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Abstract

Several variants of linear logic have been proposed to cheniae complexity classes
in the proofs-as-programs correspondence. Light linagicli. LL) ensures a polyno-
mial bound on reduction time, and characterizes in this waynmmial time Ptime.

In this paper we study the complexity of linear logic pro@fts and propose three
semantic criteria based on context semantics: stratificatiependence control and
nesting. Stratification alone entails an elementary timalothe three criteria entail
together a polynomial time bound.

These criteria can be used to prove the complexity soundsfessveral existing
variants of linear logic. We define a decidable syntacticsgatem of linear logic:
SDNLL We prove that the proof-nets of SDNLL satisfy the threeecidt, which
implies thatS DNLLis sound forPtime Several previous subsystems of linear logic
characterizing polynomial timeL{_L, mL* maximal system oMS) are embedded in
S DNLL, proving itsPtimecompleteness.

1. Introduction

Motivations for a type-system capturing polynomial tinlrogramming is a notori-
ously error-prone process. The behaviours of the progranttew by programmers
on their first attempt often fiier from their expected behaviours. Type systems can
detect some of those mistakes so that programmers can ttiveet more easily. In
this work, the property we are interested in is time compexhe execution time of a
program as a function of the size of its input. A type sys&enforcing a polynomial
bound on the time complexity of a program would be useful iresa ways:

¢ In some real-time applications (e.g. car control systemsyiams can never
miss a deadline, otherwise the whole system is a failure.nibt enough to verify
that the system reacted fast enough during tests, we nedibalute certainty.

e For some software, it seems enough to get an empirical dstiofahe com-
plexity by running tests. In this cas8, could be useful to find the origin of
the slowness observed during tests (this requires the bfpeér to give useful
information when it fails to type a term).
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¢ In complexity theory, the main method to prove that a probleMP-complete,
is to define a polynomial time reduction from anotihdp-complete problem. If
S is well-trusted, it could be used as a specialized proo$tessi: the fact that the
reduction is typable is would increase the trust in the proof. More generd&ly,
could be used in any proof relying on a complexity bound foragpam [23| 29].

In this work, we define a subsysteéBDNLL of linear logic such that every proof-net
normalizes in polynomial time. This property is calletime soundnessAnd, for
every functionf computable in polynomial time there existS®DNLL proof-netG¢
which computed. This property is calledPtime extensional completeness

Determining if a proof-net normalizes in polynomial timeuisdecidable. So for
every such systei8, either determining if a proof-n& belongs t& is undecidable, or
S is notintensional completd.e. there exist programs which normalize in polynomial
time and are not typable b$. The subsysten$ DNLLis in the second case. We
take inspiration from previous decidable type systemsagttarizingPtimeand relax
conditions without losing neither soundness nor deciitgbilhe more intensionally
expressives is (i.e. the more terms are typable BY, the more usefu§ is. Indeed,
the three motivations for systems characterizing polymabtime we described earlier
requireS to type programs written by non-specialists: people who matyhave a
thorough understanding &.

Linear logic and proof-netsLinear logic (L) [13] can be considered as a refinement
of System F where we focus especially on how the duplicatidormulae is managed.
In linear logic, the structural rules (contraction and wex@kg) are only allowed for
formulae of the shapeit

[IAIA+B I +B
[L'JA +B ° [,'A+B
With the three following additional rules (promotion, décton and digging), lin-
ear logic is as expressive as System F, so the eliminatidregiut rule (corresponding
to theg-reduction ofi-calculus) is not even primitive recursive.

W

Ay, A+ B Ip I, ArB D ILA-B N
1AL, - IAHIB I'ArB I, 'ArB

However, because the structural rules are handled by Sclistiles, one can enforce
a subtle control on the use of ressources by modifying onleesht If we restrict some
of those rules, it restricts the duplication of formulaer stance, in the absence of
?D and N rules, the cut-elimination normalizes in elementary tith@]][ The set of
such proofs is defined as Elementary Linear Logtk).

Proof-nets|[14] are an alternative syntax for linear logibere proofs are consid-
ered up-to meaningless commutations of rules. Proof-rretgph-like structures
where nodes correspond to logical rules. One of the reasense/proof-nets instead
of proof derivations is that context semantics, the main vo® use in this article, is
much simpler to define and use in proof-nets.



Context semanticsContext semantics is a presentation of geometry of intenaft 7,
11] defined by tokens traveling across proof-nets accorttirmpme rules. The paths
defined by those tokens are stable by reduction so they eagréee reduction of the
proof-net. Context semantics has first been used to studyalteduction|[18].

