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Abstract Combining higher-order abstract syntax and (co)-inductio a logical frame-
work is well known to be problematic. We describe the thearyl ¢he practice of a tool
called Hybrid, within Isabelle/HOL and Coq, which aims todeess many of these dif-
ficulties. It allows object logics to be represented usinghbi-order abstract syntax, and
reasoned about using tactical theorem proving and priegipf (co)induction. Moreover,
it is definitional, which guarantees consistency within assical type theory. The idea is
to have a de Bruijn representation dfterms providing a definitional layer that allows the
user to represent object languages using higher-orderaabstyntax, while offering tools
for reasoning about them at the higher level. In this paperescribe how to use Hy-
brid in a multi-level reasoning fashion, similar in spiiit dther systems such a@svelf and
Abella By explicitly referencing provability in a middle layer lted a specification logic,
we solve the problem of reasoning by (co)induction in thespree of non-stratifiable hy-
pothetical judgments, which allow very elegant and sudcspecifications of object logic
inference rules. We first demonstrate the method on a simgalmgle, formally proving
type soundness (subject reduction) for a fragment of a pumetibnal language, using a
minimal intuitionistic logic as the specification logic. Wieen prove an analogous result
for a continuation-machine presentation of the operatisamantics of the same language,
encoded this time in an ordered linear logic that serveseasghcification layer. This exam-
ple demonstrates the ease with which we can incorporate pegifieation logics, and also
illustrates a significantly more complex object logic wheseoding is elegantly expressed
using features of the new specification logic.
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1 Introduction

Logical frameworksprovide general languages in which it is possible to repreaevide
variety of logics, programming languages, and other forsyatems. They are designed to
capture uniformities of the deductive systems of theseobliggics and to provide support
for implementing and reasoning about them. One applicaifguarticular interest of such
frameworks is the specification of programming languagestha formalization of their
semantics in view of formal reasoning about important privge of these languages, such
as their soundness. Programming languages that enjoy sojérpes provide a solid basis
for building software systems that avoid a variety of hadrdfects, leading to systems that
are significantly more reliable and trustworthy.

The mechanism by which object-logics are represented irgi@dbframework has a
paramount importance on the success of a formalization.iver@noice of representation
can seriously endanger a project almost from the start,myakalmost impossible to move
beyond the very first step of the developments of a case stady[{1], which barely goes
beyond encoding the syntax of thecalculus).

Higher-Order Abstract Syntax (HOAS) is a representatichnéue used in some logi-
cal frameworks. Using HOAS, whose idea dates back to Chudh pinding constructs
in an object logic are encoded within the function space igexy by a meta-language
based on a -calculus. For example, consider encoding a simple funatiprogramming
language such as Mini-ML [26] in a typed meta-language, whahject-level programs
are represented as meta-level terms of tgppr. We can introduce a constafiin of type
(expr— expr) — exprto represent functions of one argument. Using such a remasen
allows us to delegate to the meta-languageonversion and capture-avoiding substitution.
Further, object logic substitution can be rendered as hestl3-conversion. However, ex-
periments such as the one reported in [79] suggest that thieefiuefits of HOAS can be
enjoyed only when the latter is paired with support igppotheticaland parametricjudg-
ments [51, 66, 90]. Such judgments are used, for exampléeinvell-known encoding of
inference rules assigning simple types to Mini-ML programsth the encoding of pro-
grams and the encoding of the typing predicate typicallyt@iomegativeoccurrences of
the type or predicate being definesld, the underlined occurrence ekprin the type of
fun above). This rules out any naive approach to view thosehseiretically as least fixed
points [49,89] or type-theoretically as inductive typebjet employ strict positivity [88] to
enforce strong normalization. As much as HOAS sounds appgdraises the question(s):
how are we going to reason about such encodings, in pantiatéethere induction and case
analysis principles available?

Among the many proposals—that we will survey in Section 6-e-enlution that has
emerged in the last decade stands specificationand (inductive)meta-reasoninghould
be handled within a single system but at differeavels The first example of such a meta-
logic wasFOA2N [69], soon to be followed by its successhimc [109].1 They are both

1 This is by no way the end of the story; on the contrary, the ldgvaent of these ambient logics is very
much a work in progress: Tiu [110] introduced the systenf’lt& get rid of the local signatures required by
Linc’s O quantifier. Even more recently Gacek, Miller & Nadathur presd the logic/ to ease reasoning
on open terms and implemented it in tAbella systenj42—44]. However, as this overdue report of our
approach describes with an undeniable tardiness a sys&tmwals developed before the aforementioned new



based on intuitionistic logic augmented with introductemd elimination rules fodefined
atoms (partial inductive definitions, PIDs [50]), in padiiar definitional reflection(defl),
which provides support for case analysis. WHI®A2N has only induction on natural
numbers as the primitive form of inductive reasoning, theefageneralizes that to stan-
dard forms of induction and co-induction [82]inc also introduces the so-called “nabla”
quantifierd [76] to deal with parametric judgments. This quantifier aods for the dual
properties of eigenvariables, namélgshnesgwhen viewed as constants introduced by the
quantifier right rule) andnstantiability as a consequence of the left rule and case analysis.
Consistency and viability of proof search are ensured byetntination [68, 109]. Inside
the meta-language, specification logiqSL) is developed that is in turn used to specify
and (inductively) reason about tlodject logic/languaggOL) under study. This partition
avoids the issue of inductive meta-reasoning in the presehnegative occurrences in OL
judgments, since hypothetical judgments are intensipne#id in terms of object-level prov-
ability. The price to pay is coping with this additional layehere we explicitly reference the
latter. Were we to work with only a bare proof-checker, thise could be indeed deemed
too high; however, if we could rely on some form of automatsarch as tactical theorem
proving, the picture would be significantly different.

The first author has proposed in [36] that, rather than impleing an interactive theo-
rem prover for such meta-logics from scratch, they can belsited within a modern proof
assistant. (Coq [14] in that case.) The correspondenceughtp as follows: the ambient
logic of the proof assistant in place of the basic (logicafgience rules of OA4N, intro-
duction and elimination (inversion) rules of inductive égydefinitions) in place of theefR
anddefLrules of PIDs? Both approaches introduce a minimal sequent calculus [8]3L,
and a Prolog-like set of clauses for the OL. Neverthelesa,tmaditional inductive setting,
this is not quite enough, as reasoning by inversion cryc@dpends on simplifying in the
presence of constructors. When such constructors arengloetive, which is typically the
case with variable-binding operators, this presents aseproblem. The approach used in
that work was axiomatic: encode the HOAS signature with akebnstants and add a set
of axioms stating the freeness and extensionality pragedf the constants. With the criti-
cal use of those axioms, it was shown that it is possible thoage, in the well-understood
and interactive setting of Coq, the style of proofs typidaF®A2N. In particular, subject
reduction for Mini-ML is formalized in [36] following thistyle very closely; this means
that the theorem is proved immediately without any “techtiitemmas required by the
choice of encoding technique or results that may be triviaBbpe intrinsically foreign to the
mathematics of the problem. Moreover, HOAS proofs of suthjeduction typically do not
require weakening or substitutions lemmas, as they aradinjpl the higher-order nature of
the encoding. However, this approach did not offer any fdjosification to the axiomatic
approach and it is better seen as a proof-of-concept monefol@dational work.

The Hybrid tool [3] was developed around the same time: ilémgnts a higher-order
meta-language within Isabelle/HOL [84] that provides arfaf HOAS for the user to repre-
sent OLs. The user level is separated from the infrastractomwhich HOAS is implemented
definitionallyvia a de Bruijn style encoding. Lemmas stating properties sis freeness and
extensionality of constructors apeovedand no additional axioms are required.

contributions, we will take the liberty to refer tanc as the “canonical” two-level system. We will discuss
new developments in more depth in Section 6.1.

2 ThedefL rule for PIDs may use full higher-order unification, whileémsion in an inductive proof as-
sistant typically generates equations that may or may ndutikeer simplified, especially at higher-order
types.
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Fig. 1 Architecture of the Hybrid system

It was therefore natural to combine the HOAS meta-languageiged by Hybrid with
Miller & McDowell's two-level approach, modified for induge proof assistants. We im-
plement this combined architecture in both Isabelle/HOH @woq, but we speculate that
the approach also works for other tactic-based inductivefrassistants, such as PVS [87],
LEGO [62] etc. We describe mainly the Isabelle/HOL version here, thoughcampare it
in some detail with the Coq implementatidr graphical depiction of the architecture is
shown in Figure 1. We often refer to the Hybrid and Isabel@(Hevels together as the
meta-logic. When we need to distinguish the Isabelle/HQkllen its own, we call it the
meta-meta-logic. When we s&yo-levelreasoning, we are referring to the object and spec-
ification levels, to emphasize that there are two separatoreng levels in addition to the
meta-level.

Moreover, we suggest a further departure in design (Sedtinfrom the original two-
level approach [69]: when possibies., when the structural properties of the meta-logic are
coherent with the style of encoding of the OL, we may reseovelie specification level
only those judgments that cannot be adequately encodedtively and leave the rest at the
Isabelle/HOL level. We claim that this framework with or ldut this variation has several
advantages:

— The system is more trustworthy: freeness of constructads rmore importantly, exten-
sionality properties at higher-order types are not assuimedproved via the related
properties of the infrastructure, as we show in Section 3{M&orem 9).

— The mixing of meta-level and specification-level judgmemiskes proofs more eas-
ily mechanizable; more generally, there is a fruitful imigtion between (co)-induction
principles, meta-logic datatypes, classical reasoning hgpothetical judgments, which
lends itself to a good deal of automation.

— We are not committed to a single monolithic SL, but we may &ddferent ones (linear,
relevant, bunchedetc) according to the properties of the OL we are encoding. The
only requirement is consistency, to be established withrendtized cut-elimination
argument. We exemplify this methodology using non-commiugdinear logic to reason
about continuation machines (Section 5).

Our architecture could also be seen as an approximatiofweff [104], but it has a
much lower mathematical overhead, simply consisting of allsset of theories (modules)

3 We also compare it with a constructive version implemente@€aq [18], which we describe in Sec-
tion 6.5.



on top of a proof assistant. In a sense, we could look at Hydsich way to “represent”
Twelf’s meta-proofs in the well-understood setting of léglorder logic as implemented in
Isabelle/HOL (or the calculus of (co)inductive constrans as implemented in Coq). Note
that by using a well-understood logic and system, and wgrkira purely definitional way,
we avoid the need to justifgonsistencypy syntactic or semantic means. For example, we
do not need to show a cut-elimination theorem for a new logimd43], nor prove results
such as strong normalization of calculi of th#&,, family [103] or about the correctness of
the totality checker behind Twelf [L06]. Hence our proofe easier to trust, as far as one
trusts Isabelle/HOL and Coq.

Additionally, we can view our realization of the two-levgd@oach as a way of “fast
prototyping” HOAS logical frameworks. We can quickly impient and experiment with a
potentially interesting SL; in particular we can do metas@ning in the style of tactical the-
orem proving in a way compatible with induction. For examplewe will see in Section 5,
when experimenting with a different logic, such as a subestiral one, we do not need to
develop all the building blocks of a usable new frameworlchsas unification algorithms,
type inference or proof search, but we can rely on the onesd®d by the proof assistant.
The price to pay is, again, the additional layer where weieitlyl reference provability,
requiring a sort of meta-interpreter (the SL logic) to driivé his indirectness can be allevi-
ated, as we shall see, by defining appropriate tactics, lsuistmtrinsic to the design choice
of relying on a general ambient logic (here Isabelle/HOL ogdn [69,109] some variation
of Linc). This contrasts with the architecture proposed in [67]eretthe meta-meta-logic is
itself sub-structural (linear in this case) and, as suchli@ty tailored to the automation of
a specific framework.

We demonstrate the methodology by first formally verifyihg subject reduction prop-
erty for the standard simply-typed call-by-valdecalculus, enriched with a recursion op-
erator. While this property (and the calculus as well) haanbeiticized as too trivial to be
meaningful [6]—and, to a degree, we agree with that—we fealthe familiarity of the set-
up will ease the understanding of the several layers of aitcture. Secondly we tackle a
more complex form of subject reduction, that of a contimuratinachine, whose operational
semantics is encoded sub-structurally, namely in non-cotatine linear logic.

Outline The paper is organized as follows: Section 2 recalls somie batons of Hybrid
and its implementation in Isabelle/HOL and Coq. Section @shhow it can be used as a
logical framework. In Section 4 we introduce a two-levelhaiecture and present the first
example SL and subject reduction proof, while Section ®uhices a sub-structural SL and
uses it for encoding continuation machines. We follow thgwith an extensive review and
comparison of related work in Section 6, and conclude iniBegat This paper is an archival
documentation of Hybrid 0.1 (see Section 6.5 for the teroigy), extending previous joint
work with Simon Ambler and Roy Crole [2, 3, 77-79], Jeff Paak[81] and Venanzio
Capretta [18].

Notation 1 (Isabelle/HOL) We use a pretty-printed version of Isabelle/HOL concrete sy
tax. A type declaration has the fosn:: [t,...tn] = t. We stick to the usual logical symbols
for Isabelle/HOL connectives and quantifiers, (\, V, —, ¥, 3). Free variables (upper-
case) are implicitly universally quantified (from the odtsj as in logic programming. The
sign= (Isabelle meta-equality) is used fequality by definitionand\ for Isabelle uni-
versal meta-quantification. A rule (a sequent) of the schierfam:

Hi...Hn
C



is represented asHj;...;H, ] = C. A rule with discharged assumptions such as con-
junction elimination is represented A Q; [ P;Q ] = R] = R. The keywordMC-
Theorem (Lemma) denotes a machine-checked theorem (lemma), whdectiveintro-
duces an inductive relation in Isabelle/HOL, attatatypeintroduces a new datatype. We
freely use infix notations, without explicit declaratioifge have tried to use the same nota-
tion for mathematical and formalized judgments. The preofss underlying this paper are
written in the so-called “Isabelle old styld’e., they are exclusively in the tactical-styteg,
sequences of commands. This was still fashionable and gepduy Isabelle/HOL 2005, as
opposed to the now required ISAR [58] idioms of the new IdalidOL versions. However,
in the interest of time, intellectual honesty (and also &ieacy with Coq), we have decided
to base the paper on the original code of the project, whichasaa fundamental goal the
automationof two-level reasoning. Naturally, some of the comment$ thea make about
concrete features of the system, (as well as interactiotisityiare by now relevant only to
that version. When those happen to be obsolete, we will trgake this clear to the reader.
We expect, however (and indeed we already are in the prasssS§ection 6.5) to carry over
this work to the current version of Isabelle/HOL, possibhhanced by the new features of
the system.

Notation 2 (Coq) We keep Coq’s notation similar to Isabelle/HOL'’s where flass We
use the same syntax for type declarations, though of cobesallbwable types are different
in the two languages. We also use- for equality by definition and= for equality. There
is no distinction between a functional type arrow and logiogplication in Coq, though
we use both= and=- depending on the context. In Isabelle/HOL, there is a dititin
between notation at the Isabelle meta-level and the HOLcolgsel, which we do not have
in Cog. Whenever an Isabelle/HOL formula has the fdrhy;...;Hn ] = C, and we say
that the Coq version is the same, we mean that the Coq veragthé formH; — - —

Hn = C, or equivalentlyH; = --- = H, = C, where implication is right-associative as
usual.

Source files for the Isabelle/HOL and Coq code can be foungtatid.dsi.unimi.it/
jar [57].

2 Introducing Hybrid

The description of the Hybrid layer of our architecture ksstafairly directly from previous
work, viz.[3]. Central to our approach is the introduction of a bindoggerator that (1) al-
lows a direct expression @f-abstraction, and (2) idefinedin such a way that expanding its
definition results in the conversion of a term to its de Brugpresentation. The basic idea
is inspired by the work of Gordon [47], and also appears iftaborative work with Mel-
ham [48]. Gordon introducesXacalculus with constants where free and bound variables are
named bystrings in particular, in a term of the forfdLAMvt), v is a string representing

a variable bound im, anddLAM is a function of two arguments, which when applied, con-
verts free occurrences efint to the appropriate de Bruijn indices and includes an outer de
Bruijn abstraction operator. Not only does this approadviple a good mechanism through
which one may work withamedbound variables undex-renaming, but it can be used
as a meta-logic by building it into an Isabelle/HOL type, séyroper termsfrom which
other binding signatures can be defined, as exemplified bgr@8 encoding of the object
calculus [45]. As in the logical framework tradition, evedy_ binding operator is reduced

to theA-abstraction provided by the type of proper terms.



Our approach takes this a step further and exploits theibdHOAS which is available
in systems such as Isabelle/HOL and Coq. Hybridi$/ constructor is similar to Gordon’s
dLAM except that AM is abinding operator. The syntad AMv.t) is actually notation for
(lambda A v.t), which makes explicit the use of bound variables in the nestguage to
represent bound variables in the OL. Thus¥hia (LAMv.t) is a meta-variable (and not a
string as in Gordon’s approach).

At the base level, we start with an inductive definition of deiiph expressions, as
Gordon does.

datatype expe= CON con| VAR var | BND bnd| expr$ expr| ABS expr

In our settingbndandvar are defined to be the natural numbers, endprovides names for
constants. The latter type is used to represent the coagihah OL, as each OL introduces
its own set of constants.

