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It has recently become evident that two apparently different formula-
tions of the foundations of mathematics are merely opposite sides of the
same coin. The first of these is the theory of types, going back to Russell
and Whitehead in their monumental attempt to rescue Frege from para-
dox, while the second is the theory of categories, invented by Eilenberg and
Mac Lane and conceived as the appropriate language for the foundations
of mathematics by Lawvere.

The theory of types, or higher order logic, is called local set theory by
Bell. As he puts it “types may be thought of as natural kinds or species
from which sets are extracted as subspecies. The resulting theory of sets is
local in the sense that, for example, the inclusion relation will only obtain
among sets which have the same type....”

Unfortunately, the original type theory in Principia Mathematica had
proved too cumbersome for most people and, in spite of more elegant
formulations by Church and Henkin, was replaced by the set theories
of Godel-Bernays, favoured by mathematicians, and Zermelo-Fraenkel,
favoured by logicians. However, in these languages one can ask such mean-
ingless questions as whether the Klein four-group is included in 7.

The following simple presentation of type theory had been proposed by
Phil Scott and the reviewer [LS 1983]. There are given three basic types:

1 = a specified one-entity type introduced for convenience,

Q = the type of truth-values or propositions,

N = the type of natural numbers.

From these other types are built up by two operations:

A x B = the type of pairs of entities of types 4 and B,

PA = the type of all sets of entities of type A.

In pure type theory there will be no other types than those in the hierarchy
constructed from the three basic types by the two operations; but in applied
type theories there may very well be other types, as we shall see later.

A type theory, pure or applied, is a formal language consisting of terms
of different types. Among the terms there are countably many variables of
each type; we write x € A to say that x is a variable of type A. From the
variables other terms are defined inductively as follows:

1 Q N AxB PA
x a=a 0 (a,b) {xedlpXx)}
aca Sn

where it is assumed that a and &’ are terms of type A already constructed,
a of type PA, n of type N, b of type B and ¢(x) of type Q. The usual
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logical connectives and quantifiers may now be defined, for instance:
=% = %,
pAg=(p,q)=(T,T),
P=qg=pAgqg=p,
Vxea9(x) = {x € A|p(x)} = {x € A|T}.

Bell does essentially the same thing; except that, in place of 1 and 4 x B,
he has A; x --- x A,, with n > 0. This allows him to incorporate function
symbols f: 4; X --- x A, — B. To this reviewer, these function symbols
appear to be analogous to Gentzen’s sequents or Bourbaki’s multilinear
mappings; they may in fact be viewed as operations in a multisorted alge-
braic theory.

After the grammar of type theory has been presented, it remains to
state the axioms and rules of inference. This is usually done in terms of a
deduction symbol . Of course, one should be able to infer the usual rules
of universal specification and existential generalization, in particular,

(1) Viea(x) F o(x),  @(x)F Ixeap(x).
From these one would expect to infer, by transitivity of deduction, that
(2) Vxea®(x) F 3xeap(x).

In an applied type theory, a difficulty would now arise when A is an
“empty” type, for example the type of unicorns. Modern mathematicians
would accept the statement

(a) all unicorns have horns,
but not

(b) some unicorns have horns.
Aristotle would have got around the difficulty by denying (a); but we cannot
do so, as long as we paraphrase V,c49(x) as Vi (x € 4 = ¢(x)).

In [LS 1980] we used the device of putting a subscript X, denoting a
finite set of variables, on the deduction symbol. We wrote

Dise s PnFx Py

only when all the variables occurring freely in the p; are elements of X.

The symbol x is subject to two structural rules, in addition to the usual

ones of Gentzen:

(3) Dis..-,Dn '-X Dn+1 ¢](x)9""¢n(x) '—XU{X} (0n+l(x)
Pl Pn FxU{x} Prst’ p1(a),...,pn(a) Fx pn(a)

where it is assumed that a is of the same type as x and contains free

occurrences of only such variables as are elements of X.
If variables are thus declared, (1) should be replaced by

(1) Veea®(X) Fx 0(x),  0(x) Fx Fxesp(x).

From this it then follows by transitivity of I, a special case of Genizen’s
cut, that

(21) vxeA(o(x) Fx E-‘xeAq’(-’C)-

b
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From (2') we may infer (2) according to (3), provided we can substitute a
closed term a of type 4 for x. But when A4 is “empty,” there are no closed
terms of type A4; our language does not contain the names of entities which
do not exist.

I was surprised to see that Bell does not put a subscript on his deduc-
tion symbol to declare the variables which are allowed to occur freely. So
how does he get around the nonexistence of horned unicorns? By denying
the transitivity of deduction and Gentzen’s cut, except in special circum-
stances! In fact, his restrictions don’t allow him to infer (2) from (1) if x
is free in ¢(x), since it is free in neither V,c4¢(x) nor in 3, 40(x). Still,
he could have inferred (2) from (1) if x is not free in ¢(x); but in that case
he would have denied (1) in the first place. In other words, he does not
accept V,e4p b p if p does not contain x! Strange as this interlocking set
of restrictions seems at first sight, it appears to do the job and presumably
occurs in the literature and has been tested by time. Personally, I believe
in transitivity of deduction and, to the best of my recollection, proposed
the device of declaring variables in Oberwolfach in 1974, where I was told
that I had been anticipated by Mostowski.

