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Abstract

We present a logic named L whose intended use is to formalize properties of specifications
developed in the dependently typed lambda calculus LF. The logic is parameterized by the LF
signature that constitutes the specification. Atomic formulas correspond to typing derivations
relative to this signature. The logic includes a collection of propositional connectives and quanti-
fiers. Quantification ranges over expressions that denote LF terms and LF contexts. Quantifiers
of the first variety are qualified by simple types that describe the functional structure associated
with the variables they bind; deeper, dependency related properties are expressed by the body
of the formula. Context-level quantifiers are qualified by context schemas that identify patterns
of declarations out of which actual contexts may be constructed. The semantics of variable-
free atomic formulas is articulated via the derivability in LF of the judgements they encode.
Propositional constants and connectives are understood in the usual manner and the meaning
of quantifiers is explicated through substitutions of expressions that adhere to the type qualifi-
cations. The logic is complemented by a proof system that enables reasoning that is sound with
respect to the described semantics. The main novelties of the proof system are the provision
for case-analysis style reasoning about LF judgements, support for inductive reasoning over the
heights of LF derivations and the encoding of LF meta-theorems. The logic is motivated by the
paradigmatic example of type assignment in the simply-typed lambda calculus and the proof
system is illustrated through the formalization of a proof of type uniqueness for this calculus.

1 Introduction

The Edinburgh Logical Framework of LF has been proposed as a vehicle for formalizing rule-based
presentation of object systems and has also been successfully used in many such formalizations.
Two aspects of LF are critical to its use in such applications: its basis in a regime of dependent types
and its ability to support a meta-level treatment of binding. The typical deployment of LF in this
context involves the presentation of a signature that represents the object system. Exploiting their
parameterization by terms, types are then used to encode relations between objects. Inhabitation
of such a type, demonstrated through the derivation of a typing judgement, provides witness to
the validity of a relation of interest. The meta-level encoding of binding is exhibited in the form
of typing judgements in which typing contexts that scope over types and terms play an important
role.

The objective of this paper is to develop a framework for formalizing and proving properties
of specifications that are constructed in the manner described above. This framework is intended
to provide a formal counterpart to the informal style of reasoning about object systems based
on their rule-based description as is seen, for example, in [I4]. To fit this role, the framework
would need to be based on a logic that allows for the expression of complex properties that are
built on top of derivability judgements whose validity is determined by the rules describing the
system. Moreover, the framework would need to accommodate case analysis and inductive forms
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of reasoning, thereby enabling the least-fixed point treatment of the rules that is typically assumed
in the informal arguments.

Towards delivering on the mentioned objective, we describe here a logic in which properties of LF
specifications can be formalized. The logic is parameterized by an LF signature that describes the
particular object system that is of interest. The atomic formulas in the logic then comprise typing
judgements that assert the inhabitation of types relative to LF contexts. Complex formulas can
be constructed from these judgements using a collection of propositional constants and connectives
and quantifiers. The quantification that is permitted ranges over expressions that denote both LF
terms and LF contexts. A critical issue that must be addressed in this context is the qualification
of quantifiers to limit their scope to meaningful subclasses of expressions. For term quantifiers,
we address this issue by using a special class of simple types that are referred to as arity types.
Such a type limits attention to terms that satisfy a particular functional structure, leaving deeper,
dependency related properties to the domain of the formula that the quantifier ranges over. For
context quantifiers, we introduce a new kind of types that we call context schemas. These types,
which are motivated by the regular worlds used with Twelf developments [11), [15], identify patterns
of declarations out of which the actual contexts that instantiate the quantifiers must be constructed.
The validity of atomic formulas that are devoid of free variables is determined, as might be expected,
by the derivability of the LF judgements that they represent. Propositional symbols are understood
in the usual manner. An especially interesting part of the semantics is the treatment of quantifiers:
these are interpreted via the substitution of expressions that adhere to the type qualifications that
adorn them.

Perhaps the most significant contribution of this paper is a proof system that can be used
to establish the validity of formulas in the logic that is described. This proof system is oriented
around sequents that intuitively encapsulate states in the development of a proof. A basic part of
this system is a set of rules that encode the meanings of the propositional symbols and quantifiers.
The truly innovative part of the system is its treatment of atomic formulas that embodies their
interpretation as typing judgements in LF. Included in this part is a mechanism for analyzing an
atomic assumption formula via the parameterizing signature and the declarations in the LF context
that is a part of the formula. The rules also build in the capability to reason by induction on the
heights of LF derivations and to utilize meta-theorems about LF derivability. We show in this
paper that the proof system is both coherent and sound. While we illustrate the logic and the
proof system, we leave the demonstration of their effectiveness to other work, e.g. see [II [I§].

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In the next section, we present the notions
related to LF that we need in other parts of this work. A major part of this presentation is
the treatment of simultaneous hereditary substitution, a concept that is important to much of the
technical development in this paper and that has also not been treated in prior work. Section B
then presents the logic £ and illustrates its use in formalizing the type uniqueness property for
the simply-typed lambda calculus, a paradigmatic example for such work. Section Ml describes the
notion of a sequent and develops a collection of proof rules for deriving sequents. The main burden
of the technical work in this section is the demonstration of the coherence and soundness of the
rules that are presented. Section [ illustrates the proof system by showing how it can be used to
encode the informal argument outlined in Section Bl We conclude the paper in Section [6] by placing
the ideas in this paper in the context of other work related to reasoning about LF specifications.



2 LF and the Formalization of Object Systems

The methodology for modeling object systems in LF relies on adequacy theorems that, in turn,
depend on canonical fn-forms for terms. The original presentation of LF [5] includes terms in both
canonical and non-canonical form. Such a presentation simplifies the treatment of substitution but
at the price of complicating arguments concerning adequacy and LF derivability. In light of this
an alternative treatment of LF has been proposed that admits only terms that are in S-normal
form and that are well-typed only if they are additionally in n-long form [6, 21]. We use this
presentation of LF, called canonical LF, as the basis for our work. The first subsection below
recalls this presentation and develops notions related to it that will be used in the later parts of
this paper. Towards motivating the development of the logic that is the main content of this paper,
we then discuss the use of LF in representing object systems and in reasoning about them at an
informal level. The section concludes with an identification of meta-theorems related to derivability
in LF that will be used in articulating proof rules in our logic.

2.1 Canonical LF

Our presentation of canonical LF, henceforth referred to simply as LF, differs from that in [6] in
two respects. First, we elide the subordination relation in typing judgements since it is orthogonal
to the thrust of this paper. Second, we treat substitution independently of LF typing judgements
and we also extend the notion to include the simultaneous replacement of multiple variables. The
elaboration below builds in these ideas.

Kinds K == Type|lz:A. K
Canonical Type Families A,B := P |Ilx:A. B
Atomic Type Families P = a|PM
Canonical Terms M,N := R|Xz.M
Atomic Terms R = c|lz|RM
Signatures Y o= | Xc:A|Xa: K
Contexts r == -|Iz: A

Figure 2.1: The Syntax of LF Expressions

2.1.1 The Syntax

The syntax of LF expressions is described in Figure 2.Jl The primary interest is in three categories
of expressions: kinds, types which are indexed by kinds, and terms which are indexed by types.
In these expressions, A and II are binding or abstraction operators. Relative to these operators,
we assume the principle of equivalence under renaming that is applied as needed. We also assume
as understood the notions of free and bound variables that are usual to expressions involving such
operators. To ensure the absence of S-redexes, terms are stratified into canonical and atomic
forms. A similar stratification is used with types that is exploited by the formation rules to force
all well-typed terms to be in n-long form. We use x and y to represent term-level variables, which
are bound by abstraction operators or in the contexts that are associated with terms. Further,
we use ¢ and d for term-level constants, and a and b for type-level constants, both of which are
typed in signatures. The expression A1 — Ay is used as an alternative notation for the type family



IIz:A;. Ay when x does not appear free in A;. An atomic term has the form (h M; ... M,) where
h is a variable or a constant. We refer to h as the head symbol of such a term.

2.1.2 Simultaneous Hereditary Substitution

We will need to consider substitution into LF expressions when explicating typing and other logical
notions related to these expressions. To preserve the form of these expressions, it is necessary
to build S-reduction into the application of such substitutions. An important consideration in
this context is that substitution application must be a terminating operation. Towards ensuring
this property, substitutions are indexed by types that are eventually intended to characterize the
functional structure of expressions.

Definition 2.1. The collection of expressions that are obtained from the constant o using the
binary infix constructor — constitute the arity types. Corresponding to each canonical type A,
there is an arity type called its erased form and denoted by (A)~ and given as follows: (P)” = o
and (Hw:Al.Ag)_ = (Al)_ — (AQ)_

Definition 2.2. A substitution 0 is a finite set of the form {{(x1, My, 0q),. .., {(xn, M, }, where,
for 1 <i<mn, x; is a distinct variable, M; is a canonical term and c; is an amty type' G’wen such
a substitution, dom(0) denotes the set {x1,...,z,} and rng(f) denotes the set {My, ..., M,}.

Given a substitution # and an expression E that is a kind, a type, a canonical term or a
context, we wish the expression E[f] notionally to denote the application of 6 to E. However,
such an application is not guaranteed to exist. We therefore use the expression E[f] = E’ to
indicate when it is defined and has E’ as a result. The key part of defining this relation is that
of articulating its meaning when F is a canonical term. This is done in Figure via rules for
deriving this relation. These rules use an auxiliary definition of substitution into an atomic term
which accounts for any normalization that is necessitated by the replacement of a variable by a
term. The different categories of rules in this figure are distinguished by being preceded by a box
containing the judgement form they relate to. The extension of this definition to the case where F
is a kind or a type corresponds essentially to the application of the substitution to the terms that
appear within E. This idea is made explicit for types in Figure 2.3l and its elaboration for kinds is
similar. A substitution is meaningfully applied to a context only when it does not replace variables
to which the context assigns types and when a replacement does not lead to inadvertent capture.
When these conditions are satisfied, the substitution distributes to the types that are assigned to
the variables as the rules in Figure 2.4 make clear.

We define a measure on substitutions that is useful in showing that their application terminates.

Definition 2.3. The size of an arity type is the number of occurrences of — in it. The size of a
substitution is the largest of the sizes of the arity types in each of its triples.

The following theorem can be proved by induction first on the sizes of substitutions and then
on the structures of expressions; it would first be proved simultaneously for canonical and atomic
terms and then extended to types, kinds and contexts.

Theorem 2.4. For any context, kind, type or canonical term E and any substitution 0, it is
decidable whether there is an E' such that E[0] = E’ is derivable. Moreover, there is at most one
E' for which it is derivable. Similarly, for any atomic term R and substitution 6, it is decidable

Note that by a systematic abuse of notation, n may be less than m in a sequence written in the form sm, ..., s,
in which case the empty sequence is denoted. In this particular instance, a substitution can be an empty set of triples.



M[0] = M’

R[O]" = R’ R[] =M': o x not free in dom(6) U rng(6) M) = M’
R[0] = R’ R[0] = M’ (Az. M)[0] = Az. M’
R[] =M": o
(x,M,a) € 0 R[O]" = Xz. M : o/ — o M[o] = M” M'[{{z,M" a")}] = M"
z[0]" =M : « (R M)[0]" = M" : "
R[O]" =R
x ¢ dom(0) R[O]" = R’ M) = M’
clf]" =c z[0]" == (R M)[0]" =R M’

Figure 2.2: Applying Substitutions to Terms

P[] =P M[0] = M’
alf] = a (P M)[6] = (P M)

x not free in dom(#) U rng(0) Aq]0] = A As[0] = A,
(Hx:Al. AQ)[[Q]] = Hx:A’l. A/2

Figure 2.3: Applying Substitutions to Types

x not free in dom(6) U rng(0) re)=r’ Al = A

10] = - (Tyz: A)F] =T,z : A

Figure 2.4: Applying Substitutions to Contexts



whether there is an R’ or an M' and o' such that R[0]" = R’ or R[A]" = M’ : & is derivable, at
most one of these judgements is derivable and that too for a unique R’', respectively, M’ and o'.

The following property has an obvious proof by induction on the structure of the expression.

Theorem 2.5. If E is a kind, a type or a canonical term none of whose free variables is a member
of dom(0), then E[0] = E has as derivation. If R is an atomic term none of whose free variables
is a member of dom(0) then R[A]" = R has a derivation.

Simultaneous hereditary substitution enjoys a permutation property that is similar to the one
described in [6] for unitary substitution.

Theorem 2.6. Let 01 be the substitution {{x1, M1, 1),...{xn, Mp,an)}. Further, let 02 be the
substitution {(y1, N1,61), - (Yms Nm,Bm)} where y1,...,ym are variables that are distinct from
T1,...,T, and that do not appear free in My, ..., M,. Finally, suppose that for each i, 1 <i < m,
there is some N/ such that N;[61] = N/ has a derivation and let 03 = {{y1, N1, 51), .- - (Yms Npy, Bm) }-
For every kind, type and canonical term E, Ey and Es such E[01] = Ey and E[03] = Es have
derivations, there must be an E' such that Es[[61] = E' and E1[0s] = E' have derivations.

Proof. The proof proceeds by a primary induction on the sum of the sizes of 6; and 6> and a
secondary induction on the derivation of E[0:] = F3. We omit the details which are similar to

those for Lemma 2.10 in [6]. O
c:a€® r:a€eO OF,R:d — « OFu M:o
OF,c:a OF,z:« OFL,RM:«

{r:a1} WOk M : g OF,L,R:0
Ok .M : o1 — as OF.:R:o0

Figure 2.5: Arity Typing for Canonical Terms

While the application of a substitution to an LF expression may not always exist, this is guar-
anteed to be the case when certain arity typing constraints are satisfied as we describe below.

Definition 2.7. An arity context © is a set of unique assignments of arity types to (term) constants
and variables; these assignments are written as x : « or ¢ : a. Given two arity contexts ©1 and O,
we write ©1 WO, to denote the collection of all the assignments in ©1 and the assignments in Oy to
the constants or variables not already assigned a type in ©1. The rules in Figure[2.3 define the arity
typing relation denoted by © b, M : a between a term M and an arity type o relative to an arity
context ©. A kind or type E is said to respect an arity context © under the following conditions: if
E is Type; if E is an atomic type and for each canonical term M appearing in E there is an arity
type o such that © b, M : o is derivable; and if E has the form Ilx:A. E' and A respects © and
E’ respects {x : (A)"} WO. A context I is said to respect © if for every x : A appearing in T it is
the case that A respects ©. A substitution 0 is arity type preserving with respect to © if for every
(x,M,a) € 0 it is the case that © F, M : « is derivable. Associated with a substitution 6 is the
arity context {x : o | (x, M, ) € 0} that is denoted by ctx(0).

Theorem 2.8. Let 0 be a substitution that is arity type preserving with respect to © and let ©'
denote the arity context ctx(6) W O.



1. If E is a canonical type or kind that respects the arity context ©', then there must be an E’
that respects © and that is such that E[0] = E' is derivable.

2. If M is a canonical term such that ©' F, M : « is derivable, then there must be an M’ such
that M[0] = M’ and © t-, M’ : a are derivable.

3. If R is an atomic term such that ©' F0, R : « is derivable, then either there is an atomic
term R’ such that R[0] = R and © F, R : « are derivable or there is a canonical term M
such that R[] = M : o and © 4 M : « are derivable.

Proof. The first clause in the theorem is an easy consequence of the second. We prove clauses (2)
and (3) simultaneously by induction first on the sizes of substitutions and then on the structure
of terms. The argument proceeds by considering the cases for the term structure, first proving (3)
and then using this in proving (2). O

We will often consider expressions and substitutions that satisfy the arity typing requirements
of the theorem above, which then guarantees that the applications of the substitutions have results.
We introduce a notation that is convenient in this situation: we will write E[f] to denote the unique
E’ such that E[f] = E’ has a derivation whenever such a derivation is known to exist.

Definition 2.9. Two substitutions 01 and 65 are said to be arity type compatible relative to the
arity context © if 0y is type preserving with respect to © and 01 is type preserving with respect to
ctx(f2) W ©. The composition of two such substitutions, written as 02 o 01, is the substitution

{{x, M, a) | (x,M,«a) € 01 and M[02] = M’ has a derivation} U
{<y7N7 B> ‘ <y7N7 B> € 92 and Y g dOI’Il(Ql)}

By Theorem|[2.8 there must be an M' for which M[63] = M’ has a derivation for each (x, M, ) € 6;.
Moreover such an M' must be unique. Thus, the composition described herein is well-defined. Note
also that the composition must also be arity type preserving with respect to ©.

Theorem 2.10. Let 01 and 0y be substitutions that are arity type compatible relative to © and let
©' denote the arity context ctx(62 0 61) W O.

1. If E is a canonical kind, type or context that respects ©' and E' and E" are, respectively,
canonical types or kinds such that E[61] = E' and E'[62] = E” have derivations, then
E[6206:1] = E" has a derivation.

2. If M 1is a canonical term such that, for some arity type o, ©' 4 M : o is derivable and M’
and M" are canonical terms such that M[61] = M’ and M'[6s]] = M" have derivations, then
M(B2 0 61] = M" has a derivation.

3. If R is a canonical term such that, for some arity type a, ©' F,; R : a is derivable and
(a) M' and M" are canonical terms such that R[01]" = M’ : o and M'[02] = M" have
derivations, then R[02 0 61]" = M" : o has a derivation;

(b) R and M" are, respectively, an atomic and a canonical term such that R[61]" = R’ and
R'[02]" = M" : « have derivations then R[f2 0 61]" = M" : a has a derivation;

(¢) R and R" are atomic terms such that R[61]" = R’ and R'[02]" = R" have derivations,
then R[fs 0 03]" = R" has a derivation.



Proof. Clause 1 of the theorem follows easily from an induction on the structure of the canonical
type or kind, assuming the property stated in clause 2.

We prove clauses 2 and 3 together. These clauses are premised on the existence of a derivation
corresponding to the application of the substitution 6; to either M or R. The argument is by
induction on the size of this derivation and it proceeds by considering the cases for the last rule in
the derivation.

We consider first the cases where the derivation is for M[6;,] = M’; the clause in the theorem
relevant to these cases is 2. An easy argument using the induction hypothesis yields the desired
conclusion when M is of the form Ax. M7. In the case that M is an atomic term, there is a shorter
derivation for M[61]" = M’ : a or M[61]" = M’. In the first case, the induction hypothesis,
specifically clause 3(a), allows us to conclude that M[f; o 1] = M" has a derivation. In the second
case, M’ must be an atomic term and there must therefore be a derivation for M'[65]" = M" : «
or M'[6;]" = M". Using the induction hypothesis, specifically clause 3(b) or 3(c), we can again
conclude that there must be a derivation for M[fs 0 6] = M".

We consider next the cases for the last rule when the derivation is for R[61]" = M’ : a.

e If M is a variable x such that (z, M’ , «) € 01, it must be the case that (z, M" a) € 65 0 6.
Hence there must be a derivation for M [0, 0 61]" = M" : a.

e Otherwise M must be of the form (Ry Ms) where Ri[61] = Az. M3 : o/ — a, Ma[61] = My,
and M3[{(x, My,a’)}] = M’ have derivations for suitable choices for M3, o/ and My. We
note first that (ctx(f2 0 01)) W O = ctx(61) W (ctx(f2) ¥ ©). Then, by the assumptions of
the theorem and Theorem [2.8] it follows that there must be terms Mj; and M) such that
M;3[02] = MY and My[[02] = M have derivations. We see by using the induction hypothesis
with respect to the derivation for Ri[[01] = Az. M3 : &/ — «a that there must be a derivation
for R1[02061] = Az. M} : o — . Using the induction hypothesis again with respect to the
derivation for Ms[6:1] = My, we see that there must be a derivation for My[f2 0 6] = Mj.
By Theorem it follows that Mj[{(z, M}, ')} = M" has a derivation and, hence that
(Ry M3)[02061]" = M" : « has one too.

Finally we consider the cases for the last rule when the derivation is for R[#;]" = R’. The argu-
ment when R is a constant is trivial. The case when R is a variable follows almost as immediately
using the definition of #3 o ;. The only remaining case is when R is of the form (R; Ms) and R’
is (R} MJ) where R1[61]" = R} and M>[61] = M) have shorter derivations for suitable terms R}
and MJ. We then have two subcases to consider with respect to the application of 0y to (R} MJ):

e There is a derivation for (R} M})[02]" = (R} MY) where R} and M} are terms such that
R [62]" = R{ and M}[02]" = M have derivations; note that the relevant clause in this case
is 3(c) and R" is (RY MJ). The induction hypothesis lets us conclude that R;[02 0 61]" = RY
and Ms[f3 0 61]" = M4 have derivations. Hence, (R; M2)[f2 0 61]" = (R} M) must have a

derivation.

e There is a derivation for (R} M})[02]" = M"” : a. In this case, for suitable choices for
Ms, o/ and My, there must be derivations for R{[02]" = Az. M3 : o — a, Mj[62] = My
and Ms[{{x, My,a’)}] = M"”. The induction hypothesis now lets us conclude that there are
derivations for Ri[f 0 01]" = Az. M3 : ¢/ — a and Ms[[f2 0 61] = M. Tt then follows easily
that there must be a derivation for (Ry Ma)[f20601]" = M" : a.

O



The erased form of a type is invariant under substitution. This is the content of the theorem
below whose proof is straightforward.

Theorem 2.11. For any type A and substitution 0, if A[0] = A’ has a derivation, then (A)~ =
(A)".

2.1.3 Wellformedness Judgements

Canonical LF includes seven judgements: + X sig that ensures that the constants declared in
a signature are distinct and their type or kind classifiers are well-formed; by I" ctx that ensure
that the variables declared in a signature are distinct and their type classifiers are well-formed
in the preceding declarations and well-formed signature 3; I' by, K kind that determines that
a kind K is well-formed with respect to a well-formed signature and context pair; I' Fx, A type
and I' by P = K that check, respectively, the formation of a canonical and atomic type relative
to a well-formed signature, context and kind triple; and I' Fy M <= A and I' Fy R = A that
ensure, respectively, that a canonical and atomic term are well-formed with respect to a well-
formed signature, context and canonical type triple. Figure presents the rules for deriving
these judgements. In the rules CANON_KIND_PI and CANON_TERM_LAM we assume = to be a
variable that does not appear free in I'. The formation rule for type and term level application,
i.e. ATOM_FAM_APP and ATOM_TERM_APP, require the substitution of a term into a kind or a
type. Use is made towards this end of hereditary substitution. The index for such a substitution
is obtained by erasure from the type established for the term.

The judgement forms other than + X sig that are described above are parameterized by a
signature that remains unchanged in the course of their derivation. In the rest of this paper we
will assume a fixed signature that has in fact been verified to be well-formed at the outset. The
judgement forms require some of their other components to satisfy additional restrictions. For
example, judgements of the forms I' by M < A and I' Fy R = A require that X, I' and A be
well-formed as an ensemble. To be coherent, the rules in Figure must ensure that in deriving
a judgement that satisfies these requirements, it is necessary only to consider the derivation of
judgements that also accord with these requirements. The fact that they possess this property
can be verified by an inspection of their structure, using the observation that will be made in
Theorem [217] that hereditary substitution preserves the property of being well-formed for kinds
and types.

Arity typing judgements for terms approximate LF typing judgements as made precise below.

Definition 2.12. The arity context induced by the signature X and context I' is the collection of
assignments that includes x : (A)~ for each x : A € T and c: (A)” for each ¢ : A € .. When the
context I is irrelevant or empty, we shall refer to the arity context as the one induced by just .

Theorem 2.13. Let © be the arity context induced by the signature ¥ and context I'. If F» T" ctx
then T' respects ©. If ' by K kind or I' by, A type then, respectively, K or A respect ©. If
I' by M < A is derivable, then © b, M : (A)” must also be derivable. If T' by, R = A is
derivable, then © ke R : (A)” must also be derivable.

Proof. The last two parts of the theorem are proved simultaneously by induction on the size of the
derivation of ' by M <= A and T' by R = A. The first two parts follows from them, again by
induction on the derivation size. O



F3X sig -y A type c does not appear in X
= — SIG_EMPTY - SIG_.TERM
- sig FX,c: Asig
F3 si -y K kind a does not appear in X
& SR : PP SIG_FAM
F3,a: K sig

Fv I ctx

Fe T ctx 'y A type x does not appear free in I'

m CTX_EMPTY Fo Tz A ctx CTX_TERM

Ity K kind

'y A type Iz: Aty K kind

CANON_KIND_TYPE CANON_KIND_PI

I' by Type kind 'y IIx:A. K kind
I'Fs A type
I'Fs P = Type 'y Aq type Iz: Al by As type
TFy P type CANON_FAM_ATOM Ty 24, A type CANON_FAM_PI

'k P=K

a: Key
Trs oo i ATOM.FAM.CONST
The P TaA Ky, ThyMeA  K[{z M A) N =K
PSR ATOM.FAM_APP
T |—2 M<A
Lo B> P NON TERM ATOM Lo:dbs M<Ay o ON TERM LAM
'k R< P B B 'ty de. M < Tlx:Aq. Ay - -
I |_Z R=A
r:Ael c:AeX
Fro s o 4 ATOM.TERM.VAR 25 == ATOM.TERM.CONST

I'kFy R=1lx:A;. Ay 'k M < Ay AQ[[{<(£,M, (Al)_>}]] =A
TrsRM= A

ATOM_TERM_APP

Figure 2.6: The Formation Rules for LF
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tp : Type of_empty : of empty unit

unit : tp

arr: tp — tp ofapp : I1E :tm. I1Ey:tm. 11Ty :tp. II'T5: tp.
HDlzofEl (arr T1 Tg).HDgZOfEQ Tl.

tm : Type of (app Ey E3) Ty

empty : tm

app : tm — tm — tm of lam : IIR:tm — tm. 11Ty :tp. [I1Ts:tp.

lam : tp — (tm — tm) — tm IID:(Ilz:tm. y:of x Ty. of (R ) T»).

of (lam Ty (A\x. R x)) (arr Ty T3)
of : tm — tp — Type
eq: tp — tp — Type refl : IIT:tp.eq T T

Figure 2.7: An LF Specification for the Simply-Typed Lambda Calculus

2.2 Formalizing Object Systems in LF

A key use of LF is in formalizing systems that are described through relations between objects
that are specified through a collection of inference rules. In the paradigmatic approach, each
such relation is represented by a dependent type whose term arguments are encodings of objects
that might be in the relation in question. The inference rules translate in this context into term
constructors for the type representing the relation. We illustrate these ideas through an encoding
of the typing relation for the simply-typed A-calculus (STLC), a running example for this paper.

We assume the reader to be familiar with the types and terms in the STLC and also with the
rules that define its typing relation. Figure 2.7 presents an LF signature that serves as an encoding
of this system. This encoding uses the higher-order abstract syntax approach to treating binding.
The specification introduces two type families, tp and tm to represent the simple types and A-terms.
Additionally, for each expression form in the object system, it includes a constant that produces
a term of type tp or tm; as should be apparent from the declarations, we have assumed an object
language whose terms are constructed from a single constant of atomic type that is represented by
the LF constant empty and whose type is represented by the LF constant unit. This signature also
provides a representation of two relations over object language expressions: typing between terms
and types and equality between types. Specifically, the type-level constants of and eq are included
towards this end. The rules defining the relations of interest in the object system are encoded
by constants in the signature. The types associated with these constants ensure that well-formed
terms of atomic type that are formed using the constants correspond to derivations of the relation
in the object language that is represented by the type.