To illustrate the central ideas, we start with thealculus as an OL. To avoid confusion
with the meta-language.€., A-abstraction at the level of Isabelle/HOL or Coq), we use
upper case letters for variables and a capfitdbr abstraction. For example, consider the
object-level termTy = AV1.(AV2.V1V2)V1 V3. The termslg and Ty below illustrate how this
term is represented using Gordon’s approach and Hybrigeotisely.

Te = dLAM v1 (dAPP (dAPP (dLAM v2 (dAPP (dVAR v1)
(dVAR v2))) (dVAR v1)) (dVAR v3))
Th = LAM VL. (((LAM Vo.(v1 $v2)) $Vv1) $VAR 3)

In Hybrid we also choose to denote object-level free vaesbly terms of the forfivAR i),
though this is not essential. In either case, the abstraciperator {LAM or LAM) is de-
fined, and expanding definitions in botlg and Ty results in the same term, shown below
using our de Bruijn notation.

ABS (((ABS (BND 1$BND 0)) $BND 0) $ VAR 3)

In the above term all the variable occurrences bound by teeABS, which corresponds
to the bound variabl®; in the object-level term, are underlined. Thenbda operator is
central to this approach and its definition includes deteimgi correct indices. We return to
its definition in Section 2.1.

In summary, Hybrid provides a form of HOAS where object-leve

— free variables correspond to Hybrid expressions of the forAR i);

— bound variables correspond to (bound) meta-variables;

— abstractiong\ V. E correspond to expressiofisAMVv. e), defined aglambda A v.e);
— applicationsE; E; correspond to expressiofig $€;).

2.1 Definition of Hybrid in Isabelle/HOL

Hybrid consists of a small number of Isabelle/HOL theoragfally two, for a total of about
130 lines of definitions and 80 lemmas and theorems), whicbdnce the basic definition
for de Bruijn expressionskpr) given above and provide operations and lemmas on them,
building up to those that hide the details of de Bruijn syraag permit reasoning on HOAS
representations of OLs. In this section we outline the raingidefinitions, and give some



examples. Note that our Isabelle/HOL theories do not cardaly axioms which require
external justificatiorf, as in some other approaches such as the Theory of Contekts [55

As mentioned, the operattdmbda :: [expr=- expr] = expris central to our approach,
and we begin by considering what is required to fill in its diéfin. Clearly(lambda €) must
expand to a term witlABS at the head. Furthermore, we must define a funcfisuch that
(lambda €) is (ABS (f e)) wheref replaces occurrences of the bound variable with de
Bruijn index 0, taking care to increment the index as it dagdeehrough inner abstractions.
In particular, we will define a functiotbind of two arguments such that formally:

lambda e == ABS (lbind O &)

and(Ibind i e) replaces occurrences of the bound variablewith de Bruijn indexi, where
recursive calls on inner abstractions will increase thexnd\s an example, consider the
function A v.ABS (BND 0 $v). In this case, application dbind with argument index O
should result in a level 1 expression:

Ibind O (A v.ABS (BND 0 $Vv)) =...=ABS (BND 0 $BND 1)
and thus:
lambda (A v.ABS (BND 0 $v)) = ABS (ABS (BND 0 $BND 1)).

We defindbind as a total function operating on all functions of tyjegpr=- expr), even
exoticones that do not encodeterms. For example, we could hawe- (A x.count X) where
(count X) counts the total number of variables and constants ocguimir. Only functions
that behaveauniformly or parametricallyon their arguments represehiterms. We refer the
reader to the careful analysis of this phenomenon (in théegbof Coq) given in [32] and
to Section 6 for more background. We will return to this idearly and discuss how to
rule out non-uniform functions in our setting. For now, wéidelbind so that it maps non-
uniform subterms to a default value. The subterms we aimleoaut are those that do not
satisfy the predicaterdinary :: [expr=- expr] = bool, defined as follows:

ordinarye =— (Ja.e= (Av.CONa) Vv
e=(Av.v)V
dn.e=(AV.VARN)V
dj.e=(AVv.BND j) Vv
If g e=(Av.fv$gv)Vv
If.e=(AV.ABS (fv)))

We do not define Ibind directly, but instead define a relation
Ibnd :: [bnd,expr=- expr,expr] = bool and prove that this relation defines a function
mapping the first two arguments to the third.

4 We will keep emphasizing this point: the package is a dediniti extension of Isabelle/HOL and could
be brought back to HOL primitives, if one so wishes.

5 This definition is one of the points where the Isabelle/HOH &oq implementations of Hybrid diverge.
See Section 2.2.



Inductivelbnd :: [bnd expr=- expr,expr] = bool

= Ibnd i (Av.CON a) (CON a)
= Ibndi (AVv.Vv) (BNDI)
— Ibndi (A V.VARN) (VAR n)
— Ibndi (AV.BND j) (BND j)

[lbndifs;lbndigt] = Ibndi (Av.fv$gv) (s$t)

lbnd (i+1) f s= Ibndi (AV.ABS (fV)) (ABSs)

—(ordinary €) = Ibnd i e (BND 0)

In showing that this relation is a function, uniqueness igasy structural induction. Exis-
tence is proved using the following abstraction inducticngple.

MC-Theorem 1 (abstraction.induct)

[[/\a P (Av.CONa);P (Av.v); An. P (AV.VARN); A j. P (AVv.BND j);
g [PfiPg]=P(Av.fv$gv);
f.[Pf]=P(AV.ABS (fv));
f.[—ordinary f ] =P f]=Pe

The proof of this induction principle is by measure inductig\x. [ Vy.[ f y < f x —
Py]| = P x]] = P a), where we instantiaté with rank and setank e = size (e(VAR 0)).

We now defindbind :: [bnd,expr=- expr] = expras follows, thus completing the defi-
nition of lambda:

Ibindie=—=THEsIbndies

whereTHE is Isabelle’s notation for the definite description operatd-rom these defini-
tions, it is easy to prove a “rewrite rule” for every de Bruganstructor. For example, the
rule for ABS is:

MC-Lemma 2 (lbind_ABS)
Ibind i (A V.ABS (eV)) = ABS (Ibind (i +1) €)

These rules are collected under the ndbied_simps, and thus can be used directly in sim-
plification.

Ruling out non-uniform functions, which was mentioned befavill turn out to be im-
portant for a variety of reasons. For example, it is necgseauproving that our encoding
adequately represents thecalculus. To prove adequacy, we identify a subset of thager
of type expr such that there is a bijection between this subset and ttegms that we are
encoding. There are two aspects we must consider in definprgdicate to identify this
subset. First, recall thaBND i) corresponds to a bound variable in thecalculus, and
(VARI) to a free variable; we refer tooundandfree indicesrespectively. We call a bound
indexi danglingif i or lessABS labels occur between the indeand the root of the expres-
sion tree. We must rule out terms with dangling indices. 8dcim the presence of theAM
constructor, we may have functions of tyfexpr=- expr) that do not behave uniformly on
their arguments. We must rule out such functions. We defime@igateproper, which rules
out dangling indices from terms of tygapr, and a predicatebstr, which rules out dangling
indices and exotic terms in functions of tyfexpr=- expr).
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To defineproper we first defindevel. Expressioreis said to be alevel | > 0, if enclosing
einsidel ABS nodes ensures that the resulting expression has no dairyliicgs.

Inductivelevel :: [bnd expr] = bool
— level i (CON a)
= leveli (VARN)
j <i=leveli(BND j)
[levelis;levelit ]| = leveli (s$t)
level (i+1)s = leveli (ABS s)

Then,proper :: expr=- boolis defined simply as:
proper € — level Oe.
To defineabstr, we first defineabst : : [bnd,expr=- expr] = bool as follows:

Inductiveabst :: [bnd, expr=- expr] = bool
= absti (Av.CON a)
= absti (AV.v)
= absti (AV.VARN)
j <i=absti(AVv.BND j)
[abstif;abstig]] = absti (Av.fv$gv)
abst (i+1) f = absti (AV.ABS (fv))

Givenabstr :: [expr=- expr] = bool, we set:
abstre=—abstOe.

When an expressioaof type expr=- expr satisfies this predicate, we say it is @strac-
tion.% In addition to being important for adequacy, the notion obstraction is central to
the formulation of induction principles at the meta-level.

It's easy to prove the analogue afst introduction rules in terms afbstr, for example:

abst 1 f = abstr (A V.ABS (fV))
A simple, yet important lemma is:
MC-Lemma 3 (proper_abst)

propert = abstr (A v.t)

So any function is a legal abstraction if its body is a propgression. This strongly suggests
that were we to turn the predicaieoper into atype prpr, then any function with source type
prpr = prpr would be de facto a legal abstractfon

It follows directly from the inductive definition of de Bruijexpressions that the func-
tions CON, VAR, $, andABS are injective, with disjoint images. With the introductioh
abstr, we can now also prove the following fundamental theorem:

6 This is akin to thevalid and validl predicates present in weak HOAS formalizations such as [32]
(discussed further in Section 6.4), although this fornagion has, in our notation, the “weaker” type
(var = expr) = bool.

7 And so much more for the purpose of this paper: it allows isieer on inductive second-order predicates,
simplification in presence of higher-order functions, aralighly said, it ensures the consistency of those
relations with the ambient logic.

8 This is indeed the case as we have shown in [80] and briefly @hom at the end of Section 6.
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MC-Theorem 4 (abstr_lam_simp)

[ abstr € abstr f | = (LAMX.e x=LAMYy. fy) = (e=f)

which says thalambda is injective on the set of abstractions. This follows dikeétom an
analogous property dbind:

MC-Lemma 5 (abstlbind _simp_lemma)
[abstie; abstif ] = (Ibindie=Ibindi f)=(e=f)

This is proved by structural induction on thest predicate using simplification with
Ibind_simps.
Finally, it is possible to perform induction over the qudatatype of proper terms.

MC-Theorem 6 (proper_VAR _induct)

[ proper u;

Aa P (CON a);

An. P (VAR n);

Ast. [[ proper s;proper t;P t ] = P (s$t);

Ae. [ abstre;vn. P (e(VARN)) ] = P (LAMx.eX ]| = Pu

The proof is by induction on the size efand follows from the following two lemmas.
MC-Lemma 7

1 level (i+1)e==3f. (Ibindi f =€) Aabsti f (levellbind _abst)
2. proper (ABS €) = 3f. (LAMX. f x=ABS €) A abstr f (proper _lambda_abstr)

MC-Lemma 8 (abstr_sizelbind)
abstr e == size (lbind i €) = size (¢(VARN))

Note that MC-Theorem 6 does not play any active role in the-level architecture, as
induction will be performed on the derivability of judgment

2.2 Remarks on Hybrid in Coq

In this section we comment briefly on the differences betwbenlsabelle/HOL and Coq
implementations of Hybrid, which arise mainly from the difénces in the meta-languages.
Isabelle/HOL implements a polymorphic version of Churdtigher-order (classical) logic
plus facilities for axiomatic classes and local reasonimié form oflocales[8]. Coq imple-
ments a constructive higher-order type theory, but induitbearies for reasoning classically,
which we used in order to keep the implementations as simdguossible.

Note that the definition dbind uses Isabelle/HOL'’s definite description operator, which
is not available in Coq. The use of this operator is the ma@isoa for the differences in
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the two libraries. In Coq, we instead use the descriptionraxavailable in Coq’s classical
libraries?®

VA B:: Type VR:: [A B] = Prop.
(V. Jy. (RXYAVY.RxYy=y=Y)) = 3f. Vx. Rx(f x)

with Ibnd as relatiorR. The Coq version of Hybrid is larger than the Isabelle/HOLsi@n,
mainly due to showing uniqueness for tih@d relation. We then eliminate the existential
quantifier in the description theorem to get a function tlates as the Coq version of
Ibind.10

In more detalil, if we consider the Isabelle/HOL theory jusscribed, the operations and
predicatesrdinary, Ibnd, level, proper, abst, andabstr are defined nearly the same as in the
Isabelle/HOL version. For predicates sucheagl, we have a choice that we did not have
in Isabelle/HOL . In CogProp is the type of logical propositions, where8stis the type
of datatypesProp and Setallow us to distinguistiogical aspects frontomputationalones
w.r.t. our libraries. The datatygmool for example, distinct fronfProp, is defined inductively
in the Coq standard library as a memberSeft One option in definindevel is to define it
as a function with target typbool, which evaluates via conversion tale or false The
other is to define it as an inductive predicate Birop), and then we will need to provide
proofs oflevel subgoals instead of reducing themttae. We chose the latter option, using
Prop in the definition oflevel and all other predicates. This allowed us to define inductive
predicates in Coq that have the same structure as the lsé&t®IL definitions, keeping the
two versions as close as possible. For our purposes, hovibeesther option should have
worked equally well.

For predicatesrdinary, Ibnd, abst, andabstr, which each have an argument of func-
tional type, there is one further difference in the Coq d#éins. Equality in Isabelle/HOL
is extensional, while in Coq, it is not. Thus, it was necegsaidefine extensional equality
on type(expr=- expr) explicitly and use that equality whenever it is expressed on this type,
viz.

=ext I [EXPr=- expr,expr=- expr| = Prop

Formally, (f =ext 9) = VX.(fx = gx). For example, this new equality appears in the def-
inition of abst. In the Coq version, we first define an auxiliary predicsiet_aux defined
exactly asabst in Isabelle/HOL, and then defirsbst as:

abstie == 3€. & =g eAabst_auxi€.

The predicatabstr has the same definition as in Isabelle/HOL, via this new wversf abst.
The definition ofibnd parallels the one fagbst, in this case usintbnd_aux. For theordinary
predicate, we obtain the Coq version from the Isabelle/H@finition simply by replacing
= with =ext-

The proof thatbnd is a total relation is by induction ofank and the induction case uses
a proof by cases on whether or not a term of tygepr=- expr) is ordinary. Note that the
ordinary property is not decidable, and thus this proof requiressadasreasoning, which is
a second reason for using Coq’s classical libraries.

9 Inthe Cogq libraries, a dependent-type version of this avilstated, from which the version here follows
directly.

10 Although this elimination is not always justified, it is inocase since we define the typgprto be a
CoqSet
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Coq provides a module which helps to automate proofs usiegdefined equalities that
are declared asetoids A setoid is a pair consisting of a type and an equivalencgiogl on
that type. To use this module, we first show thaj; is reflexive, symmetric, and transitive.
We then declare certain predicates as morphisms. A morpisisarpredicate in which it
is allowable to replace an argument by one that is equivaletwrding to the user-defined
equality. Such replacement is possible as long as the pmméing compatibility lemma is
proved. For example, we declaselinary, Ibnd, abst, andabstr as morphisms. In particular,
the lemma forlbnd proves that if(lbnd i e t), then for all termsg that are extensionally
equal toe, we also havelbnd i€ t). Setoid rewriting then allows us to replace the second
argument ofibnd by extensionally equal terms, and is especially useful engtoof that
everyeis related to a uniqueby lbnd.

As stated above, we obtalibind by eliminating the existential quantifier in the descrip-
tion theorem. Once we have this function, we can definebda as in Isabelle/HOL and
prove the Coq version of trebstrlam_simptheorem (MC-Theorem 4):

abstr e= abstr f = [(LAMX.e X= LAMY. f y) «— (e =¢x: )]

Note the use of logical equivalence{) between elements ¢&frop. Extensional equality
is used between elements of tyfexpr=- expr) and Coq equality is used between other
terms whose types are 8et Similarly, extensional equality replaces equality inestthe-
orems involving expressions of tygexpr=- expr). For exampleabstractioninduct (MC-
Theorem 1) is stated as follows:

[Vea [e=ex(Av.CONa)]| = Pe
Ve[e=ex (AV.V)]=Pe
Ven[e=ext(AV.VARN) = Peg
Ve j.[e=ex(AV.BND j) =P e
Vefge=ex(Av.fv$gv);Pf;Pg]=Pe
Ve f.[e=ext(AV.ABS (fV));P f]—=Pe
Ve [[—ordinarye] = Pe]| = Pe

3 Hybrid as a Logical Framework

In this section we show how to use Hybrid as a logical framéwérst by introducing
our first OL (Section 3.1) and discussing the adequacy of tieeding of its syntax (Sec-
tion 3.2). Representation and adequacy of syntax are aspleehcoding OLs that are inde-
pendent of the two-level architecture. We then show thatesohject-level judgments can
be represented directly as inductive definitions (Secti8h 3Ve also discuss the limitations
of encoding OL judgments in this way, motivating the needffiertwo-level architecture of
Section 4.
The system at this level provides:

— A suite of theorems: roughly three or four dozens propas#janost of which are only
intermediate lemmas leading to the few that are relevanit@iesent purpose: namely,
injectivity and distinctness properties of Hybrid conssan

— Definitionsproper andabstr, which are important for Hybrid’s adequate representation
of OLs.

— A very small number of automatic tactics: for exampleper_tac (resp.abstr_tac) au-
tomatically recognizes whether a given term is indeed préesp. an abstraction).
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We report here the (slightly simplified) code febstr_tac, to give an idea of how
lightweight such tactics are:

fun abstr_tac defs =
simp_tac (simpset()
addsimps defs @ [abstr_def,lambda_def] @ lbind_simps)
THEN’
fast_tac(claset()
addDs [abst_level_lbind]
addIs abstSet.intrs
addEs [abstr_abst, proper_abst]);

First the goal is simplifieds(imp_tac) using the definition o&bstr, lambda, other user-
provided lemmasdefs), and more importantly thébind “rewrite rules” (bind_simps).
At this point, it is merely a question of resolution with thetroduction rules forabst
(abstSet.intrs) and a few key lemmas, such as MC-Lemma 3, possibly as eliimima
rules. In Isabelle/HOL 2005, a tactic, even a user definedameéd also be “packaged” into
asolver In this way, it can be combined with the other automaticgpsilich as the simplifier
or user defined tacticsjz. 2lprolog_tac. (See Section 4.3.)

