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Abstract

In this thesis we study ill-founded proof systems from a coalgebraic perspective. We present proofs
as coalgebras, where correctness is enforced solely by path conditions on infinite branches, with no
requirements of tree-like structure or rootedness. We apply this framework to the Godel-Lob provability
logic (GL) and the alternation-free p-calculus (AFMC), and pursue three lines of investigation: finitization,
interpolation, and formalization. For finitization, we establish exponential upper bounds on proof size
in terms of closure size for both GL and AFMC. For interpolation, we obtain Lyndon interpolation for
GL and syntactic Lyndon interpolation for AFMC; for the latter we additionally show that interpolant
size is bounded exponentially by closure size. For formalization, we present a fully machine-verified

proof of Craig interpolation for GL in Lean 4.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Our first introduction to proof theory, whether it be proof calculi or analytic tableaux, is likely one in
which the mathematical object that constitutes a proof, typically a tree or a list, is inductively defined.
These objects are easy to work with due to their well-founded structure. However, well-foundedness
in proof systems is not inherently necessary, and not every logic has a well-founded proof system. In
particular, logics with fixpoints introduce circular reasoning, and proof theorists have used ill-founded
proofs to reason about this circularity [NW96; Bro06|.

In practice, proofs for these systems are often still tree-like. The standard approaches are (1) using
trees with infinite branches to represent proofs, referred to here as infinite-tree proofs. Or, (2) using
finite trees, but allowing for certain leaves to be identified with an ancestor node labeled by the same
sequent, referred to here as cyclic proofs. There is a third type of infinite proof, where proofs are finite
trees with infinitely many premises, but since we are interested in ill-founded proof systems we do not

explore this further.

an infinite tree proof a cyclic proof
Figure 1.1: The structures of infinite tree proofs and cyclic proofs. Inspired by [Klo26].

At first glance, a cycle or an infinite branch within a proof may seem problematic. In case of a
cyclic proof, how can one claim to have proven ¢ by referring to the same proof of ¢©? And in case of
an infinite tree, how can one verify a branch that never terminates? To answer both questions, one
imposes conditions on infinite paths needed for soundness and completeness. These conditions may
directly relate to the semantics of the logic, but can often be abstracted via annotations on nodes or
formulas [Stil4; Junl0]. These annotations serve as visually verifiable witnesses of proof correctness.

The approach we will take in this thesis is to use path conditions as our sole structural requirement,
discarding all underlying well-foundedness or tree-like structure, and viewing proofs as arbitrary graphs
subject only to those conditions. Specifically, we will view proofs as coalgebras (X,a : X — T X) for
some endofunctor 7. Taking a coalgebraic approach toward proofs was first explored by B. Sierra
Miranda et al. in [SSZ24]. This work views proofs coalgebraically as a collection of finite trees stitched

together. By contrast, our coalgebras will look at proofs step-by-step: an element z € X will be a node



of the proof and a(x) will encode the principal formulas, the non-principal formulas, and the rule label,
as well as the premises of x.

This approach is deliberately unconstrained: in constructing a proof we have greater freedom in
connecting nodes, as we need not maintain a tree-like structure or even rootedness. We test this
approach along three axes: finitization, interpolation, and formalization, using coalgebraic proof systems
for the Godel-Lob provability logic (GL) and the alternation-free p-calculus (AFMC) as case studies.

Transforming infinite mathematical objects into equivalent finite ones arises in model theory, modal
logic, and even proof theory. Indeed, to find interpolants or to machine-verify proofs, we need a finite
proof to work with, and as such, proof theorists often define transformations from infinite tree proof
systems into cyclic ones. In our case, we will show that we can transform infinite coalgebras (X, «)
which we deem to be proofs, into finite coalgebras (Y, 5) which still meet our path conditions for being a
proof. The core difficulty in finitizing proofs will revolve around preserving these infinite path conditions.
To do so, we use filtration, a coalgebraic concept used to show finitization in modal-logic, and take
inspiration from D. Kozen’s proof of the finite model property for the modal p-calculus [Koz88|. We
also obtain stronger results by bounding the size of the resulting proofs by closure size rather than
formula length, which is often the best-case scenario for cyclic proof systems.

We also want to show interpolation using our finitization results. In cyclic proof theory for fixpoint
logics, interpolants are constructed inductively using Maehara’s method, with fixpoints taken at non-
axiomatic leaves or their companions. Since our proofs lack an underlying inductive structure, we take
a different approach. For each of the aforementioned logics, we find interpolants by solving a system of
equations, in which we relate each node in a proof to the form of its interpolant [Bor88; Shal4; AL19;
MV21]. We will prove the correctness of the interpolants syntactically. Using our finitization results,
we will be able to give bounds on the size of our interpolants and the syntactic interpolation results.

Finally, we test the feasibility of this approach in the functional programming language and interactive
theorem prover Lean 4. Proof systems wherein proofs are inductively defined are straightforward to
formalize in functional programming languages as inductive definitions are central to the underlying
theory. However, formalizing ill-founded proofs is not as straightforward. To the best of our knowledge,
the only formalization of an ill-founded proof system in Lean 4 to date is the ongoing work formalizing
a cyclic proof system for PDL by M. Gattinger et al. [Bor+25]. Using our coalgebraic methodology and
our approaches toward finitization and interpolation, we formalize a proof of Craig interpolation for GL,
and evaluate the coalgebraic approach as a methodology for formalizing ill-founded proof systems.

The structure of this thesis is as follows: in Chapter 3 we introduce our coalgebraic notion of
proof. In Chapter 4 we apply this coalgebraic methodology to the case study of GL, specifically for
the ill-founded proof systems by D. Shamkanov in [Shal4|, to obtain bounded finitization results via
filtration in Section 4.1 and Lyndon interpolation in Section 4.2. Similarly, in Chapter 5 we treat the
case study of AFMC using the ill-founded proof systems by J. Marti and Y. Venema in [MV21]. In
Section 5.1 we achieve bounded finitization of the proof system, and in Section 5.2 we achieve syntactic
Lyndon interpolation with an exponential upper bound on interpolant size for guarded formulas. Finally,
in Chapter 6 we discuss formalization of the coalgebraic methodology in Lean 4 and present our
formalization of Craig interpolation via this method for GL.

The work we do in Lean will be specific to GL but will follow the approach of this thesis directly.
We use labels such as “interpolation v’ next to a theorem and “Proof” next to a definition to link

to the corresponding work in Lean.


https://mgignoux.github.io/lean4-gl-coalgebras/docs/find/?pattern=interpolation#doc
https://mgignoux.github.io/lean4-gl-coalgebras/docs/find/?pattern=Proof#doc

Chapter 2

Preliminaries

2.1 Relations

Given a binary relation R C X x X, we let R™ and R* denote the transitive and reflexive-transitive
closure of R. We let R™ denote the n-fold relational composition of R, defined inductively by R? :=
{(z,7) | * € X} and R""! := {(x,2) | Jy, zRy and yR"z}. Given Y C X, we let Ry denote the
restriction of R to Y and R[Y] denote {z | Jy € Y,yRx}. Given x,y € X, if xRy, we say y is a premise
of x and if xR*y we say y is a successor of x. We denote the set of all successors of x by Tz, i.e.
Ta:={y € X | zR*y}. A finite path of length n is a finite sequence (x;);<, such that for all i + 1 < n,
z;Rxz;11. An infinite R-path is a sequence (x;);<,, such that for all i < w, x;Rz;11. A R-cluster C of

X refers to an equivalence class of the relation
x~y < rR'yand yR z.

We call a cluster C trivial if C = {z} for some z such that xRTz does not hold. Given two clusters C

and D we will let < denote the relation given by
C<D <= C#Dand3xecC,IyecD,zRy.

It is well known that this relation is well-founded if X is finite.

2.2 Fixpoint Logics

Within this thesis, we will explore proof systems for two fixpoint logics. These logics are the Godel-Lob
provability logic (GL) and the alternation-free p-calculus (AFMC). To discuss the AFMC, we will first
have to discuss the full modal p-calculus (MC).

2.2.1 The Godel-Lob Provability Logic

The Go6del-Lob Provability Logic is a modal logic which is the result of research from the 1930s to
the 1960s exploring the notion of provability as an operator. At its core is the provability predicate in
Peano arithmetic (PA), denoted Prov("¢™) for which M. Lob proved in [L&b55] that

PA I Prov("Prov("¢ ) — ¢7) — Prov(Tp7).



Viewing Prov("™-7) as a modal operator leads us to what is known today as Lob’s axiom (L) O(0Cg —
) — Op. The logic GL is basic modal logic BML with Lob’s axiom added.

Definition 2.1 (Formula). The language of the basic modal logic £ is defined in negation-normal

form as follows.

Lose = LIT|plplevelere|Op|Op
for p € Prop.
Definition 2.2 (Axiomatization of GL [Boo94|). GL is axiomatized by the following axioms
e All propositional tautologies,
e (K) O(p = ¢) = Op — Oy,
o (L) O(He — ¢) — Do,
and the inference rules
e Modus Ponens: If Fg ¢ and FgL ¢ — 9 then gL ¥,
e Necessitation: If FgL ¢ then gL U,
along with substitution.
It is well known that GL is modally sound and complete with respect to the class of transitive and

conversely well-founded Kripke frames [Boo94].

Key Definitions

We provide some key definitions and lemmas here that we will refer to throughout the text.

Definition 2.3 (single, partial_). Given a formula ¢, a set Y C Prop and a set of formulas v, for
each y € Y the simultaneous substitution [, /y | y € Y] is defined as follows:

Sby/y|lyeY]:=d6foroe{L, T}
plvy/ylyeY]:=plorpgy
z@b/y\yEY =, forzeY

[Wy/y |y € Y]ouihy/y |y € Y] for o € {V,A}
= AN(ply/y |y € Y]) for A € {0,0}

When Y is a singleton, i.e. Y = {y}, we write this as @[, /y] or ¢(1y) when y is understood. We also
will denote simultaneous substitutions by maps ¢ : Y — L5 which extend to maps ¢ : Lo — L by

o(p) =lo(y)/y |y e Y]

For readability, we will remove the hat superscript. Moreover, to avoid confusion, o will never be used

to denote a formula.
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Definition 2.4 (Formula.vocab, Sequent.vocab). Given ¢ € Lg, the vocabulary of ¢, denoted
Voc(yp), is defined inductively as follows:

Voc(1) = 0 Voc(T) =0

Voc(p) = {p} Voc(p) = {p}

Voc(p V1) := Voc(p) U Voc(v)) Voc(p A1) = Voc(p) U Voc(v))
Voc(Op) = Voc(p) Voc(Oy) := Voc(p)

Given a sequent A, we define the vocabulary of A by Voc(A) := [J, e Voc(p).

Definition 2.5 (Formula.lit, Sequent.lit). Given ¢ € L, the literals of ¢, denoted Lit(y), are

defined inductively as follows:

Lit(L) = 0 Lit(T) = 0

Lit(p) = {p} Lit(p) = {p}

Lit(p Vo) = Lit(y) U Lit(¥) Lit(p A¢) = Lit(y) U Lit(¥)
Lit(Op) = Lit(p) Lit(»de) = Lit(p)

Given a sequent A, we define the literals of A by Lit(A) := [J, e Lit(0).

Definition 2.6 (Formula.neg, Sequent.neg). Given ¢ € L, the negation of ¢, denoted @, is defined

inductively as follows:

1 =T T = 1
p =D p =
VY = PAY PAY = FVYP
Op = Up Op = 0%

Given a sequent A, we define the negation of A by A := {p | ¢ € A}

Definition 2.7 (Formula.FL, Sequent.FL). Given ¢ € L, the (Fischer-Ladner) closure of ¢, denoted
Clos(¢), is defined inductively as follows:

Clos(L) = {1} Clos(T) = {T}

Clos(p) = {p} Clos(p) = {p}

Clos(p V) = {¢V 1} UClos(p) U Clos()) Clos(p A1) = {@ A1} UClos(p) U Clos())
Clos(Oyp) = {Op}UClos(p) Clos(Oyp) = {Op} U Clos(p)

Given a sequent A, the closure of A is given by Clos(A) := [, Clos(p).

Since L does not have explicit fixpoints, Clos(y) coincides with the subformulas of ¢. We

nonetheless use the term closure to stay uniform with the p-calculus, which we will discuss later.

Definition 2.8. Given ¢ € L, the (closure) size of ¢, denoted |¢|c1, is | Clos(¢)| and given a sequent
A € P,(Ln), the size of A, denoted |A|cy, is | Clos(A)].

Lemma 2.9. Given Lo formulas ¢, and p € Prop, it holds that |o[¢/p]lc1 < |¢|ar + |¥]ci-

Proof. This follows by proving Clos(¢[¢)/p]) € {x[¥/p] | x € Clos(¢)} U Clos(¢)) which follows by

induction on . O
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The Fixpoint Theorem

A key theorem about GL that we will use in this thesis is the De Jongh-Sambin Fixpoint Theorem.
This is a result proven independently in 1975 by D. de Jongh (unpublished, see [vBe24|) and G. Sambin
in 1976 [Sam76|. In general, a fixpoint of a formula (q) is a formula v such that ¥ = p(1)), where
= denotes semantic equivalence. For GL, the fixpoint theorem restricts the formulas it considers to

formulas ¢(p) where all occurrences of p in ¢ are in the scope of a modal operator.

Theorem 2.10 (The De Jongh-Sambin Fixpoint Theorem [vBe24; Sam76; Rei89|). For every formula
©(p), such that all occurrences of p in ¢ are in the scope of a modal operator, there exists a formula 1
such that

¥ =9(¥)
where Voc(¢) C Voc(p) and p ¢ Voc(v)).

Our work will use a simplified version of this result specific to modal formulas, i.e. formulas of the
form Ap(p) for A € {{J,0}. This means that we can drop the condition that all occurrences of p in

A(p) are in the scope of a modal operator, since this is immediate.
Lemma 2.11 (fixed_point_theorem_modal v'). For every formula ¢(p) it holds that
1. Op(T) = DOp(Oe(T)),
2. 0p(L) = 0p(0p(L)).
Proof. This is found by following the construction given by L. Reidhaar-Olson in [Rei89). O

2.2.2 The Modal p-Calculus

The modal p-calculus (MC) was introduced by D. Kozen, building on foundational work of D. Scott
and J. de Bakker, to reason about fixpoint properties of programs and transition systems. It is an
extension of modal logic with two added operators, u and v, which will be interpreted to denote the

least and greatest fixpoint of a formula respectively. The language is defined inductively as follows.

Lo = LIT|plpleVvelene|Op|Op|pxy|vey

for p, x € Prop with = only occurring positively in .

Key Definitions

There are some standard notions present in the literature on the modal p-calculus that we do not define

in detail. For a full exploration of the modal u-calculus, we refer the reader to [BS07].

Definition 2.12. Given ¢ € L, the free variables of ¢, denoted F'V (¢), are defined inductively as

follows:
FV (1) =0 FV(T) =0
FV(p) = {p} FV(p) = {p}
FV(eVe) = FV(p)UFV(y) FV(eAY) = FV(p)UFV(y)
FV(0p) = FV(y) FV(de) = FV(y)
FV(pz.p) = FV(p)\{z} FV(vz.e) = FV(p)\{z}


https://mgignoux.github.io/lean4-gl-coalgebras/docs/find/?pattern=fixed_point_theorem_modal#doc

Given a sequent A, we define the free variables of A by FV(A) :=J,cn FV(¢).

Definition 2.13. Given ¢ € L, the bound variables of ¢, denoted BV (¢), are defined inductively as

follows:
BV(L) =0 BV(T) =0
BV (p) =0 BV (p) =0
BV(pVy) = BV(e)UBV(¢) BV(pAy) = BV(e)UBV(¢)
BV(0p) = BV(e BV(Ly) = BV(¢)
BV (ux.@) = BV(p)U{z} BV(vz.p) = BV(p)U{z}

Given a sequent A, we define the bound variables of A by BV (A) := [J,ca BV ().

Definition 2.14. Given ¢ € L, the literals of ¢, denoted Lit(y), are defined inductively as follows:

Lit(L) = 0 Lit(T) = 0

Lit(p) = {p} Lit(p) = {p}

Lit(p Vo) = Lit(p) U Lit(y) Lit(p A9p) = Lit(p) U Lit(y))
Lit(Op) = Lit(p) Lit(»e) = Lit(p)
Lit(pz.p) = Lit(p) \ {z} Lit(ve.p) = Lit(p)\ {z}

Given a sequent A, we define the literals of A by Lit(A) := [Jen Lit(0).

Definition 2.15. Given ¢ € £, the negation of ¢ is defined by first defining the boolean dual, denoted

9, defined inductively as follows:

19 =T T = 1

p° = p P’ = P
(pve)? = ¢ Ay’ (Ag)? = vy’
0p)? = D¢’ @p)? = Oy’
(px.p)? = va.p? (vr.©)? = pr.ed

Then the negation of ¢, denoted @ is defined by ¢?[p = p | p € FV(p)], i.e. the formula ¢? with all

free occurrences of p replaced with p and vice versa. Given a sequent A, we define the negation of A by
A:={p|peA}

We say ¢ is tidy if BV (o) N FV () =0 and guarded if every subformula nx.1) of ¢ is such that all
free occurrences of = in v are in the scope of a modality. We will assume all formulas are tidy.
To prevent variable capture, we are only allowed to substitute ¢ in the place of x in ¢ when two

conditions are met:
1. z only occurs positively in ¢,
2. FV(e)N BV () = 0.

We say v is free for x in ¢ if these conditions are met.



Definition 2.16 (Simultaneous Substitution [KMV20]). Given a formula ¢, a set Y C Prop and a
set of formulas 1), for each y € Y such that each 1, is free for y in ¢, the simultaneous substitution
elthy/y | y € Y] is defined inductively as follows:

Sy/ylyeY]:=dford e {L, T}

plty/ylyeY]i=plorpg VY

zZlpylylyeY] =1, for z €Y

plYy/ylyeY]:=plorp¢y
(pov)Wy/yly eY]=o[y/y |y €Y]opy/y |y € Y] for o€ {V,A}
(Do) y/y |y € Y] == A(plYy/y |y € Y]) for A € {0, 0}
(mz.Q)ly/y |y € Y] :=nz.(olhy/y |y € Y \ {z}]) for n € {pn, v}

When Y is a singleton, i.e. Y = {y}, we write this as o[, /y]. We also will denote a simultaneous
substitution by o : Y — £, which extends to a partial map ¢ : £, — £, by

o(p) == ¢lo(y)/yly Y]
for formulas ¢ such that 9, is free for y in ¢ for all y € Y. For readability, we will remove the hat
superscript. Moreover, to avoid confusion, o will never be used to denote a formula.

Definition 2.17. The unfolding of a fixpoint formula nx.p for n € {u, v} is defined to be ¢[nz.@/x],
denoted unf(nz.y).

Lemma 2.18. Let Y C Prop, let ¢, x,vy € L, fory € Y, and let x € Prop with x ¢ Y. Suppose x
is free in ¢ but not in any 1y, that x is free for x in @, and that 1, is free for y in p[x/x] for each
yeY. Then

elx/z[y/y |y €Y=y /y |y € Y[(x[ty/y |y € Y])/z].

Proof. Follows by induction on ¢. O

Lemma 2.19. Let Y C Prop, let o,y € L, for y € Y, and suppose 1y is free for y in ¢ and y occurs
only positively in @, for ally € Y. Then

Lit(plby/y |y € Y]) = (Litp) \(Y NFV())U |  Lit(wy).

YyEYNFV ()
Proof. Follows by induction on . O

Definition 2.20. The (Fischer-Ladner) closure of a formula ¢, denoted Clos(y) is as defined in
Definition 3.15 of [KMV20]. The closure of a sequent A is given by

Clos(A) := U Clos(y)
peA

Lemma 2.21. For all tidy formulas p,v, the following statements hold:
1. Clos(p o)) = {p o1} UClos(p)UClos(¢) for o€ {V,A}.

2. Clos(Ayp) = {Ap} UClos(p) for A € {0,0}.

10



3. Clos(nz.p) = {nz.p} U{x[nz.o/z| | x € Clos(p)} forn € {u,v}.

4. Given ¢ and p € Prop such that p € FV (¢) and ¢ is free for p in ¢ then
Clos(¢[¢/p]) = {x[¥/p] | x € Clos(p)} U Clos(¢)).

Proof. Proposition 3.22 in [KMV20). O

Lemma 2.22. For all formulas ,,x € L, and p € Prop, if Clos(¢) C Clos(¢) then Clos(p[x/p]) C
Clos(¢[x/p])-

Proof. Follows from Lemma 2.21. O

Definition 2.23. The (closure) size of a formula ¢, denoted |p|c1, is | Clos(p)|, and the (closure) size
of a sequent A, denoted |A|c is | Clos(A)].

Lemma 2.24. For all ¢,7 € L, and p € Prop, |p[t/p]lc1 < |¢lar + |-

Proof. Proposition 3.32 in [KMV20]. O

Least Ordinals

The notion of least ordinals for the modal p-calculus formulas will be useful when we use the modal
p-calculus as a meta-language on proofs in Section 5.1.

As semantics are not our primary concern in this proof-theoretic work, the semantics we give here
will be for the transfinite p-calculus, an extension that gives rise to least ordinals. This extension adds

the formula py®z.¢ and v“z.¢ for each ordinal o and ¢ positive in . We interpret formulas on states s
in Kripke models M = (M, R, V) as follows:

sk L never sET always

sEp iff s€Vi(p) sFED if s¢Vip)

sEpVY iff sEgporskEy sEpoAY iff sEpand sEY
sEQp iff tE ¢ for some t € R][s] sEOp iff tE ¢ forallt e Rs]
sE ulz.p never sEVz. always

sEu oo iff sFo[utr.p/ sEvtlae iff sE e/

sE pir.p iff sk pPr.p for some B < A sEvr . iff skEuvPz.pforall < A
sE pux.p iff sE pu*x.p for some « sEvz.p iff sEv®z.p for all a

where A is a limit ordinal.

Since ordinals are well-ordered, given a formula px.¢ such that s F pz.@, we call the least ordinal
of px.p at s the least a such that s E u®z.¢. Given a p-formula ¢ (i.e. p = px.1p), we let ¢* denote
the formula pu“x.1).

2.2.3 The Alternation-Free p-Calculus

The alternation-free p-calculus (AFMC) is a fragment of the modal p-calculus which restricts the
interaction between p and v operators in a given formula. We can phrase this as a condition on MC
formulas, but because proving that formulas are alternation-free under this restriction is difficult, we

use the following mutually-inductive definition of AFMC formulas.

11



Definition 2.25 (AFMC formulas [MV21]). The formulas of the alternation-free u-calculus are given

by the following mutually-inductive definition.

Lise = LITIplBlevelerel o0 mwl, [vrel, |
Nogs¢e == LITlal levelene| 0|0 upeh,p, | ¥
Ngze = LITlql [eVelere|Op|Op| vy |

where p € Prop, ¢ € Q, ¢}, € N} for P C Prop, and ¢ € Eff such that FV(¢) N Q = 0. The set ./\/'5 is
referred to as the noetherian segment over @), and ./\/’5 is referred to as the co-noetherian segment over
Q.

Key Properties

We define literals (Lit), negation (=), and closure (Clos) the same way as we do for MC. The properties
of these operators that we introduced earlier will also remain. Still, there are some more key properties

specific to AFMC formulas that we will now present.
Lemma 2.26. Let Q, Q" C Prop such that Q C Q'. Then for n € {u,v},
1 1
1. N S NG
n _ f
2. Ny = L3
Proof. Proposition 2.4 in [MV21]. O

Lemma 2.27. Let Q) C Prop, p € Prop and suppose ¢ € Ng and i € Ng The following hold:

U{p}

1 Ifp ¢ FV() then € N1,
2. If 1 is free for p in ¢ then @[ /p] € Nj.
Proof. Proposition 2.5 in [MV21]. O]

Lemma 2.28. Let Q C Prop. If ¢ € EZf 18 not constructed using any fixpoint operators and no q € QQ
occurs negatively in ¢, then o € /\g for any n € {u,v}.

Proof. Follows from induction on ¢. O

Lemma 2.29. Let Q,Y C Prop and suppose ¢ € ./\/5 and 1, € Ezf for each y €'Y, with 1y free fory
in . If FV(Yy) NQ =10 for eachy € Y then pliby/y |y € Y] € Nj.

Proof. We proceed by induction on ¢. We will list the interesting cases. If ¢ is z for z € Y then
oly/y | y € Y] = ¢, and ¢, € Ezf so Y, € ./\/8 since FV(1,)NQ = 0. If ¢ is np.x where
X € Nggu{p} then (np.x)[Yy/y |y € Y] =np.x[y/y | v € Y \ {p}]. By the induction hypothesis we have

X[Wy/y |y € Y \{p}] € NG,y 50 (mpx) [y /y | y € Y] € N, Finally if ¢ € £ and FV(p) N Q =0
then by our induction hypothesis @[t /y | y € Y] € L3 and since FV (o[t /y |y € Y])NQ = 0 we

have [y, /y |y € Y] € N O

12



Chapter 3
Coalgebras

Coalgebras will be the central mathematical object of this thesis. We will begin by introducing the
basics of coalgebras, and then discuss the specific types of coalgebra we will use in this thesis and some

useful properties we will refer to later. We will assume basic knowledge of category theory.