One of the purposes for constructing a specification is to use it to prove properties about the
object system. For example, we may want to show that when a type can be associated with a
term in the STLC, it must be unique. Based on our encoding, this property can be stated as the
following about typing derivations in LF:

For any terms My, Mo, 2,11, T5, if there are LF derivations for by, F < tm, by T1 < tp,
Fs Ty < tp, by M7 < of E T1 and Fx, My <= of E T, then there must be a term Mj
such than there is a derivation for Fy, M3 < eq 17 Ts.

To prove this property, we would obviously need to unpack its logical structure. We would also need
to utilize an understanding of LF in analyzing the hypothesized typing derivations corresponding
to the STLC typing judgements. Considering the case where E is an abstraction will lead us to
actually wanting to prove a more general property:

11



For any terms My, Ms, E, T, T, and contexts I', if there are LF derivations for the
judgements I' by F <= tm, ' by 17 < tp, ' by Ty < tp, I' by M7 < of E T7 and
'ty My < of E T5, then there must be a term Msz such than there is a derivation for
> M3 <~ eq T Ts.

Now, this property is not provable without some constraints on the form of contexts. In this
example, it suffices to prove it when I is restricted to being of the form

(x1:tm,yy :of &1 TYq, ..., &Tp : tm,y, : of z, Ty,,).

In completing the argument, we would need to use properties of LF derivability. A property that
would be essential in this case is the finiteness of LF derivations, which enables us to use an
inductive argument.

The objective in this paper is to provide a formal mechanism for carrying out such analysis.
We do this by describing a logic that is suitable for this purpose. One of the requirements of this
logic is that it should permit the expression of the kinds of properties that arise in the process of
reasoning. Beyond this, it should further be possible to complement the statement of properties
with inference rules that permit the encoding of interesting and sound forms of reasoning.

2.3 Meta-Theoretic Properties about LF Derivability

Our reasoning system will need to embody an understanding of derivability in LF. We describe some
properties related to this notion here that will be useful in this context. The first three theorems,
which express structural properties about derivations, have easy proofs. The fourth theorem states
a subsitutivity property for wellformedness judgements. This theorem is proved in [6].

Theorem 2.14. IfD is a derivation for I' by, K kind, I' Fx; A type or 'y M < A, then, for any
variable x that is fresh to the judgement and for any A’ such that T' s A’ type is derivable, there
is a derivation, respectively, for Tyx : A’ by K kind, Iz : A’ by Atype or Tyx : A by M < A
that has the same structure as D.

Theorem 2.15. If D is a derivation for judgements I,z : A’ by K kind, I,z : A’ by, A type or
I,z :A'bs M < A and x is a variable that does not appear free in K, A, or M and A respectively,
then there must be a derivation that has the same structure as D for I' by, K kind, I' -y A type
or 'ty M < A, respectively.

Theorem 2.16. If x does not appear in As then I'1,y : A, x : A1,T's is a well-formed context with
respect to a signature X whenever I'y,x : A1,y : Az, s is. Further, if there is a derivation D for
Tyx:Ay,y: As,To by K kind, T,z : A1,y : Ag,Tobx A type orT,x: Ay,y: As,To by M < A,
then there must be a derivation that has the same structure as D for ',y : As,x : A1, I's by K kind,
T,y:Aq,x: A1, To by A type or T,y : Ao,z A1,To by M < A, respectively.

Theorem 2.17. Assume that by I'1, 2 : Ag,I's ctx and I'1 by My < Ag have derivations, and let
0 be the substitution {{xq, My, (Ag)”)}. Then there is a Iy such that To[0] =T and bx T'1,T% ctx
have derivations. Further,

1. if T'y,20 : Ag, T by K kind has a derivation, then there is a K' such that K[0] = K’ and
I'1,T% by K’ kind have derivations;

2. if 1,20 : Ag, Ty Fx A type has a derivation, then there is an A’ such that A[0] = A" and
', T Fx A’ type have derivations; and
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3. if 1,20 : Ag, T2 by M < A has a derivation (for some well-formed type A), there is an A
and an M’ such that A[0] = A', M[0] = M’, and T'1, T by, M' < A’ have derivations.

The reasoning system will need to build in a means for analyzing typing derivations of the form
I' s M < A. This analysis will be driven by the structure of the type A. The decomposition
when A is of the form Ilxi:A;. A3 has an obvious form. The development below, culminating in
Theorem 220, provides the basis for the analysis when A is an atomic type.

Lemma 2.18. Let I' be a context such that by, I' ctx has a derivation and let © be the arity context
induced by ¥ and T'. Suppose that Tly1:A;. ... Iy,:A,. A is a type associated with a (term) constant
or variable by 3 or T', or that My;:A;. ... Hy,:A,. K is a kind associated with a (type) constant
by X, where the y;s are distinct variables. Then, for 1 < i <n, A; and Ily;:A;. ... ly,:A,. A or,
respectively, Tly;:A;. ... My,:Ay,. K respect the arity context {y1 : (A1) ,...,yi—1 : (Ai—1)” } W O.
Further, A or, respectively, K respects the arity context {y1 : (A1) ,...,yn: (4,) } WO.

Proof. Since 3 and I' are well-formed by assumption, depending on the case under consideration,
either I' by Tly1:Ay. ... Tly,:A,. A type or - by Typ:Aq. ... [y,:A,. K kind must have a derivation.
The desired conclusions now follow from Theorem 2.13] and Definition 271 O

Lemma 2.19. Let I'y be a context such that s 'y ctx has a derivation, let © be the arity context
induced by ¥ and I'1, and let 0 be a substitution that is arity type preserving with respect to ©.
Further, let xg be a variable that is neither bound in I'y nor a member of dom(0), let Ay and M
be such that T'1 by Ag type and T'y by My <= Ag are derivable and let 8" = 6 U {(xq, My, (Ap) " )}.

1. 0" is arity type preserving with respect to ©.

2. Let 'y be a context that respects an arity context © such that ctx(0') W © C O and let T be
a context such that T'o[0] =T%, and by Ty, 20 : Ao, T, ctx have derivations. Then there is a
context Ty such that the following hold:

(a) TH[{{z0, Mo, (Ao) )} =T%, T2[0'] =T% and x T',T ctx have derivations;

(b) if K is a kind that also respects ©' and K' is a kind such that there are derivations
for K[0] = K' and T'y,z9 : Ao, T, by K’ kind, then there is a kind K" such that
K'[{{zo, My, (Ag) )}] = K", K[0'] = K" and T'1,T'j by, K" kind are derivable; and

(c) if A is a type that also respects ©' and A’ is a type such that there are derivations
for A[0] = A" and T'y,z0 : Ao, Ty bx A’ type, then there is a type A" such that
A'[{{zo, Mo, (Ao) )}] = A", A[0'] = A” and T'1,T5 s A” type have derivations.

Proof. Since I'ty Fx, My < Ap has a derivation, it follows from Theorem 2.I3]that {(xo, Mo, (Ao) )}
is type preserving with respect to ©. It then follows from the assumptions in the lemma that 6’ is
in fact {(zg, Mo, (Ap) )} o 0 and type preserving with respect to ©. The various observations in
clause 2 now follow from Theorems 210 and 2171 O

Theorem 2.20. Let I' be a context such that Fx, I' ctx has a derivation.
1. Tty R = A’ has a derivation if

(a) R is of the form (¢ My ... M,) for some c: Ily;:A;y. ... Ily,:A,. A € ¥ or of the form
(x My ... My) for some x : Iy;:Ay. ... Hy,:A,. A €T,

(b) there is a sequence of types A}, ..., Al such that, for 1 < i < n, there are derivations
fO’/“ Az[[{(?Jla Ml, (Al)_>, N <yi—17 Mi—l, (Az—l)_>}]] = A; and T |—2 Mz <~ A;, and
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(c) A[{{y1, M1, (A1) ), o, (Yn, Mp, (An) )} = A" and T by, A’ type have derivations.
2. T'ky R= A’ has a derivation of height h only if

(a) R is of the form (¢ My ... M,) for some c: Ily1:A;y. ... Ily,:A,. A € ¥ or of the form
(x My ... My) for some x : Iyj:A;y. ... Hy,:A,. A €T,

(b) there is a sequence of types Al ..., Al such that, for 1 < i < n, there is a derivation

Jor Ai[{(y1, M1, (A1) ),y (i1, Mi—1, (Aim1) ") }] = AL and a derivation of height less

than h for T' ks, M; < AL, and

(c) A[{{y1, M1, (A1) ), ..., (Yn, My, (A) )} = A" and T 5 A’ type have derivations.

Proof. At the outset, we should check the coherence of clauses 1(b) and 2(b) in the theorem
statement by verifying that, for 1 < i < n, it is the case that I" -5, A’ type has a derivation. Towards
this end, we first note that there must be a derivation for I',y; : A1,...,y;—1 : A;—1 Fx A; type since
3 and T" are well-formed. The desired conclusion then follows from using Lemma 2.19] repeatedly
and observing, via Theorem 2.1T] that erasure is preserved under substitution.

We now introduce some notation that will be useful in the arguments that follow. We will use ©
to denote the arity context induced by ¥ and I'. Further, for 1 <+i¢ < n+1, we will write 6; for the
substitution {(y1, M1, (A1) ), ..., (i1, Mi—1,(Ai—1)")}. An observation that we will make use of
below is that if for 1 < j < ¢ it is the case that I' by, M; < A has a derivation, then 6; is type
preserving with respect to ©. This is an easy consequence of Theorems 2.13] and 2111

Proof of (1). We will consider explicitly only the case where R is (¢ M; ... M,); the argument
for the case when R is (z My ... M,) is similar. We will show for 1 <i < n + 1 that, under the
conditions assumed for M, ..., M,;_1, thereis a type A7 such that (Iy;: 4;. ...z, Ay, A)[0:] = AY,
'ty A7 type and I' by (¢ My ... M;_;) = A’ have derivations. The desired conclusion follows
from noting that A" must be A’ | because the result of substitution application is unique.

The claim is proved by induction on i. Consider first the case when 4 is 1. Since 6; = ), A is
My;:A;. ... Iy,:Ay. A. The wellformedness of ¥ ensures that I' by AY type has a derivation and
we get a derivation for I' by, ¢ = A’ by using an ATOM_TERM_CONST rule.

Let us then assume the claim for ¢ and show that it must also hold for i+ 1. By the hypothesis,
there is an A of the form Iy;:A,. A” where A” is such that Ily;1:A4,4;. ... Uz, A, A[0;] = A”
has a derivation. Since I' -y, A type has a derivation, so must I',y; : A, by, A” type. By
Lemma [ZT8] My;41:4;41. ... Hx,:A,. A respects the arity context {y; : (A1) ,...,yi: (4;) }WO.
Since there are derivations for I' by M; < A;» for 1 < j < i, 0; is type preserving over ©. We
now invoke Lemma 219 to conclude that there is a term A" such that there are derivations for
A"y, M, (AT = A7, Tyipa:Aiqr. . Oy A,. Al0i1] = A”, and Ty A” type. By the
hypothesis, there is a derivation for I' by, ¢ My ... M;_; = Ily;:A;. A”. Using an ATOM_TERM_APP
rule together with this derivation and the ones for I' by, M; < A}, and A" [{(y;, M;, (A)7)}] = A",
we get a derivation for I' Fy (¢ My ... M;) = A”. Letting A}, be A" we see that all the
requirements are satisfied.

Proof of (2). We prove the claim by induction on the height of the derivation of T' Fy, R = A'.
We consider the cases for the last rule used in the derivation. If this rule is ATOM_TERM_VAR or
ATOM_TERM_CONST, the argument is straightforward. The only case to be considered further,
then, is that when the rule is ATOM_TERM_APP.

In this case, we know that R must be of the form (R’ M’) where there is a shorter deriva-
tion for I' by R’ = B’ for some type B’. TFrom the induction hypothesis, it follows that R’
has the form (¢ My ... M,) or (x My ... M,) for some ¢ : Hyj:A;. ... lly,:4,.B € ¥ or
x: My:Ay. ... Iy, A,. B € T and that there must be a sequence of types A], ..., A} that, together
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with the terms Mj, ..., M, satisfy the requirements stated in clause 2(b). Moreover, B’ must be
such that B[6,,+1] = B’ and I -y, B’ type have derivations. Since the rule is an ATOM_TERM_APP,
B’ must have the structure of an abstracted type. From this it follows that B must be of
the form IIy,41:A,41. A and, correspondingly, B’ must be of the form Ily, i:A4]_ ;. A” where
Aps1[0n1] = A;,; and A[#,11] = A” have derivations. Noting that the type of ¢ or z is really of
the form Ty;:Az. ... Hy,i1:Ap11. A it follows from Lemma 2.I8] that A respects the arity context
{y1: (A1), Yn+1 ¢ (Apy1)” JWO. Also, since I' by, B’ type has a derivation, it must be the case
that T, y,4+1 : 4], Fx A” type has one. Since the derivation concludes with a ATOM_TERM_APP
rule, it must be the case that I' -y M’ < A7 | and A"[{(yn4+1, M’, (A}, ;)" )}] = A have shorter
derivations than the one for I' by, R = A’. Since 6,11 is type preserving with respect to ©, we may
now use Lemma 2.9 and Theorem 2.I1] to conclude that A[f,+1 U {(yn+1, M2, (Aps1) )} = A
and I' Fy A’ type have derivations. Renaming M’ to M, 1 we see that all the requirements of
clause 2 are satisfied. O

Theorem gives us an alternative means for deriving judgements of the form I' by R <= P,
in the process dispensing with judgements of the form I' by, R = A. Note also that in analyzing
judgements of the form I' Fy R < P, it is necessary to consider only shorter derivations for
subterms of R. This observation will be used in developing a means for arguing inductively on the
heights of LF derivations.

A property similar to that in Theorem can be observed for wellformedness judgements for
atomic types. Theorem 2.21] presents a version that suffices for this paper. A proof of this theorem
can be constructed based essentially on the one for Theorem

Theorem 2.21. Let ' be a context such that Fxy T ctx is derivable. Then T vy P = K’ has a
derivation if and only if there is an a : Hyi:Aq. ... Ily,:A,. K € ¥ such that

1. P is of the form (a My ... M,);

2. there is a sequence of types A}, ..., Al such that, for 1 < i < n, there are derivations for
Ail{yr, M1, (A1) ")y oo (Wie1, Miq, (Aic) )} = A} and T s M; <= Aj; and

3. K[{(y1, M1,(A1)7), ..y (Yn, My, (An) )} = K’ and T' by, K’ kind have derivations.

3 A Logic for Expressing Properties of LF Specifications

We turn now to the task of designing a logic in which we can express properties of an object system
that has been specified in LF. The discussions in Section suggest a possible structure for such
a logic. The logic would be parameterized by an LF signature that has been determined to be
well-formed at the outset. The basic building blocks for the properties that are to be described
would be typing judgements. More specifically, the logic would use such judgements as its atomic
formulas and would interpret them using LF derivability. More complex formulas would be then be
constructed using logical connectives and quantifiers over LF terms. As the example in Section
illustrates, it would be necessary to also permit a quantification over LF contexts.

To develop an actual logic based on these ideas, we need to describe a more precise correspon-
dence between LF typing judgements and atomic formulas. The judgement forms that need to be
considered in this context are those for typing canonical and atomic terms, i.e., the ' Fys M <= A
and I' by R = A forms. The main judgement form is in fact the first one: the second form serves
mainly to explicate judgements of the first kind when the type is atomic and, as we have noted
already, Theorem provides the basis for circumventing such an explicit treatment through a
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special “focused” typing rule. In light of this, it suffices to describe an encoding of only the first
judgement form. The judgement in the LF setting assumes the wellformedness of the context I' and
the type A. In the logic, the context and, therefore, also the type can be dynamically determined
by instantiations for context variables. To deal with this situation, we will build the wellformedness
of I' and A into the interpretation of the encoding of the judgement. There is, however, an aspect
of the wellformedness checking that we would like to extract into a static pre-processing phase. The
LF typing rules combine the checking of canonicity of terms with the determination of inhabitation
that relies on the semantically more meaningful aspect of dependencies in types. To allow the focus
in the logic to be on the latter aspect, we will build the former into a wellformedness criterion for
formulas using arity types.

Another aspect that needs further consideration is the representation of LF contexts in atomic
formulas. To support typing derivations that use the CANON_TERM_LAM rule, this representation
must allow for the explicit association of types with variables. These variables may appear free in
the terms and types in the atomic formula. However, their interpretation in this context must be
different from the variables that are bound by quantifiers: in particular, these variables cannot be
instantiated and each of them must be treated as being distinct within the atomic formula. The
necessary treatment of these variables can be realized by representing them by nominal constants
in the style of [4 [19]. Context expressions must, in addition, allow for an unspecified part whose
exact extent is to be determined by instantiation of an external context quantifier. To support
this ability, we will allow context variables to appear in these expressions. However, as observed
in Section 2.2] we would like to be able to restrict the instantiation of such variables to blocks of
declarations adhering to specified forms. To impose such constraints, the logic will permit context
variables to be typed by context schemas that are motivated by regular world descriptions used in
the Twelf system [11], [15].

In the rest of this section, we present a logic called L1 r that substantiates the ideas outlined
above. The first two subsections present the well-formed formulas of £ rand identify their intended
meaning. The end result of this discussion is a means for describing properties of a specification
given by an LF signature and for assessing the validity of such properties. The third subsection
illuminates this capability through a collection of examples. The last subsection observes the
counterpart in L7 of the property of irrelevance of the particular names that are chosen for the
variables bound by the context in an LF judgement. The particular expression of this property
takes the form of the invariance of validity of formulas under permutations of nominal constants.

3.1 The Formulas of the Logic

We begin by considering the representation of LF terms and types in L, r. Figure B.1] presents the
syntax of these expressions. As with LF syntax, we use ¢ and d to represent term level constants,
a and b to represent type level constants and x and y to represent term-level variables. We also
use n to represent a special category of symbols called the nominal constants. LF terms and types
are obviously a subset of the expressions presented here. Going the other way, there are two main
additions to the LF counterparts in the collection of expressions described here. First, nominal
constants may be used in constructing terms. Second, as we shall soon see, variables may be bound
not only by term and type level abstractions but also by formula level quantifiers.

The logic L r is parameterized by an LF style signature X that assigns kinds to type-level
constants and types to term-level ones. This signature is assumed to be well-formed in the sense
described in Section[2l The logic also assumes as given a set N of nominal constants, each specified
with an arity type, with a countably infinite supply of such constants for each arity type a. The
types of the nominal constants are fixed once and for all by A/. This allows us to treat sets of such
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Terms M,N == R|Xx.M
Atomic Terms R = clz|n|RM

Types A = P |Ix:A;. A
Atomic Types P = a|PM

Figure 3.1: Terms and Types in L1r

constants ambiguously as collections whose elements are of the form n : « or simply n.

a-KeY Orh P:llx:A K ObFa M: (A~
@I—Zka:K @I—ZkPM:K
© P P : Type O .k A1 type {z: (A1)} WO Ay type
O k. P type O Fax Hxz:Aq. Ay type

Figure 3.2: Arity Kinding for Canonical Types

As explained earlier, expressions in L will be expected to satisfy typing constraints that check
for canonicity. At the term level, these constraints will be realized through arity typing relative to
a suitable arity context. At the type level, we must additionally ensure that (type) constants have
been supplied with an adequate number of arguments. We make these notions precise below; we
assume the obvious extension of erasure to types in Lz here and elsewhere.

Definition 3.1. The typing relation between an arity context, a term and an arity type that is
described in Definition[2.7] is extended to the present context by permitting terms to contain nominal
constants and by allowing arity contexts to contain assignments to such constants. The rules in
Figure[3.2 define an arity kinding property denoted by © .. A type for a type A relative to an arity
context ©. In these rules, 3 is the signature parameterizing Lrrp. We will often need to refer to
the arity context induced by . We call this the initial constant context and we reserve the symbol
Oy to denote it.

Hereditary substitution extends naturally to the terms and types in Lrr by treating nominal
constants like other constants. The following theorem relating to such substitutions has an obvious
proof.

Theorem 3.2. If § is type preserving with respect to © and ctx(6) WO . A type and A[f] = A’
have derivations, then © . A’ type has a derivation.

Block Declarations A == - |A/y: A
Block Schema B := {z1:0q,...,2Zy:ap}A
Context Schema C := -|(C,B

Figure 3.3: Block Schemas and Context Schemas

The logic allows for quantifiers over LF contexts. In the intended interpretation, such quantifiers
are meant to be instantiated with context expressions that assign LF types to nominal constants.
However, it will be necessary to be able to constrain the possible instantiations in real applications.
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This ability is supported by typing context quantifiers using context schemas whose structure is
presented in Figure B3l In essence, a context schema comprises a collection of block schemas. A
block schema consists of a header of variables annotated with arity types and a body of declarations
associating types with variables. Each variable in the header and that is assigned a type in the
body of a block schema is required to be distinct. A block is intended to serve as a template for
generating a sequence of bindings for nominal constants through an instantiation process that will
be made clear in the next subsection. A context expression corresponding to a context schema is to
be obtained by some number of instantiations of its block schemas. Block and context schemas are
required to satisfy typing constraints towards ensuring that the context expressions generated from
them will be well-formed in the manner required by the logic. These constraints are represented by
the typing judgements — B blk schema and F C ctx schema, respectively, that are defined by the
rules in Figure [3.41

O Fgee A = 0O y is not assigned by ©’ O’ k. A type
O Fgec = 6 @FdCCA,y:A:@’U{y:(A)_}

T1,...,T, are distinct variables OoU{x1 a1, .., xn A} Fgec A = O
F{z1:ai,...,z, : ap}A blk schema

F C ctx schema F B blk schema
F - ctx schema FC, B ctx schema

Figure 3.4: Wellformedness Judgements for Block and Context Schemas

Context Expressions G == -|I'|G,n:A
Formulas F {GFM A} | T|L|FAiDF | FAANF|
FVE|IIT:C.F|VYx:aF | 3z:aF

Figure 3.5: The Formulas of L1g

We are finally in a position to describe the formulas of £rr. The syntax of these formulas is
presented in Figure The symbol T' is used in these formulas to represent context variables.
Atomic formulas, which represent LF typing judgements, have the form {G - M : A}. The context
in these formulas is constituted by a sequence of type associations with nominal constants, possibly
preceded by a context variable. Included in the collection are the logical constants T and L
and the familiar connectives for constructing more complex formulas. Universal and existential
quantification over term variables is also permitted and these are written as Vz : «.F and dx : a.F,
respectively. Such quantification is indexed, as might be expected, by arity types. The collection
also includes universal quantification over context variables that is typed by context schemas,
written as IIT" : C.F’. We assume the usual principle of equivalence under renaming with respect
to the term and context quantifiers and apply them as needed.

A formula F' is determined to be well-formed or not relative to an arity context © and a
collection of context variables =Z. This judgement is written concretely as ©;= F+ F' fmla and the
rules defining it are presented in Figure At the top-level, formulas are expected to be closed,
i.e., to not have any free term or context variables. More specifically, we expect N'UOg; ) - F fmla
to be derivable for such formulas. The analysis within the scope of term and context quantifiers
augments these sets in the expected way. For context quantifiers, this analysis must also check

18



re=
O;=F - context ©;=ZF I context

0;Z F G context n:(A)” €06 O k. A type
O;=2F G,n : A context

©;Z F G context O k. A type ObFa M: (A~
©;E-{G+ M : A} fmla

O;=ZF I fmla O;=Z+ Iy fmla

O:ZF T fmla  ©:.5F L fnla O =F Iy e F, finla e oAV}
F C ctx schema ©;EU{l'} - F fmla {z:a}WO;EF F fmla Oc (V.3
O;ZFIIT : C.F fmla O;2F Qx: a.F fmla V.3

Figure 3.6: The Wellformedness Judgement for Formulas

that the annotating context schema is well-formed. An atomic formula {G F M : A} is deemed
well-formed if its components GG, M and A are well-formed and if M can be assigned the erased
form of A as its arity type. The context expression G is well-formed if any context variable used
in it is bound in the overall formula and if the types assigned to nominal constants in the explicit
part of G are well-formed and such that their erased forms match the arity types of the nominal
constants they are assigned to. Note that these types may use nominal constants without paying
attention to dependency ordering; assessing whether they are used in a manner that respects this
ordering is a part of the meaning of the atomic formula.

The following theorem, whose proof is obvious, shows that the wellformedness judgement for
formulas continues to hold under the augmentation of the two contexts that parameterize it.

Theorem 3.3. If ©;=Z + F fmla has a derivation and © C ©' and = C 2/, then ©';Z' - F fmla
also has a derivation.

3.2 The Interpretation of Formulas

A key component to understanding the meanings of formulas is understanding the interpretation
of the quantifiers over term and context variables. These quantifiers are intended to range over
closed expressions of the relevant categories. For a quantifier over a term variable, this translates
concretely into closed terms of the relevant arity type. For a quantifier over a context variable, we
must first explain when a context expression satisfies a context schema.

We do this by describing the relation of “being an instance of” between a closed context ex-
pression G and a context schema C. This relation is indexed by a nominal constant context N that
is a subset of N" and a term variables context ¥ that identifies a finite collection of such variables
together with their arity types: in combination with the constants in g, these collections, circum-
scribe the symbols that can be used in the declarations in the context expressionsE The relation
is written as N; W - C ~».5 G and it is defined by the rules in Figure B.7l This relation is defined
via the repeated use of a “one-step” instantiation relation written as N; ¥ - C ~»L. G; note that by
G, G' we mean a context expression that is obtained by adding the bindings corresponding to G’ in

%In determining closed instances of context schemas, N will be A" and ¥ will be the empty set. The more general
form for this relation, which includes a parameterization by these sets, will be useful in later sections.
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Figure 3.7: Instantiating a Context Schema

front of those in G. The definition of the one-step instantiation relation for context schemas uses an
auxiliary judgement N; W = B ~»p, G that denotes the relation of “being an instance of” between a
block schema and a context expression fragment. This relation holds when the context expression
is obtained by generating a sequence of bindings for nominal constants from N using the body of
the block schema and then instantiating the variables in the header of the block schema with terms
of the right arity types. The former task is realized through the relation N+ A ~ 4, G 1 0 that
holds between a block of declarations A, a context expression G that is obtained by replacing the
variables assigned in A with suitable nominal constants, and a substitution § that corresponds to
this replacement. We assume here and elsewhere that the application of a hereditary substitution
to a sequence of declarations corresponds to its application to the type in each assignment.

Theorem 3.4. Let C and G be a context schema and a context expression such that - C ctx schema
and N; W = C ~»¢s G are derivable. Then for any arity context © such that NU W U Oy C O, it is
the case that ©;0 = G context has a derivation.

