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1 Introduction

1.1 Dependent Types

In type theory, dependent types is a formal system used in proof assistants such as Coq and Agda,
whose logical power is given by the Curry-Howard correspondence. Being at the top of the lambda
cube, it allows types to depend on terms, and it is exactly this dependency that gives dependent types
its expressivity, unfortunately as well as its complexity. Many noteworthy properties of dependent
types, such as injectivity and normalization are crucial for it to be useful as the theory behind proof
assistants.

There are many pen-and-paper proofs of these meta-theoretic properties of dependent types, but the
pen-and-paper proofs are exactly what we try to eliminate by the use of proof assistants. Therefore, we
want to formalize dependent types in itself, not only for showing its flexibility as a formal system, but
also for the possibility of proving meta-theoretic properties using itself (minus consistency as prohib-
ited by Godel’s second incompleteness theorem).

1.2 Previous Works

Many projects tried to formalize various flavors of dependent types by a proof assistant. A picture by
Meven Lennon-Bertrand summarizes some existing efforts well:
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Figure 1: Previous attempts in formalizing type theory in type theory. [1]

Regardless of the properties proven, and the dependent type systems that were formalized, the at-
tempts in Figure 1 share the same property: they take a purely syntactic approach in the formalization,
starting from defining the freely-generated family of pre-terms, before selecting the well-typed terms,
finally defining the semantics (reduction and conversion rules) manually.

Multiple other approaches exist: Ambrus Kaposi had an implementation of a flavor of dependent types
via Categories with Families (CwFs) in Agda [2], and Guillaume Brunerie implemented dependent
types via contextual categories, which was another theory of dependent types that is more abstract
than CwFs, in Agda as well. Theories such as CwFs have the advantage of being a semantic model,
it subsumes the syntax by just considering the syntax model, which is the initial model. A more com-
prehensive overview is available at Section 2.1.

Despite all these attempts, there is no one best solution for this situation, and a good formalization
and how to overcome the underlying difficulties is still an open topic in the community.

1.3 Summary of results

This project is an attempt to understand the difficulties underlying the formalization of dependent
types, and explore possible solutions. In this project, I have formalized in the Agda proof assistant two
representations of dependent types:

« Categories with Families (CwFs) in Agda, with dependent function space, unit type, and empty type.
« Aless-indexed (or less-dependent) version of CwFs with the same features as the previous, addition-
ally with dependent pair types and booleans.

The takeaways from this project include

+ A systematic study of Categories with Families (CwFs)

+ The preliminary category theory knowledge needed to understand CwFs

+ General understanding of the Generalized Algebraic Theories (GATs) and models of type theory
« Familiarity with the Agda proof assistant in implementing type theories

+ A comparison of known approaches in formalizing dependent types

« Insights about transport hell

The remainder of the report is organized as follows: Section 2 gives an overview of the different se-
mantic models of dependent type, and defines Categories of Families, the core semantic model we



formalized. Section 3 explains transport hell, the main difficulty faced in this project, Section 4 intro-
duces the less-indexed version of CwFs defined, a possible solution that we explored. Finally, Section 5
summarizes the project and gives possible future work.

2 Categories with Families

2.1 Semantic models of dependent types

The operational semantics of dependent types is traditionally defined using inference rules. They have
the advantage of being more straightforward but are relatively verbose to formalize. In comparison,
categorical semantics of dependent types have the advantage of being more succinct and less compli-
cated and thus pose advantages in formalization. There are many categorical models of dependent type
that we know of.

Although the models represent the same formal system of dependent types, they differ slightly in the
presentation, according to how closely they resemble the the syntax of dependent types that we are
used to, which is the concretely defined collection of terms, types, contexts, and substitutions. It is
also known as the “term model” or the “initial model” of these semantic models, since, in every such
semantic model, the syntax is just a particular model.

Below is a diagram showing various categorical models of dependent types, and arranged according
to their closeness to syntax.

« Semantic — Locally cartesian-closed categories (Iccc) — Contextual Categories

— Awodey's Natural Model — CwF — E-CwF — Syntactic —

Categories with Families (CwF) was first defined by Peter Dyjber as a categorical model of dependent
types [3], and has a representation that is rather close to the syntax.

We will define CwFs, and then show how we can interpret the syntax of Dependent Types in the CwF
semantics. Despite that, the construction of CwF will be explicit enough to see its intended counterpart
in dependent types.

