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A bstract

This paper is the st In a series whose goal is to develop a findam entally
new way of constructing theories of physics. T hem otivation com es from a desire
to address certain deep issues that arise when contem plating quantum theories
of space and tim e.

O ur basic contention is that constructing a theory ofphysics is equivalent to

nding a representation in a topos of a certain form al lJanguage that is attached
to the systam . C lassical physics arises when the topos is the category of sets.
O ther types of theory em ploy a di erent topos.

In this paperwe discuss two di erent types of lJanguage that can be attached
to a system , S. The rst is a propositional language, P L (S); the second is a
higherorder, typed language L (S).

Both languages provide deductive systam s w th an ntuiionistic logic. The
reason for introducing P L (S) is that, as shown In paper IT of the series, it is the
easiest way ofunderstanding, and expanding on, the earlierwork on topos theory
and quantum physics. H owever, the m ain thrust of our program m e utilises the
m ore pow erfiil Janguage L (S) and its representation in an appropriate topos.
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1 Introduction

Thispaper isthe st n a series whose goal is to develop a fundam entally new way of
constructing theordes ofphysics. Them otivation com es from a desire to address certain
desp issues that arise when contem plating quantum theories of space and tim e.

A strking feature of the various current programm es for quantising gravity|
Ihcluding superstring theory and loop quantum gravit:y| is that, notw ithstanding their
disparate views on the nature of space and tin e, they aln ost all use m oreor-less
standard quantum theory. A fhough understandabl from a pragm atic viewpoint
(shcoe all we have is m oreorJdess standard quantum theory) this situation is never—
theless questionable when viewed from a w ider perspective. Indeed, there has always
been a school of thought asserting that quantum theory itself needs to be radically
changed/developed before it can be used in a fully coherent quantum theory of gravity.

T his iconoclastic stance has several roots, of whidh, for us, the m ost in portant is
the use in the standard quantum formm alism of certain criticalm athem atical ingredients
that are taken for granted and yet which, we clain , I plicitly assum e certain properties
of space and tim e. Such an a priori in position of spatio-tem poral concepts would be
a m apr error if they tum out to be fundam entally incom patible w ith what is needed
for a theory of quantum graviy.

A prin e exam pl is the use of the continuum w hich, in this context, m eans the real

and/or com plex num bers. These are a central ingredient in all the various m athem at—
ical fram eworks In which quantum theory is comm only discussed. For exam ple, this is
clkarly so with the use of (i) H ibert spaces and operators; (ii) geom etric quantisation;
(iil) probability functions on a non-distributive quantum logic; (iv) deform ation quan-—
tisation; and (v) fom al (ie., m athem atically ilkde ned) path integrals and the like.
The a priori im position of such continuum concspts could be radically incom patible
w ith a quantum graviy fom alismn In which, say, space-tin e is fundam entally discrete:
as, for exam ple, in the causal set programm e.

A secondary m otivation for changing the quantum fom alisn is the peristalithic
problem of deciding how a Yuantum theory of coan ology’ could be interpreted if one
was lucky enough to nd one. M ost peopl who worry about foundational issues in
quantum gravity would probably place the quantum cosm ology/closed system problem
at, or near, the top oftheir list of reasons for re-envisioning quantum theory. H owever,
although we are certainly Interested in such conceptual issues, the m ain m otivation for
our research programm € isnot to nd a new Interpretation ofquantum theory. R ather,
the goalisto nd a novel structural fram ework wihin which new types of theory can
be constructed, and In which continuum quantities play no fiindam ental role.

Having said that, it is certainly true that the lack of any extemal bbserver’ of the
universe as a wholk’ renders napproprate the standard Copenhagen interpretation
with its nstrum entalist use of counterfactual statem ents about what would happen
if a certain m easurem ent was perform ed. Indeed, the Copenhagen Interpretation is



happlicabl for anyB system that is truly tlosed’ (or elfcontained’) and for whidch,
therefore, there isno extemal’ dom ain in which an observer can urk. Thisproblem has
m otivated m uch research over the years and continues to be of w ide interest. C learly,
the problam is particularly severe In a quantum theory of coan ology.

W hen dealing with a closed system , what is needed is a ralist Interpretation of
the theory, not one that is instrum entalist. T he exact m eaning of Yealist’ is In niely
debatable but, when used by physicists, it typically m eans the follow ing:

1. The idea of a property ofthe system ’ (ie., the value of a physical quantity’) is
m eaningfi], and representable in the theory.

2. P ropositions about the system are handled using Boolan logic. T his requirem ent
is com pelling In so far aswe hum ans think In a Boolkan way.

3. There is a space of h icrostates’ such that specifying am Jcrostateﬂ leads to un—
equivocal truth values for all propositions about the system . The existence of
such a state space is a natural way of ensuring that the rst two requiram ents
are satis ed.

T he standard interpretation of classical physics satis es these requirem ents, and
provides the paradigm atic exam ple of a realist philosophy In science. On the other
hand, the existence of such an interpretation in quantum theory is foiled by the fam ous
K ochen-Specker theoram [4].

W hat isneeded isa form alisn that is (i) free ofprim a facie prejudices about the na—
ture ofthe values ofphysjcalquant:lties| In particular, there should be no findam ental
use of the realor com plex num bers; and (i1) Yealist!, n at least them inin al sense that
propositions are m eaningfii], and are assigned truth values’, not just Instrum entalist
probabilities.

However, nding such a form alisn is not easy: it is notoriously di cult to m odify
the m athem atical fram ework of quantum theory w ithout destroying the entire edi ce.
In particular, the H ibert space structure is very rigid and cannot easily be changed.
And the form alpath-integral techniques do not fare m uch better.

O ur approach Includes nding a new way of form ulating quantum theory whit,
unlke the existing approaches, does adm it radical generalisations and changes. A
recent exam ple of such an attem pt is the work of Abram sky and C oecke who construct
a categorical analogue of som e of the critical parts of the H ibert space form alisn [B];
e also the work by Vicary [d]. Here, we adopt a di erent strategy based on the
Intrinsic logical structure that is associated w ith any toposﬁ

30 foourse, the existence of the Jong-range, and all penetrating, gravitational force m eans that, at
a fundam ental kevel, there is really only one truly closed system , and that is the universe itself.

4In sin ple non—relativistic system s, the state is speci ed at any given m om ent of tin e. R elativistic
system s (particularly quantum graviy!) require a m ore sophisticated understanding of state’, but
the general idea is the sam e.

STopos theory is a sophisticated sub fct and, ©r theoretical physicists, not always that easy to



O ur contention isthat theories ofa physical system should be form ulated in a topos
that depends on both the theory-type and the system . M ore precisly, if a theory—
ype (such as classical physics, or quantum physics) is applicabl to a certain class of
system s, then, for each system in this class, there is a topos In which the theory isto
be form ulated. For som e theory-types the topos is system -independent: for exam ple,
conventional classical physics alw ays uses the topos of sets. For other theory-types, the
topos varies from system to systam : for exam ple, this is the case In quantum theory.

In regard to the three conditions listed above for a Yealist’! interpretation, our
scheam e has the follow ing ingredients:

1. The conospt of the Value of a physical quantiy’ is m eaningfii], although this
Value' is associated w ith an ob fct In the topos that m ay not be the realnumber
obect. W ith that caveat, the conospt ofa broperty of the system ’ is also m ean—
hgful

2. P ropositions about a system are representable by a Heyting algebra associated
w ith the topos. A Heyting algebra is a distrbutive lattice that di ers from a
Boolkan algebra only In so far as the law of excluided m iddle need not hold,
ie, _ : 1. A Bookan algebra is a Heyting algebra w ith strict equaliy:

= 1.

3. There is a “tate ocbfct! in the topos. However, generally speaking, there will
not be enough h icrostates’ to detem ne this. N evertheless, truth values can be
assigned to propositions w ith the aid of a truth obect’. These truth values lie
In another H eyting algebra.

Thisnew approach a ordsa way In which itbecom es feasble to generalise quantum
theory w ithout any findam ental reference to H ibert spaces, path integrals, etc,; In
particular, there isno prim a facie reason for ntroducing continuum gquantities. Aswe
have em phasised, this is our m ain m otivation for developing the topos approach. W e
shall say m ore about this later.

From a conceptual perspective, a central feature of our schem e is the heo—rea]jst@’
structure re ected in the three statem ents above. This neo—realign is the conceptual
fruit of the m athem atical fact that a physical theory expressed in a topos Jooks’ very
much lke classical physics.

T his fuindam ental feature stem s from  (@nd, indeed, is de ned by) the existence of
two special cbfcts in the topos: the State ob j?ctﬂ, , m entioned above, and the
Yuantity-valie cbgct/, R . Then: (i) any physical quantity, A, is represented by
an arrow A ! R in the topos; and (i) propositions about the system are

understand. T he references that we have found m ost helpfiil in this series of papers are [/,18,[10, 19,
11),112)]. Som e of the basic ideas are descrbed brie y In the Appendix to this paper.

W e coin the term heo—realist’ to signify the conceptual structre in plied by our topos Hmm ulation
of theordes of physics.

7The m eaning of the subscript ' ’ is explained in the m am text. Tt refers to a particular topos—
representation of a form al language attached to the system : see later.



represented by sub-ob cts of the state cdb et . These form a Heyting algebra, as is
the case for the set of sub-cb £cts of any ob ct In a topos.

T he fact that physical quantities are represented by arrow s whose dom ain is the
ocbEct , and propositions are represented by sub-obgcts of , suggests strongly
that should be regarded as the toposanalogue of a classical state space. Indeed,
for any classical system the topos is just the category of sets, Sets, and then the ideas
above reduce to the fam iliar picture n which (i) there is a state space S which is a
s=t; ({) any physical quantity, A , is represented by a realvalued functionsA :S ! R;
and (ili) propositions are represented by subsets of S, and w ith the associated B oolean
algebra.

The present work is the rst of a serdes of papers devoted to exploring In depth
the idea that theories of physics should be expressed In a topos that depends on both
the theory-type and the systam ; and that physical quantities and propositions are
represented In the ways indicated above. Papers IT and IIT in the series are concemed
with quantum theory [, 2] which serves as a paradigm atic exam ple for the general
theory. These ideas are m otivated by earlier work by one ofus (CJI) and Butter eld
on Interpreting quantum theory In a topos R1,122,123,124,126,125]; see also 20, 127].

