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On the Deep Connection between Type-Logical Grammar and Logical
Systems

Zhang Qiucheng

(Institute of Logic and Cognition of Sun Yat-sen University, Guangzhou, 510275)

Abstract: By discussing the deep connection between Type-Logica Grammar (shortened as TLG) and logical
systems, this paper reveals the deduction-based characteristic of TLG There are two manifestations of this
connection: (1) Like relevance logic, linear logic, etc., TLG aso belongs to substructura logics; (2) According
to the Curry-Howard isomorphism, the two computationsin TLG, those of syntactic categories and A-terms, are
all homomorphic to the proofs in intuitionistic implicational logic.

Key words: substructura logics, intuitionistic propositiona logic, Lambek calculus, Curry-Howard
isomorphism, homomorphism