3.1 Coding the Syntax of an OL in Hybrid

The OL we consider here is a fragment of a pure functionaldagg known as Mini-ML. As
mentioned, we concentrate o ecalculus augmented with a fixed point operator, although
this OL could be easily generalized as in [91]. This fragnmisrgufficient to illustrate the
main ideas without cluttering the presentation with too yndetails.

The types and terms of the source language are given resggdiy:

Typest i=i|T1—>T1

Terms e:= x|funx.e|ee € |fixx.e
We begin by showing how to represent the syntax in HOAS forasatg Hybrid. Since
types for this language have no bindings, they are repredemith a standard datatype,
namedp and defined in the obvious way; more interestingly, as faeasg are concerned,
we need constants for abstraction, application and fixedtpsaycABS cAPP, andcFIX.
Recall that in the meta-language, application is denoteidfby$, and abstraction byAM.

The above grammar is coded in Hybrid verbatim, provided Wetdeclare these con-
stants to belong to the enumerated datatyqe

datatype con= cCABS| cAPP| cFIX
add the type abbreviation
uexp== con expr

and the followingdefinitions

@ :: [uexpuexp = uexp
fun :: [uexp=-uexpg = uexp
fix 1 [uexp=- uexp = uexp

El@)Eg::(XDNCAPP$E1$E2
funx.E Xx = CON CcABS$ LAMX.E X
fix X.E X = CONCFIX $LAMX.E X



15

wherefun (respfix) is indeed an Isabelle/HOL binder.g, (fix X. E X) is a syntax translation
for (fix(Ax. E X)). For example(fix X. funy. X @y) abbreviates:

(CON cFIX $ (LAMX.CON cABS$ (LAMYy. (CON cAPP$x$Y))))

Note again that the above are odkfinitionsand by themselves would not inherit any of
the properties of the constructors of a datatype. Howelienks to the thin infra-structural
layer that we have interposed between Ahealculus natively offered by Isabelle and the
rich logical structure provided by the axioms of Isabell®lH it is now possible t@rovethe
freeness properties of those definitions as if they weredhstcuctors of what Isabelle/HOL
would ordinarily consider an “impossible” datatype as dised earlier. More formally:

MC-Theorem 9 ("Freeness” properties of constructors) Consider the constructots
fun, fix, @:

— The constructors have distinct images. For example:
funXx.E X# (E1 @ Ep) (FA _clash)

— Every non binding constructor igsjective
— Everybinding constructor isinjective on abstractionsFor example:

[abstr E; abstr E' | = (fix X.E x=fix X.E' X) = (E=E')

Proof By a call to Isabelle/HOL'’s standard simplification, augteehwith the left-to-right
direction of the crucial propertgbstrlam_simp(MC-Theorem 4). O

This result will hold for any signature containing at mosta@sd-order constructors,
provided they are encoded as we have exhibited. These “freasiess” properties—
meaning freeness conditionally on whether the function liraling construct is indeed
an abstraction—are added to Isabelle/HOL'’s standard diempko that they will be auto-
matically applied in all reasoning contexts that conceendbnstructors. In particular, clash
theorems are best encoded in the guiselwhinationrules, already incorporating the “ex
falso quodlibet” theorem. For examplA_clashof MC-Theorem 9 is equivalent to:

[funx Ex=(E1 @Ey)]] = P

3.2 Adequacy of the Encoding

It is a customary proof obligation (at least) w.r.t. higleeder encoding to show that the
syntax (and later the judgments) of an OL such as Mini-ML adequatelyrepresented in
the framework. While this is quite well-understood in a femmork such as LF, the “atypi-
cal” nature of Hybrid requires a discussion and some additiozvork. We take for granted
(as suggested in [3], then painstakingly detailed in [283ttHybrid provides an adequate
representation of th&-calculus. Yet, it would not be possible to provide a “congleroof

of the adequacy of Hybrid as a theory running on a complex $och as Isabelle/HOL.
Here we take a more narrow approach, by working with a comwifiction,i.e., amodelof
Hybrid as a simply-typed -calculus presented as a logical framework. This includes:

11 By abuse of language, we calnstructorswhat are more precisely Isabelle/HOL constant definitions.
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— a “first-order” A-calculus {.e., wherebool can only occur as the target of a legal arrow
type) as our term language;

— introduction and elimination rules for atoms generatedhgjrtinductive definition;

— simplification on the Hybrid level and modulo other decidatiieories such as linear
arithmetic.

We can use this as our framework to represent OLs; furthemtioidel is what we consider
when we state meta-theoretical properties of OL encodingpeove them adequate.

We follow quite closely Pfenning’s account in tiéandbook of Automated Reason-
ing [90]. By adequacy of a language representation we meanhbi is arencodingfunc-
tion & (-) from OL terms with free variables iA to the canonical forms of the framework
in an appropriate signature, as well as its inveysg) such that:

1. validity: for every mathematical objettwith free variables i, &r(t) is a canonical
(and thus unique, modul@-conversion) representation in the framework. Note that we
usel” both for the Hybrid and the OL’s variables context;

2. completeness: for every canonical teenoverl™, or (E), results in a unique OL teriy
furthermoreer (3r (E)) = E andor (g1 (1)) =t.

3. compositionality: the bijection induced Igy(-) and é.(-) commutes with substitution;
formally - ([t1/X|t2) = [er (t1)/X] &r (t2) anddr ([E1/X|Ez) = [r (E1) /X Ir (Ez).

Clearly the first requirement seems easier to satisfy, whédesecond one tends to be more
problematic'? In general, there could be two main obstacles when repiiegeanh OL's
signature with some form of HOAS in a logical framework, boghated to the existence of
“undesirable” canonical terms in the framewoile,, honest-to-goodness terms that ace

in the image of the desired encoding:

1. If the framework isuni-typed we need predicates to express the well-formedness of
the encoding of expressions of the OL. Such well-formedipesperties must now be
proved differently from settings such as LF, where such propsuie handled by type-
checking. In particular, Hybrid constants are not part od&atype, so they do not enjoy
the usual closure condition. Moreover there are proper idyterms such asAMx. x $
(VAR 0) that are not in the image of the encoding, but are still caradriorms of type
expr.

2. If the framework is strong enough, in particular if its ¢ypystem supports at least
a primitive recursive function spacexotic terms do arise, as discussed earlie,
terms containing irreducible functions that are not pataimen their arguments.g,
fix X.funy.if X=ythen X else y.

As far as the second issue is concerned, weatisg annotations to get rid of such “non-
parametric” functions. As mentioned by [90] and is stangmedttice in concrete approaches
(e.g, thevclosed andterm predicate in the “locally named/nameless” representation
[5,70]), we introduce well-formedness predicates (asdtide definitions in Isabelle/HOL)
to represent OL types.

12 Incidentally, somdirst-order encodings, which are traditionally assumed not to be tesdshe, may
fail to satisfy the second requirement in the most specéacudy. Case in point are encodings typical of the
Boyer-Moore theorem provee.g, case studies concerning the properties of the Java ViMaahine [63].
Since the framework’s language consists of S-express#dscoding function does not really exist: in fact,
it is only informally understood how to connect a list of gaaf S-exp to an informal function in, say, the
operational semantics of the JVM, assuming that the codetaias the invariants of association lists. Within
Hybrid we can do much better, although we will fall somewtairs of LF's standards.
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To make clear the correspondence between the OL and its iegcade re-formulate
the BNF grammar for Mini-ML terms as a well-formedness judgn

Ity rEt rxk+t rxet
rxtx F-tiety I +funx.t I Ffixx.t

Based on this formulation, the definition of encoding of a ML term into Hybrid and
its decoding is unsurprising [91]. Notation-wise, we ovad the comma so that,x means
I u{x}; we also usé" for both the context of OL variables and of Hybrid variablésype
uexp

Sr_’x(X) =X er(tyety) = &r(ty) @er(t)
er(funx.t) = funx. gr x(t) er (fixx.t) = fix X. &r x(t)
5r_’x(X) =X 5[‘(E1 @ Ez) = 5[-(E1) o 5[‘(E2)

Or (funx.E) = funx. or x(E) Or (fix X.E) = fixx. o x(E)

We then introduce an inductive predicatg= isterm _ of type [uexp setuexp = bool,
which addresses at the same time the two aforementioneesisiudentifies the subset of
uexpthat corresponds to the open terms of Mini-ML over a set @d)variables.

Inductive_ ||=isterm _ :: [uexp sefuexg = bool
[xel] =T |Eisterm (X)
[T |=istermEy; I |=isterm Ex | = I |=isterm (E1 @ Ep)
[ Vx. proper x — I, X |[= isterm (E X); abstr E]] = I |[=isterm (funX.E X)
[ VX. proper x — I, X |[= isterm (E X); abstr E]] = I |[=isterm (fix X. E X)

We can now proceed to show the validity of the encoding in #rese thal” It entails
thatl” ||= isterm € (t) is provable in Isabelle/HOL. However, there is an additioasue:
the obvious inductive proof requires, in the binding cake,derivability of the following
fact:

abstr(AX. &r x(t)) 1)

A proof by induction on the structure bfelies on
abstr(AX. LAMY. & xy(t))
This holds onceé\ xy. &r xy(t) is abiabstraction namely:
biAbstr(AXy. E X y) = abstr(AX. LAM Y. E xy)

Biabstractions are the generalization of abstractionsitatfons of type(expr = expr=-
expr) = expr. The inductive definition of this notion simply replays tleéiabst and we skip
it for the sake of space. We note however that the above thefmows by structural in-
duction using only introduction and elimination rules bst. We therefore consider proven
the above fact (1).

If I = {x1,....,%a}, we write (proper ") to denote the Isabelle/HOL context
[ proper X1;...;proper X |

Lemma 10 (Validity of Representation)If I” i-t, then(proper ' = I ||= isterm € (1))
is provable in Isabelle/HOL.

Proof By the standard induction on the derivation/of- t, using fact (1) in the binding
cases. O
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As far as the converse of Lemma 10 goes, we need an additionalderation. As op-
posed to intentionally weak frameworks [31], Isabelle/HBds considerable expressive
power; various features of the underlying logic, such assital reasoning and the axiom
of choice, can be used to construct proofs about an OL thabtloarrespond to the infor-
mal constructive proofs we aim to formalize. We thereforechto restrict ourselves to a
second-order intuitionistic logic. The issue here is gaoteaing thatnvertingon hypotheti-
cal judgments respects the operational interpretationeoitterj.e., the deduction theorem,
rather than viewing them as classical tautologies. We cah s derivatiorminimal Since
Isabelle/HOL does have proof terms [12], this notion is imgiple checkablé?

Lemma 11 (Completeness of Representatioet/” be the sef{x; : uexp..., Xy : uexg;
if (proper ' = I ||=isterm E) has aminimal derivation in Isabelle/HOL, thedr (E) is
defined and yields a Mini-ML expressiont such thatt ander (dr (E)) = E. Furthermore,

O (er (1)) =t.

Proof The main statement goes by induction on the minimal dedwatif proper I —>
I ||=isterm E; we sketch one case: assupteper T =—> I ||= isterm (fix X. E X); by inver-
sion, I, x |[= isterm (E X) holds for a parameter under the assumptioproper (I",X). By
definition o (fix x. (E X)) = fixx. r x(E X). By the L.H. the termdr x(E X) is defined and
there is & s.t.t = dr x(E x) andl™,x - t. By the BNF rule forfix, I - fixx.t and again by
the I.H. and definitiongr (Jr (fix X. E X)) = fix X. E x. Finally, dr (&r (t)) =t follows by a
straightforward induction ot ad

Lemma 12 (Compositionality)

1. er([ta/Xt2) = [er (t1)/X] &r (t2), where x may occur if .
2. If 5/'(E1) and 5[‘(E2) are defined, theﬁr([El/X]Eg) = [5/'(E1)/X] 5[‘(E2).

Proof The first result may be proved by induction Bras in Lemma 3.5 of [91], since the
encoding function is the same, or we can appeal to the cotpuaity property of Hybrid,
proved as Theorem 4.3 of [28], by unfolding the Hybrid deiamtof the constructors. The
proof of the second part is a similar induction Bxn ad

Note that completeness and compositionality do not deparidat (1).

3.3 Encoding Object-Level Judgments

We now turn to the encoding of object-leyatigmentsin this and the next section, we will
consider the standard judgments for big-step call-byevalperational semantics { v) and
type inference [ - e: 1), depicted in Figure 2. Evaluation can be directly exprésse
aninductiverelation (Figure 3) in full HOAS style. Note that substitiriiis encoded via
meta-level3-conversion in clauses fav_app andev.fix.

This definition is an honest to goodness inductive relatlwat tan be used as any
other one in an HOL-like setting: for example, queried in 8igle of Prolog, as in
Jt. fix X.funy. x @y |} t, by using only its introduction rules and abstraction swjviFurther
this kind of relations can be reasoned about using standdretiion and case analysis. In

13 Note that Isabelle/HOL provides a basic intuitionistic y@oiprover, and it could be connected to an
external more efficient one via the sledgehammer protocol.
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e lfunx.€  elve [v2/Xe bV
ev.app
eree v
[fixx.e/xje | v
——evfun ——evfix
funx.el funx.e fixx.elv
rxtre: 1 rxtrFe:t
tp_fun — tpfix
rfunx.e:t—=1 I Hfixxe:t
rx=rt Fre:t -t Mee:t
tp_var tp_app
rex:t Nl -eee:T

Fig. 2 Big step semantics and typing rules for a fragment of Mini-ML

Inductive_{} - :: [uexpuexp = bool
[E1l funx.E’ x; Eo |} Va; (E' Vo) | V;abstr E' | = (Ey @ Ep) I}V
[ @ | isterm (funx.E x);abstr E || = funx.E x{} funx.E X
[E (fixx.E x) 4 V; @ |[=isterm (fix X.E X);abstr E]] = fixX.E x|V

Fig. 3 Encoding of big step evaluation in Mini-ML.

fact, the very fact that evaluation is recognized by Is@dlOL as inductive yieldgver-
sion principlesin the form of elimination rules. This would correspond, ietarlogics such
asLinc, to applications ofiefinitional reflectionIn Isabelle/HOL (as well as in Coq) case
analysis is particularly well-supported as part of the tyg/inductive package. Each predi-
catep has a general inversion princigleelim, which can be specialized to a given instance
(pt) by an ML built-in functionp.mk_cases that operates on the current simplification set;
specific to our architecture, note again #iEstractionannotations as meta-logical premises
in rules mentioning binding constructs. To take this intocamt, we call this ML function
modulo the quasi-freeness properties of Hybrid constracto that it makes the appropriate
discrimination. For example the valuemdval mk_cases (funX.E |} V) is:

(mevalfun_E) [funx.E x| V; AF[ @ | isterm (funX.F X); abstr F
lambda E = lambda F; V = funx.F x] = P]] =P

Note also that the inversion principle has an explicit egmatambda E = lambda F
(whereas definitional reflection employs full higher-ordeiification) and such equations
are solvable only under the assumption that the bodyleterm is well-behaved.g., is an
abstraction).

Finally, using such elimination rules, and more importattie structural induction prin-
ciple provided by Isabelle/HOL'’s inductive package, we peove standard meta-theorems,
for instance uniqueness of evaluation.
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MC-Theorem 13 (evalunique)E | F = VG.E||G— F =G.
Proof By induction on the structure of the derivation®f] F and inversion ot | G. O

The mechanized proof does not appeal, as expected, to tbgofuality of substitution,
as the latter is inherited by the meta-logic, contrary td-firsler and “weak” HOAS encod-
ings (see Section 6.4). Compare this also with the standgpdrpand pencil proof, which
usually ignores this property.

We can also prove some “hygiene” results, showing that tlwading of evaluation
preserves properness and well-formedness of terms:

MC-Lemma 14 (eval proper, eval_isterm)

1. E |}V = proper E A proper V
2 E|JV= 0 |Fisterm EAJ || isterm V

Note the absence in Figure 3 of astpper assumptions at all: only thisterm assumptions in
the application and fixed point cases are needed. We hawelgttjust enough assumptions
to prove the above results. In general, this kind of resuktnye proven for each new OL,
but the proofs are simple and the reasoning steps follow gesipattern for all such proofs.

With respect to the adequacy of object-level judgments, aveestablish first the usual
statements, for example soundness and completeness efpttesentation; for the sake of
clarity as well as brevity in the statement and proof of tmertea we drop the infix syntax in
the Isabelle/HOL definition of evaluation, and omit the aws definition of the encoding
of said judgment:

Lemma 15 (Soundness of the encoding of evaluatioret e and v beclosedMini-ML
expressions such thatlev; then we can prove in Isabelle/HQkval £ (€) £5(V)).