In the present paper, we willm ake precise the sense In which propositions about
a system can be represented by sub-ob fcts of an obct In a topos. To this end, we
Introduce a form al lJanguage for each system w ith the key idea that the construction of
a theory of the system involves nding a representation of the associated language In
an approprate topos. These languages are deductive systam s em ploying intuitionistic
logic; as such, they can be used to m ake, and m anjpulate, statem ents about the world
as it is revealed in the system under study.

In paper IV ([3]) we retum once m ore to the overall form alisn and consider what
happens to the languages and their representations when the system ranges over the
obfcts in a tategory of system s'. This category lncorporates the ideas of form ing
com posites of system s, and nding sub-system s of a systam .

T he plan ofthe present paper is as follow s. Section[2 isw ritten in a rather discursive
style and deals w ith various topics w ith a signi cant concsptual content. In particu—
lar, we discuss In m ore detail som e of the issues conceming the status of continuum
quantities n physics.

Then, In Section [J we introduce a sin ple propositional Janguage, P L (S), that
can be used to assert statem ents about the world as it is re ected in the system
S . The propositional logic used in this Janguage is Intuitionistic and, therefore, it is
m athem atically consistent to seek representations of PL (S) In a Heyting algebra; In
particular In the collection of sub-ob Ects of the state ob ct of a topos.

Sin ple propositional Janguages are lin ited In scope and, therefore, n Section [4 a
higherorder, typed language, L (S), is developed. Languages of this sort lie at the
heart of topos theory and are ofgreat power. W e discuss In detailan exam plk of such a
languagewhic, although sin ple, can beused form any physical system s. T his language
has jist two Yround type’ symbols, and R, that are the linguistic precursors of the



state ob ct, and quantity-value ob fct, respectively. In addition, there are ‘function
symbols’ A : ! R that represent physical quantities in the theory. W e show how
representations of L () in a topos corresoond to concrete physical theories, and work
out the schem e In detail for classical physics. (T he application to quantum theory is
discussed in the next two papers [1,2].) F nally, n Section[Jwe draw som e conclusions
about this rst chapter of our endeavour to construct a topos fram ew ork w ithin which
to construct theordes of physics.

T he paper concludes w ith an A ppendix which contains som e of the central ideas of
topostheory. M any in portant topics are keft out for reasons of space, but we have tried
to include the key ideas used in this serdes of papers. To gain a proper understanding
of topos theory, we recom m end the standard text books [/,18,110,19,/11,12]

2 The Conceptual B ackground of our Schem e

21 TheProblem ofUsing RealNumbers a P riori

A smentioned in the Introduction, one of the m ain goals of our work is to nd new
toolsw ith which to develop theories that are signi cant extensions of, or developm ents
from , quantum theory but w ithout being tied a priori to the use ofthe real or com plex
num bers.

In this context we note that real numbers arise In theories of physics in three
di erent (pout related) ways: (i) as the values of physical quantities; (ii) as the values
of probabilities; and (iil) as a fundam ental Ingredient In m odels of space and time
(especially in those based on di erential geom etry). The rst two are ofdirect concem
In our worries about m aking un-usti ed, a priori assum ptions In quantum theory, and
we shallnow exam ine them in detail.

W hy are physical quantities assum ed to be realwvalued? One reason for as-
sum Ing physical quantities to be realvalued is undoubtedly that, traditionally (ie., In
the predigital age), they are m easured w ith rulers and pointers (or they are de ned
operationally In tem s of such m easurem ents), and rulers and pointers are taken to be
classical ob cts that exist In the continuum physical space of classical physics. In this
snse there is a direct link between the space in which physical quantities take their
values what we shall call the Juantity-value space’) and the nature of physical space
or spacetin e [L9].

If conceded, this clain m eans that the assum ption that physical quantities are
realvalued is problem atic in a theory in which space, or spacetin e, is not m odelled
by a anooth manifold. Adm ittedly, if the theory em ploys a kackground space, or
Space-tin e| and if thisbackground isam anjﬁ31d| then the use of realvalued physical
quantities is justi ed In so far as their value-space can be related to this badkground.
Such a stance is particularly approprate In situations where the background plys a
central roke In giving m eaning to conospts like btbservers’ and h easuring devices’, and




thereby provides a basis for an instrum entalist interpretation of the theory.

However, caution is needed with this argum ent sihce the badckground structure
may arise only in som e ‘sector’ of the theory; or i m ay exist only in som e lim iing,
or approxin ate, sense. The associated Instrum entalist Interpretation would then be
sim ilarly lim ited in soope. For this reason, ifno other, a Yealist’ Interpretation ism ore
attractive than an instrum entalist one.

In fact, In such circum stances, the phrase Yealist interpretation’ does not really do
Justice to the situation since it tends to im ply that there are other Interpretations of
the theory, particularly instrum entalian , w ith which the realist one can contend on a
m ore-or-less equal footing. But, as we just argued, the instrum entalist Interpretation
m ay be sverely lin ited in scope as com pared to the realist one. To ag thispoint, we
w i1l som etin es refer to a Yealist form alism /, rather than a Yealist J'nterpretatjon’ﬁ

W hy are probabilities required to lie in the interval 0;1]? Them otivation for
using the subset [0;1]ofthe realnum bers asthe value space forprobabilities com es from

the relative-frequency interpretation of probability. T hus, In principle, an experin ent
is to be repeated a large number, N , tin es, and the probability associated wih a
particular resut isde ned to bethe ratioN ;=N , where N ; is the num ber ofexperim ents
In which that result was obtained. T he rationalnum bers N ;=N necessarily lie between
Oand 1l,and ifthelim N ! 1 istaken | as is appropriate fora hypothetical Yn nite
ensam b]e’| real num bers in the closed Interval [0;1] are ocbtained.

The relative-frequency Interpretation of probability is natural in instrum entalist
theories of physics, but it is not m eaningfiil if there is no classical spatio-tem poral
badkground In which the necessary m easurem ents could be m ade; or, if there is a
badkground, it isone to which the relative-frequency interpretation cannot be adapted.

In the absence of a relativity-frequency interpretation, the conospt of brobabiliy’
must be understood in a di erent way. In the physical sciences, one of the m ost dis-
cussed approaches nvolves the concspt of botentialiy’, or Yatency’, as favoured by
H eisenberg, M argenau, and P opper [L5][L6][L7] @nd, for good m easure, A ristotle). In
this case there isno com pelling reason w hy the probability-value space should be a sub—
st ofthe realnum bers. Them inin al requirem ent is that this valie-space is an ordered
s€t| S0 that one proposition can be said tobem ore or kessprobabl than another. H ow —
ever, there is no prim a facie reason why this set should be totally ordered: ie., there
m ay be pairs of propositions w hose potentialities cannot be com pared | som ething that
Seem s em nently plausble in the context of non-com m ensurable quantities in quantum
theory.

80 f course, such discussions are unnecessary in classical physics since, there, if know ledge of the
value of a physical quantity is gained by m aking a (ideal) m easurem ent, the reason why we obtain the
result that we do, is because the quantity possessed that value in m ediately before the m easurem ent
wasm ade. In otherw ords, \epistem ology m odels ontology" | a slogan em ployed w ith great enthusiasm
by John P okinghome in his advocacy ofthe philosophy of tritical realisn ' asa crucialtoolw ith which
to analyse epistem ological parallels between science and religion. Supposedly, the phrase is printed
on his T -shirts:)



By invoking the idea of botentialiy’, it becom es feasble to in agine a quantum —
graviy theory wih no spatio-tem poral background but where probability is still a
fundam entaloconcept. H owever, it could also be that the concept ofprobability playsno
fundam entalrole In such circum stances, and can be given am eaning only in the context
of a sector, or lin i, of the theory where a background does exist. T his background
could then support a lin ited instrum entalist interpretation which would include a
(Iim ited) relative-frequency understanding of probability.

In fact, m ost m odem approadhes to quantum graviy aspire to a fomm alisn that is
badkground independent 28,129,130, 31]. So, if a background space does ariss, it will
be in one of the restricted senses m entioned above. Indeed, it is often asserted that a
proper theory of quantum gravity w illnot involre any direct spatio-tem poralconcepts,
and that what we comm only call yace’ and tin e’ will &m erge’ from the fom alism
only In som e appropriate Ilim i [L8]. In this case, any Instrum entalist interpretation
could only Em erge’ in the sam e lim i, aswould the associated relative-frequency inter—
pretation of probability.

In a theory of this type, there will be no prim a facie link between the values of
physical quantities and the nature of space or spacetin e although, of course, this
cannot be totally ruled out. In any event, part of the findam ental speci cation of the
theory w ill Involve deciding what the Yuantity-value space’ should be.

These considerations suggest that quantum theory must be radically changed in
order to acoom m odate situations where there is no background space, or space-tin &,
m anifold w ithin which an instrum entalist interpretation can be form ulated, and w here,
therefore, som e sort of Yyealist’ form alisn is essential.

These re ections also suggest that the quantity-value space em ployed In an instru—
m entalist realisation of a theory| or a Yector’, or Iim it’, of the theory| need not be
the sam e as the quantity-value space in a neorealist ormulation. At rst sight this
may seem strange but, as is shown in the third paper of this series, this is precisely
w hat happens in the topos reform ulation of standard quantum theory [2].

22 The G enesis of Topos Ideas in P hysics
221 A Possible Role for H eyting A lgebras

To m otivate topos theory as the source of neotrealisn ket us st consider classical
physics, where everything isde ned In the category, Sets, of setsand functionsbetween
s=ts. Then (1) any physical quantity, A, is represented by a realvalied function A :
S ! R,where S isthe space ofm icrostates; and (ii) a proposition ofthe form \A " "

(which asserts that the value ofthe physical quantity A lies in the subsst ofthe real



]jneR)E is represented by the subse@ A () S. I fact any proposition P about
the system is represented by an associated subset, Sp , 0of S : nam ely, the set of states
forwhich P is true. Conversely, every subset of S represents a proposition

It is easy to see how the logical calculus of propositions arises In this picture. For
ket P and Q be propositions, represented by the subsets Sp and Sy respectively, and
consider the proposition \P and Q ". This is true if, and only if, both P and Q are
true, and hence the subset of states that represents this logical con junction consists of
those states that lie n both Sy and S | ie., the set-theoretic intersection Sy \ Sg .
Thus \P and Q " is represented by Sp \ Sg . Sin ilarly, the proposition \P orQ " is true
ifeitherP orQ (orboth) are true, and hence this logical disjunction is represented by
those states that lie In Sp plus those states that lie In Sq | ie., the set—theoretic union
Sp [ So . Finally, the logical negation \not P " is represented by all those points in S
that do not Iie in Sp | ie., the set-theoretic com plem ent S=S; .

