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The FOLE Table

Robert E. Kent

Ontologos

Abstract. This paper discusses the representation of ontologies in the
first-order logical environment FOLE (Kent [13]). An ontology defines the
primitives with which to model the knowledge resources for a community
of discourse (Gruber [7]). These primitives, consisting of classes, relation-
ships and properties, are represented by the entity-relationship-attribute
ERA data model (Chen [2]). An ontology uses formal axioms to constrain
the interpretation of these primitives. In short, an ontology specifies a
logical theory. A series of three papers provide a rigorous mathematical
representation for the ERA data model in particular, and ontologies in
general, within the first-order logical environment FOLE. The first two
papers, which provide a foundation and superstructure for FOLE, repre-
sent the formalism and semantics of (many-sorted) first-order logic in a
classification form corresponding to ideas discussed in the Information
Flow Framework (IFF [26]). The third paper (Kent [16]) will define an
interpretation of FOLE in terms of the transformational passage, first de-
scribed in Kent [13], from the classification form of first-order logic to
an equivalent interpretation form, thereby defining the formalism and
semantics of first-order logical/relational database systems. Two papers
will provide a precise mathematical basis for FOLE interpretation: the
current paper develops the notion of a FOLE relational table following
the relational model (Codd [3]), and a follow-up paper will develop the
notion of a FOLE relational database. Both of these papers expand on
material found in the paper (Kent [12]). Although the classification form
(and FOLE itself) follow the entity-relationship-attribute data model of
Chen, the interpretation form incorporates the relational data model of
Codd. In general, the FOLE representation uses a conceptual structures
approach, that is completely compatible with formal concept analysis
(Ganter and Wille [4]) and information flow (Barwise and Seligman [IJ).
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1 Introduction

1.1 Philosophy.

The relational model is an approach to information management using the se-
mantics and formalism of first-order predicate logic. I The first-order logical
environment FOLE is a framework for defining the semantics and formalism of
logic and databases in an integrated and coherent fashion. Hence, the relational
model for information management can be framed in terms of the first-order
logical environment FOLE.

1.2 Background

The author’s “Systems Consequence” paper (Kent [I1]) is a very general theory
and methodology for specification and inter-operation of systems of informa-
tion resources. The generality comes from the fact that it is independent of the
logical /semantic system (institution) being used. This is a wide-ranging theory,
based upon ideas from information flow (Barwise and Seligman [I]), formal con-
cept analysis (Wille and Ganter et al [4]), the theory of institutions (Goguen
et al [6]), and the lattice of theories notion (Sowa [21])), for the integration of
both formal and semantic systems independent of logical environment. In or-
der to better understand the motivations of that paper and to be able more
readily to apply its concepts, in the future it will be important to study system
consequence in various particular logical/semantic systems. This paper aims to
do just that for the logical/semantic system of relational databases. The paper,
which was inspired by and which extends a recent set of papers on the theory of
relational database systems (Spivak [22],]23]), is linked with work on the Infor-
mation Flow Framework (IFF [26]) connected with the ontology standards effort
(SUO), since relational databases naturally embed into first order logic. We of-
fer both an intuitive and a technical discussion. Corresponding to the notions
of primary and foreign keys, relational database semantics takes two forms: a
distinguished form where entities are distinguished from relations, and a unified
form where relations and entities coincide. The distinguished form corresponds to
the theory presented in the paper (Spivak [22]). We extend Spivak’s treatment of
tables from the static case of a single entity classification (type specification) to
the dynamic case of classifications varying along infomorphisms. Our treatment
of relational databases as diagrams of tables differs from Spivak’s sheaf theory
of databases. The unified form, a special case of the distinguished form, corre-
sponds to the theory presented in the paper (Spivak [23])). The unified form has
a graphical presentation, which corresponds to the sketch theory of databases
(Johnson and Rosebrugh [8]) and the resource description framework (RDF).
This paper, which is the first step to connect relational databases with system
consequence, is concerned with the semantics of relational databases. A later
paper will discuss various formalisms of relational databases, such as relational
algebra and first order logic.

! “The relational model for database management : version 2” by E.F. Codd [3].
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1.3 Architecture.

The FOLE architecture, as briefly pictured in Figlll and
more completely in Fig.1 in the preface of [19], consists
of four nodes divided into two branches. The classification
form of FOLE (left hand side of Fig.[l) consists of “The

FOLE Foundation” at the bottom and “The FOLE Super- OI==0
structure” at the top. The interpretation form of FOLE ‘ ‘
(right hand side of Figlll) consists of “The FOLE Table” @) [
at the bottom and “The FOLE Database” at the top. The architecture

equivalence between the classification form and the inter- Fig.1. FOLE

pretation form is define in the paper “FOLE Equivalence”
[19]. The current paper is concerned with the FOLE table
concept.

1.4 Overview

Section 2 provides material on the basic structures underpinning the FOLE table
concept: signatures, type domains and signed domains. Section B describes our
representation for the table concept by defining the multi-path fibered context
of tables [ (illustrated in Thl. [I¥] of § BH) Bl
signature S Tbl(S) o/ \o Tbl(A)
type domain A . ~
signed domain (S, A)

Tbl. [I§] (simplified) .
TbI(S, A)
— one fibered path goes directly via signed domains (§ B2), while two other
paths go indirectly via signatures (§ B3)) and type domains (§ B4]). Section Hl
uses properties of comma contexts and the Grothendieck construction to prove
that the various (sub)contexts of FOLE tables are complete (joins exist) and
cocomplete (unions exist). Table [ lists the figures and tables in this paper.

2 The original discussion of FOLE (Kent [I3]) took place within the knowledge repre-
sentation community, where the term category is defined to be a division within a
system of classification or a mode of existence. Hence following (Kent [I3]), we use
“mathematical context” (Goguen [5]) for the mathematical term “category”, “pas-
sage” for the term “functor”, and “bridge” for the term “natural transformation”.
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|§lT3] Fig. [0l : FOLE Architecture | |m Tbl. [ : Figures & Tables
2.1 Fig.[2l : FOLE Table Basics §2.2 Tbl.[2 : Sort List/Subset Reflection
22 Fig.[B : List Morphism §2531 Tbl.[3 : Tuple Functions
F%g. : Tuple Br%dge: Signature ) 3.2 Tbl. @ : Reflection: Signed Domain
ng' : Tuple B“dg?: Type D(.mlaTn 3311 Thl. : Reflection: Signature
£53 Fig. : Tuple Function Factorization 4T TbL B : Reflection: Type Domain
311 Fig.[d : FOLE Table 3.5 Tbl.[7 : Grothendieck Constructions
Fig. B : FOLE Table Morphism 4.2 Tbl.[§] : Complete/Cocomplete Contexts |
Fig.[@ : FOLE Table Mathematical Context | ToLE . L o — < L |
§3.21 Fig.[I0: Table Morphism: Signed Domain §5.11 . : Lemmas, Propositions eorems
3311 Fig.[[I: S-Table Morphism
§3.32] Fig.[[2: Table Fiber Passage Factorization
Fig.[[3]: Table Morphism: Signature
§3.41] Fig.[Id: A-Table Morphism
§3.42] Fig.[I5l: Table Fiber Adjunction Factorization
Fig.[I6]: Table Morphism: Type Domain
Fig.[I7: Indexed Adjunction of Tables
3.5l Fig.[I8]: The Fibered Hierarchy of FOLE Tables
|§Hl Fig.[[@: Binary Join |
|§Q] Fig.[20]: FOLE Papers: Sequence & Dcpcndcncy|

Table 1. Figures and Tables
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2 Table Basics

2.1 Overview

A table in the relational model is represented as an array, organized into rows
and columns. The rows are called the tuples (records) of the table, whereas the
columns are called the attributes of the table. The rows are indexed by keys.
Both rows and columns are unordered; instead of indexing headers and tuples
as n-tuples, the FOLE approach uses attribute names for tuples (as advocated by
Codd [3]). In the relational model, all components can be resolved into sets and
functions.

attribute
—_———

key{ } tuple

table
signature
1
I —x 1 L2 List(x)
siﬁedﬁ =a A D FList(A4)
domain type
domain
Y List(Y)

“ A FOLE table 7 = (K,t¢,D) (defined in §37)
consists of a signed domain D, with a key
set K and tuple map K 5N tup 4(I,s) =
ethist(A) (I, 8).

Fig. 2. FOLE Table Basics

3 The relational data model is based upon the context Set of sets and functions.
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2.2 Signatures

A signature, which represents the header of a relational table, provides typing
for the tuples permitted in the table. A

Fibers. Let X be a sort set. The fiber mathematical context of X-signatures is
the comma context
List(X) = List(X) = (Set | X)

associated with the sort set (constant passage) 1 X, Set. It has the index
and trivial projection passages Set ndx List(X) 25 1 and the defining
bridge ind x =2= A o X. An List(X)-object S = (I, s), called an X-signature
(header), consists of an indexing set (arity) I and a map I - X from I to
the set of sorts X. An List(X)-morphism &’ = (I’ s') UN (I,s) = 8§ is an arity

function I’ 2% I that preserves signatures by satisfying the naturality condition
h-s=4¢".

Fibered Context. The fibered context of signatures is the comma context

List = (Set 1 Set).

It has index and set projection passages Set T Tist 22 Set and the
defining bridge arity == sort. A List-object (signature, sort list) (I, s, X)

consists of a sort set X and an X-signature (I, s). A List-morphism (signature
h, . .
morphism) (Io, s2, X5) ﬂ> (I1,s1,X1) consists of a sort function Xs EN X1

and an arity function I LN I satisfying the naturality condition h-s; = s f.
This condition gives two alternate and adjoint definitions. In terms of fibers, a

I : fh I
5=
)/§2 f I

Xo

X1

Fig. 3. List Morphism

signature morphism consists of a sort function Xs ENS'e 1 and either a morphism

(I, $2) LN f*(I,5s) in the fiber context List(X3) or a morphism 3= (12, 52) LN
(I, s) in the fiber context List(X}).
Silays2) == (s)) 2 (Ia,82) = (11, 51) 1)
in List(X1) in List(X2)
4 The use of lists for signatures (and tuples) follows Codd’s recommendation to use
attribute names to index the tuples of a relation instead of a numerical ordering.
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The X;-signature morphism 3 ;(/2, 52) N (I, $1) is the composition (Fig.B]) of
the fiber morphism 3¢ ((IQ, S2) LN f (1, 51)) with the (I, s1) ™ counit compo-
nent 3=y (f*([l, 51)) L (I, s1) for the fiber adjunction List(X3) <Zhjt(f)

This fiber adjunction (top part of Thl. ) is a component of the sort indexed

adjunction of signatures Set st Adj.

f
Zf X2 e X1
List(X2) _— " List(Xy) sy AT ATy
= (Set|X2) = (Set|X1) EP Fi A Vg
Iy imx, Jincx,, imx; dincx,
imx, nex, mx, nex, inch o f* = f*1 o incx2
3 incX2onf:VfoincX1
- . .
., Srotmx, imx, o3y
pXo —f— pXi o iman = im0 f1
Xy Zimx, of
v

Table 2. Sort List/Subset Reflection

sort

Theorem 1. The fibered context of signatures List —— Set s the Grothendieck

construction of the sort indexed adjunction of signatures Set st Adj. &

2.3 Type Domains

A type domain, which constrains the body of a relational table, is an indexed
collection of data types from which a table’s tuples are chosen.

Fiber. Let X be a sort set. The fiber mathematical context of X-sorted type
domains[d is the context Cls(X) described as follows. An X-sorted type domain

5 A fibration (fibered context over B) (nLab [27]) is a passage E L, B such that the
fibers Eg = P~ (B) depend (contravariantly) pseudofunctorially on B € B. Dually,
in an opfibration the dependence is covariant. There is an equivalence of 2-contexts

[ :[B°,Cxt] +— Fib(B)

between the 2-context Fib(B) of fibrations over B and the 2-context [B°P, Cxt]
of contravariant pseudo-passages from B to Cxt, also called B-indexed contexts.
The construction [ : [B°?, Cxt] — Fib(B) : F — [F of a fibered context from an
indexed context is called the Grothendieck construction. We say that fibered context
f F is the oplax sum of indexed context F'. §|E| has a more detailed discussion of
fibered contexts.

