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In computer science, the synthesis of algorithms and programs has long been a key research
area aimed at automating the creation of correct and efficient software [1]. However, as software
systems become increasingly complex, traditional approaches to synthesis often prove insuffi-
cient to reflect the subtle relationships between program behavior, correctness, and interaction
with the environment [2]. This paper presents a new approach to interpreting logical formulas,
combining concepts of Kleene realizability and Gddel’s “dialectica” interpretation. Our method
offers a deeper understanding of problems in automatic and automated synthesis of algorithms
and programs, providing a reliable basis for reasoning about complex computational processes.
Kleene realizability, introduced in the mid-20th century, provides a computational interpretation
of intuitionistic logic, linking proofs with algorithms [3]. Godel’s dialectical interpretation, in
turn, offers a way to understand the interaction between different logical systems [4]. Although
both approaches have significantly influenced the development of computation theory, they have
limitations when applied to modern program synthesis tasks. The present work overcomes these
limitations by introducing a new semantic structure that combines elements of both realizability
and the “dialectica” interpretation. This structure allows for a more explicit interpretation of pro-
gram behavior, considering not only the algorithms themselves but also their support modules and
their interaction with the environment. The foundation of this work is a new semantics for for-
mulas and sequents, defined through an arbitration procedure that reflects the interaction between
programs, their support modules, and the environments in which these programs are executed.
The paper also presents a sequent calculus for which correctness is proved with respect to a cer-
tain interpretation. It considers the interpretation of proofs as programs that generate algorithms
and their support modules, which is useful for automating reasoning in the synthesis of highly
reliable programs. The proposed more explicit semantic model for describing program behavior
and correctness can be useful in the field of formal methods for program synthesis and verifica-
tion, automatic error detection, and programming using artificial intelligence [5]. The proposed
approach is important for developing reliable and verifiable software. In light of the current state
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of software development, this approach becomes particularly relevant. The growing complexity
of software systems, increasing volumes of processed data, and rising requirements for security
and reliability create a need for new, more advanced methods of program synthesis and verifi-
cation. Our proposed method allows for more accurate modeling of the interaction of programs
with their environment, which is critical for developing reliable control systems, the Internet of
Things, and other modern applications. Moreover, this approach can provide a more flexible
tool for dealing with uncertainty and incompleteness of data, which is especially important in the
context of machine learning and artificial intelligence. It is important to note that the proposed
semantic structure is not limited to theoretical reasoning. It can be viewed as a foundation for
creating a new generation of software development tools. These tools may include advanced
development environments that can provide developers with a deeper understanding of their pro-
grams’ behavior, automatic code verifiers that can detect complex and non-obvious errors, as well
as automatic program synthesis systems that can create correct and efficient algorithms based on
high-level specifications. The proposed approach can also be useful for education in computer
science. Including the proposed concepts in curricula can contribute to the emergence of a new
generation of programmers with a deeper understanding of programming logic and the ability to
create higher quality software. In the following sections, we will examine in detail the theoretical
foundations of our approach, present formal definitions and proofs.

§ 1. Background

The interpretation of logical formulas plays a crucial role in the automatic and automated
synthesis of algorithms and programs. Two classical approaches that have had a significant
influency on this field, Kleene’s realizability and Godel’s “dialectica” interpretation, laid the
foundation for modern methods of program synthesis.

1.1. Kleene realizability

Realizability, proposed by S. Kleene in 1945 [3], is a method of interpreting intuitionistic
mathematics. The main idea is to link the truth of a mathematical statement with the existence of
a constructive proof or algorithm [6]. Within this approach, a formula is said to be realizable if
there exists an effective procedure (or realization) that confirms the truth of this formula.

Specific realizability conditions are defined for various logical constructions. An atomic
proposition is realizable if it is true. A conjunction is realizable if both of its terms are realizable.
A disjunction is realizable if at least one of the statements is realizable, and we can effectively
determine which one. An implication is realizable if there exists an algorithm that can construct a
realization of the conclusion for any realization of the premise. A universal quantifier is realizable
if there exists an algorithm that constructs a realization for the corresponding statement for any
value of the bound variable. An existential quantifier is realizable if we can effectively find a
value and a realization for the corresponding statement.

This approach provides a constructive interpretation of logic and mathematics, which is espe-
cially important for computer science and computability theory. Kleene realizability allows us to
view logical formulas as specifications for algorithms, directly linking logic with computation.

