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1. Substructural logics

» Intuitionistic logic
» Linear logic

» Lambek logics



Logical vs structural rules
In presenting the rules for valid reasoning, one finds two types of rules:

» logical rules: tell you how to use and derive complex propositions out of simpler
ones

» structural rules: tell you how you can manipulate assumptions in constructing a
proof. For example: by permuting, copying or deleting them

Sub structural logics result from dropping some/all of the structural rules that tradi-
tional logic adopts.

» no copying/deletion: assumptions become resources, used up in reasoning

» no permutation: the linear order of resources matters

This leads to logics that are more appropriate for our concerns: logics of perception,
action, natural language syntax and semantics (but also: economics, games, quantum
mechanics .. .)



Standard logic
Formulas Let's just look at conjunction and implication ...
AB:=p|AxXxB|A—B

» p : atomic propositions
» A x B : conjunction, ‘A and B’

» A — B: implication, ‘if A then B’

Judgements In an intuitionistic world: multiple assumptions, single conclusion.

r-A

» from assumptions I" one can conclude proposition A.

» we write I' for a sequence of zero or more propositions.



Standard logic: natural deduction rules

R ME h
AF A X ATFA Xchange
I'A,AFB _
mContraction %Weakemng
LAFB . THASB AbA
TFA—>B I,AFB -
'HA AFB I'FAxB AABFC
I'N'AFAXB AFC

» Exchange: order of assumptions doesn’'t matter
» Contraction: assumptions are re-usable

» Weakening: assumptions can be thrown away



Another conjunction?

r-rA =B I'HAx B I'rAx B
rraxs < rra B -5 <F
Not really ... In the presence of Contraction, Weakening, (and Exchange) the dif-

ferent formulations are interderivable. For example, obtaining (x’) from (x1I)

A TFB
ILT-FAxB

'-AxB

x T

Contraction

This shows that the structural rules blur the picture of what logical constants one can
distinguish.



Linear logic: logic of resources

» Contraction, Weakening are no longer freely available

» assumptions become finite, material resources

Formulas
AB:=p|AQB|A&B|A—DB]|...

» p : atomic propositions
» A ® B : multiplicative conjunction, ‘both A and B’
» A & B: additive conjunction, ‘choose from A and B’

» A —o B: linear implication, ‘consume A producing B’



Linear logic: natural deduction rules

IAFA

m Exchange

X

AFA

I''AFB 7 'rA—-oB AFA

TFA—-B ° T.AFB —FE
FTFA AEB ., ''FA®B AA,BFC
TAFAQB % TAFC
I'cA B ' A&B ' A&B
r-A&B < Tra <5 A



Universal Logic
Linear and intuitionistic constants can coexist in a ‘universal logic' (Girard 1991).

B assumptions are sorted as linear: (A) or intuitionistic: [A]

» Contraction/Weakening come back in a controlled form: !A (‘of course A’)
On the next page, @ stands for additive disjunction (dual to &)
Communication The split conjunctions (multiplicative, additive) communicate via !

({A&B))F!'A®!B  (1A®!B)F (A& B)

EXERCISE prove these equivalences.



(1d)

1d] IAFA

llmE

(A)F A [AlF A AFFAE“MWC
I, [A), [A]F B I'-B
————— (Contraction ——— Weakening
I, [AlF B I [Al+ B
(M- A I'F'A A [AlFB
-1 B
[IF'A I AFB
I (A - B I'rA—oB AFA
PR | —o-10
I'cA—oB I'AFB
I'-A AFB : r'rA@B A (A), (B)FC
S — ®-E
I''A+AGB I AFC
'rA TI'vB FFA&B&L AL B
I'cALB rea ren
I'FA 1 I'vB reAsB A (AFC A (B)FC
—_— 0, —
I'-AmB rcAaB I AFC



Embedding

Linear logic has a more finegrained view on the logical constants than intuitionistic
logic. But thanks to !, no expressivity is lost:

I' - A is provable intuitionistically iff [I'| F A is provable in linear logic

Embedding translation

A—-B = !A—B
AxB = A&B
A+B = 'A¢!'B

EXERCISE Show that the intuitionistic rules for x, + can be derived from the corre-
sponding rules of linear logic, together with the ! intro/elim rules.