In the ERA data model (Kent [I4]), attributes are represented by a typed domain
consisting of a collection of data types. In FOLE, a typed domain is represented by an

) List(X).
15
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A = (X,Y,}=4) consists of a data value set Y and a classification relation =4
C X xY; hence, a data-type collection {A, CY |z € X}, with each sort x € X
indexing the data-type ext4(z) = A,. An X-sorted type domain morphism is

1x ¢
an infomorphism A4, % Ay satisfying g(y1) =a, = iff y1 FEa, x for each

sort x € X and data value y; € Y7; hence, consisting of a data value function
Y, <& Yy satisfying g(y1) € Az, for each sort z € X and each value y; € Aj 4;
thus, defining the restrictions {As ; P A, |z € X}E

Fibered Context. The fibered context of type domains Cls 2o, Set is described
as follows. A type domain A = (XY, E4) is a classification; and hence consists
of a sort set sort(A) = X and an X-sorted type domain A = (X, Y, E4). A type
domain morphism A, & Aj is an infomophism consisting of a sort function

X5 %) X1 and a data value function Y, & Y1 that satisfy the infomorphism
sort(f,g

condition g(y1) Fa, z2 iff y1 E4, f(x2) for any source sort z2 € Xo and target
data value y; € Y;. This condition gives an alternate definition. In terms of fibers,

a type domain morphism consists of a sort function X5 L> X, and a morphism

As ;ﬂ f71(A1) in the fiber context Cls(X5).

Xs X1

|:A2 \:ffl(Al) |:A1

Y

Y1

attribute classification A = (X, Y, =) consisting of a set of attribute types (sorts)
X, aset of attribute instances (data values) Y and an attribute classification relation
Ea4 C X xY. For each sort (attribute type) = € X, the data domain of that type is

the A-extent A, = exta(z) = {y € Y | y Fa z}. The passage X oA, pY maps
a sort x € X to its data domain (A-extent) A, C Y. The attribute list classification
List(A) = (List(X), List(Y"), =List(4)) has X-signatures as types and Y-tuples as
instances, with classification by common arity and universal A-classification: a Y-
tuple (J,t) is classified by an X-signature (I,s) when J = I and t; =4 si for all
keJ=1I

" More generally, let Az “:w A1 be any infomorphism. The condition g(y1) FE4,

xo iff 11 =4, f(x2) is equivalent to the abstraction g7 (ext 4, (x2)) = ext 4, (f(z2)).
Hence, there is a function ext 4, (z2) gz ext 4, (f(z2)) that is a restriction of the
instance function Y> & Y.
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For any sort function X5 ER X, there is a type domain fiber passageﬁ

Cls(X3) ) Cls(X1) : Ay — f71(Ay). This fiber passage is a component of

the sort indexed context of type domains Set°? by Cxt: X Cls(X).

sort

Theorem 2. The fibered context of type domains (a fibration) Cls — Set

is the Grothendieck construction of the sort indexed context of type domains
cls

Set®® — Cxt 5

2.4 Signed Domains
A signed domain represents both the header and the body of a relational table.

Signed Domains. Signed domains are a fundamental component used in the
definition of database tables and in the database interpretation of FOLE. Signed
domains are used to denote the valid tuples for a database header (signature).
A signed (headed/typed) domain D = (I, s,.A) consists of a type domain
A= (XY, }=4) with sort set X and a signature (database header) (I, s, X).[ A

signed domain morphism Dy = (I3, $2,.A2) M (I, s1, A1) = D1 consists of a
h
signature morphism (/s, s2, X2) ﬂ> (I1, 51, X1) and a type domain morphism

Ao @ A; with a common sort function X5 i) X1. Hence, the mathematical

context of signed domains Dom is the comma context

Set <™ Dom = (Seti sort) data, Cls

associated with the sort passage Cls 29", Set. There is a sign mediating passage
Dom 2% List : (I, s, A) — (I,s,X).

From a different point-of-view, a signed domain D = (§,.A) consists of a
signature S = (I, s,X) and a type domain A = (X,Y, =4) with common sort

set X, and a signed domain morphism (S, As) to), (81, A1) consists of a

. . h, . . e
signature morphism S ﬂ> S1 and a type domain morphism As ﬁﬂ A1

with common sort function X i> X1. Hence, Dom can also be defined as the
fibered product

List <" Dom = List xse;Cls “*“ Cls,

sort

for the opspan of passages List 20, Set <7 Cls.

8 For any sort function X5 ER X1, there is an inverse image fiber passage Cls(X2) <f—71
Cls(X1) : f7' (A1) <+ Ay, where y1 =p-104,) @2 Hf y1 =4, f(z2) for any source
sort 22 € X and target data value y1 € Y1; or in terms of data types, f~' (A1) =
{7 Ay | 22€ Xa} = {A1(ay) | 22 € X2}

9 Signed domains were called semidesignations in “Database Semantics” [12]. Indeed, a
signed domain (I, s, A) is a list designation ((I, s),0) : 10 =% List(A) from the trivial

entity classification 10 = (1,0, =10) with element signature map 1 AL, List(X)

and empty tuple map () 9, List(Y).
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it
Set Pt Dom = (Set\LSO’r*t)d—am> Cls
1 sign sort
Set «——— List = (Set¢Set)—> Set
arity sort

Definition 1. There is a tuple passage tup : Dom°? — Set.

Proof. The tuple passage Dom®P P, Set maps a signed domain (I, s, A) to its

set of tuples tup(I, s, A),[[d and maps a signed domain morphism (I, so, As) RCHEN
(I, s1,.A1) to its tuple function tup(lz, sz, A2) (:Zp)()h,(?;z) : tup (I, 51, A1):

N (g
or visually, (-~ g(tney)) -+~ li2 € 12) <= (---tiy -+ i1 € I1). -

2.5 Inclusion/Tuple Bridges

2.5.1 Signatures. Let & = (I,s,X) be a signature. There is an inclusion

passage Cls(X) ¢, Dom that maps an X-sorted type domain A = (X, Y, =)
to the signed domain ([, s,.4) and maps an X-sorted type domain morphism

1x,
Ay = (X, Y2, FEa,) % (X,Y1,FA4,) = Ay to the signed domain morphism

(I,s,As) Mrlx9), (I,s,A;). Composition of the inclusion passage with the
signed domain tuple passage (Def. [I)) gives a signature tuple passage

Cls(X)? —75; Set.

incg o tup
which maps an X-sorted type domain A = (XY, = 4) to the tuple set tup(S, A) =
tup(I,s, A) = tups(Y, E4) and maps an X-sorted type domain morphism (in-
1x,
fomorphism) Az = (X, Y2, =4,) % (X, Y1, Ea,) = A to the tuple function

associated with g: tupg(Ya, E.a,) <tlzp)—5(g) tup (Y1, =4, ); or visually,

)

(ogty) - |i€D) < (- ty-e-iel). [

10 This important concept can intuitively be regarded as the set of legal tuples under
the database header S = (I, s, X). It is define to be the extent in the list type do-
main List(A): tup(l,s, A) = extrisa)(l,s) = {(J,t) € List(Y) | (J,t) Frist(a)
(I,s)}. Various notations are used for this concept depending upon circumstance:
tup(S,A) = tup(l,s, A) in §RZABL = tup,(S) = tup4(I,s) in §ZE2ABL =

L tups(A) = tupg (Y, Ea) in §25T133] .

The tuple passage tupg : Cls(X)°® — Set maps an X-sorted type domain A =
(X,Y,}=4) to the tuple set tupg(A) = tup4(I,s) = [],c; Ass) and maps an X-

Ix, ~ .
sorted type domain morphism A LS SN A to the tuple function

tups (9)=(-)-g =
tupA(I,s) = HiEI As(i) < l_[S 9o Hie] As(i) = tupx(I,s),
iel 9s(i

a restriction of the tuple function List(Y) <H;;(g) List(Y).

g9
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h,
Let Sy ﬂ> Sy be a signature morphism. There is an inclusion bridge

FLloincs, ==L inc, (illustrated below right).

12 . I
=
52 {Sl ClS X2 <— ClS X1)
X f X1 ‘(h )
10 | ‘ incs, incs,
1 =Ao =Aq
v = v Dom

For any target type domain A; = (X,Y7,|=4,) € Cls(X1), the signed domain
morphism

)

. _ ten, gy (A1)
incs, (f71 (A1) —= ines, (A1)
(h,fily)

is illustrated above left. This is natural in type domain. Hence, there is an
inclusion passage List —— (Cxt I Dom) v Composition of the inclusion bridge
f~loincs, LT/ incs, with the signeated above leftd domain tuple passage
(Def. [)) gives a signature tuple bridge (Fig. @)

— T(h . — . t(h, .
f 1P tups, <*<——f>~ tupg, = (f o INCS, % 'mcsl)Op o tup.
———— g0 e —
incg o tup incg o tup

(2)
For any target type domain A; = (X, Y1, [=4,) € Cls(X;), the A{®-component
of the signature tuple bridge is the tuple function 74 7, (A1) = h-(-) : tupg, (A1) =
tup 1, 54y = D, o, o104,y = tups,(fT1(A1)). This is natural in signa-

ture. Hence, there is a tuple passage List tup, (Cxt T Set) P

(F-Yyep

s(X. °p<— Cls(X1)°
P

2
T(h, f)
tups, tup s,

Fig. 4. Tuple Bridge: Signature

2.5.2 Type Domains. Let A = (X,Y,=4) be a type domain. There is an

inca

inclusion passage List(X) —= Dom that maps an X-signature (I, s) to the

signed domain (I, s, A) and maps an X-signature morphism (Is, s2) UN (I, s1)

(h,1x,1y)
it A4

to the signed domain morphism (Is, s2,.A) (I, s1, A). Composition of
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the inclusion passage with the signed domain tuple passage (Def.[I]) gives a type
domain tuple passage

tup g =extyise(A)
%

List(X)°P Set,

op
incy o tup

which maps an X-signature (1, s) to the tuple set (its List(A)-extent) tup ; , 1 =
tup 4(I,s) and maps an X-signature morphism (Io, s2) LN (I1, 1) to the tuple

function associated with h: tup 4(I2, s2) <p+()h) tup 4(I1, s1); or visually,

(o thiiy) - |2 €d2) = (- oty -+ i1 € I1).

levo: Let A2 A1 be a type domain morphism.
i ! L
F (I, s1) 5 - Jsl List(X '* List(X1)
X5 ! X1 ‘(f 9)
nca, inca,
A, =a,

g Dom

Ys Y;

There is an inclusion bridge f*o inc4, =9y ine 4, (illustrated above
right). For any target signature (I1, s1) € List(X7), the signed domain mor-
phism
. ity (I1,51)
mncy, (f*(Il, 81)) W
o9

is define by pullback (illustrated above left). This is natural in signature.

inca, (I, s1)

Hence, there is an inclusion passage Cls e, (Cxt UDom)OP. Composi-
tion of the inclusion bridge f* o inc .4, D, inc 4, with the signed domain

tuple passage (Def[l]) gives a type domain tuple bridge (left-side Fig. M)

(f.9)

. £,
F P tup 4, % tup 4, = (f o incu, i——gl> 'anAl)Op o tup.
— e Y(f,9)° P
inc’ o tu; o inc’ o tu;
Ag D Ay P

(3)

2 For any Xj-signature morphism (I7,s}) LN (I1,s1) with inverse image Xo-

“(n .
signature morphism (1], ;) EMGN (I1,81) we have the commutative diagram

Us,gy(T1,81) - inca, (h) = incay (f(h)) - iip,g) (I1, 51).
3 For any context C, the “super-comma” context (Cxti}C) is defined [20] as follows:

(1) an object is a C-diagram (I, D) with indexing context I and passage I EEN C;
(2) a morphism is a C-diagram morphism (I, D) (e, (I, D) with indexing
passage I i) I, and bridge D> <= F o D;.
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For any target signature (/1,s1) € List(X1), the tuple function 7 (1, s1) =
f()g: tup 4, (I1,51) — tup 4, (f*(I1, s1)) is define by pullback (illustrated
above left). This is natural in signature. Hence, there is a tuple passage

Cls 2, (Cxt 1 Set) ™.

dextro: Let A, j:g Aj be a type domain morphism.