Proof By induction on the derivation ok || v. Consider theev_fun case: by defi-
nition of the encoding on expressions and its soundness rflzerh0) we have that

@ |= isterm g5 (funx.€) is provable in Isabelle/HOL; by definition and inversien|=
isterm (funX. &(€)) andabstr (AX. &(€)) holds, hence by the introduction rules of the induc-
tive definition of evaluatior{eval funx. &x(€) funx. &(€)) is provable, that is, by definition,
(eval e5(funx.e) e5(funx.e)). The other two cases also use compositionality (Lemma 12)
and the induction hypothesis. ad

Lemma 16 (Completeness of the encoding of evaluatiorf) (eval E V) has a minimal
derivation in Isabelle/HOL, thed, (E) and &, (V) are defined and yield Mini-ML expres-
sions e and v such thatlev.

Proof It follows from MC-Lemma 14 thapy | = isterm E and@ ||= isterm V, and thus from
Lemma 11 thad, (E) anddy (V) are defined. The proof &} v follows directly by induc-
tion on the minimal derivation ofeval E V), using compositionality (Lemma 12). O

Now that we have achieved this, does that mean that all theraalyes of HOAS are now
available in a well-understood system such as Isabelle/RI@he answer is, unfortunately,
a qualified “no”. Recall the three “tenets” of HOAS:

1. a-renaming for free, inherited from the ambiericalculus identifying meta-level and
object-level bound variables;
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2. object-level substitution as meta-leygteduction;
3. object-level contexts as meta-level assumptions.

As of now, we have achieved only the first two. However, whiteanplishing in a con-
sistent and relatively painless way the first two points abisvno little feat* the second
one, in particular, being in every sense novel, no HOAS syst&n really be worth its name
without an accounting and exploiting of reasoning in thespree ohypothetical and para-
metric judgmentsWe consider the standard example of encoding type infer@figure 2)
in a language such as Twelf. Using Isabelle/HOL-like syiftetxere we usbool for Twelf's
type thetp_app, tp_fun, andtp _fix rules would be represented as follows:

uexptp] = bool

- [
[E1:(T'=T),E:T'] = (E1@Ep): T
[Vx(x:T — (E ) T)] = (funxEx): (T =T
[ X(xX:T— (EX:T)] = (fixx.Ex):T

Each typing judgmenk : T in an object-level context/{ in Figure 2) is represented as a
logical assumption of the form: T. In the spirit of higher-order encoding, there is no
explicit representation of contexts and no need to encaslptiar rule. However, because
of the underlined negative recursive occurrences in theeafmrmulas, there is simply no
way to encode this directly in an inductive setting, shobetraying its higher-order nature
by introducing ad-hoc datatypes (in this case lists for mmments) and, what's worse, all
the theory they require. The latter may be trivial on papettds time-consuming and has
little to do with the mathematics of the problé.

Moreover, at the level of the meta-theory, it is only the dwgpof items 2 and 3 above
that makes HOAS encodings—and thus proofs—so elegant amdsep while it is nice
not to have to encode substitution for every new signattiie ciertainly much nicer not to
have toprovethe related substitution lemmas. This is precisely whatpwasive use of
hypothetical and parametric judgments makes possible-efhe many lessons by Martin-
Lof.

Even when hypothetical judgments are stratified and thezefaluctive, using Hybrid
directly within Isabelle/HOL i(e., at a single level as will become clear shortly) has been
only successful in dealing with predicates ogkrsedterms (such as simulation). However,
it is necessary to resort to a more traditional encodieg,via explicit environments, when
dealing with judgments involvingpenobjects. These issues became particularly clear in the
case-study reported in [79], where the Hybrid syntax allbtie following elegant encoding
of closedapplicative (bi)simulation [1]:

[VT.R{ funx. T x— (abstr T —»
JU. S{ funx.U XxAabstrUAVp. (T p)< (U p))]
— Rx S

together with easy proofs of its basic properties (for examnigeing a pre-order). Yet, dealing
with open(bi)simulation required the duplication of analogous wirla much less elegant
way.

This does not mean that results of some interest cannot begrmorking at one level.
For example, the aforementioned paper (painfully) suceg@uchecking non-trivial results

14 Compare this to other methods of obtainimeconversion by constructing equivalence classes [38,113]
in a proof assistant.

15 A compromise is the “weak” HOAS view mentioned earlier amstdssed in Section 6.4.
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such as a Howe-style proof of congruence of applicativesifoi)lation [56]*® Another
example [2] is the quite intricate verification of subjectiuetion of MIL-LITE [9], the
intermediate language of the MLj compiler [10].

In those experiments, HOAS in Isabelle/HOL seemed only a miterlude, soon to be
overwhelmed by tedious and non-trivial (at least mechdigicproofs of list-based proper-
ties of open judgments and by a number of substitutions lesrihvet we had hoped to have
eliminated for good. These are the kinds of issues we addi#sthe two-level architecture,
discussed next.

4 A Two-Level Architecture

The specificationlevel mentioned earlier (see Figure 1) is introduced toestihe problems
discussed in the previous section of reasoning in the pcesehnegative occurrences of
OL judgments and reasoning about open termspgcification logigSL) is defined induc-
tively, and used to encode OL judgments. Since hypothejichjments are encapsulated
within the SL, they are not required to be inductive thems&n addition, SL contexts can
encode assumptions about OL variables, which allows réaga@bout open terms of the
OL. We introduce our first example SL in Section 4.1. Then,ent®n 4.2, we continue the
discussion of the sample OL introduced in Section 3, thigitastrating the encoding of
judgments at the SL level. In Section 4.3, we discuss protdraation and in Section 4.4
we present a variant of the proof in Section 4.2 that illussahe flexibility of the system.

4.1 Encoding the Specification Logic

We introduce our first SL, namely a fragment of second-ordgeditary Harrop formu-
las [75]. This is sufficient for the encoding of our first catedy: subject reduction for the
sub-language of Mini-ML that we have introduced before (ifégg2). The SL language is
defined as follows, whereis a ground type and is an atomic formula.

Clauses D::= T |A|D1AD2 |G—A|V'X.D |V 7™x.D
Goals G::= T |A|Gi1AG |A—= G| V'X. G
Contextl” = @ |A [

The 1 in the grammar for goals is instantiated wetkprin this case. Thus, quantification is
over a ground type whose exact elements depend on the iasitambf con, which, as dis-
cussed in Section 4.2, is defined at the OL level. Quantifioati clauses includes second-
order variables. We will use it, for instance, to encodealggsE of type expr=- exprthat
appear in terms such asmx. E x. Quantification in clauses may also be over first-order vari-
ables of typeexpr, as well as over variables of other ground types sudh.as this logic, we
view contexts asets where we overload the comma to denote adjoining an eleroensét.
Not only does this representation make mechanical prootheottandard proof-theoretic
properties easier compared to using lists, but it is alsoagpiate for a sequent calculus that
enjoys contraction and exchange, and designed so that niagke an admissible property.
This approach will also better motivate the use of lists ib-structural logics in the next

16 However, it would take a significant investment in man-mertih extend the result from the lazy
calculus to more interesting calculi such as [60].
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Fig. 4 A minimal sequent calculus with backchaining

section. Further, in our setting, contexts are particylsirnple, namely sets @ftoms since
only atoms are legal antecedents in implications in goals.
The syntax ofjoal formulas can be directly rendered with an Isabelle/HOL tyai

datatype oo= tt | (atm) | 00 and 00| atm imp 00| all (expr=- 00)

We write atmto represent the type of atoms) coerces atoms into propositions. The defi-
nition of atmis left as an implicit parameter at this stage, becausewaiitstantiations will
yield the signature of different OLs, specifically predestised to encode their judgments.

This language is so simple that its sequent calculus is goaoto a logic programming
interpreter. All clauses allowed by the above grammar cambealized to (a set of) clauses
of the form:

Clauses Dii= V9xp... V9%, (G — A)

wheren > 0, and fori = 1,...,n, gj is either a ground type, or has the fomn— 1, where
11 and1y are ground types. In analogy with logic programming, wheitimg clauses, out-
ermost universal quantifiers will be omitted, as those e are implicitly quantified
by the meta-logic; implication will be written in the reverslirection,i.e., we write sim-
ply A <+— G, or when we need to be explicit about the quantified variabes write
VZ(A+— G) whereX = {xg,...,Xa}. This notation yields a more proof-search oriented
notion of clauses. In fact, we can write inference rules s the only left rule is similar
to Prolog’s backchaining. Sequents have the farmh —p G, whereZ is the current sig-
nature of eigenvariables and we distinguish clauses bilgrig a static database, written
1, from atoms introduced via the right implication rule, weit . The rules for this logic
are given in Figure 4. In thbc rule, [T] is the set of all possible instances of clauseblin
obtained by instantiating outermost universal quantifiats all closed terms of appropriate

types.

17 This is also why we can dispose of the mutual definition of sésuand goals and avoid using a mutually
inductive datatype, which, in the absence of some form ofygithg, would make the encoding redundant.
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Inductive_r>__ :: [atm setnat,0o] = bool
= [ >ptt
[[f-l>nG1 I >pGo ]] - I'>n+1 (Gl and Gz)
[¥x.proper x — ' >n (G X) | = I >ny1(allx. G X)
A I'DnG]] = [ >ni1(Aimp G)
[AcT] = TeaA)
[A—G; I—DnG]] = >p (A

Fig. 5 Encoding of a minimal specification logic

This inference system is equivalent to the standard prasentof minimal logic [59],
where the right rules are the same and the left rules (givlawéor conjunction, implica-
tion and universal quantification replace therule.

2,,D1,D, —pn G Z;I’,D[t/x] —n Gv
AL L
>, ,DiN Dy —pn G 2. r,wx.D—pG
> —nG >, rB—pA
—L

Z,r(G—B)—pnA

In fact, thebc rule is derivable by eliminating the universal quantifiergiluthe head of a
clause matches the atom on the right and then apphyng The reader should remember
that we are working in an ambient logic modulo some equatitmeory (in the case of
Isabelle=4,) and that both atomic ruleénft andbc) are applicable in the case when an
atom on the right appears as an assumption and unifies witietet of a definite clause in
the program’1. Thus, we can inherit the completenessuniform provability[75] w.r.t. an
ordinary sequent calculus, which holds for a much more esgire conservative extension
of our SL, namely higher-order Harrop formulas.

We encode this SL in Figure 5. We use the symisofor the sequent arrow, in this case
decorated with natural numbers that represenhttightof a proof; this measure allows us
to reason by complete inductidf For convenience we writé > G if there exists am such
that” >p G, and furthermore we simply write G whena > G. The first four clauses of the
definition directly encode the introductioR)(rules of the figure. In the encoding of thig
rule, when we introduce new eigenvariables of tgmer, we need to assume that they are
proper. This assumption might be required for proving subgoalshefform (abstr E) for
subtermsE :: expr=- exprthat appear in the goal as arguments to binding constructees
MC-Lemma 3 proper.abst)

We remark that the only dependence on Hybrid in this layenithe definition opbroper.
This will also be true of the SL we consider in Section 5. Aligb we do not discuss it here,
we could use SLs with (different) kinds of quantifiers thatilconot be implemented via a

18 Proven in the Isabelle/HOL’s library in the forgf\n. Ym<n. P m=Pn) = P x
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datatype but only with Hybrid constants; for example urse¢muantification in higher-
order logic. In this case, the specification layer would haveuch greater dependence
on Hybrid. On the other hand, if we take the alternative $outo proper terms mentioned
earlier (when discussing MC-Lemma 3) and replexgerwith a typeprpr containing exactly
the terms that satisfyroper, and consider only the SLs presented in this paper, them thes
SLs can be parameterized by the type of terms used in quaititfic and can be instantiated
with types other thaprpr.

In the last two rules in Figure 5, atoms are provable eitherabgumption or via
backchainingover a set of Prolog-like rules, which encode the propedid¢le OL in ques-
tion as an inductive definition of the predicateg of type [atm 0o] = bool, which will be
instantiated in Section 4.2. The sequent calculus is parame those clauses and so are
its meta-theoretical properties. Becayseg is static it will be mentioned explicitly only
in adequacy proofs. The notatiégxv— G in Figure 5 represents an instance of one of the
clauses of the inductive definition pfog.

As a matter of fact our encoding of the judgmént-,, G can be seen as a simple exten-
sion of the so-called “vanilla” Prolog meta-interpretdtea known asiemo [53]; similarly,
the bc rule would correspond to the following clause, using theljm@eprog in place of
Prolog’s built-inclause:

demo(Ga.mma,s(N) A) — prog(A,G)., demo(Ga.rmna.,N.,G).

Existential quantification could be added to the grammaroalg as follows:
[IXT >n(GX) ] = T >pt1(exx. G X)

but this yields no real increase in expressivity, as exi&knin the body of goals can be
safely transformed to outermost universal quantifiers)eMtiontinuing the logic program-
ming analogy) the above rule simply delegates the witnesikeho the ambient logic uni-
fication algorithm.

As before, the fact that provability is inductive yields émgion principles as elimination
rules. For example the inversion theorem that analyzeshfpesof a derivation ending in
an atom from theemptycontext is obtained simply with a call to the standakdcases
function, namelynk_cases” > (A)” is:

[ > (A); /\Gi.[[A<—G; >iG; j=Suci] =P] =P

The adequacy of the encoding of the SL can be establishediaglahe analogous
proof in [69]. To do so, we overload the decoding functionemesal ways. First, we need to
decode terms of types other thexpr. For example, decoding terms of typrpr=- expris
required for most OLs. For Mini-ML, we also need to decodenteof typetp. The decoding
is extended in the obvious way. For example, for decodingrsgorder terms, we define
05 (AX.E X) = Ax.0sx(E ). Second, to decode both goals and clauses, we exetud
allow both first- and second-order variables. We can theenekthe decoding so that@
is a term of typeoo with free variables in*, thends (G) is its translation to a formula of
minimal logic, and if" is a set of terms of typatm set thends(I") is its translation to a
set of atomic formulas of minimal logic. In addition, we mésttthe form of the definition of
prog so that every clause of the inductive definition is a closechéda of the form:

/\z([[ abstr Eq; ...} abstr En ]| = (A¢— G))
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whereZ is a set of variables including at led=t, . . ., E,, each of typeexpr=- expr, with
n > 0. To obtain a theory in minimal logic that corresponds to deénition of prog, we
decode each clause to a formula of minimal logic of the fotE{(ds(G) — ds(A)). For
SL adequacy, we also need to introduce two conditions, whatome additional proof
obligations when establishing OL adequacy. They are:

1. Itis only ever possible to instantiate universal quaentfiinprog clauses with terms for
which the decoding is defined.

2. For every ternk :: expr=- exprused to instantiate universal quantifierping clauses,
(abstr E) holds.

The latter will follow from the former and the fact that fatl termsE :: expr=- expr for
which the decoding is definetgbstr E) holds.

Lemma 17 (Soundness and completeness of the encoding of tipesification logic) Let
prog be an inductive definition of the restricted form describéd\ee, and letl7 be the
corresponding theory in minimal logic. Let G be a formulaygfe¢ oo and lel” be a set of
atoms. Le be a set of variables of type expr that contains all the fre@btes inI” and G.
Then the sequeptoper > = I > G has a minimal derivation in Isabelle/HOL (satisfying
conditions 1 and 2 above) if and only if there is a derivatidn>9ds (") —p 95(G)
according to the rules of Figure 4.

Proof The proof of the forward direction follows directly by indian on the minimal
derivation ofproper ~ = I" > G. Compositionality (Lemma 12) is needed for the case when
I > G is proved by the last clause of Figure 5. The proof of the backvdirection is by
direct induction on the derivation &; ds (") —p 9s(G). Compositionality (Lemma 12)
and conditions 1 and 2 are needed for Itlcecase.

MC-Theorem 18 (Structural Rules) The following rules are admissible:

1. Height weakening[ I >, G; n<m] = I >, G.1°
2. Context weakening: >nG; I C '] = T">nG.
3. Atomic cut[A, I >G; I > (A)] =T >GC.

Proof

1. The proof, by structural induction on sequents, consisane-line call to an automatic
tactic using the elimination rule for successor (from trebklle/HOL library) and the
introduction rules for the sequent calculus.

2. By a similar fully automated induction on the structurafw sequent derivation, com-
bining resolution on the sequent introduction rules withification in order to dis-
charge some easy set-theoretic subgoals.

3. Atomic cut is a corollary of the following lemma:

[[A,I'|>iG;I'>,-<A>]}:>I'|>i+,-G

easily proved by complete induction on the height of thewd¢ion of A" >; G. The
whole proof consists of two dozen instructions, with vettldiingenuity required from
the human collaborator.

O

19 This lemma turns out to be fairly useful, as it permits matsifion as appropriate of the height of two
sub-derivations, such as in the rule.
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Inductive_«+— _ ' [atm00] = bool
= isterm E; @ Ep <— (isterm E1) and (isterm Ep)
[ abstr E]] = isterm funx.E x+— allx. (isterm X) imp (isterm (E X))
[ abstr E | = isterm fix X.E x<— allX. (isterm X) imp (isterm (E X))

[abstrE} ] = E1 @E2 |V +—
(E1 | funx.Ef x) and (Ez |} V2) and ((Ej V) | V)
[abstr E | = funx.E x| funx.E x<— (isterm (funx.E X))
[abstr E | = fixx.E x{ V <— (E (fixx.E x) |} V) and (isterm (fix X.E X))

— (E]_ @ Ez) T +— <E1 . (T/ — T)) and <E2 . T/>
[abstrE] = (funx.E X): (T = T') «—allx.(x: T) imp ((E X) : T')
[abstrE]] = (fixx.EX): T«+—allx.(x:T) imp (EX) : T)

Fig. 6 OL clauses: encoding of well-formedness, evaluation apuhty

4.2 The Object Logic

Recall the rules for call-by-value operational semantdsy) and type inferencd (- e: 1)
given in Figure 2. The subject reduction for this source lexg is stated as usual.

