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Precis

BHK interpretation: intuitionistic proofs of A — B
give rise to functions Proofs(A) — Proofs(B)

* Can these functions be differentiated?

* What would such derivatives be good for?
1. Efficient (re)computation
2. Differentiable reasoning

3. Investigating logic vs physics
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History of derivatives in logic

Leibniz’s stepped reckoner (1670s)

Babbage’s difference engine (1830s)

Circuits and 2nd order differential equations
Automatic differentiation of real-valued programs
Ehrhard-Regnier’s ditferential lambda calculus (2003)

Ditferential linear logic
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History: L eibniz's stepped reckoner

6 (0

After a full rotation of the drum, the shaft rotates by nk
(if we halve the rotation caused by each tooth, while doubling the number)

III
1=k 10=0,m2m..



History: L eibniz's stepped reckoner
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In the limit of infinitely many repetitions of this group of nine teeth

k d
dip = k@ kg W= v
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2T 2T do nk




History: L eibniz's stepped reckoner

v
_ — n
db
Y = nb
(=)"
- U(1)
(=)" l
Upshot: The stepped reckoner gives a SO(Q) > SO(Q)
‘physical semantics' of the Church l l
numerals matching the denotational (=)" = ln]

semantics in vector spaces M2 (R) > M2 (R)



Derivatives In the syntax

* Ditterential linear logic adds a new deduction rule,
which produces the derivative of a proof in a
direction specitied by a new (linear) hypothesis.

. m(a1 + hag) — m(a
IAl B ” (al,aQ) HflLl_)H%) ( 1 ;) ( 1)
I

!A, A | B (this is meaningless)

* |n the best formulation diff is derived from
codereliction, cocontraction and coweakening.



Deduction rules for (intuitionistic, first-order) linear logic

(Dereliction): '| ,’ I': '! BB der
(Contraction): ! ’! IA;A:A "! !BB ctr
(Weakening): i ’! IA ,,! !BB weak
(Axiom): A= A (Cut): Lr 11’, F%gﬁ’g ~ B cut (Promotion): :E It'zj?l prom
(Left —o): FAl’_, 1:4’ y ﬁ:jBBijAAll—_CC L (Left ®): FTAAéBéjAAI—FCC ®-L
(Right 1 ): Fij ZlF BB R (Right &) Frff Ao D o



Deduction rules for (intuitionistic, first-order) linear logic

... AT T B 001: binta =I(A! A)! ((A! A)! (Al A)
(Dereliction): A" T B der
AFA AFA |
I IAIA " | B AFA AA! AFA .
(Contraction): ——————g o AFA  AA! AA!l AFA
I TA | B — L
1 AJAl AJAlT AAl AFA o
Al AJAl AJA!l AFA A i
. 1,"1 B Al A)LIA! A)LIA! AFA! A
(Weakening): 14—~ weak (A1 ALAI AFAT A ™
2X —o R
- bint 4 "
(Axiom): TEA (Cut): Fl_i/ FAA’Ié’gl_Bcut (Promotion): ;g I':'j prom
I'-A A BAFC . T,A,B,AFC
(Left =) AT A oBAarc " (Left @) F X e B AF 0 *”
. AT+FDB - . T'FA AFB
(Right ! ): AT B R (Right ®): T AL A0 DB @R



Deduction rules for ditferential linear logic

. L A"IDB o #,A$ B
(Dereliction): A" T B der (Coderdliction): FASEB “
1JIAIA" 1B . T,)A,A!'B
(Contraction): AT 1B ctr (Cocontraction): TIAIA AT B coctr
. 1" 1 B , A AFB
(Weakening): A1 B e (Coweakening): ’R A ——5— coweak
o '-A A,AAFB . ITH A
A . N cu . ° rom
(Axiom) A~ A (Cut): NT.AF B ¢ (Promotion): TeA ™
'-A A.BAFC  I,A,B,ArC
(Left =) AT A oBAarc " (Left @) F X e B AF 0 *”
. ATFB - " I'FA AFB
(Right I ): AT B R (Right ®): FAF AR "



Deduction rules for ditferential linear logic

(Dereliction): || 'i !! Eé der (Coderdliction): ilﬁg I; BB coder
(Contraction): ! ’! 'A;A:A "! !BB cr  (Cocontraction): FFIA:A:AA AI !BB coctr
(Weakening): ! ,! IA ,,! !BB weak (Coweakening): RF'TZAI— ;B coweak

| s
b;::i !BB 4  is defined to be ,;ﬁ; fB ::t;

A AF B



Product rule as cut-elimination rule

aX

| \
Dy AvLA

diff
A A FLA
D n
n A ACA 1A, 1AFB
DA . — — cu
, - 'AIALAF B N
{ C
| .A,\.Hi—de A AFE
lA A +A AFB
dy ~AAS>
AArB T

A
=
=)

Proofs in differential linear logic are
: l
formal linear sums of proof trees ANAFE 5y




binty =!1(A —o A) — (I(A —o A) — (A — A)).
EFE=A—oA

repeat : !bint 4 — bint 4

c:omp?4

EF1E E.EVE
\EF+'E E)JE —oE EFE H’L
E+E \E,\E bints, E+ E -

L

EFIE EEE bint,, |E - EFE

E\E.\E.\E. bint,, bint, - E —r

\EVEVE, bint 4, bint 4 H E
\EE . bint 4, binty H E
bint 4, bint 4 - bint 4
'bint 4, 'bint 4 - bint 4
lbint 4 - bint 4

ctr

ctr

2X —o R

2% der

ctr



repeat

'bint 4 - bint 4
!bintA, biﬂtA %biﬂtA

diff

(S+ eT)S+ eT)= SS+ (ST + TS)+ °TT



Relation to calculus via coalgebras

* Following Ehrhard-Regnier we have defined
derivatives in the syntax, via new deduction rules
and cut-elimination rules.