12 12
{ s2 { sz f List (X f List(X1)
X2 f Xl f J)
zncA2 lnCAl
=aqy Fa,
g Dom
Yo Y

£(f,g . .
There is an inclusion bridge inca, Loy 5 g oincy, (illustrated above

right). For any source signature (2, s2) € List(X32), the signed domain mor-
phism

/110y (T2,
inca,(Iz, $2) % inca, (X512, 52))
15,59
is define by composition (illustrated above 1eft). This is natural in signature.

Hence, there is an inclusion passage Cls i7lc—> (Cxt T Dom) Composition of

the inclusion bridge inc 4, MSIN S 0 tnc 4, with the signed domain tuple
passage (Defll]) gives a type domain tuple bridge (right-side Fig. [

s . &y, .
tup 4, 401):9) Z?p o tup 4, = (chA2 SN 0 'chl)Opo tup.
P S AR
—op 7 (f.9) b P
incy, o tup incy, o tup

For any source signature (I, s2) € List(X2), the tuple function 7 oy (I2, s2) =

(-) - g : tup 4, (=4 (I2,82)) — tup 4,(I2,s2) is define by composition (illus-

trated above left). This is natural in signature. Hence, there is a tuple passage
tup

Cls — (Cxt | Set).



The FOLE Table 15

Lemma 1. There are natural isomorphisms

Lfa) . . U(f.g .
T 0 inca, FEEE nca, = inca, [ f*oinca,

with i(7.g) = (1f 0 inca,) o (Syol(rg) andifgg = (f* 0 iir.q) ® (65 0 inca,);
and

+op “(f.9) ~ T(f.9) op
f o tupA2 <Op: tupA1 = tupA2 — POV tupA1
L<fyg>0 tup L<f1g>0 tup

with 7(7,g) = (€57 0 tup 4,) @ (f*7 0 H.g)) and Fj.gy = (S5 0 T1.9)) @ (0" © tup y,)-

levo dextro
. fr . . Ty .
List(X2) <—— List(X1) List(X2) — List(X1)
Uf.q) {f.g)
ncA, NCA; ncA, necA,
Dom Dom
; *\op (Zf)op
List(X5)°? «<—— List(X;)°P List(X5)°®? —— List(X;)°P
7(f.9) T(f.9)
tupA2 < tupA1 tupA2 tupA1
Set Set

Fig. 5. Tuple Bridge: Type Domain

levo dextro

Tt fre tup 4, = tup 4, T(f,g) : tUP 4, <= Z;p o tup 4,

Firgy = (€7 otup 4, ) @ (f*P o Tisg))  Tirg) = (SF° 0 Tir.0)) @ (07" 0 tup 4,)

,G,m, . . . . ..
4 For adjunction As M A with left adjoint As L A1, right adjoint Ao <£ A,

unit Ia, . F o G and counit G o F = 1a,, there is an natural isomorphism

FodA, <% Ay = A, <2 Go A

with ¢ = (no A2) e (Fod) and & = (God) e (0 A1).



16 Robert E. Kent

Proposition 1. There are inclusion/tuple passages from the context of type do-
mains to the lax comma context of adjointly connected presheaves:

Cls % (Adj{ Dom)
Cls*® ™, (Adj 1 Set)
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2.5.3 Tuple Function Factorization In § 25 we composed with the signed
domain tuple passage (Def. [0 to define the tuple passage and bridge for both
signatures and type domains. Here, we factor components of the signed domain
tuple passage in terms of components of these defined notions.

Lemma 2. For any signed domain morphism (I, so, As) MR (I, s1, A1),
the tuple function tup 4,(I2,s2) tup(h.f,9)
o (Fig. [A left side) in terms of the signature tuple bridge of §2.511 (Fig. [4))

(used in the table fiber passage along a signature morphism).

tup 4, (I1, 1) has two factorizations:

o (Fig.[8 right side) in terms of the type domain tuple bridges of §2.5.2 (Fig.[3)

(used in the table fiber adjoint passages along a type domain morphism,).

tupg, (Az) tup 4, (I2,82)  Fip.0) (T2, s2) tup 4 (S4(12, 82))
= exlyist(Aq) ([2,52) = exlyist(Ay)(I2,52) = (-)-g = extrist(ay)T1,51)

t t h t h
Zp‘?_?)(_g; tup(h, f,9) ip“‘}f.((_; tup(h, f, g) :up;:_l((_))
= (h-(-)) - (()-g B = (h-(-)) - (()-g
tups, (' (A1)  _riupn(A)  tupg (Ar) tup 4, (f*(11,51)) Fir.90 U1 51) tup 4, (11, 81)
=ertpier-1(a ) 252) = h-(5) = ertrise(a;)(T151) = ertpist(ag) (f*(I1:51) = f.(-) - g = emtList(ay)(T1:51)
signature type domain
Fig. 6. Tuple Function Factorization
Proof. We prove the type domain case (Fig. [f]left side).
h
For any target signature (Ii,s1) € (Set!Xy), if I V=4 I,
(I2,82) = f*(I1,s1) is its substitution signature (de- 2 \szf/g(Tlv’sl s
fined by pullback), the tuple function 7s gy (I1,51) : Kool f
tup 4, (I1,51) = tup 4, (f*(I1,51)) (Fig.B) maps a tar- ¢, Xo X1 |y
get tuple t1 € tup(Si) = tupAl(Il,s1) to the inter- B it B
mediate tuple {; = f -1, -g € tup 4, (f1,§1)7 where - -
f= 5{11 o1) is the (I, s1>th-comp0nent of the counit e’ ng Yi
(Tp 4 f5)

of the signature fiber adjunction List(X2) ——— List(X1). Signature preservation,
s2 - f = h-s1 means that Xo &2 I l) 1, is a span of the opspan X» i) X1 Vi I:. Let
I N I> be the AmedAiating function, so that (fu 1x,) : <12782>A — (f27§2> is a signature
morphism and h - f = h. Then the tuple function tup 4, (h) : tup 4, (f*(I1,51)) —
tup 4, (12, 52) maps the intermediate tuple € tup 4, (fl7 31) to the source tuple t2 =
h-te tup 4, (12, s2). Since pullbacks compose, this is functorial. |
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signed domain morphism
h,f,
(I2, X2, A2) Atoad, (I, X1, A1)
tup(h, f,
tupA2 (12,52) % tupAl (11,51)
()9

signature morphism

Sa (hy f) Sa

— tuple bridge —
Tngy ¢ (FTH)Po tup s, < tups,

_ T h,f (Al)
tups, (f 1 (Ar)) L

t
h o) UP sy (A1)

type domain morphism

As (f,9) A

— levo tuple bridge —
Tir,gy  (FF)P o tup 4, < tup 4,

(fog) T1551)
PRACAL Y

tup 4, (f*(I1,51)) tup 4, (I, s1)

— dextro tuple bridge —
T(frg) tup 4, < Z?p o tup 4,
T(f,9) 2:52)

tupA2(Ig,52) o9

tup 4, (25 (12, s2))

Table 3. Tuple Functions
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3 Table Hierarchy

The relational table is the basic concept in the relational model for databases.

3.1 FOLE Tables

Tables. A table (database relation) 7 = (D, K, t) consists of a signed domain D,

a set K of (primary) keys and a tuple function K SN tup(D) mapping keys to D-
tuples. 12 Equivalently, it is an object in the comma context (Set 4 tup) defined

by the tuple passage Dom°? TP Set (Def. M of §24). A precise description of
the FOLE Table is given in Fig. [

T =(K,t,D)
D = (S, A)
K;tupA(I,s)
t(k) = (I, t), I 225y K k| oot
tr,i € As;

Fig. 7. FOLE Table

Hence, a table T = (S, A, K, t) consists of a signature S = (I, s, X) and type
domain A = (X,Y,[=4) that share a common sort set X, a key set K, and a
tuple function K % tup(D) = tup 4(I,s). Three alternate expressions are as
follows.

signed domain: Given a signed domain D = (S, A), a table T = (K, t) consists

of a set K of keys and a tuple function K SN tup (D). Hence, a table is an
object in the fiber context Tbl(D). (See §8.21)

signature: Given a signature S = (I, s, X), a table T = (A, K, t) consists of an
X-sorted type domain A = (X, Y, =4), a set K of keys, and a tuple function
K4 tup 4(I,s). Hence, a table is an object in the fiber context Tbl(S).
(See §3TL)

type domain: Given a type domain A = (X,Y,|=4), a table T = (S, K, t)
consists of an X-sorted signature S = (I, s, X), a set K of keys, and a tuple

function K tup 4(I,s). Hence, a table is an object in the fiber context

Tbl(A). (See §3.4.11)

!5 FOLE tables correspond to improper relations (Codd [3]), since they strictly violate
the property the “all rows are distinct from one another in content”. Proper rela-
tions correspond to FOLE relations (§ [A1]). One method for converting to the proper
relations of Codd, and thus getting an injective tuple function, is to incorporate
keys into their corresponding tuple by defining a key datatype. This was done in
Kent [15].
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k
Ko K defining g(y1) Fa, @2 iff y1 a4, f(22)
conditions sz f =h- sy
. . k-ta=t1-(h(-)((-)-9)
2 1

imply topy,iy [Fay s2(i2) M tig 4y Fay s1(i1)
tup(h, f, g) since tap, =h-tig, - g,
tup 4, (12, 52) «——tup 4 (11, 51) tany i = 9ty i)y $1(i1) = f(52(i2))
where k1 € K1,i2 € I, ko = k(k1) € Ka,i1 = h(iz) € I1

tup 4, (f* (11, 51))
t h 7 I, =f () wai
up 4, (h) tup(h,f}nﬁg)( Ls)=F()-g thi ) (T1) <ty T
tup 4, (I, 82) ~—11"— tup 4, (I1,81) o
(')'9:*<f,g>(12x52)‘\ ,/tuPAl(h) T < ti; (Ta)"
tup 4, (2512, 52)) P B L2
h
-~ /\
h = h-e
IQ\EA /af}ﬁf/' I Iz Iy
52 A—IglJ S1 T2 7:2:8212 T1 il:slil
t2(k2) . 1 tl(kl)
F2| ¢ =1
¥ g
Yoe——N
k-to t1 - tup(h, f, g)

t1 ~tupAl (h)'i-(f,g)(I?vSE)
= tl '%(f,g)(llxsl) . tupAz(h)

thl
2 A . * £,
(11,81, K1,t1-7(p gy (I1,51)) = (f (11,51),ZT'(f’g)(Il,sl)(Khh)) g (I1,s1,K1,t1)

Bl is.q) N «
(I2,82, K2,t2) 7" (512, 82), (T(s,q) (I2, 82))" (K2, t2))

This four-part figure illustrates the defining conditions on table morphisms.
It has been annotated to help guide the understanding. The condition is sym-
bolically stated in terms of set functions in the line of text just above. The top
left diagram illustrates the condition, and the bottom left diagram expands
on this. The top right diagram text is more detailed in terms of a source
row (tuple) k1 € K; and a target column (attribute) iz € I>. Here we see
appearance of the infomorphism condition

g(t1(k1);) Fay s2i, ME ti(k1);, Fay f(s2i5)-
Finally, the bottom right figure illustrates the meaning of the morphism’s

defining condition with respect to source/target tables 77 and T2.

Fig. 8. FOLE Table Morphism
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Table Morphisms. A table morphism (morphism of database relations)

h,f,g),k
To = (I, 82, Aa), Ko, t2) <28 (py g ALY, Koy t) = T2

h
consists of a signed domain morphism (/s s2,.43) % (I1,s1, A1) and a key

function Ko & K7, which satisfy the naturality condition k - t2 = t1 - tup(h, f, g).
Hence, a table morphism 73 = (Ss, A, K2, t2) Alok) (S1,A1,K1,t1) =Th

h
consists of a signature morphism Ay = (I3, s9, Xo) ﬂ (I1,s1,X1) = &1 and
. . 1 .
a type domain morphism A; = (X9,Ys, = 4,) % (X1, Y1,E4,) = Ay with
common sort function Xs i> X1, and a key function Ko &K 1, which satisfy
the naturality condition above.