Theorem 19 (Subject Reduction)felvandte: 1,thentv:r.

Proof By structural induction on evaluation and inversion on igpiusing weakening and
a substitution lemma in thev_app andev.fix cases. ad

We now return to the encoding of the OL, this time using the &kricode judgments.
The encoding of OL syntax is unchanged. (See Section 3.)IReatit involved introducing
a specific type focon Here, we will also instantiate typgtm and predicaterog. In this
section and the next, we now also make full use of the defirstiand theorems in both
Hybrid and the SL layers.

Typeatmis instantiated as expected, defining the atomic formulakeOL.

datatype atm= isterm uexp| uexpll uexp| uexp: tp

The clauses for the OL deductive systems are given as rulbe afiductive definitiorprog

in Figure 6 (recall the notation+— _). Recall that the encoding of evaluation in Figure 3
and the encoding of thisterm predicate for adequacy purposes both used inductive defini-
tions. Here we define them both at the SL level along with thel&@kl typing judgment.
Note that no explicit variable context is needed for thisi@r ofisterm. They are handled
implicitly by the contexts of atomic assumptions of the Sésulting in a more direct en-
coding. As before, in the evaluation clauses, there afgdper assumptions and twisterm
assumptions. Neither kind of assumption appears in thesetaior the typing rules. None is
required to prove the analogue of MC-Lemma 14 for both ev&lnand typing.

MC-Lemma 20 (eval proper, eval_isterm, hastypeproper, hastype.isterm)
1. > (E |} V) = proper E A proper V
2. > (E|V) = > (isterm E) A1> (isterm V)
3. > (E:T) = proper E
4. > (E:T) = 1> (isterm E)
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Proof All the proofs are by standard induction on the given deidvatexcept the last one,
whose statement needs to be generalized as follows:

[VE,T.(E:T)el — (istermE) € "; T > (E:T) ]| = "' > (isterm E)
O

With the new version okterm, we restate the Validity and Completeness of Representatio
lemmas (Lemmas 10 and 11). Letbe the se{x; : uexp..., %, : uexg and letl” be the set
of atoms{isterm Xy, ...,isterm Xp }.

Lemma 21 (Two-level Validity of Representation)if I" i e, then the following is provable
in Isabelle/HOL:

proper I == I > (isterm &1 (€))

Lemma 22 (Two-level Completeness of Representatioiff)there is a minimal derivation
in Isabelle/HOL ofproper ' = T 1> (isterm E), thendr (E) is defined and yields a Mini-
ML expression t such thdt -t ander (dr (E)) = E. Furthermoredr (er (t)) =t.

We will skip the statement and proof of two-level adequacthefother OL judgments, hop-
ing that the reader will spot the similarity with the aboveotliemmas. Note that, although
we do not state it formally, condition 1 of Lemma 17 followstt completeness lemmas
such as Lemma 22. Thsterm andabstr assumptions added to the clauses of Figure 6 are
exactly the ones needed to establish this fact for this OL.

We remark again that the combination of Hybrid with the usefSL allows us to
simulate definitional reflection [50] via the built-in elimation rules of therog inductive
definition without the use of additional axioms. For example the inversionggle of the
function typing rule is:

[ (funx.(E X): T) «— G; /\F To To. [ abstr F; G = allx. (x: T1) imp ((F X) : T2));
lambda E =lambda F;7= (T = T2) | = P] =P

Before turning to the proof of Theorem 19, we first illustréite use of this encoding
with the following simple OL typing judgment.

MC-Lemma 23 3T.> (funX.funy.x@y:T)

Proof This goal is equivalent ta3T.3n.g >p (funx. funy.x @y : T). It can be proved fully
automatically by a simple tactic described below. Here, esdbe the main steps in detalil
to acquaint the reader with the OL/SL dichotomy and in paléicto show how the two
levels interact. We use the instantiations Toandn that would be generated by the tactic
and show:

g (funX.funy.x@y: (i—i)— (i —1i)).

We apply the last rule of the SL in Figure 5, instantiatingfttet premise with the OL clause
from Figure 6 encoding thig_fun rule for typing abstractions, leaving two premises to be
proved:

(funxX.funy.x@y): (i—i) = (i—i) «—allx.(X:i—=1i) imp (funy.X@Yy:i—i);
gr7allX. (X:i— i) imp (funy.X@Y:i—i).
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The first now matches directly the clause in Figure 6 tfmrfun, resulting in the proof
obligation (abstr Ax.funy.x @ y) which is handled automatically abstr_tac discussed in
Section 3. To prove the second, we apply further rules of theo®btain the goal:

[ proper x| = {x:i — i} >s(funy.X@Yy:i—i).

We now have a subgoal of the same “shape” as the originaléhedRepeating the same
steps, we obtain:

[ proper X;propery | = {x:i = i,y i} B2 (X @VY:i).

Along the way, the proof obligatiofabstr Ay.X @'y) is proved byabstr_tac. The assumption
(proper X) is needed to complete this proof. At this point, we again ypp SL backchain
rule using the OL clause fdp_app, obtaining two subgoals, the first of which is again
directly provable from the OL definition. The second:

[ proper X; propery || = {x:i —i,y:i}>1(X:i— i) and (y:i).
is completed by applying the rules in Figure 5 encoding/th@ndinit rules of the SL. O

The code for thelprolog_tac tactic automating this proof and others involving OL goals
using the SL is a simple madification of the stands#ét_tac tactic:

fun 2lprolog_tac defs i =
fast_tac(HOL_cs addIs seq.intrs @ prog.intrs
(simpset() addSolver (abstr_solver defs))) i;

It is based on logic programming style depth-first searcthgalgh we could switch to
breadth-first or iterative deepening) using a small setitidiraxioms for the core of higher-
order logic f0L_cs), the rules of the SLdeq.intrs) and of the OL prog.intrs). Addi-
tionally, it also employs simplification augmented witbstr_tac as discussed in Section 3.
Now we have all the elements in place for a formal HOAS proofioéorem 19. Note

that while a substitution lemma for typing plays a centré io the informal subject reduc-
tion proof, here, in the HOAS tradition, it will be subsumegdthe use of the cut rule on the
hypothetical encoding of the typing of an abstraction.

MC-Theorem 24 (OL_subjectreduction)
Vnop(EV)= (VT.> (E:T) > > (V:T))

Proof The proof is by complete induction on the height of the ddigraof evaluation. It
follows closely the proofs in [36, 69], although those thesns are for the lazy-calculus,
while here we consider eager evaluation. Applying metatlgtroduction rules and induc-
tion onn, we obtain the sequent:

[H; ch(EJV),>(E:T) ] =1 (V:T)
wherelH is the induction hypothesis:

Vm<nE,V.>n(EV)— VT.> (E:T) — > (V:T)).

Since the right side of the SL sequent in the middle hyposhissin atom and the left side
is empty, any proof of this sequent must end with the lasto@itbe SL in Figure 5, which
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implements théoc rule. Also, since the right side is an evaluation judgmeatkohaining
must occur on one of the middle three clauses of the OL in Eigyrthus breaking the
proof into three cases. In the formal proof, we obtain thaseet cases by applying standard
inversion tactics:

[IH[i +1/n]; abstr Ef; (> (E1 | funx.E{ X) and (E2 |} Vo) and ((E; V2) | V));
>(E1@E):T) | =0 (V:T) (2

[IH[i4+1/n]; abstr E; > (isterm (funX.E X)); > ((funx. EX) : T) |
= 0> (funx. EX):T)

[H[i+1/n]; abstr E; (i (E (fixx.E X) {} V) and (isterm (fix X.E X)});
> ((fixX.EX):T) =1 (V:T)

wherelH[i + 1/n] denotedH with the single occurrence afreplaced byi + 1. The theo-
rems mentioned earlier about injectivity and distinctnafsthe constructoréun, @, andfix
are used by the inversion tactics. In contrast, in the prod86], because these construc-
tors were not defined inductively, specialized inversiaotiems were proved from axioms
stating the necessary injectivity and distinctness pitigserand then applied by hand. The
second subgoal above is directly provable. We illustragefitist one further. Applying in-
version to both the third and fourth hypotheses of the firbgeal, the subgoal reduces it
to:
[IH[i4+3/n]; abstr Ef; >iy1(E1{ funx.E} X); >it1(Ex § Va);
>i (EfV2) UV);> (BE1: T/ = T); > (E2: T') |
= (V:T).

It is now possible to apply the induction hypothesis to thrg and evaluation judgments
for E; andE; to obtain:

[IH[i+3/n]; abstr Ef; >iy1(E1 | funx.E] X); i (E2 4 Vo); i ((Ef Vo) 4 V);..;
> (funx. Epx:T = T); > (Vo: T) ]
=0 (V:T).

We can now apply inversion to the hypothesis with the arropinty judgment involving
both thefun constructor of the OL and thal constructor of the SL. Inversion at the OL
level gives:

[IH[i+3/n]; abstr Ef; >iy1 (E1 ) funx. B X); i (B2 Vo); i ((E1 Vo) 4 V);...;
> (V2 :T'); abstr E; lambda E = lambda Ef; > allx.(X: T" imp ((E ) : T)) ]
=0 (V:T).

The application of the inversion principteog . mkH_cases similar to the one from Section 3
is evident here. MC-Theorem 4 can be applied to concludeBkaE;. Applying inversion
at the SL level gives:

[H[i+3/n]; abstr E; >iy1(Ex § funX.E X); i (E2 4 Vo); >i ((EV2) V). .5
> (Vo :T'); WX (properx — > X: T"imp ((E X) : T)) |
=0>(V:T).
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Inversion cannot be applied directly under the universangjéication and implication of
the last premise, so we prove the following inversion lemwigich is also useful for théx
case of this proof.

[ . proper x — I > (x: Ty imp ((EX) : To)) | = 3Jj.i=j+1A (3)
VX. proper X —>
(X: T, M > ((EX) :T2))
From this lemma, and the fact thigiroper V) holds by MC-Lemma 14, we obtain:

[H[i+3/n]; abstr E; >iy1(Ex § funX.E X); i (E2 4 Vo); >i ((EV2) V). .5
> (V2T (V2: T ((EVe) i T)) ]
=0>(V:T).

Applying the cut rule of MC-Theorem 18 allows us to conclugg/(E \») : T). We can
then complete the proof by applying the induction hypotheghird time using this fact and
>i ((E Vo) V). a

A key point in this section, perhaps worth repeating, is thatclauses for typing are
not inductive and would be rejected in an inductive-basedfmssistant, or at best, asserted
with no guarantee of consistency. Here, instead, the typiles are encapsulated into the
OL level (theprog predicate) and executed via the SL, so that OL contexts gp&ciitly
represented as SL contexts. Therefore, we are able to iggeddll HOAS proofs, at the
price of a small degree of indirectness—the need for anpreger (the SL) for therog
clauses (the OL). One may argue that this seems at first sigilghgorice to pay, since we
lose the possibility of attacking the given problem dirgatiithin the base calculus and its
tools. However, very simple tactics, including a feafeadditions to Isabelle/HOL's default
simplifier and rule s make the use of the SL in OL proofs hardly noticeable, as wkexp
next.

4.3 Tactical support

We chose to develop Hybrid as a package, rather than a stamelsystem mainly to exploit
all the reasoning capabilities that a mature proof asdistamprovide: decision procedures,
rewrite rules, counter-model checking, extensive limsrand support for interactive theo-
rem proving. Contrast this with a system such as Twelf, wipeoefs are manually coded
and post-hoc checked for correctness. Moreover, in Twelvels as in Abella, any do-
main specific knowledge has to be coded as logic programrhiegyies and all the relevant
theorems proven about thethAt the same time, our aim is to try to retain some of the
conciseness of a language such as LF, which for us meang midiat of the administrative
reasoning concerning variable binding and contexts. Bexafithe “hybrid” nature of our
approach, this cannot be completely achieved, but somelesiminded tactics go a long
way toward mechanizing most of boilerplate scripting. Weehalready explained how to
use specific tactics to recognipeoperterms andibstractionsNow, we can concentrate on
assisting two-level reasoning, which would otherwise beuembered by the indirection in
accessing OL specifications via the SL. Luckily, Twelf-lieasoning? consists, at a high-

20 In Isabelle a rule is considereshferoughly if it does not involve backtracking on instantiatiof un-
knowns.

21 Twelf does haveconstraintdomains such as the rationals, but those are currently ipatibte with
totality checking, making meta-proofs very hard to trust.

22 |n Abella this is even more apparent.
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Inductive_ |} _ :: [uexpuexp = bool
[E1l funx.E x; Ex § Vo; (E' Vo) |} V; abstrE' | = (E1 @ E2) ||V
[ > (isterm (funx.E x)); abstr E | = funx.E x|} funx.E x
[E (fixx.EX) }V; >isterm (fixX.E X); abstr E]| = fixX.E x|V

Fig. 7 Alternate HOAS encoding of big step evaluation

level, of three basic steps: inversion, which subsumesitisttion of (meta-level) eigen-
variables as well as (case) analysis on the shape of a gidgmigent, backchaining (filling,
in Twelf’s terminology) and recursion. This correspondsighly stereotyped proof scripts
that we have abstracted into:

1. aninversiontactic defL tac, which goes through the SL inverting on the rule and
applies as an elimination rule one of the OL clauses. Thisnspgtemented by the eager
application of othesafeelimination rules iz. invertible SL rules such as conjunction
elimination). This contributes to keeping the SL overhead minimum;

2. a duabackchainingacticdefR_tac, that callsbc and the applicablgrog rule. The latter
is the basic single step into the taciprolog_tac, which performs automatic depth first
search (or other searches supported by Isabelle) on Plikéogeals;

3. acomplete inductiotactic, to be fired when given the appropriate derivatiomlhieby
the user and yielding as additional premise the result oafiication of the IH.

4.4 A Variation

As mentioned, the main reason to explicitly encode a sepaation of provability is the
intrinsic incompatibility of induction with non-stratifide hypothetical judgments. On the
other hand, as remarked in [77], our definition of OL evahmtithough it exploits Hybrid’s
HOAS to implement OL substitution, makes no use of hypotiaéjudgments. In fact, our
encoding in Figure 3 showed that it is perfectly acceptabldefine evaluation of the OL at
the meta-level. Now, we can give a modified version of thisnitédin using the nevisterm
defined at the SL level. The new definition is given in Figur®@reover, it is easy to show
(formally) that the encoding in Figure 7 is equivalent to time in Figure 6:

MC-Theorem 25 E |}V if and only if > (E || V).

Proof Left-to right holds by straightforward structural indwasti on evaluation using in-
troduction rules over sequents apig clauses. The converse is a slightly more delicate
complete induction on the height of the derivation, requgrsome manual instantiations.

O

The same remark applies also to hypothetical and paranjedigenents, provided they
are stratified (see the previously cited definition of aggilie bisimulation). This suggests
that we can, in this case, take a different approach from Maio& Miller’s architec-
ture [69] and opt to delegate to the OL lewaily those judgments, such as typing, that
would not be inductive at the meta-level. This has the ben€fimiting the indirectness of
using an explicit SL. Moreover, it has the further advantafjeeplacing complete induc-
tion with structural induction, which is better behavednfra proof-search point of view.
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Complete induction, in fact, places an additional burderihenuser by requiring him/her
to provide the correct instantiation for the height of thei@gion in question, so that the
inductive hypothesis can be fired. While this is not an ietlial issue, it often limits the
possibility of a completei.e., without user intervention, mechanization of a proof via th
automatic tools provided by the proof assistant.

As it turns out, this approach is again reminiscent of ayaottl idea from the theory
of logic programming, namely themalgamatiorof object and meta-language as initially
suggested in [15], where clauses can be written intersgeisidinary Prolog predicates
with calls to a specific meta-interpreter of themo sort. This clearly also pertains to goals,
i.e. in our setting, theorems: subject reduction at the metatige., amalgamated subject
reduction) has the form:

MC-Theorem 26 (metasubjectreduction)
EJV=VT.((E:T)) — (> (V:T))

Proof The proof is similar but slightly simpler than the proof of Meorem 24. Instead of
complete induction, we proceed by structural inductiont@ndvaluation judgment, which
breaks the proof into three cases. We again consider theafph case:

[IH1; IH2; IHg; abstr Ej; (E1 ) funx.Ef X); (Ez | Vo);
(EfV) V) (B @E):T) [ =1 (V:T)

wherelHy, IH2, andlH3 are the following three induction hypotheses:

IHi: VT.»> (E1:T) =1 ((funx.E; X): T)
IHo: VT.»> (B2 T) =1 (Vo:T)
IHg: VT.> ((E{Vo):T) =1 (V:T)

This subgoal corresponds to subgoal (2) in the proof of M@eram 24, with several dif-
ferences. For instance, subgoal (2) was obtained by ancafiph of complete induction
followed by inversion on the OL and SL, while the above subbgoa direct result of apply-
ing structural induction. Also, although both subgoalsehtiree evaluation premises, in (2)
they are inside conjunction at the SL level. Finally, theegahinduction hypothesikd on
natural numbers in (2) is replaced by three induction hypstks here, generated from the
premises of the meta-level definition of the evaluation fateapplication. The remaining
steps of the proof of this case are essentially the same astepe for MC-Theorem 24.
Inversion on the typing judgment is used exactly as befareesin both proofs, typing is
expressed via the SL. Also, the three induction hypothaséisis proof are used to reach
the same conclusions as were obtained using the singletiodutypothesis three times in
the previous proof. ad

Now that we have seen some proofs of properties of OLs, we slawhat the minimal
set of theorems and tactics is that the two-level architeateeds from Hybrid. The answer
is: very little. Essentially all we need is the quasi-freen@roperties of the Hybrid type,
which are inherited from the OL:

clash rules to rule out impossible cases in eliminations;ule

— injectivity facts, all going back tabstrlam_.simpto simplify equations of the form
lambda E = lambda F for second-order functions andF;

an abstraction solvé?