In this way, a fundam ental relation is established between the logical calculus of
propositions about a physical system , and the Boolkan algebra of subsets of the state
soace. Thus the m athem atical structure of classical physics is such that, of necessity,
i re ectsa ‘Yealist! philosophy, in the sense in which we are using the word.

One way to escape from the tyranny of Boolkan algebras and classical realisn is
via topos theory. Broadly speaking, a topos is a category that behaves very m uch like
the category of sets (see Appendix); in particular, the collection of sub-ob gcts of an
ob ect form s a Heyting algebra, jist as the collection of subsets ofa st form a Boolean
algebra. O ur intention, therefore, is to explore the possbility of associating physical
propositionsw ith sub-ob ctsofsom e cb gct  (the analogue ofa classical state space)
In som e topos.

A Heyting algebra, h, is a distrbutive lattice with a zero element, 0, and a uni
elem ent, 1, and w ith the property that to each pair ; 2 h there is an in plication
) , characterized by

() ) ifand only if * : 1)

The negation isdened as: = ( ) 0) and has the property that the bw of
exclided m idd¥ need not hold, ie., theremay exist 2 h, such that _ : 1 or,
equivalently, : : . This is the characteristic property of an intuiionistic logic.
A Boolkan algebra is the soecial case of a Heyting algebra in which there is the strict
equalty _ : = 1.

°In the rigorous theory of classical physics, the set S is a sym plectic m anifbld, and is a Borel

subset of R. Also, the function A : S ! R may be required to be m easurable, or continuous, or
an ooth, depending on the quantity, A , under consideration.

19T hroughout this serdes of papers we w ill adopt the notation in which A’ B meansthatA isa
subset of B that could equalB ; whike A B meansthat A is a proper subset ofB ; ie.,, A doesnot
equalB . Sin ilar ram arks apply to other pairs of ordering symbols ke ; ;or ; ,etc.

1M ore precisely, every B orel subset of S representsm any propositions about the values of physical
quantities. T wo propositions are said to be bhysically equivalent’ if they are represented by the sam e
subset of S .




The elem ents of a Heyting algebra can be m anipulated in a very sin ilar way to
those In a Bookan algebra. O ne of our claim s is that, as far as theories of physics are
concemed, Heyting logic is a vjab alremative to Boolkan logic.

To give som e idea ofthe di erence between a Boolan algebra and a H eyting algebra,
we note that the paradigm atic exam ple of the form er is the collection ofallm easurable
subsets of a m easure space X . Here, if X represents a proposition, the logical
negation, : , is just the set-theoretic com plem ent X =

O n the otherhand, the paradigm atic exam ple of a H eyting algebra is the collection
ofall open sets in a topological space X . Here, if X is open, the logical negation

is de ned to be the interior of the sst-theoretical complement X = . Therefore,
the di erence between : In the topological space X ,and : In them easurabl space
generated by the topology of X , is jist the thin’ boundary ofX =

222 OurM ain Contention about Topos T heory and P hysics

W e contend that, for a given theory-type (for exam ple, classical physics, or quantum
physics), each system S to which the theory is applicable is associated w ith a particular
topos (8) within whose fram ework the theory, as applied to S, is to be form ulated
and Interpreted. In this context, the ' '-subscript is a labelthat changes as the theory—
ype changes. Ik signi es the representation of a system -language in the topos (S):
we w ill com e to this later.

T he conceptual Interpretation ofthis form alian is heo-realist’ in the follow ing sense:

1. A physicalquantiy, A, isrepresented byanarrow A 5 : 5 ! R s where
and R ;s aretwo specialcob cts In the topos  (S). T hese are the analogues of,
respectively, (1) the classical state space, S; and (i) the real numbers, R, In
which classical physical quantities take their values.

In what llows, ;s and R ;s are called the State ob Fct’, and the Yuantity—
value ob ect’, respectively.

2. P ropositions about the system S are represented by sub-obfctsof . These
sub-cb pcts form a Heyting algebra.

3. Once the topos analogue of a state (@ truth obct’) has been speci ed, these
propositions are assigned truth values in the Heyting logic associated w ith the
global elem ents of the sub-cb ct classi er, ), In the topos  (S).

Thus a theory expressed in this way looks very much lke classical physics ex—
cept that whereas classical physics always em ploys the topos of sets, other theories|
Ihcluding quantum theory and, we con Ecture, quantum gravit:y| use a di erent topos.

2Them ain di erence betw een theorem s proved usig H eyting Jogic and those using B oolean logic is
that proofs by contradiction cannot be used in the form er. In particular, thism eans that one cannot
prove that som ething existsby arguing that the assum ption that i does not leads to contradiction; in—
stead it is necessary to provide a constructive proofofthe existence ofthe entity concemed. A rgquably,
this does not place any m a pr restriction on building theories of physics.



One desp result in topos theory is that there is an intemal language associated
wih each topos. In fact, not only does each topos generate an Intemal language,
but, conversly, a Janguage satisfying appropriate conditions generates a topos. Topoi
constructed In thisway are called Ynguistic topoi’, and every topos can be regarded asa
linguistic topos. In m any resoects, this is one of the profoundest w ays of understanding
what a topos really ‘is'. T his aspect of topos theory is discussed at length In the books
by Bell 9], and Lambek and Scott [LO].

T hese results are exploited in Section [4 where we introduce the idea that, for any
applicabl theory-type, each physical system S is associated with a Yocal language,
L (S). The application ofthe theory-type to S isthen equivalent to nding a represen—
tation of L (S) in a topos.

C bs==ly related to the existence of this linguistic structure is the striking fact that
a topos can be used as a foundation form athem atics itself, just as set theory is used
In the undations of hom al’ (or tlassical’) m athem atics. In this context, the key
ram ark is that the intemal Janguage ofa toposhas a form that is sin ilar In m any ways
to the om al lJanguage on which nom al set theory is based. It is this intemal, topos
language that is used to interpret the theory in a heo-realist’ way.

Them ain di erence w ith classical logic is that the logic of the topos language does
not satisfy the principle of excluded m iddle, and hence proofs by contradiction are not
pem ited. This hasm any ntriguing consequences. For exam pl, there are topoiw ith
genuine in nitesim als that can be used to construct a rival to nom al calculus. The
possibility of such quantities stem s from the fact that the nom al proof that they do
not exist is a proofby contradiction.

Thus each topos carries its own world of m athem atics: a world which, generally
soeaking, is not the sam e as that of classical m athem atics.

Consequently, by postulating that, for a given theory-type, each physical system
carries its own topos, we are also saying that to each physical system plus theory—
ype there is associated a fram ework for m athem atics itself! Thus classical physics
uses classical m athem atics; and quantum theory uses Yuantum m athem at:ics’| the
m athem atics form ulated in the topoi of quantum theory. To this we m ight add the
con gcture: \Q uantum gravity uses Yuantum gravity’ m athem atics"!

3 P ropositionallLanguages and T heories ofP hysics

31 Two Opposing Interpretations of P ropositions

A ttem pts to construct a na ve realist interpretation of quantum theory founder on the
K ochen-Specker theoram . H owever, if, despite this theoram , som e degree of realian is
still sought, there are not that m any options.

O ne approach isto Yeify’ only a subset ofphysical variables, as, for exam ple, in the
pilot-wave approach and other hm odal interpretations’. A topos-theoretic extension of
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this idea of Yartial rei cation’ was proposed in [21), 122, 123, 124] w ith a technigue in
which allpossible reifyable sets of physical variables are included on an equal footing.
This Involves constructing a category, C, whose ob gcts are collections of quantum

observables that can be sin ultaneously rei ed because the corresponding selfad pint
operators comm ute. O f course, the concept of h easurem ent’ plays no fundam ental
role In our neo-realist, topos approach.

In this earlier work, it was postulated that the logic for handling quantum proposi-
tions from this perspective is that associated w ith the topos ofpresheav, Sets™” .
The dea is that a sihgle presheafw ill encode any quantum proposition from the per-
soective of all contexts at once. H owever, In the origihal papers, the crucial Yaseinisa—
tion’ operation (see paper II) was not known and, consequently, the discussion becam e
convoluted in places. In addition, the generality and pow er ofthe underlying procedure
was not fully appreciated.

Forthis reason, in the present paperwe retum to the basic questions and reconsider
them In the light of the overall topos structure that has now becom e clear.

W e start by considering the way in which propositions arise, and are m anipulated,
In physics. For sim plicity, we w ill concentrate on system s that are associated w ith
Standard’ physics. Then, to each such system S there is associated a set of physical
quant:tles| such as energy, m om entum , position, angular m om entum etc | all of
which are realvalued. The associated propositions are of the form \A " ", where A
is a physical quantity, and isa subset of R.

From a conceptual perspective, the proposition \A " " can be read in two, very
di erent, ways:

() The (na ve) realist interpretation: \The physical quantity A has a value,
and that value liesin ."

(i) The instrum entalist interpretation: \If a m easurem ent ism ade of A, the
result willbe found to e in "

T he fom er is the fam iliar, tom m onsense’ understanding of propositions in both clas-
sical physics and daily life. The latter underpins the Copenhagen nterpretation of
quantum theory. The instrum entalist nterpretation can, of course, be applied to clas—
sical physics too, but it does not lead to anything new . For, in classical physics, what
ism easured is what is the case: \Epistem ology m odels ontology".

W e willnow study the rol of propositions In physics m ore carefully, particularky
In the context of Yealist’ Interpretations.

13The idea of a presheaf is discussed brie v in the Appendix. From a physical perspective, the
ob cts in the category C are contexts in which the structure of the theory can be discussed. In
quantum theory, the category C is just a partially-ordered set, which sim pli esm any m anjpulations.

14T his set does not have to contain 4ll’ possible physical quantities: it su ces to concentrate on
a subset that are deam ed to be of particular interest. However, at som e point, questions m ay arise
about the tom pleteness’ of the set.