Definition 3.1 (Coalgebra). Given a category C and an endofunctor 7 : C — C, a T-coalgebra (X, «)
is a pair consisting of X in ob(C) and a morphism « : X — 7X in mor(C).

For our purposes from now on, all coalgebras discussed will be for Set endofunctors. Given a
T-coalgebra (X, a), we refer to X as the base set, and « as the structure morphism.

Coalgebras have many nice category theoretic properties and also give rise to the coalgebraic modal
logic. See [Venl9; Jacl6| for more on coalgebras and category theoretic properties. For this thesis, we
will only need one property: filtration. Filtrations will appear as a useful tool for finitization of proofs

in the coalgebraic proof systems we discuss. To start, we define the notion of filtration that we will use.

Definition 3.2 (Filtration). Let (X, a) be a T-coalgebra and let ~ C X x X be an equivalence relation
on X. Fix a set X to be the set of representatives of the equivalence classes of X chosen by the choice
function ¢ : X — X. The filtration of (X, «) for the choice function ¢ is the T-coalgebra (X , ) where
B:=Tgoaoiand iisthe embedding X — X.

7x — T4 1%

Figure 3.1: Explanatory diagram

Remark 3.3. For readers familiar with category theory and specifically coalgebras, our definition of
filtration is different from the standard definition of filtration, which uses equivalence classes rather

than their representatives.

Recall that we use coalgebras to define a general notion of a sequent-style proof. From our perspective,
proofs will be coalgebras (X, ) where X is the set of nodes in the proof, and « assigns each node its
rule label, formulas, and premises. The coalgebras we consider in this thesis will be coalgebras for the

following endofunctor.
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Definition 3.4. Given a language £ and set of rule labels R we define the Set-endofunctor 77,§ as

follows:

ob(Set) 3 X = R x P,(L) X Pyu(L) x Py(X)
mor(Set) S5 f—=Ig X Ipw(ﬁ) X I'Pw(ﬁ) X Pw(f)

where 1,4 is the identity morphism for A in Set and P, is the finite powerset functor.

We will give an example of how this relates to proofs now.

Definition 3.5. Given a Tﬁ—coalgebra (X, ) we refer to an element x € X as a node. Letting

(raaa o fo foa
rJIprdn rJprdn

rule, f* as the principal formulas, f7 as the non-principal formulas, and p* as the premises of a node.

,p%) denote the respective projections of a (i.e. a = (r ,p%)), we refer to r® as the
We also define f* := f*U f7* which we refer to as the sequent of a node. We will drop the «

superscript when the context is clear.

Example 3.6. A rule application often found in disjunctive-style sequent calculi is an and rule explaining
how to handle formulas of the form ¢ A . These rule applications look like the following figure to some

degree.

(y) Ty (z) T,9
() T, N

and

Figure 3.2: Example and rule application.

Let us assume this is one step in a larger proof whose information we are not privy to. This is
common in proof theory, and from our coalgebraic perspective we still have all the information about
the node z that we need. Let us discuss what «(z) should be.

The first, second, and third projection of a(z) into R, P,(L), and P, (L) respectively should
label the node x with the rule, principal formula, and non-principal formulas. Therefore, this will be
(and, {¢ A9}, T). Lastly, the fourth projection of « into P, (X) should explain how z fits into the
larger proof by connecting it to its premise nodes. In this case p®(z) would be {y, z}. Putting this all
together, we get a(z) = (and, {p A ¢}, T, {y, 2}).

There is a natural edge relation on T%—coalgebras given as follows.

Definition 3.7. Given a Té—coalgebra (X, a), let the relation <® C X x X be the relation given by
x <%y if and only if y € p*(z).

We will drop the « superscript when the context is clear.

Of course, the coalgebraic approach does not give us any assertion that rules are applied correctly,

meaning that not every coalgebra is a proof.

Definition 3.8. Given a logic with language £ and a rule set R, a ’TR@ (coalgebraic) proof system A is
the class of T%—coalgebras (X, @) such that for each z € X a set of node, step, and path conditions

about x are satisfied.

14



In Chapter 4 and Chapter 5 we will have concrete proof systems to work with. For now, we will

denote arbitrary coalgebraic proof systems using the variables A and B.

Example 3.9. Let us return to the example and rule application from Figure 3.2 before and discuss
what conditions arise. Node conditions will be conditions about a node itself, therefore they must be
conditions about the rule label and the principal and non-principal formulas. For instance, in Figure
3.2, a node condition that arises will be that the principal formula must be a conjunction if the rule
label at x is and.

For an example of step conditions, we have to look one step ahead and ask ourselves: if the rule
application is and, what do we know about our premises? Indeed, it tells us that x must have (at most)
two premise nodes whose sequents are I', ¢ and I', 4.

Lastly, there are path conditions, which are conditions about infinite paths in a coalgebra (X, a).
Unlike node and step conditions, these are conditions not encoded directly in the rule applications of
the system. For example, a path condition in ill-founded proof theory that we will encounter later in
this thesis is the stipulation that on every infinite path, a modal rule is applied infinitely many times.

These will make a small appearance in Chapter 4, but will get discussed in greater detail in Chapter 5.

We define some important terminology for arbitrary proofs, such as what it means for a sequent

A € P, (L) for some language L to be provable.

Definition 3.10 (Proves). Given an arbitrary proof system A for the endofunctor 7 and a proof
(X,a) in A, we say (X, a) proves a sequent A € P, (L) in A if there exists x € X such that f(z) = A.
In shorthand we write (X, o) Fa A. Moreover, we say A is provable (notation: Fa A) if there exists a
proof (X, ) of A.

We are interested in finitizing proofs, i.e. given a proof of a sequent A, finding a proof of A such

that the underlying set of the coalgebra is finite. Let us make clear what we mean by a finite proof.
Definition 3.11. A proof (X, «) in system A is finite if X is finite.

Our goal will be as follows: given an A-proof of a sequent A, we want to show that a finite proof of
A exists. To approach finitization, we start by showing a weaker result for which we need the following

definition.
Definition 3.12. A proof (X, «) in system A is f-finite if f[X] is finite.

This is indeed a weaker result since every finite proof is f-finite. However, proving this intermediate
result will help us prove the stronger result we desire. This approach will be explored with the case
studies of coalgebraic proof systems for GL and AFMC in Section 4.1 and Section 5.1 respectively.

Given a proof (X, «) of a sequent A witnessed by x in system A, we will find f-finite proofs by
restricting our focus to the part of the proof used in proving A, or in other words, we will only look at
successors of . This will help us to achieve f-finiteness as we will see in practice in Theorem 4.7 and
Theorem 5.8.

Definition 3.13. Given a T%-coalgebra (X,a) and a node x € X, let a, : o — TA(tx) (where
T2 = {y | <*y}) be the map given by y ~ a(y). We call the T5-coalgebra (1 z, o) the point-generated

coalgebra around .
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We note that the map « : T2 — T5(T2) given by y — a(y) is well-defined since if z € p(y) for
y € Tx then z € Tx.

Of course, showing that given a proof (X, «) in system A and a node = € X, the point-generated
coalgebra around z is still a proof, and is in fact f-finite, is not guaranteed. This is something that

must be verified individually for each system.

3.1 Sets of Equations

In this thesis, we will define interpolants by solving a system of equations. We include this section here
to clarify what we mean by a system of equations and a solution, and refer back to it later.

The standard method for finding interpolants in a well-founded proof system is Maehara’s method
[Mae61]. In short, given a proof of -, for which we are trying to find interpolants, the sequent at
the root is split into the partition —¢ | ¢, and these partitions are defined for all nodes in the proof
upward. Next, via downward induction on the proof structure: one assumes an interpolant exists for
each premise node and defines the interpolant from there. In cyclic proof systems, where there is an
underlying well-founded tree structure, this process becomes trickier and requires care when handling
back edges.

We aim to find interpolants by solving a system of equations. To begin with, we assume that we
can assign for each node x in a coalgebra (X, ) a fresh atomic variable ¢,. We will let Ax denote the
set of all free variables for the nodes in X (i.e. Ax :={q. | z € X}).

Definition 3.14 (Set of Equations). A set of equations on a coalgebra (X, «) is a function x : X — L.

For shorthand and clarity we will always write x(x) as x,. The terminology “set” refers to the fact
that we view the set of equations x as the set {¢, =~ x | ¢ € X} where &~ is a meaningless symbol.
As an example, given the rule application in Figure 3.3, we view ¢, as a variable standing for the
interpolant for x, and the equation for the interpolant for this rule application would be ¢, ~ ¢, V q.
(i.e. x = gy V ¢:). In a well-founded system, we would define the interpolant at each node z, denoted ¢,
directly by the shape of the rule, setting ¢, = ¢, V ., but in ill-founded proof systems repeats prevent
this: the interpolant at a node may depend on itself, so we settle for ¢, = ¢, V ¢,. Rather than imposing
an explicit priority for the order in which we solve these equations, we instead prove that a solution

exists by constructing partial solutions for each Y C X. We now clarify what we mean by a solution.

Definition 3.15. Given a coalgebra (X, «) and a set of equations y : X — L, a solution to y is a

substitution ¢ : Ax — L such that the following conditions are met:
1. For all x € X, 0(¢s) = 0(xz) (where = denotes semantic equivalence),

2. Forallz € X, FV(o(q:)) NAx = 0.

3.2 Partial Proofs

A standard notion in (cyclic and non-cyclic) sequent calculi is that of a partial proof. This is a “snippet”

of a proof for which some assumptions are left open.
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Figure 3.3: Interpolant correctness partial proof (right) for and rule application (left).

In practice, in well-founded proof systems these snippets are not always explicitly connected. Instead,
by induction on the proof structure, one assumes interpolants exist for the premises and constructs
each partial proof downward, constructing the entire proof by induction.

Our approach does not have structural induction to benefit from. Yet, induction is not necessary:
as seen in Figure 3.3, we can define each snippet separately and later reconnect them. This is exactly
the approach we take. These snippets will be part of a proof system with an added rule as allowing for

non-axiomatic leaf nodes called assumptions.
Definition 3.16. Given a rule set R, we define R,s to be R U {as}.

Definition 3.17. Let A be an arbitrary proof system. An Ap,-proof is a Téas—coalgebra (X, a) such

that the following node, step, and path conditions are met for each x € X.
(node) Onme of the following conditions hold:

1. (r x fp)(z) is of the form (as, ),
2. The node conditions of A hold for z.

(step) The following conditions hold:

1. if (r x fp)(z) = (as,0) then p(z) =0,
2. The step conditions of A hold for z.

(path) The path conditions of A hold at z.

Our goal is to combine a collection of partial proofs to eliminate assumptions. We will accomplish
this by connecting the open assumptions of the partial proofs to nodes in other partial proofs. To do

so, we will replace the rule as with the rule skip as follows.
% skip

Figure 3.4: The skip rule application.

Remark 3.18. We will add the aforementioned skip rule shown in Figure 3.4 to an arbitrary proof
system. The main advantage of skip is that it provides a simple means to connect partial proofs. There
are pros and cons to adding this rule to an arbitrary proof system. It is locally sound, and a complete
proof system extended with the skip rule remains complete. However, for soundness we must add a
path condition to ensure that skip is not applied cofinitely many times on an infinite path, as illustrated
in Figure 3.5 below. The rule is clearly admissible, and if it cannot be used cofinitely often, it is also

eliminable.
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Q% skip
Figure 3.5: A dangerous “proof” using skip.

Definition 3.19. Given a set of rules R, define Rgi, by R U {skip}.

Definition 3.20. Let A be an arbitrary proof system for the endofunctor 7'7§ A T%Skip—coalgebra (X, )

is an Agyip-proof if for each x € X the following node, step, and path conditions are met.

(node) Onme of the following conditions hold:

1. (r x fp)(z) = (skip,0),
2. The node conditions of A hold for x.

(step) The following conditions hold:

1 if (r % £,)(x) = (skip, ) then f[p(x)] = f(x) and [p()| = 1,
2. The step conditions of A hold for z.

(path) The following conditions hold:

1. On every infinite <®-path from z, skip does not occur cofinitely many times,

2. The path conditions of A hold for x.

We now explain how to assemble a collection of partial proofs into a Tf,ékp—coalgebra. To do so, we

first need a compatibility condition on the collection that ensures that there exists a way to connect

these partial proofs.

Definition 3.21. A collection of partial T%—coalgebras {(P;, B;) }iexz, for some index set Z, is called

structured if
e For all ¢ € T there is a node p; € P; which we refer to as the root node.
e Foralli € T and z € P,, if r%(2) = as then there is a chosen j € T such that f%(2) = % (p;).

Definition 3.22 (Proof Transformation). Given a structured collection of partial 74-coalgebras {P; }iez
for some arbitrary index Z, we define the proof transformation of this collection to be the ’Tékip-coalgebra
(Y, 5) defined as follows.

Y= P={(z]icLzeP}

i€
o Gkip, fp'(2), fa' (2),{(5,p5)}) if 7% (z) = as,
B(i,z) = _ _ _ _ |
(rPi(2), £y (2), ' (2), {i} x p%i(2))  else.

where p; denotes the root of (Pj, 5;) and j is the index guaranteed by Definition 3.21.
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Chapter 4

The Godel-Lob Provability Logic

We want to test the feasibility of our coalgebraic notion of proof as a generalization of what it means
to be a proof. To do so, we unify existing cyclic and ill-founded proof systems via our coalgebraic
definition of proof, and test two processes central to proof theory: finitizing proofs, and proving the
logic has interpolation via the proof system.

The first logic we will explore is GL. For a full introduction to the logic GL, we recommend [Boo94],
but for our purposes, we will rely on the preliminaries outlined in Section 2.2 and some easily derivable
properties. We formalized a majority of the results for GL from this section in the interactive theorem
prover and functional programming language Lean 4. The formalization we developed as part of this
thesis is discussed in Chapter 6.

There are multiple sequent calculi that are sound and complete with respect to GL. Perhaps the
most well-known is the system GLSC (“GL Sequent Calculus”) introduced by G. Sambin and S. Valentini
in a two-sided form in [SV80]. A single sequent form of the aforementioned system called GLSgeq is
presented by D. Shamkanov in [Shal4] and is shown in Figure 4.1.

¢, ¢, I e, T ¢, 0p, QLT |

to
T.T P p,p. T oV T o oAg T and Op, 0T, % DO

Figure 4.1: Rule applications of the system GLSgcq.

Proofs in this system are finite trees, but, as noted by D. Shamkanov, there is seemingly no known
method for finding Lyndon interpolants from proofs in this system due to the negation in the box™ rule
application [Shal4], although it is well known that GL has Lyndon interpolation [Shall]. To remedy
this, D. Shamkanov augmented the aforementioned system GLS¢q into a circular and ill-founded system

in [Shal4| by replacing the rule box™ in Figure 4.1 with the rule box as follows.

o, ¢, T o, I’ P, T @, O, T’

to ax _
1 P 25T oV T oAy, T 2nd Op, 0T, 3

box
Figure 4.2: Rule applications of the system GLj,¢ and Glcyec.

For those familiar with proof theory, the rule box as shown above is locally sound for logics which
satisfy the (4) axiom (logics with transitive Kripke frames such as GL [BRVO1]).

Definition 4.1 (RuleApp). We define the rule set Rg. = {top, ax, or, and, box}.
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The notion of being a proof will now become a condition on Téc'i—coalgebras (see Definition 3.4). In
particular, we make all implicit node and step conditions represented in Figure 4.2, explicit. This leads

to our following definition of proof.
Definition 4.2 (Proof). A Té&—coalgebra (X, a) is called a G&"-proof if

(node) for all x € X, (r x fp)(x) is of one of the following forms:

L (top,{T}) 2. (ax,{q,q}) 3. (or,{oVe}) 4 (and, {pA¢}) 5. (box,{Op})
where ¢ € Prop and ¢,v € Lg.

(step) for all x € X, the following statements hold:

1. If f,(z) = {T} then p(z) = 0.

2. If f,(x) = {q,q} then p(z) = 0.

3. 1f fp(x) = {¢ V ¥} then |p(z)| =1 and flp(z)] = {(fn(x) \ fp(z)) U{p, ¥}}.
4. If fy(x) = {@ A} then [p(x)| < 2 and

flp(@)] = {(fa(@)\ fo(@) U{e}} {(fal) \ fo(z)) U{e}}}.
5. If fo(z) = {O¢} then [p(z)| = 1 and flp(z)] = {O0; ' (fa(z)) U {¢}} where
0,'(0) ={¢ | 0p € ©}U{0p | Op € O}

In the case of G&"-proofs, we can completely forget the rule projection r, by looking at f, to
determine which rule is applied. As a result, we could completely remove the rule set Rg. from our
endofunctor. This is not possible in the future proof systems we discuss, so for the sake of uniformity,
we leave it here. We now justify why this system, which is a generalized form of D. Shamkanov’s two

systems GL¢yc and GLj,¢, is modally sound and complete.

Theorem 4.3 (soundness v/, completeness v'). For all sequents A,
Fgsen A if and only if F\/ A

where Fgeen is as defined in Definition 3.10 and E denotes semantic validity on transitive and converse

well-founded Kripke models.

Proof. The work in [Shal4] establishes soundness and completeness for the ill-founded proof system GLjy¢
by transforming proofs in GLj,¢ to and from proofs in GLS¢q using ultrametric spaces. Soundness and
completeness then come as a corollary since GLSgeq is sound and complete. Soundness and completeness
for the coalgebraic notion of proof G&" can be seen by observing that every GL;ns-proof is a G8-proof,

and every G&"-proof can be turned into a GLj,¢-proof via unraveling, giving our desired result. O

However, we want to avoid this detour via the GLSge, system and ultrametric spaces in our
formalization work in Lean. For soundness, we will use the same reasoning as the soundness proof by
G. Menéndez Turata in [Men24, Prop. 2.2.8|, and for completeness we will prove the result ourselves by

taking a game-theoretic approach. This will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 6.
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A necessary property of the system, which is used for proving soundness, is the stipulation that
on every infinite <-path (x;);<, there are infinitely many ¢ such that r(x;) = box. This is an example
of a path condition, a condition about infinite paths within the proof, although for G8™"-proofs, this
property is implicit.

Lemma 4.4 (inf_path_has_inf_boxes v'). Given a G&"-proof (X,a), on every infinite <-path

(%4)i<w, there are infinitely many i such that r(z;) = box.

Proof. Let (z;)i<. be an infinite <-path. Suppose to the opposite that there are only finitely many
i < w such that r(z;) = box. Take the maximal such i, let this be n. Then observe that in all rule
applications shown in Figure 4.2, the size of the premises of a sequent is smaller than the size of
the sequent itself unless the rule application is box. Thus |f(zm+1)|c1 < |f(zm)|c1 for all m > n, a

contradiction. O

4.1 Finitization

We want to show that our system G8" exhibits a finite proof property in the sense that we can turn a
G&"-proof of a sequent A into a G&"-proof of A with a finite number of nodes. Even better, we will
show a stronger version of this property, a small proof property, where we give bounds on the size of the
resultant finite proofs. This will be necessary in future sections since we will need finiteness for our
interpolation results, and the bound on the size of the proof will give us a bound on the size of our

interpolants.

4.1.1 Point-Generated Proofs

To show that every proof of a sequent A can be turned into an f-finite proof of A, we begin by relating
our proofs to something well-known to be finite: the (Fischer-Ladner) closure of A.

A common property of many cut-free sequent calculi is that all formulas are contained in the closure
of the root node. Of course, in our coalgebraic setting we have no underlying tree structure and therefore
no root of our proofs. However, for similar reasons we do have the following nice property about finite

paths in our proofs.
Lemma 4.5 (path_in_FL v'). Let (X, a) be a G¥"-proof and x,y € X. If x<*y then f(y) C Clos(f(x)).

Proof. Fix a G&"-proof (X, a) and x,y € X such that z <* y. Since x <* y, we know there is some n
such that z <™ y. We proceed by induction on n. If n = 0 then clearly f(z) C Clos(f(z)). f n=Fk+1
then there is some z € X such that  <* z and z <y. We know by our induction hypothesis that
f(2) C Clos(f(x)) and since Clos is monotone and idempotent, we have Clos(f(z)) C Clos(f(x)). To
get our desired result it suffices to show f(y) C Clos(f(z)). We do so by checking cases on r(z).

1. If r(2) is top we have a contradiction since y € p(z), and by (step) 1. we know if (z) is top then
p(z) =0.
2. If r(z) is ax we have the same contradiction as in (1).

3. If r(2) is or then there are ¢, € L such that f,(z) = {¢ V ¢} and by (step) 3. we know that

fy) = (fu(z) \ { V})U{p, ¥} and recalling that f(z) = f,(2) U fn(2) by definition of f, we
know that f(z) = fn(z) U {p Ve }. All that remains is to show that (f,(2)\ {¢V¥})U{p, ¥} C
Clos(fn(2) U{p VvV 1}) which follows from the definition of Clos.
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4. If r(2) is and then by an analogous argument to (3) we get our desired result.

5. If r(z) is box then there is ¢ € Lg such that f,(z) = {Op} and by (step) 5. we know that
f(y) = 071 (fu(2)) U {p} where we recall that O (A) = {0¢ | Op € AYU{p | Op € A}. Thus
it remains to show that O (f,(2)) U {¢} C Clos(fu(2) U {Op}) which follows from the definition
of Clos. O

As seen in the above lemma, by only looking forward in a proof, we have a nice property that relates
to the Fischer-Ladner closure. Likewise, our notion of proof only looks forward in the sense that the
node conditions can be checked on the node itself regardless of the edge relation induced by «, and
the step conditions are checked by looking forward one step in the proof, hence the name. Therefore,
intuitively fixing a point x in an arbitrary G&"-proof, the point-generated coalgebra around x should

still be a proof. This is what we will assert now for G8"-proofs.

Lemma 4.6 (pointGeneratedProof v'). Given a G&"-proof (X, «) and some node x € X, the point-
generated Téi—coalgebm around x (see Definition 3.13) given by (1 x, ay) is a GE™-proof.

Proof. We must check that the (node) and (step) conditions given in Definition 4.2 are satisfied. To
begin with, observe that for all y € T it holds that a,(y) = a(y).

(node) Take y € T2. Since (r®> x fi=)(y) = (r* x f)(y) and (X, ) is a G&"-proof, one of the forms
listed in the (node) conditions of Definition 4.2 will be satisfied.

(step) Take y € To. Since fy=(z) = f(2) for all z € Tz and (X, o) satisfies (step) in Definition 4.2,

we have our desired result. O
We end this section with its main theorem.

Theorem 4.7. For any sequent A, if there is a G&"-proof (X, «) of A then there is an f-finite proof
of A where |f[X]| is bounded by 212lcr,

Proof. Let (X, a) be a G&"-proof of A witnessed by x. Take the point-generated coalgebra around x
given by (1, ). By Lemma 4.6 this is a G8"-proof. Moreover, by definition of «, (see Definition
3.13) f*(y) = f*(y) for all y € Tz, so we have that (1z,a,) is a G&"-proof of A (witnessed by
z). Finally, take y € Tz, then by Lemma 4.5, f*(y) C Clos(A), so f*[tz] C P,(Clos(A)) thus
e [t a]| < 218l O

4.1.2 Filtration

The ultimate goal of this subsection will be to show that we can transform any f-finite proof of a
sequent A into a finite proof of A. The method we will employ will use filtrations of coalgebras as
defined in Definition 3.2.

Definition 4.8 (f_eq_equi_rel). Given a G&"-proof (X, a) define the relation ~* on X by
x ~%y if and only if f*(z) = f*(y).

The relation ~® for any proof (X, «) is clearly an equivalence relation. We will drop the « superscript

when « is clear from the context.
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Lemma 4.9 (filtration v). If (X,d) is a filtration of a G&"-proof (X, a) through the equivalence

relation ~* then (X, &) is a GE-proof.

Proof. Recall from Definition 3.2 that X is the set of representatives of the equivalence classes of
X determined by the choice function q : X — X and 8 := (Téiq) oaoi wherei: X — X is the
embedding.
We check the (node) and (step) conditions given in Definition 4.2. To begin with, observe that for
all y € X',
(), £ W): i ), P° () = (** (), f (), 3 (), alp™ ()))- (4.1)

(node) Take y € X. Since (rf x ff)(y) = (r* x fy)(y) and (X, ) is a G&"-proof, one of the forms
listed in the (node) conditions of Definition 4.2 will be satisfied.