Lambek calculus: logic of structured resources

Why stop here? By removing the remaining structural rules, one obtains logics of
structured grammatical resources.

» dropping Exchange: logic of strings, word order sensitivity (L)

» dropping rebracketing: logic of phrases, constituent structure (NL)

Lambek 1958, 1961 (compare linear logic: Girard 1987)

Formulas
A B:=p|AQB|A\B|B/A|...
» A ® B : composition, ‘A and then B’
» A\B: left imcompleteness, ‘consume A to the left producing B’

» B/A: right incompleteness, ‘consume A to the right producing B’



Lambek calculus: strings of assumptions

A A M
ATEB DA AFAB
T+ A\B TAFE
LARB  TEB/A ArA
TF B/A rars /
'A A-B '-A®B AA B,A'HC E
IAFA®B AT.AFC ®

Associativity The comma still hides a structural rule. Structures I := A | A,T



Lambek calculus: bracketed strings of assumptions

2-place structure-building operation o: structures S := A | (S0 .5)
Notation: T'[A] structure T" with substructure A (see ® Elimination)

AF A M
(AoT)+ B A AFAB
T+ A\B ToAFB
T'oA)F B THB/A AFA
(o A) /1 / /B
T+ B/A ToA)F B
A AFB 'FA®B A[(AcB)|FC

ToAFAB® AT FC



Explicit structural rules

Instead of using the hypocritical comma, one can explicitly introduce the structural
rules of Exchange, Associativity.

Non-logical axioms versus rules Replace formula variables by structure variables.

X[(ZoY)FC _
A@BFB®A X[(YoZ)rC change
X[(YoZ)oW]|F D

A®(B®C) 4 (A®B)®C  X[Yo(ZoW) LD "¢




Structural control

We don’t want to completely drop Exchange, Rebracketing, but bring them back in a
controlled form. Compare: Contraction/Weakening in the intuitionistic/linear case.

Control operators A pair of unary type-forming operations:

A,B = | CA | DA |

Structures Next to the 2-place structure-building operation - o - now also 1-place (-)
as structural counterpart of .

XYy = (X)

Logical rules <, 0O form a residuated pair: QOAF AF OdA.

XroA o (X)FA
(X)F A X+oA "
XFA YEOA X[A)FB

X+ oa t X[Y]F B OB



Embeddings

Structural control can be realized in two ways:

{> as licence: allow a structural rule that would not be available without
{> as obstacle: block a structural option that would otherwise be possible

Structural control L, £’ two logics that differ w.r.t. structural option P: £ = L+ P.

We express £ in £ or vv, via translations -?, -f:

/

(obstacle) A & B is provable in £, g\ iff A” = B’ is provable in Lon/on
the translation blocks applications of P
licence) A+ B is provable in £’ iff A* - B¥ is provable in L + P,
/,@\ ©,0,/,®\

P,: image of P under -#; allowing a ‘modal’ version of P

(Kurtonina & MM '97)



lllustration: NL versus L

Let £ be the base logic NL (no structural rules at all) and £’ the string logic L, with
associative tensor.

Translations One schema fits both -» and -

P = p
(AR B)! = J{(A'® BY)
(A/B)f = OAY/BS
(B\A)! = Bf\DA

¢{> as obstacle -” expresses NL in L: < blocks all possible applications of (A). Example:
the -* translation of (1) fails.

i (a\b) ® (b\c) k- a\e

$ as licence  With -f, L can be expressed in NL 4+ A,. < provides access to a modal
version of (A). The - translation of (1) is derivable.

QRMARB)®C) - QAR G(BRC)) (A) = (A)F



Expressivity, complexity

» NL: context-free; polynomial

» L: context-free; NP complete (with fixed lexicon: polynomial)
» LP: permutation-closures of CF languages; NP complete

» NL<: depends on restrictions on structural options

> linear, non-expanding: context-sensitive; PSPACE (Moot 2002)
> controlled extraction: mildly CS (TAG); polynomial (Moot 2008)

Controlled (left) extraction Cf MG ‘Move’

CAR (BRCO)F(CA®B)®C

CAR(BR®C)FB® (CARC(C)

Symmetrically for controlled rightward displacement.