Table morphisms are illustrated in Fig. 8l Here we see that table morphisms
have the pleasing property that corresponding entries in the source and target
tables satisfy the infomorphism condition from the theory of information flow
(Barwise and Seligman [I]). Composition of morphisms is defined component-
wise. Let

Set «*Y_ Th] = (Set + tup) ™ Dom®?
denote the comma context of tables (Fig.[) with the key/signed-domain projec-
tion passages. There is a defining tuple bridge key == dom o tup, whose T

component is the tuple function K EN tup(D). Composition yields signature/type-

domain projection passages List®® <2 Tbl data, CIs°P. We can have three

Thbl key data
\fom Set Tlol\i Cls°P
- om /
key Dom°P { sign Dom°P sort°P
%up r
1 List®® Set°P

Set sort°P

Fig. 9. FOLE Table Mathematical Context

indexing contexts for tables (above diagram): signatures List, type domains Cls
and signed domains Dom. Each has their uses: signature indexing follows the
true formal-semantics distinction, type domain indexing proves that the context
of tables is complete (§ E.2.2)) (and the fibers help explain database fibers), and
signed domain indexing proves that the context of tables is cocomplete (§ E2.T]).

16 Since the table tuple function embodies the entity /domain integrity constraints, this
condition on morphisms asserts the preservation of data integrity.



22 Robert E. Kent

Corresponding to this indexing (as illustrated in Fig. [I8]), there are two chains of
fiber contexts: fibers indexed by a signed domain D = (I, s, .A) are smallest, and
contained in either fibers indexed by a type domain A = (X,Y,}=4) or fibers
indexed by a signature S = (I, s, X).

Restatement: We now sharpen the definition for the the context of tables. This
will be useful for defining and working with relational databases. The fibered
context of tables is the comma mathematical context

Thl = (Set J tup)

for the opspan of passages Set 2, Set < Dom®. Tt has the key and signed
domain projection passages Set &Y bl 2™ Dom® and the defining tuple
bridge key == dom o tup such that for any span of passages Set Xr2

Dom®P; there is a bijection T — 7 = T o 7 between

e passages R L Thl satisfying T o key = K and T o dom = @, and
e bridges K == Q o tup.

By composition, there are also signature and classification projection passages
sign data

List°? +—— Tbl — CIs.

3.2 Signed Domain Indexing

In this section we show that the context of tables is a fibered context over signed
domains. We first define the table fiber for fixed signed domain. We next move
between table fibers along signed domain morphisms. Finally, we invoke the
Grothendieck construction indexed by signed domains.

Fiber Contexts (small-size). Let (I, s, A) be a fixed signed domain. The fiber
mathematical context of (I, s, A)-tables is the comma context

Tbl(I,s, A) = Tbla(I,s) = (Set | tup 4(I,s))

M) Set. It has the

associated with the tuple set (constant passage) 1
tup(I,s,A)

key 4 (I
key and trivial projection passages Set <ey“4—(’s) Tbl (1, s) 2. 1 and the

defining bridge key 4(I,s) RETCE)IGP tup 4(I,s). A Tbly(I,s)-object T =
(K,t), called an (I,s,A)-table, consists of a set K of (primary) keys and a
tuple function K AN tup 4(I,s) mapping each key to its descriptor A-tuple of
type (signature) (I,s). A Tbl(I,s)-morphism 7' = (K’ t') & (K,t) =T is

a key function K’ & K that preserves descriptors by satisfying the naturality
condition k - ¢/ = t.
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dom

Fibered Context (large-size). The fibered context of tables Thl1°? —— Dom
is defined as follows. We use the same definitions as in § 3.0l A Tbl-object T =
(I,s, A, K,t), called an table, consists of a signed domain dom(T) = (I,s,.A)

and an (I, s, A)-table (K, t). A Tbl-morphism Tz = (I3, $2, A2, Ka,t2) M

(I1, 81, A1, K1,t1) = Ty called an table morphism, consists of Morphism a signed
{h.1.9) (I, X1,A1) and a key function K» &

dom(h,f,g,k)

K satisfying the naturality condition k - to = t1 - tup(h, f,g). This condition

gives two alternate and adjoint definitions. In terms of fibers, an table mor-

domain morphism (I, X5, As)

k k
{ A { A
1
\ /1 tup(h, f, g9) t1 = to \ /
tup (h, f tup (h, f, 9
tup 127827./42 up .[17817./41) tup(127527A2 tup 117817./41
N———— N——
R Zhato0) (7'1) T T2 (hy f,9)" (7'2)7—1
—_—— —_—
Tbl([g,Sz,Az) Tbl([1781,./41)

Fig. 10. Table Morphism: Signed Domain

h
phism consists of a signed domain morphism (/o s2,.43) % (I, s1, A1) and

either a morphism 73 L X (h,f,9) (T1) in the fiber context Tbl(I3, s2,.A3) or a
morphism (h, f, g)"(72) & T1 in the fiber context Tbl(I1, s1,.A1).

T S () = (i f.g) (T) ¢ T "
in Tbl(I2, s2, Az) in Tbl(Iy, s1, A1)

The (I3, s2, As)-table morphism 73 &£ S(h,f,gy(T1) is the composition (RHS
of Fig. [[0) of the fiber morphism 5=, g ((h f,9)7(T2) & 7'1) with the T,
counit component T <= S (h.f.9) ((h £,9) " (T )) for the fiber adjunction

Z(h,f.9)
(h,f,g)*

Tbl(I2, s2, A2) Tbl(11, s1,.A1).

This fiber adjunction (top part of Tbl. M) is a component of the signed domain
indexed adjunction of tables Dom°? LN Adj.

dom

Theorem 3. The fibered context of tables Tbhl —— Dom®® is the Grothendieck
construction fDO of the signed domain indezed adjunction Dom®P LN Adj! Bl
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h,f,
(T2, Xa, Ag) D25 (1 0, Ay

tup(h,f,g)
tup 4, (12, s2) SRS tup 4, (I1, 51)

X(h.f.9)

Tbl 4, (12, s2 . Tbl4, (11, s1

N (1)

= (SetituPAz(Iz,Sz)) = (SetituPAl (11,51))
-
¢n, £,9)
iMAz(Ig,Sg) incA2(12,52) im.Al(Il;Sl) inCAl(Il,Sl)

In.5.9)

Rel, (12, s2) ) 1 Rely, (11, 51)
= ptup 4, (I2,52) f9) = ptup 4, (I1,51)
-

Y(n.1.9)

S(h,f.gy Vs f )T A T(n, 5,0

nfrgy A F,9) T AV g

ima, (I2, 82) 4 inca, (I2, 52), ima, (I1,51) 7 inca, (I, 51)
inca, (I2,s2) o (h, f,g)* = (h, f, gy to inca, (I, s1)
inca, (I1,s1) o1 hofigy = V(h,fig) © inca, (I2, s2)

Z(h,f,9) © tMay (T2, 52) = imay (I1,81) © I(n,1,g)

(h, f,9)* odma, (I, s1) = ima,(I2,82) o (h, f,g) "

small fibers — long distance

Table 4. Reflection: Signed Domain
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3.3 Signature Indexing

In this section we show that the context of tables is a fibered context over signa-
tures. We first define the table fiber for fixed signature. We next move between
table fibers along signature morphisms. Finally, we invoke the Grothendieck con-
struction indexed by signatures.

3.3.1 Lower Aspect. Let S = (I,s,X) be a fixed signature. For database
tables, the signature (header) S consists of a fixed sort set X and a fixed X-
signature (I, s). Here, we show that the context of S-tables Tb1(S) is fibered over
X-sorted type domains Tbl(S) datas, C1s (X)°P. We use the Grothendieck con-

struction fClS(X) on the indexed adjunction Cls(X) —=» sy Adj: A Thbls(A).

Fiber(ed) Contexts (medium-size). The fiber(ed) mathematical context of S-
tables is the comma context

data s

Set <5 TbI(S) = (Set | tups) =5 Cls(X)°

associated with the signature tuple passage Cls(X)°P & Set defined in
§ 2511 A Tbl(S)-object T = (A, K,t), called an S-table, consists of an X-
sorted type domain A = (XY, |=4) with data-type collection {A, | © € X},

a set K of (primary) keys and a tuple function K — tup 4(I,s) = [Licr Asqi
mapping each key to its descriptor A-tuple of type (signature) (I, s). A Tbl(S)-

morphism 7 = (A, K,t) Lok (A,K,1) = T consists of an X-sorted type

1x ¢
domain morphism 4 <X:q A and a key function K & K which satisfies the

condition k-t = t- tup s(9). In terms of fibers, an S-table morphism consists

k k
ST l ! )
K K = K
\ /? tup s (9) T = \ /
tups(9) ~ tup
tup s (A) u tup s (A) t'u,ps ol tUPs
N—— — — W—’ e
T =, T T g*(T) 7'
—_———— —_—
Tbls(A) Tbls(A)
Fig.11. S-Table Morphism
1 ~
of an X-sorted type domain morphism A <: A and either a morphism
k ~ . -

T <— x,(T) in the fiber context Tbls(A) or a morphism ¢*(7) <= 7T in
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the fiber context Tblg(A). The (I, s, A)-table morphism 7~ LA Eg(7~') is the
composition (RHS of Fig. ) of the fiber morphism 3, (g*(T) <—]~€ 7~') with
the T counit component T < PO (g*('T)) for fiber adjunction (x, 4 g¢*) :
Tbls(A) S Tblg(A).
TEw,M) = T )
in Thls(A) in Tbls(A)

This fiber adjunction (top part of Tbl. [l is a component of the signed domain

indexed adjunction of tables Cls(X )P LEN Adj: A~ Tbls(A).

(I1x,9) ~

A A
tups(A) <D pup o (A)
=tup 4 (I,s) ()9 = tup 1 (1,5)
>y _
Tbls(A) o Tbls(A)
= (SetitUP,A(I,S)) = (Setitupj(l,s))
Iy
ima(l,s) inca(l,s) im z(I,s) inc z(I,s)
39
D ~
Rels(A) g1 Rels(A)
= ptup A(I,s) ’ = ptup z(I,s)
-
vg

S, 19" A, 3,497 HY,
ima (I, s) 4inca(l,s), im z(I,s) 4 incz(I,s)

inca(I,s)og" =g o inc z(I,s)
inc z(I,s) o [], = Vg4 0 inca(l,s)

Sy 0 ima(l,s) = im z(I1,51) 0 3¢
1

g~ oim z(I,5) > ima(l,s) 0 g~

small fibers — short distance

Table 5. Reflection: Signature

17 Here, the span K’ +- K L> tups(z) is the pullback in the context Set of the

opspan K AN tups(A) M tupg (.Z) and K <& K is the mediating morphism

for the span K +— K 5 tupg(A).
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Theorem 4. The fibered context of S-tables Tbl(S) datas, Cls(X)°P s the
Grothendieck construction fCls(X) of the type domain indexed adjunction Cls(X)°P
AdjB

thls
—_—

3.3.2 Upper Aspect. Here, we show that the context of tables Tbl is fibered

over signatures via the projection passage Tbl 29, List°P. We use the Grothendieck

construction [;. . on the indexed context List®” B oxt S - Tbl(S). We

use the same definitions as in § Bl A Tbl-object T = (S, A, K,t), called an
table (database relation), consists of a signature S = (I, s, X) € List and an S-

table (A, K,t) € TbI(S). A Thbl-morphism Tz = (I, 55, Ay, Ko, ty) ¢L0P
(I,s1,A1,K1,t1) = Ti, called a table morphism (see Fig. []), consists of a

signed domain morphism (Is, s2,.As) M (I, $1, A1) and a key func-

tion Ko < K1, which satisfy the condition (using Lem. Pl in §Z53): k-2 =
t1-tup(h, f,9) = (t1-T(n, 1) (A1) - tup, (¢9). This gives an alternate, but equivalent,
definition in terms of fibers.