Recently, it has been used to prove complexity bounds orystdras of System
T [7] and linear logicl[4] 8]. Inl[8], Dal Lago defines for evepyoof-netG a weight
Ws € N U {0} based on the paths of context semantics such that, wheGeegtuces
toH, W > Wy + 1. ThusW is a bound on the length of the longest path of reduction
starting fromG. Then we can prove theorems of the shape “when@watisfies some
property (for instance i belongs to a subsystem suchldd ), W satisfies some
bound (for instanc&/s < P(|G|) with P a polynomial andG| the size ofG).”

From this point of view, context semantics has two major athges compared
to the syntactic study of reduction. First, its genericisame common results can
be proved for diterent variants of linear logic, which allows to factor oubpfs of
complexity results for these various systems. Moreoverbthunds obtained stand for
any strategy of reduction. On the contrary, most boundsqutty syntactic means are
only proved for a particular strategy. There are severahathges to strong bounds:

e Let us suppose we know a strong complexity bound for a sy8emMe can
prove the same strong complexity bound on a sys$afiwe find an embedding
¢ of S programs inS’ programs such that, whenevereduces tai in S, ¢(t)
reduces tap(u) in S’ (with at least one step). We use such an embedding in
Section 5.4 to prove a strong bound foterms typed byS DNLL If we only
had a weak complexity bound for systesh we would have to prove that the
reduction fromg(t) to ¢(u) matches the reduction strategy entailing the bound,
which is not always possible.

e The languages we study here are confluent. However, if waderan extension
of linear logic orA-calculus with sideects (such as'R considered by Madet
and Amadio in|[22]), the reduction strategy influences trsulteof a program
execution. It is important that the programmer understdnestrategy. If the
reduction strategy corresponded to strategies frequesty by programming
languages (such as left-to-right call-by-value), it wontit be a problem. How-
ever, in some casesm(* for instance!|[3]), the strategy is rather farfetched and
difficult to understand for the programmer.

Our context semantics, presented in Seclion 2.2, is sjigtifferent from Dal
Lago’s context semantics. In particular, Dal Lago workeihtnitionnistic linear logic,
and we work in classical linear logic. So the results of [8}mat be directly applied.
However most theorems of [8] have correspondents in ourdveark, with quite sim-
ilar proofs. This is why we omit the proofs of most of the reésuif this section,
complete proofs can be found in [26].

Our approach. Contrary to previous works, we do not directly define a linkeaic

subsystem. First, we define semantic criteria forbiddingalv@urs which can result
in non-polynomial complexity. We define relationrs on boxes (special subterms of
proof-nets) such thaB — C means that "the humber of timésis copied depends
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Figure 1: State of the art

on the number of time€ is copied”. More precisely, we define three relations,

> and %) representing dierent kinds of dependence. The acyclicity of these three
relations ensures a bound on the number of times every bapigd so a bound on
the length of normalization sequences.

Then (in Sectiofi]5), we defirgtratified Dependence control Nested Linear Logic
(SDNLLD, a subsystem of linear logic such that>, > and << are acyclic on every
proof-net ofSDNLL This entails a bound on the length of normalization for gver
S DNLL proof-net. The relationsvp>, > and <) are based on the paths of con-
text semantics. We use the syntactic restrictions to defivariants along the paths,
proving that if B — C then the "types” ofB andC are such that we cannot have
C — B. Finally, in Sectiofi 514, we transfor®iDNLLinto a type-syster® DNLL, for
A-calculus, which enforces a polynomial boundgreduction. This tranformation is
similar to the transformation dfLL [15] into DLAL [5].

Previous polynomial time subsystems of Linear logitiere already exist several sub-
systems of linear logic characterizing polynomial time.eThst such subsystem is
BLL [1€], which enforces’timesoundness by labelling of I modalities by polynomi-
als. However, given a proof-n&, determining ifG is in BLL (or its generalization
QBAL[9]) seems undecidable. Thus, they do not fit in our approach.

The first decidable system was& L [15] which is defined as the proof-netsBf L
such that the contexts have at most one formula in evlén;ule@. A decidable type
systemDLAL for A-calculus was inspired blyLL [5, |1].