2. Proofs and terms
For the ‘meaning of proofs’, we build on two central ideas.

» Montague: compositional interpretation as a structure-preserving mapping relat-
ing a source calculus to a target calculus. In the case of Lambek grammars, we
can take NL and LP as source and target, speaking about composition in the
form dimension and in the meaning dimension respectively.

» Curry: the Curry-Howard correspondence, linking systems of logical deduction
(intuitionistic logic) and models of computation (the simply typed lambda calcu-
lus). In the case of Lambek grammars, we find a resource-conscious version of the
correspondence. Derivations in the target calculus LP are associated with terms
of the simply typed linear lambda calculus. These terms express instructions for
meaning assembly, disallowing copying or deletion of grammatical material.



Compositionality

» central design principle of computational semantics: Frege's principle

‘the meaning of an expression is a function of the meaning of its parts
and of the way they are syntactically combined’ (Partee)

» Montague's Universal Grammar program: compositionality as a homomorphism

(A)ses, F)  —— 5 (Bier, G)

> source: algebra A with sorts (categories) S, operations F' (‘abstract syntax')
> target: algebra B with sorts (types) T, operations G (‘interpretation’)

> homomorphism h: a mapping that respects (i) sorts and (ii) operations:
(i) h[As] € B: (t: target sort corresponding to s)

(i) h(f(ar,...,an)) = g(h(a1),...,h(an))
(g: target operation corresponding to f)



Lambek calculi and compositionality

(N)LmP) h Lplett
source homomorphism target

» source: syntactic calculus NL

> atomic types: distinct kinds of phrases

> operations: directional, prefixation /suffixation
» target: semantic calculus LP
> atomic types: distinct kinds of semantic objects

> operations: non-directional function types

To Be Done

» how does h act on types? mapping of source types to target types

» how does h act on derivations? mapping source N.D. proofs to target proofs



Curry-Howard Correspondence

Slogans
formulas-as-types

proofs-as-programs

Logic and computation deep connection between logical derivations and programs

INTUITIONISTIC LOGIC | LAMBDA CALCULUS

formulas types
connectives type constructors
implication function space
proofs terms

assumption variable

normalization reduction




Simple types, denotation domains, signatures

Simple types given a finite set of atomic types A, we define T4, the set of simple
types constructed from A, as follows:

Ta == A | Ta—Ta

Denotation domains For every A € T4, we provide a semantic domain D4 where
terms of type A find their possible interpretation. After stipulating domains for the
atomic types, we set

Dyp = Dg“ the set of functions from Dy4 to Dp

Signature type assignment to constants: ¥ = (A, C, 1)

> A : finite set of atomic types
> C' : finite set of constants

> 7:C — T4 type assignment function



Terms, typing rules

Terms Given set of variables X and signature ¥ = (A, C, 1), the set of lambda terms
built upon X is inductively defined as (z € X, c € C)

T = x | ¢ | AT | (TT

Typing rules Sequents as typing judgements: we read I' - ¢ : « as: term ¢ can be
assigned type « given T, a set of type declarations z; : A; (a ‘typing environment’)

Nz:abz:a (var) Pkc:7(c) (cons)

x:abkt:p
'kXzxt: (a—pB)

(abs)

F'rt:(a—pB) Thu:«
Pk (tu):p

(app)

Note T copied in (app), unused in (var), (cons). (app): — Elim, (abs): — Intro.



lllustration

Basic types Let A be {n,t}, with

D, =N (the natural numbers {0,1,2,...}) ; D;={t,f} (boolean values)

Signature assume we have some constants with the types below:

-
times, plus | n —>n —n
leg| n —>n—t

odd, even | n — ¢

Typing a term let's show that the program Az.(times = z) is of type n — n

— war - cons
r:nkxz:n Tz:nktimes:n—n—mn
— var - app
z:inkxz:n z:nk (timesz):n —n
app

z:nk (timesz z) :n
FAz.(timesz x) :m —n

abs



Linear lambda calculus

In Curry’s original set-up for IL, A can bind multiple occurrences of a parameter, or
bind a variable that doesn't occur in the body of the abstraction. For natural language

computations, we want a more restricted regime.