Lemma 3. For any signed domain morphism (I3, s2, As) M (I, 81, A1),

the tuple resolution tup(h, f,g) = n 5y (A1) - tups,(g) (Lem.[@in §[2.5.3) resolves
the table fiber passage

>z
Tbl(I2, 52, Ag) «—L2  Thl(I1, 51, Ar).

into the table fiber passage factorization in Fig. 12

Thls, (Az2)
= (Set | tup 4, (S2))

X L ox,

Z(h.f.9) sort function

Az L fTH(A)

Xo —type domain morphism

Ztups, (9)

Thls, (f (A1) Tbls, (A1)
=(Setdtup 14, 1(S2)) Tryy gy (A1) =(Set L tup 4, (S1))
Sy (h,f) S

signature morphism

Fig. 12. Table Fiber Passage Factorization

'8 A signed domain morphism factors into a signature morphism Sz = (I2, 52, X2) M)
(I1,81,X1) = 81 and a type domain morphism As = (X2,Y2,F4,) \%

(X1,Y1,E4,) = A1 with common sort function X» EN X;.
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For any signature S = (I, s, X), the fibered context of S-tables Tbl(S) sepa-
rates into the partition Tbl(S) =[] 4, Tbl4(Z, s). For any signature morphism

ecCis(X)

o
S ﬂ) S, we can sum the partitions of fibered passages as follows:

Tbl(S2) T Tbl(51)
——— ’ ———
I 4, Thls, (A2) U oay Zrp ey (AD LI 4, Thls, (A1)
€Cls(X3) €Cls(X7) €Cls(X1)

The factorization in Fig. 2] suggests the following definition of table fiber pas-

sage, where the fiber passage Tbl(Ss) # Tbl(S;) is define in terms of the

T(h, sy (A1)

component tuple functions tupsz(ffl(fh)) O

tups, (A1) and the inverse

—1
image function Cls(X3) g Cls(X,).

Definition 2. (table fiber passage)

tbl (h,f)yt An Si-table is mapped to an Sy -table as follows:

thl
F7HAD e, can (Bayt)) < (A (K )

where (I, so, f 1 (A1))-tuple ZTW”(AI)(Kl,tl) = (K1,t1-7(n, 1) (A1) € tupg, (f~

is the existential (direct) image of (I1,s1,A1)-tuple <K1,t1) € tupg, (A1)

along 7y, 5y (A1). A morphism of Si-tables (A1, K1,t1) <— <A1,K1,t1>
is mapped to the morphism of Sa-tables

_ (' (9).k) 105 -
<f 1(-’41)7ZTMJ)(.Al)(Klvtl)) <—q <f 1(A1)7Z.,-(h,”(jl)(Klutl»'
k
( N\
_ K,
t1

\ / tups, (g \t =t1-7(n,5) (A1)
tup s, (9) T(h 7y (A1)
tups2 (A2) 4—2 tupsz( [ (A)) <— tups, (A1)

8V ) 5TG
wa tbl . 1y (T1) Th

N————
TbI(S,) TbI(S))

Fig. 13. Table Morphism: Signature

A table morphism (Fig. [3)) consists of signature morphism S, M Sp and
a morphism 7 Jok) ti)l<h7f> (71) in the fiber context Tbl(Sz2), where the fiber

HA)
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thln, gy . . (h.f) .
passage Tbl(Sz) «——— Tbl(S;) along the signature morphism Sy —— &y is

defined in Def. [2] of §B3.3.21 This fiber passage is a component of the signature
indexed context of tables List® -2 Cxt.

Theorem 5. The fibered context of tables (an opfibration) Tbl S ListoP s
the Grothendieck construction fList — wvisualized in the upper-left quadrant of

Fig. — of the signature indexed context of tables List°? L Ooxt.

3.4 Type Domain Indexing

In this section we show that the context of tables is a fibered context over
type domains. We first define the table fiber for fixed type domain. We next
move between table fibers along type domain morphisms. Finally, we invoke the
Grothendieck construction indexed by type domains.

3.4.1 Lower Aspect. Let A = (X,Y,[=4) be a fixed type domain. For
database tables, the type domain A consists of a fixed sort set X and a fixed X-
indexed collection of data types { A, = exta(x) | z € X }. Here, we show that the

context of A-tables Tbl(A) is fibered over X-sorted signatures Tbl(.A) S,
List(X)°P. We use the Grothendieck construction fList( x) on the indexed ad-
junction List(X)°P 24, Adj: (I, s) — Tbly(1, s).
Fibered Context (medium-size). The fibered context of A-tables| is the comma
mathematical context

Tbl(A) = (Set | tup 4)

associated with the type domain tuple passage List(X)°P % Set defined in

§ 252 It has key and signature projection passages Set Lva Tbl(A) Sgna,
List(X)°" and defining bridge key , =2 sign 4 o tup 4. A Tbl(A)-object

T = (I,s,K,t), called an A-table, consists of an indexing X-sorted signature

sign 4(T) = (I,s), a key set key ,(T) = K and a tuple function K %(T%

tup 4(I,s). A Tbl(A)-morphism 7' = (I',s', K',t') M (I,s,K,t) =T con-

ign s (h,k
sists of an indexing X-sorted signature morphism (I’, s") SnaloR), (I,s) and a
key function K’ &K satisfying the naturality condition k- ¢ =t - tup 4(h).
The naturality condition gives two alternate and adjoint definitions. In terms of

9 The context of A-tables Tbl(A) corresponds to the context of tables Tables™ in
(Spivak [22]) for a (fixed) datatype specification U - DT with universe U and
set of datatypes DT, since a data-type specification is a special case of a type
domain. However, in [22] there is no connection between contexts of tables with dif-
ferent data-type specifications, analogous to the fiber adjunction (Prop. 2l of § [B:4.2)

thl Hthl p ) ,
Tbl(A2) <<<fg>—<fJ> Tbl(A,) for type domain morphism A, Q A
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k k
v/ N v/ ¥ A
tup 4 h)
tupA I ,8) tupA(I s) tupA I’ " tupA I s)
——
7" Zh(T) T T' (T’) T
S~—— —— S~—— —
Tbla(I', s') Tbla(l, s)

Fig. 14. A-Table Morphism

fibers, an A-table morphism (see Fig. [[4)) consists of a X-signature morphism
(r',s" LN (I,s) and either a morphism 7’ &£ >, (T) in the fiber context
Tbl(I',s") or a morphism h*(T") < T in the fiber context Tbl(l,s). The
(I',s', A)-table morphism T’ L >n(T) is the composition (RHS of Fig. [[4)
of the fiber morphism ¥, (h*('T’) & 'T) with the 7''" counit component

- h*
T <5 (h* (’T’)) for the fiber adjunction Tbl4(I’,s’) M Tbl (1, s).
in Tbla(I',s") in Tbla(I,s)

This fiber adjunction (top part of Thl. [6) is a component of the X-signature

indexed adjunction of tables List(X )°P hha, Adj: (I,s)— Tbla(I,s).

Theorem 6. The fibered context of A-tables Tbl(A) —= na, List(X)°P is the
Grothendieck construction fList( x) visualized in the lower-right quadrant of

Fig. — of the X -signature indexed adjunction List(X)°P la, Adj Bl

3.4.2 Upper Aspect. Here, we show that the context of tables Tbl is fibered

over type domains via the projection passage Tbl dota, 15°P, We use the

Grothendieck construction fCls on the indexed adjunction ClsP LN Adj :

A +— Tbl(A). We use the same definitions as in § Bl A Tbl-object T =
(I,s, A, K,t), called an table (database relation), consists of a type domain
A = (XY, E4) and an A-table (I,s, K,t) € Tbl(A). A Tbl-morphism 75 =

(I, 82, Az, Ko, t2) M (I1, 81, A1, K1,t1) = Tq, called a table morphism (see

20 Here, the span K’ «= K5 tup 4(I,s) is the pullback in the context Set of the
opspan K’ - tupA(I',s') JLepah) tup 4(I,s) and B & K s the mediating

morphism for the span K’ PLEY QN tup 4(1,s).
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tup 4 (h
tup 4 (I',s") Lewalh) tup 4 (I, s)

>h
Tbla(I',s) Wt Tbla(l,s) ST
=(Set | tup 4 (I’ ,s')) =(Set | tup 4 (I,s)) Y1
41_[7 Iy Ah™ AV,
h ima(l',s’) 4inca(I’,s")
“ B “ B ima(I,s) 4inca(l,s)
mi, inelys o im{; inc(y ) inc’("},ys,) oh* =h""oinc
inc{},s) o[l =Vno ""Cf‘}/,s/)
3, s, 0 imz‘},ys,) = im0 3n
! ! . . —
Reri) T Ry e
= A, = AL,
-

Vh
small fibers — short distance

Table 6. Reflection: Type Domain

h
Fig. B)), consists of a signed domain morphism (I, s2, A2) % (I, 81, A1)
and a key function Ko LK 1, which satisfy the condition (using Lem. 2lin §2.5.3)):

k . tz = t1 . tup(h7 f7 g) = (t1 . 7:<f,g) (.[17 81)) . tupA2 (h) = t1 . tupAl (h) . %(f,g)(l% 82).
This gives two alternate, but equivalent, definitions in terms of fibers.

Lemma 4. For any signed domain morphism (I3, s2, As) M (I, 81, A1),

the tuple resolution tup(h, f,g) = F(5.4y(I1,51) - tup 4, (h) = tup 4, (h) - T(s.g) (L2, 52)

(Lem. [Zin §[25.3) resolves the table fiber adjunction

2 (h.f.9)
(hif9)*

into the table fiber adjunction factorization in Fig. I3

Tbl([g,Sz,Az) Tbl(Il,Sl,Al).

For any type domain A, the fibered context of .A-tables Tbl(.A) separates into
the partition Tbhl(A) = [] (s) Tbl4(I,s). For any type domain morphism

€List(X)
(f,9) -
As == A;, we can sum the partitions of fibered passages as follows:
Bl(£.9)
U (15,59) 7(f.9)(T2:52)"
Tbl(.Az) E€List(X2) Tbl(Al)
———— ) ———
LI (15,55) Thla, (I2,52) s g L1 (1, ,67) TPLA; (I1,51)
EList(X5) €List(X1)
Hrys1) 244 gy (1551)
EList(X1)
21 . . . . . . (h,f)
A signed domain morphism factors into a signature morphism Sz = (I2, s2, X2) —
. . (f.9)
(I1,51,X1) = 81 and a type domain morphism As = (X3,Y2,F4,) —

(X1,Y1,E4,) = A1 with common sort function X» EN X;.
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Tb1A2(IQ,.52) 7\-<f,g>(12152)* T‘bl_A1 (zf(.[2782))

= (Set | tup 4, (I2,52)) = (Set L tup o, (35 (12,52)))

X L ox,

sort function

(hs £ 9)”

tup 4, (R) tup 4, ()"

Y12, 82) 2 (1, s1)

X1 —signature morphism

Z(h.t.9)

(I, 53) 25 f*(I1, 51)

Tbla, (f*(IhSl)) Tbla, (]1751) X o — signature morphism

= (Set | tup 4, (f*(I1,51))) St (I1,o1)" (Set | tup 4, (I1,51))

Ay L2 g,

type domain morphism

Fig. 15. Table Fiber Adjunction Factorization

The factorization in Fig. [[Hl suggests the following definitions of table fiber

bl
passages, where the fiber passage Tbl(As) Koo Tbl(A,) is define in terms of

7(f.9) (T1,51)
<—

the tuple function tup 4, (f*(I1, 1)) tup 4, (I1,s1) and the substitution

(inverse image, pullback) function List(X5) I List(X;), and the adjoint fiber

bl
passage Tbl(As) idlUR Tbl(A;) is define in terms the adjoints, the tuple

T(f.9) (12,52)

function tup 4, (I2, s2) tup 4, (> (I2,52)) and the existential quantifier

(direct image) function List(X5) =1, List(X;).
Definition 3. (adjoint table fiber passages)

tl,)lu"g): An Aj-table is mapped to an As-table as follows:

thl
(f* (I, 81)727‘<f,9>(11,sl)(K17t1)> & (I, 81, K1,t1),

where (f*(I,s1), A2)-tuple Sz, (1,6 (K1, t1) = (K1, t1- %54y (11, 51)) €

tup 4, (f*(I1,51)) is the existential (direct) image of (I1, s1, A1)-tuple (K1,t1) €
tup 4, (I1,51) along 75 g, (I1,51). A morphism of Ai-tables (hy, k1) : (I1, s1, K1,t1) —
(I, 4, K{,t}) is mapped to the morphism of Az-tables