23 Again, this is not needed anymore in a newer version of I$&b#DL and of our package [80].
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The reader may find in [77] other examples, such as the vditicaf properties of
compilation, of encoding OLs using inductive predicatgpds) at the meta-level for all
stratifiable object-level judgments. However, this stylereasoning is viable only when
there is a substantial coincidence between the meta-logioperties of the SL and the
ambient (meta-) logic. Were such properties to clash witlemeonding that could benefit
from being driven by a more exotic logic, thail OL predicates will have to be embedded
asprog clauses. This, it may be argued, is a relatively small pogesty for the possibility of
adopting an SL that better fits the logical peculiaritiesnté&iesting OLs, as we investigate
next.

5 Ordered Linear Logic as a Specification Logic

In this section we aim to show the flexibility of the two-leatchitecture by changing SL
in order to have a better match with the encoding on hand;dke-study we consider here
is the operational semantics oftantinuationbased abstract machine, where evaluation is
sequentialized: an instruction is executed in the conteatamntinuation describing the rest
of the computation and eventually returning an answer. Weadopt anordered logical
framework(OLF) [96]. The general methodology consists of refining gidal framework
in a conservativavay, so as to capture different object-level phenomenaeatitnt level
of abstraction. Conservativity here guarantees that ifva feature (such as order) is not
required, it does not interfere with the original system.

Although frameworks based on intuitionistic logic have toégrly fruitful, it so hap-
pens that thestructural properties of the framework, namely weakening, contractiad
exchange, are inherited by the object-level encodings. &/e hrgued that one of the keys
to the success of an encoding lies in the ability of spedifyudgments “in-a-context” ex-
ploiting the context of the SL itself; however those projgsrinay not always be appropriate
for every domain we want to investigate. Another case in pigithe meta-theory of lan-
guages with imperative features, where the notion of (wgiejstateis paramount. It has
been frequently observed that an elegant representatitire aftore may rely on wolatile
notion of contextLinear logicis then the natural choice, since it offers a notion of contex
where each assumption must be used exactly once; a desagatioding of store update
can be obtained via linear operations that, by accessingptitext, consume the old assump-
tion and insert the new one. This is one of the motivationgfoposing frameworks based
on linear logics (see [74] for an overview) such as Lolli [5Bdrum [73], and LLF [20], a
conservativextension of LF with multiplicative implication, additivenjunction, and unit.
Yet, at the time of writing this article, work on theutomationof reasoning in such frame-
works is still in its infancy [67] and may take other directsy such as hybrid logics [102].
The literature offers only a few formalized meta-theomrdtiovestigations with linear logic
as a framework, an impressive one being the elegant encofliyge preservation of Mini-
ML with references (MLR) in LLF [20]. However, none of themmes with anything like
a formal certification of correctness that would make pedygkevethey are in the pres-
ence of a proof. Encoding in LLF lacks an analogue of Twelftslity checker. Moreover
this effort may be reserved to LLF’s extension, the Conaurt®gical Framework [115]. A
FOA2Nproof of a similar result is claimed in [69], but not only theopf is not available,
but it has been implemented with Eriksson’s Pi, a proof ceef¥4] for the theory of partial
inductive definitions, another software system that seeshtorbe available anymore.

This alone would more than justify the use of a fragment aédinlogic as an SL on
top of Hybrid, whose foundation, we have argued, is not umiscussion. However, we
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want to go beyond the logic of state, towards a logiomfer. In fact, a continuation-based
abstract machine follows an ordeiz. a stack-like discipline; were we able to alster-
nalizethis notion, we would be able to simplify the presentatiord hence, the verification
of properties of the continuation itself, taking an addiabstep on the declarative ladder.
Our contribution here to the semantics of continuation reehis, somewhat paradoxi-
cally, to dispose of the notion of continuation itself visamalization in an ordered context,
in analogy with how the notion of state is realized in the dineontext. In particular, the
ordered context is used to encode directly the stack of woations to be evaluated, rather
than building an explicit stack-like structure to reprasgmcontinuation. While this is the-
oretically non-problematic, it introduces entities theg &oreign to the mathematics of the
problem and which bring their own numerous, albeit triviahof obligations?* Further and
more importantly, machine states can be mapped not into @, dat OLprovability.

Ordered (formerly known as non-commutative) linear log@8][combines reasoning
with unrestricted, linear and ordered hypotheses. Uncéstr (.e., intuitionistic) hypothe-
ses may be used arbitrarily often, or not at all regardlegbefrder in which they were
assumed. Linear hypotheses must be used exactly once, ithewtregard to the order of
their assumption. Ordered hypotheses must be used examty subject to the order in
which they are assumed.

This additional expressive power allows the logic to hamtilectly the notion oftack
Stacks of course are ubiquitous in computer science andriicplar when dealing with
abstract and virtual machines. OLF has been previouslieapp the meta-theory of pro-
gramming languages, but only in paper and pencil proofsak®el and Pfenning [99] have
used OLF to formally show that terms resulting from a CPSdliation obey "stackability”
and linearity properties [30]. Polakow and Yi [100] latetended these techniques to lan-
guages with exceptions. Remarkably, the formalization lir @rovides a simple proof of
what is usually demonstrated via more complex meiagsan argument by logical relations.
Polakow [96] has also investigated proof-search and defifist-order logic programming
language with ordered hypotheses, calldll, based on the paradigm of abstract logic pro-
gramming andiniform proofs, from which we draw inspiration for our ordered $k,, a
second-order minimal ordered linear sequent calculus.

We exemplify this approach by implementing a fragment ofaRolv’s ordered logic
as an SL and test it with a proof of type preservation of a comtion machine for Mini-
ML, as we sketched in [81]. For the sake of presentation w# dbal with a call-by-name
operational semantics. It would not have been be unrealotmbise MLR as a test case,
where all the three different contexts would play a part. Eweesv, linearity has already been
thoroughly studied, while we wish to analyze ordered assiomgin isolation, and for that
aim, a basic continuation machine will suffice (but see [@5]& thorough investigation of
the full case). Further, although the SL implementationdfesall of second-order Olli and
in particular proves cut-elimination for the whole calaluwve will omit references to the
(unordered) linear context and linear implication, as \&slto the ordered left implication,
since they do not play any role in this case-study.
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init o init -
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bc

I_;.Qn...Ql“rnA

Fig. 8 Sequent rules for Ofj

5.1 Encoding the Specification Logic

We call our specification logic Oflj, as it corresponds to the aforementioned fragment of
Olli, where ' denotes right-ordered implication. We follow [81] agaimrepresenting the
syntax as:
GoalsG:=A|A—G|A—>»G|GIAGy | T|V™X. G
ClausesP ::= V(A<+— [Gy,...,Gn] | [G],...,G}])

The body of a clausé(A «— [Ga,...,Gm| | [G], ..., G}]) consists of twdists, the first one of
intuitionistic goals, the other of ordered ones. It repnesé¢he “logical compilation” of the
formulaV(Gm— ... — G1 — G, —...— G} —A). We choose this compilation to emphasize
that if one views the calculus as a non-deterministic logigpamming interpreter, the latter
would solve subgoals from innermost to outermost. Note #isb this notion of clause
makes additive conjunction useless, although we allow gfaals for a matter of style and
consistency with the previous sections.

Our sequents have the form:

rQ—nG

where 1 contains the program clauses, which are unrestridgted they can be used an
arbitrary number of times); contains unrestricted atom®, contains ordered atoms and
G is the formula to be derived. Contexts are lists of hypotbeseere we overload the
comma to denote adjoining an element to a list at both endsinplify matters further,

we leave eigenvariable signatures implicit. One may thihkhe two contexts as one big

24 This is not meant to say that intuitionistic meta-logic JI[ffHOAS and list-based techniques cannot cope
with mutable data: in fact, significant case studies have l@ekled: for example, Crary and Sarkar’s proof
of soundness for foundational certified code in typed as§elabguage for the x86 architecture [27] as well
the more recent attempt by Leeal. [61] to verify an internal language for full SML.



37

context where the ordered hypotheses are in a fixed relatder,onhile the intuitionistic
ones may float, copy or delete themselves. The calculus istddpn Figure 8. Again in this
fragment of the logic, implications have only atomic antigs. There are obviously two
implication introduction rules, where in rule-g the anteceden is appended to theght
of Q, while in the other rule we havgA, I" ), but it could have been the other way around,
since here the order does not matter. Then, we have all tlee ogual right sequent rules
to break down the goal and they all behave additively. Note tihe T rule can be used in
discharging any unused ordered assumptions. For atomis teae are two initial sequent
rules, for the leaves of the derivatianit o enforces linearity requirin@ to be a singleton
list, while init - demands that all ordered assumptions have been consuméitioAdlly,
there is a single backchaining rule that simultaneouslypsis a program formula to focus
uponand derives all the ensuing subgoals; (bl® is applied provided there is anstance
A<—[G1...Gn] | [G]...Gy] of a clause in the prograii. Note that the rule assumes that
every program clause must be placed toléfeof the ordered context. This assumption is
valid for our fragment of the logic because it only contaiight ordered implications—+¢)
and the ordered context is restricted to atomic formulaghEumore, the ordering of th@;
in the conclusion of the rule is forced by our compilationtof program clauses. We leave
to the keen reader the task to connect formally our backcheénto the focused uniform
proof system obp. cit.[96].

We encode this logical language extending the datatype fBection 4.1 with right
implication, where again outermost universal quantifieitsbe left implicit in clauses.

datatype oo= --- | atm— 00

Our encoding of the Offi, sequent calculus uses three mutually inductive definitions
motivated by the compilation of the body of clauses into tideliand multiplicative listg®

| Q=nG:: [atm list atm list nat, 0o] = bool

goal G has an ordered linear derivation frdmandQ of heightn
[ »,Gs:: [atm list nat oo list] = bool

list of goalsGsis additively provable fronf™ etc.
| Qw»,Gs:: [atm list atm list nat oo list] = bool

list of goalsGsis multiplicatively consumable giveh andQ etc.

The rendering of the first judgment is completely unsurpggf except, perhaps, for the
backchain rule, which calls the list predicates requirecttur on the body of a clause:

[[(A(—OL|I|_);I'|Q>nO|_;I'»nll_}]:ﬂf) >n+1<A>

The notationA «— O | I corresponds to the inductive definition of a pedg this time of
type[atm oo list, 00 list] = bool, see Figure 12. Backchaining uses the two list judgments to
encode, as we anticipated, execution of the (compiled) bbthe focused clause. Intuition-
istic list provability is just an additive recursion thrduthe list of intuitionistic subgoals:

= »p]]
[F[[1>nG; T »nGs] = I »ni1(G,G9

25 Note that” could have easily been a set, as in Section 4.

26 As afurther simplification, the encoding of thig rule will notintroduce theproper assumption, but the
reader should keep in mind the fact that morally every eiggable is indeed proper.
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Ordered list consumption involves an analogous recurdiohjt behaves multiplicatively
w.r.t. the ordered context. Reading the rule bottom up, tlieeat ordered contex® is non-

deterministically split into two ordered parts, one for tleadQg and oneQg for the rest
of the list of subgoals.

= [[]»al]
[[OSp“tQ QR QG;I_|QGI>nG;I_|QR>nGSH
— T | Qrn1(G,GY

Therefore the judgment relies on the inductive definition aofpredicate for order-
preserving splitting of a context. This corresponds to thealilogic programming predicate
appendQg, Qg, Q) called with modeappend—, —, +).

= osplit Q [] Q
osplit Q1 Qy Q3 = osplit (A, Q1) (A Q2) Q3

The rest of the sequent rules are encoded similarly to thaéque SL (Figure 5) and the
details are here omitted (and left to the web appendix of 8pep se@ybrid.dsi.unimi.
it/jar). Again we defind” | Q > G iff there exists am such that"™ | Q >, G and simply
> Giff []|[]> G. Similarly for the other judgments.

MC-Theorem 27 (Structural Rules) The following rules are admissible:

— Weakening for numerical bounds:
L[r|QenGn<m]=T|Q>nG
2.[F1QwpGsn<m]=T|Qw»nGs
3. [T»nGs n<m] =T »nyGs.

— Context weakening, whe(set/") denotes the set underlying the context
1L [FQ>G;setl Csetl | —=T"|Q>G
2. [T1Q»Gssetl CsetlN" | =T"'|Q»Gs
3. [T »Gs setl Csetl' | = TI""»Gs.

— Intuitionistic atomic cut:
1L [FQ>iG; setl =set(AT); I [|>j(A]=T"]|Qri;GC.

2. [T | Qw»iGs setl =set(AT'); I |[]>j(A]=T"]|Q»ijGCs.

3. [T »iGs setl =set(AT); I'"|[]>;(A)] = "»i;jGs.

Proof All the proofs are by mutual structural induction on the theequents judgments.
For the two forms of weakening, all it takes is a call to Is&elOL’s classical reasoner.
Cutrequires a little care in the implicational cases, bwerntheless it does not involve more
then two dozens instructions. O

Although the sequent calculus in [96] enjoys other formsutfedlimination, the follow-
ing:
MC-Corollary 28 (seq_cut)
[AT QG TTe>A]=T|Q>G

is enough for the sake of the type preservation proof (MCefdwe 32). Further, admissi-
bility of contraction and exchange for the intuitionistiontext is a consequence of context
weakening.
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stinit :: init o return v — answerv
streturn  K;AXioreturnv — Koifv/X
stfun @ Koev(funx.e) — Ko return (funx. e)
stfix 1 Koev(fixx.e) — Koev(efixx e/x)
stapp @ Koev(eiee) — K;AXi.appi X1 ¢ evey

stapp; 1 Koapp;(funx.e) ez — Ko evelez/X

Fig. 9 Transition rules for machine states

5.2 A Continuation Machine and its Operational Semantics

We avail ourselves of the continuation machine for Mini-Mitrhulated in [91] (Chapters
6.5 and 6.6), which we refer to for motivation and additiodetails. We use the same lan-
guage and we repeat it here for convenience:

Types Ti=i|1—>T
Expressions e :=x|funx.e|e; eey|fixx.e

The main judgmens — ' (Figure 9) describes how the state of the machine evolves
into a successor staggin a small-stepstyle. The machine selects an expression to be ex-
ecuted and @ontinuation K which contains all the information required to carry on the
execution. To achieve this we use the notionnsfruction e.g, an intermediate command
that links an expression to its value. The continuationtlssgiempty ipit) or it has the form
of a stack K; A x.i), each item of which (but the top) isfanctionfrom values to instruc-
tions. Instruction év e) starts the first step of the computation, whiletyrn v) tells the
current continuation to apply to the top element on the oomtiion stack the newly found
value. Other instructions sequentialize the evaluatiosutfexpressions of constructs with
more than one argument; in our language, in the case of afipl; the second argument is
postponed until the first is evaluated completely. Thisdgehe following categories for the
syntax of the machine:

Instructions i ::= eve|return v|app;vie
Continuations K = init | K;A x.i
Machine States s ::= K ¢ i | answerv
The formulation of the subject reduction property of thiscimae follows the statement
in [20], although we consider sequences of transitions kingethe reflexive-transitive clo-
sure—* of the small-step relation, and a top level initializatiaercev (Figure 10). Of
course, we need to add typing judgments for the new synteategories, namely instruc-

tions, continuations and states. These can be found iné-iIgyrwhereas we refer the reader
to Figure 2 as far as typing of expressions goes.

Theorem 29 K ¢ i —* answervandl" i: 11 and g K: 17 — Tz implies- Fe v: To.
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stop step

s—*s 5 =¥ s

init o eve —* answerv
cev
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e—Vv

Fig. 10 Top level transition rules

Proof By induction on the length of the execution path using inergroperties of the
typing judgments. ad

Corollary 30 (Subject Reduction)e& vand-Fee: Tentails-Fev:T.