» Intuitionistic logic (IL): copying, deletion of assumptions freely available

» Linear Logic (LL): assumptions as resources; every assumption used exactly once

Linear typing rules in judgements I' ¢ : «, the environment I' is now a multiset

z:akFz:a (var) Fc:7(c) (cons)

rx:akt:p
TFaxet:(a—spB) ¢ dom(I')  (abs)

Ftt:(a—pB) Atu:a B
T AF(ta) B dom(T") Ndom(A) = (app)

Remark We'll allow non-linearity for lexical (vs derivational) semantics.



Proof normalisation and term reduction

Removal of detours form N.D. proofs ~ simplification of terms.

On the left: redex; on the right: contractum. Same interpretation under [-]9.

1 reduction compare — Elimination (app) immediately followed by Intro (abs).

- var -
r:abx:a« 'tt:a—p

z:o,I'F(tx):pB :
abs _—
F'FXze.(tz):a—pB ~n 'Ft:a—p

app

S reduction compare — Intro (abs) immediately followed by Elimation (app)

— war
r:akFxz:a

z:o,TFt: 8 Afu:a

AFu:« Fl—)\x.t:a—>,6’abs :
app
AT E ((Az.t) u): B ~g ATHFtx—u]:p




Proofs and terms: the complete picture

We concentrated so far on the implicational fragment (enough for ACG). Curry-Howard
for a fuller formula language (—o,!, ®, &, ®) see Wadler.

s,t,u,v,w: ==z

| AMa).u|s(t)

| ! |casesof lz = u

| (t,u)|case s of (x,y) = v
| ({(t,u)) | fst (s) | snd (s)

|

inl (¢) | inr (u) | case s of inl(z) — v; inr(y) — w
Proof reductions — term reductions:

case 't of lo — u = u[t/z]
(A{x). u) (t) = ult/x]
case (t,u) of (x,y) = v =>v[t/z,u/y]
fst { {(t,u)) ) =1
snd { {(t,u)) ) =1
case inl(t) of inl (z) = v; inr (y) = w = v[t/2]
case inr (u) of inl (z) — v; inr(y) = w = wlu/y|

=



Directional types, terms
Syntactic source calculus linear implication — splits in two directional implications.
Directional types given a finite set of atomic types A, and p € A
AB == p | A\B | BJ/A
Directional terms given a set of variables X,

M,N == =z | Xaz.M | MNao.M | (MaN) | (N>M)

Directional typing rules the terms record the distinction between \ and /

Fow:Al—M:BI/ x:AoFI—M:BI\
'EXaz.M:B/A '+ Mz.M: A\B

'-M:B/A AFN:A I'N:A A+ M:A\B
T'oAF (M<aN):B / FT'oAF (N>M): B

E\



Compositional interpretation

)

I S Lo
Types domains D, = E (entities, individuals), D; = {0,1} (truth values)
/

np'=e =t n"=e—t (A\B) =(B/A)=A"—>D

Terms We write x for the target variable corresponding to source variable x

/ ~

x = X

(Nz.M) = (\z.MY = X\a.M'
(N>M) = (MaNY = (M N')



Example

Source NL sequent I' ¢ : B where I is a tree with leafs x; : A; and ¢ a directional
linear lambda term of type B built from the x; : A;. We call the x; the syntactic
parameters of the derivation; t the proof term.

Y z
x y: (np\s)/np  z:((np\s)/np)\(np\s) \E]
x :s/(np\s) yozk (y>z):np\s

[/ E]

zo(yoz)F(zx<(y>z)):s

Target LP sequent L k¢ : BT amultiset of assumptions z; : A} and ¢’ a linear
lambda term built from the semantic parameters z;.