(f*(h1), k1) = (f* (L1, 81), Kyt Frp gy (11, 81)) — (F*(11,81), K1, 61 T(5,9) (11, 81)) -

t})l<f)g>: An As-table is mapped to an Ap-table as follows:

thl
(Io, 52, Ko, t2) W57 (521 (I2,82), (F(1.) (T2, 52))* (K2, £2)),

where (37 (12, 52), A1)-tuple (T(5,gy(I2, 52))* (K2, t2) = (Ky,t1) is the substi-
tution (inverse image) of (I2, s2, Aa)-tuple (Ko, t2) along (5 (12, s2) (Fig.[18).
A morphism of Aa-tables (ha, ko) : (Ia, s2, Ka,t2) — (I, s}, K1, t}) is mapped
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to the morphism of A -tables (52 (ha) k1) = (5 (T2, 52), K1, 1) — (5 (I3, ), K1, 81),

where ki : IA{1 — l?i is the unique mediating function for the span K} Fka

B tup gy (5 (ha) —_— ;
Ky ——220 bup (54T, b)), since (k- ko)th = k-to - tup 4, (ha) =

by T 1.9y (T, 82) - tup 4, (ha) = (b1 - tup 4, (S (ha))) - Ts.q) (I3, 55)-

k k
\Z & N ' 2 N z N
Ko K = K, Ko K mediator K
tgl t1- 75,9y (11, 51) t1 = to pullback i t
tup 1, (52522 1, (18 5 i, (1)t é i, (o, () b, (51)
N R By A - SO i e /N R Cay (213 tupa, (S1)
T2 tbl(s.q)(T1) T R tbl(s.q)(T2) T
N—r N——r
Thi(A;) Tbl(A;)  Tbl(As) ThI(A;)

k ~t2 = t1 . tup(h7 f7 g) = t1 -7£<f,g>(11781) . t’up_A2 (il) = t1 . tupAl (h) -7\'<f,g>(12782)

Fig. 16. Table Morphism: Type Domain

levo: A table morphism (left side Fig. [I6) consists of type domain morphism

As *f;g A1 and a morphism 75 <—> tbl (£,9)(T1) in the fiber context

Tbl(Az), where the fiber passage Tbl(As) & Tbl(A;) along the type

domain morphism Ay —— L]) Aj is defined in Def. Bl This fiber passage is a

component of the type domain indexed context of tables Cls? M Cxt.

dextro: A table morphism (right side Fig.[I0]) consists of type domain morphism

As *fég A; and a morphism tbl t£,9)(T2) <h— 71 in the fiber context

Tbl(A;), where the fiber passage Tbl(Asz) & Tbl(A;) along the type

domain morphism 4z @ Aj is defined in Def. Bl This fiber passage is a

component of the type domain indexed context of tables Cls I, Cxt.

Proposition 2. For any type domain morphism As U: A1, there is a table

(bl gy thl (5 4))
(_

fiber adjunction Tbl(As) Tbl(A1). This fiber adjunction is a
tbl

component of a type domain indexed adjunction of tables Cls®® — Adj.
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Theorem 7. The fibered context of tables Tbl data, C1s°P is the Grothendieck

construction ICIS — visualized in the upper-right quadrant of Fig. — of the
type domain indexed adjunction Cls°P LN Adj.

(f,9)
Cls Az = (X2, Y2, fmay) &= (X1, V1, [=a,) = A
ClsP 0 f.9) 4.9 o
ltup f p:tupA2 === tup 4, tupA20<: = o;‘,upA1
i Firg) = (€77 0 tup 4,) ® (f* 0 T(5.q)) Tira) = (SF 0 Firg) @ (07" 0 tup 4,)
(Adj 1 Set) (Eqn. Blin §252) (Eqn. Plin § 257)
bl s, g) thl(s.9)
Thl(As) Thl(A;) Thl(As) Thl( A1)
fibered szgni{’zl l sign’y sign’y { l .signi‘p1
f*op Efo})
List(X2)?P<~— List(X7)? List(X2)P—> List(X;)?
indexed thl 4, l ure l thla, thi 4, { T l thi g,
Cxt Cxt Cxt Cxt
id id
S— S—
left adjoint right adjoint
Cls°P P (81) N
% (£.9)(51 F(f.9) (S2)
ltbl tup 4, (f*(S1)) L220 tup 4 (S1) tup 4, (S2) 22" tup 4 (£4(S2))
Tt e oy (S1) T(f,9) (S2)”
Adj tbla, (F7(S1)) L2 "1 tbi 4, (Sh) thla, (S2) —L20 s tbl 4, (54(S2))

Fig. 17. Indexed Adjunction of Tables

3.5 Fibered Contexts of FOLE Tables

The Grothendieck constructions for FOLE tables are listed in Thl. [[l Here we
indicated whether the construction is a fibration, an opfibration or a bifibration.
We also list the proposition or theorem proving the construction and its location.
The Grothendieck constructions for FOLE tables are displayed in Fig. I8
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indexed construct
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sort

List —— Set

sort

Cls —— Set

Set 4t Adj

cls

Set°? — Cxt

Tbl 2 Dom°P

Dom°? -, Adj

d
S C1s(X)0P

List®P

TbI(S)

Tbl 97,

Cls(X)* S, Agj
List°? % Cxt

ba | 22 (ThmlD)
< | 23 (Thmp)

(Thm[3)
> | 33 (ThmH)
> | 832 (Thm[)
> | 32T (ThmB)
> | §342 (Thm[7)

Tbl(A) A, List(X
Tbl 2, Cl1s°P

yop

Il
——= == = |[==

bl
List(X)°? 24, Agj
Cls°P 2, Adj

| | 1 = bifibration, < = fibration, > = opfibration

Table 7. Grothendieck Constructions

bl
TbL(S,) < Tbl(S))

datas, l data s,

—1o0p

CIS(XQ) <j—ClS(‘Xl) fList

Py
tbls2l T h,f) ltblsl
Cxt Cxt
. L op thl
List>— Cxt

S — Tbl(S)
S=(I,s,X)

A4

{Toics) S, Cls(X)P | S € List }

fms(x)

X-xype domain
Swg. BET

{01 (x) S, oxt \SeLlst}

(X,Y,|=4)—Thl4(I,s)

Dom®?

S ) e, opge

p S9N sign

List®

Sec.

fDom
signed [domain
Sec|[32]

o
Dom — Ad
(I,s,A)=Thblr o 4

type domin

tbl .

Cls°® — Adj
A — TbI(A)
A (XY =)

{Tbl(A)

fList(X)

X -signature
Sec.

| —
left adjoint

A List(X)°P? | A € Cls}

List(X) —24, Adj | A € cis}

(I,s)—Tbl 5 (I,s)

Fig. 18. The Fibered Hierarchy of FOLE Tables
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4 Table Constructions

In this section we use properties of comma contexts and the Grothendieck con-
struction to prove that the various (sub)contexts of FOLE tables are complete
(joins exist) and cocomplete (unions exist).

4.1 Preliminaries

Proposition 3. The mathematical context of classifications (type domains) Cls

is (co)complete, and its type (sort) and instance (data) projections Set P date”

sort

Cls — Set are (co)continuous.
Proof. Barwise and Seligman [I]. |

Proposition 4. For any sort set X, the context of X -sorted type domains Cls(X)

is complete, and its instance (data) projection Set (datax Cls(X)°P is cocon-
tinuous.

Proof. To prove the proposition in general, use the three special cases: any collec-
tion of X-sorted type domains has a product, whose instance set is the coproduct
(disjoint union) of the collection of instance (data) sets; there is a terminal X-
sorted type domain, whose instance (data) set is the empty set (); and any opspan
of X-sorted type domain morphisms has a pullback, whose instance set is the
pushout of the instance (data) projection span. [

I

Proposition 5. .
Ao Ji/ \4\
For any sort function Xo ER X1, the type do- F-

1

Cls(X. Cls(X
main fiber passage Cls(X3) ) Cls(X3) is s(X2) s(X)
continuous (preserves limits): [[(Aof~!) = data% ﬁzta‘;g
YT A) for any diagram 1 4, Cls(X3).

SetP

Proof. To prove this, show that the inverse image of the limit is the limit of
the inverse image of any diagram in Cls(X;). We need only show this for
products and pullbacks. We note that inverse image preserves data projection:
7o datay, = data?f . |
Proposition 6. The tuple passage List(X)°P P4, Set is continuous.

Proof. We need only show that the tuple passage maps the initial object in

List(X) to the terminal object in Set and maps the pushout of a span in List(X)
to the pullback of the image opspan in Set. ]
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4.2 Propositions

1 N * 1 4 LS J

complete:  List(X), List, Cls, Dom, Tbl4(I,s), Tbl(A), Thl
1 LI + + Lf bf

cocomplete: List(X), List, Cls, Dom, Tbls(I,s), Tbl(S), Tbl(A

)
), Thl

proven by: * = Info. Flow.[I], |= comma context, | = Grothendieck

Table 8. Complete/Cocomplete Contexts

4.2.1 Using Comma Contexts. These propositions use Facts [ 2l in §[A.2l

Proposition 7. The comma contexts of X -signatures, signatures, signed do-

mains, (A, I, s)-tables, and A-tables are associated with the following passage
opspans:

comma context passage opspan
List(X) = (Set | X) : Set - Set +>— 1
List = (SetiSet) : Set -+ Set +~ Set
Dom = (Setisort) : Set - Set <22~ Cls
Tbla(l,s) = (Set | tup 4(I,s)) : Set L Set «22AT) 4
Tbl(A) = (Set | tup 4) : Set -1 Set 24 List(X)°P

respectively. Hence, they are (co)complete and their projections

arity x

Set +—— List(X) — 1
Set +“™_ List 2" Set
Set +“™_ Dom -2, Cls
Set +2¥ALY iy (1,s) — 1

Set «*4_ Tpl(A) T4, List(X)°P

are (co)continuous.

Proof The contexts Set, Cls, 1 and List(X)°P are (co)complete the passage

Set L Set is (co)cocontinuous; and the passages Set L, Set, Cls 2% Set,

X, tup 4 (I,
1 L trallhe), Set, and List(X)°P P4, Set are continuous. [
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Proposition 8. The comma contexts of tables and S-tables are associated with
the following passage opspans:

comma context passage opspan
Tbl = (Seti tup) : Set — Set +2 Dom°?
TbI(S) = (Set | tupg) : Set -5 Set «-25_ Cls(X)°P.

respectively. Hence, they are cocomplete and their projections

Set <¥“ Tbl “™ Dom°P

data s

Set +-%S_ TpI(S) 2425, Cls(X)°P

are cocontinuous.

Proof. The contexts Set, Dom°” and Cls(X)°P are cocomplete (Prop. H); and

the passage Set 1, Set is cococontinuous. [

4.2.2 Using the Grothendieck Construction.

Proposition 9. The fibered contexts (Tbl.[7) of signatures List, tables Thl and
A-table Tbl(A) are (co)complete and their projections are (co)continuous.

fibered construct indexed construct

list

Set ', Adj

Dom®P 4 Adj

sort

§22 (Thm[ | List —— Set

== = =

dom

32 (Thm[3)| Tbl — Dom°P

sign 4

341 (ThmlB) | Tbl(A) —=— List(X)°P
(Thm[J) | Tbl 24, Cls°P

List(X)°P 24, Adj
clsor P, Adj

Proof. This proposition uses Fact.Blof §A.3l The indexing contexts Set, Dom®?,
List(X)°P, Cls®? are (co)complete (Prop[l), and the fiber contexts List(X),
Thbl(I, s, A) and Tbl(A) are (co)complete (ProplT]). [

Proposition 10. [signature-lower] The fibered context of S-tables Tb1(S) is co-

complete and the projection Tbl(S) datas, Cls(X)°P is cocontinuous.

Proof. Uses Fact. din §A.3] and the discussion in § B30l For the contravariant

pseudo-passage Cls(X)°P s, Cxt that uses the existential quantification,

1. the indexing context Cls(X)°P is cocomplete,
2. the fiber context Tbls(.A) is cocomplete for each X-sorted type domain A,

and
3. the fiber passage Tbls(A) Hlso) Tbls(A) is cocontinuous (being left ad-
joint) for each X-sorted type domain morphism A & A ]
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4.3 Constructive Proof
Proposition 11. The context of A-tables Tbl(A) is complete.