(step) Take y € X. To begin with, we show that for any y € X,
P’ ()] = " (y)). (4.2)

Rewriting the left-hand side using (4.1) gives us f2[p®(y)] = f2[alp®*W)]] = (f* 0 ¢)[p*(y)]. Since
fo(z) = f*oq(x) for all x € X, we get fP[p?(y)] = f*[p*(y)]. We now check conditions (1)-(5).

—_

CIE £y (y) = {T}, then f&(y) = {T} and p*(y) = 0, thus p°(y) = qp®(y)] = 0.

2. Follows analogously from (1)

3. If f (y) = {pV ¥} for ¢, 9 € Lo, then f2(y) = {oV 4} and fo[p* ()] = {(f3 (W) \ & (y)) U
{.¥}}. Thus by (4.1) and (4.2) we have f9[p?(y)] = {(f7(y) \ f5 (v)) U {¢,%}}. Finally,
Ip*(y)| = 1 so |g[p™(y)]| = 1.

4. If ff(y) = {@ A9} then by the same reasoning as (3) we know f%[p®(y)] = {(fﬁ(y)\ff(y)) U
{ieh, () \ £ () U {}}. Moreover [p*(y)] <2 5o Ja[p*(y)]| < 2.

5. Follows analogously from (3). O

Theorem 4.10. For all sequents A, if there is a f-finite proof (X, ) of A then there is a finite proof
(Y, ) of A such that |Y| = | fP[Y]|.

Proof. Let (X,a) be a f-finite proof of A, i.e. |f[X]| is finite. Let (X,&) be a filtration of (X, )
through the equivalence relation ~®. Observe there is a bijection X — fo‘[f( ] given by y — f&(y).
This map is injective since if two representatives y; and ys of different equivalence classes satisfy
FEy1) = f9(y2), then f*(y1) = f*(y2) so y1 ~* ya, a contradiction. Thus |X| = |f4[X]|. Finally, let
x witness the proof of A in (X, «). Let & denote the representative of the equivalence class x is in
(i.e. = q(z)). Then f4(&) = f*(z) and f*(z) = A so (X, &) proves A, witnessed by . O

We can now combine Theorem 4.7 and Theorem 4.10 to prove the main result of the section.

Theorem 4.11. For all sequents A, if there is a G&"-proof of A then there is a finite proof of A whose
size is bounded by 2!Alor,

Proof. This follows from Theorem 4.7 and Theorem 4.10. O
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4.2 Interpolation

4.2.1 The Split Proof System

In his work in [Shal4|, D. Shamkanov introduces a cyclic split sequent variant of his system GLyc,
and shows a transformation from GL.y.-proofs to the cyclic split sequent system. He then defines
interpolants inductively on the structure of proofs in this split sequent system and proves the correctness
of these interpolants semantically.

To approach interpolation from a coalgebraic perspective we start by defining a coalgebraic notion
of proof mimicking the split sequent system given by D. Shamkanov. Formulas in the split sequent
system will occur on the left- or right-hand side of a split sequent. For this reason, elements of the
split sequent will be elements of sLh := Lo x {l,r}, where [ denotes left and r denotes right. For
shorthand, we let ¢; denote (p,1) and ¢, denote (p,r). Moreover, for i € {l,r} and A € P,(Lg), we
define A" := {¢ | (¢,i) € A}. We may denote a split sequent A using the notation Al | A"

9027,(/117]? 9027P w’ur %,OF,P
top ——— ax L I S R Y4 —_ruvroo
T:.T pi:p; T (¢ V)i, T (e Ao, T 2 Dp);, 0T, % P

Figure 4.3: Rule applications of the GP1* system.

This is not the last time we will annotate formulas ¢ with extra information. To keep notation
clean, given an annotated sequent A of formulas annotated with extra information, let the operators
Lit(A), Clos(A), and A denote the literals, closure, and negation of the underlying formulas in the
sequent A respectively.

Making these conditions explicit we get the following notion of proof.

Definition 4.12 (Split.Proof). A Téﬁu-coalgebra (X,a) is called a G®!i*-proof if the following

statements hold:

(node) for all x € X, (r x fp)(z) is of one of the following forms:

L (top, {T:}) 2. (ax,{¢nq;}) 3. (o, {(pV¥)i}) 4. (and, {(pA9)i}) 5. (box, {(Op)i})
where 7,5 € {l,7}, ¢ € Prop and ¢, € L.

(step) For all x € X, the following statements hold:

1. If fp(z) = {T;} then p(z) = 0.

2. If fp(2) = {¢;;q;} then p(z) = 0.

3.1 fy(x) = {(oV 9} them [p(e)] = 1 and Flp(e)] = {(fa() \ fo(2)) U {o1, 1}
4 1F () = {(p A 9} then |p(z)| < 2 and

= {H{(fa(@)\ fp(@)) U{oi} } A(fa(@) \ fol2)) U {wi}}}-
5. 1f f(z) = {(O¢)} then [p(x)| = 1 and flp(x)] = {05 L (fa(@)) U{ei}} where
Oy apiit (©) = {(0,4) | (00,1) € O U{(0g,4) | (0p,) € O}

We should note that the same finitization result about G&"-proofs applies to G*Pit-proofs using the

same technique of point generation and filtration.
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Theorem 4.13 (Split.finite_proof_of_proof v'). Given a G -proof (X,a) of A, there exists a
finite G _proof (Y, B) of A such that |Y| < 21Alat!,

Proof. Following the same method of finitization for G&"-proofs in Section 4.1, we get our result by
the same method of proving f-finitization via point generation and finitization via filtration of f-finite
proofs using the same equivalence relation. We get a bound of 212lc11 rather than 2|2/l since we have

to account for formulas showing up on both the left- and right-hand side of a split sequent. O

Moreover, this system is modally sound and complete by the same argument as for the G#"-proof

system.

Theorem 4.14 (Split.soundness v/, Split.completeness v'). For all split sequents AT,
Fenie A | T if and only if £ \/(AUT)

where Fgspiiv is as defined in Definition 3.10 and E denotes semantic validity on transitive and converse

well-founded Kripke models.

Proof. Soundness follows from an equivalent argument to the one given by G. Menéndez Turata in
[Men24, Prop. 2.2.8]. Completeness for the Gl system follows from the game-theoretic approach we

discuss in Section 6.3. O

The implicit infinite path condition stated in Lemma 4.4 for G&-proofs is also true for GSPHt-proofs,

and will be useful later.

Lemma 4.15 (Split.inf_path_has_inf_boxes v'). Given a GP-proof (X,q), on every infinite

<d-path (x;)i<w, there are infinitely many i such that r(z;) = box.
Proof. Follows from Lemma 4.4. O

We will need the following property about literals in GSPi-proofs to prove that the interpolants we

compute satisfy the vocabulary condition for Lyndon interpolants.

Lemma 4.16. Given a G -proof (X,a) and x,y € X such that x <* y,

Lit(f(y)") N Lit(f(y)") € Lit(f(2)") N Lit(f(z)")

Proof. Let (X, ) and x,y be as specified. Suppose ¢ € Lit(f(y)") NLit(f(y)") and proceed by induction
on z <*y. If x =y we immediately have our result. So suppose x < z and z <* y. By the induction
hypothesis we know ¢ € Lit(f(2)") N Lit(f(2)") so it remains to show that ¢ € Lit(f(x)!) N Lit(f(z)").

This can be seen by checking cases on (r x f,)(x) as this determines f(z). From the (step) conditions

it can be observed that no new formulas are introduced when making a forward step within the proof
and the rule applications of the GP!*-proof system do not negate any formulas, giving us our desired
result. O

4.2.2 Finding Interpolants

The standard technique for finding interpolants from a sequent calculus is to use the well-founded

tree-like structure of the proof system to define interpolants from the leaves downward. This means
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special care has to be taken in cyclic proof systems to handle the repeats. However, as previously
noted, the edge relation induced by our proof system is not necessarily well-founded. We will follow the

approach towards interpolation laid out in Section 3.1.

Definition 4.17 (encodeVar). Let (X, ) be a finite G**!*-proof. For every = € X, let ¢, be a unique

atom such that g, does not appear in |J,.x FV(f(x)) (i.e. ¢; does not appear in any of the sequents
of (X,a)).

We note that since (X, «) is finite, there will only be a finite number of atoms in the entirety of the

proof, so our set of free variables is well-defined.

Definition 4.18 (equation). Given a G*Pi*-proof (X, a) we define a set of equations for interpolation
(see Definition 3.14) x : X — Lg such that x is defined as follows

—

i fy) = {T1) then xo = L
2. if fp(z) = {T,} then x, :=T;
3. if fp(z) = {@, @} then x, == L;
4. if fp(x) = {q,q,} then x, =7
5.1f fp(x) = {ar, @} then xz := ¢
6. if fp(z) = {qr,q,} then x, :== T,
7. if fp(z) = {(¢ vV ¥);} then x, := gy where y is the single element in p(x);
8. if fp(x) = {(p V), } then x, := g, where y is the single element in p(z);
9. if fp(z) = {{(@ A} then Xo 1=V cp) dys
10. if fp(z) = {(p A¥)r} then xu = A ) ) B3
11. if fp(x) = {(O¢);} then x, := Ogy, where y is the single element in p(x);
12. if fp(z) = {(Op),} then x, := Og, where y is the single element in p(x).

We should note that y is well-defined since all of the aforementioned cases are unique and cover all

possibilities for f,(z) in a GPitproof.

Lemma 4.19 (var_in_equation v'). Let (X, a) be a GP¥-proof and take v € X and q € Lit. If
q € Lit(xs) then one of the following statements holds:

1. g e Lit(F(a))) N Lit(F(@)),
2. q = qy for some y € X such that x <y.

Proof. Let (X, a) be a GPlit-proof and let x € X and ¢ € Prop be as specified. By taking cases on
(r x fp)(x) we get our desired result from the definition of x and f. O

26


https://mgignoux.github.io/lean4-gl-coalgebras/docs/find/?pattern=encodeVar#doc
https://mgignoux.github.io/lean4-gl-coalgebras/docs/find/?pattern=equation#doc
https://mgignoux.github.io/lean4-gl-coalgebras/docs/find/?pattern=var_in_equation#doc

Our approach to interpolation is to view an interpolant for a node x in a G&"-proof (X, «) as a
solution o to the set of equations {¢q, ~ x. | * € X} applied to g,. In fact, Lyndon interpolants require

a stronger vocabulary condition, which says

Lit(o(qz)) C Lit(f(x)") NLit(f(z)")

By solving a set of equations in the form defined in Definition 4.18, we find the interpolant not for
just one node but for all nodes in a finite proof. Our method to prove that such a solution exists is to
prove the following stronger claim which enforces the stronger vocabulary condition as well as a size

condition.

Lemma 4.20 (interpolant_strong_prop v ). Given a finite GP"-proof (X, ) and a set of equations
for interpolation x as defined above, for every Y C X there is a map oy : Ay — Lo such that for all

x €Y, the following conditions are met.

1. One of the following statements hold:

(a) oy (gz) = oy (Xa),
(b) oy(qz) = oy(xz), r(x) = box, and x <l§§ T.

2. For all z € X, if ¢, € Voc(oy(qz)) then x <t 2.

3. Lit(oy (gz)) C (Lit(f(z)!) N Lit(f(z)")) U Ax\y-
4 loy(ga)ler <3 x 211,

Proof. We will prove the existence of oy by induction on the size of Y. Proving that this substitution
satisfies conditions (1) through (4) requires many small checks, and we provide the full proof in the
appendix in Lemma A.1.

The base case is immediate. Suppose Y # (), we inspect the structure of (Y, <y') where <y is the
restriction of <1 to Y. We distinguish cases depending on whether there is a node y € Y such that
) <l§§ vy, i.e. whether there is a cycle within Y.

e Suppose that no loops occur in Y. Then since the graph (Y, <ly) is finite there must exist a leaf
y with respect to <y. Let Z =Y \ {y}. Then, by the induction hypothesis we know that there
must be oz : Ay — Lo with the properties listed above. We define oy : Ay — L by

ay(qm) = UZ(Qa:) [Xy/Qy]'

e Now suppose that a loop does occur in Y. By Lemma 4.15 there must be a box node on this
cycle, let it be y. Then x, = Agq, where ¢’ is the unique premise of y and A € {0, 0}. Let
Z =Y \ {y}, by the induction hypothesis we know that there must be o7 : Az — L satisfying
all of the properties specified above. Let § € {T, L} be T if A =0 and L if A = {. Recall from
Lemma 2.11 that we know oz (xy)[(02(xy)[0/a])/ @] = 02(xy)[0/qy]). We define oy : Ay — Lo
by

oy () = 02(a) (02 0)6/a,]) /) 0

The following result is a corollary of the above lemma.
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Theorem 4.21 (interpolant_prop v'). Given a finite GPit-proof (X, a) and a set of equations for
interpolation x as defined above, there is a map o : Ax — Lo such that for all x € X, the following

conditions are met.
1. One of the following hold:
(a) o(4z)
(b) o(4z)
2. Lit(o(q)) C Lit(F@)) N Lit(f(2)").

3. |o(gx)|cr < 3 x 21

o(Xx),

o(xz) and r(x) = box.

Proof. Follows from Lemma 4.20. O

Definition 4.22 (interpolant). Given a finite G**-proof (X, a), choose a solution ¢ to a set of
equations for interpolation as guaranteed by Theorem 4.21. We define the interpolant for a node x € X,

denoted ¢z, to be o(gy).

4.2.3 Partial Interpolation Proofs

In the last section we showed how to take a finite GPi*-proof (X, ) and find formulas ¢, for each
x € X which we referred to as the interpolants. We want to show that we are justified in calling these
formulas interpolants by proving the split sequents f(z)! | 1 and 77 | f(x)" for each € X. The work
by D. Shamkanov in [Shal4| proves this semantically using the underlying well-founded structure of
GLcye. We do not have this well-foundedness to fall back on, but we will show that it is not necessary.
The proof method we will employ will also be different.

Instead of a semantic argument, we will create proofs of the aforementioned sequents f(z)! | ¢, and
Tz | f(z)" in a coalgebraic proof system by creating partial proofs and combining them. The proof
system we base these partial proofs on will be an extension of D. Shamkanov’s split sequent system

with an added cut and weakening rule.

%ﬂ/’ur 807/7]-1 wlur 9027<>F)F
top ————ax B AR S Ry SR A At A
oL P By T (V)T Ao T ™ Op)ons P
I e [I"
Tk T cut

Figure 4.4: Rule applications for the G system.

The set of rules for our extended system will therefore be given by Rext := RgL U {wk, cut}.

Definition 4.23. A Téfx':t’-coalgebra (X, ) is a G=*-proof if for all x € X, the following conditions
hold

(node) One of the following holds

L (r x fp)(x) = (wk, {pi}),
2. (T X fp)(x) = (CUtv {Soi})v
3. The (node) conditions of G*P!i* hold for z.
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(step) The following conditions hold

Lf (r < fp)(x) = (wk, {i}) then flp(x)] = {fn(2)} and [p(z)[ = 1.
2. If (r x fp)(z) = (cut, {y;}) then

flp@)] = {(f(@)' x {I}) U{er}, (f(2)" x {r}) U {1} } and [p(2)] < 2.

(path) On every infinite <-path (x;)i<, from x there are infinitely many ¢ such that r(x;) = box.

Some systems require the use of analytic cut to prove interpolation. We do not have this restriction
since we only use the extended split system to prove the correctness of interpolants. However, our use
of cut in our interpolation correctness proofs will be analytic and restricted to the use of cut to cut

fixpoint formulas of the very specific form given in Lemma 2.11.

Lemma 4.24 (partiallnterpolationLeft, partiallnterpolationRight). Given a GPit-proof
(X,a) and x € X there exists G=-proofs (Ly, Bz) and (Ry,vz) such that the following properties hold:

par

1. There exists a node l, € Ly (rx € Ry) such that fP=(1,) = f(2)! | ta (f=(r2) =Tz | f(2)").

2. For all z € Ly (2 € Ry), if r(2) = as then there exists y € p®(x) such that f(2) = f*(y)! | 1y
(f7(2) =0 [ F*()")-

3. If r*(z) = box then (Ly, Bz) ((Rz, 7)) has a box rule application on every path from l, () to a

non-azxiomatic leaf.

Proof. The interesting cases are when z is a box node, and ¢, # A, where y is the unique premise of
x. Table 4.1 covers the other cases for the choice of y made clear by the “y,” column of the table. The

three aforementioned properties can be checked via a direct inspection.

The principal formula occurs on the left side of the proof. If the principal formula occurs
on the left side of the proof then ¢, = O, and fp(x) = Og; for some formula ¢ by Theorem 4.21.
By completeness of the split system, this means that there exists a GPit-proof D; of <>7Ly | 1z and a
G*Plit_proof Dy of 7 | Oty. The G&E-proofs (L, B;) and (Ry,~,) are given as follows:

par

807 Dll(rl) ’ Ly
—1 i wk — | O
@, 0 (T7) | Oty by o |0, T
b ————— box

O, T | Oty X Oty | tx Oz, | T7 Tz | Oty
cut — r
Op, T ¢ o | T

cut

The principal formula occurs on the right side of the proof. If the principal formula occurs on
the right side of the proof then ¢, = O, and fy(z) = O, by Theorem 4.21. By completeness of the
split system, this means that there exists a GPit-proof D; of Ouy | 1y and a GSPlit_proof Dy of 7 | Oley.

The Ggsi-proofs (Lz, Bz) and (R, 7,) are given as follows:

ar”

— l —
Oy (1) | 1y box Ty, Oty | , 0, pr
I’ | Oy, Ooy | ta Oty | Op, 17 0% Tz | Oy

cut t
I Ip | Op, I <
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Left Proof (L, Bz)

Right Proof (R.,7z)

Representation of a(x) Xz
T,TH T Xe =L T,T | 1y | TT
T,Ir Xe=T I | T,I"
¢, T | 7 Xa =L 03T | | IT
%Fl'qarr Xz =4 q7Fl|LI g|671—w
@Fl'qur Xz =4 67Fl|bx E"LFT
I q,q,1" Xa T i = lqqI"
| rr L, T o,
@7¢a l| or Xz = Xy 14 1/] ‘ Ly o | I
eV, It |7 eV, T 1y
Tt o, T7" o | o, T7
|<P'L/) or Xz = Xy Fl|Lm 7y|<P1/)
INNRCRVETN o | eV, Ir
<P7Fl|l’y 1[171_‘1 |Lz k
@:Fl|rr ¢,Fl|rr _ sp,]_—\l ‘Lyvbz ¢,Fl|tyvtz v @'Fr E‘Fr
7 and | Xz =Xy V Xz an — and
AT T AT 1y, 05 | T
L 7 or
@AY, T 1y
iy | o 1" |y, I7
" Ty I7 My e el " e
and | Xz = Xy N\ Xz and —— and
oA, T I e, Iy, 0z | e AN, T
| e A, I
O N Y | o
—1ply | -1 P y -l
e, 0 () [0, (I7) _ - w o | 07N
| ! 4T box Xa = Oxy @, 071 (1) | Oy, 1y y‘%s«) box
Op, T4 T Ol | ox lz | T
®s b
- _ - iy |, 0,1 (1)
Uy YT | e, Ly Hrn) -0 D41(Fl) | Ly 7y7 = =) wk
; " box Xz Xy — Oty Ty | o, 07 (IM)
' | O, T ' | box

Table 4.1: Partial Interpolation Proofs
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Lemma 4.25. Given a finite G -proof (X, a), the collection of GEt-proofs {(Ly, Be) }ecx given in

par

Lemma 4.24 is structured.

Proof. This essentially follows from Lemma 4.24. To show that the collection of partial proofs is

structured we have to show:
1. For every z € X there is a node [, € L, which we refer to as the root node,
2. For all z € X and z € Ly, if v (2) = as then there is y € X such that f%(z) = f%(l,).

For (1) we define I, to be a node guaranteed by Lemma 4.24 (1), and then (2) follows since given
z € X and z € L, such that 7% (z) = as by Lemma 4.24 (2) we know f=(2) = f%(y)! | ¢, for y € p*(z).
Finally, by Lemma 4.24 (1) we know that f%(1,) = f®(y)" | ¢,. O

Lemma 4.26. Given a finite GP*-proof (X, a), the collection of G=t-proofs {(Raz, V) }eex given in

par

Lemma 4.24 s structured.

Proof. Analogous to Lemma 4.25. O

4.2.4 Proof Transformations

Theorem 4.27 (proofTransformation v'). Given a GPi-proof (X,a), and a structured collection
of Gt _proofs {(Py, B:) yzex, let the root of P, be denoted by py; a proof transformation (Y, [3) (see

par

Definition 3.22) is a Ggf{‘itp-proof if for all x € X, the following conditions hold:

1. If r*(x) = box then P, has a box rule application on every path from p, to the non-axiomatic

leaves.
2. For all z € P, such that r%(z) = as, the chosen y € X such that fP(z) = fP(p,) is in p®(z).

Proof. To begin with, recall by definition of (Y, ) in Definition 3.22 that
(fy (@, 2), [l (2, 2)) = (f= (), £ () (4.3)
and by condition (2) we know that
(z,2) <P (2/,7') if and only if z <% 2’ or, z = 2’ and z <P 2/

We check that the (node), (step), and (path) conditions for the Ggl’(‘itp system are met.

(node) Take (x,2) € Y. We split cases depending on whether r7=(z) = as. If so, then (r? x fpﬁ)(sc, z) =
(skip, #) by Definition 3.22, so we have our desired result. If 757 (z) # as then by Definition 3.17,

the (node) condition of G*** holds, our desired result.

(step) Take (z,z) € Y. We split cases depending on whether 7% (2) = as. If so, we know f,*(z) = 0)
by Definition 3.17 and (r? x ff)(:c, z) = (skip, 0) by Definition 3.22. By Definition 3.20 we must
show fP[p?(x,2)] = fP(z,2) and |[p®(z)| = 1. This follows since the unique premise of (z, z) is
(y,py) by Definition 3.22 and

FPP (z,2)] = fP(y.py) = [P (py) = 7 (2) = fP(=,2).
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The second and fourth equalities follow from (4.3) and the third equality follows from the structure
condition. If r5#(z) # as then by Definition 3.17, the (step) condition of A holds, our desired

result.

path) Recall that the path conditions of the G& system are the following:
skip

1. On every infinite <®-path (z;, 2;)i<,, there are infinitely many 7 such that r®(x;, z;) = box,

2. On every infinite <®-path (2, 2;)i<. there are not cofinitely many i such that 7% (z;, z;) = skip.

Recall that Y = {(z,2) | z € X,z € P,}. We will show (1) as (1) will imply (2). This follows
since if there are infinitely many i such that %(z;, z;) = box then there cannot be cofinitely many
i such that r8(z;, z;) = skip. To show (1), let (x4, 2;)i<w be an infinite path in (Y, 8). We split

cases depending on whether there exists n such that for all i > n, z; = z,,.

e If this is the case, then we can find an infinite <t?s»-path in P, given by (2;);>n. Since
P, is a G&xt-proof, we know there are infinitely many j such that rPes (zj) = box. By (4.3)
we know 7% (zj) = rP(z},2), so on this path there are infinitely many nodes such that
78 (x;, 2j) = box.

e If this is not the case, then observe that (x;, z;)i<. induces an infinite path in (X, «). In

other words, we can write our path as

(.T(), 20,0)7 ey (‘T07 Zo,mo)7 (1:17 zl,O)u DRI (.’Ifl, Zl,ml)a v

where z; <@ x;41 for all 4, z;,,, is a non-axiomatic leaf for all ¢, and z; o is the root node of
P, for all i # 0. Since (z;)i<w is an infinite <®-path in (X, «), we know by Lemma 4.15
that there are infinitely many ¢ such that r*(z;) is a box node. Therefore, for all of these i
such that i # 0, by condition (1) there will be j < m; such that 7% (2; ;) = box, giving us

our desired result. O

Our Lyndon interpolation result follows. We first state the syntactic result for finite GSPit-proofs,

and then state the main result.

Theorem 4.28 (syntactic_interpolation v'). Given a finite GPit-proof (X,a), there are G‘;f(‘fp—
proofs (Y, 3) and (Z,~) which prove f(x) | 1y and 7z | f(x)" for each x € X.