2.2 Preliminary concepts in category theory

To be self-contained, we start by giving the prerequisite definitions in category theory to define CwFs.
We merely state the definitions here: a more complete treatment can be found in any category theory
textbook.

Definition 2.2.1 (Category): A category € consists of

« a collection Ob(%) (or simply €) of objects, written as A € €, and

« a collection Homg of arrows or morphisms between objects, written as f : A - B €
Homg (A, B), and

« a binary operation _ _ : Homg (A, B) x Homg (B, C) — Homg (A, C) between arrows.

« for every object A in €, a morphismidy : A —> A

Satisfying the following axioms:
+ (identity)for every object A in €, id 4 is both the left and right identity for the binary operation

o

« (associativity) _ o _ is associative.



Definition 2.2.2 (Initial, terminal objects): An object A in a category & is said to be initial if
for any other object B € €, there is a morphism A — B.

An object A in a category @ is said to be terminal if for any other object B € &, there is a
morphism B — A.

Definition 2.2.3 (Opposite Category): For every category &, the opposite category € P is the
category resulting from “reversing” all the arrows in € and keeping the objects intact.

One can think of functors as structure-preserving maps between categories.

Definition 2.2.4 (Functor): A functor F : € — 2 between two categories € and & does the
following:

« associates to every object A € €, an object FA € 9

« associates to every morphism h : A - B € Homg, a morphism Fh : FA — FB € Homg,

satisfying

« for every object A € €, Fidy = idpp
« foreveryh: A— Band g: B— Cin G, F(g~h) = F(g) - F(h).

2.3 CwF with II-Types

We first give an intuition behind the definitions. Firstly, the relationship between types and the terms
of a given type can be thought of as indexed sets,

T ={T : T type}, Tmp = Tm(T) = {t : t has type T}

Where Tm is a family of sets indexed by 7. Families of sets are the collection of indexed sets, expressed
as a pair, and is the source of types and terms, where the terms are indexed by a type. This is defined
in Definition 2.3.1.

Definition 2.3.1 (Families of sets): The category Fam contains
« as objects: pairs (A, (Ba)ae A) where A is a set, and (B,) a set for each a € A.

« as morphisms: a morphism (A, (B,)zcq) — (A', (B;z')a’ ) consists of a reindexing function

, €A
h:A— A, and afamily of functions h, : B; — By(y) for each a € A.

Then, the definition of a CwF is twofold: firstly, we require a category of contexts and substitutions,
and “connect” them with the types and terms compatible with such contexts, via a functor. This can be
thought of picking a family of types and terms for every context in the category of contexts. Secondly,
we require the contexts to be extendable by types, fromI'" to I'. A; and the substitutions to be extendable
by terms, from o to (o, a) by a term a. This property is usually stated in a “universal property”-style
definition. CwF and context extension are defined together below:



Definition 2.3.2 (Categories with families):

Given a category € with terminal object ¢ € €, the category of contexts and context morphisms,
Category with Families (CwF) is a functor

F = (Ty,Tm) : €°° — Fam
that sends every I' € € to a pair (Ty(r), Tm(T, A) sc Ty(r)) € Fam as the image of the functor, to
be interpreted as the set of types in I" and the set of terms in I" indexed by their types.
Furthermore, the functor F = (Ty, Tm) satisfies the following axiom:

For every I' € € and A € Ty(T'), there exists
« an objectT.A € G,

« amorphism p:I"A - Tin &,

« aterm q: Tm(T.A, A[p])

(Where the square bracket is the functorial action by context morphisms on terms or types. More
concretely,

_[pl = Ty(p) : Ty(l) — Ty(I'.A),
_[p] = Tm(p) : Tm(T, A) — Tm(T"A, A[p]),

)

such that for any
. context ® € 6,
« morphismo: 0 — T,
o terma : Tm(O, Alo]),

there is a unique morphism (o, a) : ® — I'.A satisfying the following equalities:

pefo,a)=o0
ql{o.a)] = a

The uniqueness requirement in the final axiom can be satisfied by requiring additionally the two equal-
ities hold for all contexts T,

(pgp =id
(0,a) o6 = (o °6,a[d]).
which we use in the Agda formalization.