Type theory as presented here suffices for arithmetic and analysis, al-
though not for category theory and modern metamathematics, provided
one carries out the reductionist program of Frege et al. and takes the trou-
ble to define all the concepts needed in terms of the basic symbols , =, €,
0,8,{|}and(, ).

However, there is another way of presenting the foundations of math-
ematics, essentially due to the vision of Bill Lawvere. Let me quote Bell,
who puts it very elegantly: “In category theory the morphisms (arrows)
between structures (objects) play an autonomous role which is in no way
subordinate to that played by the structures themselves. So category the-
ory is like a language in which the ‘verbs’ are on equal footing with the
‘nouns’.” Lawvere’s earlier attempt [1964] to axiomatize the category of
sets led ultimately to the introduction of “elementary” toposes by Lawvere
[1972] and Tierney [1972], generalizing the “Grothendieck” toposes [GY
1972] which were being used in algebraic geometry.

A topos is a category with finite cartesian products, a subobject clas-
sifier Q, power objects PA and, usually also, a natural numbers object
N. The subobject classifier is to allow us to mimic the usual one-to-one
correspondence between subsets of 4 and their characteristic functions
A — Q = {T, 1}, while PA is meant to be isomorphic to Q4, the set of
all funtions 4 — Q. Among the examples one has in mind are not only
the usual category of sets, but also the category of sheaves on a topological
space. This makes it necessary to drop the requirement that Q = {7, 1}
in general, although this is so in what one calls a Boolean topos. Finally,
the natural numbers object is the “least fixpoint” of the functor which
sends the object 4 onto the coproduct of 4 with the terminal object 1, as
computer scientists would rephrase Lawvere’s original definition.

Just about everyone who thought about toposes came up with the obser-
vation that a topos has an internal language, a version of applied type the-
ory, though the first to publish a description of this language for Boolean
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toposes was Mitchell [1972). One thinks of the objects of the topos as
types and of the arrows 1 — A as terms of type A4, hence the possibility
of “empty” types when Hom(1, A) = ¢. In particular, arrows 1 — Q are
formulas and arrows 1 — N are numerals. Moreover, p;,...,p, b g is
taken to mean: if p, =T fori=1,...,ntheng=T. Here T: 1 - Qisa
distinguished arrow, implicit in the description of Q as subobject classifier.

In a Boolean topos one has F V,cq(x V —x), but in general this is not
so. Thus, the internal language of a topos turns out to be intuitionistic!
This, I believe, came as a surprise to the founders of topos theory, as they
had not been motivated by the philosophy of Brouwer, but rather by the
philosophy of Heraclitus and his modern disciples.

On the other hand, given an intuitionistic type theory -#, one can con-
struct the topos generated by .Z, exactly as a nominalist would construct
the category of sets from the theory of types. Thus, a set a of type PA is
just a closed term of type P4 modulo provable equality. A function from
a to B, say of type PB, is a set p of type P(A x B) for which one can prove
that p C a x f and that

Vxea(x € a = I cp(x,y) € p).

These “sets” are the objects and these “functions” are the arrows of the
topos generated by .. The first to publish this construction was Hugo Vol-
ger [1975], although it probably occurred to many people independently.
It was also noticed that the topos generated by the internal language of a
topos .7 is equivalent to .7". Thus every topos is equivalent to a /inguistic
topos, justifying a nominalistic view of mathematics.

More can be said: if L(.7) is the internal language of the topos .7~ and
T(.Z) is the topos generated by the type theory ., we may extend L and T’
to functors between two categories, the category of (small) toposes and the
category of (small) type theories. The morphisms of the former category
are well known, they are the logical functors which preserve everything
on the nose. Morphisms of the latter category were called translations in
[LS 1986], they are meant to send types to types and function symbols to
function symbols. As we pointed out in a series of exercises, a different
choice of morphisms would have yielded an equivalence of categories; but
this was not needed, as all our applications could be obtained from the
fact that T is left adjoint to L.

What this means is that there is a natural one-to-one correspondence be-
tween the translations . — L(7") and the logical functors 7(¥) — 7.
Unfortunately, this statement requires some handwaving, unless we tighten
the definition of “topos” somewhat: we insist that toposes possess “canon-
ical” subobjects and that logical functors preserve them. If this seems
unnatural at first sight, it should be pointed out that all toposes occurring
in nature do have canonical subobjects, as do all linguistic toposes, and
we recall that every topos is equivalent to a linguistic one. Bell wisely
prefers not to bother with tightening the definition of topos and proving
adjunction, although perhaps he could have done this cheaply by confining
himself to linguistic toposes.