N. A. Shanin made a significant contribution to the development of a constructive understand-
ing of mathematical judgments in his works [7]. He developed a constructive interpretation of
classical logic, which in many ways anticipated modern approaches to program synthesis based on
logical specifications. His research on the constructive understanding of mathematical judgments
influenced the formulation of verification procedures in modern automatic program synthesis
systems.
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1.2. Godel’s “dialectica” interpretation

The “dialectica” interpretation, developed by Kurt Godel in 1958 [4], offers an alternative
approach to understanding the constructive truth of logical formulas. In this interpretation, truth
is viewed as the result of a game between two participants: a “proposer” (or “defender’”) and an
“opponent” [8].

According to this interpretation, each formula is viewed as a game between the proposer, who
tries to prove the truth of the formula, and the opponent, who seeks to disprove it. Specific game
rules are defined for various logical connectives and quantifiers. For example, when proving a
conjunction, the proposer must be ready to prove both statements, whereas for a disjunction, it is
sufficient to prove one of them at the proposer’s choice. When proving an implication, the roles
are reversed: the opponent must prove the premise, and the proposer must prove the conclusion.

A formula is considered true if the proposer has a winning strategy, i.e., a way to prove
the formula regardless of the opponent’s actions. This approach provides a more dynamic and
interactive understanding of logic, which is especially useful in the context of interactive proof
systems and automatic program synthesis.

1.3. Current state in the field of algorithm and program synthesis

Currently, the synthesis of algorithms and programs is an actively developing research area
that combines methods of logical inference, machine learning, and heuristic search. Modern
approaches often rely on a combination of various techniques, including inductive programming
and example-based synthesis [9].

Specification-based program synthesis [9] aims to develop programs that are guaranteed to
meet formal specifications. This approach is especially important in critical systems where a high
degree of confidence in program correctness is required.

The integration of formal verification methods into the synthesis process [10, 11] ensures the
correctness of generated programs. This direction is particularly important for creating reliable
software in critical areas.

Despite significant progress, important challenges remain in the field of algorithm and pro-
gram synthesis. The scalability of synthesis methods when working with large and complex
programs remains a serious challenge. The efficiency of generated programs often falls short
of programs written manually by experienced developers. The interpretability of automatically
synthesized programs is also a problem, as it is not always easy to understand or explain how the
generated program works.

Current research is aimed at overcoming these limitations and developing more powerful and
practical methods for algorithm and program synthesis. The integration of classical approaches,
such as Kleene realizability and Godel’s dialectical interpretation, with modern formal verification
methods appears promising in this field.

§ 2. Proposed approach
2.1. Overview of the proposed interpretation method

The proposed approach to interpreting logical formulas is based on the idea of constructive
truth. Unlike classical logic, where the truth of a formula is determined through correspondence
with a model, this approach links the truth of a formula to its potential realization as an algorithm.

The distinct feature of this method is that it considers not only the realization of the formula
itself but also two additional components: support and opposition. These components allow us to
more precisely define the conditions under which a given realization actually corresponds to the
formula.

Formally, we define the truth of a formula by presenting a triple (b”,b,b’), where:
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e | is the realization of the formula,

e [ is the support for this realization,

e U/ is the opposition to this realization.

The truth of the formula is determined through a special arbitration procedure
ar(b”,b, B, V)

which checks whether b is indeed a correct realization of formula B given the support ” and the
opposition b’

2.2. Support and opposition

Support and opposition enable a more precise determination of the conditions under which a
formula’s realization is considered correct.

Support (b") represents additional information or an algorithm that helps justify the correctness
of the formula’s realization. It may include:

e additional data necessary to verify the algorithm’s operation,
e auxiliary procedures.

The role of support for an implicative or universal formula is to provide all necessary ar-
guments and resources confirming that the realization indeed corresponds to the formula for all
permissible input values (or to establish the inadmissibility of these values).

Opposition (') represents a set of conditions or test data aimed at refuting the correctness
of the realization. The role of oppositions is to test the robustness of the realization to various
scenarios and to ensure that it truly conforms to the formula in all possible situations.

The interaction between support and opposition is as follows. The arbitration procedure
ar(b”,b, B, V') evaluates how well support b” assists realization b in withstanding opposition ¥'.
If the realization successfully meets all the challenges posed by the oppositions with the help of
support, it is considered correct for the given formula.

This approach allows for a clearer analysis of algorithm properties and their alignment with
logical specifications. It also opens up new possibilities for automatic program synthesis: not
only to generate algorithms for problem-solving but also to automatically create modules to
detect errors in the application of these algorithms.

§ 3. Formalization

The following provides a detailed description of the approach outlined. Essentially, it is based
on an interpretation of logical formulas that combines features of the Kleene realization and
Godel’s interpretation of “dialectic”, but does not rely directly on them.