As a matter of fact we could have obtained the same result twis thesoundness
of the operational semantics of the continuation machimg. Wwig step evaluationyiz. that
e v entailse} v (see Theorem 6.25 in [91]) and then appealing to type pratienvof the
latter. That would be another interesting case study: tlévalgnce of the two operational
semantics (thoroughly investigated by Pfenning in Chatap. cit. but in the intuitionistic
setting of LF), to gauge what the “Olli” approach would buy us

5.3 Encoding the Object Logic

We now show how to write the operational semantics of theigoation machine as an Olli
program, or more precisely as GlliOL clauses. Rather than representing the continuation

Itee:t Nbev:T
— oflev — ofl_retun
ItHieve:t ItHireturnv:t

MFeer:T =1 MFee: T

ofl_app;
I'Fiapp;e1e: 1

_ ofK.init XTihHii:T FKK'T%TZofK_cont
Finit:t—T1 FkKIAXi:Ti— 12
Hi:t Fe KTy — 12 FeVv:T
ofso ——ofsanswer
FsKoi:it Fganswerv: T

Fig. 11 Typing rules for the continuation machine



41

K an explicit stack, we will simplystore instructions in the ordered conteXthis is partic-
ularly striking as we map machine states not into OL dataCiuprovability. In particular
we will use the following representation to encode machtates:

Koi ~  []]"K > {ex i)

where™K™ is the representation, described below, of the continngstack)K and™i™ the
obvious representation of the instructinin fact, if we retain the usual abbreviation

uexp== con expr

the encoding of instructions can be simply realized withsabélle/HOL datatype, whose
adequacy is standard:

datatype instr= ev uexp| return uexp| app; uexp uexp

To describe the encoding of continuations, we use our dagattyn, which describes the
atomic formulas of the OL. This time, it is more interestinglaonsists of:

datatype atm= ceval uexp uexp ex instr | init uexp
| cont (uexp=-instr) | uexp: tp
| ofl instr tp| ofK tp

We haveatomsto describe the initial continuatiorinit ” of type uexp=- atm, the continu-
ation that simply returns its value. Otherwi€ds an ordered context of atomscht K” of
type (uexp=- instr) = atm The top level of evaluatiorcéval "€ "v) unfolds to the initial
goalinit "v'—ex (ev "€"); our program will evaluate the expressiba' and instantiate
Tv7 with the resulting value. In other words, we evaluateith the initial continuation. The
other instructions are treated as follows: the goalreturn "V') means: passg to the top
continuation on the stack¢., the rightmost element in the ordered context): the insitsac
in the goalex (app; "Vv1 ' ") sequentializes the evaluation of application.
We have the following representations of machine states:

init oreturnv  ~ ]| [init W] > (ex (return "v7))
where the logic variablé/ will be instantiated to the final answer;
KiAxioreturnv~ []| (K7, cont (AX.7i7)) > (ex (return V"))

where the ordering constraints force the proo&ofreturn "v') to focus on the rightmost
ordered formula.

We can now give the clauses for the OL deductive systems iar&i@j2, starting with
typing. These judgments are intuitionistic, except typafgontinuations. The judgments
for expressions and instructions directly encode the spoeding judgments and derivation
rules. The judgments for continuations differ from theialgys in Figure 11 in that there
is no explicit continuation to type; instead, the contimuatto be typed is in the ordered
context. Thus, these judgments must first get a continudit@n the ordered context and
then proceed to type it.

27 The reader may be relieved to learn that, at this late stagleeopaper, we will be much more infor-
mal with the issue of the adequacy of this encoding, mainlingr to convey the general intuition. This is
also notationally signaled by dropping the somewhat heagtione.(-) for the lighter™ ™. It is likely that
the faithfulness of our representation could be obtaindldviing the approach in [20]—see in particular
Theorem 34 ibid.
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Inductive_«— _|_ : [atm oo list oo list] = bool

[
= (B @E):T+— []|[(E1:(T' = T)),(E2:T')]
[abstrE ]| = (funx.E X):(T1 — T2) «— [] | [allx. (x: T1) imp ((E X): T2)]
[abstrE]] = (fixx.E X):(T) «—[]] [allx.(x:T) imp ((E (fixx.E X):T)]
= ofl (evE) T+—[] | [(E:T)]
= ofl (return V) T +— []| (V:T)]
= ofl (apps V E) T e— []| [(V:(Tz = T)), (E:Ta)]
= of K(T = T)«— [(init V)] | []
= of K (T1 = T2) «— [(cont K), (of K T — T2)] |
[allx. (x:T1) imp {(ofl (K x) T)]

= ceval EV «— [initV —ex (evE)]|[]
= ex (returnV) «— [(init V)] | []
[abstr K] = ex (return V) «— [(cont K), (ex (K V))] | []
[abstr E]] = ex (ev (fun E)) — [(ex (return (fun E)))] | ]
(ev (E1 @ E2)) «— [cont (AV. appy V E2) — (ex (ev E1))] | []
(

[abstr E]] = ex (app; (fun E) Ep) +— [(ex (ev (E E2)))] | []

— ex

Fig. 12 Hybrid's encoding of the OL deductive systems of the corgtimn machine

The evaluation clauses of the program fully take advanthgedered contexts. The first
one corresponds to tleevrule. The rest directly mirror the machine transition rules

A sample derivation is probably in order and so it follows a€{Memma 31. Note
that as far as examples of evaluations go, this is not far dveamy total triviality, being
the evaluation of something which is already a value. Howewar intention here is not
to illustrate the sequentialization of evaluation stegsdgl of a continuation machine (for
which we refer again to [91]); rather we aim to emphasize the of the ordered context, in
particular the effect of non-deterministic splitting oretbomplexity of proof search.

MC-Lemma 31 3V. > (ceval (funx.x) V)

Proof After introducing the logic variableV? (here we pay no attention to the height of the
derivation) we apply ruléc, i.e., backchaining, obtaining the following 3 goals:

1. ceval (funx.X) AV «— [init A —ex (ev (funx.X))] | []
2. [1I[]w»[init A —ex (ev (funX.X))]
3. [I»]]

Goals such as the third one (the base case of intuitionistievaluation) will always arise
when back-chaining on evaluation, as the intuitionistictet plays no role,e., it is empty;
since they are trivially true, they will be resolved awayhweitit any further mention. So we
have retrieved the body of the relevant clause and passediitlered list evaluation:

[1]1]]» [init M —ex (ev (funX.X))]
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This leads to splitting the ordered contex,,

1. osplit[] Og Or
2. []]0Og>init NV — (ex (ev (funx.X)))
3. []|Or»]]

In this case, ordered splitting is deterministic as it caly omatch the base case and the two
resulting context©g andOr are both set to empty:

[1][]>init MV — (ex (ev (funX.X)))

The introduction rule for ordered implication (and simi#ion) puts the goal in the form:

[]] Jinit 2] > (ex (ev (funx.X)))

which corresponds to the execution of the identity functigth the initial continuation.
Another backchain yields:

1. abstr (AX. X)
2. osplit [init /] Ogy Orq
3. []]Ogit> (ex (return (funx.Xx)))

As usualabstr_tac takes care of the first goal, while now we encounter the fitstr@sting
splitting case. To be able to solve the goal by assumptiohen3L, we need to pass the
(singleton) context to the left contekig;. One way to achieve this is to gently push the
system by proving the simple lemra&. osplit [A] [A] []. Using the latter as an introduction
rule for subgoal 2, we get:

[]][init A/] > (ex (return (funX.X)))

More backchaining yields:

[1][init A/]» [(init (funXx.X))]

and with another similar ordered split to the left we have

[1][init V] > (init (funX.X))

which is true by thenit o rule. This concludes the derivation, instantiativgwith fun x. x.
O

If we collect insig_def all the definitions pertaining to the signature in questiad a
bundle up ino11i_intrs all the introduction rules for the sequent calculus, (ced@split-
ting and the program database:

fast_tac(claset() addIs olli_intrs
(simpset() addSolver (abstr_solver sig_defs)));

the above tactic will automatically and very quickly prowe tabove lemma, by backtrack-
ing on all the possible ordered splittings, which are, in pinesent case, preciously few.
However, this will not be the case for practically any othealgevaluation, since split-
ting is highly non-deterministic in so far as all the possiphrtitions of the contexts need
to be considered. To remedy this, we could encode a variatitedhput-outputsequent

calculus described in [96] and further refined in [97], whidscribes efficient resource
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management—and hence search—in linear logic programnimegp, it would be a matter
of showing it equivalent to the base calculus, which may béréan trivial. In the end, our
system will do fine for its aimi,e., investigation of the meta-theoretic properties of ouecas
study.

The example may have shed some light about this peculighigyoperational semantics
of the continuation machine is small-step; a sequence o$itians are connected (via rules
for its reflexive transitive closure) to compute a value, velas our implementation looks at
first sight big-step, or, at least, shows no sign of transitilosure. In fact, informally, for
every transition that a machine makes from some states , 1, there is a bijective function
that maps thalerivationof "s 7, i.e., the sequent encodirg to the derivation of 517
The Olli2, interpreter essentially simulates the informal trace ef echine obtained by
transitive closure of each stépo i — S for somes with a tree of attempts to establish
[]]"K > ("i") by appropriate usage of the available ordered resourceg€gi of” K7).

In the above example, the paper and pencil proof is a tree aeittat the root, linked by
thesteprule to thest_fun andst.init axioms. This corresponds to the GJliproof we have
described, whose skeleton consists of the statement oéthma as root and ending with
the axiominit o.
[]]]init M]r> (ex (ev (funX.X))) ~
[]][init ] > (ex (return (funX.X))) ~
[1] [init V] (init (funX.X))

Now we can address the meta-theory, namely the subjecttredubeorem:
MC-Theorem 32 (suhred_aux)

[1](initV, Q) >j{ex 1) =
VTiTo. > (ofl 1 T2) —
([T (initV, Q) > (ofK (TL = T2))) — >(V:T2))

The proof of subject reduction again follows from first piples and does not need any
weakening or substitution lemmas. The proof and proof &cepe considerably more man-
ageable if we first establish some simple facts about typivgudous syntax categories and
instruct the system to aggressively apply every detertiirsplitting, e.g,

[osplit[] Og Or, [Og=[]; Or=[]] = P[] =P
as well as a number of elimination rules stating the impdlityilof some inversions such as
[contK«—Ol|ll ]| =P

The human intervention that is required is limited to prawidthe correct splitting of the
ordered hypotheses and selecting the correct instamtsatibthe heights of sub-derivations
in order to apply the IH.

Proof The proof is by complete induction on the height of the deidvaof the premise.
The inductive hypothesis is:

ymm<n—
V1V Q.
[T](nitV,Q) > (ex 1) —
VT To.
[ (ofl | T2) A
(initV, Q) > (ofK Ty = To) — > (V:T2))
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Not only we will omit the IH in the following, but we will alsolgss over the actual height
of the derivations, hoping that the reader will trust IségelOL to apply the IH correctly.
We remark that in contexts we overload the comma to denotéraly an element to a list
at both ends.

We begin by inverting ori | | (init V,Q) > (ex |) and then on therog clauses defin-
ing execution, yielding several goals, one for each evalnatlause. The statement for the
streturn case is as follows:

[

[ ]t (ofl (return V') Ty);

(init V, Q) > (ofK Ty — To);

(init V, Q) » [(ex (K V")), (cont K)] ]
= > (V:To)

[

abstr K;
[]]
1
[

We start by applying the typing lemma:
[T1[]> (ofl (return V) T) = > (ofl V T)
Inverting of the derivation of ] | init V, Q » [(ex (K V")), (cont K)] yields:

[...; osplit (init V, Q) Og [cont K];
[110g> (ex K V');
[T (VT ]

= >(V:Tp)

Now, there is only one Vviable splitting of the first premise, here
AL. [osplit Q L [cont K]; Og = (init V,L) ]| = P, as the impossibility of the first
one, entailingcont K = init V, is ruled out by the freeness properties of the encoding of
atomic formulas. This results in

[--;[]] (initV,L) > (ex KV');
[]](initV,Q) > (ofK Ty = To);
[T T (Vi)
osplit Q L [cont K] ]
— > (V.T2>

We now use the reading of ordered split as “reversed” appefarte Q to be the concate-
nation ofL and|cont K], denoted here as in the SL logi&g. (L, cont K):

[ []] (init V,L) > (ex K V');
[1] (initV,L,cont K) > (ofK Ty — To);

|
[T (VT ]

= >(V:Ty)
we now invert on the typing of continuation:

[-- [11[]w» [allv.v: Ty imp (ofl (K" v) T)];

[T (V)

[]] (init V,L,cont K)» [(ofK T — T2), (cont K')];
[]] (init ViL) & {ex (KV') ]

= >(V:Ty)
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The informal proof would require an application of the sitbtibn lemma. Instead here we
use cut to infer:
[T 1] (oft (K'V) T)

We first have to invert on the hypothetical statemint v: Ty imp (ofl (K’ v) T) and instan-
tiatev with V':

s LT (VT
[]] (init V,L) > (ex (K V'));
[1] (init V,L,cont K) » [(of K T = Tp), (cont K')];
V] | [T (ofl (K'V) T) ]
= >(V:Tp)

Now one more inversion of] | (init V,L,cont K) » [(ofK T — T2), (cont K’)] brings us to
split osplit (init V,L,cont K) Og [cont K'] so that(init V,L) = OgandK = K’:

[ [T VT,

[1](initV,L) > (ex (K" V"));

(][ []5 (oft (K"V') T);

[1](nitV,L)> (of KT — To) |
= > (V:Ty)

This final sequent follows from complete induction for heigh ad

MC-Corollary 33 (subject_reduction) [> ceval EV; > E:T] =1>V:T

6 Related Work

There is nowadays extensive literature on approaches teseqting and reasoning about
what we have called “object logics,” where the notion of ahlé bindings is paramount.

These approaches are supported by implementations in ttmeedbproof checkers, proof

assistants and theorem provers. We will compare our apiprmacthers according to two

categories: whether the system uses different levels féereint forms of reasoning and

whether it is relationali(e., related to proof search) or functional (based on evaloatio

6.1 Two-level, Relational Approaches

Our work started as a way of porting most of the ideaB@A 2N [69] into the mainstream of
current proof assistants, so that they can enjoy the fiesiland support that such assistants
provide. As mentioned in the introduction, Isabelle/HOLGwq plays the role of OA2N,
the introduction/elimination rules of inductive definiti® (types) simulate thdefRanddefL
rules of PIDs and the Hybrid meta-language provi&A4N's A-calculus. In addition,
our approach went beyorfelOA 4N, featuring meta-level induction and co-induction, which
were later proved consistent with the theory of (partiafuctive definitions [82]. These
features are now standardfOA2N’s successol.inc [109].

One of the more crucial advances givenllgc-like logic lies in the treatment of induc-
tion overopenterms, offered by the proof-theory of [76, 109]. The lattas lbeen recently
modified [110] to simplify the theory dfl-quantification by removing local contexts Gf
bounded variables so as to enjoy properties closer téréisé quantifier of nominal logic,
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such as strengthening and permutation (see later in thiosgdrinally the¥ logic [43]
brings fully together PIDs and-quantification by allowing the latter to occur in the head of
definitions. This gives excellent new expressive powegvalig for example talefinethe
notion of freshness. Furthermore it eases induction oven ¢grms and even gives a logical
reading to the notion of “regular worlds” that are cruciattie meta-theory of Twelf.

RecentlyLinc-like meta-logics and the two-level approach have receavadw imple-
mentation from first principles. Firstligedwyr[7] is a model-checker of higher-order speci-
fications, based on a logic programming interpretation-ofuantification and case analysis.
Coinductive reasoning is achieved vabling, although no formal justification of the latter
is given. Typical applications are in process calculi, sastbisimilarity inr-calculus. The
already citedAbella[42] is emerging a real contender in this category: it im@eis a large
part of the¥ logic and sports a significant library of theories, incliglian elegant proof
of the PoPLMARK challenge [6] as well as a proof of strong normalization hyidal re-
lations [44], an issue which has been contentious in therémeg@roving world. This proof
is based on a notion of arbitrarily cascading substitutisitich shares with nominal logic
encodings the problem that once nominal constants have ihreduced, the user often
needs to spend some effort controlling their spread. In fhete is currently some need to
control occurrences of names in terms and thus to rely orfiieal” lemmas that have no
counterpart in the informal proof. This is not a problem & grover itself, but it is induced
by the nominal flavor that logics such as Linc’s successor§ l2Bd% have introduced.
More details can be found in [37].

The so far more established competitor in the two-level timial approach is
Twelf [104]. Here, the LF type theory is used to encode OLs as judgmand to spec-
ify meta-theorems as relations (type families) among tharggic programming-like in-
terpretation provides an operational semantics to thdaéiaes, so that an external check
for totality (incorporating termination, well-modedneseverage [92,106]) verifies that the
given relation is indeed a realizer for that theorem. In s@ase the Twelf totality checker
can be seen to work at a different level than the OL specifinati

Hickey et al. [52] built a theory for two-level reasoning within the MefP system,
based on reflection. A HOAS representation is used at thé dééveflected terms. A com-
putationally equivalent de Bruijn representation is alséireed. Principles of induction are
automatically generated for a reflected theory, but it itestahat they are difficult to use
interactively because of their size. In fact, there isdittixperience using the system for
reasoning about OLs.

6.2 Two-level, Functional Approaches

There exists a second approach to reasoning in LF that isduilhe idea of devising an
explicit (meta-)meta-logic for reasoning (inductivelyjcat the framework, in a fully auto-
mated way [103].#,, can be seen as a constructive first-order inductive typeayhatose
quantifiers range over possibly open LF objects over a gigeatn this calculus it is pos-
sible to express and inductively prove meta-logical properof an OL. By the adequacy
of the encoding, the proof of the existence of the appropridt object(s) guarantees the
proof of the corresponding object-level propert#,, can be also seen as a dependently-
typed functional programming language, and as such it has tedined first into th&lphin
programming language [107] and finally Delphin [101]. ATSF [29] is an instantiation

of Xi's applied type systemsombining programming with proofs and can be used as a
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logical framework. In a similar vein the contextual modajitoof Pientka, Pfenning and
Naneski [83] provides a basis for a different foundationdiagramming with HOAS based
on hereditary substitutions. This has been explicitly folated as the programming lan-
guageBeluga[93]. Because all of these systems are programming language refrain
from a deeper discussion. See [35] for a comparison of TBelfiiga, and Hybrid on some
benchmark examples.