To have some useful types and interesting operations, we require the CwF to be closed with at least
the II-type former for a dependent function space:



Definition 2.3.3 (II-types): A CwF supports II-types if, for any I" € &, given A € Ty(I') and B €
Ty(T.A), we have

« atype II(A, B) € Ty(I)

« a constructor lam : Tm(T. A, B) —» Tm(T, II(A, B)),

« an eliminator app : Tm(T,II(A, B)) —» Tm(T.A, B),

satisfying the following properties:

o forallb € Tm(T.A, B), app(lam(b)) =b

o for all f € Tm(T, II(A, B)), lam(app(f)) = f

- forallo : T — A, (II(A, B)[o]) = TI( A[o], B[] )
o forallo: T — A, lam(M)[O'T] = lam(M[O'T )

where _T := (_ o p,q) represents weakening (extension of the context) by a suitable type for the
equations to hold.

The first two properties listed above correspond to f-reduction and n-reduction in dependent types
respectively, while the last two properties state that the formers I1, lam are compatible with the context
morphisms/substitutions.

Definition 2.3.4: The collection of all models of CwFs form a category. The initial object in this
category is called the syntactic model, also known as dependent types, denoted by I.

In other words, the collection of all models gives all possible semantics of CwFs, and any model of
CwF provides an interpretation of the syntactic model. To define a model of CwF, it suffices to give
the image of the syntactic model in it.

3 Transport Hell

Con : Set [ ]:TyT ->SubAT - Ty A
Sub :Con — Con — Set

[id] : A[id] = A
Ty :Con — Set [] :A[o-5]=Als][]
Tm :(I:Con)— Ty — Set [ ]:TmT'A—(0:SubAT) > Tm A Alo]
id] : a[id] =
id :SubT'T lid] a[1]5a_ 5
_o_ :SubAT > SubT'® — SubA © ]+ alo ] = alo]ld]
idl :ideo=o0 (_»_):(T':Con) > Ty — Con
idr :ocid=o (,) :0:SubT’A—>TmT A — SubT (AbA)
assoc: (bey)eO=350(ye0) » . Sub (T'> A) T
° : Con
:Tm(I'>A) A
£ :SubT ¢ 1 ( ) Alp]

>p :pe(ot)=0

>fy 1qe(ot)=t

o ilot)ey=(oey.tly])
o (g =id

Figure 2: definition of CwFs in pseudo-Agda syntax.

on :(0:SubT o) =c¢



Figure 2 shows what the Agda formalization is supposed to be. However, these simple-looking defin-
itions quickly turn opaque. For example, the context extension rules are written as follows in Agda:

-- context extension (by a type)

»_: (I :Con)»>Ty Tl ~Con - I.0

p o V{T A} > Sub (T » A)T

v VT A}->Tm(T=A) (ALpD

-- context morphism extension (by a term)

o VT AAY > (o :SubAT)>TmA (AL a])->Sub A (> A)

-- satisfying axioms

consl :V{T A} > (fF:SubT A ->(A:TyA)->(C:TmlT (A[FfI)
apo(f’a)sf

consr  :V{T A} > (fF:SubT A > (A:TyA)->(a:TmlT (A[Ff 1)
> transp (Tm ') (trans (sym ([] A (f , a) p)) (cong (_[_] A) (consl f A a)))

(vt[ (f,a)]) =a

consnat : V{r A B} > (f : Sub T A) > (A:TyA)->(a:TmlT (ALTF])
> (g:SubBT)
> (f,a)eg=(f-g), transp (Tm 8) (sym ([ A g f)) (atl gD

consid : V{A}{A : Ty A} » p {A} {A} , v = id

Listing 1: cwf.agda: Context extension defined in Agda.

Where the highlighted lines illustrate the verbosity of the statement, which is visible even without
understanding what the operators mean in Agda. In fact, these definitions are not just opaque, but
even stating them become some brain gymnastics that the user has to do, in order to write a definition
that typechecks in Agda.

3.1.1 An example with term substitutions

So what is wrong here? In fact, we are doing the work of a compiler - to do reasonings modulo equalities
by ourselves. In the mathematical pseudo-Agda formulation, our brain reasons modulo these equalities
without noticing because they are natural to us, but not so obvious to the Agda compiler when stated
precisely. To begin, we first give a simple example to illustrate the meaning of “transport”, appeared
in the definition of “substitution in terms”:

tlid] : Y{r A} > (t : Tm T A) » t = transp (Tm I) [id] (t t[ id ])
Listing 2: cwf.agda: Terms are invariant under identity substitutions.

which essentially says that a term remains constant under the action of the identity context morphism:
vi: TmT A, t[id] =t

In our mind, this works perfectly, but we forgot that formally, the left hand side term ¢[id] has a type of

Alid],
and the right hand side term ¢ has a type of
A.