Proof. We first show that for any block declaration A and any arity context © such that N C ©,
if ©Fgee A = 0" and NF A ~gee G' x 0" are derivable for some ©" and ', then (a) 8’ is type
preserving with respect to 0, (b) 0 is ctx(#') W ©, and (c) each binding in G’ is of the form n : A
where n : (A)” € © and O F,; A type has a derivation. This claim is proved by induction on the
derivation of © Fg4oc A = ©’; properties (a) and (b) are included in the claim because they are useful
together with Theorem [3.2] in showing property (c) in the induction step. Next we show, through
an easy inductive argument, that if OgU{z1 : a1,...,2Zn : @n} Fgec A = O’ has a derivation and ©
is such that NU W U ©y C O, then, for some ©”, it is the case that {z1 : a1,..., 2, @p} WO Fgee
A = ©” has a derivation. Using Theorem [B.2] with these two observations, we can show easily that
if-{z1:a1,...,2,: an}A blk schema and N; W F {21 : a1,...,2, : ap}A ~>ps G have derivations
then for each binding of the form n : A in G it is the case that n : (A)” € © and © F, A type.
The theorem follows easily from this observation. O

In defining validity for formulas, we will need to consider substitutions for context and term
variables. Context variables substitutions have the form {G1/T'1,...,G, /I, } where, for 1 <i <n,
I'; is a context variable and G; is a context expression. If o is such a substitution, we will write
dom(o) to denote the set {I'y,...,I',}. Further, the application of ¢ to a formula F', which is de-
noted by F'[o], will correspond to the replacement of the free occurrences of the variables I'y, ..., T,
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in F' by the corresponding context expressions, renaming bound context variables appearing in F'
away from those appearing in Gy, ..., G,. For term variables, the replacement must also ensure the
transformation of the resulting expression to normal form. Towards this end, we adapt hereditary
substitution to formulas. The application of this substitution simply distributes over quantifiers
and logical symbols, respecting the scopes of quantifiers through the necessary renaming. The
application to the atomic formula {G + M : A} also distributes to the component parts. We have
already discussed the application to terms and types. The application to context expressions leaves
context variables unaffected and simply distributes to the types in the explicit bindings. Note
that no check is mandated in the process for clashes in the names of nominal constants appearing
in the context expression being substituted into and the substitution terms. In this respect, this
application is unlike that to LF contexts that is defined in Figure 2.41

Theorem 3.5. Let © be an arity context and let = be a collection of context variables.

1. If 0 is a term variables substitution that is arity type preserving with respect to © and F is
a formula such that there is a derivation for ctx(0) W ©;Z F F fmla, then there is a unique
formula F' such that F[0] = F' has a derivation. Moreover, for this F' it is the case that
O;Z + F' fmla is derivable.

2. If o = {G1/T1,...,Gy /T } is a context variables substitution which is such that all judge-
ments in the collection {©;E\ {T'1,...,In} F G; context | 1 <i <n} are derivable and F is
a formula such that there is a derivation for ©;Z + F fmla, then there is a derivation for

©;2\{T'1,...,Iw} b Flo] fmla.

Proof. The first clause follows from an induction on the derivation of ctx(6) W ©; =+ F fmla, using
Theorems [2.4] and [2.8] in the atomic case to ensure the appropriate arity typing judgements will be
derivable under the substitution #. The second clause follows from an induction on the derivation
of ©;E F F fmla, using the assumption that ©; =\ {I'1,...,T'y} b G; context is derivable to ensure
wellformedness under the substitution o in the atomic case. O

Following the notation introduced after Theorem 2.8 if F' and 6 are a formula and a substitution
that together satisfy the requirements of the first part of the theorem, we will write F'[0] to denote
the F” for which F[f] = F’ is derivable. As is implicit in the preceding discussion, term and context
variables substitutions may introduce new nominal constants. If 8 is a term variables substitution,
we will write supp(6) to denote the collection of such constants that appear in the terms in rng(6).
Similarly, if o is the context variables substitution {G1/I'1,...,G,/Ty}, we will write supp(c) to
denote the collection of nominal constants that appear in G1,...,G,.

A closed atomic formula of the form {G + M : A} is intended to encode an LF judgement of
the form I' by, M < A. In this encoding, nominal constants that appear in terms represent free
variables for which bindings appear in the context in LF judgements. To substantiate this inter-
pretation, the rules CANON_KIND_PI, CANON_FAM_PI and CANON_TERM_LAM must introduce
fresh nominal constants into contexts in typing derivations and they must replace bound variables
appearing in terms and types with these constants. We use this interpretation to define validity for
closed atomic formulas with one further qualification: unlike in the LF judgement, for the atomic
formula we must also ascertain the wellformedness of the context and the type. This notion of
validity is then extended to all closed formulas by recursion on formula structure.

Definition 3.6. Let F' be a formula such that N'U ©g; 0 F fmla is derivable.
o If Fis {GF M : A}, then it is valid exactly when all of by G ctx, G b5 A type, and

Gty M < A are derivable in LF, under the interpretation of nominal constants as variables
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bound in a context and with the modification of the rules CANON_KIND_PI, CANON_FAM_PI
and CANON_TERM_LAM to introduce fresh nominal constants into contexts and to instantiate
the relevant bound variables in kinds, types and terms with these constants.

o [f F is T it is valid and if it is L it is not valid.

o If F is F1 D Fy, it is valid if Fy is valid in the case that Fy is valid.
o If F is F1 A Fy, it is valid if both Fy and Fy are valid.

o If F is F1 V Fy, it is valid if either F1 or Fy is valid.

o If F isIIT : C.F, it is valid if F[{G/T}] is valid for every G such that N0 C ~~cs G is
derivable.

o IfFisVx: «.F, it is valid if F[{{x, M, a)}] is valid for every M such that N U®g b, M : «
is derivable.

o IfFis3x: «.F, itis valid if F[{{x, M,a)}] is valid for some M such that N U®g b, M : «
is derivable.

Theorems and ensure the coherence of this definition.

3.3 Understanding the Notion of Validity

In the examples we consider below, we assume an instantiation of L7z based on the signature pre-
sented in Section Obviously, any LF typing judgement based on that signature is expressable
in the logic. Moreover, the corresponding formula will be valid exactly when the typing judge-
ment is derivable in LF. Thus, the formulas {- - empty: tm}, {-F (lam unit (Az.z)) : tm} and
{n:tmt n:tm} are all valid. Similarly, the formulas 3d : 0.{- F d : (of empty unit)} and

dd:o0.{-F d: of (lam unit (Az.x)) (arr unit unit)}

are valid but the formula 3d : 0. {- F d : of (lam unit (Az.z)) unit} is not. Note that the arity type
associated with the quantified variable in each of these formulas provides only a rough constraint
on the instantiation needed to verify the validity of the formula; to do this, the instance must also
satisfy LF typeability requirements represented by formula that appears within the scope of the
quantifier.

Wellformedness conditions for formulas ensure only that the terms appearing within formulas
satisfy canonicity requirements, i.e. that these terms are in S-normal form and that variables and
constants are applied to as many arguments as they can take. Arity typing does not distinguish
between terms in different expression categories. For example, the formula

dd:o0.{-F d: of (lam empty (Ax.z)) (arr unit unit)}

is well-formed but not valid. An alternative design choice, with equivalent consequences from
the perspective of the valid properties that can be expressed in the logic, might have been to let
the fact that lam is ill-applied to empty to impact on the wellformedness of the formula. The
wellformedness conditions do not also enforce a distinctness requirement for bindings in a context.
Thus, the formula {n : tm,n : tp - empty : tm} is well-formed. However, it is not valid because by,
n : tm,n : tp ctx is not derivable in LF under the described interpretation for nominal constants. An
implication of these observations is that a naive form of weakening does not hold with respect to the
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encoding of LF derivability in £ r; additional conditions similar to this described in Theorem 2.14]
must be verified for this principle to apply.

To provide a more substantive example of the kinds of properties that can be expressed in
L, let us consider the formal statement of the property of uniqueness of type assignments for
the STLC. As noted in Section 2.2 this property is best described in a form that considers typing
expressions in contexts that have a particular kind of structure. That structure can be formalized
in L1,r by a context schema comprising the single block

{t:o}x :tm,y: of x t.

Let us denote this context schema by c. Observe that a context that instantiates this schema
will not provide a variable that can be used to construct an atomic term of type tp. Thus, the
strengthening property for expressions representing types that is expressed by the formula

T :ceVt:o0.{TFt:tp} D{ Ft:tp}

should hold. We can in fact easily show this formula to be valid by using Theorem and an
induction on the height of the derivation for {G -t : tp} for a closed term ¢ and a closed instance
G of c¢. Using the validity of this formula, we can also easily argue that the following formula that
expresses a strengthening property pertaining to the equality of types is also valid:

IIT : eVd: oVt : oVt :0.{T'Fd:eqty to} D{- Fd:eqt ta}.

The property of uniqueness of type assignments for the STLC can be expressed through the
following formula:

IIT : cVe: 0.Vt; : 0.Vt : 0.Ydy : 0.¥ds : 0.
{The:tm} D{T'Ft:tp} D{T Fty:tp} D
{Pl—dlZOfetl}D{Pl—dgZOfetg}DHdgio.{.l—dgieqtltg}.

This formula can be seen to be valid using the strengthening property just described if we can
establish the validity of the formula

IIT : cVe: 0.Vt; : 0.Vt : 0.Ydy : 0.¥ds : 0.
{The:tm} D{TFt;:tp} D{T Fty:tp} D
{Fl—dl:ofetl}D{Fl—dg:ofetg}DEldgzo.{Fl—dgzeqtl tg}.

To show this, it suffices to argue that, for a closed context expression G that instantiates the
schema ¢ and for closed expressions dy, da, e, t1, and to, if the formulas {G - e : tm}, {G F t1 : tp},
{GtFty:tp}, {GHdy:ofety} and {GF ds: of e ta} are valid, then there must be a closed ex-
pression ds such that {G F ds : eq t1 ta} is also valid. Such an argument can be constructed by
induction on the height of the LF derivation of G Fx di < of e t1, which we analyze using Theo-
rem [2.20]in the manner discussed earlier. There are essentially four cases to consider, corresponding
to whether the head symbol of dy is of_ empty, of_app, of_lam, or a nominal constant that is assigned
the type (of n t1) in G where n is also a nominal constant that is bound in G. In the last case, we
use the fact that the validity of {G F dj : of e t1} implies that by, G ctx is derivable to conclude
the uniqueness of n and, hence, of the typing. The argument when d; is of_.empty has an obvious
form. The argument when d; has of_app or of_ lam as its head symbol will invoke the induction
hypothesis. In the case where the head symbol is of_ lam, we will need to consider a shorter deriva-
tion of a typing judgement in which the context has been enhanced. However, we will be able to
use the induction hypothesis by observing that the enhancements to the context conform to the
constraints imposed by the context schema. Note that the form of d; also constrains the form of e
in all the cases, a fact that is used implicitly in the analysis outlined.
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3.4 Nominal Constants and Invariance Under Permutations

The particular choices for bound variable names in the kinds, types and terms that comprise
LF expressions are considered irrelevant. This understanding is built in concretely through the
notion of a-conversion that renders equal expressions that differ only in the names used for such
variables. Typing derivations transform expressions with bound variables into ones where variables
are ostensibly free but in fact bound implicitly in the associated contexts. The lack of importance
of name choices is reflected in this case in an invariance in the validity of typing judgements under a
suitable renaming of variables appearing in the judgements. In a situation where context variables
are represented by nominal constants, this property can be expressed via an invariance of formula
validity under permutations of nominal constants as we describe here. We begin with a definition
of the notions of permutations of nominal constants and their applications to expressions.

Definition 3.7. A permutation of the nominal constants is an arity type preserving bijection from
N to N that differs from the identity map at only a finite number of constants. The permutation

that maps ni,...,ny, tony,...,n,,, respectively, and is the identity everywhere else is written as

y omysy
{nf/n1,....,nl,/nm}. The support of a permutation m = {n}/ni,...,nl,/nn}, denoted by supp (),
is the collection of nominal constants {ni,...,ny} or, identically, {n}, ... ,nl,}. Every permutation
7 has an obvious inverse that is written as w1,

Definition 3.8. The application of a permutation m to an expression E of a wvariety of kinds
1s described below and is denoted in all cases by w.E. If E is a term, type, or kind then the
application consists of replacing each nominal constant n that appears in E with m(n). If E is a
context then the application of m to E replaces each explicit binding n : A in E with w(n) : w.A.
If E is an LF judgement J then the permutation is applied to each component of the judgement
in the way described above. If E is a formula then the permutation is applied to its component
parts. The application of m to a term variables substitution {{(x1, My, 1), ... (X, My, an)} yields
the substitution {{(x1,7.M1,a1),...,{xp, 7. My, an)}. The application of © to a context variables
substitution {G1/T'1,...,Gpn/Tyn} yields {m.G1/T'1,...,7.Gy/Tp}.

The following theorem expresses the property of interest concerning LF judgements cast in the
form relevant to Ly p.

Theorem 3.9. Let LF judgements and derivations be recast in the form discussed earlier in this
section: wvariables that are bound in a context are represented by nominal constants and the rules
CANON_KIND_PI, CANON_FAM_PI and CANON_TERM_LAM introduce fresh nominal constants into
contexts and replace variables in kinds, types and terms with these constants. In this context, let
J be an LF judgement which has a derivation. Then for any permutation w, w.J is derivable.
Moreover, the structure of this derivation is the same as that for J.

Proof. This proof is by induction on the derivation for 7. Perhaps the only observation worthy
of note is that the freshness of nominal constants used in CANON_KIND_PI, CANON_FAM_PI, and
CANON_TERM_LAM rules is preserved under permutations of nominal constants. O

The above observation underlies the main theorem of this section.

Theorem 3.10. Let F be a closed formula and let m be a permutation. Then F' is valid if and only
if m.F is valid.

Proof. Noting that 7! is also a permutation and that 7—!.7.F is F, it suffices to prove the claim
in only one direction. We do this by induction on the structure of F.
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The desired result follows easily from Theorem [3.9] and the relationship of validity to LF deriv-
ability when F' is atomic. The cases where F' is T or L are trivial and the ones in which F is
D F,, Fi N Fy or F1 V Fy are easily argued with recourse to the induction hypothesis and by
noting that the permutation distributes to the component formulas.

In the case where F is IIT : C.F’, we first note that if N;0 + C ~. G has a derivation
then NV;0 F C ~»¢ 7 1.G must also have one. From this and the validity of F it follows that
F'[{(z=1.G)/T}] must be valid. Moreover, F'[{(7~1.G)/T'}] has the same structural complexity as
F'. Hence, by the induction hypothesis, 7.(F'[{(7~!.G)/I'}]) is valid. Noting that this formula is
the same as (7.F")[{G/T'}] and that IIT : C.w.F’ is identical to 7.(IIT : C.F"), the validity of 7.F
easily follows.

Suppose that F' has the form Vz : a.F’. We observe here that if N U©qy k. M : « has a
derivation then N U ©q I, 771.M : « has one too and that «.(F'[{(z,7=*.M,a)}]) is the same
formula as (7. F')[{{x, M,«)}]. Using the definition of validity, the induction hypothesis and the
fact that permutation distributes to the component formula together with the above observations,
we may easily conclude that 7.F is valid.

Finally, suppose that F is of the form 3z : a.F’. Here we note that if N U©g bk, M : a has a
derivation then N'U ©g b4 m.M : a has one too and that «.(F'[{({z, M, «)}]) is the same formula
as (m.F)[{{x,7.M,a)}]. Using the definition of validity and the induction hypothesis, it is now
easy to conclude that 7.F must be valid. O

4 A Proof System for the Logic

In this section we describe a proof system that provides a formal mechanism for demonstrating
validity for formulas in £ . This proof system is oriented around sequents that represent assump-
tion and conclusion formulas augmented with devices that capture additional aspects of states that
arise in the process of reasoning. The syntax for sequents is more liberal than is meaningful at
the outset, and this is rectified by imposing wellformedness requirements on them. We associate a
semantics with sequents that is consistent with their intended use. We then present a collection of
proof rules that can be used to derive sequents. These rules belong to two broad categories. The
first category comprises rules that embody logical aspects such as the meanings of sequents and
of the logical symbols that appear in formulas. A key aspect of Ly is that its atomic formulas
represent the notion of derivability in LF that is also open to analysis. The second category of proof
rules builds in capabilities for such analysis. An important property for our proof rules is that they
should require the proofs only of well-formed sequents in constructing derivations for well-formed
sequents. One concern in their presentation is therefore to check that they satisfy this property.
At a more substantive level, the proof rules must support a reasoning process that is both sound
and effective. We focus in this paper on the issue of soundness, leaving the demonstration of effec-
tiveness to other work, e.g. see [I§]. In the proofs of soundness, we will assume the wellformedness
of sequents, as guaranteed by the complementary consideration.

The first subsection below presents the sequents underlying the proof system and identifies a
semantics with them. The remaining subsections develop the collection of proof rules. In Sec-
tion .2l we present a collection of rules that encapsulate the meanings of the logical symbols and
also certain structural aspects of sequents. We then turn to the rules that internalize aspects of
LF derivability that are intrinsic to the understanding of the atomic formulas. Section [£.3] develops
rules for analyzing atomic formulas. An important component of these rules is the interpretation of
typing judgements involving atomic types via the particular LF specification that parameterizes the
logic: this interpretation leads, in particular, to a case analysis rule for such atomic formulas that
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Figure 4.1: Well-Formed Context Variable Types and their Instantiations

appear as assumptions in a sequent. Section [£.4] presents rules that enable reasoning based on in-
duction on the heights LF derivations. In the final subsection, we introduce proof rules that encode
meta-theorems concerning LF derivability that often find use in reasoning about LF specifications.

4.1 The Structure of Sequents

A sequent in our proof system is characterized by a collection of assumption formulas and a con-
clusion or goal formula. The formulas may contain free term and context variables that are to be
interpreted as being implicitly universally quantified over the sequent and, therefore, its proof. We
find it useful also to identify with the sequent a collection of nominal constants that circumscribes
the ones that appear in its formulas.

The nominal constants and term variables that appear in the sequent have arity types associated
with them. Context variables are also typed and their types are, in spirit, based on context schemas.
However, subproofs may require a partial elaboration of a context variable and the types associated
with such variables accommodates this possibility. More specifically, these types have the form
C[G1;...;Gy) where C is a context schema and Gy, ..., G, are context expressions. Such a type is
intended to represent the collection of context expressions obtained by interspersing G1, ..., G, with
instantiations of the context schema C and possibly prefixed by a context variable of suitable type
that represents a yet to be elaborated sequence of declarations. Additionally, context variables are
annotated with a collection of nominal constants that express the constraint that the elaborations
of these variables must not use names in these collections; the ability to express such constraints
is an essential part of the mechanism for analyzing typing judgements involving abstractions as we
will see later in this section.

The ideas pertaining to context variable typing are made precise through the following definition.

Definition 4.1. A context variable type is a expression of the form C[G] where C is a context
schema such that = C ctx schema is derivable and G represents a sequence of context blocks given
as follows:

Gu=-1Gny: Ay, ... ng o Ag.

Such a type is said to be well-formed with respect to a mominal constant set N C N and a term
variables context W if it is the case that the relation N; U & C[G] cta-ty that is defined by the rules
in Figure [{.1] holds; intuitively, if G is a listing of blocks obtained by instantiating block schemas
comprising C. A context variables context is a collection of associations with context variables of
sets of nominal constants and context variable types, each written in the form I'tNr : C[G]. Given
a context variables context Z, we write =~ for the set {I' | Tt Nrp : C[G] € E}, i.e., the collection
of context variables assigned types by =. A context expression G is said to be an instance of a
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context type C[G] relative to N, U and = if the relation N; U;Z & C[G] ~ sty G, that is also defined
in Figure[{.1], holds.

The following theorem, whose proof is straightforward, shows that an instance of a well-formed
context variable type is a well-formed context relative to the relevant arity context and context
variable collection.

Theorem 4.2. If N; ¥ F C[G] ctz-ty and N;W; = F C[G] ~csty G have derivations then so does
NUW; =" F G context.

The following theorem, whose proof is also straightforward, provides us a means that we will
often use for adjusting contexts that parameterize the relevant wellformedness judgements.

Theorem 4.3. Let NC N, W C V¥V, and 2 C Z'.
1. If N; W + C[G] cta-ty is derivable, then so is N'; W' = C[G] cta-ty.
2. If N; W, 2 F C[G] ~esty G is derivable, then so is N'; U E = C[G] ~esty G-

The wellformedness judgements in Figure 1] are preserved under meaningful substitutions as
the theorem below explicates.

Theorem 4.4. Let 0 be an arity type preserving substitution with respect to N U ©g U ¥ and let
N; ctx(0) W U = C[G] cta-ty have a derivation. Then

1. there must be a derivation for NU supp(0); ¥ + C[G[0]] ctz-ty, and

2. if Nyetx(0) W W; = & ClG] ~esty G also has a derivation, there must be a derivation for
N U supp(0); ¥; E = CIG[O]] ~ sty GO]-

Proof. Since 6 is arity type preserving with respect to N U ©g U V¥, using Theorem 2.8 we see
that if there is a derivation for NU (ctx(0) W W) U ©¢ Fu¢ t = o then ¢[0] must be well-defined and
there must be a derivation for (N U supp(8) U W U Oq b, t[0] : @. An induction on the derivation
of N;ctx(0) W ¥ I C[G] ctx-ty using these observations allows us to confirm the first part of the
theorem. Now suppose that there is a derivation for N;ctx(6) W ¥ I- C ~L, G’. By an induction on
this derivation using the facts observed earlier, it can be concluded that there must be a derivation
for NU supp(6); ¥ I C ~L G'[6]. The second part of the theorem follows by another obvious
induction from this. O

We now define the notion of sequents that underlies our proof system.

Definition 4.5. A sequent, written as N; V; Z;Q — F, is a judgement that relates a finite subset
N of N, a term variables context ¥, a context variables context =, a finite set Q0 of assumption
formulas and a conclusion or goal formula F. The sequent is well-formed if (a) for each Tt Nr : C[G]
in =2 it is the case that N C N and that N\Np; ¥ b C[G] cta-ty is derivable and (b) for each formula
F'in {F}UQ it is the case that NUWUBy; Z~ F F’ fmla is derivable. Given a well-formed sequent
N;WU:=:Q — F, we will refer to N as its support set, to ¥ as its term variables context and = as
its context variables context, and we will denote the collection of variables assigned types by ¥ and
= by dom(V) and dom(E), respectively. We will use a comma to denote set union in representing
sequents, writing Q, Fy, ..., F, to denote the set QU {F1,..., F,}.

27



We will need to consider substitutions for term variables in sequents. We will require legitimate
substitutions to not use the nominal constants in the support set of the sequent; this restriction
will be part of a mechanism for controlling dependencies in context declarations. We will further
require substitutions to satisfy arity typing constraints for their applications to be well-defined.
These considerations are formalized below in the notion of substitution compatibility.

Definition 4.6. A pair (6,9’ comprising a substitution and a term variables context is said to be
substitution compatible with a well-formed sequent S = N; ¥;=;Q — F if

1. 0 is arity type preserving with respect to the context N'U Oy U ¥,
2. supp(0) "N =0, and
3. for any variable x, if v : a« € ¥ and z : & € ctx(0) WV, then o = .

The application of a substitution may introduce new nominal constants into a sequent. When
this happens, substitutions for the term variables in the resulting sequent must be permitted to
contain these constants. We use the technique of raising to realize this requirement [7]. The
following definition is useful in formalizing this idea.

Definition 4.7. Let ¥ be the term variables context {x1 : a1,...,Tm : ap}, let ny,...,ng be a
listing of the elements of a finite collection of the nominal constants N, and let By, ..., B be the arity
types associated with these constants. Then a version of VU raised over N is a set {y1 : v1,..,Ym :
Ym} where, for 1 < i < m, y; is a distinct variable that is also different from the variables in
{z1,...,xm} and v; is 1 — -+ — Bx — «y. Further, the raising substitution associated with this
version is the set {{x;, (y; n1 ... ng),aq) | 1 <i < m}.

The basis for using raising in the manner described is the content of the following theorem. We
say here and elsewhere that an arity context © is compatible with N if the types that © assigns to
nominal constants are identical to their assignments in N.

Theorem 4.8. Let 0 be a substitution that is arity type preserving with respect to an arity context
© that is compatible with N'. Further, let ¥ be a version of ctx(0) raised over some listing of a
collection N of mominal constants and let 0, be the associated raising substitution. Then there is
a substitution 0" with supp(0') = supp(f) \ N and ctx(§’) = ¥ that is arity type preserving with
respect to © and such that for any E for which ctx(0) W O k. E type or, for some arity type «,
ctx(0) WO b, E : o has a derivation, it is the case that E[6,][0'] = E[0].

Proof. Each of the substitutions involved in the expression E[6,.][0'] = E[#] will have a result under
the conditions described, thereby justifying the use of the notation introduced after Theorem 2.8
Now, let nq,...,n; be the listing of the constants in N in the raising substitution, let aq,...,ax
be the respective types of these constants, let (x,¢,«) be a tuple in 6 and let (z,(y nq -+ ng), @)
be the tuple corresponding to = in 6,.. Let x1,...,x; be a listing of distinct variables that do not
appear in t and let ¢ be the result of replacing n; by x; in ¢, for 1 < ¢ < k. We construct 6’ by
including in it the substitution (y, Az1. ... A\xg.t',a17 — -+ — ap — a) for each case of the kind
considered. It is easy to see that supp(6’) = supp(#)\N and that 6, and 6" are arity type compatible
with respect to ® UN. The remaining part of the theorem follows from noting that § = 6’ 0 6,. and
using Theorem 2.101 O

The following definition formalizes the application of a term substitution to a well-formed
sequent when the conditions of substitution compatibility are met. We assume here and elsewhere
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that the application of a term substitution to a set of formulas distributes to each member of the
set, its application to a context variables context distributes to each context variable type in the
context and its application to a context variable type C[G] distributes to each context block in G.

Definition 4.9. Let S be the well-formed sequent N; W;Z:Q — F and let (6, 9') be substitution
compatible with S. Further, let " be a version of (¥ \ ctx(6)) UV’ raised over supp() and let 6,

be the corresponding raising substitution. Then the application of 6 to S relative to W', denoted by
S[0]w, is the sequent N U supp(9); ¥"; Z[6][6.]; Q[6][6-] — F[6][6-]-

The definition and notation above are obviously ambiguous since they depend on the particular
choices of U” and 6,.. We shall mean S[6] g to denote any one of the sequents so determined, refer-
ring to ¥” and 6, as the raised context and the raising substitution associated with the application
of the substitution where disambiguation is needed. Note also that the definition assumes that
the application of the substitutions # and 6, to the relevant context variable types and formulas is
well-defined. We show this to be the case in the theorem below.

Theorem 4.10. Let (6, ¥') be substitution compatible with the well-formed sequent S. Then S[6]w
is well-defined and it yields a well-formed sequent.

Proof. As in Definition 9] let S = N; ¥; Z;Q — F, let U” be the raised context and let 6, be the
corresponding raising substitution. To prove the theorem, it suffices to show the following:

1. for each 't Nr : C[G] in = it is the case that Np € N U supp(f) and there is a derivation for
the judgement (N U supp()) \ Np; ¥ - C[G[6][0,]] ctx-ty, and

2. for each formula F’ in {F}UQ it is the case that (NUsupp(9))UV"UBy; E~ + F'[0][0,] fmla
is derivable.

Implicit here is the requirement that the relevant substititions are well-defined.