6.3 One-level, Functional Approaches

Modal A-calculi were formulated in the early attempts by Schimabespeyroux, and
Pfenning [105] to develop a calculus that allows the comtimnaof HOAS with a primitive
recursion principle in thesameframework, while preserving the adequacy of representa-
tions. For every type\ there is a typedA of closedobjects of typeA. In addition to the
regular function typé\ = B, there is a more restricted type— B = 0A = B of “paramet-
ric” functions. Functions used as arguments for higheeobnstructors are of this kind
and thus roughly correspond to our notion of abstractiore @épendently-typed case is
considered in [33] but the approach seems to have been afethifoview of [83]. Wash-
burn and Weirich [114] show how standard first-class polyh@m can be used instead
of a special modal operator to restrict the function spactamametric” functions. They
encode and reason about higher-order iteration operators.

We have mentioned earlier the work by Gordon and Melham [8]{ ,which we used
as a starting point for Hybrid. Building on this work, Notrisnproves the recursion princi-
ples [86], allowing greater flexibility in defining recursifunctions on this syntax.

6.4 Other One-Level Approaches

Weak?8 higher-order abstract syntax [32] is an approach thatestrio co-exist with an
inductive setting, where the positivity condition for dgfes and hypothetical judgments
must be obeyed. In weak HOAS, the problem of negative ocece®in datatypes is han-
dled by replacing them with a new type. For example, filve constructor for Mini-ML
introduced in Section 3 has tyggar = uexp = uexp wherevar is a type of variables,
isomorphic to natural number¥alidity predicates are required to weed out exotic terms,
stemming from case analysis on e type, which at times is inconvenient. The approach
is extended to hypothetical judgments by introducing détpredicates for the negative oc-
currences. Some axioms are needed to reason about hypatfigtigments, to mimic what
is inferred by the cut rule in our architecture. Miculahal’s framework [25, 55, 72] em-
braces araxiomaticapproach to meta-reasoning with weak HOAS in an inductivense

It has been used within Coq, extended with a “theory of cdste@oC), which includes

a set of axioms parametric to an HOAS signature. The thearydes the reification of
key properties of names akin fieshnessExotic terms are avoided by taking thar to be

a parameter and assuming axiomatically the relevant ptiepeFurthermore, higher-order
induction and recursion schemata on expressions are alsmas. To date, the consistency
with respect to a categorical semantics has been investigat higher-order logic [16],
rather than w.r.t. a (co)inductive dependent type theoch s the one underlying Coq [46].

28 For the record, the by now standard terminology “weak” HOASwoined by the second author of the
present paper in [78].
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From our perspective, ToC can be seen as a stepping stonslto®abbay and Pitts
nominal logi¢ which aims to be a foundation of programming and reasoniitlg mames
in a one-level architecture. This framework started as @antaof the Frankel-Mostowski
set theory based on permutations [39], but it is now preseasea first-order theory [94],
which includes primitives for variable renaming and valgafbeshness, and a (derived) new
“freshness” quantifier. Using this theory, it is possibleptove properties by structural in-
duction and also to define functions by recursion over syf®&% The proof-theory of
nominal logic has been thoroughly investigated in [21, 40fd the latter also investigates
the proof-theoretical relationships between fhand the “freshness” quantifier, by provid-
ing a translation of the former to the latter.

Gabbay has tried to implement nominal sets on top of Isap&lle A better approach
has turned out to be Urbaat al’s; namely to engineer aominal datatype packageside
Isabelle/HOL [85,112] analogous to the standard datatgokae but defining equivalence
classes of term constructors. In more recent versionsgiptas of primitive recursion and
strong induction have been added [111] and many case stadided successfully, such as
proofs by logical relations (see [85] for more examples) @pproach has also been com-
pared in detail with de Bruijn syntax [13] and in hindsightesito McKinna and Pollack’s
“nameless” syntax [70]. Nominal logic is beginning to matsway into Coq; see [4].

It is fair to say that while Urban’s nominal package allows implementation of infor-
mal proofs obeying the Barendregt convention almost litgra certain number of lemmas
that the convention conveniently hides must still be prowed. the judgment involved; for
example to choose faeshatom for an objeck, one has to show thathasfinite support
which may be tricky foix of functional type, notwithstanding the aid of general itzcim-
plemented in the package. HOAS, instead, aims to neekenversion disappear and tries
to extract the abstract higher-order nature of calculi amwfs thereof, rather than follow
line-by-line the informal development. On the other hah#auld be interesting to look at
versions of the freshness quantifier at the SL level, eslheéia those applications where
the behavior of the OL binder is not faithfully mirrored by AS, namely with the tra-
ditional universal quantification at the SL-level; well kmo examples of this case include
(mis)match in ther-calculus and closure-conversion in functional prograngni

Chlipala [23] recently introduced an alternate axiomappraach to reasoning with
weak HOAS. Object-level terms are identified as meta-terahsriging to an inductive type
family, where the type of terms is parameterized by the tyjpeadables. Exotic terms are
ruled out by parametricity properties of these polymorpiiaes. Clever encodings of OLs
are achieved by instantiating these type variables in reiffeways, allowing data to be
recorded inside object-level variables (a technique beetbfrom [114]). Example proofs
developed with this technique include type preservatich semantic preservation of pro-
gram transformations on functional programming languages

6.5 Hybrid Variants

Some of our own related work has involved alternative vexsiof Hybrid as well as im-
provements to Hybrid, which we describe here.

Constructive Hybrid.A constructiveversion of Hybrid implemented in Coq [18] provides
an alternative that could also serve as the basis for a twa-#&chitecture. This version pro-
vides a new approach to defining induction and non-dependeutsion principles aimed at
simplifying reasoning about OLs. In contrast to [107], wbuilt-in primitives are provided
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for the reduction equations for the higher-order case, ¢arsion principle is defined on
top of the base de Bruijn encoding, and the reduction equafiooved as lemmas.

In order to define induction and recursion principles fortipatar OLs, terms of type
exprare paired with proofs showing that they are in a form thatreanesent an object-level
term. A dependent type is used to store such pairs; here wetlwendetails and just call it
expr, and sometimes oversimplify and equatepr’ with expr. For terms of Mini-ML for
example, in addition to free variables and bound varialdéess of the formgCON cAPP$
E; $Ez), (CONCcABS$ LAMX.E x) and (CON cFIX $ LAMX.E X), which correspond to
the bodies of the definitions of @yn, andfix, are the only ones that can be paired with
such a proof. Analogues of the definitions for constructibgect-level terms of typexpr
are defined for typexpr. For example(e,@e,) is defined to be the dependent term whose
first component is an application (using @) formed from thet iomponents of; andey,
and whose second component is formed from the proof comp®oée; ande,.

Instead of defining a generklmbda operator, a version dbind that does not rely on
classical constructs is defined for each OL. Rougfibind €) is obtained by applying to
anewfree variable and then replacing it with de Bruijn index 0. @anvariable for a terne
of type expr=- expris defined by adding 1 to the maximum index in subterms of the fo
(VAR x) in (e(BND 0)). Note that terms that do not satisfystr may have a different set of
free variables for every argument, but for those which dsfesbstr, choosing(BND 0)
as the argument to whiohis applied does give an authentic free variable. Repladieg f
variable(VAR n) in (e(VAR n)) with (BND 0) involves defining a substitution operator that
increases bound indices as appropriate as it descendgthd®$ operators. This descrip-
tion of Ibind is informal and hides the fact that these definitions areadlgtgiven on depen-
dent pairsj.e., e has typeexpr — expr. Thus, the definition ofbind depends on the OL
becausexpr is defined for each OL. Induction and recursion are also dé:fitiectly on
type expr. To obtain a recursion principle, it is shown that for anyeypa functionf of
typeexpr — t can be defined by specifying its results on each “constrtiofahe OL. For
example, for the @ anfiin cases of Mini-ML, defining involves definingHapp andHfun
of the following types:

Happ:expl —expf = B—B—B
Hfun : (expl — expr) - B— B

and then the following reduction equations hold.

f(e1@e;) = Happer & (fer) (fep)
f (fun AX. fX) = Hfun(canon(Ax. fX)) (f (Ibind (AX. fX)))

In these equations we oversimplify, showing functiénslapp, andHfun applied to terms
of type expr; in the actual equations, proofs paired with terms on thedief used to build
proofs of terms appearing on the right. Theon function in the equation fofun uses
another substitution operator to obtain a “canonical fooomputed by replacing de Bruijn
index 0 in(lbind (Ax. f X)) with x. This function is the identity function on terms that satisf
abstr.

Another version of constructive Hybrid [17] in Coq has beeoppsed, in which theo-
rems such as induction and recursion principles are promed at a general level, and then
can be applied directly to each OL. An OL is specified sygmature which can include sets
of sorts, operation names, and even built-in typing rulesighature specifies the binding
structure of the operators, and the recursion and indugtimciples are formulated directly
on the higher-order syntax.
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Hybrid 0.2. During the write-up of this report, the infrastructure ofllg has developed
significantly, thanks to the work by Alan Martin (see [80]p that we informally talk of
Hybrid 0.2. Because those changes have been recent and only rglatfleénce the two-
level approach, we have decided not to update the whole gagenention here the relevant
differences.

The main improvement concerns an overall reorganizatiothefinfrastructure de-
scribed in Section 2, based on the internalization as a ti/geecset ofproperterms. Using
Isabelle/HOL stypedefmechanism, the typprpr is defined as a&ijective imageof the set
{'s::expr| level 0s}, with inverse bijectionexpr :: prpr = exprandprpr :: expr=- prpr. In
effect,typedefmakesprpr a subtype oéxpr, but since Isabelle/HOL'’s type system does not
have subtyping, the conversion function must be expliciwNhat OL terms can only be
well-formed de Bruijn terms, we can replace fhreper.abstproperty (MC-Lemma 3) with
the new lemma

MC-Lemma 34 (abstr_const)
abstr (A v.t :: prpr)

From the standpoint of two-level reasoning this lemma aloa/to dispose of afiroper
assumptions: in particular the SL universal quantificatias type(prpr = 00) = oo and
the relative SL clause (Figure 5) becomes:

[X T en(GX) ] = I >pya(allx. G x)

Therefore, in the proof of MC-Lemma 23 peoper assumptions are generated. The proof of
OL Subject Reduction (MC-Theorem 24) does not need to agpgabperty (3) or, more
importantly, to part 1 of MC-Lemma 14. While this is helpfitl,does not eliminate the
need for adding well-formedness annotations in OL judgmsémtthe sake of establishing
adequacy of the encoding.

Further, a structural definition of abstraction allows usstate the crucial quasi-
injectivity property of the Hybrid bindeLAM, strengthening MC-Theorem 4 by requiring
only one ofe and f to satisfy this condition (instead of both), thus simplifyithe elimina-
tion rules for inductively defined OL judgments:

MC-Theorem 35 (stronglambda_inject)
abstre=— (LAMx.ex=LAMYy. fy) = (e=f)

The new definition allows us to dragbstr_tac for plain Isabelle/HOL simplification, and
the same applies, fortiori to proper_tac.

A significant case study using this infrastructure has beauled by Alan Martin
[64, 65] and consists of an investigation of the meta-thexrg functional programming
language with references using a variety of approachesyicating with the usage of a lin-
early ordered SL. This study extends the work in Section 5[&h}] as well as offering a
different encoding of Mini-ML with references than the omealyzed with a linear logical
framework [20]2°

Martin’s forthcoming doctoral thesis [64] also illustratihat it is possible to use alter-
nate techniques for induction at the SL level. Instead ofir@tnumber induction, some
proofs of the case study are carried out by structural indaan the definition of the SL. In

29 We remark that this approach seems to be exempt from thegmsbtonnected to verifying meta-
theoreticalsub-structuralproperties in LF-style, as pointed out in [102].
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these proofs, it was necessary to strengthen the desirpdnties to properties of arbitrary
sequents, and to define specialized weakening operatoiexts along with lemmas
supporting reasoning in such contexts. It is not clear hoW this technique generalizes;
this is the subject of future work. In another techniqueuretnumbers are replaced by
ordinals in the definition of the SL, and natural number inurcis replaced by transfinite
induction. This technique is quite general and simplifiesofs by induction that involve

relating the proof height of one derivation in the SL to onenarre others.

Induction over Open Term#n this paper’'s examples, proofs by induction over deroragi
were always on closed judgment such as evaluation, be idexcas a direct inductive def-
inition at the meta-level or gsog clauses used by the SL. In both cases, this judgment was
encoded without the use of hypothetical and parametricedds, and thus induction was
overclosedterms, although we essentially used case analysis on opes. teducting over
open terms and hypothetical judgments is a challenge trgtdguired major theoretical
work [43,103]. Statements have to be generalized to nortyecomtexts, and these contexts
have to be of a certain form, which must enforce the properguestion. In [37] we showed
how to accomplish this in Hybrid with only a surprisingly rimimal amount of additional in-
frastructure: we can use thé\R constructor to encode free variables of OLs, and simply
add a definition fewvar) that provides the capability of creating a variable whisfreésh

in particular w.r.t. a context. We express the inductiondikipsis as a “context invariant,”
which is a property that must be preserved when adding a ff@séble to the context. The
general infrastructure we build is designed so that it Eightforward to express context in-
variants and prove that they are preserved when addinglaveggble. Very little overhead

is required, namely a small library of simple lemmas, whesgeasoning about substitu-
tion or a-conversion is needed as in first-order approaches. Yeetwsoning power of the
system and the class of properties that can be proved idisantly increased.

7 Conclusions and Future Work

We have presented a multi-level architecture that allovasoring about objects encoded
using HOAS in well-known systems such as Isabelle/HOL and tat implement well-
understood logics. The support for reasoning includesatioin and co-induction as well as
various forms of automation available in such systems sadadaical-style reasoning and
decision procedures. We have presented several examglssusg, including an arguably
innovative case study. As we have demonstrated, there aadetyof advantages of this
kind of approach:

— It is possible to replicate in a well-understood and intBvacsetting the style of proof
used in systems such B&c designed specially for reasoning using higher-order encod
ings. The reasoning can be done in such a way that theorermsasisubject reduction
proofs are proven without “technical” lemmas foreign to thathematics of the prob-
lem.

— Results about the intermediate layer of specification Bgach as cut elimination, are
proven once and for all; in fact it is possible to work withfdient specification logics
without changing the infrastructure.

— Itis possible to use this architecture as a way of “fast gypiog” HOAS logical frame-
works since we can quickly implement and experiment withtampitally interesting SL,
rather than building a new system from scratch.
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Since our architecture is based on a very small set of thetnet definitionally builds
an HOAS meta-language on top of a standard proof-assistasiallows us to do without
any axiomatic assumptions, in particular freeness of HO&/&tuctors and extensionality
properties at higher-order types, which in our setting ane theorems. Furthermore, we
have shown that mixing of meta-level and OL specificationkenmoofs more easily mech-
anizable. Finally, by the simple reason that the Hybrid esyssits on top of Isabelle/HOL
or Coq, we benefit from the higher degree of automation ofatter

Some of our current and future work will concentrate on treefcal side, such as con-
tinuing the development and the testing of the new infrastine to which we have referred
as Hybrid 02 (see Section 6.5 and [80]), especially to exploit the neatuies offered by
Isabelle/HOL 2010. Further, we envisage developing a mgekamilar in spirit to Urban’s
nominal datatype package for Isabelle/HOL [85]. For Hypsdch a package would auto-
matically supply a variety of support from a user specifmatbf an OL, such as validity
predicates likasterm, a series of theorems expressing freeness of the consswafteuch
a type including injectivity and clash theorems, and an atidn principle on the shape of
expressions analogous to MC-Theorem 6. To work at two legelsh a package would in-
clude a number of pre-compiled SLs (including cut-elimioafproofs and other properties)
as well as some lightweight tactics to help with two-levdkenence. Ideally, the output of
the package could be in itself generated by a tool suchTas( [108]) so as to exploit the
tool's capabilities of supporting work on large programgilanguage definitions, where
“the scale makes it hard to keep a definition internally cstesit, and hard to keep a tight
correspondence between a definition and implementatiopsit

We clearly need to explore how general our techniques fardtidn over open terms
[37] are, both by attempting other typical case studies sscthe POPLMark challenge or
the Church-Rosser theorem, as well as analyzing the re&itip with theoretical counter-
part such as the regular world assumptions and contextiamtarin Abella. This may also
have the benefit of a better understanding and “populavizatf proofs in those less known
frameworks. In Twelf, in particular, much of the work in ctmgting proofs is currently
handled by an external check for properties such as teriminahd coverage [92, 106]. We
are investigating Hybrid as the target of a sort of “complait of such proofs into the well-
understood higher-order logic of Isabelle/HOL. More irpttecomparisons with nominal
logic ideas such as freshness and the Gabbay-Pitts quaatiielso in order. In fact, any
concrete representation of bound variables does not fitwitll HOAS, where the former
have no independent identities. However, there are rel@@plications €.g, mismatch in
the r-calculus, see [22] for other examples) where names of bwaridbles do matter.
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