Proof. We will prove there is a Ggl’{‘itp—proofs (Y, 3) of f(z)!| ¢ for each 2 € X. The right interpolation

correctness proof follows analogously. By Lemma 4.25 there is a structured collection of G‘f)’;tr—proofs

{(Lg, Bz)}zex. By Theorem 4.27 the proof transformation (Y, 3) of this collection is a Gglfitp—proof. Take

x € X, it remains to show (Y, ) FGeﬁp f(x)! | 1. This is witnessed by (x,1,) € Y since by Lemma
skip

4.24, fP(Ilz) = f(2)' | tay s0 fP(@,00) = f(2)' | b =

Theorem 4.29 (interpolation v'!). Given @, € Lo such that E BV 1, there is a formula x such
that the following two properties hold:

1. Lit(x) C Lit(p) N Lit(),

2. EpVyx and EX V.

In our Lean formalization we prove Craig interpolation not Lyndon interpolation. See Chapter 6 for details.
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Proof. Take @, such that F @ V 1. By Theorem 4.3 we know Fgepie @ | ¥, i.e. there is (X, ) and
z € X such that f(z) =@ | 1. By Theorem 4.13 we can assume that X is finite. By Theorem 4.28 we

know there exists x such that

1. Lit(x) C Lit(e) NLit(ey),
2. Fege @ | x and Fgee X | 9.

If Ggf{‘itp is sound, we have F @V y and F Y V 9. The fact that this system is sound follows by the same
argumentation in [Men24, Prop. 2.2.8] that Shamkanov’s system is sound and the fact that the rule

skip is not used cofinitely often on any infinite path. O
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Chapter 5
The Alternation-Free p-Calculus

We now move to a more complex example, a proof system for the alternation-free p-calculus (AFMC).
The systems we use as a basis for our coalgebraic notion of proof are the cyclic and infinite tree proof
systems created by J. Marti and Y. Venema called Focus and Focus., respectively [MV21]. This system
restricts to guarded formulas, for which it is known that all alternation-free formulas are semantically
equivalent to guarded alternation-free formulas. Let Ean denote the set of all guarded formulas of the
alternation-free p-calculus.

Cyclic proof systems for fixpoint logics with fixpoint operators have appeared in multiple works.
Key systems for the modal p-calculus were introduced by C. Stirling in [Stil4] and N. Jungteerapanich
in [Junl0], and relied on annotating formulas within the system with added strings of information used
to show soundness and completeness of the systems. A natural starting point to discuss these systems

is how they handle fixpoint formulas. Since nx.¢ = p[nz.¢/x], fixpoints could be handled as follows.

U, olpz.p/x] U olvae.o/z]
I, uz.p vz

Of course, adding these rules makes the proof system ill-founded because we can indefinitely unfold
formulas. The flaw of such a system becomes clear when considering the following proof of pz.lx,

which is well-known to be semantically equivalent to L.

Opx.Ox
px.Oz

To remedy this, added pieces of information, called annotations, are added to the proof. In the
alternation-free case, the work in [MV21] posits that we need only a single bit of data to be added to
each formula in the proof. This bit will be an element of the set {u, f}, and we will refer to the set of
annotated formulas as al¥ := L3 x {u, f}. Given ¢ € L& we let ¢ = (¢,i) and we call ' unfocused

if ¢ = w and focused if i = f. The rules of the system are given in Figure 5.1.

h iyt L e, Tyt T ¢, T

—to ax — 0 [ A —
TP e (e V)T erop,T M Tgror P
) u T ) arT f “,
plux sO/G:E} S plva 90/;6] X Tk o0 U
pxr.p* T ve.p® T ", T " T of, T

Figure 5.1: Rule applications of the systems Focus and Focus,, [MV21].
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Focus and Focuss.-proofs have two added conditions about infinite paths that are needed to prove
the system is sound and complete. The first (much like GL’s implicit path condition) states that
every infinite path must have infinitely many box rule applications, and the second states that every
infinite path must have cofinitely many nodes which contain a formula in focus, and are not u or f rule
applications. With these added path conditions, one can check that proving pz.Ox® for any a € {u, f}

becomes impossible. We now unify these two systems using our coalgebraic approach.
Definition 5.1. We define the set of rules Rapmc to be the set {top, ax, or,and, box, mu, nu, wk, f, u}.

af
Definition 5.2. Given a ﬁffwlc—coalgebra (X,a) and z € X, we say that x is annotated if r(z) # u,
r(z) # f, and f(z) contains a formula in focus, i.e. there is ¢ such that of € f(z).

af
Definition 5.3. A ’T;ﬁm C—coalgebra (X, «) is called an A8"-proof if the following node, step, and path

AFM
conditions are met:

(node) For all z € X, (r x f,)(x) has one of the following forms:

L. (top,{T"}) 2. (ax, {¢%@"}) 3. (or,{(pV¥)}) 4. (and,{(p A¥)*}) 5. (box,{Tp"})
6. (mu, {uz.¢?}) 7. (nu,{va.p?}) 8. (wk,{p"}) 9. (f,{¢¥"}) 10. (u, {¢'})
where ¢ € Prop, a,b € {u, f}, p,% € L.

(step) The step conditions represented in Figure 5.1 are satisfied.
(path) The following path conditions are satisfied:

1. On every infinite <-path (x;);<, there are cofinitely many i such that x; is annotated.

2. On every infinite <-path (z;)i<, there are infinitely many ¢ such that r(x;) = box.

Remark 5.4. From now on, we will not write out each step condition using our structure morphism «
for a given coalgebra (X, ). Instead we will refer to a figure of the rule applications. The definitions of
the G&*, G%Plit and G™*-proof systems in Chapter 4 (Definition 4.2, Definition 4.12, and Definition
4.23 respectively) should sufficiently demonstrate how to codify step conditions.

Theorem 5.5 (Soundness and Completeness). Given a sequent A € P, (L),
Fasen {07 | 0 € A} if and only if F\/A.

where Fpgen is as defined in Definition 3.10 and F denotes semantic validity on Kripke models.

Proof. The work in [MV21] establishes soundness and completeness for the ill-founded proof system
Focus.,. Observing that every ill-founded proof in Focuss, is an A8®"-proof, and that every AS®"-proof

can be turned into an ill-founded Focuss.-proof via unraveling, soundness and completeness follows. [

5.1 Finitization

As in Chapter 4, we need to finitize our proofs. We will begin by showing that point generation yields

an f-finite proof. We get this result using the same argumentation as Section 4.1.
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Lemma 5.6. Given an A5 -proof (X, «) and x,y € X. If x <* y, then f(y) C Clos(f(x)) x {u, f}.

Proof. Analogous to Lemma 4.5. O

. . Laf
Lemma 5.7. Given an A% -proof (X, a) and some node x € X, the point-generated T;;AFDM

-proof.

c -coalgebra

gen

around x (see Definition 3.13) given by (T x,ay) is an A
Proof. The fact that the (node) and (step) conditions are satisfied is analogous to Lemma 4.6.

(path) Take an infinite <“*-path (z;)i<, in (T2, az). This is also an infinite <®-path (z;)i<,, in (X, a),
which satisfies the (path) condition. Thus, since r**(y) = r*(y) and f*(y) = f*(y) for any

y € Tx, we have our desired result. 0

Theorem 5.8. For any annotated sequent A, if there is an A%™-proof (X, «) of A then there is an
f-finite proof of A where |f[X]| is bounded by 9lAlc1+1

Proof. Let (X, a) be an A8"-proof of A witnessed by z. Take the point-generated coalgebra around
x given by (fz,a,). By Lemma 5.7 this is an A%"-proof. Moreover, since f*(z) = f%(x), we
know that (Tx,q,) is an A5 -proof of A. Finally, for all y € Tz, by Lemma 5.6 we know that
fy) C Clos(A) x {u, [}, so | f[ta]| < 28T, O

Thus our system A®™ has f-finite proofs. If we were to continue following the methodology of

Section 4.1, we would take an arbitrary filtration for the equivalence relation given by

x ~%y if and only if f(x) = f(y).

Figure 5.2 shows why taking arbitrary filtrations is not feasible. In short, filtrations preserve the node

and step conditions, but may fail to preserve the path conditions.

V.’EDZEf

Tbox
Ove.Ozf Ove.Ozf Ovz.Ozf
Tnu box Tnu lbox
ve.Oxf ve.Ox! ve.Ox!
I I s
ve.dz® ve.dz® ve.dz®
Tu
ve.Oxf

Figure 5.2: An A#®"-proof of vx.0x/ (left), a filtration of the left proof which is an A& -proof (middle),
and a filtration of the left proof which is not an A%*"-proof (right).

Our path conditions are recurrence and persistence statements expressible in the modal p-calculus.
It is a well-known property of the modal u-calculus that filtrations do not preserve satisfaction [BS07].

In Figure 5.2, we give an example specific to our proof system. On the left we present a proof of
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ve.Ozf | and two filtrations of this proof. The filtration shown in the middle is a valid proof, since one
can check via direct inspection that all infinite paths use the box-rule application infinitely many times,
and the u and f rules cofinitely many times as well as having cofinitely many sequents with a formula in
focus. The filtration on the right does not satisfy either of these path conditions and is not a valid
proof. Thus we must proceed via a different method.

We fix a f-finite proof (X, «) of A for the rest of this section, and give our construction of a finite
proof proving the same sequents shown in (X, ). We are inspired by the construction of D. Kozen in
[Koz88|, but heavily simplify things. The contents of [Koz88| prove the finite model property of the
modal p-calculus by using a well-quasi-ordering on sets of formulas of the transfinite modal p-calculus.

The key observation is that the (node), (step), and (path) conditions in Definition 5.3 can to some
degree! be rewritten in the modal j-calculus. Therefore one approach towards proving finitization
could be to use the modal p-calculus as a meta-language, write all of our (node), (step), and (path)
conditions in the modal p-calculus, view our A8 -proof (X, a) as a Kripke frame (X, <), give the
necessary interpretation, finitize it using Kozen’s well-quasi-order construction, turn the finite model
into a finite %f&:c—coalgebra, and prove that said T;f:tic—coalgebra is still an A%“"-proof which in fact
proves A.

However, inspection of Kozen’s method grants us a simpler and clearer construction. This con-
struction will focus solely on the two path conditions as modal p-calculus formulas and assign weights
(ordinals) to each node in X that quantify how efficient the node is at proving the two path conditions
in the scope of the entire proof. The main idea will be to use these weights to create an intuitive order
< on X, from which we will show there is a finite set Y C X of nodes of minimal weights which we will
then use as the base set of our finite A8°"-proof. To begin with, we define two weight functions we use

to construct this ordering.

5.1.1 Weighing Nodes

Recall that we call z an annotated node if 7(z) is not u or f and f(z) contains a formula in focus. We
assign a valuation V' to X given by pann — {z | z annotated} and ppox — {z | 7(z) = box}. By the

path condition, we know that for every node z € X, the following formulas are satisfied:

1z-Poox V (Poox A 012) “every infinite path has a box node”
121.022.(Pann A 021) V (pann A Oza)  “every infinite path has cofinitely many annotated nodes”

Thus every node z has a least ordinal for both of these formulas.

Definition 5.9. We define the boz weight of a node x € X, denoted wpex(x), to be the least ordinal of
12z Phox V (Poox A 2) at x.

We state some properties about wpey that will be useful later.
Lemma 5.10. For all x € X, if r(x) = box then wpex(x) = 1.

Proof. This follows from the semantics of the transfinite u-calculus. Since x E ppoy it follows that
2 E 1 2.phox V (Phox A 2). Thus wpey(z) < 1 if 7(x) = box. To conclude the proof, we can observe that
Whox () # 0 since x ¥ pu°2.ppox V (Poox A 02). O]

'To properly express the conditions of being an A*™-proof, the restriction on the number of premises each rule
application has needs a graded modal logic to express, although for finitization via Kozen’s method, this is not necessary.
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Lemma 5.11. If z <y and r(x) # box then wpox(y) < Wpox().

Proof. Let f = wpox(z) and 0 = pz.ppox V (Pbox A 0z). Observe the following sequence of deductions.
z E 1P 2. ppox V (Ppox A 2)
T F Ppox V (Pbox A LIO7) where v < 3
& F Doox A LIG7 since r(z) # box
Y E 17 2. ppox V (Poox A 02)
Thus whox (y) < 7 < Wpox(T)- 0

Definition 5.12. We define the annotation weight of a node x, denoted wann(x), to be the least ordinal

of puz1.v29.(Dann A 021) V (Pann A Oz2).

We observe that wan, behaves differently from wyoy with respect to <1. The difference will be made

clear by the following lemmas.
Lemma 5.13. For all x,y € X such that x <y, if x is not annotated then wapn(y) < Wann(z).

Proof. Let = wann(z) and 0 = pz1.v29.(Dann A 0Dz1) V (pann A Oz2). Observe the following sequence of

deductions.
x E pP2.vz0. (Pamm A O21) V (Pann A O22)
x E v29.(Pann A 00Y) V (pann A Oz3) where v < 3
T & (Pann ADOY) V (pann A Ounf(67))
T F Pann A OV since T ¥ pann

yF ﬂ'yzl'yzl(pann A \:‘21) \% (pann A DZQ)
SO Wann(Y) < v < Wann(x). O

Lemma 5.14. For all x,y € X such that x <y, if x is annotated then wann(y) < Wapn(x).

Proof. Let 8 = wann(z) and 6 = pz1.v29.(Dann A 021) V (pann A Oz2). Observe the following sequence of
deductions.

z E uﬁzl.yzg.(m A Oz1) V (pann A Oz2)

x F vz9.(Pann AOY) V (Pann A Ozs) where v <

Z F (Pann AOOY) V (pann A D unf(67))

Z F pann A Ounf(67) since T F Pann

y E unf(07)

Y E g+l
S0 Wann(y) < v+ 1 < Wann(z). O

Definition 5.15. Let w : X — Ord? be given by wann X Whox. We will refer to w(x) as the weight of a

node z.

Let <; denote the lexicographical order on Ord® with preference given to the first projection, in

other words

w(z) <; w(y) if and only if wann () < Wann(Y), OF Wann () = Wann(y) and wpex () < Wpox(Y)-

38



We now introduce the following order < C X x X on nodes as follows.

r <y <= f(x)=[f(y) and w(z) < w(y).

If x < y we say « is better than y. The reason for calling one node better than another is that if x < y,
we know that f(x) = f(y), so the nodes are proving the same sequent. However wann () or wpey ()
are equal to or smaller than their counterparts in y, so x is essentially capable of proving the path
conditions with less p-unfoldings than y in the game-theoretic semantics of the modal p-calculus. This
comes with the stipulation that we give preference to the condition (path) 2. over (path) 1. as we will

later use (path) 2. to prove (path) 1.

Lemma 5.16. There is a set Y C X such that for all x € X, there exists y € Y, such that y < = and
Y] = [f[X]].

Proof. Take the equivalence relation ~“ given by

x ~% yif and only if f(z) = f(y).

Given an equivalence class [z], take y € [z] such that w(y) < w(z) for all z € [z]. Since (Ord?, <;) is
well-ordered, there will always be such a y. Let ¢ : X — X be a choice function which chooses for each
x € X, the choice of node y € [z] such that w(y) < w(z) for all z € [z]. Let Y := ¢[X], it remains to
show |Y| = | f[X]|. This can be seen by observing that there is a bijection Y — f[X] by y — f(y). O

Let ¢ and Y be as defined above. Thus ¢(z) < x for all x. Moreover, let i : Y < X be the inclusion

map. By definition of g it is a choice function for the equivalence relation given by ~ defined above.
caf .
Let 8:= (T2 q)oaoi.

AFMC

Remark 5.17. Recalling Figure 5.2, we saw that for the example proof we gave, there was a filtration
through <1 that is a proof, shown in the middle of the figure. It turns out this was not a coincidence,

and we can now show that for every proof there always is a filtration that is also a proof.

5.1.2 Filtration

Lemma 5.18. If y <® z and y is not annotated then wapy(2) < Wann(y).

Proof. Suppose y <” z and y is not annotated, then z € ¢[p®(y)] so there exists z € p®(y) such that
q(x) = z. Since z € p*(y) we know y < z and since y is not annotated we know wann () < wann(y)-

Moreover, since q(x) = z we know that z < z, SO Wann(2) < wann(z). Putting this together, we get

wann(z) < wann(y)- O
Lemma 5.19. If y <® z and y is annotated then wapn(2) < Wann(y).

Proof. Suppose y < z and y is annotated, then z € ¢[p®(y)] so there exists z € p®(y) such that
q(z) = z. Since z € p*(y) we know y <% z and since y is annotated we know wann(z) < Wann(y).
Moreover, since q(x) = z we know that z < , SO Wann(2) < wann(z). Putting this together, we get

wann<z) < wann(y)- O

Lemma 5.20. If y <? z and y is not a box node then w(z) <; w(y).

39



Proof. Suppose y <? z and v is not a box node. If y is not annotated then by Lemma 5.18 we
have wann(2) < Wann(y) so w(z) <; w(y) so we are done. Otherwise, suppose y is annotated. Since
z € q[p®(y)] there is z € p*(y) such that y <“ x and z = ¢(z). Since y is annotated we know
Wann(Z) < wann(y) and since it is not a box node we know wpex () < Whex(y) so w(x) < w(y). Moreover,

since ¢(x) = z we know that z < = so w(z) < w(x) < w(y), giving our desired result. O
Theorem 5.21. The coalgebra (Y, B) as defined above is an AS™-proof.

Proof. We show that the (node), (step), and (path) conditions are met. To begin with, observe that for
ally €Y,

(T2 g)oasi(y) = (r°(y), £2(y), £2(v), alp* ()

(node) Take y € Y. Since (r? x fpﬂ(y)) = (r* x f(y)), and (r* x f*(y)) has one of the forms listed in

the node condition, we know that (% x ff (y)) will have one of the necessary forms.

(step) Take y € Y. Similar to above, since (1 x fpﬂ x P (y) = (r* x forx f)(y) all necessary conditions
will clearly be met besides the ones about |p®(y)|. Moreover, observe that p®(y) = ¢[p®(y)] so
p° ()] = [p* ()| if [p* ()] is 0 or 1, and [p°(y)| < [p®(y)] if [p*(y)| = 2. Tt can be checked that

this meets the necessary condition by checking each case individually.
(path) We now prove the (path) conditions.

1. Let (yi)i<w be an infinite <t®-path. To begin with, observe that by Lemma 5.18 and Lemma
5.19 that wann(Yi+1) < Wann(yi) so we have an infinite non-increasing chain of ordinals.
Suppose for every i < w we can find j > ¢ such that the node y; is not annotated. Thus by
Lemma 5.18 for each of these y; we have wann(Yj4+1) < Wann(y;). Thus we have an infinite

non-increasing chain with an infinitely many decreasing steps, a contradiction.

2. Let (;)i<w be an infinite <®-path. By (1) we know there must be some j such that for
all ¢ > j, the node y; is annotated. We must show that infinitely many of these y; are box
nodes. Suppose only finitely many of them are, and let n > j be the maximal index such
that y, is a box node (if there are none, let n = j). Then for all £ < w, it follows from
Lemma 5.20 that w(ypix+1) <i W(Yn+k) so we have found an infinite decreasing chain, a

contradiction. O

Recall for the entirety of this section we fixed an A8“"-proof (X, «). We unfix this and combine the

work of this section to get our bounded finitization result.

Theorem 5.22. Given an f-finite A" -proof (X, «) of A, there ezists a finite A" -proof (Y, ) of A

whose size is | f¢[X]].

Proof. Let (X, a) be a f-finite proof of A, i.e. |f[X]| is finite. Let (X, @) be the filtration of (X, )
through the equivalence relation ~% for the choice function ¢ which chooses for every x € X an element
of the equivalence class which has minimal weight. By Theorem 5.21, this is an A8"-proof. Observe
there is a bijection X — f& [X ] given by y — f%(y). This map is injective since if two representatives
y1 and o of different equivalence classes satisfy f®(y1) = f*(y2), then f(y1) = f®(y2) 50 y1 ~* ¥2, a
contradiction. Thus |X| = |f*[X]|. Finally, let  witness the proof of A in (X, ). Let & denote the
representative of the equivalence class z is in. Then f4(#) = f®(z) and f*(z) = A so (X, &) proves A,

witnessed by Z. O
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We combine Theorem 5.8 and Theorem 5.22 to prove the main result of this section.

Theorem 5.23. For all annotated sequents A, if there is an A8 -proof of A then there is a finite
AZ _proof of A whose size is bounded by 212t

Proof. This follows from Theorem 5.8 and Theorem 5.22. O

5.2 Interpolation

We follow the same approach toward interpolation as we did in Section 4.2. In this case, we will not
need to extend our system with a cut rule, making our result more straightforward. We begin by

gen

introducing a split version of the A8“"-proof system.

5.2.1 The Split Proof System

Let [ and r be two more annotations denoting left and right respectively. Let asEan be the set
ald x {l,r}. We refer to formulas in this set as annotated formulas. We call (¢, a,i) € asC a formula
in focus if a = f and a formula unfocused if a = u. Moreover, given a € {u, f} and i € {[,r}, let ©¢
denote (¢, a,i) € asL¥. Also, for i € {I,r} and A € P,(asL), define A’ := {(p,a) | (p,a,i) € A}.
We may denote a split annotated sequent A using the notation A! | AT.

@ ¢ T a T a ar
o top a b ShALLRR o or a :bl and 7%;1 box
T P D; (o V)T X D, O
pluz.p/a]t, T plve.p/z]},T T ol T i, T
— mu — nu a T wk ( f 7 u
pr.pf, I’ vr.py, I’ Pis ou, T o;, T

Figure 5.3: Rule applications for the APt system.

af

Definition 5.24. A meMc—coalgebra (X, a) is called an ASPlit-proof if for all € X the following node,

step, and path conditions are met.

(node) (r* x f¥)(x) has one of the following forms:

L. (top, {T{}) 2. (ax,{gf,a}}) 3. (o, {(pV)i}) 4. (and, {(pA®)}}) 5. (box, {O¢f})
6. (mu,{pz.¢i}) 7. (nu,{vz.¢i}) 8. (wk,{¢]}) 9. (f,{¢i'}) 10. (u,{¢})
for ¢ € Prop, ,¢ € LY, a,b € {u, f}, and 4,5 € {l,r}.

(step) The step conditions represented in Figure 5.3 are satisfied.
(path) The following path conditions are satisfied:

1. On every infinite <-path (z;);<, from x there are infinitely many ¢ such that r(x;) = box,
2. On every infinite <-path (x;);<, from x there are cofinitely many i such that r(x;) is not u

or f and f(x;) contains a formula in focus.

Rather than proving soundness and completeness of this system, we will assume it. Since this is
a thesis focused on syntactical proofs, we did not verify this result. We are certain that the proof

method by J. Marti and Y. Venema in [MV21] can be applied to this system to achieve soundness and
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completeness. This means that the interpolation results we achieve will be a syntactic interpolation

result rather than a semantic one.

Assumption 5.25 (Soundness and Completeness). Given sequents I'; A € P, (L),

F Asplit {cplf o eTYU{p! | o € A} if and only if E \/(F UA)
where Faspiiv 15 as defined in Definition 3.10 and F denotes semantic validity on Kripke models.

Theorem 5.26. Given an AP _proof (X, ) of A, there exists an APt -proof (Y, B) of A such that
Y| < 2lAlat2,

Proof. Following the same method of finitization for A&"-proofs in Section 5.1, we get our result. We
get a bound of 2/2lc1t2 rather than 212101t since we have to account for formulas appearing on both

the left and right side of a node simultaneously. O

We end this section with the following theorem about split proofs, which will help us when

constructing interpolants.

Lemma 5.27. Given an AP -proof (X, a) and x,y € X such that x <* y,

Lit(f(y)") NLit(f(y)") < Lit(f(x)") N Lit(f(2)")

Proof. Let (X, ) and x,y be as specified. Suppose g € Lit(f(y)!) NLit(f(y)") and proceed by induction
on x <*y. If x = y we immediately have our result. Suppose <1z and z <* y. By the induction
hypothesis we know ¢ € Lit(f(z)!) N Lit(f(2)") so it remains to show that ¢ € Lit(f(z)!) N Lit(f(z)").
This can be accomplished by checking cases on (r x fp,)(z) as this determines f(z). From the different

step conditions it can be seen that no new free variables are introduced when a forward step is made in

the proof and that the rule applications of the APt system do not negate any formulas. O

5.2.2 Coloring Clusters

Recall Chapter 2 for preliminaries on clusters.

Definition 5.28. Given a proof (X, «) let the clusters of (X, a) refer to the clusters of (X, <). In

other words z is in the same cluster as y if z <* y and y <* «.

Lemma 5.29. Given a cluster C C X, x,y € C and j € {l,7}, if f(z)? has no formula in focus then

f(y)? has no formula in focus.