We first show (1). Since S is well-formed, it must be the case that Np C N so the first part of
this requirement obviously holds. The wellformedness of S implies that N\ Np; ¥ + C[G] ctx-ty has
a derivation. The substitution compatibility of (#, ¥’) with S implies that ctx(6) and ¥’ \ ctx(6)
agree with ¥ on the type assignments to the variables that are common to them, from which it
follows that ¥ C ctx(0) W (¥ \ ctx(0)) U ¥’). Theorem 3] now allows us to conclude that there
must be a derivation for (N '\ Np; ctx() W (U \ ctx(0)) U ¥’) F C[G] ctx-ty. From the substitution
compatibility of (8, ¥’) with S it also follows that 6 must be type preserving with respect to
(NUsupp(0)) UBg U ((¥\ ctx()) UT’) and therefore with respect to N'U Oy U (¥ \ ctx(6)) U T’)
and, because supp(f) is disjoint from N, that (N \ Np) U supp(f) = (N U supp(f)) \ Np. Using
Theorem 4] we now determine that (N U supp(6)) \ Np; (¥ \ ctx(0)) U ¥’ F C[G[0]] ctx-ty has
a derivation. From Definitions .7] and [£.9] it follows that 6, is type preserving with respect to
NUBOyU ", that ctx(f,) = (¥ \ ctx(0)) UV, and that supp(6,) C (NUsupp(f))\ Np. Thus, using
Theorem [£.4] again, we determine that (NUsupp(6)) \ Np; " = C[G[0][6.]] ctx-ty has a derivation.

We now consider requirement (2). Let F” be a formula in {F'} U. As we have seen already, 0
is type preserving with respect to the arity context (NUsupp(0))U©¢U (¥ \ ctx(8)) U ¥’). Since S
is well-formed, there must be a derivation for NU W U ©y; 2~ F F’ fmla. Since ctx(f) and ¥ agree
on the type assignments to common variables, we can conclude, using Theorem [3.3] that there
must be a derivation for ctx(0) W (N U supp(0)) U ((¥ \ ctx(8)) UP')UBOy); =2~ + F’ fmla. From
Theorem [3.5] it then follows that (N U supp(f)) U (¥ \ ctx(6)) U P') U Op; =2~ + F'[0] fmla has a
derivation. This last judgement may be rewritten as ctx(6,) W ((NUsupp(f))U®y); =~ F F'[0] fmla
from which, using Theorem [3.3], it follows that ctx(6,) W (NUsupp(f)) U¥”" UO); 2~ + F'[0] fmla
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has a derivation. Noting that 6, is type preserving with respect to supp(6) U %" and hence with
respect to ((N U supp(f)) U " U ©g, we may use Theorem to conclude that there must be a
derivation for (N U supp(f)) U ¥” U Oy; =~ F F'[6][6,] fmla. O

We will also need to consider the application of context variables substitutions to sequents. We
require such substitutions to respect the types associated with the variables. In contrast to term
variables substitutions, context variables substitutions are not permitted to introduce new term
variables into the sequent and they may use nominal constants that are already present in the
sequent. We formalize these ideas in the definition of appropriateness for such subsitutions.

Definition 4.11. Let = be a context variables context and let o be the context variables substitution
{G1/T1,...,G, /T }. We write Z, to denote the result of trimming = to exclude associations for
the variables in dom(c). We say that o is appropriate for a context variables context = with respect
to a term variables context V and a collection of nominal constants N if, for 1 <1i < n, it is the case
that T;TN; : G;[G;] € 2 and, further, N; W = C;[G;] cta-ty and supp(o) \ Ng; ¥; 25 F Ci[Gi] ~esty Gi
have derivations. The substitution o is additionally said to cover E if 2, = (). We say that o is
appropriate for a well-formed sequent S = N; WU; =: Q) — F if it is appropriate for = with respect
to W and N and that it covers S if it covers =.

Context types are unaffected by context variables substitutions. Context expressions may be
impacted by such substitutions but, for the right kind of substitutions, they continue to be instances
of relevant context types. This is made precise in the following theorem.

Theorem 4.12. Let o be a context variables substitution that is appropriate for = with respect to W
and N and let supp(c) C N. If Ny W E F C[G] ~csty G has a derivation, then N; W5 E, F C[G] ~ sty
Glo] also has a derivation.

Proof. By induction on the derivation of N;¥;=  C[G] ~csy G. The only case that perhaps
needs explicit consideration is that where G is a context variable I' for which o substitutes the
context expression G’. In this case G must be empty and there must be an assignment of the form
't Nrp : C[G'] in = for some Np and G'. Further, by the appropriateness of o, there must be a
derivations for N; ¥ - C[G'] ctx-ty and supp(c) \ Np; ¥; Z, b C[G'] ~>csty Gi. Using Theorem [A.3]
and the assumption that supp(o) C N, it follows that N; U; 2, F C[G'] ~csty Gi has a derivation.
An easy induction on the first derivation suffices to show that if N; ¥; =, + C[G'] ~esty G and
N; ¥ I C[G'] ctx-ty have derivations then there must be one for N; U; =, - C[-] ~csty G- O

We formalize the application of a context variables substitution to a well-formed sequent when
the conditions of appropriateness are met in the definition below. Note that context substitutions
can also introduce new nominal constants, and we use the technique of raising once again to permit
these constants to be used in substitutions for term variables in the resulting sequent. We assume
here and elsewhere that the application of a context variables substitution to a set of formulas
distributes to each member of the set.

Definition 4.13. Let S be a well-formed sequent N; V; =, Q — F and o be appropriate for S. Fur-
ther let W' be a version of ¥ raised over supp(c) and let 6, be the corresponding raising substitution.
Then the application of o to S, denoted by S|o], is the sequent

N U supp(o); \I’IQ =0 [[97’]]; Q[U] [[07“]] — F[U] [[97’]]

Once again, we must justify the use in the above definition of the notation introduced after
Theorem 2.8 This is part of the content of the following theorem.
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Theorem 4.14. Let S be a well-formed sequent and let o be a context variables substitution that
is appropriate for S. Then S|o] is a well-defined and it yields a well-formed sequent.

Proof. Let S be N; ¥;=Z;Q) — F and let S[o] be N U supp(c); V';Z,[0,]; Qol[0,] — Flo][6:],
where 6, and ¥’ are the raising substitution and the raised term variables context as per Def-
inition 13l Using an argument similar to that in the proof of Theorem I0l we can show
that (N U supp(o)) \ Np; ¥ F (C[G])[6r] ctx-ty must have a derivation for each I' t Np : C[J]
in Z,. From the wellformedness of S and the appropriateness of o for S, it is easy to see that
(N U supp(o)) UW¥ U Op;ZE; F F'[o] finla must have a derivation for each F' € Q U {F}. Not-
ing that the variables assigned types by ¥’ are distinct from those assigned types by ¥ and that
ctx(0,) = ¥, we may use Theorems 3.3 and 3.5 to conclude that F'[0][0,] is well-defined and that
(NU supp(o)) UW U Oy E, + F'o][6,] fmla has a derivation. The theorem follows easily from
these observations. O

Term and context substitutions will often be used in tandem to produce instances of sequents.
In this context, we shall say that 6 and o are proper for the sequent S if there is a term variables
context ¥ such that (6, ¥) is substitution compatible with § and o is appropriate for S[f]y.

We now define validity for sequents. For a sequent with empty term variables and context
variables contexts, we base the definition on the validity of closed formulas. For a sequent that
has formulas with free term and context variables, this is done by considering all their relevant
substitution instances.

Definition 4.15. A well-formed sequent of the form N;0;0;Q — F, referred to as a closed
sequent, is valid if either some formula in € is not valid or F is valid. A well-formed sequent S
of the form N;W:=: Q) — F is valid if for every term substitution 6 that is type preserving with
respect to N'U Oy and such that ¥ = ctx(0) and (0,0) is substitution compatible with S, and for
every context substitution o that is appropriate for and covers S[0]y, it is the case that S[0]g[o] is
valid. Note that each such S[0]g[o] will be a well-formed and closed sequent in these circumstances
and we shall refer to it as the closed instance of S identified by 8 and o.

The following theorem, whose proof is obvious, provides the basis for using our proof system
for determining the validity of formulas.

Theorem 4.16. Let F be a formula such that NU®Og; () = F fmla is derivable and let N be the set
of nominal constants that appear in F. Then the sequent N;(; 0; ) — F is well-formed. Moreover,
F is valid if and only if N;(0;0;0) — F is.

We will need in later discussions to consider the application of permutations of the nominal
constants to sequents. We make this notion precise below.

Definition 4.17. We extend the application of a permutation w of nominal constants to a variety
of expressions E associated with sequents, denoting the result as before by w.E. The application
of ™ to a set N of nominal constants yields the set {n'| n € N and ©(n) = n'}. The application
of ™ to a context variable type distributes to the constituent block instances, its application to an
association of the form I' 1 Np : C[G] with context variables distributes to Np and C[G], and its
application to a collection of formulas or a context variables context distributes to the members
of the collection. Finally, the application of w to a sequent N;W;=Z;Q) — F yields the sequent
N .2 7. Q) — 7w F.

The following theorem notes that wellformedness of sequents is preserved under these per-
mutations and that permutations commute in a suitable sense with term and context variables
substitutions. The proof of the theorem is routine even if tedious; we omit the details.
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N; U, =5 Q — Fy N;U,E:Q Fo, by —

N0, E:Q Fh — wk N, =Z:Q, F, — Fy cont
E={Dit(N; \N) : G[G)] | TyTN; : Gi[Gi] € =}
{(N,N)\N; (0, W) = G[Gi] ctx-ty | Ty TN; : Gi[Gi] € E'}
NN: U, V5 =:Q — F
ctx-str

N;U:=:Q — F

Z={0it(N; \N) : G[G)] | TitN; : Gi[G)] € B}
{(N\N;); U F G[Gy] etx-ty | I TN; = Gi[Gi] € E}
{NUOgUU:{T' |TtN:C[G] €E} + F' fmla | F' € QU{F}}
N;U:=:Q — F
N,N; ¥, V.5 =:Q0 — F

ctx-wk

Figure 4.2: The Structural Rules

Theorem 4.18. Let w be a permutation of the nominal constants. If S is a well-formed sequent
then so is ©.S. Further, if (6, V) is substitution compatible with 7.8 then (m=1.0, W) is substitution
compatible with S and (7.8)[0]v = 7.(S[r~1.0]w). Finally, if o is a context variables substitution
that is appropriate for .S then ©~'o is appropriate for S and (7.S)[o] = 7.(S[x~1.0)).

Theorem 419 provides a counterpart to Theorem [B.I0 at the level of sequents. Its proof, whose
details we again omit, uses the earlier result and the observation about substitutions contained in
Theorem I8

Theorem 4.19. If 7w is a permutation of the nominal constants and S is a well-formed closed
sequent that is valid, then ©.8 is also a closed, valid sequent.

4.2 The Core Proof Rules

The base for our proof system is provided by a collection of rules that embody the interpretation of
the logical symbols and also certain aspects of the meanings of sequents. We present these rules in
this subsection: we first identify some structural rules, we then consider axioms and the cut rule,
and we finally introduce rules for the logical symbols.

4.2.1 Structural Rules

This subcollection of rules is presented in Figure These rules can be subcategorized into those
that allow for weakening and contracting the assumption set in a sequent and those that permit
the weakening and strengthening of the support set, the term variables context, and the context
variables context. Rules of the second subcategory encode the fact that vacuous (well-formed)
extensions to the bindings manifest in a sequent will not impact its validity. The strengthening
and weakening rules for contexts include premises that force modifications to context variable types
and the satisfaction of typing judgements that are necessary to ensure the well-formedness of the
sequents in any application of the rule.

The following theorem shows that these rules require the proof of only well-formed sequents in
constructing a proof of a well-formed sequent.
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Theorem 4.20. The following property holds for each rule in Figure [{.2: if the conclusion se-
quent is well-formed, the premises expressing typing conditions have derivations and the conditions
expressed by the other, non-sequent premises are satisfied, then all the sequent premises must be
well-formed.

Proof. The claim is obvious for the wk, cont, and ctx-wk rules. This leaves only the ctx-str rule.
The welformedness requirements as they pertain to the formulas in QU{F'} in the premise sequent in
this rule follow easily from Theorem 3.3l The second premise ensures that the context types in Z’ in
the rule meet the necessary requirements. For the remaining context types, we use the relationship
between = and = and Theorem B3] to derive the needed property from the wellformedness of the
conclusion sequent. O

The following lemma will be useful in showing the soundness of the structural rules.

Lemma 4.21. Let S=N; ¥;Z;Q — F and &' = N; U, Z: Q — F be well-formed sequents such
that N C N, W C W, and there is some subset = for the context variables context = where

Z ={it(N;\ (N\N)) : G[G;] | Ti1TN; : Gi[G;] € E}.
Then S is valid if and only if 8" is valid.

Proof. We will make use in the proof of the easily confirmed fact that a closed and well-formed
sequent that differs from another such sequent only in its support set is valid exactly when the
other sequent is valid. We note now that if # and o are proper for S and o’ is a restriction of o
to dom(Z), then 6 and ¢’ must be proper for §’. From this it follows easily that corresponding to
each closed instance of S there must be a closed instance of S’ that differs at most in its support
set. Thus, if S’ is valid, S must be too.

In the “only if” direction, we note first that a term substitution € and a context substitution o
that identify a closed instance of 8’ may not be proper for S because 6 and ¢ use nominal constants
from N\ N in the terms they substitute for variables. To rectify this problem, we use a permutation
7 that swaps the nominal constants in N\ N’ with ones that do not appear in N, 6 or o, leaving
the other nominal constants unaffected. It is easily seen that 7.0 and 7.0 identify a closed instance
of &’ and are proper with respect to S. These substitutions can now be extended to substitutions
0’ and o’ that substitute closed expressions of the appropriate kinds for the variables in ¥\ ¥’ and
=\ Z’, respectively, and that thereby identify a closed instance of S. This closed instance is valid by
assumption. Further, it differs from &'[r.0]y[mw.0] only in its support set. Thus, the latter sequent
must also be valid. Noting that &’ = 7.§” and using Theorem 18] we see that S'[7.0]g[r.0] is the
same sequent as 7.8’ [0]g[o]. Using Theorem 19 we now conclude that S'[0]g[o] is valid. Since
this argument is independent of the choice of § and o, it follows that S’ must be valid if S is. O

The soundness of the structural rules is the content of the following theorem.

Theorem 4.22. The following property holds for every instance of each of the rules in Figure[{.2:
if the premises expressing typing judgements are derivable, the conditions described in the other
non-sequent premises are satisfied and the premise sequent is valid, then the conclusion sequent
must also be valid.

Proof. The argument is obvious for the wk and cont rules. For the ctx-str and ctx-wk rules, we
make use of Lemma 211 O
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F' € Q = is a permutation of nominal constants such that supp(r) CN Z+F =, F
N:U; Z2:Q — F

id

N;U;, 50— F, N;UEQ F, — Fy NUOgUWY;dom (2) F Fy fmla
N0, Z:Q — Fy

cut

Figure 4.3: The Axiom and the Cut Rule

4.2.2 The Axiom and the Cut Rule

The cut rule codifies the notion of lemmas: if we can show the validity of a formula relative to
a given assumption set, then this formula can be included in the assumptions to simplify the
reasoning process. The id rule recognizes the validity of a sequent in which the conclusion formula
appears in the assumption set. In its simplest form, the id rule would require the conclusion
formula to be included as is in the assumption set. It is possible, and also pragmatically useful,
to generalize this form to allow also for a permutation of nominal constants in the formulas in
the process of matching. However, this has to be done with care to ensure that identity under
the considered permutations continues to hold even after later instantiations of term and context
variables appearing in the formulas. The following definition presents a notion of equivalence for
formulas under permutations that encodes this care.

Definition 4.23 (Formula Equivalence). The equivalence of two context expressions Gp and Go
with respect to a context variables context = and a permutation w, written = F Gy =, G1, is a
relation defined by the following three clauses:

1. EF - =, - holds for any = and .
2. 2+ T =, T holds if for some T'tN : C[G]| € = it is the case that T =T’ and supp (w) C N.

3. If G1 = (G,n1 : A1) and Go = (G, na : Ag) then =+ Gy =, G1 holds if w.ny is identical to
ni, m.Ay is the same type as Ay, and 2+ G4 =5 G| holds.

Two atomic formulas {G'+ M': A’} and {G+ M : A} are considered equivalent with respect to =
and w if 2+ G' =, G holds, .M’ and M are the same terms, and w.A' and A are the same
types. Two arbitrary formulas F' and F are considered equivalent with respect to = and w if
their component parts are so equivalent, allowing, of course, for a renaming of variables bound by
quantifiers. We denote this equivalence by the expression 2+ F' =, F.

The id and the cut rules are presented in Figure 4.3l The id rule limits the permutations to be
considered to ones that rename only nominal constants appearing in the support set of the sequent.
The cut rule includes a premise that ensures the wellformedness of the cut formula.

Theorem 4.24. The following property holds of the id and the cut rule: if the conclusion sequent is
well-formed, the premises expressing typing conditions have derivations and the conditions expressed
by the other, non-sequent premises are satisfied, then the premise sequents must be well-formed.

Proof. The requirement is vacuously true for the id rule and it has an obvious proof for the cut
rule. ]
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In showing the soundness of the id rule, we will need the observation contained in the two
lemmas below that the equivalence of formulas modulo permutations is preserved under the kinds
of substitutions that have to be considered in determining the validity of sequents.

Lemma 4.25. Suppose that =+ Fo =, I} is holds for some formulas F1 and Fy and some Z and 7
of the right kinds. If 0 is a term substitution such that supp (6) N supp (1) = O and both F5[0] = F}
and Fi[0] = F{ have derivations for some F| and Fy, then Z[0] - Fy =, F| holds.

Proof. Let E be a type or term on which the application of the substitution 6 is defined and let
7 be a permutation of the nominal constants. We observe then that 7.(E[f]) is the same type or
term as (w.E)[r.0]. This observation, which was implicit in Theorem [I8] can be established by
induction on the derivation of E[f] = E’ for the relevant E’. If supp (6) and supp () are disjoint
as is assumed in this lemma, it further follows that 7.(E[#]) is the same term or type as (7.E)[0].

The lemma itself is proved by induction on the structure of F; or, equivalently, F5. Most of the
cases are straightforward, the only one perhaps needing explicit consideration being that when Fj
and Fy are the atomic formulas {G1 F M : A1} and {Ga = My : Ay}, respectively. In this case, by
assumption, w.Mo and M; are the same terms, m.As and A; are the same types and = F Gy =, G
holds. Using the observation at the beginning of the proof, we see that 7.(M2[f]) is the same term
as M1[0] and 7.(A3[0]) is the same type as A;[f]. Thus, the lemma would follow if we can show
that Z  G2[0] =, G1[0] holds. However, this is easily done by an induction on the structure of G.
The argument is obvious when G is - or a context variable. If Gy is of the form (G, ny : A1), then
it must be the case that Gy has the form (G, ng : As), where m.ng is the same nominal constant
as ny, m. Ay is equal to A; up to renaming of bound variables, and E + G, =, G| holds. Drawing
again the observation at the beginning of the proof, we may conclude that m.A5[f] is the same
type as A1[f]. From the induction hypothesis, we know that = F G4[0] =, G/ [0] holds. It is now
evident that = F G2[f0] =, G1[0] must hold. O

Lemma 4.26. Let o be an appropriate substitution for = with respect to some term wvariables
context W and set of nominal constants N, and let =+ F' = F hold. Then Z, - F'[o] =, F|o]
must also hold.

Proof. The key observation underlying the proof is that if G; and G4 are two context expressions
such that = F G7 =, G2 holds and o is a context substitution that is appropriate for = with respect
to ¥ and N, then E, - G[o] =, G2[o] must hold. This fact can be verified by an induction on
the structure of G;. The only complex case is that where GG is a context variable I' for which o
substitutes the context expression G’. Here, = must contain an association of the form T'tN' : C[F],
with supp(r) C N" and with there being a derivation for supp(o) \ N'; U; 2, F C[G] ~>esty G'. By
an obvious inductive argument on the derivation, we can show that Z, - G’ =, G’ must hold, as
we need to do in this case.

The lemma itself is proved by an obvious induction on the structure of F'. In the case where F’
is the atomic formula {G + M : A}, we make use of the above observation. O

We can now show the soundness of the id and cut rules.

Theorem 4.27. The following property holds for every instance of the id and cut rules: if the
premises expressing typing judgements are derivable, the conditions described in the other non-
sequent premises are satisfied and all the premise sequents are valid, then the conclusion sequent
must also be valid.

Proof. Let 0 and o identify a closed instance of the conclusion of the id rule. The requirements that
6 and o must satisfy and the assumption that the premise conditions supp(r) C Nand 2+ F' =, F
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hold allow us to use Lemmas and to conclude that 0 - F'[0][c] =, F[0][o] holds. Now,
for any context variables context Z’, permutation 7/, and closed formulas G' and H it is easily seen
that if 2’ - G =, H holds then H must be the same formula as 7/.G. We may therefore conclude
that the closed instance of the conclusion of the id rule identified by 6 and o is valid. Since the
argument was independent of the choice of # and o, we conclude that the theorem must be true for
this case.

For the cut rule, we note that, given the wellformedness premise pertaining to the formula Fb,
any substitutions 6 and ¢ that identify a closed instance of the conclusion sequent must also identify
closed instances of the two premise sequents. It is easy to see now that the validity of the latter
two sequents must entail the validity of the former. We conclude that the theorem holds for this
rule as well by noting that the argument is again independent of the choice of 6 and o. O

4.2.3 Rules for the Logical Symbols

Figured.4] presents proof rules that facilitate reasoning based on the meanings of the logical symbols
that are permitted in formulas. That we may focus attention only on well-formed sequents in the
context of these rules is the content of the following theorem.

Theorem 4.28. The following property holds of the rules in Figure[{.]): if the conclusion sequent is
well-formed, the premises expressing typing conditions have derivations and the conditions expressed
by the other, non-sequent premises are satisfied, then the premise sequents must be well-formed.

Proof. The argument pertaining to T, L and all the propositional connectives is straightforward,
leaving us only to argue for the quantifier rules.

The considerations for the rules V-R and 3-L are similar and we therefore discuss only the
case for the former rule in detail. In showing that the context variables context for the premise
sequent satisfies the wellformedness conditions, we observe that the corresponding context for
the conclusion sequent does by assumption and we then use Theorem (43l In showing that the
assumption formulas in the premise sequent satisfy the required conditions, we again use the fact
that these formulas in the conclusion sequent do and then invoke Theorem B3l Thus, it only
remains to show that F” satisfies the conditions required of it. From the wellformedness of Vz : a. F'
relative to the conclusion sequent, we see that NUOyg U W,z : ;27 + F fmla has a derivation.
The substitution {(z,y n1...nmy, @)} is obviously type preserving with respect to the arity typing
context NUOg U (V,y: a1 — ... = ap, — «). We may therefore invoke Theorem to conclude
that the judgement NUOy U W,y : a1 — ... — oy, — a; 2 F F’ fmla has a derivation.

The considerations for the rules V-L and 3-R are also similar and so we discuss only the case
for V-L in detail. Most of the wellformedness requirements for the premise sequent in fact follow
trivially from the fact they hold for the conclusion sequent. The only perhaps nontrivial part is
showing that F} is well-formed. From the wellformedness of the conclusion sequent, we know that
NUOyUT U {x:a};E" F F; fmla has a derivation. Since NU Oy U W F,; ¢ : @ has a derivation,
{{x,t, )} is an arity type preserving substitution with respect to NU©®¢ U ¥. We can now invoke
Theorem to conclude that there must be a derivation for NU Qg U U;E~ + F fmla.

We consider the case for II-R next. Here we must show that the addition IV 10 : C[-] to the
context variables context in the premise sequent satisfies the wellformedness requirements. That
it does follows easily from the observations that - C ctx schema must be derivable because the
formula IIT : C.F is well-formed (relative to the conclusion sequent) and that N; ¥ = C[-] ctx-ty has
a trivial derivation. The wellformedness of all the other associations in the context variables context
follows immediately from the wellformedness of the conclusion sequent and the wellformedness of
the formulas in © can be argued similarly, additionally using Theorem B3l Finally, using the fact

36



T-R 1-L

N, Z: Q0 — T N:U; Z2:Q, 1 — F

N EQ—F NU:=EQ— [ R N;U, 20, F, — F i6{1’2}/\L-
N0 50— Fy A B /- NU,E QAR F

N E:Q — F i€{172}vR- N, EQ,F — F N,U,EQ F, — F
N U:Z:Q — Fy VI o N:U:E:Q FVE, — F

V-L

N, E:Q F — Fy R N, =0 —F, N;U,ZEQ, Fh — F L
N0, 50 5 F > F N, Z QR OF —— F =

N={ni:a1,...,nm:an} y & dom () Fl[{{z,y n1...npm,a)}] = F’

NoVU{y: (1= ... 2> =) EQ — F/
N;U; Z:Q — Ve : o F

V-R

NUOoUY Ft:a Fi[{{z,t,a)}] = F N;U;E:Q F] — Fy
N; U, Z: Q. Ve : b7 — F

NUOyUY ke t:a F[{{z,t,a)}]=F N;¥;ZQ — F
N;U; Z:Q — dz: . F

N={ni:aq,...,nm: am} y & dom () Pl{{z,yni...nm,a)}] = F
NV U{y: (1 = ... > am 2> )5 QF — F
N;W: = Q. dx - a.Fy — Fy

3-L

N; U2, 110 : C[]; Q@ — F{T'/T}] TV & dom (E)
N;W:=:Q — Il :C.F

II-R

N; U EF C[] westy G N; U EQ, [{G/T} — Fy
N;W: = QI C.Fy —

I1-L

Figure 4.4: The Logical Rules

that NUO©yU W; =~ F IIT" : C.F fla has a derivation, we can easily show that there must be a
derivation for NU©y U U; == U{I"} - F[{I”/T'}] fnla.

The only remaining case is that of II-L. Moreover, the only requirement whose validation is
nontrivial in this case is that there is a derivation for NU© U W; =~ + F1[{G/I'}] fmla. There is
a trivial derivation for N; W b C[] ctx-ty and, from one of the premises, we know that there is a
derivation for N; W; = b C[-] ~» ¢y G. But then, from Theorem [£.2] it follows that N; W - G context
has a derivation. By the well-formedness of the conclusion sequent, NUOUWY; =~ - IIT": C.F} fmla
has a derivation, from which it follows that NU© U W; =~ U{T'} I F} fmla must also have one. We
now use Theorem to reach the desired conclusion. O

The proof of soundness of the rules II-L, V-L and 3-R will use inversions in the order of appli-
cation of substitutions that are justified by the three lemmas below.

Lemma 4.29. Let 01 and 0 be term wvariables substitutions that are arity type preserving with
respect to © and ctx(01) W O, respectively, and such that the variables in dom(62) are distinct from
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those in dom(0y1) and do not appear free in the terms in rng(61). Further, let 0 be the substitution
{z, M’ a) | (x, M,a) € 02 and M[0,] = M'}.

If F is a formula such that ctx(02)W(ctx(61)WO); E~ = F fmla is derivable for some context variables
context Z, then both F[02][61] and F[61][05] are defined and are in fact the same formulas.