Y z
7 J:e—e—t Z:(e—se—t)s>e—t
= — [ E]
T:(e—=t)—t 7,2 (ZY) et

E]

59,20 @ (Gt

Next step substitute x; — word;; Z; — terms expressing the lex semantics of word;



Lost in translation

Desirable semantic terms are often unobtainable as image of (N)L proofs:

(AnL)" C (AL) C Arp

Recovering lost expressivity Two strategies:

» (N)LO source with controlled structural rules

» ACG: LP source; surface form itself obtained via interpretation mapping



3. Proof nets

(Non-)efficiency Sequent proof search has two types of non-determinism in the choice
of the active formula:

» Don’'t know: different choices lead to logically non-equivalent interpretations
(‘readings’)

» Don't care: different choices lead to one and the same reading

For completeness, the first form of non-determinism has to be kept;

for efficiency, the second form has to be eliminated.

~» proof nets!

Compare dependency structures induced by normal derivations.



Polarised formulas

In the intuitionistic (single conclusion) world, we consider formulas with polarities:
» -° polarity: input, antecedent, ‘given’
» -° polarity: output, succedent, ‘to prove’'

Formula decomposition With the following unfolding rules, we compute the formula
decomposition tree for arbitrary (input/output) formulas.

A* B° B* A° B° A° A° B* A* B* B° A°
\/ AV VAV \/ \/
X + X + + X

(A/B)* (A/B)° (B\A)* (B\A)° (A® B)* (A® B)°



X -links versus —+-links
The formula decomposition rules distinguish two types of links:

- Xx-type (‘tensor’) links: cf. the two-premise sequent rules /L, \L, ®R

- —+-type (‘cotensor’/‘par’) links: cf. the one-premise sequent rules ®L, /R, \R

The order of the subtypes in the premises is significant; it is inverted in the -° unfolding.



An invariant for L: well-bracketing

For x a list of polarized formulas, let ¢(x) be the yield of the formula decomposition
L] .O.

trees given by the mappings -°,
Example £((a/b)*((c/a)\(c/b))°) = a®b°b*c°c®a’.

Let 7, s,t,u, v, w range over lists of polarized atomic formulas. Let %, F range over
opposite polarities.

Definition 1 is well-bracketed if 7 = € or r = pTspTt, where s, t are well-bracketed.
Theorem If T' = A is (N)L provable, then ¢(I'* A°) is well-bracketed.

Proof Induction on the sequent derivation, using the fact that (i) if s, t are well-
bracketed, then also st; (ii) if st,u are well-bracketed, then also sut; (iii) if st is
well-bracketed, then also ts.



Proof nets: inductive definition

Let 3, ~ range over proof nets, ¢, u over lists of polarized formulas; A, B over polarized
formulas; * over connectives.

o L]

axiom a® a° and a® a® are proof nets with terminal formulas (tf) a®a®, a®a®;

+-link if B is a proof net with tf tABu, we obtain a new net with tf tC' x Du by
A B

+
applying Cx D

X-link if B,~ are nets with tf tA, ©wBv, we obtain a new net

A B y
» with tf utC * Duv, by applying Cx D
B A

X
» with tf uC' x Dtv, by applying Cx D ;

cperm if 8 is a net with tf ¢, we can apply any cyclic permutation to ¢ provided we
preserve the linkage.



Soundness, completeness

Definition A proof net 3 is planar if £(53) is well-bracketed, i.e. its axiom links do not
Cross.

Completeness Every (N)L sequent derivation 7 can be transformed into a planar
proof net B(m).

Soundness Every planar proof net S can be translated back to an L sequent deriva-
tion.
(Proofs omitted)

Remark For NL soundness, the well-bracketing invariant (planarity) is not enough.
See below for the extra condition (operator balance).



Proof structures, proof nets

To build a proof net for an (N)L(P) sequent I' = B, where I is a structure with yield
Ai,..., A, proceed as follows:

1. Build a candidate proof structure. For L(P) this is the list of formula decompo-
sition trees A} ... A? B° together with an axiom linking. In the case of NL, the
antecedent o structure is translated in (— ® —)* links.