These are inherently different, but we have arbitrarily (yet logically) defined them to be equal:

VA:TyT, Alid] = A.

Even though we already had a rule previously in Agda, stating that they are equal,



[id] : v{r} - {A : Ty T} ->A[id ] =A
Listing 3: cwf.agda: Types are invariant under identity substitutions.

Agda cannot compute the types modulo the equality defined above, showing the error:

(A[id J) & A of type Ty T
when checking that the expression t t[ id ] has type Tm I A

We have to manually “transport” the term ¢[id] along the equality A = A[id], yielding a term of type A
instead of A[id], resulting in the semantically equal, but more verbose formulation in Listing 2. Simi-
lary, the fact that term substitution commutes with composition of substitutions:

[] : alo 6] = a[o][4]

has the same issue that each side has a different type: A[o » 5] and A[c][5] respectively; which are
again equal, due to our definition. In Agda, the equality on term substitution has to be transported over
the equality on type substitution, as highlighted in Listing 4:

[c] :vfrrrar3t->(A:Tyr3)-(f:Subrlrr2)-(g: Subr2r3)-
Al(@-f)1=ALgl[f]

tle]l V{1 r2r3At-(a: Tmr3A)
> (f :Subr1Tm12) - (g : SubTl2Tr3)
>at[gef]=transp (Tmn T1) (sym ([¢]Afg)) ((@tl gl tl f1

Listing 4: cwf.agda: Substitution commutes with composition.
3.1.2 An example by the weakening of a substitution

-- weakening of o by A
S ov{ray > (o SubAT)->f{A:Tyr3>Sub(A>(ALal) (T ~>A)
Sy {dy o {AY = (oo p), transp (Tm (A > (AL 0 1)) (sym ([c1Apo)) (v{a} {ALo1})

Now, this operation of “weakening” a context morphism should behave well with the special case of
identity context morphisms. It should be the identity context morphism of the weakened context!

We can thus prove the property, but the proof is unnecessarily difficult to proof, since Agda cannot
compute the result modulo the equalities that we have assumed. In turn, one has to first define lemmas
such as

« coe?l that shows transport commutes with symmetry of equality,

« transptransp that shows transport commutes with transitivity of equality,

+ transp, (note the comma) that shows transport commutes with the pairing operation.

before having a (still long) proof for the simple property



id® : v{lr A} -
id {T} ~ = transp (A t » Sub t (I » A)) (cong (_>_ T) (sym [id])) id {I - A}
id™ {r} {A} =
cong
(ANx->m x, 2 x)
(idl p ,= transptransp
(Tm (T » (AL id 1))
(sym ([=] A p id)) {cong (A [_1) (idl p)}) =
transp, [id] =
cong (transp (A z » Sub (I » (A [ id 1)) (I » z)) [id]) consid =
coe?2l
(sym (cong (A t = Sub t (I » A)) (cong (_>_ ) (sym [id]))))
(coecoe
(cong (A z~>Sub (T > (AL did 1)) (T » 2)) [id])
(sym (cong (A t > Sub t (I » A)) (cong (_>_ ) (sym [id])))) =
trid [id])

Listing 5: cwf.agda: weakening of substitution.

These lemmas on transport not only obscure the real content of the definition or proof but are also
unnecessarily effort-consuming as they do not carry substantial meaning beyond what is implied by
the user-defined equalities. Therefore it is nicknamed as such by the community for its presence.

3.2 Possible solutions

3.2.1 Decrease indexing/dependency

We have seen that transport hell occurs when reasoning modulo equalities cannot be resolved auto-
matically. The reason behind this is the presence of “dependency”, a feature that ironically gives de-
pendent types its logical power. The dependency occurs in the following settings:

1. A type depends on its context
2. A term depends on both its context and its type

This deep dependency often stands in the way of computation, especially user-defined equality rules.
One way to resolve this is to decouple terms from its type. Instead of having

Tm : (T : Con) > Ty I — Set,

we can separate the dependency on types into an additional projection ty,

Tm : Con — Set
ty : TmI' - Ty T

Where ty t will give the type of t. Then any property or definition on a term must have an additional
equation on its type, through the ty function. This is also the idea behind Awodey’s Natural Model, an
intrinsic model for Homotopy Type Theory. In practice, this approach is widely used by the community
in making formal proofs, in anticipation of transport hell.

In this approach, one avoids using transports entirely, so whenever a transport is needed, we state the
equality to transport over in an extra argument. This makes explicit the reasoning we make during
transport. More detail is given in Section 4.