Proof. We note first that the substitution 6/ is well-defined by Theorem [Z.8 The lemma is proved
by an induction on the structure of formulas, making use eventually of Theorem O

Lemma 4.30. Let o1 and o3 be context variables substitutions such that the variables substituted
for by oo are distinct from those substituted for by o1 and they also do not appear in the context
expressions in the range of o1. Further, let ol be the context variables substitution

{G'/T| G)T € oy and Glo1] = G'}.
Then, for any formula F, Flos][o1] and F[o1][o}] represent identical formulas.

Proof. Using an inductive argument, we first show the property for context expressions and then
extend it to formulas. O

Lemma 4.31. Let o be a context variables substitution appropriate for = with respect to ctx(0)U W
and N, let 6 be an arity type preserving substitution with respect to NU Og U V¥, and let F be a
formula such that NU ©g U (ctx(0) W W); =2 - F fmla is derivable. Then, if o’ be the substitution
{G')T | G/T € o and G[0] = G'}, F[o][0] and F[0][c'] denote the same formulas.

Proof. Note first that for any G/I" € o it must be the case that NUOgU (ctx(0)wW¥); Z, - G context
is derivable; this follows from the appropriateness property for o, using Theorem It is easily
seen from this that G[A] must be defined and, hence, that the substitution ¢’ is well-defined.
Using Theorem [B.5] it also follows that N U ©g U (ctx(0) W ¥); 2~ - Fo| fmla is derivable. Using
Theorem again, it follows that F[o]|[f] must be defined. Finally, by Theorem 2.8 F[6] must
be defined. This establishes the coherence of the lemma statement. Its proof itself is based on an
induction on the structure of the formula F', noting that term substitutions leave context variables
unchanged. O

The soundness of the logical rules is the content of the following theorem.

Theorem 4.32. The following property holds for every instance of each of the rules in Figure [{.4):
if the premises expressing typing judgements are derivable, the conditions described in the other non-
sequent premises are satisfied and all the premise sequents are valid, then the conclusion sequent
must also be valid.

Proof. The argument is straightforward for the rules pertaining to the logical constants and propo-
sitional connectives. We therefore focus on the quantifier rules in the rest of the proof. The
wellformedness of sequents ensures that the applications of substitutions to formulas and terms
must be defined in actual instances of these rules. In light of this, we will freely use the notation
introduced after Theorems [2.8] in the discussions below.

The arguments for the V-R and 3-L rules are similar, so we present only the argument for the
V-R rule. Suppose that the claim is false in this case. Then there must be substitutions § and o that
identify a closed instance of the conclusion sequent that is not valid. We may assume without loss of
generality that y ¢ dom(#); if this is not true at the outset, since y ¢ dom(¥), we may drop the tuple
pertaining to y from 6 to get another term substitution on which to base the argument. Now, in the
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situation under consideration, all the formulas in Q[f][c] must be valid and (Vz : o.F)[0][o] must
not be valid. The latter means that there is some term ¢ for which N'U®q I, ¢ : « has a derivation
that is such that F[0][o][{(x,t,«)}] is not valid; note that z is a variable that does not appear
in 6 or 0. Using Lemma [£3T], we see that this is the same formula as F[0][{(x,t,a)}][o]. Using
Theorem (.8, we can conclude that there must be a term ¢ that is devoid of nominal constants
from N for which the typing judgement N U©Oqg Fa t' : @1 — ... = a; — « is derivable and
that is such that F[0][{(x,t,a)}][o] is the same formula as F[0][{{x,y n1...nm, ) }[{{y,t, @) }]-
Since x does not appear in 6 and y is not in dom(f), we can conclude using Lemma that
the latter formula is the same as F[{(z,y ni...nm, &) }[O][{(y, ;01 — ... = amm — «)}]. Using
Theorem 210, we see further that this formula is the same as F[{(z,y ni...nmy,a)}][0'], where
0’ is the substitution 0 U {(y,t',a1 — ... = a;, — a)}. We observe at this point that 6’ and o
are substitutions that identify a closed instance of the premise sequent: since t’ is a closed term
of the right type that is devoid of the nominal constants in N, it follows easily that ¢ and o
must be “proper” for the premise sequent if § and o are proper for the conclusion sequent, the
formulas in Q[f][o] are identical to the ones in Q[f][o] and hence all closed, and the formula
Fl[{{(z,y n1...nm,a)}][0'][c] is identical to F[0][c][{(x,t,a)}] and hence also closed. However,
we now have a contradiction since this close instance of the premise sequent must also be one that
is not valid.

The arguments for the V-L and 3-R rules are also similar, so we present only the one for the
former rule. Let § and o be substitutions that identify a closed instance of the conclusion sequent.
Now, if any formula in (QUVz : a.F1)[0][o] is not valid, then the conclusion sequent must be valid.
Let us therefore assume that all these formulas are valid. Our task is to show that then Fy[6][o]
must also be valid. Clearly, # and o also identify a closed instance of the premise sequent. If
we can show that the assumption formula Fi[{(x,t, «)}][f][c] in this sequent is valid, then all its
assumption formulas would be valid, thereby enabling us to conclude that F»[0][o] is also valid, as
desired. Using Lemmas and 3Tl we see that the assumption formula in question is the same
as F1[0][o][{(x,t[0],)}]. Since NUOyU W k-, t : @ has a derivation, by Theorem 2.8 there must
be one for NU ©g ¢ t[0] : a. But this means that F1[0][c][{(z,t[0],a)}] is a closed instance of
Vz : a.F1[0][o] and must therefore be valid by assumption.

Let us consider the case for II-R next. If the claim is false, then there must be substitutions 6 and
o that identify a closed instance of the conclusion sequent that is not valid. For this to happen,
it must be the case that all the formulas in Q[f][o] are valid and the formula IIT : C.F[0][0]
is not valid. From the latter, it follows that for some context expression G it is the case that
N;0F C ~»¢s G is derivable and F[0][o][{G/T}] is not valid. But now consider the substitutions
and o’ where ¢/ = 0 U {G/I"}. Tt is easily checked that these are proper for the premise sequent.
Further, F[0][0'] is the same formula as F[0][o][{G/T'}] and, since IV ¢ dom(Z), Q[0][0’] is the
same collection of formulas as Q[f][c]. Thus 6 and ¢’ identify a closed instance of the premise
sequent that is not valid, thereby contradicting the assumption of falsity of the theorem.

The only remaining case is that of II-L. Let 6 and o be substitutions that identify a closed
instance of the conclusion sequent. If any formula in (Q U {IIT : C.F'})[0][o] is not valid, then the
conclusion sequent must be valid. Let us therefore assume that all these formulas are valid. We must
show that F[0][o] is then also valid. By assumption, there is a derivation for N; W; = = C[-] ~+ ¢ty G.
Using Theorem [£3] it follows that there must be a derivation for N;¥;Z F C[-] ~csty G. Using
Theorems 4] and we can show from this that N;0;0 = C[-] ~ sty G[0][0] is derivable; to
invoke Theorem .12}, we would need o to be appropriate for Z[0] with respect to ) and A/ but this
is ensured by the properness of 6 and o with respect to the conclusion sequent. By Theorem [4.2],
there must be a derivation for N;0 b C ~»s G[0][o]. Clearly, § and o must identify a closed
instance of the premise sequent. Moreover, all the assumption formulas in this instance must be
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valid: we have assumed this to be the case for the formulas in Q[0][c] and Fi[G/T][6][o] must be
valid because IIT : C.F[0][o] is valid and N;0 F C ~~¢ G[0][o] is derivable. But then, by the
assumption of validity of the premise sequent, it must be the case that F5[0][o] is valid. O

4.3 Proof Rules that Interpret Atomic Formulas

We now present rules that build in an analysis of atomic formulas based on the understanding that
they represent LF typing judgements. When an atomic formula appears as the conclusion of a
sequent, the analysis takes an obvious form: the derivability of the sequent can be based on that of
a sequent in which the conclusion judgement has been unfolded using an LF rule. The treatment
of an atomic assumption formula is more complex: we must consider all the ways in which this
formula could be valid in assessing the validity of the sequent. This “case analysis” can be driven
by the structure of the type in the formula. When the type is of the form IIz:A. B, the term must
be an abstraction and there is exactly one way in which a purported typing derivation could have
concluded. When the type is atomic, Theorem provides us information about the different
cases that need to be considered. However, a complicating factor is that the formula may contain
term and context variables in it and we must consider also all the possible instantiations of these
variables that could made the judgement true in the analysis.

The analysis of atomic assumption formulas is obviously somewhat intricate and we devote the
first part of this subsection to its discussion. We then use the resulting understanding to develop
proof rules for atomic formulas.

4.3.1 Analyzing an Atomic Assumption Formula with an Atomic Type

Consider an atomic formula {G + R : P} where, obviously, P has the form (¢ M; ... M,). Let
us suppose initially that this formula is closed. In this case, for the formula to be valid, R would
need to have as a head a constant declared in ¥ or a nominal constant assigned a type in G. If
the arguments of R do not satisfy the constraints imposed by the type associated with the head,
then the typing judgement will not be derivable and hence we can conclude that the sequent is
in fact valid. On the other hand, if the arguments of R do satisfy the required constraints, then
Theorem [2.20] gives us a means for decomposing the given typing judgement into ones pertaining
to My,...,M,. The validity of the given sequent can therefore be reduced to the validity of a
sequent that results from replacing the atomic formula under consideration by ones that represent
the mentioned typing judgements.

In the general case, the formula {G' + R : P} may not be closed. This could happen in two
different ways. First, the context expression may have a part that is yet to be determined, i.e., G
may be of the form I',ny : Ay,...,ny, : Ay where I' has a set of names N and a context variable
type of the form C[Gy;...;Gy] associated with it in the sequent. Second, the expressions in the
atomic formula and the context variable type may contain variables in them that are bound in the
term variables context. To articulate a proof rule around the atomic formula in this situation, it is
necessary to develop a means for analyzing the formula in a way that pays attention to the validity
of the sequent under all acceptable instantiations of the context and term variables.

The analysis that we describe proceeds in two steps. We first describe a finite way to consider
elaborations of the context variable that make explicit all the heads that need to be considered
for the term in an analysis of the closed instances of the atomic formula. This process yields a
finite collection of pairs comprising a sequent in which the context variable may have been partially
instantiated, and a specifically identified possibility for the head that is either drawn from the
signature or that appears explicitly in the context; the intent here, which is verified in Lemma [4.39],
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is that considering just the second components of these pairs as the heads of the term in the typing
judgement will suffice for a complete analysis based on Theorem The second step actually
carries out the analysis in each of these cases, using the idea of unification in the application of
Theorem 2201 to accommodate all possible closed instantiations of the term variables in the sequent.

Elaborating Context Variables and Identifying Head Possibilities We first note that con-
text expressions have may have implicit and explicit parts, the former being subject to elaboration
via context substitutions.

Definition 4.33. Let S = N;U; =: Q) — F be a well-formed sequent. If G is a context expression
appearing in S then it must be of either the form ny : Aq,...,nm : Am or of the form I',ny :
Ay, ... 0y o Ay where T is a context variable with an associated declaration Tt Nrp : C[Gy;. .. ; Gy
i Z. In the latter case, we say that G has an implicit part relative to S that is given by I'TNp :
C|G1;...;Gy). Further, we refer to ny : Ay, ... ,ny : Ay, in the former case and to the sequence
formed by listing the bindings in G1,...,Gy followed by ny : A1,..., 0y : Ay in the latter case as
the explicit bindings in G relative to S.

Let T' be a context variable that has the type C[G1;...;Gy]. Closed instances of I' are then
generated by interspersing G, ..., Gy with blocks of declarations generated from the block schema
comprising C. In determining possibilities for the head of R from the implicit part of G in an
atomic formula of the form {G + R : P}, we need to consider an elaboration of G with only one
such block; of course, for a complete analysis, we will need to consider all the possibilities for such
an elaboration. The function AddBlock defined below formalizes such an elaboration, returning
a modified sequent and a potential head for the term in the typing judgement. Note that in an
elaboration based on a block schema of the form {z1 : a1,..., 2y : antyr + A1, ..., Yk Ag, it would
be necessary to consider a choice of nominal constants for the schematic variables y1,...,y;. The
function is parameterized by such a choice. We must also accommodate all possible instantiations
for the variables x1,...,x,, subject to the proviso that these instantiations do not use nominal
constants that appear in a later part of the context expression. This is done by introducing new
term variables for x1, ..., x, and by raising such variables over the nominal constants that are not
prohibited from appearing in the instantiations; to support the latter requirement, the function
is parameterized by a collection of nominal constants. Finally, we observe that the elaboration
process may introduce new nominal constants into the sequent, necessitating a raising of the term
variables over the new constants.

Definition 4.34. Let S be the the well-formed sequent N; U;=;Q — F, let Tt Nrp : C[Gy;. .. ; Gy
be an assignment in =, and let B = {x1 : oq1,..., %y : Qn}y1 2 A1, ..., Yk : Ax be one of the block
schemas comprising C. Further, let N' C (N\ Nr) be a collection of nominal constants, let ns be
a list nq,...,ny of distinct nominal constants that are also different from the constants in N' and
that are such that, for 1 < i <k, n; : (A4;)~ € (W \Nr). Finally, for 0 < j < n, let N; be the
collection of nominal constants assigned types in G1,...,G;. Then, letting

1. \I»'g be a version of ¥ raised over {nq,...,ni} \N and 93- be the associated raising substitution,

2. A\, ... A} be the types Ai,..., A with the schematic variables y1, ...,y replaced with the

names ny, ..., Mg,

8. W5 be a version of {x1 : a1,...,xn : an} raised over NUN; U ({n1,...,ni} \N) with the new
variables chosen to be distinct from those in \I/;-, 03-’ be the associated raising substitution, and
G be the context expression ny : A[07], ..., ng : AL[07], and
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4. E; be the context variables context
(E\ATINr : C[G1;.. s Gl DO U AT N - CGA[65]; - . . G [050; G5 G [65]5 - -5 Gul[05113,

for0<j<nand1 <i<k, AddBlock(S,TTNr : C|G1;...;Gy],B,ns, N j.i) is defined to be the
tuple

(NUns; W, U T 25Q[05] — F[05],n - AJ[67]).
Note that the conditions in the definition ensure that all the substitutions involved in it will have a
result, thereby permitting us to use the notation introduced after Theorem [2.8.

The elaboration just described is parameterized by the choice of nominal constants for the
variables assigned types in the block schema. In identifying the choices that have to be considered,
it is useful to partition the members of (N \ Np) into two sets: those that appear in the support
set of the sequent whose elaboration is being considered and those that do not. It is necessary
to consider all possible assignments that satisfy arity typing constraints from the first category.
From the second category, as we shall soon see, it suffices to consider exactly one representative
assignment. Note also that we may insist that the nominal constant in each assignment of the block
be disinct; if this is not the case, the sequent is easily seen to be valid. The function NamesLsts
defined below embodies these ideas. The function is parameterized be a sequence of arity types
corresponding to the declarations in the block schema, a collection of “known” nominal constants
that are available for use in an elaboration of the block schema and a collection of nominal constants
that are already bound in the context expressions and hence must not be used again.

Definition 4.35. Let tys be a sequence of arity types and let N, and Ny be finite sets of nominal

constants. Further, let nil denote an empty sequence and x :: xs denote a sequence that starts with

x and continues with the sequence xs. Then the collection of name choices for tys relative to N,

and away from Ny is denoted by NamesLsts(tys,N,,Ny) and defined by recursion on tys as follows:
NamesLsts(tys, N, Np)) =

{nil} if tys = nil

{nunl|n:aeN,neN,\ N, and
nl € NamesLsts(tys',N,, N, U {n})} U

{n ::nl | n is the first nominal constant if tys = a = tys
such that n: « € N and n ¢ N, UNy,
and nl € NamesLsts(tys',N,, N, U {n})}

/

We assume in this definition the existence of an ordering on the nominal constants that allows us
to select the first of these constants that satisfies a criterion of interest.

We can now identify a finite collection of elaborations of the implicit part of a context expression
that must be considered in the analysis of an assumption formula of the form {G + R: P} that
appears in a sequent S. We do this below through the definition of the function ImplicitHeads.

Definition 4.36. Let S be the well-formed sequent N;V; =, Q2 — F, let G be a context ex-
pression appearing in a formula in S that has an implicit part relative to S that is given by
L1 Nrp : C[Gy;...5Gy), and let B = {x1 : a1,...,zy : antyr @ A1,...,yr : ax be one of the
block schemas comprising C. Further, let Ny be the collection of nominal constants assigned types
by the explicit bindings of G relative to S and let N, = (N\ Np) \ Np. Finally, let AllBlocks(S,T'1
Nr : C[Gy;...;Gy], B) denote the set
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{AddBlock(S,T1Nr : C[G1;...; Gy, Byns, Ny, 4,1) |
0<j<mn,1<i<knse NamesLsts(((A1)",...,(Ar)"),No,Nr UNp)}.

If {B1,...,Bn} is the collection of of block schemas comprising C, then the implicit heads in G
relative to S is defined to be the set

(J{AlIBlocks(S,TtNr : C[G1; ... Gul, B) | BE€ {By,...,Bn}}.

This set is denoted by ImplicitHeads(S, G).

The complete set of heads and corresponding (elaborated) sequents that must be considered in
the analysis of an atomic formula of the form {G + R : P} is identified through the function Heads
that is defined below.

Definition 4.37. Let S be a well-formed sequent and let G be a context expression appearing in a
formula in S. Let NewHds be the set ImplicitHeads(S,G) if G has an implicit part relative to S
and the empty set otherwise. Then the heads in G relative to S is defined to be the set

{(S,c:A) | c: Ae 3B} U{(S,n:A) | n:Ais an explicit binding in G relative to S} U NewHds.
This set is denoted by Heads(S,G).

The first property that we observe of the elaboration process described is that it requires us to
consider only well-formed sequents.

Lemma 4.38. Let S = N; U; Z;Q — F be a well-formed sequent and let {G + R : P} be an atomic
formula in Q. Then for each (S',h: A) € Heads(S,G) it must be the case that 8" is a well-formed
sequent. Further, if S" is N'; U, 2, Q — F'| it must be the case that (N'UOoU ') -, A type is
derivable.

Proof. The claim is not immediately obvious only when (S’,h : A) € ImplicitHeads(S,G). For
these cases, it suffices to show that every pair generated by AddBlock satisfies the requirements of
the lemma. However, this is easily argued. The main observation—that gets used twice—is that if
W, is a version of W raised over some collection of nominal constants Ny with 6 being the associated
raising substitution, and © U ¥y k. A’ type holds for some arity context © that is disjoint from
Uy and Wo, then © U Wy U Ny -,y A'[0] type also holds. O

We want next to show that the collection of pairs of sequents and heads identified by the
elaboration process are sufficient for the analysis of validity for a sequent with an assumption
formula of the form {G F R : P}. The following lemma provides the basis for this observation. We
obviously do to identify all possible elaborations because we consider only a single representative
for a “new name” for a binding in a block instance. However, we show that we cover all elaborations
up to a permutation; Theorem [£.19] then ensures that this is sufficient.

Lemma 4.39. Let S = N;U; Z;Q — F' be a well-formed sequent and let {G = R : P} be a formula
i . Further, let 0 and o be term and context variables substitutions that identify a closed instance
of S and that are such that {G+ R : P} [0][o] is valid. If the term R[0] = (h M ...DM,), then
there is a pair (S',h' : A") in Heads(S,G) such that

1. there is a formula {G' b R’ : P’} amongst the assumption formulas of 8" with b’ : A" appearing
in either ¥ or in the explicit bindings in G’ relative to S, and
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2. there is a closed instance of S’ identified by term and context variables substitutions 6’ and o’
and a permutation 7 such that m.h' = h, 7 {G'+ R': P'}[¢'][¢'] = {G+ R: P}[0][o], and
m.8'[0'olo’] = S[Blplo].

Proof. Since {GF R : P} [0][o] is valid, it must be the case that there are LF derivations for
Fy. G[0][o] ctx, G[f][o] Fx P[O] type, and G[f][s] Fx R[f] < P[#]. Using Theorem
together with the fact that R[A] = (h M; ... M,), we see that, for an appropriate A, h : A must
be a member of 3 or it must appear in G[0][¢]. Our argument distinguishes two ways that this
could happen: it could be because h : A is a member of ¥ or it is an instance of a declaration in
the explicit part of G or because it is introduced into the context G[#][o] by the substitution o.

The first collection of cases is easily dealt with: essentially, we pick A/, S’, #’ and o’ to be
identical to h, S, € and o, respectively, and we let m be the identity permutation. The requirements
of the lemma then follow easily from the definition of the Heads function.

In the cases that remain, G must have the form F,nf : A?, . ,nff : Af for some context
variable T" that has the set of names Np and the type C[Gy;...; Gy assigned to it in = and h must
be introduced by the substitution that o makes for I' as the i** binding, for some i, in a block of
declarations resulting from instantiating one of the block schemas constituting C. Let us suppose
the relevant block schema is B and it has the form {x; : a1,..., 2y : ap}(y1 : B1,...,yk : Bg).
Moreover, let us suppose that this block of declarations appears in G[#][c] somewhere between
the instances of Gj and Gj41, for some j between 0 and ¢. We may, without loss of generality,
assume r1,...,T, to be distinct from the variables assigned types by ¥. We can then visualize
the block introducing h as (ny : Bi[0"],...,ng : BL[0"]) for some ny,...,ny of the requisite
types, for some types Bi,..., B}, which are the types By, ..., B with the schematic variables of
the schema replaced by these names, and for a closed substitution #” whose domain is z, ..., zy
and, since Fy. G[0][o] ctx is derivable, whose support does not contain the nominal constants in
Nr, n?, . ,ng, or those that are assigned a type in Gji1,...,Gyp. It follows from this that if
we can associate the type C[G1[0];...; G;[0];n1 « Bi[0"],. .. . nk : BL[0"]; Gj+1[0]; . . . ; Go[0]] with
I", then the context expression that o substitutes for I' can still be generated from the changed
type. The key to our showing that the requirements of the lemma are met in these cases will be to
establish that Heads(S,G) contains a sequent and head pair such that the type of I' is elaborated
to a form from which the above type can be obtained, up to a permutation of nominal constants,
by a well-behaved substitution and the head is identified as the i** item in the introduced block of
declarations.

Towards this end, let us consider the tuple (S”,h” : A”) that is generated by

AddB]OCk(S,PTNF : C[Gl; ooy Gg],B, (nl, ‘o ,nk),No,j,i),

where N, is the collection of nominal constants obtained by leaving out of N the constants in Np
and the constants that appear amongst the explicit bindings of G relative to S. In this case, S” will
have the form N”;¥”;Z": Q)" — F” with the following properties. First, N” will be identical to
NU{nq,...,nx}. Second, ¥” will comprise two disjoint parts \I’f and \IJTZ?, where \If‘f is a version of ¥
raised over the nominal constants in {ni,...,n;} that are not members of N with a corresponding
raising substitution 6, and W% is a version of {z1,...,2,} raised over all the nominal constants
in NU {ny,...,n;} except the ones that are assigned a type in Gj;1,...,Gy or that appear in

n,... ,ng with the corresponding raising substitution #5. Third, Z” will be

SU{TTNp : C[G1[07];...,G5[0F ] n1 = BL[OP], ... nk : Be[6P]; G501, - - . Go[6X 11}
where 2 = (E\ {TtNr : C[G1;...; G )[6Y]. Finally, each formula in Q” U {F”} is obtained by
applying the raising substitution Y to a corresponding one in Q U {F}. Using Theorem E.8 we
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observe that, because supp(f) is disjoint from the set N, there is a (closed) raising substitution
0, with ctx(f,) = ¥S whose support is disjoint from the set N U {ny,...,nz} and which is such
that Q“[6,] = Q[8], F'[6,] = F[6], E[6,] is equal to (2 \ {T +Nr : C[G1;...; G })[6], and, for
each ¢, 1 < ¢ < ¢, G,[0¥][0:] = G4[f]. Using Theorem . again, we see that there is a (closed)
substitution 07 with ctx(#?) = W58 whose support is disjoint from NU {ny,...,n;} and that is such
that, for 1 < ¢ < k, it is the case that B, [[0?]] 167 = By [6"]. Based on all these observations, it is
easy to see that if we let 6” = 6,,U60", then (6”,0) is substitution compatible with S” and S”[§"] is
identical to S[f]y except for the fact that the type associated with I in its context variables context
is C[G1[0];...; G4[0];nq : BL[OM], ..., nk : BL[O"]; Gj41[0]; - - .; Ge[0]]. By the earlier observation,
o is appropriate for S”[0"]y and, in fact S”[0"]ylc] = S[0]ylc]. Noting also that h” : A” must,
by the definition of AddBlock, be n; : B}[65], if Heads(S,G) includes in it a pair obtained by this
particular call to AddBlock, then we can pick &’ to be 8”, b/ to be h”, A’ to be A”, §' to be 6§, o’
to be o and 7 to be the identity permutation to satisfy the requirements of the lemma.

We are, of course, not assured that there will be a pair in Heads(S, G) corresponding to the use
of AddBlock with exactly the arguments considered above. Specifically, the sequences of nominal
constants that are considered for the block instance may not include ny, ..., n;. However, we know
that some sequence n}, ..., nj will be considered that is identical to n1,...,n; except for constants
in identical locations in the two sequences that are not drawn from N. Since the constants in any
sequence must be distinct, it follows easily that we can describe a permutation 7’ on the nominal
constants that is the identity map on N and that maps n},...,n}, to ni,...,ng. It can also be seen
then that Heads(S,G) will include a tuple (8" h" : A"} such that «'.8"” = S§", #'./"" = 1", and
7. A" = A”. Picking S’ to be 8", I’ to be i, A’ to be A", #' to be 7'~ 10", ¢’ to be 7' L.o", 7
to be ' and using Theorem EI8] we can once again see that the requirements of the lemma are
met. ]

Generating a Covering Set of Premise Sequents We have, at this stage, a way for identifying
all the possible heads to consider for R in analyzing an atomic assumption formula {G + R : P}
in a sequent & However, we are still need a systematic approach for considering all the term and
context substitutions that yield closed instances of S in which the term component of F' has the
relevant head. We now turn to this task. Rather than identifying the closed instances immediately,
we will think of taking a step in this direction that also allows us to reduce the typing judgement
represented by F' based on the typing rule for the LF judgement it represents. The first step in
this direction will be to determine a substitution that makes the head of R identical to the one it
needs to be in its closed form. We introduce a particular form of unification towards this end. The
next step will be to reduce the sequent based on the observations in Theorem The eventual
proof rule will then combine the identification of relevant heads using Heads(S, G), the solving of
a unification problem based on each such head, and the reduction of the sequent.
We begin this development by describing the relevant notion of unification.

Definition 4.40. A unification problem U is a tuple (N, U, E) in which N is a collection of nominal
constants, ¥ is a term variables context, and £ is a set of equations {Ey = EY,...,E, = E! } where,
for1 <i<mn, either NUWU®q b E; type and NUW U O ki E! type have derivations or there
is an arity type o such that NU U U O Fu E; : v and NUW U O b E - « have derivations. A
solution to such a unification problem is a pair (6, ¥') of a substitution and a term variables context
such that

1. 0 is type preserving with respect to N'U©Og U ¥/,
2. supp(d) "N =0,
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3. foranyx if x:a €V and x : o/ € ctx(9) WV then a = o/, and
4. for each i, 1 <i < n, expressions E; and E| from E; = E/ are such that E;[0] = E![0].
Note that the typing contraints validate the use of the notation E;[0] and E[0].