* Do these syntactic derivatives capture the logical
content lying behind the semantic derivatives?

* |n particular, are they consistent with the role of
Church numerals in Leibniz’s stepped reckoner?

-+ Yes: because coalgebras



Algebras over a field k

multiplication 717 A X A— A u: k — A unit
A A A—"% Iig A
1@m associativity m
|
AR A — — A
A ~ kA A — _"'A®k
14 left unit u®1 1a right unit 1®u
Y Y \ \
A < AR A A Z A ®A



Coalgebras over a field k&

comultiplicaton A * A F A# A c: A—- k counit

ARAQA<—2% A4
A A
1QA coassociativity A
AR A< ~ A
A< kR A AL = Al k
A A \ \
La left counit c®1 la right counit |1
A > AR A A | AL A

A

''C



Examples

polynomial algebra ring of dual numbers
klz1, ..., op] K[/ (1%) = k&l! k&l
12=0
polynomial coalgebra dual of the ring of dual numbers
klz1,...,%n) (K['}/ (1%)" = k&l ! k&’
A(m”):in@ME”_i I (1)=11 1
1=0

Ae")=1Re" +e"®1



Consider a morphism of k-algebras

p
klz1,..., 5] - k[IJ/(19) = kal! k&

p(T;) = Ni + e

It is straightforward to see that, for any polynomial f,

| Hf o
L (f) = f("1,...,"n) + M’i#g."x:!-

1

- g

this gives rise to a bijection of k-algebra morphisms with pairs

1:1
Homk_Alg(k[:L‘l,...,xn],k[s]/(sz)) < s k™ ox k™

® <« (X, i) (point, tangent vector)



Universal coalgebra

The cofree coalgebra Cof(V) over a vector space V is a coalgebra
together with a linear map d: Cof(V) ! V which is universal, in
the sense that for any coalgebra C and linear ¢ : C — V there

unigue morphism of coalgebras & such that

dl 1 =1
( d |
Cofé#V) —\/
o
z ¢
C

Theorem: Cof(V) Is the space of distributions with
finite support on V, i.e. all derivatives of Dirac distributions



Sweedler semantics !! ":LL ' Vect
Al B"=Hom('A",'B")
Al B"=T1A"1 IB"

HA" = Cof(!TA")

dereliction = universal linear map A" F TA"
contraction = comultiplication A" I TA" # 1IA"
weakening = counit A" I K

promotion = lifting of !A" I 1B" to A" F 1IB”



Sweedler semantics !! ":LL ' Vect
Al B"=Hom('A",'B")
Al B"=T1A"1 IB"

IIA" = Cof(1A")

The Sweedler semantics is also a semantics of
differential linear logic, as follows:

| [1A] ® [A] > [1A] 7! > [B]
' | |

AlB Cot([A4]) ® [A] — Cof([A])

AALB D! ! "#% "D



(point, tangentvector) V x V  (\u) V = k"

!

Homk—AIg(k[xla .. 7'73%]7 k[g]/(gQ))

I

Homy, (Sym(V™), k[e] /(%))

I

Homy(V *, K[e]/ (2))

] =

Homy ((Kk[e] /(%)) ", V)

I B 1* — Dirac)

HOoMk: coalg (CK[! ]/ (! “)) . Cof(V)) & 9, Diracy

10

12



How to differentiate a proof denotation

Given m:!A — B, a,B:A sothat |af,[8] € [A]

Cof([A]) = [14] — ™3]
(o], [5])—s
(Hel/ (€)' 3--~ [B] = Cof(IB)
(Ir(@)], )

T

The directional derivative of m at « in the direction of



Conciliation: syntax vs semantics

* The semantics of (intuitionistic, first-order) linear
logic In vector spaces uses cofree coalgebras to
model contraction, weakening and dereliction.

* Since the cofree coalgebra is made up of Dirac
distributions and their derivatives, this semantics is
naturally a model of differential linear logic.

* Linear logic secretly wants to be differentiated!



Conclusion/Questions

Derivatives are natural in (linear) logic.

Examples like the stepped reckoner suggest the use of
calculus in logic is justitied. Are there more convincing
mechanical examples of this kind?

The Sweedler semantics is a step in the direction of more
Interesting algebra and geometry. What is the logical
content of distributions with more general support?

Ditferential linear logic forms the basis for one approach to
integrating symbolic reasoning with neural networks (work
in progress with H. Hu).