Proof. Fix a cluster C, and take 2,y € C and j € {I,r}. Suppose f(z)’ has no formula in focus. We
proceed by induction on the n such that x <™ y. If n = 0 we are immediately done as y = x. Suppose
n =k+1 and z < z <y. Then by the induction hypothesis f(z)7 has no formula in focus. Checking
node and step conditions it is clear that the only case of interest (the only way a formula could be in
focus in f(y)’) is if 7(z) = f. However, this is not the case since z is on the loop = <I¥ z <y <* = so by
path (b) it cannot be that r(z) = f. O

Lemma 5.30. Given a non-trivial cluster C C X, there is a formula in focus in f(z)! for all x € C or

there is a formula in focus in f(x)" for all z € C.
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Proof. To begin with, observe that every element in C' must have a formula in focus. This follows since
if there were x € C without a formula in focus, then since 2 <t*  there is an infinite path with infinitely

many points with a sequent with no formulas in focus, a contradiction to path (b).

r

Now, if every 2 € C has a formula in focus in f(z)! and in f(x)” we are done. So suppose the

opposite, without loss of generality this means there is some z € C' with no formula in focus in f(z)".
Thus it follows by Lemma 5.29 that for every y € C, f(y)! has no formulas in focus, so there must be a
formula in focus in f(y)" for every y € C. O]

Definition 5.31. Given a <-cluster C, we say that C' is magenta if there is a formula in focus in f(z)’
for every x in C and we say that C is navy otherwise. We refer to this as the color of the cluster.
Furthermore, let no be p if C' is magenta, and v if C' is navy. Likewise given any x € X, let the color

of x refer to the color of C(x), and let 7, be n¢(y)-

5.2.3 Finding Interpolants

Definition 5.32 (Free Variables). Let (X, ) be a finite ASPi-proof. For every 2 € X let ¢, € Prop
be a unique atom such that g, does not appear in FV(|,cx f(z)) UBV(U,cx f(2)) (i-e. g does
not appear in any of the sequents of (X, «)). Moreover, for every Y C X, let Ay denote the set

{gz |z €Y}

Note that since (X, «) is finite, we know that (X, «) only has finitely many propositional variables

in its sequents, so we can always find countably many atoms not appearing in (X, «).

Definition 5.33. Given an A%!it-proof (X, ) we define a set of equations for interpolation (see
Definition 3.14) x : X — EEf such that y is defined as follows

1. if (r x fp)(z) = (top, {T{}) then x, = L;

2. if (r x fp)(x) = (top, {T¢}) then x, := T;

3. if (r x fp)(x) = (ax, {g @'}) then x, == L;

4. if (r % fp)(x) = (ax, {¢f", @}) then xz :=;

5. if (1 x fp)(z) = (ax, {gf',q1}) then xu = ¢;

6. if (r x f)(2) = (ax, {g}, q}) then x, := T;

7 (1 % f,)(@) = (and, {(@ A D)D) then Xe 1= Vyepue) 4

8.0 (r % f,)(x) = (and, {( A 9)7}) then xa == Aycpaie) o'

9. if (r x fp)(x) = (box, {(dy)f'}) then x, := Ogy where y is the single element in p®(z);
10. if (r x fp)(z) = (box, {(O¢)2}) then x, := Og, where y is the single element in p®(x);
11. for all other cases, x, := g, where y is the single element in p*(z).

We note that y is well-defined since each of the aforementioned cases on (r x f,)(x) are unique and

covers all possible cases allowed in an ASPHt-proof.
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The following lemmas will be useful later to prove that our interpolants have the properties we

desire.

Lemma 5.34. Let (X, a) be an A% -proof. Given any Y C X and any v € X and n € {u,v}, it
follows that x, € Ngy.

Proof. This follows from Lemma 2.28 since y, does not contain any fixpoint formulas for any x € X,

and g, does not occur negatively in x, for any y € X. O

Lemma 5.35. Let (X, a) be an AP -proof and take x € X and q € Lit. If ¢ € Lit(xz) then one of the
following holds

1. g € Lit(f(x)") N Lit(f(2)"),
2. q = qy for somey € X such that x <y.

Proof. Let (X, a) be an APt proof and let € X and ¢ € Prop be as specified. By taking cases on
(r x fp)(x) we get our desired result from the definition of x and f. O

Lemma 5.36. Let (X,a) be an AP _proof, given x,y € X, q, € FV(x) if and only if x < y.

Proof. Let (X, a) be an APt proof and let € X and ¢ € Prop be as specified. By taking cases on
(r x fp)(x) we get our desired result from the definition of x. O

Recall that our approach to interpolation is to view the interpolant for a node z in an ASPHt-proof
(X, a) as 0(qy) where o is a solution to the aforementioned set of equations. In fact, interpolants require

a stronger vocabulary condition than the one given in Definition 3.15, which says

Lit(o(g)) € Lit(f(x)!) NLit(f(z)")

We begin by showing in Lemma 5.37 that for each cluster of a finite ASPi*-proof, there is something
close to a solution for said cluster, and then in Theorem 5.38 we will show how to combine the solutions

for each cluster into an overall solution.

Lemma 5.37. Given a proof (X,a) and a set of equations for interpolation x as defined above and
a cluster C C X, for every Y C C there is a partial map oy : Ay — EEf such that for all x € Y the

following sixz statements hold:

1. Ezactly one of the following hold:

(a) oy (¢z) = oy (Xa),
(b) A loop occurs in (Y, <y) and there is a formula ¢ such that

oy (qz) = Ncge-p and oy (Xe) = unf(nege.¢).

2. Lit(oy(qz))

N

—
C
+

it(f(x)") ALit(f(2)") U Agopy-
3. 0y<qx) S [7\70

4. Forallz € X, q. € FV(oy(qz)) iff z ¢ Y and there exists uw € Y such that x <5 u and v < z.
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5. Forall z € X, if x <} z then Clos(oy (g.)) € Clos(oy (gz)).
0. loy(gz)lcr < 3[Y].

Proof. We will prove the existence of oy by induction on the size of Y. Proving that this substitution
satisfies conditions (1) through (6) requires a lot of small checks, and we provide the proof in the
appendix in Lemma A.2.

The base case is immediate. Suppose Y # (), we inspect the structure of (Y, <y ) where <y is the
restriction of <1 to Y. We distinguish cases depending on whether there is a node y € Y such that
Y <1;5 vy, i.e. whether there is a cycle within Y.

e Suppose that no loops occur in Y. Then since the graph (Y, <ly) is finite there must exist a leaf
y with respect to <y. Let Z =Y \ {y}. Then, by the induction hypothesis we know that there
must be oz : Ay — EEf with the properties listed above. We define oy : Ay — EEf by

oy (qz) = 02(qx)[xy/2y)-

e Suppose now that a loop occurs. By our path condition, there must be a box node on this cycle;
let it be y. We define oy : Ay — EEf by

oy () = 02(q) [Ncay-02(xy)/ay)- O

Knowing that we can find something close to a solution to the set of equations for each cluster, we

can use this to find the overall solution to the set of equations as follows.

Theorem 5.38. Given a finite AP -proof (X, ) and x € X, there is 0 : Ax — Can such that for all
x € X, the following hold.

1. Ezactly one of the following hold:

(a) U(Qx) = U(Xx);
(b) There is a formula ¢ such that o(qy) = Nxqz- and o(xz) = unf(Nqe.@).

2. Lit(o(gz)) C Lit(f(z))) NLit(f(z)").
3. U(qgc) € ,C%f
4- lo(gz)la < 3|X].

Proof. Take x € X, we want to define o(g;), we prove this map satisfies the above conditions in Theorem
A.3. We know z € C for some cluster C. We proceed by well-founded induction on (Clus(X), <) where

=< denotes the ordering on clusters defined in Section 2.1

o If C is a leaf in (Clus(X), <), we define

0(qz) = 0c(qx)

where o¢(q,) is guaranteed by Lemma 5.37.

45



e If C is not a leaf then inductively we can assume that o(g,) is defined and meets the above

properties for all ¢ in a higher cluster than x. We define

0(gz) == 0c(q)[o(qy)/ay | v € Q[C]\ C]

where o¢(q,) is guaranteed by Lemma 5.37. O]

Definition 5.39 (Interpolant). Given a finite AP!*-proof (X, a), choose a solution ¢ to a set of
equations for interpolation as guaranteed by Theorem 5.38. We define the interpolant for a node x € X,

denoted ¢, to be o(gy).

5.2.4 Partial Interpolation Proofs

split

We will now show syntactic interpolation in the ASkip system. We start by determining how we will

annotate our interpolants.

Definition 5.40. Given a coalgebra (X, @), let a : X — {u, f} be such that a(x) = u if = is magenta
and a(z) = f otherwise. Moreover, let @ : X — {u, f} be such that a(x) = f if = is magenta and

a(x) = u otherwise.

In the last section we showed how to take a finite APi*-proof (X, ) and find formulas ¢, for each
x € X which we referred to as the interpolants. We want to show that we are justified in calling these
formulas interpolants by constructing left and right interpolation proofs of f(x)! | L;(x) and 7;°®) | f(z)"

respectively.

Lemma 5.41. Given a finite A% -proof, it holds that for every x € X there is an A;%lgt-pmof (Ly, Bz)
such that the following conditions hold

1. There is a node l, in Ly such that f%(I,) = f(z)" | 2@,

2. Buvery non-axiomatic leaf node in Ly is annotated with a sequent of the form f(y)! | LZ(y) for some

y € p(x).
3. If r*(xz) = box then L, has a box rule application on every path from I, to a non-aziomatic leaf.

4. If x is an annotated node then for ally € p®(z)NC(x) and all nodes z € L, such that %= (z) = as,

on every path from l, to z every node on said path is annotated.
5. The relation <P is well-founded.

Proof. Take x € X. We will only write out the cases where (r* x f)(z) = (box, U¢f) for a € {u, f}.
These partial proofs will be trees and the root will be the root of the tree. Since z is a box node, = will
have one unique premise node y such that x, = ¢g,. Theorem 5.38 (1) tells us that exactly one of the
following will hold: (1) ¢z = Oy, (2)  is a magenta node in a loop and there is a formula ¢ such that:
Lty = pgz-p and Quy = unf(pg,.1), or (3) x is a navy node in a loop and there is a formula v such that:
Ly = Vqz.tp and Quy = unf(vq,.1p). We split cases on this.

1. If ¢p = Oty then we now consider cases on a(x) and a(y).

(a) If a(z) = w and a(y) = u then let the proof be given by
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O (fu(2)"), 9" | ¢y
Fa(@)!, O (Oy)"

Condition 1 and 3 are clearly met. For Condition 2 suppose z is an annotated node and

OX

y € C(z). Since a(z) = v and a(y) = u we know that both f(z) and f(y) have a formula in

focus on the left and no focus or un-focus rules are applied so we have our desired result.

(b) If a(x) = v and a(y) = f then let the proof be given by

O~ (ful@)), % | 4
O (@))% | 4y
(@), 0p" | (Ory)
Condition 1 and 3 are clearly met. Condition 2 holds vacuously since p®(xz) N C(z) = 0 as
a(x) # a(y).
(¢) If a(x) = f and a(y) = u then let the proof be given by
O (@), 97 | 4y
O (fu(@))), ¢ | 1
(@), 8¢ | (Ory)
Condition 1 and 3 are clearly met. Condition 2 holds vacuously since p®(x) N C(z) = 0 as
a(z) # a(y)-
(d) If a(x) = f and a(y) = f then let the proof be given by

O~ (ful@))), * | o]
Fa(@)E, 0% | (Ory)

Condition 1 and 3 are clearly met. Condition 2 is also vacuously met as the antecedent is

OX

u

box

box

always true; there is a formula in focus at every node in the partial proof, and the rule u

and f are never applied.

2. If x is magenta and in a loop and there is a formula 1 such that ¢, = p1g;.¢) and Qv = unf(pgs.1).
Then a(z) = u and also a(y) = u since y must also occur in this loop as it is the unique premise

of x and therefore also be in the same cluster as x. The proof will look as follows:

O ale)) 0 15
OX
Fule) g (01)"
Fula) D"

Condition 1 and 3 are clearly met, and Condition 2 will also be met since by assumption there

will always be a formula in focus on the left side of f(z) and f(y).

3. If  is navy and in a loop and there is a formula 1 such that: 1, = vq,.1p and Qv = unf(vq,.9)
then a(x) = f and also a(y) = f since y must also occur in this loop and therefore also be in the

same cluster as . The proof will look as follows:

O (fule))o e Ny,
Ful2)', B | (01}
nu
fal@)', O | ik
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Condition 1 and 3 are clearly met, and Condition 2 will also be met since there is always a formula

in focus on the right side of the sequent. O

Lemma 5.42. Given a finite AP -proof (X, ), it holds that for every x € X there is an A;%lgt—proof
(Ry,7vz) such that the following conditions hold

1. There is a node v in R, such that f¥=(ry) = z°®) | f(z)".

2. Every non-axiomatic leaf node in (Ry,7z) is annotated with a sequent of the form @a(y) | fly)"

for some y € p®(x).

3. If r*(x) = box then (Ry,vz) has a box rule application on every path from r, to a non-axiomatic
leaf.

4. If x is an annotated node then for all y € p®(x)NC(z) and all nodes z € Ry such that r7*(z) = as,

on every path from r, to z every node on said path is annotated.
5. The relation <"* is well-founded.

Proof. Dual to Lemma 5.41. Ul

5.2.5 Proof Transformations

Given a split coalgebra (X, «) it is easy to check that proof transformation of the aforementioned left
and right partial interpolation proofs for x satisfy the node and step conditions for AZiilg -proofs (see
Theorem 4.27 for the GL variant of this claim). We still need to show that the path condition is satisfied.
To do this, we need more requirements on our partial proofs. We start with the following lemma about

infinite paths in proof transformations which will be useful later.

Lemma 5.43. Given a finite A% -proof (X, a), and a structured collection of partial A -proofs
{(Py, Bz)zex} then an infinite path in the proof transformation (Y, B) (see Definition 3.22) induces an

infinite path in (X, a) if for every x € X, the following conditions are met:
1. The relation <P+ is well-founded,
2. For all z € Py such that r%(z) = as, the chosen y € X such that f’(z) = fP(p,) is in p®(z).

Proof. Suppose there is an infinite path in (Y, ). This will be a path (z1, 1), (%2, 22), ... such that
either (1) x; <® zj41 or (2) x; = xi41 and z; <Pz z; 1. If there are infinitely many i such that
x; 9% 441 we are done. So suppose not, then there is some n such that for all m > n, z,, = =, and
Zm <4Pon 2, 1. Thus we have an infinite increasing sequence in (P, , < B, )» Which is not possible since
<Pen is well-founded. O

As a result, we will write infinite paths in a partial proof (Y, 3) as

(20, 20,0)s - - - (%0, 20,m0 ) (X1, 21,0), - - -, (T1, Z1my )5 - - -

where the induced infinite path in (X, «) is given by (x;)i<w. Moreover, note that z; ¢ for all i # 0 must

be p,, since partial proofs are specifically connected through the nodes p, for x € X.
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Theorem 5.44. Given a finite AP -proof (X, a), and a structured collection of partial AP -proof
(Py, Bz), let the root of P, be denoted by p,; the proof transformation (Y, B) (see Definition 3.22) is an

split
Askip

1.

3.

4.

-proof if the following four conditions hold for each x € X :

If r*(z) = box then (Py, Bz) has a box rule application on every path from p, to the non-axiomatic

leaves,

If x is an annotated node then for all y € p®(x) N C(z) and all nodes z € P, such that r%(z) = as,

on every path from p, to z every node on said path is annotated,
The relation <P+ is well-founded,

For all z € P, such that % (z) = as, the chosen y € X such that fP(z) = fPs(p,) is in p®(z).

Proof. By the same argumentation as Theorem 4.27 we know that (node) and (step) conditions are

met.

1.

Take (z,z) € Y, we will show that the (path) conditions are met.

Take an infinite path

(fL'(), ZO,O)) ey (:UO) Zo,mo)7 (xlu 21,0)7 DRI (xla Zl,ml)a s

in (Y, 8) which induces an infinite path z; <* x9 <® ... in (X, ). We want to show there are
infinitely many box nodes. This infinite path in (X, ) will have infinitely many ¢ such that x; is
a box node, so by condition (1) each of these P,, will have a box rule application somewhere on
every path from p, to the non-axiomatic leaves. Recall that z; ¢ for ¢ # 0 must be p,, meaning by
condition (1) that there must exist j < m; such that % (z;, z; ;) = box. Thus we can conclude

that there are infinitely many box rule applications on this path, giving us our desired result.

Take an infinite path

(.T(), ZO,O)7 ey (LUO) Zo,mo)7 (xla zl,O)a DRI (.731, Zl,ml)a v

in (Y, 8) which induces an infinite path z; <* x9 <® ... in (X, ). We want to show there are
cofinitely many annotated nodes. Since Y is finite there must be some minimal (4, j) such that
(i, 2i,j) repeats infinitely many times along the aforementioned path. This means in particular
that x; repeats infinitely many times on the path in (X, «) so z, for all n > i (we use > so
n # 0) must be annotated and z,, € C(z;). Now we claim that (x, 2, ) for all n > ¢ and k < m,,
must be annotated. This will give us our desired result. This follows from Condition (2) by
showing that z,,4+1 € p®(z,,) N C(x,) which follows since x,, < 2,41 and as previously mentioned

ZTny Tyl € C(x;) 80 Tpy1 € Cxy).

Lastly, we want to show that on every infinite path, the rule skip is not used cofinitely many

times. This holds since the rule box is used infinitely many times as shown in (1). O

Our syntactic interpolation result now comes as a corollary.

Theorem 5.45 (Syntactic Interpolation). Given a finite AP -proof (X, ), there are A:Eilg-pmofs
(Y, B) and (Z,~) which prove f(x)! | @) nd 757 | f(z)" for each z € X.
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Proof. We will prove there is a Azﬁilg -proof (Y, ) of f(x)| Li(x) for each z € X. The right syntactic
interpolation proof follows analogously. By Lemma 5.41 there is a structured collection of A;%lgt—proofs
{(Lz,Bz)}zex- By Theorem 5.44 there is a proof transformation (Y, 3) which is an A:ﬁilg—proof. Take

z € X, it remains to show (Y, 8) b pepiit f(z)"| 1. This is witnessed by (z,1,) € Y since by Lemma
skip

5AL [P (1) = (@) | 57, s0 P, 10) = f()' | . 0

Combining Theorem 5.45 with a proof of Assumption 5.25 results in Lyndon interpolation for

the entire alternation-free p-calculus. This follows by observing that every alternation-free formula is

semantically equivalent to a guarded alternation-free formula [MV21|. In particular, by Theorem 5.38

the guarded fragment would have interpolants whose size is bounded exponentially.
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Chapter 6

Formalization in Lean

This chapter presents our formalization of the theoretical results of Chapter 4 in the functional

programming language and interactive theorem prover Lean 4.
e The code is available on GitHub at: github.com/mgignoux/lean4-gl-coalgebras
e The documentation is available at: mgignoux.github.io/lean4-gl-coalgebras/docs

As mathematical proofs grow in complexity, interactive theorem provers have grown in popularity
as a tool for ensuring correctness. Lean is particularly well-suited to proof theory: as a functional
programming language it provides a natural means for defining proof systems and their properties; and
as a theorem prover it enables fully machine-verified reasoning about them.

Formalizing non-cyclic proof systems in functional programming languages has been explored in
[Li20; MP21; BMP26]. Such well-founded systems are naturally expressible using Lean’s inductive
definitions. However, our focus is on ill-founded proof systems, for which, as previously mentioned,
the literature normally distinguishes two kinds of ill-founded proofs: cyclic proofs and infinite tree
proofs. To our knowledge, the only existing formalization of an ill-founded proof system in Lean is
by M. Gattinger et al. (in forthcoming work) for a cyclic proof system for PDL, which follows the
work in [Bor+25|. If we expand our scope outside of Lean, the work by H. Férée et al. in [Fér+24]
formalizes a cyclic proof system in Rocq for GL (amongst other modal logics) to compute uniform
interpolants as well as their syntactic correctness proofs. This work does not formalize soundness and
completeness for the proof systems, but rather syntactic interpolation. In our literature review, we
found no formalization of infinite tree proof systems.

Our work brings the coalgebraic approach to proofs into Lean, replicating the results of Chapter 4
within the theorem prover. This is interesting for two reasons. First, the coalgebraic framework unifies
cyclic and infinite tree proofs into a single notion. Second, there is no standardized methodology for
representing ill-founded proofs in Lean, making this an open design problem.

We formalize the interpolation results for GL developed in Chapter 4 using this coalgebraic approach.

ext

This encompasses soundness and completeness of the GL-proof systems G&", G*Plit and Gskip, finitization

for proofs in G&™ and G*Pt| the set of equations for interpolation, the proof that a solution exists, and
lastly partial proofs for interpolation and combining them into G:f(‘fp—proofs of interpolant correctness.
The import tree of our work in Lean is shown in Figure 6.1.
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Syntax v

[ Proof v/ } { Semantics v’ } { Proof v/ } CutProof v/

Pl N

Game v/ } { Soundness v } { Soundness v } { Game v/ } [PmnfTransformations v }

Completeness v/ { FixedPoint Theorem v } { Completeness v’ }

General Logic Split

{ Interpolants v* ]—»{ Partiallnterpolation v/ ]—»{ Interpolation v*

Interpolation

Figure 6.1: Structure and module dependency of our formalization work.

The import tree in Figure 6.1 reflects the logical dependency structure of our formalization. The
foundation is the group Logic, which defines the syntax and semantics of GL together with the fixpoint
theorem. On top of this base, the group General establishes the core results for G": finitization,
soundness, and completeness. The module group Split then introduces the split sequent systems
Gt and G, along with their partial and skip proof variants Ggﬁitp and Gg’;. Finally, the group
Interpolation assembles these components to define interpolants, construct partial interpolation proofs,
and prove the interpolation theorem.

The structure of this chapter is as follows. In Section 6.1 we give an introduction to Lean with
examples from our formalization. In the next three sections we discuss key design choices we made in
Lean, which differ from or are not discussed in the mathematical contents of this thesis. In Section 6.2
we discuss how we defined proofs as coalgebras in Lean, in Section 6.3 we discuss the completeness

proof, and in Section 6.4 we discuss partial proofs. Finally, in Section 6.5 we evaluate our formalization

and in Section 6.6 we discuss future work.

6.1 Introduction to Lean

We give a brief introduction to Lean 4 below; for a thorough treatment, see [Mac24; Baa+25]. Lean
4 is an interactive theorem prover and functional programming language developed by Leonardo de
Moura and others, with its internal logic grounded in the calculus of constructions.

Lean 4 uses several keywords to construct types, define functions, and state theorems. We briefly
discuss the most important ones. Lean comes with a collection of built-in libraries defining basic notions
such as natural numbers, lists, and strings. It also has a large community library, mathlib, which
contains a broad base of formalized mathematics including the theory of functors and coalgebras that
we need [Mat20].

In a fresh project, we import mathlib and begin by defining the objects we need, which in Lean’s

type-based system means defining new types. For instance, we need to define the type of BML formulas
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to be able to reason about formulas. To define new types, the keywords inductive and structure are
used. The keyword inductive allows new types to be defined via inductive clauses. An appropriate

first example is defining £ from Definition 2.1.

inductive Formula : Type
| bottom : Formula
top : Formula
atom : Nat — Formula

neg_atom : Nat — Formula

I
I
I
| and : Formula — Formula — Formula
| or : Formula — Formula — Formula
| box : Formula — Formula

I

diamond : Formula — Formula

We also add some notation to make our constructors easier to read.

prefix:70 "at" => atom
prefix:70 "na" => neg_atom
prefix:70 "O" => box
prefix:70 "(" => diamond
infixr:6 "&" => and

infixr:6 "v" => or

@[simp] instance instBot : Bot Formula where bot := Formula.bottom

@[simp] instance instTop : Top Formula where top := Formula.top

The keywords prefix, infixr, infixl allow us to define custom syntax for functions, which in this
case we use for the different constructors for Formula. This allows us to write ¢ v 1 in our code rather
than Formula.or ¢ v, improving readability.

The keyword instance allows us to register type class instances. Specifically, Bot Formula and
Top Formula allow us to use the unicode characters L and T in place of writing Formula.bottom and
Formula.top respectively. The marker @[simp] is referred to as an attribute, and will be explained in
more detail later.

For types with a single constructor bundling multiple fields, the keyword structure is used instead.
For instance, consider defining a endofunctor F on a category C. Those familiar with category theory
know this is a four-part definition requiring the object map, the morphism map, and proofs that the
endofunctor preserves the structure of the identity map and composition. A possible definition using
structure looks as follows.
structure Endofunctor (C : Type) [Category C] where

obj : C = C

map : VXY :C}, X — YY) — ((obj X) — (obj Y))

map_id : V X : C, map (1 X) =1 (obj X)

map_comp : V{XYZ :Cr({ :X —Y) (g:Y — Z), map (f > g) =map £ > map g

Remark 6.1. This example is a rewrite of Mathlib’s definition of a functor. It uses some notation we
will not discuss or use, but those familiar with category theory may see a relation to the mathematical
definition of an endofunctor. This definition also ignores type universes: in Lean 4, types are partitioned
into universes Type 0, Type 1, and so on to avoid paradoxes, and Mathlib’s definition functor works at
any universe level. Since all types we use in our thesis live in Type 0 (also written as Type), we simply

write Type throughout.