5SForvarious reasons, the subset R isusually required to be a Borel subset, and we w illassum e
this w tthout further com m ent.
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32 The P ropositional Language PL (S)
32.1 Intuitionistic Logic and the D e nition ofPL (S)

W e are going to construct a form allanguage, P L (S ), w ith w hich to expresspropositions
about a physical system , S, and to m ake deductions conceming them . O ur Intention
is to interpret these propositions n a Yealist’ way: an endeavour whose m athem atical
underpinning lies in constructing a representation of P L (S) In a Heyting algebra, H,
that is part of the m athem atical fram ework nvolved in the application of a particular
theory-type to S .

The st step is to construct the set, PL (S)o, of all strings of the form \A " "
where A is a physical quantity of the system S, and isa @Borel) subsst of the r=al
line, R . Note that what has here been called a bhysical quantity’ could better (out
m ore clum sily) be tem ed the ham e’ of the physical quantity. For exam ple, when we
talk about the tnergy’ ofa system , the word Energy’ is the sam ¢, and functions In the
sam e way In the form al Janguage, irresoective of the details of the actual H am iltonian
of the systam .

The strings \A " " are taken to be the prim itive propositions about the system ,
and are used to de ne ‘wentences’. M ore precisely, a new set of symbols f:;";_;) g
is added to the Janguage, and then a sentence is de ned inductively by the follow ing
rules (sseCh. 6 n B]):

1. Each prim itive proposition \A " "in P L (S) o is a sentence.
2. If isa sentence, then so is:

3. If and are sentences, then scare ~ , _ ,and )

The ocollection of all sentences, PL (S), is an ekm entary fomm al lJanguage that can
be used to express and m anipulate propositions about the system S. Note that the
symbols :, *, _, and ) have no explicit m eaning, although of course the im plicit
Intention is that they should stand for hot’, and’, br’ and ‘m plies’, regoectively. This
In plicit m eaning becom es explicit when a representation of P L (S) is constructed as
part of the application of a theory-type to S (see below). Note also that PL (S) isa
propositional language only: it does not contain the quanti ers 8’ or 9’. To include
them requires a higher-order language. W e shall retum to this In our discussion of the
locallanguage L (S).

T he next step arisesbecause P L (S) isnot only a vehick forexpressing propositions
about the system S : we also want to rason w ith it about the system . To achieve this,
a series of axiom s for a deductive logicmust be added to P L (S). This could be either
classical logic or Intuiionistic logic, but we select the latter since it allow s a larger
class of representations/m odels, Including representations in topoin which the law of
excluded m iddle fails.

T he axiom s for intuitionistic logic consist ofa nite collection of sentencesn P L (S)
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(brexampl, ~ ) ~ ), plus a sihgk rule of nference, m odus ponens (the yule
of detachm ent’) which saysthat rom and ) the sentence m ay be derived.

O thers axiom s m ight be added to PL (S) to r ect the inplict m eaning of the
prin itive proposition \A " ": ie. \A hasa value, and that value lies In R".For
exampl, the sentence \A " |~ A" ," (A bebbngsto ;"and A belngsto ,’)
might seem to beequivalent to \A " ;\ 2" (A belbngsto ;\ ,’). A smiar
ram ark appliesto \A " ;_A" ,".

Thus, along w ith the axiom s of intuitionistic logic and detadchm ent, we m ight be
tem pted to add the follow ng axiom s:

AV 1/\All 5 , AV 1\ 5 (3_1)
A" l_A" 5 A" l[ 5 (32)

T hese axiom s are consistent w ith the intuitionistic logical structure ofP L (S).

W e chall see later the extent to which the axiom s [3I{32) are com patble wih
the topos representations of classical physics, and of quantum physics. H owever, the
other cbvious proposition to consider in this way| \It is not the case that A belongs
to "| isclearly problem atical.

In classical logic, this propositjor@, \: @ " )", is equivalent to \A belongs to
Rn ", where Rn denotes the sst-theoretic complm ent of in R. This suggests
augm enting [3.I{3.2) with a third axiom

t@A" ), A""Rn (33)

However, applying ' to both sides of [3.3) gives

A" ), A"R (34)
because of the sst-theoretic result Rn(Rn )= .But in an intuitionistic Jogicwe do
nothave , :: butonly ) :: ,and so (33) couldbe false In a Heytingalgebra

representation of P L (S) that was not Boolkan. T herefore, adding [3.3) asan axiom in
P L (S) isnot indicated if representations are to be sought in non-B colean topoi.

322 Representations ofPL (S).

To use the language P L (S) Yorreal itm ust be represented In the concrete m athem at—
ical structure that arises when a theory-type is applied to S. Such a representation,

,m aps each ofthe prin iive propositions, ,MPL (S), toan element, ( );ofsome
Heyting algebra which could be Boolan), H, whose speci cation is, of course, part
of the theory. For exam ple, In classicalm echanics, the propositions are represented in
the Boolan algebra ofall Borel) subsets of the classical state space.

16T he parentheses () are not symbols in the lJanguage; they are jist a way of grouping letters and
sentences.
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T he representation of the prim itive propositions can be extended recursively to all
ofP L (S) wih the aid ofthe follow ing rules [B]:

@) (_ )= ()_ () 35)
o) (> )= ()~ () (3.6)
© )==: () 3.7)
@) () )= ()) () (3.8)
N ote that, on the Jeft hand side of [3.3{3.8), the symbols £: ;*;_;) g are elem ents of

the Janguage P L (S), whereas on the right hand side they are the logical connectives
In the Heyting algebra, H, n which the representation takes place.

This extension of firom PL (S)y to PL (S) is consistent w ith the axiom s for the
Intuitionistic, propositional logic of the language P L (S) . M ore precisely, these axiom s
beocom e tautologies: ie., they are all represented by the m axinum elem ent, 1, In the
Heyting algebra. By construction, themap :PL (S) ! H isthen a representation
of PL (S) In the Heyting algebra H. A logician would say that :PL(S) ! H isan
H-aluation, or H-m ode], of the Janguage P L (S).

N otethatdi erent system s, S, can have the sam e lJanguage. Forexam ple, consider a
pont-particlke m oving in one dim ension, w ith a Ham itonian H = % +V x).D1ierent
potentials V (x) correspond to di erent system s (in the sense In which we are using
the word YSystem ’), but the physical quantities for these system s| or, m ore precisely,
the ham es’ of these quantities, for exam ple, ¥nergy’, dYosition’, h om entum ’| are
the sam e for them all. Consequently, the lJanguage P L (S) is lndependent of V (x).
H owever, the representation of, say, the proposition \H " ", w ith a speci ¢ subset of
the state space will depend on the details of the H am ittonian.

C karly, am a pr consideration in using the language P L (S) is choosing the H eyting
algebra In which the representation takes place. A fundam ental result in topos theory
is that the set of all sub-ob £cts of any cbct In a topos is a Heyting algebra: thes
are the Heyting algebras w ith which we w illbe concemed.

O f course, beyond the language, S, and its representation , lies the question of
w hether or not a proposition is true. This requires the concept of a “tate’ which,
when soeci ed, yields truth values’ for the prin itive propositions n PL (S). These
are then extended recursively to the rest of P L (S). In classical physics, the possble
truth values are just true’ or ¥Yalse'!. However, the situation In topos theory ism ore
com plex, and discussion is deferred to paper IT of the present serdes [1].

Introducing tim e dependence. There is also the question of how things change
In tine’. In the form presented above, the lJanguage P L (S) m ay seam geared towards
a ranonical perspective in so far as the propositions concemed are, presum ably, to be
asserted at a particularm om ent of tim €, and, as such, dealw ih the values of physical
quantities at that tine. In other words, the underlying spatio-tem poral persoective
seam s thoroughly Newtonian’. This is partly true; but only partly, sihce the phrase
bhysical quantity’ can have m eanings other than the canonical one. For exam ple, one
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could talk about the tim e average of m om entum ’, and call that a physical quantity.
In this case, the propositions would be about histories ofthe system , not jist the way
things are’ at a particularm om ent In tin e.

W e will retum to these extended versions of the form alisn In our discussion of the
higherorder language, L (S), In Section [4.4. H owever, for the m om ent ket us focus on
the canonical perspective, and the associated question of how tim e dependence is to
be inocorporated. T his can be addressed in various ways.

O ne possibility is to attach a tim e label, t, to the physical quantities, so that the
prin itive propositions becom e of the form \A." ". In this case, the Janguage itself
beocom es tim edependent, so that we should write P L (S ). O nem ight not lke the idea
of adding extemal labels in the language and, indeed, In our discussion of the higher-
order language L (S) we will strive to elin inate such things. However, in the present
cass, In o faras R isalready an Extemal (to the language) entity, there seem s
no particular ob fction to adding another one.

If we adopt this approach, the representation willmap \A " " to a tine-
dependent element, @A." ), of the Heyting algebra, H; one could say that this is
a type of H eisenberg picture’. H ow ever, this suggests another option, which is to keep
the Janguage tin e-independent, but allow the representation to be tin edependent. In
that case, A " ) willagain be a timn edependent m em ber of H .

A nother approach is to ket the truth obect’ in the theory be tin edependent: this
corresponds to a type of Schrodinger picture. W e w ill retum to this sub ®ct in paper
IT where the conospt of a truth ob gct is discussed in detail [11].

323 The Representation of PL (S) in C lassical P hysics

Let usnow look at the representation of P L (S) that corresponds to classical physics.
In this case, the topos involved is jast the category, Sets, of sets and functionsbetween
sets.

W e will denote by o the representation of PL (S) that describes the classical,
Ham ittonian m echanics of a system , S, whose state-space isa plectic (or Poisson)
manifold S.W edenoteby A :S ! R the realvaluied functiont-] on S that represents
the physical quantity A .

Then the representation 4 m aps the prim itive proposition \A " " to the subsst
of S given by

a@" ) = fs2S JAG)2 g
= a 1(): (3.9)

This representation can be extended to all the sentences n P L (S) wih the aid of

171n practice, A is required to be m easurable, or sm ooth, depending on the type of physicalquantity
that A is. However, for the m ost part, these details of classicalm echanics are not relevant to our dis—
cussions, and usually we w illnot characterise A :S ! R beyond just saying that it is a function/m ap
from S to R.
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[B3{3.38). Note that, since isa Borelsubsst of R, A !( ) is a Borel subset of the
state-space S . Henoe, In thiscase, H isequalto the Boolan algebra ofallB orel subsets
ofS.