Proof. We have already proved this using comma contexts and the Grothendieck
construction. Now we give a constructive proof of this fact, which illustrates that
“limits (natural joins) are resolvable into substitutions followed by meets.”
Suppose that T : G — Tbl(A) is a diagram of A-tables and .A-table morphisms

T = (T = (In, 50, Knytn) 50 (L sy Koy ) = T | (n 55 m) € G}

<ITL7 Sn, K"H tn) M <I’m7 Sms K’m7 tm)

Sy (B tn) 25 (K tm) & (Ko ta) 2% hE (K, tm)

Sh, (he) €52, = ke -5, = ke

Let § = T°P o sign 4 : G — List(X) be the underlying diagram of signatures
and signature morphisms

S = {S" = <I7L73n> & <—[7n75m> =5mn | (n 5 m) S G}

Assume that v : S = A(I, s) is a colimiting cocone v = {7y, : (I, $n) = (I, 3) |
n € G} with base diagram S and colimit signature (I, s), so that he v, = v for
all edges n = m in G. For each G-node n, use substitution to move fiber tables
and fiber table morphisms from the peripheral fiber categories {Tbl4 (I, s,)}
to the central fiber context Tbl4 (I, s):

peripheral central

(Kn7tn> g 'Y:L(Kn7tn) = (K;;t;>
ke, o« . Tnke) *
(Kn,tn) = he(Km,tm) = v (Kn,tn) 2 Yo (R (K tm)) = vy, (EKon s tm)
—

k . T (ke)
Zh,e(K’nvtn) - <K7717t771> ’Ym(Zhe (K’nvt’n)) T ’Ym(Km'rt’m)

~ . 7 (ke)
5 8y (1 (K tn) 220 (Ko, tn)

Hence, there is diagram T* : G — Tbl ([, s) in the central fiber

* s,k * :z(’;e) k17 % A K * * e
T = {<Kn7tn> = ’Yn(Knvtn) 'Y—> ’Yn(he(Kmvtm)) = VM(K’mvtm) = <Km7tm> | (n - m) € G}

Assume that 7 : T* = A(K,t) is a limiting cone 7 = {(K,t) =% (K*,t*) |

n € G} with base diagram T and join table (K,t) =[], .o (K, t,) with fiber

n»’n

projections, so that m, - 7 (ke) = m,, for all edges n < m in G. We claim that

In
the composite A-table morphism T = (I, s, K, t) B T e (In, Sy K,y tn) is
the n'" component of a limiting cone 7 : (I,s,K,t) = T for T in Tbl(A),
where each component has signature morphism (I,,, s,,) — (I, s) and key func-
tion Wn'E}:: : K — K,. It is natural with respect to the diagram T. Now

h’7l7kn
suppose that « : (I';s', K',t') = T is another cone o = {{I',s', K’ ) g

(In, Sn, Knytn) | m € G} over T, each component with signature morphism

(I, Sn) LN (I',s') and key function k, : K’ — K, satisfying the condition
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t' - tup 4(hn) = ky, - t,. Since v is a colimiting cocone, there is a unique sig-

nature morphism (I, s) LN (I')s"y such that « = ~v e Ah, or a,, = 7, - h,
and hence, tup 4(a,) = tup 4(h) - tup 4(yn), for each node n € G. Since
kp -tn =1t -tup 4(hy) =1t - tup 4(h) - tup 4(7,), there is a unique mediating key

function K’ -2 K satistying k; -t = t'- tup 4(h) and k}, -e3" = k,,. Hence, we
have the A-table morphism 7' = (I’,s', K’ ') M) (I8, K t5) = ~:(Tn),

which satisfies (h,k;) - (Yn,€p) = (hn, kn) for each n € G. The central fiber

table morphism s, (K’, ) LN (K, t5) = 4%(Ty), is the n'" component of a

n’'n

central fiber cone o* : (K’ t') = AT*. Hence, there is a unique mediating func-

tion K’ % K such that Ak e = o*, or kem, =k} for each n € G. Hence,

h,k* (Yn>Tn-e3™)
we have the commuting diagram of A-table morphisms 7’ k) (.

T, =T M) T,,. Uniqueness is straightforward. [

4.4 Example

We illustrate the use of these semantic operations by using the observation made
in Prop. [l that limits are resolvable into substitutions followed by meets. Here
we discuss the special case of pullback — the join of two A-tables. Consider the
Tbl(A)-opspan

.
—_———
Ti = (I, 51, K, 1) 2250 17 Kty <2252 (1 sy Kote) = T ™

illustrated in the bottom part of Figure [[9 with key opspan K; LNy ‘LR Ky

and signature span (I, s1) NS (I,s) LEN (I2, s2). Since List(X) is cocomplete,
we can form the colimiting cocone (opspan) of this signature span, with pushout
signature (I +1s, [s1, s2]) and injection signature morphisms

(I, 51) =5 (Ii+112, [51, 52]) <= (12, s2)

that satisfies the commutative diagram hi - 11 = hs - 12. Apply the continuous
tuple passage tup 4 : List(X)?” — Set to this signature opspan to get the

h h
limiting cone over the Set-opspan tup 4(I1,s1) tuPA—(l)> tup 4(I,s) <tuPA—(2)

tup 4 (12, s2) with pullback set tup 4 (I1,51) X tup , (1,5 tup 4(I2, 52) and projection
functions

tup 4(I1,s1) Jepala) tup 4 (Ii+112, [s1,s2]) tupalia), tup 4(I2, s2)
This is illustrated in the top part of Figure
In general, the join (limit) of an arbitrary diagram in Tbl(.A) is obtained by
(1) inverse image (substitution) of the component tables along the colimit signa-
ture injections over the underlying signature diagram, followed by (2) meet (con-
junction) at the colimit signature. In particular, the pullback of Tbl(.A)-opspan
([@) is the table T x 772 whose signature is the pushout signature (I +1I2, [s1, s2]),
whose key set is the pullback set K; X g K2, and whose tuple function

t1Xeto : Ki X g Ko — tupA(IH—IIg, [81,82]) = tupA(I1,S1)><tupA([7s)t'U:pA(IZ752)
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is the mediating function obtained by taking the pullback of sources and targets
in ([@). For proof, use a continuity proposition for comma categories, and show
that the key set and projection functions, obtained by inverse image (substitu-
tion) and meet, forms the pullback.

TixrT2 = WT(,H) NIy +112,[s1,52]) 7‘-5(7—2)

tup g (Lit112, [s1,52]) = tup 4 (11, 51) X tup 4 (1,5 tup 4 (I2, 52)

T { tup (11, s1) <—th1 K2—"t2 tup 4 (12, s2) } Tz
71 = tup 4(¢1)
N % 71; = tup::(L;)
K = m LK)
tup 4 (h1) K tup 4 (h2) Ky =7y ' (K2)
KixcKa = my (K)Amy ! (K2)
t bo=m ()
to = ﬂ;l(t2)
tup (L, ) tixets = mp ! (t)ARS ! (t2)
——
T

Fig. 19. Binary Join

22 Since we identify database joins with limits in ThI(.A), this allows us to compute joins
as inverse images followed by meets, both of which are elementary logical operations.
The dual approach will identify database unions with colimits in Tbl(.A). This is
the key insight for a structured/logical approach to database formalism using fiber
Boolean operations (conjunction and disjunction), substitution and the quantifiers.
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5 Conclusion and Future Work

5.1 This Paper in Review

A precise mathematical basis for FOLE interpretation consists of two notions:
relational tables and relation databases. This paper has developed the notion of
relational table in terms of comma contexts and the Grothendieck construction.
Table [@ lists the lemmas, propositions and theorems in this paper.

The table concept is built upon the three more elementary concepts of signa-
ture, type domain, and signed domain. In § 2] we have discussed the mathemat-
ical contexts for these three elementary concepts: Thm.[I describes the fibered
context of signatures List as a Grothendieck construction indexed by sort sets;
and Thm.[2] describes the fibered context of type domains Cls as a Grothendieck
construction also indexed by sort sets.

In §[3 we have described how each elementary concept provides a distinct, but
related, approach to the fibered nature of the table concept via the Grothendieck
construction (illustrated in Tbl. [I[§ of § B.A) — each fixed elementary concept
providing a fiber subcontext of tables: Thm.[3] describes the fibered context of
tables Tbl as a Grothendieck construction indexed by signed domains; Thm.[]
describes the fibered context of tables Tbl as a Grothendieck construction in-
dexed by signatures, with the indexing defined by means of Thm.[d} and Thm.[7]
describes the fibered context of tables Tbl as a Grothendieck construction in-
dexed by type domains, with the indexing defined by means of Thm.[@l

In § @ we proved the existence of sum and product constructions (database
unions and joins) on various fiber contexts of tables by using both comma con-
texts and the Grothendieck construction: Prop. BHIO prove that the contexts
of signatures, type domains, signed domains, and tables have limits and col-
imits (joins and unions); and Prop. [l gives a detailed description of the limit
construction (join) for tables with fixed type domain, arguing that limits are
resolvable into substitutions followed by meets.

In the appendix §Al we discuss relations, comma contexts and fibrations:
Prop.[I2 describes the reflection between tables and relations, thus linking tradi-
tional logic interpretation with relational database interpretation; and Facts. THH]
state facts about comma contexts and the Grothendieck construction.
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]: Table Basics

sort 7 list

Thm.[0: List == Set = [(Set —— Adj)

Thm.2: Cls 22 Set = [(Set®® —£ Cxt)

Lem.[ll: natural isomorphisms (levo & dextro) inclusion & tuple
Cls ™ (Adjft Dom)

Cls°P 2, (Adj 1 Set)

Lem.[l: tuple function factorizations: type domain & signature

Prop.[l: inclusion/tuple passages {

{3l: Hierarchy
Thm.B: Tbl %™ Dom®” = [ (Dom® -, Adj)
Thm. H: TbI(S) 25, Cls(X)°P = J(Cls(X)°P —255 Adj)
Lem.[3]: table fiber adjunction factorization (signature)
Thm.Bl: Tbl =2 List°® = [ (List°® 2 Cxt)
Thm.[B: Tbl(A) 224, List(X)% = [ (List(X) ——2; Adj)
Lem.[ : table fiber adjunction factorization (type domain)

(tbl — thl )
Prop.[2: adjunction Tbl(Az) B9 T Tbl(A;)

Thm.[@: Thl 24 ClIs°? = J(Cl1s*? 2 Adj)
g4l Table Constructions
preliminaries
Prop.[Bl: (co)completeness of Cls
Prop.Hl: completeness of Cls(X)
Prop.[Bl: continuity of Cls(X2) LG Cls(X1)
tup_4

Prop.[@: continuity of List(X)°?—=— Set
using comma contexts
Prop.[T: (co)completeness of List(X), List, Dom, Tbl4(I,s) & Tbl 4
Prop.[Bl: cocompleteness of Tbl & Tbl(S)
using Grothendieck construction
Prop.[0: (co)completeness of List, Tbl and Tbl(.A)
Prop.[I0: cocompleteness of Tbl(S)
by construction

Prop.[Mdl: completeness of Tbl(.A)

§[Al Appendix

A-relations

Prop. : reflection Tbl 4

comma contexts

(im 4 Hinc 4)
M} Rely

Fact.[Ml: comma context completeness
Fact. : comma context cocompleteness

Grothendieck construction

Fact.[3]: fibration completeness
Fact.[l: opfibration cocompleteness
Fact.[Bl: bifibration (co)completeness

Table 9. Lemmas, Propositions and Theorems

43
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5.2 The Presentation of FOLE

The first-order logical environment FOLE (Fig. 0) was first described in
Kent [I3]. A series of three papers (Fig. ROt 1,2,5) describe in detail a math-
ematical representation for ontologies within FOLE. The FOLE representation can
be expressed in two forms: a classification form and interpretative form. The
foundation paper (Kent [14]) and the superstructure paper (Kent [I5]) devel-
oped the classification form of FOLE. A third paper (Kent [I6]) will develop
the interpretative form of FOLE as a transformational passage from sound logics
(Kent [13]), 24 thereby defining the formalism and semantics of first-order logi-
cal/relational database systems (Kent [12]). A series of two papers (Fig. 20t 3,4)
provide a rigorous mathematical foundation for the interpretation of FOLE: the
first [this paper| describes the notion of a FOLE table and the second describes
the notion of a FOLE database. System interoperability, in the general setting of
institutions and logical environments, was defined in the paper “System Conse-
quence” (Kent [11]]). This was inspired by the channel theory of information flow
(Barwise and Seligman [I]). Since FOLE is a logical environment (Kent [15]), in
two further papers (Fig. 6,7) we apply this approach to interoperability for
information systems based on first-order logic and relational databases: one pa-
per discusses integration over a fixed type domain and the other paper discusses
integration over a fixed universe.

o. FOLE [13]

1. Foundation [14] | | 2. Superstructure [I5] | | 5. Interpretation

| 3. Table | | 4. Database |

| 6. Fixed Type Domain |

System Interoperability:
| 7. Fixed Universe |

Fig. 20. FOLE Papers: Sequence and Dependency

23 Following the relational model, we assume a semantic structure and use a logical
theory consistent with that structure in terms of first-order logic (E.F. Codd [3]).
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A Appendix

A.1 A-Relations.

