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Proof-finding Algorithms for
Classical and Subclassical Propositional Logics

M. W. Bunder and R. M. Rizkalla

Abstract  The formulas-as-types isomorphism tells us that every proof and the-
orem, in the intuitionistic implicational logic H—,, corresponds to a lambda term
or combinator and its type. The algorithms of Bunder very efficiently find a
lambda term inhabitant, if any, of any given type of H_, and of many of its sub-
systems. In most cases the search procedure has a simple bound based roughly
on the length of the formula involved. Computer implementations of some of
these procedures were done in Dekker. In this paper we extend these methods
to full classical propositional logic as well as to its various subsystems. This
extension has partly been implemented by Oostdijk.

1 Introduction

The Curry-Howard or formulas-as-types isomorphism allows proofs and theorems of
intuitionistic implicational logic to be represented as combinators or lambda-terms
and their types. The work of Trigg, Hindley, and Bunder [12] shows that, for a large
class of weaker logics, proofs can be represented by restricted classes of lambda-
terms or combinators.

In Bunder [3], this work was used to develop proof-finding algorithms for these
implicational logics. Most of these algorithms have a bound on the number of algo-
rithm steps required to produce a A-term proof, or a guarantee that there is no proof,
based on the structure of the formula being examined.

In this paper, we extend these algorithms to many logics with additional connec-
tives. This is done, first, by simply adding a constant type f and some definitions.
Intuitionistic versions of the relevance logics R_, and 7_, are among the logics to
which these algorithms apply. Algorithms for stronger logics are obtained when we
add a “combinator” F with f — a as its type, for every a. Independently, we can
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add a “combinator” P with Peirce’s Law as its type, or, equivalently, a new opera-
tor v. Again we develop proof-finding algorithms for these logics. The strongest one
covered is classical propositional logic, which can be based on the types of F and P
and of the standard combinators K and S.

2 Q-Combinators and Restricted Lambda Terms

Combinators are operators which manipulate arbitrary expressions by cancellation,
duplication, bracketing, and permutation. Given any finite (basis-) set Q of combi-
nators, Q-combinators are defined as follows.
Definition 2.1

(1) If X € Q, X is a Q-combinator.

(ii) If X and Y are Q-combinators, so is (XY).

The operation in (ii) is called application. In terms formed by application we assume
association to the left. In particularly complex terms we will sometimes use { } or [ ]
instead of ().

The most common basis of combinators is {S, K}, where S and K have the prop-
erties

KXY =X
SXYZ =XZ(Y2).

Combinatory reduction involves replacing KXY and SXY Z, in terms, by X and
XZ(YZ), respectively.

{S, K}-combinators, or more simply SK-combinators, have the “combinatorial
completeness” property,

If A(X1, ..., Xp) is formed by application, with zero or more copies of each
of X1, ..., Xy, then there is an SK-combinator A such that
AX|... X, =AXy, ..., X,).

Lambda(or 4)-terms are defined, using a set of variables V, as follows.

Definition 2.2

(i) Ifx € V,x is a A-term.
(i) If X and Y are A-terms, so is (their application) (XY).
(iii) If X isa A-term and x a variable, then (1x.X) (called a A-abstract) is a A-term.

We assume association to the left in A-terms formed by application.

Definition 2.3

(i) If x occurs in Y and Ax.Y is (a subterm of) X, then that occurrence of x is
bound in X.
(i1) If an occurrence of x in X is not bound in X, then that occurrence is free in X.

The main rule of A-calculus is
B GUx.X)Y =[Y/x]1X

where in [Y/x]X, Y replaces all free occurrences of x in X in a capture-avoiding
manner. Replacing (4x.X)Y by [Y/x]X in a term is called f-reduction.
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Note that () gives combinatorial completeness in the A-calculus. The A above
becomes (Axy.(Axz ... (Ax,.A(xq,...,x,))...)), which we will write more briefly
as

AX] o X AT, -y X))
More details on combinatory logic and the A-calculus, including the formal definition
of [Y/x]X, can be found in Hindley and Seldin [9].

We will restrict A-terms by restricting Definition 2.2(iii). For example, if x must
be free in X, the A-terms defined are the A/-terms of Church. Other restrictions used
in [11] depend on where x is in X or how many occurrences there are of x in X.

SK-combinatory logic is, in a sense, equivalent to the full A-calculus (see [2]).
In a similar way, many Q-combinatory logics have been shown to be equivalent to
certain restricted A-calculi. Details appear in Trigg, Hindley, and Bunder [12].