W e note that, forall Borel) subssts ;; , of R we have

AYCDNA () = AT\ ) (3.10)
AYCDIA () = AT ) 311)
:A '( 1) = A 'Rn q) 312)

and hence all three conditions [BI{33) that we discussed earlier can be added consis—
tently to the language P L (S) .

Consider now the assignm ent of truth values to the propositions in this theory.
T his involves the idea ofa State’ which, in classical physics, is sin ply an elem ent s of
the state space S . Each state s assigns to each prim itive proposition \A " ", a truth
valie, A " ;s ,whith lies n the st ffalse;trueg (Which we identify w ith £0;1g) and

isde ned as
1 ifA (s)2 ;

A" ;s )
0 othew ise

(313)

foralls2 S.

324 The Failure to Represent PL (S) in Standard Q uantum T heory.

T he procedure above that works so easily for classical physics fails com pletely if one
tries to apply it to standard quantum theory.

In quantum physics, a physical quantity A is represented by a selfad pint operator
X on a H ibert gace H , and the proposition \A " " is represented by the proction
operatorEA A 2 ]Jwhich profcts onto the subsst ofthe soectrum of £K;ie,

a")y=FERn2 I (3 14)

O foourse, the set ofallprogction operators, P # ), n H hasa Yogic’ ofits owr1| the
Yuantum logic of the H ibert space H | but this is lncom patble w ith the mntuition—
istic Jogic of the Janguage P L (S); and the representation [3.14).

Indeed, since the Yogic’ P H ) is non-distrbutive, there w ill exist non-com m uting
operatorsAA;BA;CA, and Borelsubsets a; g5 ¢ OfR such tha

N

ER2 ,]" EB2 3]_ELC2 ] 6 (3.15)

_ ER2 A1"E[C2 ] (316)

ER2 A]"EB2 3]

8For an excellent survey of quantum logic see [14]. This ncludes a discussion of a rst-order
axiom atisation ofquantum logic, and w ith an associated sequent calculus. It is interesting to com pare
our work w ith what the authors of this paper have done. W e hope to retum to this at some tine in
the fature.

T here is a weltknown exam pl that uses three rays n R 2, so this phenom enon is not particularly
exotic.
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while, on the other hand, the logicalbizim plication
O )y O ) ) 3d7)

can be deduced from the axiom s ofthe lJanguage P L (S).

T his ailure of distribbutivity bars any na ve realist interpretation of quantum logic.
If an Instrum entalist interpretation is used instead, the spectral proctors ER 2 ]
now represent propositions about what would happen if a m easurem ent ism ade, not
propositions about what is Bctually the case’. And, of course, when a state is speci ed,
this does not yield actual truth values but only the Bom-rule probabilities of getting
certain results.

4 A H igher-O rder, Typed Language for P hysics

41 The Basics ofthe Language L (S)

W e want now to consider the possbility of representing the physical quantities of a
system by arrow s in a topos other than Sets.

T he physicalm eaning of such a quantity is not clear, a priori. Nor is it clear what
it is that is being represented in this way. However, what is clar is that In such a
situation it isno longer correct to work w ith a xed value-space R . R ather, the target—
ob £ct, R 5, is potentially toposdependent, and therefore part of the Yepresentation’.

A powerfultechnique for allow Ing the quantity-value ob et to be system -dependent
isto add a symbol R ’ to the language. D eveloping this line of thinking suggests that
V!, too, should be added, as should a symbol A : ! R/, to be construed as What
it is’ that is represented by the arrow In a topos. Sin ilarly, there should be a sym bol
Y/, to act as the linguistic precursor to the sub-cb ect classi er in the topos; n the
topos Sets, this is just the set £0;1g.

The clkan way of doing all this is to construct, what Bell U] calls, a Yocal lan—
guage’. O ur basic assum ption is that a unigue local Janguage, L (S), is associated w ith
each system S. Physical theories of S then correspond to representations of L (S) In
approprate topoi.

ThesymbolsofL (S). We rstconsiderthem Inin alset ofsym bolsneeded to handle
elem entary physics. Form ore sophisticated theories in physics, it w ill be necessary to
change, or enlarge, the sst of Yround type’ sym bols.

T he symbols for the local Janguage, L (S), are de ned recursively as follow s:

1. @) Thebasictype symbolsarel; ; ;R .The asttwo, andR,areknown as
ground-type sym bols. They are the lnguistic precursors of the state ob ct,

and quantity-value ob Ect, resgoectively.
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IfT1;Ty;::5 T, 0 l,aretypesymbo]s,thensoj@Tl T, n-T
) IfT isa type symbol, then so isP T .

2. (@) Foreach type symbol, T, there is associated a countable set of variablks of
type T .
(o) There isa soecial sym bol

3. (@) Toeach pair (T1;T,) oftype symbols there is associated a set, F, ) (T1;T2),
of function symlols. Such a symbol, A, is said to have signature T; ! Ty;
this is ndicated by writing A :T; ! T,.

(o) Som e of these sets of function symbols m ay be empty. However, partic—
ular in portance is attached to the set, F1 ) ( ;R ), of function symbols
A : ! R,and we assum e this set is non-em pty.

The function symbolsA : ! R represent the bhysical quantities’ of the system ,
and henceFy, ) ( ;R ) willdepend on the systam . In fact, the only parts ofthe language
that are system -dependent are these function sym bols.

For exam pl, if S, is a point particle m oving in one dim ension, the set of physical
quantities could be chosen tobeFy ) ( ;R ) = £x;p;H g which represent the position,
m om entum , and energy ofthe system . O n the other hand, ifS, is a particle m oving In
three din ensions, we could haveFy, s,) ( jR) = £X;y;2;p«ipyiP,;H gto allow forthree-
din ensional position and m om entum . O r, we could decide to add angularm om entum
too, to give the set F g,y ( iR ) = £X;¥;iZiPxiPyiP:iJxiJyiJzH 9.

N ote that, asw ith the propositional language P L (S), the fact that a given system
has a speci ¢ Ham iltonia | expressed as a particular function of position and m o—
m entum ooord:inates| is not som ething that is to be coded into the language: Instead,
such system dependence arises In the choice of rpresentation of the lJanguage. This
m eans that m any di erent system s can have the sam e local language.

F inally, i should be en phasised that this list of symbols ism inin al and one m ay
want to add m ore. O ne obvious, general, exam pk is a type symbol N, to be inter-
preted as the linguistic analogue of the natural num bers. T he Janguage could then be
augm ented w ith the axiom s of Peano arithm etic.

The term sofL. Thenext step isto enum erate the tem s’ in the Janguage, together
w ith their associated types [9,110]:

1. (@) Foreach type symbolT, the variabls oftype T aretem softype T .

20Byde nition, ifn= 0 then T; T» n B L.

21Tt m ust be am phasised once m ore that the use of a local language is not restricted to standard,
canonical system s In which the conocgpt ofa Ham iltonian’ ism eaningfil. T he scope of the linguistic
ideas is much wider than that: the canonical system s are only an exam ple. Indeed, our long-tem
interest is in the application of these ideas to quantum gravity, where the local Janguage is lkely to
be very di erent from that used here. H owever, the basic ideas are the sam e.
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o) The symbol isa tem oftypel.
(© A temm oftype iscalled a formula; a formula with no free variables is
called a sentence.
2. IfA is function symbolw ih signature T; ! T,, and t isa tem oftype T;, then
A (t) istem oftype T,.
In particular, ifA : ! R isaphysical quantity, and tisa tem oftype , then
A (t) isa tem oftypeR .

3. @) Ifg bt arrtemsoftype T1;T,5:::; T, then iy ;5000541 isa tem

oftype T: T, n-T
) Iftisatem oftypeT; T, ,Bnd if1l i1 n,then (t); isa tem
oftype T;.

4. (@) If! isa tem oftype , and x is a variabl oftype T, then fx j!g isa
term oftypeP T.
b) Ift;t are temm s ofthe sam e type, then f§ = &, isa temm oftype
(©) Ifg;t arrtem softype T;P T resgectively, then ty 2 £, isa tem oftype

N ote that the logical operations are not included In the set of symbols. Instead,
they can allbe de ned using what is already given. Forexampl, () true = ( = );
and (i) if and are tem softype ,then ~ = h ; i= htrue;truei : Thus,
In tem s of the original set of sym bols, we have

A

= h,; i=h = ; = 1 4.1

and so on.

Term s of particular interest to us. Let A be a physical quantity in the sst
Frs) sR ,and therefore a function symbol of signature ! R . In addition, lt

~ be a variablk (and therefore a term ) of type PR ; and kt s be a varabl (@nd
therefore a temm ) of type . Then some tem s of particular Interest to us are the
follow ing:

1.A (s) isa temm oftypeR wih a free varable, s, of type

2. A(s) 2 7isatem oftype wih firee variables (i) softype ;and () ~of
type PR .

3. fsjA (8) 2 'gisatem oftypeP wih a firee variable ~oftypePR.

22T he parentheses () are not sym bols in the language, they are jist a way of grouping letters and
sentences.

19



Aswe shallsee, fs jJA (s) 2 gand A (s) 2 7 are (cbs=sly related) analogues of the
prin itive propositions \A " " in the propositional Janguage P L (S). H owever, there
isa crucialdi erence. N PL (S),the Y In \A " " isa gpeci c subset of the extemal
(to the Janguage) real Ine R . O n the other hand, In the local language L (S), the Y7
In A (s) 2 7 isan intemal variable w ithin the lJanguage.

A dding axiom s to the language. To make the language L (S) Into a deductive
systam we need to add a set of appropriate axiom s and rules of nference. The fom er
are expressed using sequents: de ned as expressions of the form : where isa
formula @ tem oftype )and isa sstofsuch formula. The intention isthat ¥ :
is to be read ntuitively as \the collection of formula in  ‘mply’! ".If isempty we
Just w rite :

T he basic axiom s include things lke ' : '’ (tautolbgy), and “ €2 f&3j g, !
(com prehension) where  is a variablk of type T. These axiom and the rules of
Inference (sophisticated analogues of m odus ponens) give rise to a deductive system
using intuiionistic logic. For the details see [9,110].