2. Check whether the proof structure is in fact a proof net by testing the relevant
correctness criteria.

» LP. A correction graph is obtained from a proof structure by removing
exactly one edge from every +-link. A proof structure is a proof net for LP
iff every correction graph for it is a-cyclic and connected

» L. The proof structure has a planar axiom linking.

» NL. Operator balance: every cycle of the proof structure has an equal num-
ber of X and +.

Remark In the case of (associative) L, we don’t bother to impose an explicit structure
on the formulas in I': the sequent antecedent is simply treated as a list of formulas.



Nets and their lambda terms

We compute the Curry-Howard lambda term for a proof net. Below the rules for the
/,\ fragments.

Notation =x,y, ... for object-level variables; M, N for meta-level variables; ¢, u, . .. for
terms built out of object and meta variables.

(t M): A* M :B°

« r:B* N:A°

t: A/B® Ax.N : A/B°

M : B° (tM):A'X N:A° z:B*®
t: B\A® Ax.N : B\A°

Axiom links (One-sided) unification/matching of the unknown M at the output node
with the term ¢ at the input node.

{M =1t} {M =1t}
t:p* M :p° M : p° t:p®




Parsing: the static/declarative method
To compute the lambda term for a net:

» assign fresh object-level variables to the hypotheses (input formulas that are not
the premise of a X link or the conclusion of a + link);

» assign fresh meta variables to the output literals;
» build the (partially instantiated) terms for the logical links;

» compose the matchings found at the axiom links.

This method is ‘a-temporal’: all the axiom links are considered simultaneously.

Remark Axiom linkings that introduce a cycle correspond to attempts to unify a
metavariable with a term containing that variable (circular unification).



Parsing: the dynamic/procedural method

An alternative method to compute the lambda term for a derivation follows a path
through the net. The steps of the traversal mirror the structure of the lambda term
that is built up incrementally.

Travel instructions

[ary

enter at the (unique) terminal output formula;

2. travel upwards along output nodes until you reach an atomic formula; each +
you pass corresponds to a A\ abstraction;

3. cross the axiom link from output to input vertex;

4. travel downwards along input nodes until you reach a hypothesis; each X you
pass corresponds to an application;

5. repeat 1-4 to compute the terms for the arguments of this application.

Remark Compare this traversal with goal directed sequent proof search.



4. Abstract categorial grammar

We follow the exposition of the ESSLLI'09 course on the ACG pages.

Key idea Derive both surface forms and semantic interpretation from a more abstract
source: Curry's tectogrammatical structure.

Interpretations Given source 31 = (A1, C1,71), target 3o = (Ag, Ca, 2), a compo-
sitional interpretation L is a pair of functions (7, 0) such that

> n: A — Ta, (source atoms to target types)
> 0:C1 — As, (source constants to target terms)

>+ 0(c) : n(mi(c)) (O respects typing)

(7 is the homomorphic extension of n: N(a — B) = 1(a) = 7(B))

Abstract categorial grammar G = (31,33, L, s) (start symbol s)

» abstract language: SOURCE(G) = {t € As, | Ft:s is derivable}

» object language: TARGET(G) = {t € As, | Ju € SOURCE(G).t = L(u)}


http://www.loria.fr/equipes/calligramme/acg/

Example: ‘John seeks a unicorn’

Source signature The abstract vocabulary 3: atomic types, constants, and a type-
assignment function.

Yo = ({n,np, s}, (atomic types)
{J,U, A, S}, (abstract constants)
{J — np, (type assignment function 7g)
Uw—n,
A—=n—= ((np— s) = s),
S—=((np—>s)—s)—>(np—s) }+ )



Example (cont’d)

Target signature Concrete vocabulary X for the surface forms (strings).

We write string for the function type * — %, for some arbitrary type atom x.