3.1. Data structures

As a (simplified) mathematical model of the system of data structures processed by the con-
sidered and synthesized algorithms, we consider a set of words in some finite alphabet and the
structures obtained from them by applying the operation of constructing finite tuples (possibly
multiple times): (x,v), (z,v, 2), ((x,y), (z, 2)), etc.
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3.2. Logical language syntax

For problem formulations, we will use a simple variant of positive (without negations) pred-
icate logic without functions, with conjunction, disjunction, implication, and quantifiers for uni-
versal and existential statements. We use a language without negations because it is best suited for
applications of deductive synthesis of reliable programs, where no possibilities for input values
can be discarded a priori through logical negation; instead, all possible errors must be antici-
pated and handled. The language without functions is chosen for simplicity, to avoid additional
complexity in the presentation.

The syntax of the logical language is described in Backus normal form, with terminal symbols
in apostrophes, non-terminal symbols in angle brackets, and {...} denoting iteration:

< formula >::=< predicate >' ("{< name >''} < name >")
(‘< formula >< connective >< formula >")’
| < quantifier >< name >< formula >,
< connective >:="&'|' V' |' =/,
< quantifier >:='"V'|'3.
It is assumed that certain languages for the concepts < predicate > and < name > are fixed,
avoiding ambiguities in syntactic parsing. The specific content of < predicate > depends on the
domain in which the language is applied. The concept < name > refers to the names of variables

and constants.
For logical inference, we use sequents of the form:

< sequent >::= {< name >}{< formula >} —='< formula > .
The meaning of the sequent
... 2,G1...G, — B
is close to the meaning of the formula
Voy .. Ve, (Gi& ... &G, = B),

but it differs slightly concerning the structures of processed data (see definition below).
In the sequent

$1...l‘mG1...Gn—>B,

all names were different, and all free variables in formulas were found in the list z; ... x,,.
Note that such encoding can be applied in such a way that formulas are also represented as
considered data structures. This will be assumed in what follows.

3.3. Semantics of sequents and formulas

Assume a fixed interpreter u for programs written in the form of our data structures. The
notation u(f, z) denotes the result of interpreting a program f by interpreter v on input data .
For simplicity and efficiency, assume that the interpreter v always terminates. Thus, we do not
claim universal computational models here but rely on some sub-recursive computability. Some
properties of interpreter u will become clear later. For brevity, we will write u(f, z) as f(z).
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3.3.1 Semantics of formulas

We believe that formulas and sequents define some constructive tasks. These tasks may have
solutions, justifications (supports) for these solutions, and an environment in which these solutions
and their justifications operate. The task of justifying a solution is to determine the correctness
of the environment in which this solution is applied: if the solution does not produce the correct
result, but was launched under unacceptable conditions, this does not indicate that the solution
itself is incorrect. In other words, justification allows us to separate errors in the solution itself
from errors in the application of this solution.

For this, it is considered that some algorithmic arbitration (judging) procedure ar is spec-
ified to determine the truth of formulas and sequents. The ar procedure has 4 arguments:
ar(b”,b, B, V), where b”, b, b/ are data structures, B is a logical formula expressing some con-
structive task, b is a candidate for solving this task, a realization of this formula, b” is support for
the solution b (its justification), ¢’ is opposition to this solution (the solution environment: test
data, values and conditions under which b and b” will be executed). From here on, names with
an even number of apostrophes “play for the formula”, with an odd number names “play against
the formula”. It is assumed that the ar algorithm should produce a logical value, the meaning of
which is that b” justifies the correctness of the solution b of the problem B under the conditions
of .

It is believed that the meaning of ar(p”, p, P(a),p’), where P is a predicate and a are names
of objects, will be predetermined by the interpretation of our logical language as applied to each
specific domain in which this language will be used.

Let us fix the following rules for determining other values of the function ar.

The rule for conjunction is the following:

ar((b", "), (b,¢), (B&C), (t/, ) = (ar(V', b, B,b ) &ar(", ¢, C, ).

Here and in the following rules the first occurrence of the logical connective sign (here &) is
a formal symbol, the second one is an operation on logical values.
The rule for disjunction is the following:

ar(t”, (i,b),(Bo V By),b') = ar(b", b, B;, V),

where 7 = 0, 1.
The rule for implication is the following:

ar((bg//bc/, Cg//b), Cp, (B == C), ((b/,, b), C,)) =
= (ar(t", b, B, by ((b",0), ) = ar(cp, (b",b), cp(b), C, ).