However, for applications In physics we could add extra axiom s (in the form of
s=equents) . Forexam ple, perhaps the quantity-value ob fct should alwaysbe an abelian—
group objac@? This can be coded into the language by adding the axiom s for an
abelian group structure for R . This involves the follow ing steps:

1. Add the follow ing sym bols:
@) A unt’ function symbol0 :1 ! R ; this will be the lnguistic analogue of
the unit elem ent in an abelian group.
() An addition’ function symbol+ :R R ! R.
(© An “nverse' function symbol :R ! R

23T he com plete set is [Q]:

Tautology: =
Unity : ® = where ® isa variable oftype 1.

Equaliy: x=vy; (z=x): (z=y):Here, (z=x) istheternm wih z replaced by the
tem x for each free occurrence of the variable z. The term s x and y must
be of the sam e type as z:

P roducts: t Xy X1) = x4
:x = h@®)1;:::5; ®hni
C om prehension : 22 ftj g,

240 ne could go even firther and add the axiom s r realnum bers. In this case, in a representation
ofthe lJanguage in a topos , the symbolR ism apped to the realnum ber ob fct in the topos (if there
is one) . H ow ever, the exam ple of quantum theory suggests that this is lnappropriate [2].
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2. Then add axiom s like %8 + hr;0( )i= r’where r isa varabl oftype R , and
SO on.

For another exam pl, consider a point particle m oving in three din ensions, w ith
the function symbols F1, ) ( jR) = £X;y;Z;PxiPyiP.iJdxiJdyiJd,;H g. AsL (S) stands,
there isno way to specify, for exam ple, that Uy, = yp, zp,’. Such relations can only
be In plam ented in a representation of the language. H owever, if this relation is felt to
be universal’ (ie., it holds In all physically-relevant representations) then it could be
added to the language w ith the use of extra axiom s.

O ne of the delicate decisions that hasto bem ade about L (S) iswhat extra axiom s
to add to the base language. Too few , and the language lacks content; too m any, and
representations of potential physical signi cance are excluded. T his is one of the places
In the form alisn where a degree of physical Insight is necessary!

42 Representing L (S) in a Topos

T he construction ofa theory ofthe system S Involves choosing a representatio /m odel,
, of the lanquage L (S) In a topo% . The choice of both topos and representation
depend on the theory-type being us=d.

For exam pl, consider a system , S, that can be treated using both classical physics
and quantum physics, such as a point particle m oving In three dim ensions. Then, for
the application ofthe theory-type tlassicalphysics’, n a representation denoted , the
topos  isSets, and is represented by the sym plectic m anifold =T R>.

O n the other hand, for the application of the theory-type YJuantum physics’, is
the topos, Sets’ ® ), of presheaves over the category@] VH),whereH ’ L?R?;dx)
is the H ibert space ofthe system S. In thiscase, is represented by = _,where
_isthe spectralpresheaf; this representation is discussed at length In papers ITand I1T
[, 2]. For both theory types, the details of, for exam ple, the H am iltonian, are coded
In the representation.

W enow list the -—representation ofthem ost signi cant symbols and tem s in our
language, L (S) (We have only picked out the parts that are inm ediately relevant to
our program m e: for full details see [9,110]).

1. (@) The gmound type symbols and R are represented by ob fcts and R
In . These are denti ed physically as the state ob ect, and quantity-value

25The word ‘nterpretation’ is often used in the m athem atical literature, but we want to reserve
that for use in discussions of interpretations of quantum theory, and the like.

267 m ore com prehensive notation is  (S), which draw s attention to the system S under discussion;
sin ilarly, the state ob fct could be w ritten as ;s, and so on. This extended notation is used in
paper IV where we are concemed w ith the relationsbetween di erent system s, and then it isessential
to Indicate which system ism eant. H owever, in the present paper, only one system at a tim e isbeing
considered, and so the truncated notation is ne.

2TW e recallthat the obfcts .n V # ) are the unital, com m utative von N eum ann subalgebras of the
algebra, B #H ), of allbounded operatorson H .
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ob |ct, respectively.
) The symbol , is represented by = , the sub-ob ct classi er of the
topos

(©) The symboll, isrepresented by 1 = 1 , the term inalob gct in

2. Foreach type symbolP T ,wehave PT) = PT ,thepowerobfct ofthe cbfct
T in
In particular, @ ) =P and PR) = PR

3. Each function symbolA : ! R mF1s, ;R (ie. each physical quantity) is
represented by an arrow A !' R iIn

W e w ill generally require the representation to be faithful: ie.,, themap A 7 A
is one-to-one.

4. A temm oftype oftheform A (s) 2 7 which has free variables s; ~oftype
and P R respectively) isrepresented by an arrow [A (s) 2 7] : PR !
In detail, this arrow is

A2 7] =« hAG®LIT] 1 42)

where ez :R PR ! is the usualevaluation map; [A ()] : !' R
isthearmrow A ;and [T] :PR ! PR isthe identity.
Thus [A (s) 2 7] isthe chain of arrow s:

A d er
PR ! R PR ! : 4 23)
W e see that the analogue ofthe '’ used In the P L (S)propositions \A " " is
plyed by sub-obfcts of R (ie., globalelem ents of PR ) In the dom ain of the
arrow In [43). These ob fcts are, of course, representation-dependent (ie., they
depend on ).

5. A tem oftype P ofthe form fs JjA (s) 2 g which has a fiee varable ~of
type PR ) is represented by an arrow [fs jJA (s) 2 ] :PR ! P . This
arrow isthe powertranspos@ of [A ()2 ™1

[fsiA ()2 gl =plAE 2 1 g 4 4)

6.A tem, !, oftype wih no free variables is represented by a global elem ent
1] =1 ! . These will typically act as truth values’ for propositions
about the systam .

7. Any axiom s that have been added to the language are required to be represented
by the arrow true :1 !

280 ne of the basic properties ofa topos is that there is a one-to-one correspondence betw een arrow s
f:A B! and arrowspfg:A ! PB = B . I general, pfq is called the power transpose of .
IfA ’ 1 then pfq isknown asthename ofthe arrow £ :B ! . See (B_I) in the Appendix.
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The Iocal set theory of a topos. W e should em phasise that the decision to focus
on the particular type of language that we have, isnot an arbitrary one. Indeed, there
is a desp connection between such languages and topos theory.

In this context, we rst note that to any local language, L, there is associated a
Yocal st theory’. This nvolves de ning an L -s=t’ to be a tetm X of power type
(so that expressions of the form x 2 X are meaningful) and with no free variables.
Analogues of all the usual st operations can be de ned on L-sets. For exam pl, if
X;Y areL-=stsoftypePT,onecande neX \Y¥Y = fx jx2 X " %2 Ygwhere x is
a varablk oftype T .

Furthem ore, each local st theory, L, gives rise to an associated topos, C (L),
whose ob cts are equivalence classes of L —sets, where X Y isde ned tomean that
the equation X = Y (ie., a temm of type wih no free variables) can be proved
usihg the sequent calculus of the language w ith its axiom s. From this perspective, a
representation of L (S) in a topos  is equivalent to a functor from the toposC (L (S))
to

Conversly, for each topos there is a local Janguage, L ( ), whose ground-type
sym bols are the ob cts of , and whose function symbols are the arrows in . It then
follow s that a representation ofa locallanguage, L, In  isequivalent to a translation’
of L mL ().

T hus, a rather elegant way of sum m arising what is involred in constructing a theory
ofphysics is that we are transhting the language, L (S ), ofthe system In another local
language, L ( ). Aswe will see In paper IV, the idea of translating one local Janguage
Into anotherplaysa centralrole in the discussion of com posite system s and sub-systam s
B1.

4.3 ClassicalP hysics in the Local Language L (S)

T he quantum theory representation ofL (S) is studied in papers IT and IIT [1,[2] of the
present series. Here we w ill Jook at the concrete form ofthe expressions in the previous
Section for the exam ple of classical physics. In this case, or all system s S, and all
classical representations, , the topos  is Sets. This representation of L (S) has the
follow Ing ingredients:

1. (@) Thegrmund-type symbol isrepresented by a sym plecticm anifold, , that
is the state-space for the system S.

() The ground-type symbolR is represented by the real Iine, ie, R = R.

(©) The type symbolP is represented by the set, P , of all subsets of the
state space
The type symbolP R is represented by the set, P R, ofall subsets of R .

2. @) Thetypesymbol , isrepresented by  sets = £0;1g: the sub-ob fct classi-
er In Sets.

23



(o) Thetype symboll, is represented by the singleton set, ie., lsers = £ g: the
term Inalob gct in Sets.

3. Each function symbolA : ! R, and hence each physical quantity, is repre-
sented by a realvalied function, A : ! R, on the state space

4. Theterm A (s) 2 7 oftype (where sand 7 are free varabls oftype and
PR respectively) is represented by the function [A (s) 2 7] : PR ! £0;1g
that is de ned by (c.f. (43))

1 ifA ()2 ;

4
0 otherwise. @)

A2 7] (55 )=

forall (s; ) 2 PR.

5. Thetem fs JjA (s) 2 'goftypeP (Where “isa free varablk oftypePR) is
represented by the function [fsJjA ()2 g] PR ! P that is de ned by

[fsjA ()2 gl () = fs2 JA (8)2 g
= A () 4 6)

forall 2P R.

44 Adapting the Language L (S) to O ther Types of P hysical
Sy stem

O ur central contention in this series of papers is that (i) each physical system , S, can
be equipped with a local language, L (S); and (il) constructing an explicit theory of S
In a particular theory-type is equivalent to nding a representation of L (S) In a topos
which m ay wellbe other than the topos of sets.