3 Types, Implicational Logics, Combinators, and Lambda Terms

Many combinators and A-terms represent functions. For example, if xea and yep,
where o and f can be thought of as sets, given the property of K, Kx : f — a; that
is, Kx is a function from S to a, or, equivalently, an element of the set § — a. Then
also K : a—(f—a). The set a— (f—a) is then called a type of K.

Types, for combinators and A-terms, are defined as follows using a countable set
of atoms or atomic types A.

Definition 3.1
(i) IfaeA, ais atype.
(ii) If o and B are types, so is (a— f).

For types we assume association to the right.

In this paper we will not be much concerned with combinatory or A-reduction
(which via Curry-Howard corresponds to proof reduction) or with how types are
assigned to combinators using their properties. We take each combinator from a set
Q, with its type as an axiom scheme.

Definition 3.2  Q-type theory has, for each of the combinators I, B, B’, K, C, S, §/,
and W that appears in Q, the corresponding axiom scheme from

FI :a—a

EB :(a=>p—>@G—>a)—>y—>f
FB (a—> B —>PB—>y)>a—>y
FK :a—>f—a

FC :(a—>p—->yp)>B—>a—y

FS ta—>pB—>yp)—>(@—=>p)—>a—>y
FS t(a—= B —>(a—>pL—>y)—a—>y
FW: (a—>a—>p)—>a—>p.

The sole rule of inference is

FX:a—>p FY:a
FXY):p
The combinators in Q can be considered as labels of axioms of a Q-logic and the

Q-combinators as labels of theorems. In fact, a Q-combinator is a very concise rep-
resentation of a Hilbert-style proof of a theorem which is its type. Each combinator

%L’
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in Q that appears in it represents a use of an axiom and each application (forming an
(XY))auseof —,.

Example 3.3

F SK : (@—>a—>a)—>a—a
FSKK : a—a.

Types can be assigned to A-terms using the type assignment system for A-calculus,
TA;.
Definition 3.4  The rules of TA, are given by
A-X:a—p ANFY:a
A, AN (XY): B
where each of A and A’ is a set of judgments of the form x : y and A, A’is AUA’.

_>e

A,x:abx:a where x is not in A

and
Ax:abFX:p

—; ' .
' AFixX:a— where x is notin A.

If in a combinatory logic or A-calculus-based type theory - X : 7, then X is called
an inhabitant of T and 7 a type of X in the given type theory.

Each A-term inhabitant of a type represents a natural deduction proof of the type,
each application represents a use of —,, and each A-abstraction a use of —;.

Example3.5 xj:a—> fFxiia—f x:abx:a

xi:0— f,xy:abxixy: p x3: =y

xX1:a—> B,x:0,x3: 80—y Fx3(xix):y

x1:a—=> B, x:ab Axzxzs(xixa):(B—=yp)—>y

x1:a—> BEAxnxzxz(xix)ia—> (f—>y)—>y

FAxixox3.x3(x1x2) : (@ — ) > a — (B —>y) =y

Details on assigning types to A-terms can be found in Hindley [8]. The book also
includes an algorithm of Ben-Yelles, which finds A-term inhabitants for types, that
is, proofs of potential theorems of H_,.

In [3], we gave proof-finding algorithms for each of the following implicational
logics (named by their axioms): BCK-logic, BCI-logic, BCIW-logic (the relevance
logic R_,), BB'IW-logic (T-,), SK-logic (H_,), BB'IK-logic, and BB'I-logic; we
indicated how algorithms could be found for a number of others. For any Q-logic
this involved finding a natural deduction or A-term proof of a form that is translatable
into a Q-combinator via the work in [2]. In most cases a fixed bound on the number
of A-terms the algorithm would need to create to find the proof term, or to prove
there was none, was given. This bound is based on the form of the potential theorem
being tested. In the cases of BCIW and BB'IW there was no simple bound, but the
finiteness of the procedure could be guaranteed. In each case the Q-combinator, that
is, Hilbert-style proof, can be found.

Our aim will be to extend the (sub)intuitionistic proof algorithms of [3], for the
above implicational logics, to provide us with proofs of theorems involving connec-
tives other than —. We also consider various strengthenings of the above logics and
the corresponding type theories.
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Note that several combinators are interdefinable. All combinators are definable
in terms of S and K or (B, C, K, and W) and as B* = CB,I = SKK = CKK,
S = B(BW)(B(B'B’)B), and equal combinators have the same types, it follows that
SK-logic is the same as BB’"WK-logic, and so on.