Here and below, to control the correctness of the application of functions, the expected ar-
guments are written in the lower index of the function sign; it should be noted that in the
counteraction ((b”,0), ") of the entire formula (B = C) there is a part (b”,b), “playing for B”;
it supplies test data for checking the implementation of the entire implication, but the part (0", b)
itself also needs to be checked, which is carried out by the program bj,,., having all the in-
formation necessary for this ((b”,0),); if this check passes, then, using the implementation b,
program ¢ implements formula C, in which it is “assisted” by program ¢}, using additional
support information b” (program ¢}, is prohibited from using information ¢/, since this would be
“unfair peeking at tests when solving a programming problem”).

The rule for existence is the following:

ar(t’, (a,b), IxB(x),V) = ar(d’,b, B(a),b).
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Here and below B(a) is the correct substitution of the name « instead of all free occurrences
of the variable z in formula B(z).
The rule for universal quantifier is the following:

ar(Vl, by, VeB(x), (a,b")) = ar(bl(a),b.(a), B(a),b).

It is considered that the value of ar for arguments b” and b of a form not specified in this list
are false; if the arguments b” and b have the correct form and ¥’ is incorrect, then the value of ar
is true.

A formula B is called ar-valid if there are b and 0" such that for any o’ ar(b”,b, B,b") holds.
Here b is called the realization of the formula B, b” is the support of this realization, and b’ is the
counteraction (opposition) to the realization and support of the formula B.

3.4. Semantics of sequents

Let us extend the arbitration procedure and ar-validity from formulas to sequents. The arbi-
tration formula for a sequent, where x are names, G are formulas, and B is a formula, looks as
follows:

ar((g'zgrgr» D egrg), bag, XG = B, (a,g", g, 1))
where:
e b,, is a realization of the sequent (i. e., the module that generates the realization of B);
® (8 ,ymgs D" egry) is a support this realization:

- b}, 1s @ program for generating a support for the realization of formula B;

~ &' ,47gy are programs for generating counteractions to formulas G;

e (a,g" g, b) is a counteraction to the sequent:

a are values of variables x (names of objects in the subject area);

— g are realizations of formulas G (g can be considered a vector function);

g” are supports for this formula realizations G (g” can be considered a vector func-
tion);

— b is a counteraction to the realization of formula B.

Based on this meaning of the introduced designations, we obtain the following definition:

(& 2grghys Ungrg): bug, XG(X) = B(x), (a, 8", g, 1)) =
= ar(gi/, g1, Gl (a)7 g/mg”gb’<a7 g//7 g, bl)l) v ar(gg; Gn, Gn<a>7 g;/pg”gb’ (a7 g//7 g, b/)n) =
= ar(by,(a,8",8), bey(a, g)), B(a), V).

Here we also assume that the incorrectness of the first and second arguments leads to the
falsity of the function ar, and if they are correct, the incorrectness of the fourth argument leads
to its truth.

For brevity, in the following places, where it is obvious, we will omit the parameters x and a
from the formulas.
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3.5. Calculus and proof language

To justify the constructive truth of formulas and sequents, we will use proofs. The correctness
of proofs in the constructive sense is usually understood as the possibility of extracting from
these proofs realizations and their supports for the formulas being proven. Here we will use an
extreme case of such extraction: the proof itself can be interpreted so that it will be executed as
an algorithm producing the necessary realization and its support. This will be justified below. We
will write proofs in the form of functional terms. In general, the language of functional terms has
the following syntax:

< term >:=< name > [[('{< term >'/} < term >')’]

Here [...] is an optional part. Typically < name > are non-empty strings of letters and/or digits,
interpreted as names of functions to apply to the arguments that follow them. Note that proofs
can also be encoded as our processable data structures.

The statement that the term p is a proof of the sequent S is written in the form p : S. In the
calculus given below, it is precisely such statement that is proved. The proof of the formula B is
a proof of the sequent — B. The postulates of the calculus described will be written in the form
p:S < A, where p: S is the conclusion of the postulate, A are the conditions of its application
and its premises, each of which also has a similar form (¢ : T')

3.5.1 List of postulates

Here are all the postulates of our calculus.
An axiom scheme is a postulate without premises:

pr(i) : xG — G,

where ¢ is a notation of a natural number, G, is the ith element of the list G. No other axioms
(postulates without premises) are considered.
The rule for generating a conjunction is as follows:

cg(f,h) : xG — (B&C) < f :xG — B,h : xG — C.
The two rules for generating disjunction are as follows:
dgz(f) xG — (BO vV Bl) <~ f xG — B;,

where 7 1s 0 or 1.
The rule for generating an implication is as follows:

ig(f) : xG - (B=C)<«< f:xGB — C.
The rule for generating universality is as follows:
ag(f) : xG —- VyB(y) < [ :x2G — B(z),

where z is a new name that did not appear in x.
The existence generation rule is as follows:

eg(i, f) : xG — JyB(y) < f : xG — B(z;).
The rule for using conjunction is as follows:

cu(i, f) 1 xG — D <= G,; = (B&C), f : xGBC — D,
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where = is the graphical (literal) equality sign.
The rule for using disjunction is as follows:

du(i, fo, f1) : xG = D < G, = (ByV By), fo : xGB — D, f; : xGC — D.
The rule for using implication is as follows:
iu(i, f,h) : xG —-D <G, =(B=20C),f:xG— B,h:xGC — D.
The rule for using universality is as follows:
au(i, j, f) : xG —- D < G; =YyB(y), f : xGB(x;) = D.
The rule for using existence is as follows:
eu(i, f) : xG — D < G, = JyB(y), f : xGB(z) = D,
where z is a new name that was not found among x.

3.6. Correctness of the Calculus

Theorem 3.1 (on the correctness of calculus). It is possible to choose an interpreter u such that
any derivable sequent is ar-valid.

3.7. Proof of the Theorem 3.1
The proof is carried out by induction on the construction of the derivation of sequents.
3.7.1 Axioms are ar-universally valid
Let pr(i) : xG — B. This means that B = G;. Let us construct g’, »/, byy and b”;4, such
that, for any a, g”, g, V/,
ar((8 sgrgrr» Vogng)s Dag, XG — B, (a,g", g, 1)),

7 Txgtg

ar(gi’, 91, Gla g/mg”gb’(aa gﬂv g, b/)l)& T &ar(g:m/7 In; Gn7 g:,cg”gb’(a7 g//’ g, b,)n) =
= ar(bl . (a,g",g), b,(a,g), B,b).

xg//g

For this, it is sufficient to take:

bﬂﬁg(aa g) = i,

b/m/g”g(av gllv g) = gz{/’

glxg”gb’(a7 gllv g, b/)z = b/,

g;cg”gb’(av gﬂv g, bl)j =0,

for j different from ¢ (these values can be taken arbitrarily, they do not worsen the result).

This assumes that there are corresponding operations in the programming language for the
interpreter. Then we have

CLT(g;,, Gi; Gi7 g;g”gb’<a7 g”7 g, bl)l) = ar(bgg”g(au gua g))7 bmg(au g)7 B7 b,>7

since the same thing is written on the left and on the right, and additional premises do not worsen
the result. We will further assume that the notation f : xG — B can be interpreted in such a way
that the term f has a value whose form is determined by the equality:

f = ((g/xg”gb’7 bgg//g)a bxg)a
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and the following condition is satisfied:

ar((8 zgrgrr» Uogng)s bag, XG — B, (a,g", g, 1))

’7xgtg
for any a, g”, g, b'. Note that the language of proof terms itself is an algorithmic language and
this section essentially describes its operational semantics. The language described is unusual in
that its terms define not single algorithms but pairs of them: the program itself and its support.
This can be useful for programming very important tasks. Thus, from the above it follows that

pr(i) = ((g/xg”gb’7 b,z/‘g”g)v bmg)a

where g', 1y, U i, and by, are defined above. We interpret the proofs obtained by the remaining
postulates in the same way. The proof of the correctness of each rule is a proof of a rather complex
implication, which consists of constructing all the missing elements and checking that everything
required in the conclusion is in the premise. In this case, the operation of the rules ¢g and ag leads
to programming the implementations and their supports. Though this programming is simple. It
is reduced to combining an existing program with some of its arguments so that when interpreting
the resulting object, add the missing arguments and finally execute the required program.

3.7.2 The conjunction generation rule from ar-universally valid premises yields an
ar-universally valid conclusion

We should define cg(f, h) such that
cg(f,h):xG — (B&C) < f:xG — B,h : xG — C.
Let J = ((&/agrp Dlyry). biy) and
ar((8agrgy: Vigrg) bag, XG = B, (a, 8", g, V')

7 Txgtg

forany a, g”, g, b/, i.e.,

CLT(gilj g1, G17 glarg”gc’(a7 g//7 g, C/)l)& &
&ar(gy, gn, G, & pgrger (@, 8", 8, ¢ )n) =

/!