T here arem any situations in which the language is independent of the theory-type,
and then, fora given systam S, the di erent topos representations of L (S), correspond
to the application of the di erent theory-types to the same system S. W e gave an
exam ple earlier of a point particle m oving in three din ensions: the classical physics
representation is In the topos Sets; and, as shown in papers IT and ITI, the quantum
theory representation is in the presheaftopos Sets’ @ ®id™=)

However, there are other situations where the relhtionship between the language
and its representations ism ore com plicated than this. In particular, there is the crtical
question about what features of the theory should go Into the language, and what into
the representation. Adding new features would begin by adding to, or changing, the
st of ground-type sym bols which generally represent the entities that are going to
be of generic interest (such as a state ob £ct or quantity-value ob £ct). In doing this,
extra axiom sm ay also be Introduced to encode the properties that the new ob fcts are
expected to possess In all the representations that are of physical interest.
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For exam ple, suppose we want to use our form alisn to discuss space-tin e physics:
where does the nfom ation about the spacetin e go? If the sub fct is classical eld
theory in a curved space-tin e, then the topos  is Sets, and the spacetin em anifold is
part of the lackground structure. Thism akes i naturalto have the m anifold assum ed
In the representation; ie., the Infom ation about the space-tim e is In the representation.

H owever, altematively one can add a new ground type symbol, M ', to the Janguage,
to serve as the linguistic progenitor of yacetime’; thus M would have the same
theoretical status as the symbols and R . A function symbol :M ! R isthen the
progenior of a physical eld. In a representation , the cbfct M plays the role of
Yoacetim e’ In the topos , and :M ! R isthe representation ofa eld in this
theory.

O foourse, the language L (S) says nothing about what sort ofentity M is, exospt
In so far as such infom ation is encoded in extra axiom s. For exam ple, if the subct
is classical eld theory, then = Sets,and M would be a standard di erentiable
m anifold. O n the other hand, ifthe topos adm its Yn nitesm als’, then M oould be
a m anifold according to the lJanguage of synthetic di erential geom etry [13].

A fortiord, the sam e type of argum ent applies to the status of tin €’ in a canonical
theory. In particular, it is possble to add a ground type symbol, T , so that, in any
representation, , the cb®ct T in the topos  is the analogue of the tim e-line’ for
that theory. For standard physics In Setswe have T = R, but the orm of T in a
m ore general topos, ,would be a rich sub ect for speculation.

The addition ofa tin etype’ symbol, T, to the Janguage L (S) is a prin e exam ple
ofa situation where onem ight want to add extra axiom s. T hese could involve ordering
properties, or algebraic properties like those of an abelian group, and so on. These
properties would be realised In any representation as the corresponding type of ob fct
In thetopos . Thusabelian group axiom smean that T isan abelian-group cb £ct In

; totalordering axiom s forthe tinetype T mean that T is a totally-ordered ob ct
n ,and soon.

A s a rather Interesting extension of this idea, one could have a space-tim e ground
type symbolM , but then add the axiom s fora partialordering. In that case,M would
be a posstcbct n , which could be Interpreted physically as the -analogue ofa
causal st [32].

Y et another possibility is to develop a Janguage forhistory theories, and use it study
the topos version of the consistent-histories approach to quantum theory.

W e will retum to som e of these ideas in future publications.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, the rst h a series, we have Introduced the idea that a form al Janguage
can be attached to each physical system , and that constructing a theory of that sys-
tem isequivalent to nding a representation of this lJanguage in an approprate topos.
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The longtem goal of this research programm e is to provide a novel fram ework for
constructing theories of physics In general; in particular, to construct theories that go
beyond’ standard quantum theory, and especially in the direction of quantum cosn o
ogy. In doing so, we have constructed a formm alisn that is not tied to the fam iliar use
of H ibert spaces, or form al path integrals, and which, therefore, need not assume a
priori the use of continuum quantities in physics.

W e have Introduced two di erent types of language that can apply to a given system
S.The st isthe propositional language, P L (S), that deals only w ith propositions of
the form \A " ". The intention is represent these propositions in a Heyting algebra
of sub-ob Fcts of som e cb £ct In a topos that is denti ed as the analogue of a state
soace’. The sin plest exam ple is classical physics, w here propositions are represented
by the Boolan algebra of Borel) subsets of the classical state space. T he exam ple of
quantum theory is considerably m ore interesting and is discussed in detail in paper IT
[].

T he second type of language that we discussed is considerably m ore powerfuil. This
is the Jocal language L (S) which includes symbols for the state ob ct and quantity—
value obgct (@nd/or whatever theoretical entities are felt to be of representation—
Independent in portance), aswell as sym bols for the physical quantities In the system .
T he key idea is that constructing a theory of S is equivalent isto nding a represen-—
tation of this entire Janguage (not jist the propositional part) in a topos. A s wih
PL (S), the language L (S) fom s a deductive system that is based on intuitionistic
Jogic: som ething that is naturally adapted to nding a representation in a topos.

Any theory of this type is necessarily heo-realist’ In the sense that physical quan—
tities are represented by arrows A ! R ; and propositions are represented by
sub-obcts of , the s=t of which is a Heyting algebra. In this sense, these topos-
based theories all Yook’ like classical physics, except of course that, generally speaking,
the topos concemed is not Sets.
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A A BriefA ccount of the R elevant P arts of Topos
T heory

A 1l Presheaveson a Poset

Topos theory is a ram arkably rich branch of m athem atics which can be approached
from a varety of di erent viewpoints. The basic area of m athem atics is category
theory; where, we recall, a category consists of a collection of ob¥cts and a collection
ofm orphism s (or arrows).

In the special case of the category of sets, the ob fcts are sets, and a m orphisn
is a function between a pair of sets. In general, each m orphism f In a category is
associated w ith a pair of ob Ects, known as its dom ain’ and btodom ain’, and isw ritten
asf :B ! A where B and A are the dom ain and codom ain respectively. N ote that
this arrow notation isused even if £ isnot a function in the nom al sst-theoretic sense.
A key ingredient In the de niion ofa category isthat iff :B ! A andg:C ! B
(ie., the codom ain of g is equalto the dom ain of £) then £ and g can be tom posed’
togivean arrow £ g :C ! A; in the case ofthe category of sets, this is jist the usual
com position of functions.

A sinpl exam plk of a category is given by any partially-ordered sst (boset’) C:
(i) the obfcts are de ned to be the elements of C; and (il ifp;g 2 C, a m orxohisn
from p to g isde ned to exist if, and only if, p g in the posst structure. Thus, In
a poset regarded as a category, there is at m ost one m oxphism between any pair of
obectsp;g 2 C; if it exists, we shallw rite thism orphism as i :p ! g. Thisexample
is in portant for us In form of the tategory of contexts’, V H ), In quantum theory
(see papers II-IV). The cbcts in V # ) are the com m utative, unial von Neum ann
subalgebras of the algebra, B H ), of all bounded operators on the H ibert soace H .
Unialm eans that all these algebras contain the identity operator{ 2 B @ ).)

The de nition of a topos. From our perspective, the m ost relkvant feature of a
topos, , isthat it is a category which behaves In m any ways like the category of sets
B,11]. M ost of the precise details are not necessary for the present series of papers,
but here we w ill list som e of the m ost in portant ones for our purposes:

l.There isa tetmnalob®ct 1 in ; thismeans that given any ocbct A in the
topos, there isa unique arrow A ! 1 .

Forany cbct A In the topos, an arrtow 1 ! A is called a gbbalelm en of
A . The sst ofallglobal elem ents of A isdenoted A.

Given A;B 2 Ob( ), thereisaproductA B In . In fact, a topos always has
pulboacks, and the product is just a special case of thjs

2°In the category of sets, Sets, the term nalob fct lgers IS @ shglkton set £ g. It Dlow s that the
elem ents of A are in oneto-one correspondence w ith the elem ents ofA .
30T he conditions in 1.above are equivalent to saying that is nitely com plkte.
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2. There isan Initialobect 0 In . This means that given any obfct A In the
topos, there isa unique arrtow 0 ! A.

Given A;B 2 Ob( ), there isa coproductA t B .n . In fact, a topos always
has push-outs, and the coproduct is Just a soecial case of th:is

3. There is exponentiation : ie. given obfctsA;B in we can fom the cbct A%,
which is the topos analogue of the set of functions from B to A In set theory.
T he de nitive property of exponentiation isthat, given any ob fct C , there isan
isom orphism
Hom C;A® 7 Hom C BjA @ 1)
that isnaturalin A and C .

4. There is a sub-ob £ct classi er

The last item is of particular in portance to us as it is the source of the Heyting
algebras that we use so much. To explain what ismeant, ket us st consider the
fam iliar topos, Sets, of sets. There, the subsets K X ofa st X are In oneto-one
correspoondence with functions ¢ :X ! £0;1g, where ¢ ) = 1 ifx 2 K, and

k X) = 0 otherw ise. Thus the target space £0;1g can be regarded as the sin plest
Yalsetrue’ Boolean algebra, and the m athem atical proposition \x 2 K " is true if
k ®)= 1, and false otherw ise.

In the case of a topos, , the sub—obﬁct@ K ofan obct X In the topos are n
one-to-one correspondence w ith arrows g :X ! , where the special ob fct |
called the sub-ob fct classi er’, or bb fct of truth va]ues’| plys an analogous rolk to
that of £0;1g in the category of sets.

An In portant property forus isthat, n any topos , the collection, Sub @ ), of sub-
obfectsofan cbpct A fom s a Heyting algebra. T he reader is referred to the standard
texts for proofs (for exam ple, see [B], p151).

The idea of a presheaf. To illustrate the m ain ideas, we will rst give a few def-
Initions from the theory of presheaves on a partially ordered st (or boset’); in the
case of quantum theory, this posst is the space of tontexts’ in which propositions are
asserted. W e shall then use these ideas to m otivate the de nition of a presheaf on
a general category. Only the briefest of treatm ents is given here, and the reader is
referred to the standard literature form ore lmfom ation [8,11/].

A presheaf (also known asa varying set) X on aposet C isa function that assignsto

eachp2 C,asetX jandtoeach pairp g (e, fg :p! Q,amap X , X ! X,

such that (@) X oo X, ! X, is the dentity m ap de_p on X ., and (i) whenever
X X X

p g r,thecompositemapX I° X, o X, isequalto X, o X ,, o that
X—l'P:X—qp qu: (A-2)

31T he conditions in 2. above are equivalent to saying that is nitely co-com pkte.
32An obct K is a sub-objct of another ob et X ifthere is a m onic arrow K ! X . In the topos
Sets of sets, this is equivalent to saying that K is a subset ofX .
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The notation X , is shorthand for the more cumbersom e X (fpq); see below In the
de nition ofa functor.