4 Logics with Minimal Negation
We pick an atomic type f from A to define minimal negation.
Definition 4.1 ~a=a — f.

Definition 4.2 A Q-logic (Q-type theory), which includes connectives defined
using f (e.g., negation, as defined in Definition 4.1), will be called a Q-logic (Q-
type theory) with minimal negation, or an MQ-logic (MQ-type theory).

As f has only the properties possessed by other atomic types, such as being unin-
habited, derivations in MQ-type theories are exactly the same as those in Q-type
theories; however, we will use -vq for Q-provability where the types may include
a connective defined using f. Hence we have the following.

Proof-finding algorithm for MQ-logics
Aim  Given a type 7, to find an X such that -y X : 7.
Method

1. Rewrite 7 in terms of — and f using the definitions of any other connectives.
2. Find X using the Q-algorithm of [3].

Theorem 4.3  If 7 is a type, which may include connectives definable using f, then
t is inhabited in MQ if and only if an X such that =mq X : t is found by the
algorithm for MQ.

Proof For each Q this follows from the appropriate theorem for Q in [3]. (|
Here are some results, easily derivable using this algorithm, for MQ-logics.
Proposition 4.4
(i) In MQ-logics with B as a theorem, Fyg (@ — b) >~ b —>~ a.

(ii) In MQ-logics with C as a theorem, Fmq (@ —~ b) — b —~a.

(iii) In MQ-logics with W as a theorem, Fyg (@ —~ a) =~ a.

(iv) In MQ-logics with C and I as theorems, Fmq a —~~ a.
We will now consider several other possible connectives definable using f.

Definition 4.5

o&f=(@a—>p—> f)—> f
arnf=(a—>p)—>a— f)—>f
avp=(a— f)—p
avif=(a—p)—p

Ooa=a— a— a.
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Proofs involving these connectives are rather less trivial. We give the A-terms gener-
ated by Dekker’s Brouwer 7.9.0 [6]. The algorithms used by Dekker, that is, those of
[3], only generate A-terms which, via the work in [2], are translatable into Hilbert-
style logics.

Proposition 4.6

(i) In MQ-logics with K FmQ a— f Va.

(ii)) In MQ-logics withB,Cland W  +mq (a = f)&(a—y)—a— p&y.
(iii)) In MQ-logics with S and K FmMQ a—=p)A(a—=y)—a—FAy.
(iv) In MQ-logics with B and B’ Fvo Oa &Of—0O (a&p).

(v) In MQ-logics with B,C and 1 FmMQOa A Of—0O(a A p).

(vi) In MQ-logics with B,C and K FMQa—f—a Ap.
(vii) In MQ-logics with B,C and 1 Fmq o — f—a&p.
(viii) In MQ-logics with C and B or B’ bFmg a A f— B Aa.
(ix) In MQ-logics with C and W FmQ a — a&a.
x) In MQ-logics with C and 1 FMQ a—a Ao
(xi) In MQ-logics with B and B’ Fmo (a—B)—(aVviy)—=> (B Viy).
(xii) In MQ-logics withB,C,land W FygaA(BVy)—=aAnfVaAny.
(xiii) In MQ-logics with S and K FmQ a&(BVy)—a&fVaky.
(xiv) In MQ-logics with B,Cland W = tFmq (a — f)&(a—y)—a— f&y.
Proof
(1) Axyxp.xy.

(i) Axixox3.x1(Axax5.x3(x4x2) (x5%2)).
(i) Axyxox3.x1(Axaxs5.x3(Ax6.x4x5x2) (x5x2)).
(iv)  Ax1x2x3x4.%1 (Ax5x6.X3 (Ax7x8.X2 (AX9x10.X4(X5X7X9) (X6X8X10))))-
(V) Ax1x2x3x4.%2 (Ax5x6.X3(Ax7x8.%1 (AX9x10.%4 (AX11.X9x10(x5X6) (X7X11))X8)-
(Vi) /1)61)(2)63 X3 (/lxl .xg)xl .
(Vii) ix1x2x3.x3x1x2.
(Viii) /1)61)(2.)(1.(/1)63)64.)62)64)63).
(ix) Axix2.xpx1X].
(X) Axyxp.xp(Axy.x1)x;.
(xi) Axixox3.x2(Ax4.x3(x1X4)).
(xil) Axyxpxz.xp(Axsxg.xo(Axg.x3x5(Ax6.X4(x6X5)))).
(xiii) Axyxoxs.xp(Axgxs.xo(Axe.x3(Ax5.x4%x5(Ax7.x6(AX5.X7)X5))x5)).
(xiv)  Axpxpx3.xq(Axgxs.x3(xgx2)(x5x2)). O

The combinatory versions of the proofs, which may be complex, are also given in
Oostdijk’s (partial) implementation of the algorithms. The proof in (ii), for exam-
ple, in BCIW-logic, translates to C(BBB){B(C(B[BW(B(BC(BB)))]B)(CI)}. The
proofs of (iii) to (v) are more complex still.