3.2.2 Generalized Rewriting and Observational Type Theory

A possible option that can alleviate this burden is the Rewriting feature in Agda, which allows rewrit-
ing of terms according to user-defined (and proven) equivalence relations. However, adding rewriting
relations amounts to a stronger version of type theory than Agda’s, and we would like to avoid that


https://agda.readthedocs.io/en/latest/language/rewriting.html

as much as possible. An investigation of Rewriting Type Theory with formal verification of metathe-

oretical properties and an implementation is documented in [4].

Observational Type Theory [5], on the other hand, is a type system with built-in reduction rules tar-
geting transport, and could reduce some transportation, such as the transport of a pair can be reduced
into the transport of its components, and could be a suitable object of study.

4 Less-indexed CwFs

Con

Sub

Ty
Tm
ty
id

o

idl
idr

assoc :

°n

: Set

: Con — Con — Set
: Con — Set

: Con — Set

:TmT - TyT
:SubI'T

:SubAT - SubI' ® > SubA ®
tideo =0
:ooid=o0

(Boy)e0=52(y6)

: Con
:SubT ¢
:(c:SubT'¢o)=¢

2

:TyT' > SubAT - Ty A
cAld]=A

: Alo 8] = Alo][d]

:TmT - SubAT - Tm A
sty (aly]) = (ty a)ly]
calid] = a

ty (alid]) =ty a

calo o 8] = alo][d]

1ty (alo = 8]) = ty (a[a][5])

:(T':Con) » Ty — Con
:SubTA > TmT — SubT (A>A)
:Sub (T'>A) T

: Tm (T, A)

ipe(o,t)=0

:qe(o,t)=t

ty (qo(o,1) =tyt

(o, t)ey =(ooy.tly])
(pg) =id

Figure 3: Definition of less-indexed CwFs in pseudo-Agda syntax, difference in red.

For the second part of the project, I formalized a version of CwFs which terms are not indexed by

types. In this approach, I avoid the using of transport at all costs. The result has a clear syntax in Agda,

which the reader can verify, for example that term substitution and its related properties have no more

transport in lines 57 and 60 of Listing 6:

10



Con : Set k
Sub : Con =» Con » Set 1

o : Con
e : V{r} > Subr ¢
on : V{l}o : Sub T o} »0=¢

id : V{r} > Sub rr
e ¥{r1r2r3t->Subr2r3->Subr1r2-Subrir3
idl : V{I A}{o : Sub T A} > id - ©
idr : V{l A}{o : Sub T A} > o - id

0
0

assoc : Y{I1 r2 r3 r43{o12 : Sub r1 r2}{e23 : Sub r2 r3}{o34 : Sub 3 r4}

> 034 o 023 ° 012 = 034 » (023 - 012)

-- Ty, Tm, ty, and action by substitution
Ty : Con - Set k
L] :v{ra}->Tyr->Sub AT > TyA

[id] : V{r}{A : Ty} > A=A[id ]

[« :v{r1 r2 r3}{A : Ty M3}{c21 : Sub 2 rM}{o32 : Sub r3 rz2}
>A[021 ][ 0632 ]=AT[ 021 - 032 ]

Tm : Con » Set 1

ty :f{r:Con} »Tm Tl ->Tyrl

L Jt o v{r A} > Tm T > (y : SubAT) > TmA

ty[lt : {r A} > (y : SubAT)->(a:TmM) >ty (al[ylt)=(yal[y]

[id]t :v{r¥{a : mr}-af[id ]t = a
ty[id]t : V{r}{a : Tmr} -ty (a [ id Jt) = (ty a) [ id ]

[-]1t 2 V{r1 r2 r3}{o21 : Sub r2 r1}{o32 : Sub r3 r23f{a : Tm r}
>al[ 021 032 Jt=al[ o021 ]t [ 032 ]t

tyle1t : V{r1 r2 r3}{o21 : Sub 2 ri{e32 : Sub r3 r23{a : Tm 1}
>ty (@[ 021 » 032 ]t) = ty a [ 021 - 032 ]

-- context extension (by a type)

e : (T :Con) »Ty I >Con -~ I.A
p VT A} > Sub (T > A)T
v s V{r A} > Tm (T > A)

tyv VM A} -ty (v{T}{A}) =ALp]

-- context morphism extension (by a term)