93


https://mgignoux.github.io/lean4-gl-coalgebras/docs/find/?pattern=Formula#doc
https://leanprover-community.github.io/mathlib4_docs/Mathlib/CategoryTheory/Endofunctor/Algebra.html#CategoryTheory.Endofunctor.Coalgebra

Functions are defined using the keywords def or abbrev: def is the standard keyword, whereas abbrev
is used for definitions that should unfold automatically. For instance, we use the abbreviation abbrev
Sequent := Finset Formula. An important function that we will need to define for our type Formula is
its negation neg:
@[simp] def neg : Formula — Formula

| L =T

| T => L

| at n => nan

| nan=>atn

I w & ¢ => (neg ¢) v (neg ¢)

| ¢ v ¢ => (neg ) & (neg )

| O ¢ => ¢ (neg )

[ O ¢ => 0O (neg )

prefix:50 "7" => Formula.neg

So far we have looked at the functional programming capabilities of Lean, but now, we combine this
with Lean’s theorem proving capabilities using the keywords theorem and lemma. An example proof of
the statement @ = ¢ for all ¢ € L follows.
lemma neg_neg_eq (p : Formula) : (T"7¢) = ¢ := by
induction ¢
all_goals
simp
try grind

In Lean 4, proofs may be constructed in two distinct modes: term mode and tactic mode. In both
modes, Lean constructs proofs as functions. Term mode precisely specifies the function constituting
the proof, which is more direct, but can be harder to work with in practice. Tactic mode on the other
hand, invoked by the keyword by as seen above, provides access to Lean’s extensive collection of tactics
for simplifying and closing goals.

The proof above proceeds in tactic mode as follows: the tactic induction splits ¢ into its different
constructors and supplies the standard induction hypotheses, with each case becoming a new goal;
all_goals instructs Lean to handle all open goals at once; simp simplifies each goal using a collection of
lemmas marked @[simp] appearing previously in the file and from the libraries imported into the project;
and finally the grind tactic successfully closes the remaining goals using a multitude of techniques
found in SMT solvers [Chr+26, 16. The grind tactic|.

6.2 Proofs as Coalgebras in Lean

Having defined formulas, our next step is to give a coalgebraic definition of proof in Lean. In Chapter 4
we encountered four different proof systems for GL. For now, we focus on the most basic system G&°";
the others follow the same pattern, with the exception of Gg’;ﬁ, which we discuss later. Here we had to
make a key design choice to define our endofunctor 7'755. Recall the definition of the endofunctor used
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for G&"-proofs was given by

ob(Set) 3 X +— RgL X Pu(Lno) X Pu(Lo) X Pu(X)

mor(Set) > f — Igg X prw(l;[j) X I’Pw(ﬁ[j) X Pu(f)

In Lean, we could recreate this endofunctor directly using Lean’s built-in notion of finite sets Finset «

(finite sets with elements of type «) as follows:

import Mathlib.CategoryTheory.Endofunctor.Algebra

@[simp] def T : CategoryTheory.Functor Type Type where
obj := fun X — String X Finset Formula X Finset Formula X Finset X
map := fun f (r, f_prin, f_non, A) — (r, f_prin, f_non, A.map f)
map_id := by aesop_cat

map_comp := by aesop_cat

This is a direct parallel of our definition of the endofunctor given in Definition 3.4, albeit applied
directly to £g rather than arbitrary formula types. This approach uses String to identify the rule
labels “and”, “or”, etc. This definition is not as easy to work with in Lean as it is to reason about on
paper. For example, suppose that on paper we know that the rule label for a node x in some proof is
and, i.e. 7(x) = and. On paper we know from our node conditions that the principal formula will have
the form ¢ A 4 for some unique ¢ and ¥ and we can immediately begin reasoning using these formulas.
In Lean this reasoning is cumbersome although still valid. To demonstrate this, consider formalizing
the condition for when the rule application is and. The node condition in Definition 4.2 would read

something like the following.
(node) If r(x) = and then Jp, ¢ s.t. fp(x) = {@ A}

Suppose one knows r(z) = and; then all one knows is the existential statement 3, ¥ s.t. f,(x) = {@AY},
but, without choice, this statement does not contain the data of said ¢ and 1, nor does it tell us that
¢ and ¢ are the unique formulas such that f,(x) = {¢ A1} (even though they provably are). Thus
working with this definition in practice would mean using choice whenever we want to extract the
principal formula and it would mean dealing with issues of uniqueness. Overall, this undermines the
simplicity that our notion of a rule application should have. Similarly, defining rules as strings or other
tokens is unnatural in Lean, since it makes case-splitting on the rule label inconvenient.

Fortunately, Lean’s inductive definitions resolve this issue, making rule applications extremely
natural to work with. These allow us to encode all node conditions directly into an inductive type,

which we call RuleApp:

inductive RuleApp
| top : (A : Sequent) — T € A — RuleApp
| ax : (A : Sequent) — (n : Nat) — (at n € A A nan € A) — RuleApp
| and : (A : Sequent) — (¢ : Formula) — (¢ : Formula) — (¢ & ©) € A — RuleApp
| or : (A : Sequent) — (¢ : Formula) — (¢ : Formula) — (¢ v 9) € A — RulelApp
| box : (A : Sequent) — (¢ : Formula) — (O ¢) € A — RuleApp

RuleApp is a new type with five constructors, each corresponding to a rule application shown in Figure 4.2.
These are very straightforward to work with, as given r : RuleApp we can use cases r in tactic mode

(or match r in term mode) to distinguish rule applications and get the data of the principal formulas.
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As a slight adaptation, we now must define our maps f, f,, and f,, as maps from RuleApp — Sequent,
rather than projections of the structure morphism of a given coalgebra.

Similarly, for the on-paper work in this thesis we viewed the premises of a node z as a finite subset
of the base set X of a coalgebra. For the same reason that we want to computably extract the data
of the premise nodes, we here use List X instead of Finset X for the type of our collection of premise
nodes. This allows for operations such as the set of equations in Definition 4.18 to remain computable
in Lean. Thus we define our endofunctor T as follows:

@[simp] def T : CategoryTheory.Functor Type Type where
obj := fun X — (RuleApp X List X)
map := fun f (r, A) — (r, A.map f)
map_id := by aesop_cat

map_comp := by aesop_cat

This endofunctor behaves exactly as in Definition 3.4, except that the principal and non-principal
formulas are now contained in the first projection (the RuleApp). Now, given a map o : X — T.obj X,
we can define projections r : X — RuleApp := fun x + (a x).1 and p : X — RuleApp := fun x
(a x).2, telling us how to label the rule application of a node using r and the premises of the node
using p. We also define our Df operator in Lean and call it D. Using these, we define our Lean version
of G&"-proofs given in Definition 4.2 as follows:
structure Proof where
X : Type
a : X = T.obj X
step : V (x : X), match r a x with
| RuleApp.top _ _ => p a x = []
| RuleApp.ax _ _ _ =>p a x = []
| RuleApp.and _ ¢ 1 _
=> (p a x).map (fun x = f (r a x)) = [(f, (r a x)) U {p}, (£, (¢ a x)) U {¢}]
| RuleApp.or _ ¢ ¥ _ => (p a x).map (fun x — £ (r a x)) = [(f, (r a x)) U {¢, ¥}]
| RuleApp.box _ ¢ _ => (p a x).map (fun x — £ (r a x)) = [D (f, (r a x)) U {p}]

This definition of Proof is convenient to work with: one can split cases on the rule application to
extract all necessary information about which rule was applied and the data of the principal formulas.
Moreover, the node condition of Definition 4.2 becomes unnecessary, as it is built into the type RuleApp.
What remains are the step and path conditions. The step conditions are encoded in step and mirror
those given in Definition 4.2. Since the system G&" carries no path conditions, none appear here,
although for systems that do, such as Gg’;tr and Ggf{‘itp, we add these conditions as a separate field in the
definition of those systems.

Furthermore, as noted in Lemma 4.4, the system G&" implicitly enforces the infinite path condition
that the box rule is applied infinitely often on every infinite path. This condition is embedded in the
proof system itself, and establishing it is needed for soundness. This is an example of one of many
theorems we can and need to prove in Lean. Formalized as a statement in Lean, this condition reads as
follows:
theorem inf_path_has_inf_boxes {X : Proof} (g : N — X.X)

(h : Vn, edge X.aa (gn) (g (n+1))) : Vo, Im, (r X.aw (g (n + m))).isBox := ...

Translating this back into mathematical language, this condition says: For every G&"-proof X = (X, )

and function g : N — X, given the hypothesis h which says “for all n, g(n) < g(n + 1), then for all n
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there exists m such that r*(g(n +m)) = box.

This is exactly what we mean when we say “on every infinite <-path (x;);<, there are infinitely
many 4 such that r(z;) = box”. In Lean’s formalism, we use functions g : N — X such that for all n,
R(g(n),g(n+ 1)) to represent infinite R-chains. There are also multiple ways to express that there are
infinitely many ¢ < w such that r(x;) = box. For instance, we could instead say there is A C N such that
A is infinite and for all n € A, we have r*(g(n)) = box. Since Lean is built on inductively defined types
such as N, it is easier to use the property “for all n, there exists m > n such that r*(g(n +m)) = box”,

as this is a statement about N rather than about an infinite set A.

6.3 Completeness

Beyond formalizing the GL material discussed in this thesis, several results from the literature required
formalization, as no existing Lean formalizations were available. Notable examples include the special
cases of the fixpoint theorem stated in Lemma 2.11, as well as soundness and completeness for the
various coalgebraic proof systems for GL that we formalized. To prove the modal cases of the fixpoint
theorem, we followed the construction in [Rei89| and to achieve soundness results we formalized the
proof of the soundness of D. Shamkanov’s system by G. Menéndez Turata in [Men24, Prop. 2.2.8]. For
these two theorems, the main ideas of the existing proofs translated cleanly to our coalgebraic setting
in Lean. The completeness theorem, however, required a different approach.

D. Shamkanov’s completeness proof for the cyclic proof system for GLy. employs ultrametric spaces
as a means to translate proofs in GL¢y. into proofs in the finite-tree proof system GLSC shown in Figure
4.1. Although we believe the coalgebraic notion of proof may work well with the ultrametric space
transformation, as ultrametric spaces are themselves a coalgebraic concept, this still would require
defining the finite system GLSC in Lean and proving its completeness. This runs counter to the goals of
this thesis, which is to explore what is directly achievable with our coalgebraic notion of proof. Therefore,
rather than following this approach, we adopt a game-theoretic argument for completeness similar to
that for PDL in [Bor+25|, and alternation-Free u-calculus in [MV21]. This establishes completeness in
a direct manner, without requiring an intermediate step of translating the proof into a finite system.

The game-theoretic approach explored in [Bor+25; MV21| uses builder-prover games to show
completeness. Game theory is not formalized in Lean’s community library mathlib, but multiple
attempts at formalizing game-theoretic results in Lean 4 can be found on GitHub. Specifically,
N. Cohen formalized terminating two-player games and proved Zermelo’s theorem. This formalization
was developed for the PDL interpolation project by M. Gattinger et al. [Bor+25]|. Since it is sufficiently
general, we reuse it for our own work.

The game works as follows: two players Prover (she/her) and Builder (he/him) take turns playing
moves. Prover plays a move of RuleApp and Builder plays a move of type Sequent. Specifically, Prover
receives a sequent and returns a valid rule application in her attempt to construct the proof, and Builder
responds by choosing a sequent matching the premises of that rule application in his attempt to build a
countermodel. The game G is initialized at a sequent A, denoted GQA. The available moves of the

game look as follows:
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Position Player | Available Moves

['with T €T Prover | (top,{T},T)

I' with ¢,geT Prover | (ax,{¢,q},T)

I' with o Vo € ' | Prover | (or,{¢V ¢}, T)

I with o Ay €T | Prover | (and,{p A9}, T)

I'with Op e T Prover | (box, {0y}, T")

(top,{T},T) Builder | 0

ax, {q,q},T) Builder | ()

or, {pVUhT) | Builder | (I'\ {pv e} Ulp, v}
T\

r
and, {¢ A¢},T) | Builder | (I'\ {¢ A9}) U{p}, (T \{p Av}) U{y}
box, {Tp},T) Builder | O; 4T U {p}

(
(
(
(

We present these results in mathematical notation rather than Lean’s syntax. The underlying
approach is identical but the latter may be harder to parse for those unfamiliar with Lean. The main
difference, as discussed in the previous section, is that labels of a proof are denoted RuleApp.and ¢ ¢ T

in_I" rather than (and, ¢ A ¢, T"). Additionally, since the formalization by N. Cohen does not include
history, we augment each move with a list of all prior moves. These are the only changes we make.

There are three conditions for the game ending:
e Prover has no available moves: Builder wins,
e Builder has no available moves: Prover wins,

e A sequent repeats itself: Prover wins.

Zermelo’s theorem tells us that if the move relation, denoted < is well-founded, the game is determined,
i.e. from any game position, one player will always have a winning strategy. Thus we show (1) the game
is well-founded, (2) if Prover has a winning strategy then there exists a proof of I'; and (3) if Builder
has a winning strategy then there exists a model refuting I'. Completeness then comes as a corollary.

The first result follows from the observation that any infinite run of the game would contain a
sequent repeating infinitely often, which is impossible since Prover wins immediately upon any repeat.
We will provide a sketch of the results (2) and (3).

Theorem 6.2 (prover_win_builds_proof v'). If Prover has a winning strategy S in the game GQA,
then there exists a proof of A.

Proof. (Sketch.) We follow a four-step process: (1) define the set of nodes of the proof (in Lean,
the type of nodes), (2) label each node with a rule and principal /non-principal formulas (i.e. define
(r x fp x fa)(z)), (3) specify the premises of each node (i.e. define p(x)), and (4) verify that these
connections satisfy the step condition. To begin with, for (1) let the set X of nodes of the proof be the
set of all moves made by Prover in the cone §. These nodes will be rule applications that tell us exactly
how to label the node, answering (2). For (3), we define the set of premise nodes to be as follows. Take

x € X, this will be a triple (r,I", A). We check cases on r, and give two demonstrative cases:
case If r = top, then z should be an axiomatic node in the proof, so define p(z) = (.

case If r = or, then I" will be of the form ¢ Vv 9. Check if the move (I'\ {¢ V ¢}) U {p, ¢} has been

played before in the run of the game. If it has, then since Prover has a winning strategy, we know
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Prover will have responded to this move with a rule application y, so we set p(z) = {y}. If it has
not, then Builder will have played (I'\ {¢ V ¥}) U{p, %} in response since it is the only available

move, and since Prover has a winning strategy, it will have responded with a rule application y,

so set p(x) = {y}.

Finally, for (4) it remains to show that these connections satisfy the step condition, which is inherent in

the design of the game. O

Theorem 6.3 (builder_win_builds_model v'). If Builder has a winning strategy S in the game GQA,
then there exists a model which falsifies A.

Proof. (Sketch.) We say a path 7w in S is maximal if the first node in the path is the starting move A
or a sequent I' such that the prior move before I' was a box rule application, and if any other move
were to be made, then that move would be a box rule application. Since the game is well-founded these
paths will always be finite.

Define the model M = (M, R, V) as follows: let M be the set of maximal paths in the game, let R

be the transitive closure of the relation given by
7R if and only if last(r) <? first(7)

and let V' be the valuation given by V(p) = {m | p ¢ Voc(last(nm))}.
To prove that the model falsifies A we show the following statement: If ¢ € m; then M, 7 ¢. The
proof requires an outer induction on ¢ and an inner induction on length(7) — i. We will cover some

interesting cases:

case If p € m;, then p ¢ m;. If i < length(m) then p € 741 and we can apply our inner induction
hypothesis. If i = length(7) then p € Voc(last()), our desired result.

case If ¢ V¢ € m; then if i < length(w) then 9 € w41 or ¢ V¢ € w41, either way, we apply our

inner induction hypothesis. If i = length(7) then we have a contradiction, as 7 is not maximal.

case If Oy € m; then if i < length(7) then Oy € 741 so we proceed by our inner induction hypothesis.
If i = length() then define 7 to be a maximal path from O} *(7;) U {¢}. (The fact that such an
R successor always exists is a corollary of the fact that Builder has a winning strategy). Then

mRT and since ¢ € 19 by our outer inductive hypothesis we know M, 7T & ¢, our desired result.

case If Qp € ; then Q¢ € last(m). Moreover, given any 7 such that 7R7, one can verify that ¢ € 7y
so M, T E ¢, our desired result. O

6.4 Partial Proofs

Another design choice we made that diverged from our mathematical approach was how to handle partial
proofs. In our mathematical setting, partial proofs (see Definition 3.17) are open-ended coalgebras in
which any node may be declared an assumption, leaving it as a non-axiomatic leaf. Then, in Definition
3.21, given a G%Pit_proof (X, @) we added the requirement that for each € X there is a partial proof
P, and that the collection of these are structured in a way that allows us to connect them when we

eventually do the proof transformation as defined in Definition 3.22. This condition states the following:
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e For all x € X there is a node p, € P, which we refer to as the root node,
e Forall z € X and z € Py, if r%(2) = as then there is y € p®(x) such that f%(2) = fP(p,).

However, this condition only tells us that such a node exists but does not carry the data of which node
to use for the attachment. Moreover, it misses a key property which says that not only is there another
partial proof we can attach to, but we actually know what the formulas should be; precisely the fact
that all root nodes have the form 7(x) for some 7 : X — P, (L) and all non-axiomatic leaf nodes have
the form 7(y) for some y € p*(z). As an example, in the case of the left interpolation correctness proof,
the function 7 is given by  — f(z)! | s

We employ two techniques: first, we combine the data of the aforementioned node y into the rule
application itself, much like we do for the principal formulas in the or, and and box rule applications.
Additionally, instead of creating the rule application by providing the sequent A, we use a function
7 : X — SplitSequent which we use to define what the sequent at a as rule application should be
(since as is a reserved keyword in Lean, we call the constructor for the as rule application pre in Lean).
In Lean, this is expressed as follows.
inductive RuleApp {X : Split.Proof} (x : X.X) (7 : X.X — SplitSequent)

| pre : (y : X.X) — (y € Split.p X.«a x) — RuleApp x 7

| ... (other cases)

def £ {X : Split.Proof} {x : X.X} {7 : X.X — SplitSequent} : RuleApp x 7 — SplitSequent
| RuleApp.pre y _ => T ¥y

| ... (other cases)

This allows us to define the proof transformation directly: the information about how to connect the
partial proof is stored directly inside RuleApp.pre rather than supplied via added structural conditions.
We also need not store a sequent inside RuleApp.pre, since the principal and non-principal formulas are
already determined. In other words, all structure needed for the proof transformation is baked directly
into the definition of partial proofs, making the transformation computable.

This allows us to define the type of X in our proof transformation as (y : X.X) x (PartialProof
y) .X. A key difficulty arises here: definitional equality of dependent sum types. Two terms (x_1, z_1)
and (x_2, z_2) of type (y : X.X) x (PartialProof y).X are equal if and only if x_1 = x_2 and z_1
and z_2 are heterogeneously equal. Heterogeneous equality (HEq) is a weaker form of equality that allows
comparing terms of different types; in our case, z_1 : PartialProof x_1 and z_2 : PartialProof x_2
have different types. Thus instead of being able to state z_1 = z_2, we must use heterogenous equality
z_1 HEq z_2.

Mathlib’s documentation of HEq explicitly warns us not to use heterogeneous equality, “you should
avoid using this type if you can” |Chr+26, 19.4.2. Heterogeneous Equality|. The impact becomes clear
when checking the step and path conditions: whenever a step to a premise is made, the heterogeneous
equality must be supplied with an explicit proof. Heterogeneous equality proofs are individually simple
but verbose, often spanning multiple lines, and difficult to interpret. They ultimately constitute the
majority of the code in the proof of proofTransformation and its helper lemmas. In contrast to
pen-and-paper mathematics, where this reasoning is immediate, a significant amount of effort is spent

solely to prove these equalities.
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6.5 Evaluation

We now evaluate our Lean formalization and identify directions for future improvement. The main
points of critique fall into two categories: critique of the methodology and critique of the results

themselves, with the former impacting the latter.

6.5.1 Evaluation of the Method

The guiding methodology of this thesis is to treat proofs as general, not necessarily well-founded,
structures. In the literature, however, proof systems commonly carry some structure, be it an underlying
finite tree structure in the case of cyclic proofs, or a tree structure in the case of infinite-tree proofs. As
previously mentioned, approaches toward cyclic proofs in Lean have been explored by M. Gattinger et
al. for [Bor+25]. The project for PDL is considerably larger and concerns a more complex logic and
system, but shares several similarities with ours. For instance, the core techniques — the soundness
proof, builder-prover games, and using fixpoints to define interpolants — appear in both projects.
However, the key difference is that the PDL project often uses well-founded induction on the proof
structure to prove these properties, something which is unavailable to us. Another difference is that
interpolant correctness is proved semantically rather than syntactically.

Working on this project has highlighted one significant advantage of inductive proof structures: they
come equipped with induction hypotheses which are extremely useful. The calculus of constructions
is central to Lean’s type theory, making Lean a powerful tool for managing the complex inductive
hypotheses that arise from cyclic proof structures. This is also a significant difference from on-paper
work: in a complex proof system with many rules and annotations it can be hard to keep track of what
the inductive hypotheses are. This is a major benefit of Lean, where we can use the induction tactic
to directly get our hypothesis, and can change a statement about a proof z into one with supplied
hypothesis, something which our coalgebraic methodology lacks.

In short, Lean is the perfect medium for presenting the user with a transparent set of assumptions
and a clear goal. Suppose we need to prove a statement about all nodes within a proof, such as the
statement that we can find interpolants for all nodes. Using induction on the proof structure, the proof
obligation reduces to a step-by-step analysis of each rule application together with the corresponding
induction hypotheses, which Lean tracks and presents to the user automatically. Our method affords
no such luxury. While we can look at which rule was applied, we have no induction hypothesis and

often must figure out how to define everything at once.

6.5.2 Evaluation of the Results
We now summarize the significant results achieved in the formalization.

ext

e Modal soundness of our systems G8°, G*Plit and Gskip (soundness v/, Split.soundness v/, and

ExtSkip.soundness v')
e Modal completeness of our systems GL and GP1* (completeness v and Split.completeness v')
e Given a finite split-proof
— (Noncomputable) function defining the interpolant of each node (interpolant)

— Syntactic interpolation (syntactic_interpolation v')
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e Craig Interpolation (interpolation)

Further supporting results, more specific to our system but potentially valuable for future work, include:

e The definition of our proof systems G&°, GSPlit and Ggf(‘itp (Proof, Split.Proof, and ExtSkip.Proof)

e The GL fixpoint theorem for modal formulas (fixed_point_theorem_modal v')
e Finitization for G&" and Gl (finite_proof_of_proof v' and Split.finite_proof_of_proof v')
e Proof transformations (proofTransformation)

All of our work is sorry-free (fully verified) and culminates in the final theorem Interpolation,

which states

def isInterpolant (¢ ¥ x : Formula) :=
x.vocab C @p.vocab N t.vocab A E (¢ — x) A F (x — o)

theorem interpolation (yp ¥ : Formula) : F (¢ — 1) — 3 x, isInterpolant ¢ ¥ x

This proves the correctness of our interpolant via our (coalgebraic) proof theoretic method and transfers
back and forth between validity and provability using soundness and completeness. Our work builds on
Lean’s built-in libraries and the community library mathlib, as well as the finite game formalization by
N. Cohen imported from the PDL project.

We now turn to the shortcomings of the project. We begin with those specific to the GL results. First,
although Lean is a programming language, our function for defining the interpolant is noncomputable.
This result should not surprise us as it is also noncomputable in our on-paper work; even the set of
formulas for interpolation is noncomputable. In Lean, the set of equations itself is computable because
we made the to rule applications and premises discussed in 6.2. However, to define the interpolant, we
proceed by induction on the subsets of nodes of the proof Y, and without a linear ordering on the type
of our nodes to pick a minimal node z to work with, or decidable equality for nodes to take Y \ {z}, we
cannot achieve computability. Decidable equality for nodes of a proof is a reasonable assumption to
add, but stipulating that the nodes of a proof are linearly ordered seems too arbitrary an addition.

By contrast, in a system that defines proof inductively using history like PDL does, as discussed
above, we can expect that the interpolant could be defined recursively in a computable manner. This
idea has not yet been explored in Lean since the PDL interpolant definition is also noncomputable. In
[Fér+24|, computable uniform interpolation for several modal logics including GL was proven in the
proof assistant Rocq using a similar approach to PDL that recursively defines proofs using history.

A further shortcoming is that the general notion of proof introduced in Definition 3.8 is not present
in our Lean development: each type of proof system, when defined in Lean, constitutes its own structure.
This arose for two reasons. First, the general notion of proof was not fully crystallized until late in the
thesis, whereas the GL-specific definition of proof was established early on. As a result, the methods
used in Lean could in principle be adapted to other proof systems, but no general framework for doing
so exists within the codebase.

With these limitations in mind, this project stands as a self-contained formalization of interpolation
for GL. Any logic project requiring this result could import it to obtain the theorem per its licensing.
However, the result is unlikely to be incorporated into an existing Lean library, as Lean currently has

few logic libraries, and those that exist impose standardized methodologies and code conventions.
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6.6 Future Work

There are three suggestions for future work that we consider feasible, listed in increasing order of
difficulty, followed by a discussion of more ambitious directions.