Given an atomic term R, we can determine its instances that have a particular head h through
the unification of R with h applied to a sequence of fresh variables. We will use this idea to narrow
down the set of instances of a sequent that must be considered once we have determined what the
head of the term in an atomic goal of the form {G + R : P} must be. However, we must first build
into our notion of a fresh variable the ability to instantiate it with nominal constants appearing in
the sequent. We do this below by using the mechanism of raising.

Definition 4.41. Let ¥ be a term variables context and let N be a finite subset of N'. Further, let
ni,...,nE be a listing of the nominal constants in N and let aq,...,a be the respective types of
these constants. Then, for any variable z that does not appear in V, z : ag — +-- = ap — B is said
to be a variable of arity type B away from ¥ and raised over N. Moreover, (z ny ... ny) is said to
be the generalized variable term corresponding to z.

The following lemma now formalizes the described refinement of the sequent.

Lemma 4.42. Let S =N; U;E;Q {G+ R: P} — F’ be a well-formed sequent. Further, let 6 be
a term substitution that together with a context substitution o identifies a closed instance of S and
is such that R[0] = (h My ... M,) and P[] = P'[{{x1, M1,(A1)"),...,{(@n, My, (4,) " )}] for a
head h that ¥ or G[0][o] assigns the type Ux1:A;. ... Ilx,:A,. P'. Finally for 1 <i<nlet z; : o
be a distinct variable of type (A;)” away from ¥ and raised over N, and let t; be the generalized

variable term corresponding to z;. Then (0,0) is a solution to the unification problem

(N,O Uz, 2000l )
{P=P[{{z1,t1, (A1) 7)o, (@ tn, (An) WL R=(h t1 ... ty)}).

Proof. As 0 and o identify a closed instance of S is must be that (6, ) is substitution compatible
with S. But then, (0,0) satisfies the first three clauses of the definition for a solution. The
assumptions R[0] = (h My ... M,,) and P[0] = P'[{{z1, M1, (A1) ),..., {(@n, My, (An) " )}] ensure
that the final clause is also satisfied, implying that (6, () solves the given unification problem. [

The reduction of a sequent based on an atomic assumption formula is the content of the next
definition. Note that the type and the term in the formula are required to be atomic for this
reduction to be applicable and the type of the head of the term determines the reduction.

Definition 4.43. Let S = N; ;2 Q, F — F’ be a well-formed sequent, where F is the for-
mula {G&E h My...M,: P} for some h that is assigned the type A = Mx1:A;. ... Hx,:A,. P
in X or the explicit bindings in G relative to S. The sequent obtained by decomposing the as-
sumption formula F based on the type A is N;U;Z; Q. {GF M, : Al},... . {G+- M, : A} — F’
where, for 1 < i <n, A, is A;[{{x1, M1, (A1) ),..., (xi=1, Mi—1,(Ai—1)")}]. This sequent is de-
noted by ReduceSeq (S, F). Note that the well-formedness of S justifies the use of the notation
Ail{{wr, My, (A1) ™), - (i1, Miz, (Aimn) 7).

The following lemma expresses the soundness of the idea of reducing a sequent. Additionally,
it identifies a measure with atomic formulas that diminishes with the replacements effected by a
reduction step; this property will be useful in showing soundness for an induction rule that we
present in Section [£.4]
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Lemma 4.44. Let S = N;U; Z;Q, F — F’ be a well-formed sequent with F' an atomic formula of
the form {G + R : P}. Further, let h be assigned the type llx1:A;. ... Mxy,:Ay. P’ in either & or the
explicit bindings in G relative to S and for each i, 1 <i < n, let z; : o be a distinct variable of type
(4;)” away from ¥ and raised over N, and let t; be the generalized variable term corresponding to
z;. Finally, let U be the unification problem

(N, W U{z1: ), ..vy 2 0l
{P=P[{{z,t1,(A1)7),. .., (@ tn, (Ap) ), R=(h t1 ... tn)}).

Then any solution to U is substitution compatible with S. Further, for any (0, Vy) that is a solution
to U and 0, that is a raising substitution associated with the application of 0 to S relative to Wy,
there must be terms My, ..., My such that the following hold:

1. R[O)[6,] is (h My ... My).

2. For any 0" and o' identifying a closed instance of S[0]w,, if {G+ R : P} [0][6,][¢'][0"] is
valid and there is a derivation for (G by R < P)[0][0,][0'][c’] of height k, then for each i,
1 <4 <mn, letting A, = A;[{{z1, M1, (A1) ), ..., (mi1, M;—1, (A1) ) }], it must be the case
that {GO][0-] - M, : AL})[0'][0"] is valid and that there is a derivation of height less than k
for (G[0][6:] s M; <= AD[0][0].

3. There is an S’ such that 8" = ReduceSeq (S[0]w,, F[0][0-]) and S’ is valid only if S[0]w, is.

Proof. A straightforward examination of Definitions and .40 suffices to verify that solu-
tions to U must be substitution compatible with S. Any solution (#, ¥y) to the unification
problem U must be such that R[A] = (h t1...t,)[0]. From this it follows that R[A][6,] =
(hty1...tn)[0][0r]. Since h is unaffected by substitutions, it is easy to see that (h t1...¢,)[0][6,] =
(h (t1[0]10:]) --- (t.[6]06:])). Picking M; to be the term t;[0][0,] for each i, 1 < i < n, we see
that clause (1) in the lemma is satisfied.

For the second clause we note first that the typing judgements in question must be closed
and hence the consideration is meaningful. Consider an arbitrary closed instance of S[f]w, iden-
tified by 6’ and o. If F[0][0,][0'][c] is a valid formula then using the definition of validity as
well as clause (1) in the lemma we can extract a derivation for by, G[0][6,][6'][c] ctx and a
derivation of height k for G[O][0.][0'][c] = (h My...M,)[0'] < P[O][6-][¢']. Application of
Theorems and are then sufficient to conclude that there is a derivation of height less than
k for (G[O][6-] Fx M; < A})[0'][c]. For us to be able to conclude that, for each i, 1 < i < n, the
formula ({G[0][6,] - M; : A;})[€'][o] is valid, it only remains to show that there is a derivation for
GO]16-]1¢'][c] b= AL[¢'] type. However, this has been done in the proof of Theorem

We finish by proving the third clause. From clause (1) we know that R[6][6,] will be of
the form (h M; ... M,), thus by the definition of ReduceSeq there must exist an &’ such that
S’ = ReduceSeq (S[0]w,, F[0][6:]). Suppose & is valid. Consider an arbitrary closed instance of
S[0]w, identified by 6’ and 0. These same 6§’ and o also identify a closed instance of S’ as these
sequents only differ in that the assumption formula F[0][6,] has been replaced with the collection
of reduced formulas {{G[0][0,] - M; : AL} | 1 <i <n}. If any formula in the set of assumption
formulas of S[0]w,[0']g[o] were not valid then this instance would be vacuously valid, so suppose
all such formulas are valid. Then in particular, F[0][0,][¢'][c] must be valid and thus by clause
(2), for each i, 1 < i < n, the formula {G[0][0,] F M, : A.}[0'][c] will be valid. But then all of the
assumption formulas of S’[6'][c] must be valid and since this is a closed instance of a valid sequent
we can conclude that the goal formula F'[0][6,][0'][c] is valid. Therefore any closed instance of
S[0]w, will be valid, and clause (3) in the lemma is satisfied. O
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Lemmas and [£.44] yield the following possibility for analyzing the derivability of a sequent
with {G F R : P} as an atomic assumption formula relative to an identified head for R: use the
unification problem identified in Lemma to generate a collection of term substitutions and
analyze the derivability of the reduced sequent under these substitutions. Unfortunately, this
would not be a very effective strategy if we have to treat each unifier separately. Towards dealing
with this issue, we introduce the idea of a covering set of solutions to a unification problem. The
next three definitions culminate in a formulation of this notion.

Definition 4.45. The restriction of a substitution 0 to the term wvariables context W is the substi-
tution {(z, M,«a) | (x,M,a) € 0 and x : o/ € ¥}. This substitution is denoted by 0|y.

Definition 4.46. Let ¥, W and Wy be term variables contexts, and let 61 and 05 be substitutions
that are arity type preserving with respect to N U Oy U Wy and N U Oy U ¥y, respectively. Then
(02, Us) is said to cover (01, V) relative to W if there exists a pair (03, Vs) of a substitution and a
term variables context such that

1. 03 is type preserving with respect to N'U ©g U V3,
2. forany z:a € Wy, if x: ' € ctx(03) W W3 then a = o, and
3. The substitutions 01|y and (03 o 02)|g are identical.

Note that the second condition ensures that N'U ©g U (V3 \ ctx(03))) U U3) determines a valid
arity context and that 05 and 03 are arity type compatible with respect to this context. Thus, the
composition of 65 and 03 in the third condition is well-defined.

Definition 4.47. A collection S of solutions to a unification problem U = (N, U E) is said to be
covering set of solutions for U if every solution to U is covered by some solution in S relative to .

The following lemma provides the basis for using the reduced forms generated by just a covering
set of solutions for the relevant unification problem in analyzing the derivability of the sequent.

Lemma 4.48. Let S be the well-formed sequent N;W;=Z;Q — F' and let 01 and o identify a
closed instance S’ of S. Further, let (02, Va) be substitution compatible with S and such that it
covers (01,0) relative to W. Then there is a term substitution 6 that together with o identifies a
closed instance of S[02]w, that is valid if and only if S’ is.

Proof. We argue below that, under the assumptions of the lemma, there is a substitution f3 and a
term variables context W3 such that (A3, Us) is substitution compatible with S[62]w, and for any
term M such that NU Oy U WU k-, M : « is derivable it is the case that M[02][02.][0s] = M[6:],
where 05, is the raising substitution associated with the application of 05 to S relative to Wy, It
follows from this that the formulas and context types appearing in S[62]w,[03]w, must be identical
to the ones in S[61]p. It is then easily seen that f3 can be extended into a substitution 6 that
together with o identifies a closed instance of S[f3]w, whose formulas are identical to those of S’
The lemma is an immediate consequence.

Since (02, U3) covers (61,0) relative to ¥ we know that there exists a pair (65, U3) satisfying
the conditions of Definition We claim that we may further assume of 0% that (1) ctx(6%) =
(¥\ ctx(h2))UTy, and (2) supp(65)NN = (. Condition (1) may initially be violated because there are
tuples in 6% for variables that are not assigned types by (¥\ ctx(62))UW¥s or because ctx(6}) does not
span all of Wy, The first is easily fixed by dropping such tuples and the second by adding tuples of
the form (z,x, ) to 0% and, if needed, the type assignment z : a to ¥3. As for the second condition,
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suppose that it is violated at first. Consider then a permutation 7 of nominal constants that swaps
the constants in supp(65) NN with ones that are not contained in supp(f;) U supp(62) UN and is
the identity map on all other constants. By the choice of m and the fact that (61,0) and (A2, ¥Us)
are both substitution compatible with S, it is the case that w.M is identical to M for any M such
that (z, M, «) is a member of 61 or 6. Now, we could replace 05 with .05 if the latter substitution
also satisfies the conditions needed of it by Definition It is easy to check that 7.0% satisfies
the first two of these conditions. From the fact that 05|y ctx(e,) = 01]w\ctx(6,), it follows that the
tuples in 03]y ctx(g,) Will be unaffected by the permutation and hence m.05] 40\ ctx(9,) = 01w\ ctx(6,)-
Thus, to conclude that m.05065|y = 61|y, it suffices to show that for any tuple of the form (z, M, «)
that belongs to 69, if it is the case that (z, M[5], ) belongs to 61, then M[05] = M[n.05]. A
simple inductive argument establishes the fact that 7. M [05] = (7.M)[r.05]. The desired conclusion
follows by utilizing the observation that M[045] and M are unaffected by the permutation.

We now use Theorem .8 to obtain a “raised” version of % that together with W3 will constitute
the pair (63, ¥3) that we desired at the outset. Specifically, the theorem allows us to conclude that
there is a substitution 03 satisfying the following properties:

1. supp(f3) is disjoint from N U supp(62),

2. ctx(03) is identical to the raised version of (¥ \ ctx(f2)) U ¥a corresponding to the raising
substitution fo,.,

3. 03 is arity type preserving with respect to N'U© U U3, and
4. for every term M such that NUOgU WU b, M : o, M[0:2])[605] = M[62][62-][65]-

The argument for the first three of these properties is obvious. For the last property, we observe,
using Theorem 2.8, that (N U supp(f2)) U ©¢ U (¥ \ ctx(02)) U Wq) o M[62] : @ has a derivation
under the condition described; Theorem [4.8] can then be invoked in an obvious way. It follows
immediately from the first three properties that (63, ¥s3) is substitution compatible with S[f2]w,.
It therefore only remains to show that for every M such that NU©y UV F,; M : «, it is the
case that M[[01] = M[62][02,][03]. An easy inductive argument shows that for any M of the kind
described and any 6, if M[#] = M’ is derivable exactly when M[6|g]] = M’ is derivable. It follows
from this that M[6,] = M[62][65]. Property (4) then yields the desired result.

]

We now use the observations in Lemmas [£.39] 1.42] [1.44] and [A.48] to describe a complete analysis
of the derivability of a sequent around an atomic assumption formula.

Definition 4.49. Let S be the well-formed sequent N;W;Z;Q — F', let F = {G+ R: P} be
a formula in Q and let h : Txq:Ay. .. Iz, A,. P’ be a type assignment in X or in the explicit
bindings in G. Further, for 1 < i <mn, let z; : a; be a distinct variable of type (A;)” away from ¥
and raised over N, and let t; be the generalized variable term corresponding to z;. Finally, let U be
the unification problem

(N U{z1:00,...,2n: Qn}y
{P=P[{{z1,t1, (A1) 7)o, @ tn, (A) WL R=(h t1 ... hy)})

and let C' be a covering set of solutions for U. Then the analysis of S based on F' and h is denoted
by Cases (S, F,h : A) and is given by the set of sequents

{ReduceSeq (S[0]w,, F') | (8,%y) € C and F' is the formula in S[0]w, resulting from F'}.
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If S is a well-formed sequent and F = {GF R: P} is an assumption formula in S, then the
complete analysis of S based on F' is the set of sequents

U{Cases (S’, F',h: A) | (S§'; h: A) € Heads(S,G)
and F' is the formula in 8" resulting from F'}.

This collection is denoted by AllCases (S, F'). Note that the notations Cases (S, F,h : A) and AllCases (S, F')
are both ambiguous—for instance, the first notation leaves out mention of the covering set of solu-

tions that plays a role in gemerating the set it denotes. We will assume them to denote any of the

set of sequents that can be generated in the respective ways described in this definition.

The following lemmas will be useful in showing that the proof rule that we will present using
AllCases is well-defined and sound.

Lemma 4.50. If S is a well-formed sequent and F' is an atomic assumption formula of the form
{G + R : P} that appears in S, then every sequent in AllCases (S, F') is well-formed.

Proof. By LemmalL38 we know that every (S, h : A) € Heads(S, G) is such that S’ is a well-formed
sequent. Further, if S’ is the sequent N'; U/;Z": Q' — F’, then N U Oy U ¥’ I, A type must have
a derivation. Let F” be the formula from S8’ corresponding to F' and let us denote the unification
problem that is considered by Cases(S’, F',h : A) by U. Then, by Theorem [£.10] the application
of any solution for ¢ to &’ must be well-formed. Now, if {G'+h M; ... M, : P'} is a formula that
is well-formed with respect to NU ©¢ U ¥ and 2~ where h : [Iz1:A;. ...Ilz,:A,. P" appears in
or the explicit bindings of G’, then it is easily argued that, for 1 < i < n,

{G |— Mz : AZ[[{<3§‘1, Ml, (Al)_>, ey <$i—1,Mi—17 (Az—l)_>}]]}

is also a well-formed formula with respect to NUOoUW and Z~. It follows from this that each sequent
in Cases(S', F',h : A) must be well-formed. Since this is true regardless of the pair (S, h : A) that
is considered, it must be the case that all the sequents in AllCases (S, F') are well-formed. O

Lemma 4.51. Let S be a well-formed sequent and let F' be an atomic assumption formula of the
form {G+ R: P} in S. If all the sequents in AllCases (S, F') are valid then S must be valid.

Proof. Consider an arbitrary closed instance of the sequent S identified by # and o. By Lemma[4.39]
and Theorem [L19] there is a pair (S',h' : A’) in Heads(S,G) that has in it an atomic assumption
formula F’ of the form {G'+ R’ : P’} and that is such that if every closed instance of S’ identified
by substitutions 6’ and ¢’ in which the head of R'[#'] is identical to A’ is valid then S[0]y[c] must
be valid. By Lemmas [£42] FL44] and 48] there is a sequent §” in Cases (S, F', 1/ : A’) that is such
that if §” is valid then the mentioned instance of &’ must be valid. Finally, since AllCases (S, F)
collects all these sequents for each pair in Heads(S, GQ), it follows that the validity of the sequents
in it ensures the validity of every closed instance of S and, hence, of S. O

4.3.2 Proof Rules that Introduce Atomic Formulas

Figure presents rules for introducing atomic formulas that internalize their understanding as
encodings of typing derivations in LF. The rule for introducing an atomic goal formula with an
atomic type has a proviso on the context expression. This proviso ensures that the corresponding
LF context is well-formed if the assumption formulas of the sequent instance are valid. This rule
can be complemented by others, such as ones that check (closed) contexts for wellformedness or
that check closed goal formulas for LF derivability. We do not discuss these alternatives explicitly
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here, but their soundness should be easy to verify. The treatment of an atomic assumption and goal
formula with a type corresponding to an abstraction is identical: a nominal constant of the right
type that does not appear in the support set of the sequent is picked and use for the abstracted
variable as per the LF rule for typing abstractions, changing the association with any relevant
context variable to ensure that only those of its instantiations are considered that do not use the
chosen nominal constant.

AllCases (N; ¥;2;Q,{G+ R: P} — F.{GF R: P})

tm-app-L
N U= Q{GFR: P} — F arm-app

h:1z:Aq. ... lx,:A,. P € ¥ or the explicit bindings in G
G appears as the context of some atomic formula in €
P[[{<:E17 M17 (Al)_>7 ceey <$n7 Mn7 (An)_>}]] =P
{N;U: 5,0 —
{GI—M,-:Ai[[{<x1,M1,(A1)_>,...,<xi_1,M, 17 _ }]]} ’ 1<z<n}

tm-app-R
N;\II;E;Q—>{GI—hM1...Mn.P’} aum-app

n is new to N and has type (A1)~
—_ (E\{ITNp:ClG]}) U{Tt(Np,n: (A1)7):C[G]} if I appears in G
otherwise

N,n:(41);9;2;Q, {G n: A E M[{{zx,n,(A1)7)}] : A2[{{z,n, (Al)_>}]]} — F

(1]

N, U5 Q{GF A M : AL Ay} — F atm-abs-L
n is new to N and has type (A1)~
—_ (E\{I'*tNr:C[G]}) U{T+(Np,n: (A1)7):C[G]} if I appearsin G
- = otherwise
N,n: (A1) 738250 — {Gon: Ay M[{(z,n, (A1) ) = Ao[{{z, n, (A1) ")} }
atm-abs-R

N,\I/,_,Q — {G FAx. M : Hw.Al.Ag}

Figure 4.5: Rules that Introduce Atomic Formulas

As usual, we show that these rules preserve the wellformedness of sequents and are also sound.

Theorem 4.52. The following property holds for each rule in Figure [{.0: if the conclusion se-
quent is well-formed, the premises expressing typing conditions have derivations and the conditions
expressed by the other, non-sequent premises are satisfied, then all the sequent premises must be
well-formed.

Proof. Lemma ensures that the property holds for the atm-app-L rule. For the atm-app-R
rule, we note first that the wellformedness of the conclusion sequent immediately assures us that the
context variables contexts and the assumption formulas of each of the n premise sequents satisfy
the conditions required of them for the wellformedness of the corresponding sequent. This leaves
us needing to show only that

NU@()U\I/;EF {GI—MZ-:Ai[[{<x1,M1,(A1)_>,...,(a:,-_l,MZ 1,( — }]]} fmla

has a derivation for 1 < i < n. Without loss of generality, we may assume that the variables
Z1,...,%, are chosen to be distinct and also different from the ones in ¥. For 1 < i < (n + 1),
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let 6; denote the term substitution {(xz1, M1, (A1) ),..., (xi—1, M;i—1,(A;—1)")}. From the well-
formedness of the conclusion sequent and the premise conditions for the rule we easily see that
there must be derivations for NU ©g U ¥ U ctx(6;) Fax A; typefor 1 < i <nand NUOyU U k4
h My...M,: (P[0n+1])", where h : (Ilz1:A;. ... Hx,:A,. P)” is in NU©gUW. Using an induction
on i and invoking Theorems 2.11] and B.2] we can show from this that, for 1 < ¢ < n, it must be
the case that 6; is type preserving with respect to N U ©g U ¥, that A;[6;] is well-defined, and
that NU©g U W . A;[6;] type and NU Oy U W F,¢ M; : (A4;]0;]) have derivations. The desired
conclusion is an easy consequence of this.

We consider the two remaining cases, for atm-abs-L and atm-abs-R, simultaneously. Using the
newness of n and the wellformedness of the conclusion sequent, it is easily shown that the context
variables context, all the formulas in ) and, in the case of atm-abs-L, the formula F' all satisfy the
conditions required of them for the premise sequent to be well-formed. This leaves it only to be
shown that

(NU{n: (A1) " HUOUWE™ F{G,n: A1+ M[{{z,n, (A1) })] : A[{{z,n, (A1)7)}]} fmla

=/— =—

has a derivation. Noting that =~ = =7 and the wellformedness of the conclusion sequent, we
can easily see that (NU{n : (A1) }) UBOy U ¥; ="~ G context must have a derivation. What
remains to be shown, then, is that (NU {n : (A1) }) UOg U VU F Ao[{(z,n,(A1)")}] type and
(NU{n : (A1) HUOgU T Fu M[{{z,n, (A1) }] : (A2[{{z,n,(A1)7)}]) have derivations.
However, this is also easily argued for using the facts that, by the wellformedness of the conclusion
sequent, NU Oy U ¥ ., Ilz:Ay. Ay type and NU O U U .0 Az. M : (I1x:Ay. A3)” must have
derivations and that {(x,n, (A1) )} is an arity type preserving substitution; this argument would

invoke Theorems 2Z.11] and at relevant points. d

Theorem 4.53. The following property holds for every instance of each of the rules in Figure[{.5]:
if the premises expressing typing judgements are derivable, the conditions described in the other
non-sequent premises are satisfied and the premise sequents are valid, then the conclusion sequent
must also be valid.

Proof. Lemma [.5]] verifies that the property holds for the atm-app-L rule. Consider a closed
instance of the conclusion sequent of the atm-app-R rule that is identified by the substitutions
0 and o. If any formula in Q[f][o] is not valid, then this instance would be valid. We may
therefore assume that all these formulas are valid and our task is then to show that the formula
{GFh M...M,: P'}[0][c] must also be valid under the assumptions of the theorem. Since
G appears as the context in one of the formulas in Q, Fx G[f][o] ctx must have a deriva-
tion. Clearly, the substitutions # and o also identify closed instances of the premise sequents
all of whose assumption formulas are valid. From the validity of these instances, the defini-
tion of substitution application and Theorem 2.6, it follows that, for 1 < ¢ < n, the formulas
{G[0][o] + M;[6] = A;[0][{(z1, Ma[6], (A1)7),- .., (wim1, M;—1[6], (Ai—1)")}] } must be valid. Their
validity means that, for 1 <7 < n, the LF judgements

Go][o] s Mi[0] < Ai[0][{{x1, Mi[0], (A1) "), -, (i1, Mia[0], (Ai1) )}

must have derivations; these judgements are coherent because the validity of the atomic formula
also assures us of the wellformedness of the corresponding types. From the assumption concerning
h and the definition of substitution application, it follows that h : Ilx1:A1[0]. ... 1lz,:A,[0]. P[0]
is a member of X or G[0][oc]. We may now invoke Theorem 220 part (1), to conclude that there
must be derivations for G[0][o] Fs P[O][{{z1, M1[6], (A1) ), ..., (zn, M,[0], (An)")}] type and

G[0][o] b h Mi[0] ... My[0] < A;[0][{(z1, Ma[0], (A1) "), .oy (@im1, Mi—1[0], (Aim1) ") }];
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the wellformedness of the type is established in the proof. Using Theorem 2.6l we see that the
type P'[0][{(x1, M1[6], (A1) ), ..., (xn, M,[0], (A,) " )}] is identical to P'[#]. By the definition of
substitution (h M1[0] ... M,[0]) is the same term as (h My ... M,)[0]. Thus, there are derivations
for all three judgements determining the validity of {G + h My ... M, : P'} [0][o], implying that it
must be valid.

We consider next the case for the atm-abs-L rule. Let § and o identify a closed instance of
the conclusion sequent. We must show that this instance is valid provided the assumptions of the
theorem are satisfied. We may assume without loss of generality that supp(f) and supp(c) does
not include the nominal constant n. If this condition is initially violated, we may consider instead
variants of these substitutions under a permutation that swaps n with a nominal constant that
does not appear in supp(f) U supp(c) U N, show the validity of the closed instance under these
variants and then invoke Theorem If any formula in (Q,{G F Az. M : TIz:A;y. A3 })[0][o] is
not valid then the conclusion sequent must be valid. Thus it only remains for us to show the
validity of F[0][c] when all these formulas are valid. From the assumption about # and o, it is
easy to see that they must also determine a closed instance of the premise sequent. Using the
definition of validity and the assumption of newness for n, it is easy to see that the validity of
(Az. M : Tlx:Aq. A2)[0][o] entails that there must be derivations for all three judgements that
determine the validity of ({G,n : A1 = M[{{z,n, (A1) 7)}] : Ao[{(z,n, (A1)7)}]})[6][o]. From this
it follows that all the assumption formulas in the instance of the premise sequent under consideration
must be valid. From the assumed validity of this sequent, it then follows that F[0][c] must be
valid, as we needed to show.

The only case left to be considered is that of the atm-abs-R rule. Let 6 and ¢ identify a closed
instance of the conclusion sequent. Our task is to show that the instance they identify is valid
under the assumptions of the theorem. As before, we may assume that supp(f) and supp(co) do
not contain n. These substitutions must then identify a closed instance of the premise sequent.
The conclusion sequent would be trivially valid if any formula in Q[f][o] is not valid. Thus, we
only need to show that A\x. M : Tlx:A;. A2[0][o] when all these formulas are valid. Noting that
the assumption formulas in the relevant instance of the premise sequent are exactly Q[0][o], its
validity implies the validity of {G,n : A; = M[{{z,n, (A1)7)}] : Ao[{(z,n, (41)7)}]} [6][c]. Using
the definitions of validity and LF derivability, it is easy to see that the validity of this formula
implies the derivability of all three judgements that determine the validity of Q[#][c]. Thus, this
formula must be valid, thereby concluding the proof. O

4.4 Proof Rules for Induction on the Heights of LF Derivations

The idea we use to build in a means for reasoning on the heights of LF derivations is borrowed
from the Abella proof assistant [2, [3]. This idea is based on an annotation scheme that serves
to determine when an atomic formula represents a typing derivation in LF that has a height less
than that of the corresponding LF derivation represented by an atomic formula that appears in a
formula being proved and, hence, when a property in which this atomic formula appears negatively
can be assumed to hold in an inductive argument. The first part of this subsection describes
these annotations and defines a refined semantics for sequents that pays attention to their intended
meaning. The second part introduces an induction rule which uses annotations. The last part
presents auxiliary forms of the rules for atomic formulas as well as the id rule that are applicable
to annotated formulas; these forms are needed to make effective use of the induction rule.
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4.4.1 Extending Formula Syntax with Annotations

We use a denumerable collection of annotations that go in pairs: @ and %, @Q and *x, and so on.
We will write @™ (resp. *") to denote a sequence in which the character @ (resp. *) is repeated
n times. We use F® on an atomic formula F' to indicate that it has a certain height and F*' to
indicate that it has a strictly smaller height; we will explain what a height means shortly. This
height annotation is decreased whenever we decompose a derivation into sub-derivations based on
its structure, as is done in the atm-app-L rule of the previous section.