An arrow, or natural transform ation :X ! Y between two presheaves X ;Y on
Cisafamily ofmaps , :X ! Y ,p2 C,that satisfy the intertw ining conditions

p Zp=Ygp g A 3)

wheneverp g. This is equivalent to the com m utative diagram

X _
—q —p
q P
? ?
Y - Y @ 4)
—9q —P
Y

A sub-obfct ofa presheafX isapresheafK ,wih anarmow i:K ! X such that (i)
K, X, fPrallp2C;and (i) orallp g,themapKy :K, ! K, isthe restriction
ofX_qp X g ! X, to the subsetK_q X - This is shown in the com m utative diagram

K

—ap —
Eq Ky

|
Q
|
e}

X
w here the vertical arrow s are subset Inclusions.

The ocollection of all presheaves on a posst C formm s a category, denoted Setst” .

T he arrow s/m orphian s between presheaves in this category are de ned as the arrow s
above.

A 2 Presheaves on a G eneral C ategory

T he ideas sketched above adm it an in m ediate generalization to the theory ofpresheaves
on an arbitrary Ymall’ category C (the quali cation Ywn all’ m eans that the collection
of ob gcts is a genuine set, as is the collection of all arrow s/m orphism s between any
pair of ob cts). To m ake the necessary de niion we rst need the idea ofa ‘functor’:

1. The idea ofa functor: A centralconcept isthat ofa Yunctor’ between a pair of
categories C and D . Broadly speaking, this is an arrow preserving function from one
category to the other. T he precise de nition is as ollow s.
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De nition A .1 1. A oovariant functor F from a category C to a category D is a
function that assigns

(@) to each C-obgctA, a D obEctF,;

(o) to each C-morxphisn £ :B ! A,aD-morphism F (f) :Fg ! F, such that
F@dy)= idr, ;and, ifg:C ! B,andf :B ! A then

F(E g =F(E) F@Q: @ 6)

2. A contravariant finctor X from a category C to a category D is a function that
assigns

(@) to each C-obgctA, aD -obgEctX 4 ;

) toeach C-morphian £ :B ! A,aD-morphism X (f) :X 5 ! Xy such that
X (idp)= dy,;and,ifg:C ! B,andf :B ! A then

X (E g =X@ X E): @ 7)

T he connection w ith the idea of a presheafon a poset is straightforward. A sm en—
tioned above, a poset C can be regarded as a category in its own right, and it is clear
that a presheaf on the poset C is the sam e thing as a contravariant functor X from
the category C to the category Sets of nomn al sets. Equivalently, it is a covariant
functor from the bpposie’ catego C% to Sets. Clearly, [A_2) corresponds to the
contravariant condition [A 7). Note that m athem aticians usually call the cb fcts in C
Stages of truth’, or jast Stages’. For us they are tontexts’.

2. P resheaveson an arbitrary category C: These ram arksm otivate thede nition
of a presheafon an arbitrary an all category C: nam ely, a presheaf on C is a covarant
ﬂmcto@ X :C®P ! Sets from C to the category of sets. Equivalently, a presheaf is

a contravariant finctor from C to the category of sets.

W ewant to m ake the collection ofpresheaves on C Into a category, and therefore we
need to de ne what ism eant by a h orphian ’ between two presheaves X and Y . The
htuiive idea is that such am ophian from X to Y must give a bicture’ of X within
Y . Fom ally, such a m oxohisn is de ned to be a naturmltransformation N :X ! Y,
by which ismeant a fam ily of m aps (called the components of N ) N, :X, ! Y.,
A 2 ObC), such that if £ :B ! A isa morhismn in C, then the composie m ap

Y (£) , X (£)
X, e Y, | Y, isequalto X, | X 5 e Y, . In other words, we have the

33T he bpposite’ ofa category C is a category, denoted C°P, whose ob Ects are the sam e as those of
C, and whose m orphian s are de ned to be the opposite of those 0fC; ie, amormphisn £ :A ! B in
C°P is said to exist if, and only if, there isamorphian £ :B ! A inC.

34T hroughout this series of papers, a presheaf is indicated by a letter that is underlined.
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com m utative diagram

X (f
% (£) X
NA NB
? ?
Y - Y @ 8)
- Y (F) -

ofwhich [A_4) is clearly a special case. T he category of presheaves on C equipped w ith
these m orphism s is denoted Sets®” .

The idea of a sub-ob £ct generalizes n an cbvious way. Thuswe say that K isa
sub-obfct of X if there is a m orphism in the category of presheaves (ie., a natural
transform ation) :K ! X wih the property that, for each A, the com ponent m ap

a K, ! X, isa subset enbedding, ie, K , X,.Thus, iff :B ! A isany
m orphisn in C, we get the analogue of the com m utative diagram [A_9):

K (£)

K_A —B

2 ?

X - x @ 9)
- X (£) -

w here, once again, the vertical arrow s are subset Inclusions.

T he category of presheaves on C, Sets™ , Tom s a topos. W e do not need the full
de nition of a topos; but we do need the idea, m entioned in Section [A_]], that a topos
has a sub-ob gct classi er , to which we now tum.

3. Sieves and the sub-ob kct classi er _. Among the key conospts in presheaf
theory isthat ofa Yieve’, which playsa centralrole In the construction ofthe sub-ob ct
classi er in the topos of presheaves on a category C.

A sieve on an cbct A In C isde ned to bea collection S ofm orphismsf :B ! A
In C wih the property that if £ :B ! A belongsto S, and ifg :C ! B isany
morohian wih codomain B,thenf g :C ! A alsobelongsto S. In the sinple case
where C isa poset, a seve on p 2 C isany subsst S ofC such that ifr 2 S then (@)
r p,and (i) 2 S forallr® r; h otherwords, a sieve isnothing but a Iower st
In the poset.

The presheaf :C ! Sets isnow de ned as follows. IfA isan cbgct n C, then
_, Isde nedtobethesstofallsieveson A;and iff :B ! A,then (£):_, ! _;
isde ned as

_E)8)=fth:C! B jf h2 Sg @ 10)
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foralls 2 _, ;thesieve_(f) () isofftenwritten asf (S), and isknown asthe pullack
toB ofthesieve S on A by themorphisn £ :B ! A.

It should be noted that if S isa sieveon A,and iff :B ! A belongsto S, then
from the de nihg property of a sieve we have

f S)=fh:C! BJf h2Sg=fh:C ! Bg=:4B @ 11)

where #B denotes the principal sieve on B , de ned to be the sst ofallm orphisn s in C
whose codom ain isB . In words: the pultback of any sieve on A by a m orohism from
B to A that belongs to the sieve, is the principal sieve on B .

IfC is a poset, the pultback operation corresponds to a fam ily ofmaps _, :_ !
_p (where  denotes the set of all sieves/lower sets on p in the poset) de ned by
—p = _(pq) fig :p! g @e,p 9. I isstrahtforward to check that if S 2 __

then

a’

_p 8) =#p\ S @A 12)
where #p = fr2 C jr pg.
A crucial property of skeves is that the set _, of skeves on A has the structure of
a Heyting algebra. Speci cally, _, is a Heyting algebra where the unit ekement 1 |
in _, isthe principal sieve #A, and the nullelement 0 is the enpty sieve ;. The
partialordering In _, isde ned by S; S, if, and only if, S; S,; and the logical
connectives are de ned as:

5178, = 81\ 8, @& 13
81_82 = Sl [ Sz (A.l4)
S;) S, =ff:B! Aj§8g:C! B iff g2Sthenf g2 Sg@ 15)

A sin any Heyting algebra, the negation ofan elem ent S (called the pseudo—com pkm ent
ofS)isdenedas:S = S ) 0; o that

:S = ff :B ! A jforallg:C ! B,f g8 Sg: A 16)

It can be shown that the presheaf isa sub-ob ect classi er for the topos Sets e
That is to say, sub-ob fcts of any obct X in this topos (ie., any presheaf on C)
are in one-to-one correspondence wih morphisms :X ! _ . Thisworks as ollow s.
First, et K be a sub-ob ect ofX . Then there is an associated characteristic m oxphisn

k X ! _,whose tomponent’ . :X, ! _, ateach stage/context A iIn C is
de ned as
ka®X)=ff:B! A JjX f)®X)2Kzg A 17)
rallx 2 X, . That the right hand side of [A_17) actually is a sieve on A ©llows
from the de ning properties of a sub-ob Ect.

Thus, in each branch’ of the category C going Yown’ from the stage A, xa X)
piksout the mtmemberB i that branch orwhich X (f) x) Les in the subsetK ;,
and the comm utative diagram [A_9) then guaranteesthatX h f) x) willie n K. for
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allh :C ! B.Thuseadc stageA In C serves as a possible context for an assignm ent
to each x 2 X , ofa generalised truth va]11e| a sieve belonging to the H eyting algebra
_a - This is the sense In which contextual, generalised truth values arise naturally In a
topos of presheaves.

There isa converse to [A_17): namely, each morphism :X ! _ (ie. a natural
transform ation between the presheaves X and ) de nesa sub-ob®ct K ofX via

K, = ,fl gq: @ 18)

at each stage A.

4. G lobal elem ents of a presheaf: W e recall that, n any topos, , a term inal
obfct isde ned to be an cbect 1 wih the property that, for any cbgct X 1n the
category, there isa uniquem orphign X ! 1 ; it iseasy to show that tem inalcb fcts
are unigue up to isom orphisn . A gblalelem ent of an ob fct X is then de ned to be
any morphisn s :1 ! X .Them otivation forthis nom enclature is that, in the case of
the category of sets, a term inalob Fct isany sihgleton sst £ g; and then it is true that
there is a one-to-one corresgpondence between the elem ents of a sst X and functions
from £ gtoX .

For the category ofpresheaveson C, a tetm lnalobct 1 :C ! Sets can be de ned
byl, = £ gatallstagesA nC;iff :B ! A isamomhisn mCthenl(f) :£f g! £ g
isde nedtobethemap 7 . This is Indeed a term inalob Fct since, for any presheaf
X , we can de ne a unigue natural transform ation N : X ! 1 whose com ponents
Np :X@)! 1, = f garrtheconstant mapsx 7 rallx 2 X .

A global elem ent of a presheaf X is also called a glolal section. A s a m oxphisn
:1 ! X in the topos Sets”, a globalelem ent corresponds to a choice of an elem ent
a 2 X, Preach stageA In C, such that, if£ :B ! A, the hatching condition’

XE)(a)= s @ 19)
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