= ar(cyyn,(a,g",8), cay(a, g),C, ).
Let’s define cg(f, h) = ((8'.yrgprer> Apgry), dug) SO that

s Pxgyg

ar((& vgrgy e dogig) dag, XG = (B&C), (a, 8", g, (V',¢)))

9”9

for any a, g”, g, V', ¢, i.e.,

ar(gil, gl, Gl, g;g//gb/c/)(a, g”, g, (b/, C,))l)& e &
&ar(gn, gns G, Gogrgye (2, 8", 8, (U, ¢))n) =
= CLT‘(d” " (av g//’ g)v dmg(aa g)v (B&C)a (bla C/))'

zrgg
For this, it is enough to take
d$9<av g) = (brg<av g)v Crg(av g)),

" " " " Vi "
d/{pg”g<a7 g 9 %) = (lzmg/l/g(aﬂ g 9 g)7 C;pg”g<a7 g 9 g))’
g:pg”gb/c/(a7 g 9 g7 (b 9 C ))Z -
if
not(ar(gz’/, 9i, Gia g;g”gb/ (a7 gllv g, b/)z)
then
g;’g//gb(a7 g”7 g7 bl)l
else

/ " /
g:pg”gc’(a7 g ) g7 & )’i'
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3.7.3 The rules for generating disjunctions from ar-generally valid premises yield
ar-generally valid conclusions

This assertion is proved similarly to the previous assertion.

3.7.4 A rule for generating an implication from an ar-valid premise yields an ar-valid
conclusion

Let ig(f) should be defined such that
ig(f) :xG = (B=C) < f:xGB — C.

Let f = ((&ugmpgbers bgg”b,,gbd),cgg,,b,,gb,cmgb) and, for any a, g”, V", g, b, ¢, the implication is
fulfilled:

ar(gi’, g1, G17 g/xg”b”gbc’(aa (gﬂa b/,)a ( )7 C/)l)& &
&ar(gz, Gn, Gn7 g/xg”b”gbc’(a7 (g”7 b”) ( )7 C/) )
&ar(b”, b, B, Uy g s (2, (8", 0"), (g,0),¢))) =

= ar(cwub,,gb( (g",0"),(g,0)), cagn(a, (g,0)),C, ).

Let’s define ig(f) = ((8',g7gbbers Dngry)s dug) S0 that, for any a, g”, g, b, b, ¢/, the implication
is fulfilled

G,T(gi,, g1, le g/mg”gb”bc’(a7 gﬂa g, (buv b7 C/))l)& &
&CLT’(QZ’ Gn, Gm g/mg”gb”bc/(a7 g//’ g, (bﬂv b7 Cl))n) =
:> ar(dq;g g(a7 g”7 g)? da&g(aa g)7 (B :> C)? (b”7 b? C,))

To do this, it is sufficient that the following is done:

dmg(a g) = Cyp,

@y 8. 8) = (e ).

gmg”gb”bc(av g//7 g, (b”7 ba Cl))i = g;/pg”b”gbc/(a7 (glla b//)a (ga b)7 C/)ia

where ¢, is the realization of the formula (B = C'), (b}, ¢j;,) is the support for the formula
(B = (). To do this, we will take a special code as ¢,: miz(cygp, a, g), Where mix is the mixed
(delayed) computation operator symbol, which is executed by the interpreter as follows:

miz(cpg, a, 8)(b) = cugp(a, g, b).
As by, we will take a special code miz’ (im0, @, (8"), (g)) with the property:

Az (Vg goer» A, (87, (8)) (07,6, ) = Uy i g (A, (87, 07), (g, 0), ).

As cpyy, we will take a special code mia” (¢} gy,

Mz (gmyrgp; 8, ("), (8))(V",0) = rgmprgy(a, (", 07), (8, b))-

The interpreter is required to be able to execute these codes.

a, (g”), (g)) with the property:

3.7.5 The rule of generating universality from an ar-valid premise yields an ar-valid
conclusion

This statement is proved similarly to the previous statement with the introduction of similar
program codes.
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3.7.6 The rule of generating existence from an ar-valid premise yields an ar-valid
conclusion

This statement is substantiated similarly to the previous rules.
3.7.7 The rule of using conjunction from an ar-valid premise yields an ar-valid conclusion

Let cu(i, f) be defined such that
cu(i, f) :xG — D < G, = (B&C), f : xGBC — D.

_ / / / 1 ! /! 7
Let f = ((g zg"'b'" ¢! gbed’ bxg”b”c”gbcd” ng”b”c”gbcd’)’ dxg”b”c”gbc’ dxgbc) and, for any a, g, b , C,
g, b, ¢, d’, the implication holds:

ar(gil, gl, Gl, g;g//b//c//gbcd/(a, (g”, b”, C”), (g, b, C), d,)l)& o0 &
&ar(gn, gns Gy Gogrmprengrear (A, (87,07, "), (8,0, ¢),d')n)&
&ar(b”, b, B, bla:g”b”c//gbcd’(a7 (g”, b”, CH), (g, b, C), d/))&

&ar(c", e, C, ymprenguear (a, (97,0, "), (9,0, ¢),d)) =

= CLT‘(d” (aa (gﬂa bHa C”)a (ga b7 C))7 dxgbc(aa (g7 ba C))a Da d/)

xg//b//c//gbc

Let’s define cu(i, f) = ((& g7ga» Apgry)s dzg) S0 that, for any a, g”, g, d’, the implication holds:

aT(gi’, gl, Gl, g;gugd/(a, g”, g, d/)l)& “ e &
&ar(ng gn7 Gn7 g;/cg”gd/ (a7 gllu g7 d/)n) =
= ar(d,,(a,8",8), dwy(a g), D,d).