To understand the meaning of the annotations recall that an atomic formula {G = M : A}, is
valid if then there are LF derivations for Fy, G ctx, Gy A type and G Fx M < A. 1t is the height
of the typing judgement G Fy M <« A that is the basis for our scheme for inductive reasoning.
Thus, when we talk of the height of an atomic formula, we mean the height of the derivation of
this typing judgement. In particular, the valid closed instances of the annotated atomic formula
{G+M: A}@l are the ones for which the corresponding instances of G -y, M < A have derivations
of height up to some particular size m, while the closed instances of the relatedly annotated formula
{G'+ M’ : A'}*" will be valid only if the corresponding instances of G’ b5, M’ < A’ have derivations
of a height strictly smaller than m. Having available a denumerable collection of pairs of such
annotations allows us to simultaneously relate the heights of different pairs of atomic formulas in
this manner. We may of course also want to consider atomic formulas without any annotations. We
use the notation {G'+ M : A} to denote a formula which may be unannotated ({G + M : A})
or have an annotation ({G'+ M : A}®" or {G+ M : A}*"). Note that only the syntax of atomic
formulas is extended with these annotations.

Definition 4.54. A formula F' containing annotations is well-formed with respect to © and = if the
formula F' obtained by erasing all annotations in F is such that ©;Z + F’ fmla holds. We overload
notation by denoting this property also by ©;Z F F fmla. A sequent S containing annotations is
well-formed if the sequent S’ obtained from S by erasing all annotations is well-formed by virtue of

Definition [{.5]

We now refine the semantics of sequents to take into account the annotations on formulas. The
basis for doing so is provided by an association between annotations and actual heights.

Definition 4.55. A height assignment Y maps each annotation @' to a natural number m;. Given
a particular Y, a height assignment that is identical to T except that Q" is mapped to m is denoted
by Y[@° < m)].

Definition 4.56. We define validity only for closed annotated formulas that are well-formed, i.e,
for formulas F such that NU®g; ) = F fmla is derivable. For such formulas, we first define formula
validity with respect to a height assignment Y, written Y E F valid, as follows:

e YE{GF M: AY"™ valid holds if s, G ctx and G b5, A type are derwable, and

— Gkx M < A has a derivation, if Ann is the empty annotation,
— Gy M <= A has a derivation of height less than or equal to Y(Q?), if Ann is @', and
— Gy M <= A has a derivation of height less than Y (@), if Ann is .

e Y = T valid holds.
e Y 1 valid does not hold.

e YT F Fy D Fy valid holds if Y E Fy valid holds in the case that T E Fy valid holds.
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o T E I} AFy valid holds if both Y E Fy valid and Y E F5 valid hold.
e T E [V Fy valid holds if either Y E Fy valid or Y E F, valid holds.

e YEIIT : C.F valid holds if T E F[{G/I'}] valid holds for every context expression G such
that N30 F C ~cs G is derivable.

o T FVa: «a.F valid holds if T F F[{(x, M, «)}] valid holds for every M such that
N UGOq Fa M : o is derivable.

o TF dx: a.F valid holds if T F F[{(x, M, «)}] valid holds for some M such that
NUBOg e M« is derivable.

As with Definition [3.6, the coherence of this definition is assured by Theorems and [3.3.

The validity of a sequent containing annotations corresponds to the validity of each of its closed
instances relative to every height assignment. In formalizing this idea, we assume the adaptation
of the notions of the compatibility of term substitutions (Definition [A.0]), the appropriateness of
context substitutions (Definition A.IT]) and the applications of these substitutions (Definitions [£.9]
and [L13]) to annotated sequents that is obtained by ignoring the annotations on formulas. Further,
we refer to every instance of an annotated well-formed sequent that is determined by term and
context substitutions as in Definition as one of its closed instances; the wellformedness of
these closed instances follows easily from the results of Section 4.1l

Definition 4.57. A well-formed sequent of the form N;0;0;Q — F is valid with respect to a
height assignment Y if Y F F valid holds whenever Y & F’ valid holds for every F' € Q. A
well-formed sequent S is valid with respect to T if every closed instance of S is valid with respect
to Y and it is valid, without qualifications, under the extended semantics if it is valid with respect
to every height assignment.

While height assignments associate heights with every annotation, the assignments to only
a finite subset of annotations matter in determining the validity of a formula or sequent. This
observation is an immediate consequence of the following lemma.

Lemma 4.58. If F is a formula in which the annotations @ and * do not occur, then ¥ E F valid
holds for a height assignment Y if and only if Y[Q! <+ m] E F valid holds for every choice of m.
Similarly, if S is a sequent in which the annotations Q' and %* do not occur, then S is valid with
respect to Y if and only if S is valid with respect to Y[Q' <+ m] for every choice of m.

Proof. The first clause is shown by a straightforward induction on the formation of F' where in the
base case we know that no atomic formula is annotated by @’ or %' and therefore the m; assigned
to that annotation cannot play a role in determining its validity. The second clause follows from
the first using the definition of validity for sequents of Definition O

Our ultimate interest is in determining that formulas devoid of annotations are valid in the
sense articulated in Definition This also means that we are eventually interested in the validity
of sequents devoid of annotations in the sense described in Definition However, in building in
capabilities for inductive reasoning, we will consider rules that will introduce annotated formulas
into sequents. Establishing the soundness of the resulting proof system requires us to refine the
definition of validity for sequents to the one presented in Definition L57l That this is acceptable
from the perspective of our eventual goal is the content of the following theorem.
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N0 E0, Q1 F D ... D Q1 Fim1 D QG F M AY D Qi Feg1 D ... D Fy —»
Q1. F1D...0 Q) 1.Fr1D Q{GHM: A} 5 Q41 Fey1D...D Fy
Ny, =2 — Q1. F1 D...D Qp1.Fp1 D Q. {GFM:A} D Qyi1.Fgy1D...D F,

ind

Figure 4.6: The Induction Proof Rule

Theorem 4.59. A well-formed sequent that is devoid of annotations is valid in the sense of Defi-
nition [{.57 if and only if it is valid in the sense of Definition [{.1)]

Proof. Using an argument similar to that for Lemma .58 we show that a closed instance of a
sequent devoid of annotations is valid in the sense of Definition if and only if it is valid by
virtue of Definition with respect to any height assignment. The theorem is an immediate
consequence. O

Our attention henceforth will be on sequents that potentially contain annotated formulas. For
this reason, absent qualifications, we shall interpret “wellformedness” by virtue of Definition .54
and “validity” by virtue of Definitions and As we show below, the proof rules that we
have discussed up to this point that apply to non-atomic formulas and that are different from the id
rule lift in an obvious way to the situation where formulas carry annotations. Similarly, the id rule
still applies as before when the formula that is the focus of the rule is unannotated, and no change
is needed to the rules for atomic formulas when these formulas are unannotated. The extension of
the id rule and the rules for atomic formulas to the situation when the focus formula is annotated
needs some care. We discuss this matter after the presentation of the induction rule.

Theorem 4.60. The following properties hold for the lifted forms of the proof rules in Figure[{.2,
Figure[].7), and the cut proof rule from Figure[.3, and to the id rule and the rules from Figure[].]]
when the formula they pertain to are unannotated:

1. If the conclusion sequent is well-formed, the premises expressing typing conditions have deriva-
tions and the conditions expressed by the other, non-sequent premises are satisfied, then the
premise sequents must be well-formed.

2. If the premises expressing typing judgements are derivable, the conditions described in the
other non-sequent premises are satisfied and all the premise sequents are valid, then the con-
clusion sequent must also be valid.

Proof. The definition of wellformedness for annotated sequents is based on the original notion via
the erasure of annotations. Hence, the first claim follows immediately from the earlier results for
unannotated sequents. The second claim can be proved relative to an arbitrary height assignment;
this then generalizes to all possible height assignments. For the proof rules not relating to atomic
formulas, the heights which may be assigned to annotations can play no role in the soundness
argument as there are no atomic formulas being interpreted within the proof. For the atomic
proof rules the claim is restricted to the case where the formulas being analyzed in the rules are
not annotated, and thus again the height assignment has no impact on the previously presented
argument for soundness. O
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4.4.2 The Induction Proof Rule

The induction rule is presented in Figure In this rule, Q;, for 1 < j < n, represents a sequence
of context and universal term quantifiers. There is a proviso on the rule: the annotations @* and °
must be fresh, i.e., they must not already appear in the sequent that is the conclusion of the rule.

Given the definition of well-formedness for formulas and sequents that contain annotations, the
following theorem has an obvious proof.

Theorem 4.61. If the conclusion sequent of an instance of the ind rule is well-formed, then the
premise sequent must be well-formed.

A derivation of the premise sequent of the induction rule provides a schema for constructing
a concrete, valid derivation for any closed instance of the conclusion sequent based on the height
m of the assumption derivation in LF. Since this proof will be general with respect to the choice
of m it ensures that the property holds for all natural numbers, and so the sequent without an
annotated atomic formula will be valid. The soundness of this rule is shown by formalizing these
ideas as a meta-level argument using induction on natural numbers. The following two lemmas are
useful towards this end.

Lemma 4.62. Let F1,...,Fy_1,Fpq1,...F, be formulas in which the annotations Q@' and ** do
not appear, let F®" be a closed well-formed formula of the form

O1.F1D...00Qk 1.Fr_1D Qk{G M : A}@Z D) Qk+1-Fk+1 O...0F,

in which, for 1 < j < n, Q; denotes a sequence of context or universal term quantifiers, and let
F*' be the (obviously closed and well-formed) formula

Q1. FiD...0 Q4 1.Fp1 D O {GFM: A} > Qpi1.Fpi1D...D F,

For any height assignment T and natural number m, if it is the case that Y[Q" <[] F F valid
holds for every I < m, then Y[Q! <+ m] E F*' valid must also hold.

Proof. We will prove the lemma by an induction on the number of top-level quantifiers and im-
plications in F' ! prior to the occurrence of the formula {G+ M : A}@Z in it; the argument will
implicitly make use of the closed and well-formed nature of the formulas under consideration.

In the base case, F®' is a formula of the form {G F M : A}@? D F”, where F” is such that
the annotations @’ and ** do not appear in it. The formula F*' correspondingly has the form
{G+ M : A} > F". We may assume here that Y[@% <« m] = {G+ M : A}* valid holds because
the lemma is obviously true if it does not. From this, it easily follows that there is an [ less than m
for which Y[@% <~ [] E {G + M : A} valid holds. From the assumption about F®' it follows then
that Y[Q@" =[] F F” valid holds. But then, by Lemma[L58)] it follows that Y[@! <= m] F F” valid
must also hold, from which we conclude easily that Y[@ < m] F F*" valid holds.

The cases in which F®' begins with a context and universal term quantifier are similar, so
we consider only the latter explicitly. In this case, F’ @2_ is a formula of the form Vz : . F” @ and
F*' is correspondingly a formula of the form Vz : o. F’ * where F”*' is a formula that is identical
to F'®" except that the annotation on the formula {G + M : A} within it is changed to x'. Note
that F’®" and F"*' must be formulas such that any of their substitution instances taken in pairs
meet the descriptions in the lemma statement and all the substitution instances of F” " must be
less complex than F'®'. Now consider a term ¢ such that N UG®q Fu t 2 . By the definition of
validity and the assumption in the lemma, Y[@% <= ] £ F'*'[{(z,t,a)}] valid must hold for any
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| < m. But then, by the induction hypothesis, Y[@% <+ m] E F'* [{{(z,t,a)}] valid must also
hold. Since this is true regardless of the choice of ¢, it follows from the definition of validity that
Y[@ < m] EVa : a.F'™ valid, i.e.Y[@Q! <+ m] F F*' valid, must hold. _

Finally, suppose that F'® is a formula of the form F” > F'®" and that F'*' is correspondingly
a formula of the form F” > F™' where F"* differs from F’®" only in that the annotation on the
occurrence of the formula {G - M : A} within it is changed to **. Note that F”®" and F"* must be
formulas that, as a pair, meet the descriptions in the lemma statement and F” 9" must also be less
complex than F®. We may assume in this case that T[@' <=« m] £ F” valid holds because the
lemma has a trivial proof if it does not. Using Lemma [L.58] we then see that T[@Q" <~ [] F F” valid
must hold for any [ < m. From the assumption in the lemma, it then easily follows that it must
be the case that Y[@ « [] F F'®" valid holds for any [ < m. Using the induction hypothesis,
we may now conclude that Y[@' «+ m] F F"*' valid holds, from which it follows easily that
Y[@! ++m] F F*" valid must hold. O

Lemma 4.63. Let F be a closed formula of the form
Q1 D...0Q 1.Fy 109 {GFM:A} D Q1. Fpi1D...0F,

in which the annotations @ or x* do not occur and let F®' correspondingly be the formula
Q1.F1 D ..D Qp 1. Fo1 D O {GFM: A 5 Qpi1.Foe1 D ... D F,

If Y[@ <= m] £ F' valid holds for every natural number m, then Y E F valid must also hold.

Proof. This lemma is also proved by an induction on the number of top-level quantifiers and
implications in F' prior to the occurrence of the formula {G = M : A} in it. The argument again
implicitly uses the information that the F' and F®" are closed and well-formed.

In the base case, F is a formula of the form {G = M : A} O F", where " is a formula that is
devoid of the annotations @ and %, and F®" is correspondingly the formula {G + M : A} > F”.
If Y[@! <+ m] F {G+ M : A} valid does not hold for any m, then G -y, M <= A must not have
a derivation and hence T F {G+ M : A} valid must not hold. It is easy to see that the lemma
must be true in this situation. On the other hand, if T[@Q! <+ m] F {G - M : A} valid does hold
for some m, then, by the assumptions of the lemma, Y[@® <+ m] F F” valid must also hold. But
then, by Lemma [£58], T F F” valid must hold and, hence, so also should T E F' valid.

The argument in the inductive cases follows a pattern that is very similar to that in the proof
of Lemma We avoid repeating the details that should be obvious at this point. O

Theorem 4.64. If the conclusion sequent of an instance of the ind rule is well-formed, the premise
sequent is valid and the requirement of mon-occurrence of the annotations Q' and %' is satisfied,
then the conclusion sequent of the rule instance must be valid.

Proof. Let 0 and o be substitutions that identify a closed instance of the conclusion sequent and
let T be a height assignment. The instance of the conclusion sequent would obviously be valid
with respect to Y if any formula in Q[6][o] is not valid with respect to T, so let us assume that
they are all in fact so valid. Our task then is to show that the instance of the goal formula in the
conclusion sequent determined by 6 and ¢ is valid with respect to T. Using a harmless overloading
of notation, we will identify this instance as the formula

QNP1 D...DQ% 1.F 1 DO {GFM:A} D Qpi1.Fri1 D...D Fy,
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and refer to it as F. We will also use the notation @' and F** below to denote the formulas that
differ from F' only in that the distinguished occurrence of the subformula {G F M : A} is annotated
with @ and #’, respectively.

Our objective is to show thar T = I’ valid holds. We will do this by showing that the judgement
Y[Q! ++m] E F® valid holds for every m and then invoking Lemma E6G3l In proving the latter,
we will use the observation that § and ¢ identify a closed instance also of the premise sequent of
the rule and the assumption that all instances of the premise sequent are valid. The argument is
carried out by (strong) induction on m. Given the structure of the formula F® and the fact that
no typing derivation in LF has height 0, it is obvious that Y[@® <+ 0] F F®" valid holds. Now
assume that Y[@Q' <+ (] F F _@l valid holds for every [ less than m. By Lemma [£.62] it follows
then that Y[@’ «+ m] F F*' valid holds. Since every formula in Q[#][c] is valid with respect
to Y by assumption, it follows by virtue of Lemma and the proviso that the annotations @’
and ** does not appear in the formulas of € that every assumption formula in the instance of the
premise sequent identified by 6 and o must be true under the height assignment Y[@% <= m]. That
T[@ <+ m] E F® valid must hold is now a consequence of the validity of this instance of the
premise sequent. O

4.4.3 Additional Proof Rules that Interpret Annotations

With the addition of annotations to the syntax, we may consider additional rules for introducing
annotated atomic formulas. The form that these rules take must pay attention to the heights of
the LF derivations that these formulas encode; this is essential to being able to make effective
use of the induction rule. In this spirit, our proof system includes the variants of the existing
rules for atomic formulas that are shown in Figure .7 In the atm-app-L* and atm-abs-L* rules,
Ann must be either @¢ or %*. In the atm-app-L* rule, Q' denotes the formulas that result from Q
and {G1 - My : A1}, ..., {Gr F My : A} denote the formulas that result from {G F R : P} in the
reduction of each of the instances of the conclusion sequent that are considered by AllCases. Note
that the @’ annotation on the assumption formula that is the focus of the rule is replaced by the
%" annotation in the assumption formulas in the premise sequent, as is needed for the hypothesis
added by the induction rule to be useful.

The id rule described in Section requires the assumption and conclusion formulas that are
matched to be equivalent in terms of validity. With the inclusion of annotations, it is possible to
weaken this requirement. For example, the assumption formula {G = M : A}* ensures the validity
of a sequent in which the conclusion formula is {G + M : A}@. Similarly, the presence of either of
these formulas as an assumption in a sequent suffices to ensure its validity if its conclusion formula
is {GF M : A}. These observations can be expanded to include non-atomic formulas with the
proviso that the polarity of the occurrence of the formula must be paid attention to. For example,
it is the validity of {G' F M : A}® D F that implies that {G + M : A}* D F is valid, and the validity
of both of these formulas is implied by the validity of {G + M : A} O F. We make these thought
precise through a definition of comparative strengths of formulas.

Definition 4.65. We first identify an ordering over annotations: %' is stronger than Q' which, in
turn, is stronger than no annotation. Next we define a strength relation between atomic formulas
relative to a context variables context Z and a permutation 7 of nominal constants: {G = M : A}A""
is at least as strong as {G'+ M’ : AV in this context if Z+ {GF M : A} = {G'+ M’ : A’}
holds and Ann is stronger than or identical to Ann'. Finally, we extend this strength relation to
arbitrary formulas. The formula Fy D F} is at least as strong as Fy D F| with respect to E and 7
if Fy is at least as strong as Fy with respect to = and m—! and Fj is at least as strong as F| with
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CS = AllCases (N; V; E;Q,{G+ R: P} — F.{GF R: P})
(NGO 20 {Gr My ALY {GrE My Ay — F
| NGO =20 {GiF My : Ay}, {Gr F My : Ay} — F' € CS}

N;U; 5 Q,{GFR: P} 4 F

atm-app-L*

h:1zq:Ay. ... lz,:A,. P € ¥ or the explicit bindings in G
G appears as the context of some atomic formula in

P[H(‘Tllev (Al)_>7 ) <‘7:n7M7L7 (An)_>}]] =P
{N; U =5, Q0 —

{GF M; : Aif[{(r, My, (A1)7)s s (mia, My, (Aic }]]} | 1<i<n}
N;\I/;E;Q—>{Gl—hM1...Mn:P/}@Z

atm-app-R*

n is new to N and has type (A1)~
(E\{TTNr: CG) U{T T (Nr,n: (41)7) : C[G]} i T appears in G

otherwise

[Il
/—/H
[1]

2

n: (AW E,
Q,{G,n: A+ M[{(z,n, (A1) ")} : Ao[{(z,n, (A1)~ }]]}
N;U:E:Q {GFA\e. M : Hx:Al.Ag}A"" — F

atm-abs-L*

n is new to N and has type (A1)~
L, [E\{1NrClgl) U{T T (Nrn s (41)7) s €G]} if T appears in G

otherwise

[1]

N,n: (A))";¥; 2
Q— {G,n A E M[{{(z,n, (A1) )} : Ao[{{z,n, (A1)~ }]]}
N, 29— {GF Xx. M : H:L'ZAl.AQ}

atm-abs-R

Figure 4.7: Rules that Introduce Atomic Formulas with Annotations

respect to = and w. For all other non-atomic formulas, Fy is at least as strong as Fy with respect
to Z and w if their components satisfy the same relation, under a possibly extended = in the case
of context quantification, allowing for renaming of variables bound by quantifiers. The “at least as
strong as” relation for formulas relative to = and 7 is represented by the judgement Z F Fy =, Fy.

The strength relation between formulas is preserved by term and context variables substitutions
under some provisos.

Lemma 4.66. Suppose that =+ Fy =, Fy holds for suitable Fy, F5, = and w. Then,

1. if 0 is a term substitution such that supp (0)Nsupp (w) = O and both F5[0] = F and F1[0] =
have derivations for some F| and Fy, then Z[0] & F2[0] =, F1[0] holds; and

2. if o is an appropriate substitution for = with respect to some term variables context ¥ and
set of nominal constants N then Z, b Fy[o] =, Fi[o] holds.

Proof. Both clauses can be shown to be true by an inductive argument on the structure of F5, using
the definition of substitution and invoking Lemmas and in the case of atomic formulas. [
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Fy, € Q 7 is a permutation of nominal constants such that supp(nm) CN ZF Fy =, F} .
N;U: = Q — Fy !

Figure 4.8: The Axiom Rule Generalized to Annotated Formulas

The main property for the strength definition that we will use is that validity of a closed formula
is ensured by that of another closed formula that is at least as strong as it is.

Lemma 4.67. Let Fy and Fy be closed well-formed formulas, let Z be a context variables context

and let  be a permutation of nominal constants such that = & Fy =, Fy holds. If F5 is valid with
respect to a height assignment T, then F7 must also be valid with respect to Y.

Proof. The proof by an induction on the structure of F5 using the definition of =+ Fy >, F;. The
argument takes an obvious form in the inductive cases and we consider only the case for atomic
formulas, where the annotations become important, in detail. In this case, F5 and F; must, respec-
tively, be of the form {Gy + M, : AQ}A""2 and {G1 F M : Al}Am”, where Annsy is an annotation
that is stronger than or identical to Anny, and E+ {Go - My : Ao} =, {G1 + My : A1} must hold.
Since the formulas are closed, the last observation leads to the conclusion that 7.({Ga F My : As})
and {G1 + M; : A1} are identical. Using Theorem B3] it follows from this that if there are deriva-
tions for Fx; Go ctx, Go Fx A type and Gy Fy, My < As, then there must be derivations that
have the same structure for Fx; Gy ctx, G by A; type and Gy by My < Aj, respectively. The
claim in the lemma can now be verified using the definition of validity. U

Figure A8 presents a generalized version of the id rule based on the discussions above. We show
the preservation of wellformedness and the soundness properties for the new rules below.

Theorem 4.68. The following properties hold for every instance of the rules in Figures[{.7 and[{.8:

1. If the conclusion sequent is well-formed, the premises expressing typing conditions have deriva-
tions and the conditions expressed by the other, non-sequent premises are satisfied, then all
the sequent premises must be well-formed.

2. If the conclusion sequent is well-formed, the premises expressing typing judgements are deriv-
able, the conditions described in the other non-sequent premises are satisfied and the premise
sequent is valid, then the conclusion sequent must also be valid.

Proof. The truth of the first clause can be verified by using Theorems and and noting
that the wellformedness of sequents with annotations is determined by the wellformedness of the
sequent that results from erasing all the annotations.

The truth of the second clause for the new id rule follows easily from Lemmas and
and the definition of validity for sequents. For the rules in Figure .7 we adapt the argument for
Theorem 53] to the new semantics. The refinement to the semantics to take into account the
heights of derivations for typing judgements associated with atomic formulas does not impact the
consideration of any formula other than the one introduced by the rule and the ones in the premise
sequents associated with it. For the formula introduced by the atm-app-L* rule, we use the fact
verified in Lemma [£.44] that if the typing judgement that determines the height of a closed instance
of the formula {G + R : P} has a derivation of height k, then the typing judgements that determine
the heights of the corresponding closed instances of the new assumption formulas in the reduced
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form of the sequent must have derivations of height less than k. For the formula introduced by
the atm-app-R* rule, we use the observation contained in Theorem that the typing judgement
that determines the height of a closed instance of the formula {G - h My ... M, : P'} must have
a derivation of height at most (k + 1) if the typing judgement associated with the corresponding
instances of the goal formulas of the premise sequents have height at most k. Finally, for the
formula introduced by the atm-abs-L* and atm-abs-R* rules, we use the easily verified fact that an
LF judgement of the form I' by Ax. M <« Ilx:A;. Ay has a derivation of height (k + 1) if and only
if the judgement ',z : A1 Fx, M < As has a derivation of height k. O

4.5 Proof Rules Encoding LF Meta-Theorems

We now present proof rules that encode the meta-theorems discussed in Section 23] are often used
in informal arguments about the properties of LF specifications. The strengthening, permutation
and instantiation meta-theorems can be encoded as axioms, i.e., as proof rules that have no premise
sequents although they may have side-conditions that determine applicability. Given the interpre-
tation of atomic formulas, the weakening rule, which introduces a new type assignment into the LF
context, requires the type to be checked for wellformedness. This checking is built into the proof
rule that encodes it via suitable premise sequents.

To determine the premise sequents for the weakening rule, we use the process of “type decom-
position” that is embodied in the following definition.

Definition 4.69. The decomposition of an LF type A with respect to a collection of nominal con-
stants N, a context variables context = and a context expression G, denoted by Decompose (N, =2, G, A),
is defined by recursion on the type A as follows:

1. If A is a type of the form (a My ...M,) where a : Mxy:A;y. ... xy,:A,. Type € X, then
Decompose (N, 2, G, A) is the collection

{<N,E, {G [ Mi : Ai[[{<x1,M1, (Al)_>, ey <xi_1,Mi_1, (Az—l)_]]}> ‘ 1 S 7 § n} .

2. If A =Tux:A;. Ay, then letting G' be G,n : A1, N be NU{n}, and Z' be the set
{PtNp:C[G] | TTNr : C[G] € E and Ny is Np U {n} if ' occurs in G and Nr otherwise}

for some nominal constant n : (A1)” € N \ N, Decompose (N,Z,G, A) is the collection
Decompose (N, 2, G, A;) U Decompose (N', 2/, G, As[{(z,n, (A1) 7)}]) -

We shall refer to the set | J{N' | (N',Z', F') € Decompose (N,=, G, A)} \ N as the new name set of
Decompose (N, 2, G, A); we circumvent the ambiguity in this identification by assuming that new
names are chosen in the same way each time.