[ s : V{r AMA - Ty T} > (y : SubAT)~»>(a:TmA) - tyas

. A)

consl = V{M AMA : Ty T} ->{y : SubAT}->{a: TmA} > {e: tya
>pe(y,alels)=y

consr : V{M AR{A : Ty T} ->{y : SubAT}~>{a: TmA} > {e : ty a
»v[y,alels]t=a

tyconsr : V{[ A}{A : Ty I} > {y : Sub AT} ~>{a: TmA} » {e : ty a
sty(vly,alelsIt)=(Cyv)[y,alels]

ALy 1}
ALy I}
ALy I}

consnat : V{M1 12 r3}{A : Ty M} » {y21 : Sub 2 M1} - {a : Tm r2} -» {e :

AL vy21 13
> {y32 : Sub I3 r2}
> (vy21 , al[els) - y32=(y21 - y32) , (a [ y32 ]t)
[ ty[Jt y32 a=cong At >t [y32]) en=[c]]s

consid : Y{[ A}A : Ty T} > (y : Sub AT) > (a: TmA)->p {r} A}, v [ tyv]s

Listing 6: cwfnat.agda: definition of less-indexed CwFs.

11

ty

a

id
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When transport is needed, the equality to transport over is made explicit via an extra argument. As an
example:

-- extension of a substitution by a type (useful!)
OS] o vfr AA'R{A Ty T3(o : SubAT)>A'"'=A[ o]~ (Sub(A>A")(T>A))
ST Ay Ay (Al oe=0cp,vtywe(cong(At->t[pl)e=[])]Is

o V{TAMA Ty T3(o : Sub AT) » (Sub (A> (AL al)) (I>A)
AT} {AY {A} 0 = 0 °[ refl ]

Listing 7: cwf.agda: weakening of a substituition by a type.

The definition in line 89 makes the requirement of A = A[o] explicit by requiring a type-equality proof
as an argument. Line 92 then defines a shorthand whenever no transport is needed. By comparison,
this is much more readable and is dozens of line simpler than the same operation in Listing 5.

4.1 Comparison with CwFs

CwF Less indexed
Types Ty T Ty T
Terms TmTI A TmTI, ty: TmT —->TyT
Conversion | TmT':==3(A: TyI). TmT A | TmT A:=3(a: TmT).(ty a = A)

Since the notions of terms in both representations are equivalent, we can design a mapping from CwF
to the less-indexed version, and in the reverse direction. This is shown in the table above. Note that

TmT » A->3@:TmD).(tya=A) —» Z(A:TyD3Z@:TmD).(tya=A)

so the two categories of terms are equivalent, but not isomorphic.

CwF Less indexed

transport hell equational reasoning

close to syntax: no extra argument extra arguments compared to the presyntax
more lines of proofs due to opaque terms less lines of proofs

Generalized Algebraic Theory (indexed sorts) | Essentially Algebraic Theory (partial functions)

With the less indexed version, since we can use the powerful equational reasoning mechanism of Agda
(which is also true for all proof assistants), it results in fewer lines of proofs, but at the cost of having
more equality arguments compared to the syntax of dependent types (eg. Listing 7). Under the cate-
gorization of Universal Algebra, since the less-indexed version has partial functions, namely due to
the additional equality arguments in the definitions, it applies to only selected objects of its domain,
this is an Essentiatlly Algebraic Theory instead of a Generalized Algebraic Theory.

5 Future Work and Conclusion

In this report, we have defined Categories with Families with Pi-types and given an Agda formaliza-
tion. We explained “transport hell” in the process of this Agda formalization with two examples in the
code, and investigated potential solutions to overcome them, such as reducing dependency a la Nat-
ural Model, using Agda’s rewriting feature, as well as Observational Type Theory. Finally, we gave an
Agda formalization of the less-indexed CwFs, and evaluated its advantages and disadvantages against
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normal CwFs. This object’s original goal of proving Canonicity was replaced by a more complete for-
malization of a different flavor of CwFs, which to me is equally rewarding.

Future possible work for this project includes proving formally the equivalence between the two for-
mulations of CwFs, as well as proving the metatheoretical properties of dependent types on both ver-
sions (such as Canonicity and Normalisation) and compare the difficultes of the two versions of CwFs.
It would also be useful to explore other methods of combating transport hell surveyed in Section 3.2.2
and cross-compare the attempts.

Last but not least, the author wishes to thank Professor Ambrus Kaposi (akaposi@inf.elte.hu) of E6tvos
Lorand University for his guidance on this project.
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