¥ = ({*}, (atomic type)
{john,unicorn, a, seeks}, (object constants)
{john — string, (type assignment function 71)
unicorn — string,
a — string,
seeks — string } )

Interpretation: tecto ~ form types: n(n) = n(np) = n(s) = string; constants
(string concatenation is function composition: x -y =g Ai.(z (y 1))):

0 : john
ApAz.(p Ay.(x - seeks - y))
AzAp.(p (a- )

unicorn

SERE
1111



Another interpretation

Target: meaning 3, is a concrete vocabulary for modeltheoretic interpretation.

¥y = ({e,t}, (atomic types)
{J, UNICORN, SEEK, A, 3}, (object constants)
{1+ e, (type assignment function 2)
UNICORN — e — t,
SEEK — ((e = t) = t) = (e = 1),
I (e > t) = ¢,
A—t—t—t } )

Interpretation: tecto ~ meaning types: n(np) = e,n(n) = e — t,n(s) =

cheating a bit for the constants (0(A) is not linear):
0: J

SEEK

UNICORN

ApAg.(3 Az.((p =) A (q x)))

S
1111



‘John seeks a unicorn’: derivations

>
ﬁy &2
21 2]2

Abstract terms  t¢; : (S (A U) J); to: (AU Ax.(S Mk.(k ) J))
Interpretation: form Lo 1(t1) = Lo,1(t2) = john - seeks - a - unicorn

Interpretation: meaning
Lo2(t1) = (SEEK Aq.(3 Az.(UNICORN z) A (g x)) J)

Lo2(t2) = (3 Az.(UNICORN z) A (SEEK Ap.(p x) J))

» each of the interpretations (form, meaning) are compositional homomorphisms

» the relation form ~» meaning is not: one surface form, two meanings



ACG complexity hierarchy
A hierarchy of ACG's is obtained in terms of two parameters:

» complexity of the abstract structures: maximal order of its constants

» complexity of the interpretation: maximal order of the image of source atoms

Complexity of abstract signature

ord(a) =1, a atomic; ord(a — ) = max(ord(a) + 1,0rd(3))
ord(X) = rcneegc(ord(T(c)))

Complexity of interpretation X; = (A1,C4,7), X2 = (A2,Co,7), L: X1 — 3o

compl(L) = ortrg%(ord(ﬁ(oé)))



Abstract categorial hierarchy

Grammars For G = (X1,%9, L, s), let order(G) = ord(31), complexity(G) = compl(L)

G(m,n) = {G | order(G) < m, complexity(G) < n}

Languages
L(m,n) = {TARGET(G) | G € G(m,n)}

String languages for L(2,n)

ACG type | language
L(2,1) regular
L(2,2) context-free
L(2,3) well-nested mildly context sensitive
L(2,4) mildly context sensitive
L(2,44n) | =L(2,4)




lllustration: context-free grammars
Recall: a context-free grammar G is a 4-tuple (V, 3, R, S), where

V is an alphabet,
Y (the set of terminals) is a subset of V,
R (the set of rules) is a finite subset of (V — X) x V*, and

S (the start symbol) is an element of V — 3.

The members of V — X are called nonterminals.



ACG encoding of context-free grammars

Example Well-nested bracketing for a bracket pair a, a.

S—alSa R :85—S
S—SS Ry:8S—S— S
S —e€ R3: S

Source non-terminal symbols ~ types; rules ~» abstract constants.
Target type: string; constants: terminal symbols.

Interpretation types: 1(S) = string; constants:

Ri : Xz.(a-z-0)
0 : Ry : dxdy.(z-y)
Rs : Ax.x



lllustration: Finite state automata

Example
b

a

a

Source states ~ atomic types; transitions ~ constants, with special constant for
final state. 1 = ({¢i,qs}, {¢o,t1,t2,t3},71), where 71 is ‘reading backwards':

to = qy 1= qr — qi ta = qr — qy I3 = qi —qy
Target 35 has one atomic type: o; end-of-string # : o; alphabet symbols: o0 — o

Interpretation Start symbol: ¢;. £ : 3 — Xa, with n(g;) = n(¢s) = o. Constants:

to — #
. t1 — Az.(azx)
' ta — Az.(bz)
ts — Az.(ax)



Next class: encoding formalisms beyond context-free (TAG, k-MCFG).
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