Z

For this purpose, it is sufficient that the following is satisfied:
dmg(aa g) = dmgbc(aa (g7 ba C)),
1"
dfﬁg”g(a’ g//’”g) :/dgg”b”c”gbc(av (gﬂv bl/a C//)v (gv b7 C))’
g$g”gd’ (a7 g,8, d )Z =
if
:;l}(l)t(a’r(gz/',) Gi, Gia g/mg”b”c”gbcd’(av (gﬂa bHa C”)a (ga b7 C)7 d,)l))
en
g/xg//b//c//gbcd/ (a, (g//, b//, C”), (g, b, C), d/)i
else
if
not(ar(b’, b, B, b, e (2 (&, "), (g, b, 0), ')
then
(bgg”b”c”gbcd’(a7 (g//’ bl/? C//)a (g> bv C)v d/)a 0)
else
(07 Clafg”b”c”gbcd’ (a, (g”, b”, C”), (g, b, C), d,))
At j other than i, let

g/mg”gd/<a7 g//, g, d/)] = g/mg”b”c”gbcd’ (a, (g//7 b//, C”), (g, b, C), d/)z

The correctness of all other rules is justified similarly. 0

§4. Applications
4.1. Potential applications in algorithm and program synthesis

The proposed approach enables the use of the following new capabilities in the field of
automatic synthesis of algorithms and programs.
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1. Synthesis of more reliable programs: Incorporating the concepts of support and opposition
allows generating not only the programs themselves but also modules for verifying the
correct application of these programs. This can significantly enhance the reliability of
synthesized programs [12].

2. Adaptive synthesis: The proposed approach allows the creation of algorithms that can adapt
to various execution conditions, represented through opposition. This is particularly useful
in the context of software development for dynamic and uncertain environments [13].

3. Explainable artificial intelligence: Generating support along with the algorithm can be a
step towards creating explainable Al models, which is a critical requirement in several key
applications [14].

4. Optimization of algorithms: Analyzing the interaction between implementation, support,
and opposition can be used for the automatic optimization of algorithms, considering dif-
ferent usage scenarios [15].

4.2. Practical application

The proposed approach to interpreting logical formulas, combining elements of Kleene’s re-
alizability and Gddel’s interpretation, offers new opportunities for solving practical problems in
program synthesis. Let’s consider some potential areas of application for this method.

In the development of safety-critical systems requiring high reliability and verifiability, the
proposed approach can be used for the automatic synthesis of programs that are correct by design.
For example, in developing software for medical devices, this method can be applied to create
algorithms for drug dosage control, ensuring that the synthesized program takes into account all
possible scenarios and constraints.

In the field of financial technology, the proposed approach can be applied to create trading
algorithms and risk analysis tools. Using the constructed interpretation, it is possible to synthesize
programs that not only operate efficiently under standard conditions but also correctly handle
exceptional market situations.

Consider a simple example of applying our method to solve a specific programming task.
Suppose we need to synthesize a program for sorting an array that must be correct and efficient.
Using our approach, we can represent the task specification as a logical formula:

Vz (array(x) = Jy (sorted(y) A transmutation(z, y)))

Here x represents the input array, and y is the sorted output array. The program synthesis
system based on the proposed approach can automatically construct a proof of this formula, from
which the sorting algorithm will then be extracted. In this case, the implementation will be the
sorting algorithm itself, the support will provide for operation when the application condition
array(z) is violated, and the counteractions will supply different values of = and try to find errors
in the execution of the operators: “sorted(y)” and “permutation(x, y)”.

Thus, our approach not only allows for the synthesis of correct programs but also provides
additional guarantees of their correctness, which is especially important in critical applications.

§ 5. Conclusion

The described approach to interpreting logical formulas combines elements of Kleene realiz-
ability and Godel’s “dialectica” interpretation, but does not rely on them directly. This method-
ology is proposed to deepen the understanding of tasks in the field of automatic and automated
synthesis of algorithms and programs, ensuring the reliability of their solutions.
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The approach is based on a simple mathematical model of data structures, presented in the
form of words in a finite alphabet and structures obtained from them by applying the operation
of constructing finite tuples. This allows working with a wide range of algorithmic tasks while
maintaining mathematical rigor and clarity of formulations.