Notation 4.7 Whereas in the above theorem and others in this paper we talk of
logics “with the combinators Cy, ..., Cy,,” all that is really needed is to have com-
binators with the types of Cy, ..., C,. The lambda terms given in the proofs can be
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translated in terms of the combinators and the theorems are proved, by —., from
their types. Hence, other combinators with the same types will do.

The algorithms can also show that many theorems are unprovable. For example, in
SK,

~a—>a—>Db —(a)
(~a—-~b)—>b—a —(b)
~~a—a — (o)
ava—a —(d)
a—>avb —(e)

a&b — a —(fH)
anb— a. —(2)-

5 Logics with Implication and Intuitionistic Negation
In this section we extend the type theory to include one extra axiom.
AxiomF FF: f — a.
We then have the following definition.

Definition 5.1  QF-type theory is MQ-type theory with Axiom F. QF-logic is MQ-
logic with the extra axiom - f — a.

We will treat F like a combinator, or label representing this axiom, in our Hilbert-
style proofs as well as in the natural deduction proofs. We therefore have BCIF-
logic, SKF-logic, and so on.

The following theorem will justify the proof-finding algorithm for such logics.

Theorem 5.2 If 7 is a type whose subtypes are ay, . . ., oy, then \=gr X : © if and
only if there is a Q-term Y such that

@) FV(¥)={y1,....m}.

@ yi:f—=a,y:f—>ay,...,m: f—>o,Fq Y:1,
where, for the purpose of checking whether Y is a Q-term, the y;s are treated as
constants.

(iii) [F/y1,...,F/y.]Y = X.

Proof (=) Ina cut-free proof of -qr X : 7, by the subformula property, we can
replace each use of Axiom F by a hypothesis y; : f — a;, where a; is a subtype of 7.
This gives rise to a term Y which clearly satisfies (i) and (ii). [F/y1, .. . F/y, 1Y = X
as this operation restores the original Fs, so (iii) holds.

(<) If, in the derivation of (ii), we replace each hypothesis y; : f — a; by an
axiom F : f — a;, we obtain a proof of -gp X : 7. O

Proof-finding algorithm for logics with implication and intuitionistic negation
Aim Given a type 7, to find, for a basis QF, an X such that -qp X : 7.
Method

1. Rewrite 7 in terms of — and f.
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2. Use the Q-algorithm of [3], while treating yi, ..., ¥, as constants, to find a
Y such that

vi:f—=oa,...,ym:f—>a,FoY:1

where a1, ..., a, are the subtypes of 7. If there is no such Y, there is no X.
3. If thereissucha,

Using the algorithm and translation into combinators, we have the following propo-
sition.
Proposition 5.3

G FBF:~a—a—b.

(i) FCBF):a >~a — b.

(iii) HF CBF) :a > a Vv b.
Wealsohave-BF :~a - a — b — ¢, CBF) : (a - ¢) > (a = c)vV(b — ¢)
and so on.

For logics that have B and K we can replace Axiom F by a simpler axiom as a
result of the next lemma.

Lemma 5.4 In any logic with B, K, and F, the only uses of the F axiom that are
required are ones where o is an atom.

Proof An arbitrary type a must have the form a; — --- — a, — a for some
n > 0. In a logic with B and K we have, for 1 <i < n,

For (f = i1 — - > a1 —>a)—> f—=> o — - — a] = a,
so from gf f — a we can prove g f — a.
In the corresponding QF-type theory, from g F : f — a we can prove
For BK(...(BKF)...): f — a,

where there are n BKs. So in the logic with the restricted Axiom F, we have the
same theorems but more complex proofs. The algorithm, however, can be simplified
asay, ..., o, can be the atoms in 7. O

Most standard tautologies, other than those in Propositions 4.6 and 5.3, in particular,
(b), (c), (d), (f), and (g), remain unprovable in SKF-logic as we do not have double
negation, or equivalently, Peirce’s Law.