The two results not formalized in the Lean work were the size bound and the Lyndon interpolation
result. Recall that given a G*P*-proof (X,a) and 2 € X, Theorem 4.21 establishes the following

properties about an interpolant ¢,:

1. Lit(ez) C Lit(f(z)") NLit(f(z)"),
2. ez <3 x 21X

In Lean, we only prove Craig interpolation and do not prove the size result, meaning we instead show:
1. Voc(t,) € Voc(f(z)") N Voc(f(z)").

The reason for this discrepancy is that we looked into the size and Lyndon interpolation results relatively
late in the thesis and did not have time to formalize them within Lean. The significance of the size
result is limited, since it states the size of an interpolant ¢, is bounded by a double exponential (as
| X| < 218ty whereas in the literature there are (non-formalized) results proving interpolants which
have single exponential size bounds exist for GL [CKW25]. We believe both the Lyndon interpolation
result and the size result could easily be formalized in Lean, with the Lyndon interpolation result being
the more interesting result to add.

A second direction, particularly relevant if formalization via the coalgebraic method is to be
developed further, would be to formulate a carefully designed general definition of proof along with
generalized notions of logics. As noted, our focus was proof-of-concept of the coalgebraic method in
formalizing interpolation for GL rather than developing generalized notions of proof applicable to other
proof systems. Indeed, the systems G&, GSPit G2t and Ggl, were defined separately, rather than
using type class instances for more generic notions of proof. The same goes for the endofunctors of the
aforementioned proof systems.

Third, other proof systems could be formalized. Natural candidates include simple fixpoint modal
logics with similar proof systems whose finitization and interpolation could be handled via the methods
discussed in this thesis, such as S4Grz and K4Grz, along with intuitionistic variants of these systems
and of GL. We believe many of these could be formalized in a fairly straightforward manner, given that,
via our work for GL, we have now established how to formalize the necessary proof techniques in Lean.
Moreover, if this were combined with generalizing the notion of (coalgebraic) proof, large portions of
the work could be automated, such as notions of filtration or proof transformation.

Finally, a more ambitious goal would be the formalization of the results of Chapter 5. Formalization
of this system presents additional challenges. The first one would be determining the best definition of
an alternation-free formula. The mutually inductive definition of AFMC formulas given in Definition
2.25 is self-referential, and it is not obvious how to encode it in Lean. Defining AFMC formulas as a
subtype of MC formulas is one option, but this is also not easy to work with when it comes to showing
that substitutions of formulas stay alternation-free. Second, p-calculus semantics must be formalized in
Lean to address soundness and completeness, or equivalent game-theoretic semantics must be used.
This would require formalizing the necessary infinite game theory or locating an existing formalization.

Additionally, u- and v-traces, which we have avoided entirely in this thesis, would need to be formalized
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for the game-theoretic semantics. Finally, the finitization methodology uses least and greatest fixpoint
ordinals. The community library mathlib does appear to contain the relevant formalization of ordinals
and the Knaster-Tarski theorem, making us believe this approach to finitization may be feasible in

Lean.
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Chapter 7

Conclusion

Infinite proofs are often necessary to handle fixpoint logics. In this thesis, we developed a coalgebraic
framework for ill-founded proof systems and applied it to the Gédel-Lob provability logic (GL) and the
alternation-free p-calculus (AFMC), pursuing three lines of investigation: finitization, interpolation, and

formalization.

7.1 Evaluation

Finitization. Finite objects are necessary for computability, such as computing interpolants. To
finitize proofs in our coalgebraic proof systems, we used the well-known finitization method of filtration
and took inspiration from D. Kozen’s proof of the finite model property for the modal p-calculus.
This approach integrated well with our coalgebraic framework as filtration is a coalgebraic concept.
Specifically, the approach gave us an upper bound on the size of proofs for GL and AFMC, where we
showed that given a proof of A, there exists a proof of A whose size is bounded exponentially by |A|c;.
In contrast, finitization bounds for cyclic proof systems are often bounded by formula length, which

can be exponentially larger than closure size in the case of the p-calculus [KMV20] and basic modal logic.

Interpolation. We found interpolants for the logics GL and AFMC by solving a system of equations and
proved interpolation syntactically within a proof system with an added skip rule with the stipulation
that skip is not used cofinitely often along infinite paths. We saw that an advantage this approach has
over the standard approach to cyclic proofs was that it gave us better control over where in the proof
our interpolant was defined, without first normalizing our proof; while still being able to relate our
interpolant to closure size. Specifically, in the case of guarded AFMC, we got an exponential upper
bound on the size of our Lyndon interpolant. While exponential size bounds for Lyndon interpolants
are common in the literature, to the best of our knowledge, neither Lyndon interpolation nor the upper

bound have previously appeared in the literature for the guarded alternation-free p-calculus.
Formalization. We were able to formalize the majority of our results about the logic GL in the functional

programming language and theorem prover Lean 4, resulting in a formalized proof of Craig interpolation

for GL. We provided an analysis of this work in Section 6.5.
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As part of this thesis we also made an attempt to apply our coalgebraic approach to a proof system
for the modal u-calculus. To this end, we examined a coalgebraic representation of the proof system
Stir, introduced by B. Afshari and G. E. Leigh in [AL16|. This system annotates formulas with
control words taken from an infinite set, and uses a complex path condition relating to these control
words. The resulting complexity reveals two weaknesses of our methodologies for finitization and
interpolation laid out in this thesis when applied to proof systems with more complex path conditions.
First, point-generated proofs for Stir do not have a finite number of distinct annotated sequents, so an
additional proof step, perhaps using proof transformations to restrict which annotations appear, would
be required before filtration could be applied. Second, the complex path condition of Stir prevents
filtration as a means for achieving finitization. However, the path condition for this proof system is
expressible in the modal p-calculus meaning D. Kozen’s finitization result could be used to achieve
finitization (without an upper bound). The path condition also creates difficulties when it comes to
interpolation: to this end, B. Afshari and G. E. Leigh in [AL19] do in fact normalize the Stir system
first to approach interpolation.

These observations identify where our methodology falls short, and also motivate future work. To
obtain proof-size bounds, our approach favors “simpler” path conditions, although we did not look into
qualifying what “simpler” by identifying a class of path conditions which do yield finite proofs. In our
work for AFMC our method shows how to finitize systems whose path condition requires a designated
property to hold infinitely often on every infinite path (recurrence), or cofinitely often on every infinite
path (persistence), or both. These are common conditions on proofs in the literature, and we therefore
believe the method we supplied could be used in those cases to give size-bounded results for other
proof systems. Of course, our finitization result is always limited to systems that have path conditions
expressible in the modal u-calculus. At the far end, systems such as uMALL® in [Bae+22|, whose path
condition involves backtracking and “bouncing” between premises, would likely require a logic with a
backward-looking modality to express, which lies further beyond the reach of the method pursued in
this thesis.

7.2 Future Work

Alternation-free p-calculus. The most immediate open problem is extending the interpolation results of
Chapter 5 to the full alternation-free p-calculus. The focus-style proof system of J. Marti and Y. Venema
covers only the guarded fragment, so a natural next step would be to identify an ill-founded proof
system for the full AFMC with a similar focus and unfocus mechanism. We believe the finitization and
equation-solving approach developed in this thesis would then yield Lyndon interpolation with an expo-

nential bound in interpolant size for the full AFMC — a result that has not yet appeared in the literature.

Modal pi-calculus. A further development of the work would be to apply the methods of this thesis to
the full modal p-calculus. As we discussed previously, we would need to work through the difficulties
imposed by the Stir system, which we believe to be possible, or another option would be to base our

notion of proof on another system for the modal p-calculus, for which there are several candidates [AL16].

Uniform interpolation. A direction we did not explore in this thesis but nonetheless believe is applicable

to our coalgebraic methodology is uniform interpolation. Cyclic proof systems have been used to
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establish uniform interpolation for several modal logics [ALM21; HSS25|, and it remains an open
question whether the coalgebraic methodology could be applied in this setting, and whether it could be

used to give bounds on interpolant size.

Cut-elimination. Finally, we consider cut-elimination. In [SSZ24]|, B. Sierra Miranda et al. achieve
cut-elimination for an ill-founded proof system for Grz co-recursively by forcing the cut upward in
infinite-tree proofs, using a different underlying endofunctor from the one employed here. In [AK25],
B. Afshari and J. Kloibhofer establish cut-elimination in a cyclic variant of the focus proof system for
AFMC. These results raise the question of whether either approach could be generalized to yield a
coalgebraic approach toward cut-elimination, and in particular whether a co-inductive strategy inspired

by [SSZ24| can be developed within our general framework.
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Appendix A

Interpolant Correctness Proofs

We provide the proofs that our interpolants which we define in Section 4.2 and Section 5.2 meet the
necessary properties which we claim. We provide proofs of Lemma 4.20, Lemma 5.37, and Theorem
5.38. So that this appendix remains self-contained and does not refer back to previous chapters for the
definition of the interpolant, we restate the definition of the interpolant as well as supply the proofs of

the claims.

A.1 The Godel-Lob Provability Logic

Lemma A.1. Given a finite G -proof (X, ) and a set of equations for interpolation x as defined
above, for every Y C X there is a map oy : Ay — Lo such that for all x € Y, the following statements
hold:

1. One of the following hold:
(a) oy (qz) = oy (Xa),
(b) oy (qz) = oy (xa), r(z) = box, and z <5 x.

2. For all z € X, if ¢. € Voc(oy(qz)) then x < 2.

3. Lit(oy (gx)) C (Lit(f(z))) NLit(f(z)")) UAx\y-
4 loy(gs)ler <3 x 21

Proof. We proceed by induction on the size of Y. The case where Y = () is vacuously true. Suppose
Y # (). We now inspect the structure of (Y, <y ) where <y is the restriction of <1 to Y. We distinguish
cases depending on whether there is a node y € Y such that y <1¢ Y.

Suppose that no loops occur in Y. Then since the graph (Y, <y) is finite there must exist a leaf y
with respect to <y. Let Z =Y \ {y}. Then, by the induction hypothesis we know that there must be
oz : Az — Lo with the properties listed above. Let oy : Ay — L be the map given by

oy (¢z) = 02(42)[Xy/qy]

for all x € Y. Take an arbitrary € Y, we will prove this map satisfies condition (1) through (4).

1. We want to show that (1a) or (1b) holds. We split cases depending on whether z = y.
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(a) If z = y then observe the following equalities

oy (ay) = oz(ay)[xy/ 2] by definition of oy
= qylxy/ay] since y ¢ Z
= Xy Definition 2.3
Moreover
oy (xy) = 02(xy) [xy/ ] by definition of oy
= Xy[Xy/ ) since Voc(xy) N Ay =0
= Xy since ¢, ¢ Voc(xy)

So we have our desired result.

(b) If  # y then by the induction hypothesis, we know that oz(q,) is oz(xz) as there are no
loops within (Y, <y) so there are no loops within (Z, <iz). Observe the following equalities

0y (¢z) = 02(42)[xy/ 2] by definition of oy
= 07(X2) [Xy/ ] 02(qx) = 02(Xx)
= oy (Xz) by definition of oy

2. Take an arbitrary z € X and suppose that g, € Voc(oy (gz)). Again, we split cases depending on
whether x = y.

(a) If x =y then oy (¢z) = xy s0 ¢z € Voc(xy). By Lemma 4.19 we know y < z.

(b) If & # y then oy (¢z) = 02(¢x)[xy/ay] so either (i) g. € Voc(oz(qr)) and g. # gy or (ii)
qy € Voc(oz(gs)) and g, € Voc(xy). In (i) by the induction hypothesis we know z <™ z so we
are done. In (ii) since ¢, € Voc(xy) we know y <z by Lemma 4.19 and since ¢, € Voc(oz(qx))
we know by the induction hypothesis that <™ y so combining these results we get x <™ z,

our desired result.

3. We want to show that

Lit(oy (gz)) € (Lit(f(2)") N Lit(f(2)") U Ax\y-
We proceed by splitting cases depending on whether x = y.

(a) If x = y then oy(q) = xy. Take ¢ € Lit(x,), by Lemma 4.19 we know that either (i)
q € Lit(f(z)") NnLit(f(x)") or (ii) ¢ = g, for some z such that y <1 z. In (i) we immediately

have our result. In (ii), we can conclude that z ¢ Y as y was chosen to be a leaf in (Y, <y),

so g€ Ax\y-

(b) If  # y then oy (¢xz) = 02(¢x)[Xy/qy]- By the induction hypothesis we know that

Lit(oz(qx)) € (Lit(f(2)") N Lit(f(2)") U Ax\z, (A1)

since x € Z. Take ¢ € Lit(oz(¢z)[xy/qy]). Then (i) ¢ € Lit(cz(¢;)) and ¢ # g, or (ii)
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qy € Lit(oz(q.)) and ¢ € Lit(xy). In (i), we get our desired result via (A.1) and basic set
theory. In (ii) since ¢, € Lit(0z(gs)) we get © <7 y and since ¢ € Lit(xy) by Lemma 4.19 we
get (A) ¢ € Lit(f(y)") NLit(f(y)") or (B) ¢ = ¢, for some z such that y < z. In (A) we get
our desired result since g € Lit(f(y)") N Lit(f(y)") and 2 <T y so by Lemma 4.16 we have
q € Lit(f(x)") NLit(f(z)"). In (B) we can conclude that z ¢ Y since y was chosen to be a

leaf in (Y, <ly) s0 ¢ € Ax\y-
4. We want to show that |0y (g.)|c1 < 3 x 2/¥1. We split cases depending on whether z = y.

(a) If z =y then oy(gy) = Xy, and by the definition of x, given in Definition 4.18 we know
Ixylcr < 3 so clearly |xylar < 3 x 2V for [Y] > 1.

(b) If z # y then oy (¢z) = 02(q2)[xy/qy]), thus

oy (g2)lc1 = |oz(gx) Ixy/ @]l

<loz(qz)|c1+ |xylci Lemma 2.9
<3x 2743 (IH), [xylar < 3
<3 x 2l Y|>1,Y|=|2]+1

Suppose now that a loop occurs. By Lemma 4.15 there must be a box node on this cycle, let it be
y. Then x, = Agy where y' is the unique premise of y and A € {{J,0}. We note for later that
v’ must be in Y since it is the unique premise of y and we know y <™ y. Let Z = Y \ {y}, by the
induction hypothesis we know that there must be oz : Az — L5 that satisfies all properties listed
above. Let 6 € {T,L} be T if A =0and L if A = . Recall from Lemma 2.11 that we know

oz(xy)(oz(xy)[6/ay])/ay] = 02(xy)[0/qy]. Let oy : Ay — Lo be the map given by

oy (¢z) = 02(q:)[(02(xy)[0/ay])/ay]-

for all x € Y. Take an arbitrary « € Y, we will prove this map satisfies all of the listed conditions.
1. We want to show that either (1a) or (1b) holds. We split cases depending on whether x = y.

(a) If z = y then observe the following equalities

ov(ay) = 0200 (020016 9,1) /4] definition of oy
= ay[(o2(xy)10/ay))/ 2] since y ¢ Z
= o0z(xy)[0/qy] Definition 2.3
= 0z(xy)lloz(xy)[6/ay]) /ay] Lemma 2.11
=oy(Xy) definition of oy

(b) If x # y then oy (¢z) = 02(¢x)[(02(xy)[6/ay])/ay]- By the induction hypothesis, we know
that (i) 0z(qz) = 0z(xz) or (ii) z is a box node on a loop in (Y, <y) and 0z(¢:) = 0z(xz)-
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In (i) we get our desired result since

oy (¢z) = 02(qx)[(02(xy)[6/ay])/ 2] definition of oy
= 0z(Xx2)[(0z(xy)[0/ay])/ay] 02(4x) = 02(Xa)
=oy(Xz) definition of oy

In (ii), we use the fact that substitution preserves equivalence to get our desired result.

oy (4z) = 02(q2)[(02(xy)[6/ay])/ @] definition of oy
= 0z(Xa)[(oz(xy)10/ay]) /4y] 02(qz) = 02(Xa)
= oy (Xz) definition of oy

2. Take an arbitrary z € X and suppose that ¢, € Lit(oy (g,)). We split cases depending on whether
r=y.

(a) If z =y then oy (q.) = 02(xy)[0/qy], so q. € Lit(oz(xy)) and z # y. Recall that x, = Agy
where 3/ is the unique premise of y. Therefore ¢, € Lit(o(q,)). By the induction hypothesis
we know that ¢/ <1t 2 as 3y’ € Z and since y <19’ we have our desired result that y <™ 2.

(b) 160y then 0y (4.) = 72(02)(02 )5/ au]) ) thus i g, € Lie(or2(00) (020cr) 6/ a]) )
then (i) ¢. € Lit(oz(gz)) and z # y or (ii) ¢, € Lit(c2(q.)) and ¢, € Lit(oz(xy)) and z # y.
In (i) since z # y we can apply the induction hypothesis to ¢, € Lit(oz(g:)) to get z <7 z,
our desired result. In (ii) we know by applying the induction hypothesis to ¢, € Lit(oz(q.))
that # < y and since ¢, € Lit(oz(xy)) we know by the reasoning in (2a) that y <7 z, so we

have ¢ <t 2.

3. We want to show that

Lit(oy (42)) C (Lit(f(2))) N Lit(f(2)")) U Ax\y-
We begin by splitting cases depending on whether x = y.

(a) If x =y then oy (qy) = 0z(xy)[0/qy]. Take q € Lit(oz(xy)[0/qy]). As previously mentioned
this means ¢ € Lit(oz(qy)) and ¢ # ¢qy. By the induction hypothesis we have

Lit(oz(ay)) € (Lit(f(y)) NLit(f(y)") U Ax\z.

so q € (Lit(f(y)") nLit(f(y)")) U Ax\z. We get two cases: (i) q € Lit(f(y")") N Lit(f(y')")
or (i) ¢ € Ax\z. In (i) q € Lit(f(y")") N Lit(f(y)") and y <3/ so q € Lit(f(y)") N Lit(f(y)"),
our desired result. In (ii) since ¢ € Ax\z and ¢q # g, we get our desired result.

(b) If x # y then oy (gz) = 02(¢2)[(02(xy)[0/qy])/qy]- By the induction hypothesis we know
that

Lit(oz(qx)) € (Lit(f(2)") N Lit(f(2)") U Ax\z,

since & € Z. Suppose ¢ € Lit(oz(¢z)[(0z(xy)[0/ay])/ay]), as usual, either (i) g € Lit(oz(q.))
and q # gy or (ii) ¢y € Lit(o2(¢z)) and ¢ € Lit(cz(xy)) and ¢ # gy. In (i) using the induction
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hypothesis we get ¢ € (Lit(f(z)!) NLit(f(z)")) U Ax\z and since q # g, we get our desired
result from basic set theory manipulations. In (ii) since ¢, € Lit(oz(q,)) we get  <T y and

since g € Lit(oz(xy)) we get by the same reasoning as (3a) that

Lit(oz(qy)) € (Lit(f(y)) N Lit(f(y)") U Ax\z

so g € (Lit(f(y")H) NLit(f(y')")) U Ax\z. Therefore (A) q € Lit(f(y")) NLit(f(y')") or (B)
q € Ax\z. In (A) we get our desired result since x<Tyand y<1y so ¢ € Lit(f(x))NLit(f(z)").

In (B) we get our desired result since ¢ € Ax\z and g # gy.
4. We want to show that |y (g.)|c1 < 3 x 2/¥]. We split cases depending on whether z = y.

(a) If z = y then oy (qy) = 02(xy)[0/qy], and we know x, = Ag, where y' is the unique premise
of y and A € {{J,0} as well as ¢/ € Z. Putting this all together we have

loy (gz)c1 = |oz(xy)[6/ayl|cn definition of oy
<loz(gy)la
<3x 27l (1H)
< 3 x 2lYl Y| = 2| +1

(b) If z # y then oy (qs) = 02(q2)[(02(xy)[0/ay])/ ]

loy (gz)lar = 02(¢)[(02(Xxy)[6/ ) /aylln definition of oy
<loz(g)lc1 + loz(xy)[0/ayllan Lemma 2.9

< 3 x 217 1 3 x 2/l (IH)

=3 x 2"l Y| =|Z|+1

O

A.2 The Alternation-Free p-Calculus

Lemma A.2. Given a proof (X,a) and a set of equations for interpolation x as defined above and
a cluster C C X, for every Y C C there is a partial map oy : Ay — Ean such that for all x € Y the

following siz statements hold:

1. Ezactly one of the following hold:

(a) oy(gz) = oy (Xa),
(b) A loop occurs in (Y, <y) and there is a formula ¢ such that

oy (qz) = Ncge-p and oy (Xe) = unf(ncgz.9).

2. Lit(oy (g2)) C (Lit(f(z)") NLit(f(z)") UAqicpy-
3. O’y(qm) c Nﬂc

4. Forallz € X, q, € FV(oy(qz)) iff 2 ¢ Y and there exists u € Y such that x <3 u and u < z.
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5. Forall z € X, if x <} z then Clos(oy (g.)) € Clos(oy (gz)).
6. oy (ge)lcr < 3]Y].

Proof. We proceed by induction on the size of Y. The case where Y = () is vacuously true. Suppose
Y # (). We now inspect the structure of (Y, <y ) where <y is the restriction of <1 to Y. We distinguish
cases depending on whether there is a node y € Y such that y <1§t Yy, i.e. whether there is a loop within
Y.

e Suppose that no loops occur. Since the graph is finite there must be a leaf y with respect to <y.
Let Z =Y \ {y}, then by the induction hypothesis we know that there must be oz : Az — £
with the properties listed above. Let oy : Ay — C%f be the map given by

oy (¢z) = 02(qx)[Xy/ ]

for all x € Y. Take an arbitrary x € Y, we will prove this map satisfies all of the desired

conditions.

1. We want to show that either 1(a) or 1(b) holds. Observe that these conditions are unique.
We split cases depending on whether x = y.

(a) If z =y then observe the following equalities

oy (ay) = oz(ay)xy/ ] by definition of oy
= qy[xy/qy] since y ¢ Z
= Xy Definition 2.16
Moreover
oy (xy) = 0z(xy)xy/] by definition of oy
= Xy[xy/ ] since FV (xy,) N Ay =0
= Xy since ¢y ¢ F'V(xy)

So we have our desired result.

(b) If z # y then by the induction hypothesis, we know that oz(q,) is 0z(x.) as there are
no loops within (Y, <y) so there are no loops within (Z, <iz). Observe the following

equalities
oy (¢z) = 02(q2) Xy /2] by definition of oy
= 0z2(Xa)[Xy/ ] 02(qx) = 02(Xx)
= oy (Xz) by definition of oy

2. We want to show that

Lit(oy (¢z)) € (Lit(f(x)") N Lit(f(2)") U Agepy-
We begin by splitting cases depending on whether x = y.
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(a)

If © = y then oy(q;) = xy. Take ¢ € Lit(xz), by Lemma 5.35 we know that (i)
q € Lit(f(z)")NLit(f(x)") or (ii) ¢ = ¢ for some z such that y<tz. In (i) we immediately

have our result. In (ii), we can conclude that z € <[C] since y € C and y < z, and that

z €Y since y was chosen to be a leaf in (Y, <y).

If x # y then oy (¢z) = 02(qz)[Xy/qy]- By the induction hypothesis we know that

Lit(oz(g2)) € (Lit(f(2)") N Lit(f(2)")) U Agiep 2, (A.2)

since x € Z. Take ¢ € Lit(oz(q2)[xy/qy]).- Then (i) ¢ € Lit(oz(¢;)) and g # g, or
(i) ¢y € FV(02(gz)) and g € Lit(xy). In (i), we get our desired result via (A.2) and
basic set theory manipulations. In (ii) since g € Lit(xy,) by Lemma 5.35 we get (1)

q € Lit(f(y)") NLit(f(y)") or (2) g = q, for some z such that y < z. In (1) we get our
desired result since ¢ € Lit(f(y)") NLit(f(y)") and z < y since z,y € C so by Lemma
5.27 we have ¢ € Lit(f(z)") NLit(f(x)"). In (2) we can conclude that z € <[C]\ Y since

y € C and y < z, and that z ¢ Y since y was chosen to be a leaf in (Y, <y).

3. We want to show that oy (q,) € Ngg\y. We split cases depending on whether z = y.

(a)

(b)

If © =y then oy (gy) = xy- Since xy is a basic formula we know by Lemma 5.34 that

ne
Xy € Nevy

If z # y then oy (¢z) = 02(¢2)[xy/qy). By the induction hypothesis we know o7(q;) €
Ngfz and as mentioned in (a) we know that x, € /\fgfy Thus since C\ Z = (C\Y)U{y}
we know oz(qz)[xy/q) € ./\/'gfy by Lemma 2.27.

4. Take z € X, we want to show that ¢, € FV(oy(gz)) if and only if there is u such that

x <3 w and u < z. We split cases depending on whether z = y.

