof. Since the “only if” part is soundness (Theorem 28), suppose G & ¢ for every filter model
G of I' in [-]. Then FMf(I') E ¢ in particular. This means that, for U € C such that ¢ € @y,
lelu € EMrT)y, ie. [¢]u < [@]lu for some i € T*y. Therefore I F¢ ¢ and ¢ F ¢ by the
conservativity of [-]. Thus I k¢ ¢. ]
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