6 Implicational Logics with Peirce’s Law (and Minimal Negation)

We can extend the Hilbert-style logics, or typed combinatory logics, to classical
logics by adding one extra axiom.

AxiomP FP: ((a = p) = a) — a.
P is treated as a new combinator. Typed lambda calculus is extended by means of a
new operator v with the introduction rule:
A,x:a— pEY  a
AFvxY:a

The corresponding logical rule was first proposed in Popper [11] and is also used in
Curry [5]. Versions similar to the above typed rule (one with a and one with f at

VI
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the end of the top line) appear in Gabbay and de Queroz [7] but have Ax instead of
vx, which causes problems when translating from A-terms to combinators. Gabbay
and de Queroz also have the equivalent of Axiom F but do not use the axiom or the
“pr-rule” to build proof-finding algorithms. Work on the properties of the v-operator
can be found in Bunder and Hirokawa [4]. Translations from QP-combinators (with
or without F) to Av-terms and vice versa are given by

P=/yvx.yx
vx.Y =P(Ax.Y).
The number of logics that we will be interested in is greatly reduced because, with
Axiom P, the type of W can be obtained using Axioms B’ and K and that of K can
be obtained using Axioms B, C, and I:
FBPB :(a—>a—b)—>a—b (B’ = CB)
FBBP)BCICD):a - b — a.
Thus BCIP, BCKP, BCIWP, and SKP logics are all the same.
Also BB'IKP and BB’KP logics are the same as SKP logic as
FBBW)BB' BBKB):(a—>b—>c)—>b—>a—c
and
FWK:a—a

have the same types as C and I, respectively.

Based on the lemma below, we have a proof-finding algorithm for SKP-logic, that
is, classical implicational logic, but not at this stage for the remaining weaker sys-
tems, BB’P and BB'IP. We can, of course, add minimal negation and the definitions
of the other connectives.

Lemma 6.1 A proof of © in SKP-logic can be written as a proof in SK-logic of t
using the hypotheses
T—>dal,...,T —> ay

where ay, . .., a, are some or all of the atoms of t, followed by v; steps.

Proof Consider the last proof segments ending in a v; step in a proof tree of 7.
These will take the form

Ai,o; = Biy > - = iy > bit-ai = it —> - —> Bik, —> bi
Dy
A;,ai—>ﬁ,~1—>---—>ﬁiki—>bl—ai

Vy ;
Ai + ai

where 1 <i < m.

These are then used in a part D, of the proof tree of . Each D;; may contain
further uses of v; but the remainder of D, will contain none.

Now consider a proof tree Dé in which, for each i, A; F a; and the steps above it
are replaced by

AL Bits - Biki» 0 Foag. (1)
Dé will be the same as D, except that extra hypotheses i1, ..., Bik, a1, ...
Bmls .5 Pmk,» am are included. The final step will give

ﬂllo""ﬂlk],ala"'3ﬂmla"'9ﬁmkm,am F
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We then obtain
T = b1, L1ty s Bk 01y ooy Bmts oo Pk > Om 1 b1
and
T — bl,ﬂzl,...,ﬁ2k2,a2,...,ﬁml,...,ﬂmkm,am Fay— p11 — ...ﬁ1k1 — by.

We now add A to the hypotheses and apply D}, which is D1; with extra hypothe-
ses, to give

ALt = b1, Bars ooy Pokys 02, ooy Binls s Bk @m 011 2

We now apply D%, which is Dé with (1) for 2 < i and (2) instead of (1) fori = 1.
This will give

T = b1, 21,y Pokys 025 oy Brls s Bk Om F T,
T — b1, T — by, fo1, s Pokys 02, ooy Bints o s Bk > O = b2
T— b1, T = Dby, fo1s. s Pouys 025 ooy Bits oo Pk > Om 02 = .. Pog, — b2

and so on, and eventually we have D' +1 ending in
T —>bi,t—>by,...,T —> by 1.

In D;”H each D; is used once each, so the total number of v; steps in the derivation

is n fewer than the number in the derivation of - 7. The last uses of v in D'Z"‘H can
be eliminated from this derivation in the same way, eventually resulting in

T —>bi,t —>by,...,T > b, Fr,
where m < n. n vy steps then give F 7. (|

Note that Lemma 6.1 standardizes a proof in classical logic so that it consists of an
SK (i.e., H_,) proof followed by a sequence of v; steps (at most one for each atom
D).

Proof-finding algorithm for classical implicational logic (SKP) (with minimal nega-
tion)

Aim  Given a type 7, to find an X such that Fggp X : 7.