(a)

If z = y then oy (gz) = Xxy. Suppose ¢, € FV(xy), then by Lemma 5.35 we know y < z
and z ¢ Y since y is a leaf in (Y, <y ). Thus we have y <§- y and y <0 2. Now suppose
z ¢ Y and there is u such that y <j w and u < z. Then since y is a leaf in Y it follows
that v = y so y < 2. Then by Lemma 5.36, ¢. € FV(xy), so ¢ € FV(oy(qy)), our

desired result.

If  # y then oy (q;) = 02(¢x)[Xy/qy]- Suppose ¢, € FV(0z(¢z)[xy/q]), then (i)
q. € FV(oz(qy)) and z # y or (ii) ¢ € FV(xy,) and ¢y € FV(0z(¢z)). In (i) we know
by the induction hypothesis that z ¢ Z and there is u such that <% u and v < 2.
Therefore x <} v and u <z and z ¢ Y since z ¢ Z and z # y. In (ii) we know by the
induction hypothesis that there is u such that x <7, v and v <y and by Lemma 5.36
that y < z. It follows that z ¢ Y since y is a leaf in Y and y <0 z. Moreover, x <}, y and
y < 2z, so we have our desired result.

Now suppose in the opposite direction that z ¢ Y and there is u such that z <3 u
and u < z. We check cases depending on whether x <%, u. If 2 <%, u then since z ¢ Y
we know z ¢ Z so by the induction hypothesis we have g, € FV(0z(qy)). Therefore
q: € FV(07(qx)[Xy/ay]) since z # y as z ¢ Y. If it does not hold that z <% u then it
must be that there exists v such that x <7, v and v <y y and y < z since y is a leaf in
Y. So by induction hypothesis we know ¢, € F'V(0z(q,)) and since y < z we know by
Lemma 5.36 that ¢, € F'V(xy), so ¢ € FV(02(qz)[xy/qy]), our desired result.
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5. Suppose z <z, we want to show that Clos(oy (g.)) C Clos(oy (gz)). We split cases depending

on whether x = y.

(a) Suppose z =y, then since y is a leaf in (Y, <y') we know that z = y, so our result follows
immediately.

(b) Suppose x # y, since y is a leaf in (Y, <y) we can conclude that either (i) z = y or (ii)
x <% z . In (i) we can conclude that since z = y and y is a leaf in (Y, <y) that there
exists u such that x <7, u and u <y, so by our induction hypothesis, we know that
qy € FV(oy(¢z)). Thus we have

Clos(oy (¢z)) = Clos(0z(q)[xy/y)) by definition of oy
= Clos(0(gz)) U Clos(xy) Lemma 2.21
= Clos(xy)
= Clos(oy (gy)) by definition of oy

In (ii), we know by our induction hypothesis that Clos(oz(g.)) C Clos(oz(gz)). Using
Lemma 2.22, we know that Clos(oz(q2)[xy/qy]) € Clos(oz(gx)[xy/qy]), our desired

result.
6. We want to show that |0y (gz)|c1 < 3|Y|. We split cases depending on whether z = y.

(a) If =y then oy (gy) = Xy, and by inspection on the definition of x, given in Definition
5.33 we know |xy|c1 < 3 so |[xy|c1 < 3|Y] for [Y| > 0.

(b) If x # y then oy (gz) = 02(¢z)[xy/qyl, thus

loy (¢)lar = o2(¢x) [xy/ @]l

<loz(qz)|c1 + \Xy\Cl Lemma 2.24
<37 +3 (1), [x,lor < 3
=3|Y] since |Y| =1|Z|+ 1

e Suppose that a loop occurs. There must be a box node on this cycle; let it be . Then x, = Agqy
where 3 is the unique premise of y and A € {{J,0}. We note for later that y’ will be in the
same cluster as y, and must also be in Y since it is the unique premise of y and y <1t y. Let
Z =Y\ {y}, by the induction hypothesis we know that there must be oz : Az — L& that satisfies
all properties listed above. Let oy : Ay — EEf be the map given by

oy () = 02(¢) [ncay-02(xy)/ay)-

for all x € Y. Take an arbitrary x € Y, we will prove this map satisfies all of the listed conditions.

1. We want to show that either 1(a) or 1(b) holds. We split cases depending on whether x = y.

(a) If x = y then observe the following equalities

oy (qy) = oz(qy)ncay-oz(xy)/q] by definition of oy
= qy[ncay-02(xy)/ay) since y ¢ Z
= Ncqy-02(Xy) Definition 2.16
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Therefore oy (qy) = ncqgy.¢ where ¢ = 07(xy). It remains to show that oy (x,) =
unf(ncgy.0z(xy)). To see this, observe that

unf(ngy.oz(xy)) = 02(xy)[N2y-02(Xy)/ ] Definition 2.16
= oy (xy) by definition of oy

So we have our desired result.

(b) If x # y then oy (q2) = 02(¢2)[ncay.0z(xy)/qy]- By the induction hypothesis, we know
that (1) 0z(qz) = 0z(xz) or (2) there is a formula ¢ such that oz(g,) = ncgsz- and
07(xz) = unf(ncgz.). In (1) we get our desired result since

oy (¢z) = 02(q2)[ncay-02(xy)/2y] by definition of oy
= 02(Xe)[Mcty-02(Xy) /2] since 0z(qz) = 0z(Xz)
=oy(Xaz) by definition of oy

Case (2) requires more work. Putting everything we know so far together, we get

oy (qz) = 02(¢x)[Mcay-02(Xy) /2] by definition of oy
= (Ncqe-9)Ncay-cz(xy)/ay] since 07(qz) = Ncqz-¢
= Ncqz-2Ncay-02(Xy)/ ) Definition 2.16

therefore oy (g,) has the form ncg..1) where 9 is ¢[ncqy.07(xy)/qy]. It remains to show
that unf(ncq..pncgy-0z(xy)/ayl) = oy (xz). Taking the unfolding, we get

unf(ncqz#?[??CQy-UZ (Xy)/Qy])

= oncay-0z(xy) /] [(Ncte-2ncay-02(xy) /ay])/ 4] Definition 2.17
= @nogz-v/encay-oz(xy) /4] Lemma 2.18
= unf(ncgs-¢)negy-0z(xy)/ay) Definition 2.17
= 0z(Xz)Ncay-02(xy)/ ) since 0z(xz) = unf(nogz.)
= oy (Xa) by definition of oy

Thus we have our desired result.

2. We want to show that

Lit(oy (¢2)) < (Lit(f(2)") N Lit(f(2)")) U Agieny-

We begin by splitting cases depending on whether x = y.

(a) If x = y then oy(qz) = ncgy.0z(xy). Take ¢ € Lit(ncgy.o0z(xy)). As previously
mentioned this means ¢ € Lit(oz(qy)) and g # g,. By the induction hypothesis we have

Lit(oz(gy)) € (Lit(f(y)") NLit(f(y")") U Agiep z-

so ¢ € (Lit(f(y)") NnLit(f(y")") U Agiepz- We get two cases: (1) ¢ € Lit(f(y')!) N
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Lit(f(y)") or (2) ¢ € Agepz. In (1) ¢ € Lit(f(y))) NLit(f(y)") and y <y’ s0 g €
Lit(f(y)") N Lit(f(y)") by Lemma 5.27. In (2) since ¢ € Agjc)\z and q # g, we get our

desired result.

If z # y then oy (¢z) = 02(¢z)Mcqy-02(Xy)/qy]- By the induction hypothesis we know
that

Lit(oz(q2)) € (Lit(f(2)") N Lit(f(2)") U Agop 2, (A.3)

since x € Z. Suppose q € Lit(cz(q2)[ncqy-02(xy)/qy]), then either (1) g € Lit(cz(gz))
and g # qy or (2) gy € FV(0z(¢z)) and q € Lit(ncgy.cz(xy))- In (1) by (A.3) we get

€ (Lit(f(z)") NLit(f(z)")) U Agjepz and since g # g, we get our desired result from
basic set theory manipulations. In (2) since g, € FV(0z(gy)) we get  <T y and since

q € Lit(ncgy.0z(xy)) we get ¢ € Lit(oz(qy)) and g # gy. By the induction hypothesis

we know

Lit(oz(ay)) € (Lit(f(y)") N Lit(f(5)") U Ao z
so q € (Lit(f(y)") NLit(f(y')")) U Agicpz. Therefore (i) ¢ € Lit(f(y")") N Lit(f(y')")
or (ii) ¢ € A<[C]\Z In (i) we get our desired result since z <* y and y <y so
q € Lit(f(2))) N Lit(f(z)") by Lemma 5.27. In (i) we get our desired result since
q € Aqiopnz and ¢ # gy.

3. We want to show that oy (q;) € ng\y. We split cases depending on whether x = y.

(a)

(b)

If x = y then 0y (¢z) = Ncay-0z(xy). Recall that oz(x,) = Aoz(qy) where y' € Z is
the unique premise of y. By the induction hypothesis we know oz(g,) € NJ¢ Aenz and
moreover we know C'\ Z = (C\ Y) U {y}. Thus ncgy.0z(xy) € /\/Xg\y by Definition
2.25, our desired result.

If z # y then oy (¢z) = 02(¢2)[Mcay-02(xy)/qy)- By the induction hypothesis we know
that 07(qz) € NYC Aenz and as mentioned previously we know ncgy.0z(xy) € /\f/\"g\y. Thus
by Lemma 2.26 we know 0z(qz)[ncaqy.0z(xy)/a) € /\/Xg\y since C\ Z = (C\Y)U{y}.

4. Take z € X, we want to show that ¢, € FV(oy(g;)) if and only if there is u such that

x <3 w and u < z. We proceed by splitting cases depending on whether x = y.

(a)

If z = y then oy (¢z) = ncqy.0z(xy). Suppose ¢. € FV(ncqy.0z(xy)), then recall
Xy = Agy where 3 is the unique premise of y and A € {{J,0}. Thus ¢, € FV(oz(qy))
and z # y by definition of F'V. Thus by the induction hypothesis we know there exists
w such that ¥/ <% w and u < z and z ¢ Z. Thus we know since y <y y’ that y <} v and
u<izaswell as z ¢ Y since z ¢ Z and z # y, giving us our desired result.

In the opposite direction suppose z ¢ Y and there is u such that y <}, v and u <1 z. Then
since y <3 w and ¢/ is the unique premise of y, we can conclude either y = u or y' <%, u.
If y = u then y <9 2z so z = ¢/ since ¥’ is the unique premise of y and ¢, € FV (oy(gy))
follows by the induction hypothesis since y ¢ Z and y’ <%, ¢/ and v’ <y. Otherwise, if
y' <% u then by the induction hypothesis we know ¢, € FV (0z(qy)) and z # y since
z &Y. Thus q. € FV(ncqy.-Noz(qy)), our desired result.

If & # y then oy (¢2) = 02(¢x)[Mcay-02(xy) /@yl Let ¢z € FV(0z(az)ncay-02(xy)/ay]),
then (i) ¢, € FV(0z(gx)) and z # y or (ii) ¢. € FV (ncgy.0z(xy)) and g, € FV(0z(qz)).
In (i) we know by the induction hypothesis that there is u such that <% v and v < z

as well as z ¢ Z. Since z # y we can conclude z ¢ Y and = <j v and u < 2, our desired
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result. In (ii) we know from ¢, € F'V(ncqy.02(xy)) that there is u such that y <3 u
and u < z and z ¢ Y by the same reasoning used in (a). Moreover, by the induction
hypothesis and g, € FV(0z(q,)) we know that there is v such that <% v and v < y.
Thus, combining everything we have x <, v and u < z, our desired result.

In the opposite direction suppose that z ¢ Y and there is u such that x <, v and
u < z. Two cases follow, depending on whether x <7, u. If x <7, u then by the induction
hypothesis we know since z ¢ Z that ¢, € FV(0z(gy)). Since z ¢ Y we know z # x
so we can conclude that ¢, € FV(0z(q2)[ncqy-02z(xy)/ay])- If it does not hold that
x <7 u then it follows from basic reasoning about graphs that either u = y or there
exists v such that <% v and v <y and ¥’ <% w. Thus by the induction hypothesis
we get qy € FV(0z(q:)) and q. € FV(0oz(qy)), which we can put together to get
q: € FV(oz(q2)ncay-02(xy)/ay)), our desired result.

5. Take z € Y and suppose that x <1}, 2. We want to show that Clos(oy (g.)) C Clos(oy (¢z))-

We split cases depending on whether z = y.

(a)

If © =y then oy (¢z) = ncqy.0z(xy). Since y <3 z we know by some simple graph
theory that either y = z or ¢’ <%, z where we recall that ' is the unique premise of y. In
the first case, we instantly get our result since z = z. So we suppose y’ <% z. Then by
the induction hypothesis we know that Clos(cz(q.)) € Clos(oz(q;)). From this, since
Xy = Agy we can deduce that

Clos(oz(qz)) € Clos(az(q,)) € Clos(Aaz(g,)) = Clos(oz(xy)) (A.4)

Now, observe the following

Clos(ncay-02(xy)) = {#lncay-02(xy)/ ] | ¢ € Clos(oz(xy))}

U Clos(ncgy-0z(xy)) Lemma 2.21
2 {¢lncay-02(xy)/a] | ¢ € Clos(oz(¢2))}

U Clos(ncgy-0z(xy)) (A4)
2 Clos(oy (¢2)ncay-02(xy)/ay]) Lemma 2.21
= Clos(oy (¢z)) by definition of oy

If x # y then we know either (i) z <% z or (ii) z < y and y <% 2. In (i) we know
by our induction hypothesis that Clos(oz(g.)) € Clos(oz(¢x)). Using Lemma 2.22, we
know that Clos(oz(q:)[xy/qy]) € Clos(oz(qz)[xy/qy]), our desired result. In (ii) we
know from that work of (a) that if y <3 z then Clos(oy(g.)) € Clos(oy (gy)). Thus it
remains to show that Clos(oy(gy)) C Clos(oy(gs)). From x <T y we may assume by
cutting out loops that there is u such that x <7, v and u <y. From this, it follows that
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qy € FV(02(qz)). Therefore we get our desired result as follows:

Clos(oy(¢z)) = Clos(oz(qz)[ncay-0z(xy)/ay]) by definition of oy
= {plncay-02(xy)/ay) | ¢ € Clos(az(q:))}
U Clos(ncgy-0z(xy)) Lemma 2.21

2 Clos(ncgy-0z(xy))
= Clos(oy (gy)) by definition of oy

6. We want to show that |oy (¢.)|c1 < 3|Y|. We split cases depending on whether z = y.

(a)

If x =y then oy (¢z) = ncgy-.0z(xy), and we know x, = Ag, where 3/ is the unique
premise of y and A € {{J,0} as well as 3y € Z. Putting this all together we have

loy (¢z)lc1 = [ncay-Doz(gy)]a by definition of oy
<2+ |oz(gy)|a Definition 2.23
<2+ 3|Z| (IH)
<3[Y] Y| =|Z|+1

If x # y then oy (¢z) = 02(q2)[Mcqy-02(xy)/qy). To begin with, if ¢, ¢ FV(02(¢z))
then oy (qy) = 0z(qs) so by the induction hypothesis we easily get

oy (¢2)lcr = loz(ga)ar < 3| 2] < 3[Y].

Otherwise, if ¢, € F'V(07(qy)) we will actually unfold the definition of closure, and use

our results about closure. To begin with, note the following:

Clos(oy (¢z)) = Clos(0z(qz)ncay-0z(xy)/ay))
= {¢ncay-0z(xy)/ay) | ¢ € Clos(oz(qz))} U Clos(ncgy.oz(xy))

This follows from Lemma 2.22. Now observe the following

Clos(ncgy-02(xy)) = {ncay-02(xy) } U {vneay-oz(xy)/ay] | ¢ € Clos(oz(xy))} (A.5)

which follows from Lemma 2.21. Now, recall that x, = Ag, where 3/ is the unique
premise of y. Moreover, since g, € F'V(07(q,)) we know that <13+/ ' so by our induction
hypothesis we know Clos(cz(g,)) C Clos(oz(g.)). Applying this to (A.5) we get

Clos(ncgy-0z(xy))

= {ncay-02(xy)} U{elcay-0z(xy)/a] | ¢ € Clos(Aoz(gy))} (A.5)
= {ncay-cz(xy), 0z(xy)ncay-oz(xy)/ayl}

U{elncay-oz(xy)/ay) | ¢ € Clos(oz(gy))} Lemma 2.21
€ {ncay-02(xy), 0z(xy)Mcay-02(xy)/ayl}

Ufelnegy-oz(xy)/a] | ¢ € Clos(oz(¢z))} (IH)

83



Combining everything we get

Clos(oy (¢z)) = {®ncay-oz(xy)/ayl | ¢ € Clos(oz(g))} U Clos(ncgy-oz(xy))
C{plncay-oz(xy)/ayl | ¢ € Clos(cz(gx))}
U {HCQy'UZ(Xy)> UZ(Xy)[UCQy'UZ(Xy)/Qy]}

Therefore |0y (¢z)|c1 < |0z(gz)|c1 + 2, so by our induction hypothesis we get
oy ()1 < loz(ge)|cr +2 < 3[Z] < 3|Y]. O

Theorem A.3. Given a finite AP -proof (X, ) and x € X, there is o : Ax — L& such that for all
x € X, the following hold.

1. Ezactly one of the following hold:

(CL) U(Qa:) = U(X:v);
(b) There is a formula ¢ such that 0(qy) = Nxqz- and o(xz) = unf(Nyqz.¢).

2. Lit(o(g2)) € Lit(F)1) N Lit(f(2)").
3. o(q.) € L.
4. lo(gz)lcr < 3| X].

Proof. Take x € X, we want to define 0(q;). We know = € C for some cluster C. We proceed by
well-founded induction on (Clus(X), <).

o If C is a leaf in (Clus(X), <), we define

U(Q:L‘) = O'C(QQ:)

where 0¢(q,) is as defined in Lemma 5.37. We prove this map meets the above properties. For

this case, these properties follow directly from Lemma 5.37.

e If C is not a leaf then inductively we can assume that o(g,) is defined and meets the above

properties for all y in a higher cluster than . We define

0(qz) := 0c(ax)[o(ay)/ay | y € Q[C]\ C]

We prove this map satisfies the above conditions. To do this we will need the following observations

which we will refer to.
qy € FV(0c(gz)) if and only if y € <[C]\ C (A.6)

This follows since by Lemma 5.37 we know that g, € F'V(oc(g,)) if and only if there exists u such
that x <1JCC wand u <ty and y ¢ C, and it can be checked that the latter condition is equivalent to
the condition y € <[C]\ C. Another important property is

o(Xz) = 00(Xa)lo(gy)/ay | v € <[CI\ C] (A7)
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This follows from induction on x,, recalling that it is a modal formula which only contains g,

such that y is in C or a higher cluster. We now show that = satisfies the necessary properties.

1. We want to show that 1(a) or 1(b) holds. We know from Lemma 5.37 that (a) oc(¢z) = oc(xz)
or (b) 00(¢z) = N04z-¢ and wf(ncge.) = oc(xa)-

(a) If oc(qe) = oo (xx) then observe the following equalities.

0(qz) = 0c(qz)[o(qy)/ay | y € <[C]\ C] by definition of o
=oc(x)lo(ay)/ay | y € <[C]\ C] since 0¢(qx) = 0o (Xx)
= 0(Xaz) by (A.7)

Thus we have our desired result.

(b) Now suppose 0c(qz) = ncqq-¢ and unf(neqy.¢) = oc(xz). Then since C' is the cluster

x resides in, we know x € C and n¢ = 1,. Observe the following equalities.

0(qz) = 0c(qz)o(ay)/qy | y € <[C]\ C] by definition of o
= (7790%5-90) [O'(C]y)/Qy ’ ye Q[C] \ C] since UC’(QQC) =Ncqz-$
= aga-plo(ay)/ay | y € <[C]\ C] Definition 2.16, z € C

Thus 0(g) is an n,-formula. It remains to show that the unfolding is equal to o(xy).

unf(n.q.-plo(qy)/qy | v € <[C]\ C])
= plo(ay)/ay | y € <[C]\ Ol(Nee-plo(ay)/ay | y € <[C]\ C))/q:] Definition 2.16

= ¢lNedz-p/ )0 (9y) /9y | v € <[CTN\ C] Lemma 2.18
= unf(neq..¢)o(qy)/ay | y € <[C]\ C] Definition 2.17
=oc(Xa)lo(a)/ay | y € <[CT\ C] since unf(ncge-¢) = oc(Xa)
= o (x) by (A7)

Thus we have our desired result.

2. We now want to show the vocabulary condition. By the induction hypothesis we know that
for all y € <[C] \ C we have Lit(o(gy)) C Lit(f(y)") NLit(f(y)") and since y € <[C] \ C we

know x <1t y so by Lemma 5.27 we know

Lit(o(q,)) € Lit(F())) N Lit(f(2)") (A.8)
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Observe the following

Lit(o(gx))
= Lit(oc(gz)|o(ay)/qy | v € <[C]\ C) by definition of o
C (Lit(oc(gz)) \ Agepc) U U Lit(o(gy)) by (A.6), Lemma 2.19
ye<[CN\C
C (((Lit(f(x)") NLit(f(2)") U Agqiene) \ Agiepe) U U Lit(o(qy))  Lemma 5.37
ye<[C\C
C Lit(f(2)") NLit(f(z)") by (A.8)

3. We want to show that oc(q:)[o(qy)/qy | v € <[C]\ C] € L&, By Lemma 5.37 we know that
oc(qz) € L2 and by our induction hypothesis we know that o (q,) € £ for each y € <[C]\C.
By Lemma 2.29, we know that since o(q,) € £ and FV (0c(g2)) N EFV (oc(gy)) = 0 for
each y € <[C]\ C, we have our desired result.

4. To prove that o(g;) < 3|X| we prove the following stronger claim. Let the height h(D)
of a cluster D € Clus(X) be defined by h(D) = 0 if D is a leaf in (Clus(X), <), and
h(D) =1+ max{h(D") | D < D'} otherwise. Let Clus, := {D € Clus(X) | h(D) < n}. We

claim that for all n,

J Clos(o(q:))| <3x

DeClusy,
ze€D Cl

U D‘.

DeClus,

If we prove this claim, we have our desired result. To see so, observe the following:

lo(@:)ler = | Clos(o(ga))ler < | | Clos(o(e2))| <3 x| |J D] <3lx|.
DECluSh(C) DECluSh(C)

zeD cl

Thus it suffices to prove the claim. To do so, we proceed by induction on n, we refer to the

induction hypothesis as the inner induction hypothesis. If n = 0 we want to show

U Clos(o(q,))| <3x U D|.

DeClusg DeClusy
zeD Cl

Choose a representative for each cluster D, we will denote this by zp. We know by Lemma
5.37 that for all z € D we have

Clos(op(qz)) = Clos(op(qzp)) (A.9)
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By definition of o(g,) for z € D where h(D) =0 (i.e. D is a leaf in (Clus(X), <)) we know

J Clos(o(q:))| =| |J Clos(op(:))

DeClusg DeClusg
z€D Cl z€D Cl
=| |J Clos(on(g:p)) by (A.9)
DeClusg al
< Z lop(gzp)lcr
DeClusg
< Z 3|D| Lemma 5.37
DeClusg
=3x| |J D
DeClusg
Now suppose n = k 4+ 1, we want to show that
lJ Clos(o(g))| <3x| |J D
DeClusg41 DeClusg41
zeD Cl
Observe:
U Clos(o(q.))
DeClusgyq
zeD
= U Clos(o(gz)) U U Clos(o(qz))
DeClus(X) DeClusy
h(D)=k+1 zeD
zeD
- U Closton(e:)lolg)/a, |y € <DI\DIU | Clos(o(g.))
DeClus(X) DeClusy
h(D)=k+1 z€D
zeD
= U | Closon(@))lo(a,)/ay 1y € <DI\NDIU | J Clos(o(g,)
DeClus(X) ye<D\D
h(D)=k+1
zeD
U |J Clos(o(g:))
DeClusy
zeD
= U Clos(on(@:))lo(ay)/a, |y € <[D]\DJU | Clos(o(g.))
DeClus(X) DeClusy
h(D)=k+1 zeD
zeD
— U Closton(ap))lo(a,)/ay |y € <[DI\NDJU | J Clos(o(a.)) by (A.9)
DeClus(X) DeClusy,
h(D)=k+1 zeD
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Taking the cardinality and applying some basic set theory we get

J Clos(o(@)] < > lonlepla+]| |J Clos(a(qy))

D€C1u5k+1 DGCIuS(X) DECluSk
zeD Ccl h(D)=k+1 z€D cl
< Z lop(gzp)|c1 + 3 % U D inner TH
DeClus(X) DeClusy,
h(D)=k+1
<3 Y [Dl+3x| |J D Lemma 5.37
DeClus(X) DeClusy
h(D)=k+1
=3x| |J D
DeClusg41
Thus we have finished the proof of our claim. O
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