To formulate problems, a simple version of positive predicate logic without negations is
used, including conjunction, disjunction, implication, and universal and existential quantifiers.
The choice of such a language is particularly well-suited for the deductive synthesis of reliable
programs, as it allows considering all possible input values and providing for the processing of
all possible errors.

The semantics of formulas and sequents is defined through the concept of constructive tasks,
their solutions, supports for these solutions, and the environment in which these solutions and
their supports operate. A special arbitration procedure is introduced to determine the truth of
formulas and sequents, which allows formal evaluation of the correctness of proposed solutions.

A calculus is presented that uses functional terms as proof notations. The calculus includes
axioms and rules for generating and using logical connectives and quantifiers. The correctness
of this calculus is proved by showing that any derivable sequent is valid within the defined
arbitration semantics.

One of the innovations of the approach is the presentation of the language of proof terms as
an algorithmic language with an unusual feature: its terms specify not single algorithms, but pairs
of them that are the program itself and its support. This can be especially useful in programming
critical tasks where a high level of reliability and formal verification is required.

The proposed approach provides a rigorous foundation for reasoning about algorithm syn-
thesis and synthesis itself, with an emphasis on reliability and formal correctness. Overall, this
methodology may lead to the creation of more reliable and correct software systems in the future.
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M. /Incyoakusaoe, A. I1. bBenvmioxos
JByXypoBHeBasi peanu3anus JOrH4ecKuX (popMyJ1 JJisl JeTyKTHBHOTO CMHTe3a MPOrpamMm

Kniouesvie cnosa: norndeckue GopMysIbl, CHHTE3 allTOPUTMOB, CHHTE3 IIPOTPaMM, JIOTHKA MPETUKATOB, HC-
YHCIIEHHE CEKBEHIINH, 0Ka3aTebCTBA, HHTEPIPETALNH JIOTHYECKUX (OPMYIT, NCKYCCTBEHHBIH MHTEIUICKT.

VIK 510.649
DOI: 10.35634/vm240401

B nmanno# paboTre mpeAcTaBieH HOBEIM MTOMXO K MHTEPIPETAINN JIOTHISCKUX (POPMYIT ISl CHHTE3a ajro-
pUTMOB 1 miporpamm. [IpeanioxkeHHbIl MeTO/| coueTaeT B ceOe uepThl peanu3aiyu KimHu u MHTeprpeTanuu
['€nensa «auanekTuka, HO HE ONMUPAETCS HAa HUX HEMOCPEJCTBEHHO. PaccmarpuBaeTcsi mMpoCTOil BapuaHT
MO3UTHBHOTO S3bIKAa JIOTUKU TPEAMKATOB 0€3 (YHKIUH, ¢ KOHBIOHKIUEH, AM3BIOHKINEH, UMIUIMKAIUEH
U KBaHTOpPaMH BCEOOIIHOCTH W CyIecTBoBaHMsa. OmuMcaHa HOBas peau3alldOHHas CceMaHTHKa (hopmym
U CEKBEHIIMIA, B KOTOPOW paccMaTpuBacTCs HE MPOCTO peann3aius (GOpPMYIIbl, a peau3aius C JOIOJIHHU-
TeNbHOHN MoJIepKKoi. Peanuzanusa npuMepHo cooTBeTcTByeT peann3anuu Knunu. [oanepxka nmpenocras-
JISIeT JIOTIOJIHUTEIIbHBIE IaHHBIE B MOJIb3y TOT0, YTO peayn3anusa koppekTHa. [logaepikka qoaxkHa TOATBED-
JIUTh, YTO peaiu3anus padoTacT KOPPEKTHO s GOpMYJIbl B JTHOOBIX KOPPEKTHBIX YCIOBUSX MPUMEHCHHS.
[IpencraBieH sA3bIK J0KA3aTENbCTB, JUISI KOTOPOTO JIOKa3aHa TeOpeMa O KOPPEKTHOCTH, IMOKa3bIBAIOLIAsl, YTO
nm00ast BBIBOJIMMAsI CEKBEHIIMS UMEET PEaTM3alltIio U TONICPIKKY, MOATBEPIKIAOIIYO, YTO 3Ta peallu3alus
paboTaeT MpaBWIBHO ISl 3TON (GOPMYIBI B JTFOOBIX KOPPEKTHBIX YCIOBHUSAX MPH MOIXOISAIIEM WHTEpPIIpEeTa-
TOPE UCIIOJIB3YEMBIX IPOTPaMM.
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