Let A = (X,Y,[=4) be a fixed type domain. The mathematical contexts of A-
relations and A-tables [*4 are used for satisfaction and interpretation ([I4]), A-
relations for traditional interpretation and A-tables for database interpretation.

Fiber Contexts. Let (I, s) be any signature. The (I, s)™-fiber context of relations
is the subset order
Rel4(1,s) = (ptup 4(1,s),C).

An object R € Rel(1,s) consists of a subset of tuples R C tup 4(I,s). 2 A
morphism R’ < R in Rel4(I, s) consists of subset order R’ O R.

Fibered Context. The fibered context Rel(A) has indexed A-relations (I, s, R) as
objects with R C tup 4(, s) and morphisms (I’, s’, R’) &L (I, s, R)[* consisting
of a signature morphism (I’,s) LN (I, s) satisfying either of the adjoint fiber
orderings R 2 3(R) = WY R)DR

in Rela(I',s) in Rela(Z,s) (8)
defined in terms of the fiber adjunction (3, 4 h~!) : Rela(I',s") S Rela(I, s)

(Thbl. [l in § B-AT]). As we show below, the context Rel(A) of A-relations can be
viewed as a mathematical subcontext of the context Tbl(.A) of A-tables.

Inclusion. Let (I, s) be any signature. The (I, s)th—ﬁber inclusion passage

i oA
e 5y

Rela(I,s) — =2 Thlu(I,s)

is defined as follows. An fiber relation R € Rel4(I,s) is mapped to the fiber
table (R,inc) € Tbla(I,s). A fiber morphism R’ D R in Rel4(/,s) is mapped
to the fiber morphism (R/,inc) <*= (R, inc) in Tbl4 (I, s). The fibered inclusion
passage

nc g

Rel(A) "4, Tbl(A)
can be defined in terms of the fiber passages {inc{}@ | (I, s) € List(X)}. An A-
relation (I, s, R) € Rel(A) is mapped to the A-table (I, s, R, inc) = (I, s, inc{}ﬁs)(R)) € Tbl(A).
An A-relation morphism (I’,s’, R') L (I, s, R) consisting of a signature mor-
phism (I’ s’) LN (I, s) satisfying either of the adjoint fiber orderings in Eqn. §
24 For fixed type domain A, the context of A-Tables is discussed in § BZA11
25 More abstractly, we could define a relation to be a subobject of (I, s, A)-tuples; that

is, an isomorphism class of monomorphisms R < tup 4(I,s). These correspond to
the proper or uncorrupted relational tables of Codd [3].
26 We use this orientation to accord with both relational fibers and table morphisms.
7 For fixed signed domain (I, s,.A), the fiber mathematical context of (7, s, A)-tables
is is discussed in §[3.21
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h, .
is mapped to the A-table morphism (I’, s, R’ inc) M (I, s, R,inc), where the
key function R’ +~ R satisfying the condition r - inc = inc - tup 4(h) is a re-

h
striction of the tuple function tup 4(I’,s’) Lepalh) tup 4(I,s). Hence, we have

the adjointly-related fiber context morphisms (see Eqn. [).

incly (R’ > Hh(R)) incty (h”(R’) > R)

inc

incly oy (R) <> incli o 3Gn(R)) =  h ' (incl o) (R)) < inc(i o (R)
3 (incth ) (R)) (9)
Either pullback or image factorization can be used (Tbl. 2I) to define the
key function R’ -~ R. Using pullback, the A-table morphism is the compo-

nc

sition of the fiber morphism 3 (hfl(inc{},_’s,)(R')) — incéﬂs)(R)) with the

inc{};_’s/) (R/)th

the fiber adjunction (3, 4 h~1) : Tbly(I’,s") = Tbla(I,s) (Thl. B in § B.4T]).

counit component incé,ys,)(R’) L3, (hfl(inc{},_’s,)(R'))) for

R’ R
D > 7 2
n(BHR))  puitvacr etor hTH(3R(R)
2 2
l 3n(R) h~Y(R)
tup ,(I', s tup 4(I,s
pa(l’,s') i p(l.5)
A ’ —1(incA R")) incA R
1nc(1,,5,)(R) h (znc(I,,S,)( ,))1nc(I’s)( )

Inliney ) (R)

Fig. 21. Inclusion Table Morphism

Image. Let (I, s) be any signature. The (I, s)th—ﬁber image passage

im7
Tbla(I,s) — = Relu(I, s)

is defined as follows. A fiber table (K, t) € Tbl4(I,s) is mapped to the fiber

relation pt(K) € Rela(I,s). A fiber morphism (K’,t') & (K,t) in Tblu(I,s)
is mapped to the fiber morphism pt'(K') D pt(K) in Relu(1,s) guaranteed by
the table morphism condition k - ¢ = t. The fibered image passage

Tbl(A) 4, Rel(A)

can be defined in terms of the fiber image passages {imf}75> | (I,s) € List(X)}.
An A-table (I, s, K, t) € Tbl(.A) with signature (I, s) and table (K, t) € Tbl4(I, s)
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is mapped to the A-relation (I, s, pt(K)) € Rel(A) with the same signature and
the relation pt(K) = im{})s> (K,t) € Rela(I,s). An A-table morphism 7' =
(I', s, K', t') AR (I,s,K,t) =T consisting of signature morphism (I’, s’) N
(I, s) satisfying either of the adjoint fiber orderings in Eqn. [6l is mapped to the
A-relation morphism m (7)) = (I',s', R') A (I,s,R) = im(T) with the
same signature morphism and satisfying either of the adjoint fiber orderings

im{y oy (3n(K,t)) im{y o (b (K 1))

imfy oy (K1) D In(im{ o (K1) 2 b (im0 (K 1)) 2 im{) (K, t).
in Rela(I’,s) in Rela(Z,s)

Reflection. The inclusion passage Rel(.A) nea Tbl(A) is full. The composite

inca o ima

passage Rel(A) —=——= Rel(A) is the identity passage.

Definition 4. There is an image-factorization bridge 1y a) =L im 4 o incy.

The T**-component for A-table T = (I, s, K, t) is the A-table morphism 7~ a7

(Le)
inca(im4(T)), where K < pt(K) % tup ,(I, s) is the image factorization of
the tuple function K EN tup 4(I,s). The naturality diagram

K’ b K
pt' (K)' - pt(K)
inca(ima(T") |} incatima(my)
tupA(Ilv S/) m tup.A(Iv 8)

factors the condition k-t = ¢ - tup 4,(h) by diagonal fill-in. This gives the
A-table morphism #nc4(im4(T")) & e A(tm 4(T)), which is the image-
inclusion composite passage applied to the A-table morphism 7’ k) T.

(tma - inca

Proposition 12. There is a reflection Tbl 4 ) Rel 4.

This reflection embodies the notion of informational equivalence.

A.2 Comma Contexts

Fact 1 Let A % C E Btea passage opspan with both A LcwmiB %
C continuous passages. If A and B are complete contexts, then the comma
context (LiR) is complete and the projection passages A < (LiR) — B are
continuous.

28 A passage C I, D is continuous when it preserves all small limits that exist in C.
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Fact 2 Let A 5 C £ B be a passage opspan with A L, C cocontinuous. If
A and B are cocomplete contexts, then the comma context (LiR) is cocomplete

and the projection passages A <— (LiR) — B are cocontinuous.

A.3 The Grothendieck Construction

/C /C
(i,A) (a,f) <i,,A,> (i,A) (a,f) <i,.,A,>

1 —> 1 1 —> 1
C; —> Cy C; <— Cy
opfibration fibration
bifibration

Cq 4 C . N
The adjunction C; M C;/ has unit Ic; RN C, o C, with the C;-morphism

na(A)

A C.(C.(A)) as its A™ component, and has counit C, o €, =% 1g,, with

the C;/-morphism €, (Ca(A")) id—‘”—) A’ as its A”*" component.

AL Gy = a2, b)) L g, an
Ca() L ar = () 29 6 (ea(any) 229D, a0

Fig. 22. Bifibration

fibration: A fibration (fibered context) [ C is the Grothendieck construction

of a contravariant pseudo-passage (indexed context) I°P <, Cxt, where the
action on any indexing object ¢ in I is the fiber context C; and the action on

any indexing morphism i = 4’ is the fiber passage C; &Le C;:. An object in

29 A passage C £ D is cocontinuous when it preserves all small colimits that exist

op
in C. A passage C £, D is cocontinuous iff the opposite passage C°P 7 per
between opposite contexts is a continuous passage.
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fC is a pair (i, A), where 7 is an indexing object in I and A is an object in
the fiber context C;. A morphism in [ C is a pair (i, A) fah, (i’, A’), where

i % i’ is an indexing morphism in I and A ER C.(A4) is a fiber morphism
in C;. There is a projection passage [C — L.

opfibration: An opfibration [ C is the Grothendieck construction of a covari-

ant pseudo-passage (indexed context) I <, Cxt, where the action on any
indexing object ¢ in I is the fiber context C; and the action on any indexing

morphism i — i’ is the fiber passage C; Lo, C;:. An object in fC’ is a
pair (i, A), where 7 is an indexing object in I and A is an object in the fiber
context C;. A morphism in [C is a pair (i, A) foh, (i', A"), where i % i’
is an indexing morphism in I and C,(A) Iy A is a fiber morphism in Cj.
There is a projection passage [C — L

bifibration: A bifibration [C (Figl22) is the Grothendieck construction of an
indexed adjunction I N Adj consisting of a left adjoint covariant pseudo-

passage I L, Cxt and a right adjoint contravariant pseudo-passage I°? <,

Cxt. The action on any indexing object ¢ in I is the fiber context C; = C; =

C; and the action on any indexing morphism i - ¢’ is the fiber adjunction
C. 4 Ca . .

(Ci Le, C’i/) = (C’i g Ci/). The Grothendieck constructions of

component fibration and component opfibration are isomorphic [C = [C

TLwe

(i, A) 2D Ay = (6, a) 2w ary)

via (Fig. 22) the adjoint pair A ERN C.(A) = C,(A) I, A’ Define the
Grothendieck construction of the bifibration to be the Grothendieck con-
struction of component fibration [ C = [ C with projection [C — L

Fact 3 If I°P £, Cxt is a contravariant pseudo-passage (indexed context) s.t.

1. the indezing context 1 is complete,
2. the fiber context C; is complete for each i € I, and

3. the fiber passage C; &e C; is continuous for each i L jinl,

then the fibered context (Grothendieck construction) [ C is complete and the

projection [ C L, 1 4s continuous.

Proof. Tarlecki, Burstall and Goguen [25].

Fact 4 If 1% Cxt is a covariant pseudo-passage (indexed context) s.t.

1. the indezing context I is cocomplete,
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2. the fiber context C; is cocomplete for each v € I, and
8. the fiber passage C; Cey C; is cocontinuous for each i L,
then the fibered context (Grothendieck construction) [ C is cocomplete and the

o P L. .
projection [ C — 1 is cocontinuous.

Proof. Dual to the above. [

Fact 5 If 1 <, Adj is an indexed adjunction consisting of a contravariant

pseudo-passage I°P L, Cxt and a covariant pseudo-passage 1 £, Cxt that are

(€ 4 Ca)

locally adjunctive (Ci Cl-/) for each i % j in 1, s.t.

1. the indezing context I is complete and cocomplete,
2. the fiber context C; is complete and cocomplete for each i € 1,

then the fibered context (Grothendieck construction) [ C — I is complete and
cocomplete and the projection f C — I is continuous and cocontinuous.

Proof. Use Facts. Bl & M since the fiber passage C; <= C; is continuous (be-

ing right adjoint) and the fiber passage C; Loy C,s is cocontinuous (being left
adjoint) for each s % j in I. ]
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