The definition above is abusive of notation because it uses the convention discussed after Theo-
rem [2.§] for denoting the result of applying a substitution without the certainty that such a result
will exist. However, this abuse is harmless: the result will exist in all the situations that we will
use Decompose. The following lemma describes the conditions under which we will use this func-
tion and shows the harmlessness of the abuse in addition to establishing additional properties of
Decompose that we will need in justifying its use.

Lemma 4.70. Let = be a context variables context, ¥ a term wvariables context, and N a set of
nominal constants such that for each T;1N; : C;[G;] in = the judgement N\ Ny; W - C;[G;] cta-ty has
a derivation. Further, let G be a context expression and B be a type such that there are derivations
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for NUOgU ;2" - G context and NUOgU W F,i B type. Then Decompose (N, =, G, B) must be
defined. Moreover, letting N be the new name set of Decompose (N, Z, G, B), the following properties
hold of the set Decompose (N, E, G, B) identifies:

1. For each (N',Z'  F') € Decompose (N, Z, G, B) it is the case that

(a) Ti1N; : C;[Gi] € E if and only if T; TN, : C;[G;] € E for some N} such N\ N D N, \ N;,
(b) each member T'; TN, : C;[G;] of E is such that N'\ N,; W - C;[G;] cta-ty has a derivation,

77

(¢c) there is a derivation for N'U Oy U W;E~ + F’ fmla.

2. For any closed term substitution 6 with dom(0) = ¥ and closed context substitution o with
dom(c) = = and supp(c) disjoint from N, if it is the case that G[0][c] and B[f] are defined
and by, G[0][o] ctx has a derivation, and, further, that F'[0][o] is defined and is a valid
formula for every (N',Z'| F') € Decompose (N, Z, G, B), then there must be a derivation for
the LF judgement G[0][o] Fx B[f] type.

Proof. We must first determine the coherence of the lemma by checking that G[0][c], B[f] and
F'[0][o] are closed expressions for each of the substitutions 8, o and formulas F’ considered in
clause (3). This must be the case because the substitutions are closed, all the free variables in B
are contained in W, and all the free variables in F’ and G must be contained in ¥ and Z.

The lemma is now proved by induction on the structure of the type B. We consider the cases
for this structure below.

B is the atomic type (a My ... M,).

Since NUOgUV . B typeis derivable, ¥ must assign a kind of the form Ilz1:A4;. ... Ilx,:A,. Type
to a and there must be derivations for NUGoUW ¢ M; : (A;)” for 1 <14 < n. From the wellformed-
ness of 3 it follows that NUOqU W U {xy : (A1) ,...,x—1 : (A;i—1)" } Fak A; type has a derivation.
We may now use Theorem B2 to conclude that A;[{(x1, M1, (A1) ), ..., (xi—1, M;—1, (Ai—1) ") }] is
defined, thereby ensuring that Decompose (N, =, G, B) is defined in this case.

We now turn to showing the various clauses. Clauses 1(a) is trivial and clause 1(b) follows
from the assumptions of the lemma. For the remainder of the argument, let us write A} to denote
the type A;[{(x1, M1,(A1)"),...,(mi—1, M;—1,(A;i—1) )}], for 1 < i < n. Theorem yields the
further observation that there are derivations for NU Oy U ¥ , A} type. We also note that
Decompose (N, Z,G, B) is the set {(N,=,{GF M, : A}) | 1 <i < n}. Now, for clause 1(c), it
suffices to show that NUOoUW; Z~ F G context, NUOgUW I, A] type, and NUOoUW -, M; = (A])~
have derivations. The first is true by assumption and the latter two follow from earlier observations
and the fact that erasure is preserved under substitution (Theorem 2.1T).

This leaves only clause (2). The validity of {G[0][c] - M;[0] : A}[6]}, for 1 < i < n, implies that
there must be LF derivations for G[0][o] Fx M;[0] < A;[0]. Using Theorem [Z6, we see that A.[6]
is identical to A;[0][{{z1, M1[0], (A1) ), ..., (wi—1, M;_1[0], (Ai—1)")}]; we assume here that the
variables z1,...,xz, are chosen so as to not be members of dom(f) or to appear free in the terms in
rng(f), as is possible to ensure through renaming. Using Theorems 2.2T] and 2.11] we can conclude
now that there must be a derivation for G[0][o] s (a M;i[0] ... M,[0]) = Type. The claim
follows easily from this by noting that B[f] is identical to (a M1[0] ... M,[0]).

B is the type llx:Aq. As.

We first show that the parameters of the two recursive uses of Decompose satisfy what is required
of them for the lemma statement to apply. The assumption that NU ©¢ U ¥ i Ilz:A4. As type
has a derivation implies that NUOoUW F,; Ay type and NUOgU W U{x : (A1) } Fak A2 type have
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derivations. From the latter, using Theorem B:2] we see that As[{(z,n, (A1) )}] must be defined
and that NUOoUW . As[{(z,n, (A1) )}] type. must have a derivation for any nominal constant
n that is assigned the type (A1)~ . Given these observations, it is straightforward to verify that the
required conditions are indeed satisfied.

The induction hypothesis now yields the conclusion that Decompose (N, =, G, B) is defined.
A similar observation applies to clauses 1(a), 1(b) and 1(c). For clause 2, we observe first that
substitutions 6 and o are “good” for this case only if they are good for the recursive calls; hence we
may use them without specific reference to the context. We then observe that if B[f] is defined,
then so must A;[f] and As[f] be. Now, if can show that, for the n chosen in the definition of
Decompose, it is the case that (G,n : A7)[0][o] is defined and that by (G,n : A1)[f][o] ctx
has a derivation, we can invoke the induction hypothesis relative to the second recursive call to
Decompose to conclude that (G,n : Ap)[0][o] Fx A2[f] type must have a derivation and, hence,
that G[0][o] Fx Iz : A1:As. [0] type has one, as we desired to show. That (G,n : A;)[0][o] is
defined follows from the assumption that G[][o] defined and the earlier observation that A;[0]
is. The induction hypothesis invoked relative to the first recursive call to Decompose allows us to
conclude that there is a derivation for G[0][o] Fx A1[f] type. By assumption, ks, G[0][o] ctx has
a derivation. Noting that (G,n : Aj)[0][o] is the same expression as (G[0][c],n : A1[0]), we see
that ks (G,n : A1)[0][o] ctx would have a derivation if we could be sure that n is not assigned a
type in G[#][o]. But this must be the case: the way the n is chosen ensures that G cannot have
such a binding and the condition that supp(c) is disjoint from N ensures that o cannot introduce
one. O

n does not appear in M, A, or the explicit bindings in G
if I;1N; : C;[G;] € = and T'; appears in G, then n € N;
{N;U; 2,0 — F' | (N,Z/, F') € Decompose (N, =, G, B)}

—_ Ann Ann LF-wk
N, =,Q —{GFM: A} >{G,n: B+ M:A}
n does not appear in M, A, or the explicit bindings in G LF.st
-str

N;W:Z:Q — {G,n: BFM: A 5 (G M : A}A™

G = Gl,nl : Al,ng : AQ,GQ

G/ = Gl,TLQ : Ag,nl : Al,GQ

n1 does not appear in A
! Pb 2 LF-perm

N;U;Z0Q — {GF M : AA™ 5 (G F M : APA™

G =n:Bni: A, ...,nm: Ap {Ail{in,N,(B))}] =4} | 1<i<m}
G'=Gn Ay, ..o, AL
M[{{n,N,(B)")}] =M"  A[{(n,N,(B)")}] = A
N EQ—{GGHFM:A}D{GH-N:B}>{G"+-M": A"}

LF-inst

Figure 4.9: Rules that Encode Meta-Theoretic Properties of LF

Figure presents the proof rules which encode the content of the LF meta-theorems. The
symbol Ann in the first three rules, which encode weakening, strengthening, and context permu-
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tation, stands for no annotation, @’ or %’ for some %, used in the same manner throughout the
rule instance. Annotations are permitted in these rules to reflect the fact that the corresponding
meta-theorems guarantee the preservation of the structure, and thus height, of LF derivations.

We show that these rules are well-defined by demonstrating that they satisfy the preservation
of wellformedness property for sequents and that they are sound.

Theorem 4.71. The following property holds for every instance of the rules in Figure[{.9: if the
conclusion sequent is well-formed, the premises expressing typing conditions have derivations and
the conditions expressed by the other, non-sequent premises are satisfied, then the premise sequents
must be well-formed.

Proof. The theorem holds vacuously for the rules LF-str, LF-perm, and LF-inst. For LF-wk,
Lemma .70 yields the conditions that are required of Z' and F’ for each of the premise sequents,

and the wellformedness of the conclusion sequent yields the condition required of the formulas in
Q. O

Theorem 4.72. The following property holds for every instance of each of the rules in Figure[{.9:
if the premises expressing typing judgements are derivable, the conditions described in the other non-
sequent premises are satisfied and all the premise sequents are valid, then the conclusion sequent
must also be valid.

Proof. To establish the theorem, we must show the validity of each closed instance of the conclusion
sequent under the conditions described. In the case of the LF-wk, LF-str and LF-perm, the notion of
validity must also be relativized to a height assignment. Since closed instances of atomic formulas
are interpreted via the derivability of LF judgements, we may use the meta-theorems presented
in Section 23] in this argument. The details are entirely straightforward in the case of the rules
LF-str, LF-permand LF-inst, and we therefore avoid their presentation here. The argument is more
involved for the rule LF-wk: the interpretation of atomic formulas includes the wellformedness of
contexts and types and we must show that the premises of this rule suffice to ensure this holds for
the extension of the context embodied in the consequent of the goal formula. We therefore present
the proof for this case in more detail below.

Let 8 and o be substitutions that identify a closed instance of the conclusion sequent of this rule.
As noted above, we must show that this instance is valid with respect to any height assignment Y if
the assumptions of the lemma are satisfied. Let N be the new name set of Decompose (N, Z, G, B).
We show what is required initially under the assumption that supp(f) and supp(c) are disjoint
from N; we will explain later how this condition can be obviated.

We claim that 6 and o identify closed instances of all the premise sequents under the above
assumption. Such a sequent must have the form N;U:Z; Q) — F’ where N' C NUN and, by
LemmalL70, each I'; TN : C;[G;] € ' corresponds to a I'; T'N; : C;[G;] € E with N'\N D N;\N;. Since
=/~ = =7, we only need to show that § and o are proper with respect to this sequent to be sure
they identify a closed instance of it. The compatibility of (#, ) with the conclusion sequent implies
that supp(6) NN = (). Since we also have supp(6) NN = 0, it follows that supp(f) is disjoint from the
support set of the shown sequent and hence (,)) must be substitution compatible with it. Using
Theorems [£.71] and .10l we see that the context types in the context variables context that results
from applying 6 to the sequent must be well-formed relative to it. Since the application of a term
variables substitution does not remove any entries from a context variables context, there must be an
association in Z'[6] for every variable in dom(o). To determine that o is appropriate for the sequent,

/

it only remains to be shown that there is a derivation for supp(o) \ Ni; 0; 0 = C;[G;[0]] ~csty G for

)
each context expression G; that o substitutes for a variable I';. The appropriateness of o for the
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corresponding instance of the conclusion sequent tells us that supp(co) \N;; 0; 0 = C;[Gi[0]] ~>esty G
has a derivation. We would get the desired conclusion from this if supp(co) \ N, = supp(o) \N
But this must be the case: since N\ N D N/ \ N; it follows that N O N/ \ N; and we know that
supp(c) NN = .

We turn now to the main task, that of showing that the instance of the conclusion sequent
is valid respect to the height assignment Y. For this, it suffices to show that if all the formulas
in QU {{G+ M : A" }[6][o] are valid with respect to T, then {G,n: B+ M : A} [0][o] is
also so valid. Using Theorem 2.14] the interpretation of atomic formulas, and the fact that o
cannot introduce a binding for n into G if it is appropriate for the instance of the conclusion
sequent resulting from applying 6, we see that this would be the case if G[0][o] Fx B[f] type has
a derivation. To show that this is so, we use Lemma [£.70] The wellformedness of the conclusion
sequent ensures that the parameters of the call to Decompose satisfy the requirements of the lemma.
The substitutions 8 and ¢ also meet the conditions required of them by clause 2: they are closed
substitutions with domains identical to ¥ and Z7, respectively, G[#][o] and B[[J] must obviously
be defined, and by G[0][o] ctx must have a derivation because {G + M : A}"""[0][o] is valid
by assumption. Thus, the lemma would allow us to conclude that G[0][c] Fx B[0] type has a
derivation if F'[0][o] is valid for every (N',Z' F') € Decompose (N,Z,G, B). But this must be
the case. These are the goal formulas of closed instances of the premise sequents that we have
assumed to be valid. Further, the assumption formulas of these sequents are 2[f][c], which are
valid with respect to T by assumption. It follows that each F'[0][c] must be valid with respect
to Y. Since these formulas do not contain annotations, it is easy to see that they must be valid
without qualification.

It remains only to dispense with the assumption concerning supp(f) and supp(c). If these
substitutions do not satisfy the assumption at the outset, then we may consider their variants 6’
and ¢’ that are obtained through a permutation that swaps nominal constants in the set N with
ones that do not appear in N UN U supp(f) U supp(c). This permutation will leave the conclusion
sequent unaffected and will ensure that supp(¢’) and supp(c’) are disjoint from N. We may then
use the earlier argument with respect to #” and ¢’ and conclude the proof by invoking Theorem [£.18]
and a version of Theorem relativized to validity with respect to height assignments that can
be easily shown to be true. O

5 An Example Development: Uniqueness of Typing

We illustrate the proof system that has been developed in Section [ by showing how a formal proof
can be provided within it for the type uniqueness property of the STLC, the running example
in this paper. We have discussed how this property can be expressed within £z in Section B3]
To recall, it the situation in which the LF signature parameterizing L is the one presented in
Figure 2.7 and ¢ denotes the context schema comprising the single block

{t:o}x :tm,y:of x t,
the formula expressing the property of interest is the following:

IIT : eVe: o.Vt1 : 0.¥ty : 0.¥dy : 0.¥dsy : 0.
{Tre:tm} D{T'Fty:tp} D{TFta:tp} D
{Pl—dl.Ofetl}D{Pl—dg.Of€t2}3§|d3:0.{.|—d3:eqt1tg}.

Following the earlier discussion, we will actually construct a proof for the sequent 0;0; ;) — F
where F is the formula
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IIT : cVe: 0.Vt; : 0.Vt : 0.Ydy : 0.¥ds : 0.
{The:tm} D{TFt;:tp} D{T Fty:tp} D
{Pl—dlZOfetl}D{Pl—dgZOfGtg}DHdg:O.{F"dg:eqtl tg}.

We can then obtain a proof from the sequent representing the formula that we really want to prove
using a proof of the strengthening lemma for equality of types identified in Section 3.3l We will not
discuss a proof of the strengthening lemma or how exactly the use of lemmas plays out within our
proof system. Suffice it to say that the former should hold no mysteries after we have discussed the
proof of the sequent 0;(0;(0;() — F and the latter involves the use of the cut rule in the manner
that we would expect. Also, our discussion of proofs will be in a “backwards,” proof-construction
style: given a target or goal sequent, we will identify a collection of new goal sequents from whose
proofs we can construct a proof of the original one by using rules of the proof system.

To get to the details, the informal proof of the formula F was based on an induction of the
height of the typing derivation associated with the formula {I'F d; : of e t1} that appears as an
antecedent of an implication in . We can mimic this process in the formal proof through the use
of the ind rule, that would yield as a new goal the task of constructing a proof for the sequent
0;0;0; {F*} — F®; we use the notation F* and F® to denote formulas that are identical to F
except that the occurrence of the formula {T" - d; : of e 1} within them is annotated with a % and
an @, respectively. We may now think of deriving this sequent by using a sequence of rules for
introducing logical symbols into its goal formula, leaving us with the task of constructing a proof
for the following sequent:

s(e:o,ty r oty 0,dy i 0,dy:0); T 10 : ]
{F* {Tke:tm} {THt :tp} , {THty:tpt, {THdi:ofety} {TFdy:ofetsy}}
— 3ddz:0.{T'Fds : eq t1 ta}

At this point in the informal proof we used case analysis to identify the different ways in
which the formula {I'td; : of e t;} may have been derived. This effect is realized in our proof
system by considering the application of the atm-app-L rule with respect to the assumption formula
{T'+d; :ofet;}®. Doing so leads to the conclusion that we can complete the proof if we can
construct proofs for the following four sequents:

1. (n:o,n1:0,m2:0);(t2:0,d2:0,7:0—=0,t:0,u:0,a:0—0—0);I10:c[];
{F*{T'Flamt (Azx.r z) : tm} ,{T'Farrt u: tp},{I'Fta: tp},
{Tkdy:of (lamt (A\z.r x)) to} ,{G,n: tmbtr n:tm}* {TFt:tp}",
{TrFu:tp},{G,ny : tmyng:of ny t+ang ng:of (rny) ub’}
— 3dd3:0.{'Fds : eq (arr t u) ta}

2. 5 (ty:0,tg:0,dg o,m:o,no,uz0,a1: 0,az:0); 010 cf];
{F*,{T'Fappmn:tm} {TFt:tp},{TFts: tp},
{THdy:of (appmmn) ta},{TFm:tm}* {T Fn:tm}" {TFt:tp}",
{Trwu:tp}*,{TFay:of M (arr u t1)}*,{T'F as : of n u}*}
— 3dg 0. {T'F d3 : eq t; ta}

3. 5 (ta:0,dy:0);T10 : cf;
{F*,{T'  empty : tm} ,{T" - unit : tp} ,{T'Ft2 : tp} ,{T'F da : of empty t2}}
— 3ds : 0.{T' F d3 : eq unit ta}

4. (n:o,n1:0);(t1:0—=0—0,ty:0—0—0,dy:0— 0—0);
T10:cn:tmyng :of n (t1 nny)l;
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{F*,{Tkn:tm} ,{TFtynng:tp},{THtanng:tp},{TFdynng:ofn (ta nni)}}
— 3ddz:0.{'Fds:eq (t1 n ny) (t2 nn1)}

The first of these sequents covers all of the cases where the head of d; is the constant of lam, the
second where it is of_app, the third where it is of_empty, and the fourth where it is a bound variable
that appears in the context that instantiates I.

In the first of these cases, the informal proof was based on considering the derivation of the
main LF typing judgement associated with {I' F ds : of (lam t (Az.r x)) t2}. Given the structure
of the type, such a derivation will exist only when the head of ds is the constant of_ lam. In the
proof system, this analysis is realized by considering the use of the atm-app-L rule relative to this
formula, leading to the conclusion that we could complete a proof for this subcase if we are able to
provide a proof for the sequent

(n:o,ni:0,n2:0,n3:0,n4:0,N5:0);
(r:o—o,t:o,u:0,a:0—0-—0,u2:0,a3:0—0—0);L10:c[];
{F* AT Flamt A\x.r x) : tm} {T'Farrt w: tp},{TF arrt ug : tp},{T,n: tm+r n:tm}",
{THt:tp}t , {TFu:tp} {T,ny:tmmny:ofny ttang ng:of (rng)ul’,
{I',ng: tmtrng:tm}, {T'Ft:tp},{T'Fus: tp},
{T,ng : tm,ns : of ny tF ag ng ns: of (r ng) ug}}
— 3ds:0.{T'Fds : eq (arr t u) (arrt us)}

The informal proof now uses the induction hypothesis based on the strictly smaller derivation
that is assumed to exist for the main typing judgement associated with the assumption formula
{T,ny:tm,ng : of ny tFany ny: of (r ny) u}. In the formal proof, this effect is realized by using
the formula F* together with the other assumption formulas in the sequent. Specifically, we would
consider a sequence of uses of the II-L and V-L, D-L,id and wk rules that would leave us needing
to prove a sequent in which the consequent of a relevant instance of the formula F' has been added
to the set of assumption formulas. To actually carry out this process, it would be necessary to
check that the context expression I',ny : tm,ny : of nq t has the structure needed to satisfy the
context schema represented by ¢, and we would need to instantiate the quantified variable e in F
with (r ny), t1 with uy, t2 with ug, d; with (a n1 ng), and dy with (ay n1 n2). We leave it to the
reader to check that these requirements can be satisfied and to elaborate the process by which the
task can be reduced to that of constructing a proof for the sequent

(n:o,n1:0,n9:0,n3:0,n4:0,MN5:0);
(ro—o,t:0,u:0,a:0—0—0,u2:0,a2:0—0—0,d3:0—0—>0—>0—0—0—0);
40 cf];
{F*{T Flamt Ax.r z) : tm} ,{T'Farrt w: tp},{T - arrt ug : tp},{T,n: tmtr n:tm}",

{THt:tp}  {Tku:tp}  {T,ny:tmng:ofny tkang ng:of (rny)ul’,

{I',ng: tmtrng:tm}, {C'Ft:tp},{T'Fus: tp},

{T',ng : tm,ns : of ny tF ag ng ns: of (r ng) us},

{T,n1 :tm,ng : of ny t+ds nny nyng ngns :equugtt

— 3ds : 0.{T'Fd3 : eq (arr t u) (arrt ug)}

The key observation now is that the main typing judgement corresponding to the new assump-
tion formula in this sequent is derivable only of the head of d3 is an instance of refl and u and us
are instantiated with identical types. This reasoning step is reflected in the formal proof in the
employment, again, of the atm-app-L with respect to this assumption formula, which results in the
conclusion that it suffices to construct a proof for the sequent

68



(n:o,ni:0,n2:0,n3:0,n4:0,N5:0);
(r:o—o,t:ou:0,a:0—0-—0,a3:0—0—0);L10:c[];
{F* AT Flamt (A\x.r x) : tm} {T' Farrt w: tp},{TF arrt ug : tp},{T,n: tmkr n:tm}",
{TrHt:tp}t  {TFu:tp} {T,ny: tmmny:of ny ttang ng:of (rny)ul’,
{T,ng: tmtrng:tm} {THt:tp}, {TFu:tp},
{T,ng : tm,ns : of ng t+ag ng ng : of (r ng) u},{l,ng : tmyng :of ny tFwu: tp}}
— 3ds :0.{T'Fds: eq (arr t u) (arrt u)}

It is easy to see that this sequent would be derivable if the goal formula in it is replaced with the
one obtained by instantiating the existentially quantified variable d3 with the term (refl (arr ¢t w)).
However, that suffices to complete the proof of this subcase: we simply use the 3-R below that
derivation to get one for the sequent that is really of interest.

The analysis in the three remaining cases all begin with a step similar to that in the case just
considered, that of analyzing the assumption formula corresponding to the other posited STLC
typing derivation for the term. Since the first derivation has fixed the top level structure of the
term, this analysis will identify only one possibility, i.e., that the final step in that derivation is the
same as that in the analysis of the first derivation. In the case corresponding to sequent identified
by the label 2, the argument will again employ the inductive hypothesis by identifying a suitable
instance of the formula F*. In each of the cases, the conclusion of the proof for that case will involve
the instantiation of the existential goal, and decomposition of the resulting atomic goal formula.
We leave it to the reader to fill out the details.

6 Related Work and Conclusion

We have described a logic called L, in this paper that provides a means for formalizing properties
of LF specifications. The atomic formulas in this logic encode typing judgements relative to an LF
signature that parameterizes the logic. Propositional connectives can be used over these formulas to
describe more complex properties and the logic also supports quantification over variables denoting
LF contexts and terms. We have complemented the logic by presenting a proof system that can be
used to establish the validity of formulas that express properties of the specified systems. In addition
to providing rules that interpret the logical symbols, the proof system builds in the capability to
carry out a case-analysis style reasoning over typing judgements in LF and to reason inductively
based on the heights of LF derivations. The logic also enables the encoding of generic mechanisms
for reasoning about LF derivability, a fact that we have illustrated by describing proof rules that
embody a collection of commonly used meta-theorems about LF. In work that builds on the results
of this paper, we have developed a proof assistant called Adelfa that provides mechanized support
for the proof system and that we have used to demonstrate its effectiveness in reasoning [16l, [18].
There have been other efforts directed at building a capability for reasoning about LF speci-
fications. However, the approaches taken within these efforts have differed from the one that we
have explored in this paper. One prominent approach is that embedded in what might be called
the “Twelf family” of systems. The first realization of this approach is the Twelf system itself [10].
This system uses LF once again to formalize properties of systems described in it. More specif-
ically, the properties that are of interest are described by other LF types that have a functional
structure. The validity of these properties is then demonstrated by constructing inhabitants of the
types that represent them and exhibiting the totality of these inhabitants as functions via means
that are external to the encoding calculus. This approach has achieved much success but it is also
limited by the fact that the property that need to be expressed must be transformed into a form
that is encodable by a function type, i.e., by formulas that have a V3 quantifier structure. Another

69



drawback of the approach is that is that there isn’t an explicit proof to be extracted at the end
of a development for a property that has ostensibly been demonstrated. The logic M2+ has been
enunciated towards mitigating this issue [15], and it appears possible to mechanically relate the
“reasoning” embodied in a Twelf development to a proof in this logic [20]. While some of the proof
rules in ]\45r bear a resemblance to the ones in L, there are significant differences in the specific
treatment especially of inductive reasoning.

The Twelf system and the ]\45r logic differ in an another marked way from the logic that we have
described in this paper: they do not provide an explicit means for quantifying over contexts. It is
possible to parameterize a development by a context description, but it is one fixed context that
then permeates the development. As an example, it is not possible to express the strengthening
lemma pertaining to the equality of types in the STLC that we discussed in Section 3.3l The Beluga
system [I3] alleviates this problem by using a richer version of type theory that allows for an explicit
treatment of contexts as its basis [9]. Beluga is based on a computational view of reasoning that is
similar in many respects to the philosophy underlying Twelf: one writes dependently-typed recursive
functions and the type system ensures that the admitted functions are ones that are total and hence
embody “proofs” of the properties expressed by the types. This system is more expressive than
Twelf because the type system is more expressive, but the structure of the formulas that encode
properties is similarly limited. A recent development that appears related to this line of work is
that of COCON, a Martin-Lof style type theory that embeds LF within a rich dependently typed
calculus that supports recursion [12]. It would be interesting to compare the reasoning capabilities
that result from this kind of a combination with what is possible to achieve with an approach like
ours. We leave a further exploration of this issue to future work.

Another approach that has been explored for reasoning about LF specifications is based on
their translation to a predicate logic form. A particular exemplar of this approach is one that
translates LF specifications into specifications in the logic of hereditary Harrop formulas [8], to
then be reasoned about using the Abella system [I7]. This approach has the virtue that benefit can
be derived from any of the (generic) reasoning capabilities that have been developed for the host
system. In the mentioned example, several such advantages are derived from the expressiveness
of the logic underlying Abella [4]: it is possible to define relations between contexts, to treat
binding notions explicitly in the reasoning process through the V-quantifier, and to use inductive
(and co-inductive) definitions in the reasoning logic. There are, however, some drawbacks to the
translation-based approach. Perhaps the most significant problem is that the proof steps that can
be taken under it are determined by the logic of the host system, and this may allow for more
possibilities than are sensible in the LF context. One way to overcome this difficulty is to design
macro proof steps that capture the natural process of reasoning about LF specifications. In this
respect, one important outcome of the work that we have described here, especially for the structure
that we have developed for case analysis, might be an understanding of how one might build within
proof assistants such as Abella a targeted capability for reasoning about LF specifications.
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