Method
1. Rewrite 7 in terms of — and f.
2. Find a Y such that

YI:T—>ai,...,yn:T—>akopsk Y i 7

by the SK-algorithm of [3] or the MSK-algorithm above, where ay, ..., a,
are the atomic types of 7. If there is no such Y, there is no X.
3. If there is, then

X =vyr...y,.Y.

Theorem 6.2  Given a type t, Fskp X : 7, for some X if and only if the SKP-
algorithm finds an SKP-proof of t.
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Proof If v has an SKP-proof, it can be rewritten as in Lemma 6.1 and the SK-
algorithm can find a Y such that

VIIT—>Aly.-sYn T —>apbsgY 1.
n applications of vy, and the translation from v to P, then give
Fskp X : 7.

If 7 has no SKP-proof, then no such Y or X can be found and this, again, is deter-
mined by the SK-algorithm in [3]. O

The following is derived using the algorithm.

Proposition 6.3  The following are theorems of SKP-logic with minimal negation.

i) ((@a— b) > a) - a.
(i) a vVa — a.
(i) avib—> bVia.
@iv) @a—>c)—> (b —>c)—> (avib) —>c
v) a&((b Vi c) = (a&b) Vi c.
i) an(bVvic)—> (@anb) Ve

Proof

(i) vyr.Axy.xp(Ax2.y1(Ax1.x2)).

(1) vyp.Axp.xg(Axg.y1(Ax3.x2)).

(iil) vyr.Axpxz.x2(x1(Ax3.y1(Ax4x5.X3))).

(iv) vyry2.Ax1xax3.x1 (y1 (Axaxsxe.x2(x3(Ax7.x6 (Ax8. y2(AX9X10X11.%4x7)))))).

V) vyr.Axixpx3.x3(Axg.x3(Axsxg.x1 (Ax7xg.x6(Ax9.x8(Ax10.X7(AX11X12.X10.
(y1(Ax13x14.X12(Ax15.%14(AX16.X13 (AX17X18.X4X11X15))))) X9))))))).

(vi) vy1y2.Ax1x2.x2(Ax3.x1 (Ax4x5.y2 (Axgx7.x4x5(Axg.x7(Ax9.X6
(Ax10x11.x3.(Ax12.x8) (¥1 (Ax13X14.X10X11 (Ax15.%14(AX16.X13
(Ax17x18.x16(AX19.X15)X18))))))))))). i

Note that parts (i), (ii), (iii), and (iv) are also BB'P and BB'IP theorems, but the
proofs given above do not translate into BB'P or BB'IP terms. Here are proofs,
obtained by hand, that do:

(i) and (i) Axi.vy1.x1y1.
(i)  Axix2.vy1.x2(x1y1).
(Av)  Axixox3.wyr.x2(x3(Axs.y1(x1x4))).

It is clear from this that postponing the v; steps can make a longer proof; however,
the postponement allows a simpler algorithm. For BB'P and BB'IP logic the post-
ponement of the v; step cannot, in general, be done and we have no simple algorithm.

Common tautologies such as (a), (b), (c), (e), (f), and (g) are not theorems of
SKP-logic as they require Axiom F. Given the corresponding remark about SKF, it
is clear that none of the algorithms introduced here cover common logical systems
such as R, T, or E (see Anderson and Belnap [1]).
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7 Full Classical Logic

It is clear that the system SKFP represents full classical logic. Here is an algorithm.
Proof-finding algorithm for classical propositional (or SKFP-) logic
Aim Given a type 7, to find an X such that Fggpp X : 7.

Method

1. Rewrite 7 in terms of — and f.
2. Find, using the SKF algorithm, a Y such that

Fskp Y @ (z = f) — f;
thus, X = vy . F(Yy).

Theorem 7.1 7 is a theorem of classical propositional logic if and only if a proof
of it can be found using the SKFP-algorithm.

Proof It is well known that if 7 is a theorem of classical logic then (7 — f) — f
is a theorem of intuitionistic logic. By Theorem 5.2, for any such theorem, a proof
can be found by the SKF-algorithm. (]

Here is an example.
vy . F([Ax1.x1 (Axpx3.F(Ax1.x3(x2 (Axq.x1 (Ax2x3.x0)))]y) :a Vb — bV a.

All the algorithms in this paper were to be implemented in Oostdijk [10] and gen-
erally they work well; however, a “shortcut” taken in the implementation has meant
that a few proofs are unobtainable, even though the algorithm can be followed easily
by hand.
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