Baillot and Mazza generalizelLL with a subsystenh® of linear logic character-
izing elementary time_[3]. Then they defined* andmLé, characterizing polynomial
time, based o2 in the same way akLL is based orELL. In a separate direction,
Roversi and Vercelli also extendéd L with MS4 [28]. Those three systems are ob-
tained by decorating formulae with labels and adding locaistraints on the labels.
mL4, ng andMS are trivially decidable on proof-nets: given a proof-@here exist
only a finite number of ways to label the formulaeGf One can try every possibility
and check whether the labels verify the constraints. LadefinedS LL [20], another
subsystem of linear logic characterizing polynomial tifikis system does not contain
LLL, and none of the above generalization& bf. containsS LL

Figure[1 summarizes the state of the art. There is an arraw fhe systens to
the systenT if there is a canonical embedding 8fin T. The arrow betweeMS

1To keep some expressivity, Girard adds a new modality
2Which is a set of system rather than a unique system.



andS DNLLis dotted because the embedding is only defined for one of themal
systems ofMS. In [26], we defineSwLL (based on the the ideas of this article) in
which one can embeS DNLL SLL, and everyMS polynomial subsystem.

This paper extends a previous worki[24] by: providing a nmarial nesting condi-
tion, defining a syntactic subsystem based on the semaitddarand providing most
of the proofs (inl[24] the proofs are only sketched). Moreadst and the technical
proofs omitted in this paper can be found in Perrinel’'s th{b].

2. Linear Logic and Context Semantics

2.1. Linear Logic

Linear logic (L) [13] can be considered as a refinement of System F [12] where
we focus especially on how the duplication of formulae is ag@d. In this work we
use neither the additives @nd &) nor the constants. This fragment is usually named
Multiplicative Exponential Linear Logic with Quantifiegabbreviated byMELLy). To
simplify notations, we will abusively refer to it ddnear Logic (abreviated byLL).

The setF, |, defined as follows, designs the set of formulae of lineaiclog

Fro =X X Fue@Fi | Fue BF I YX Fre | IX Fo [T Fu | 2

We define inductively an involution* on ¥, which can be considered as a
negation: K)* = X+, (X4)* = X, (A® B)* = A ® B+, (A% B)* = At ® B,
(VXA = AX AL, @XA)L = VXAL, (1A =?2(AY) and (A)* = [(AY).

Linear logic is usually presented as a sequent calculus(diintroduction). In
this article, we will consider an alternative syntax: proeits [14].

Definition 1. A LL proof-netis a graph-like structure, defined inductively by the graphs
of Figure[2 (G and H being LL proof-nets). Every edge e is Iiukbyj(e) € Fi.
satisfying the constraints of Figulré 2. The set of edgesinemrﬁe.

A proof-netis a graph-like structure, whose edges are not labellednédfinduc-
tively by the graphs of Figuig 2 (G and H being proof-nets)e €anstraints of Figurel2
on labels are not taken into account.

For the following definitions, we supposed fixed a proof-@et

Directed edges.The edges in the definition of proof-nets (the elementé@)f are
directed. We will often need to consider their inverted edder any (, m) (the edge
from | to m), we denote its inverted edge() (the edge frormto |) by (I, m). We
define the set&asf:‘e Ufelee EG}. In LL proof-nets, we extend the labelliggg_)

from Eg to Eg by B(&) = B(e)*.

Premises and conclusiong$:or any node, the incoming edges af (in EG) are named
the premisesof n. The outgoing edges af (in I?G) are named theonclusionf n.
Some edges are not the premises of any node. Such edges eoathesionof G.
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Figure 2: Construction ofL proof-nets. In the/ rule, X can not be free in the other
conclusions oG.

A g A NEN At e
v —cut

VX AKCUI IX AL

AX/ B Al\/ B* —ut ch B*

A% B\)Clm/ALoaBl

Figure 3: Non-exponential cut-elimination steps. Ford step, B/X] takes place
on the whole net.

Boxes. The rectangle of Figuiig 2 with thé>and P nodes is called Bhox Formally a
box is a subset of the nodes of the proof-net. We say that the @dn) € Es belongs
to boxB if n € B, in this caserf, m) also belongs to boB.

Let us callB the box in Figur€2. The node labellel is theprincipal doorof B,
its conclusion is writterr(B), and is named therincipal edgeof B. The P nodes are
the auxiliary doors of boB. The edge going out of thieth auxiliary door is written
oi(B) and is named an auxiliary edge Bf The doors of boXB are considered i,
they are exactly the nodes which areBbut whose conclusions are notin

The number of boxes containing an element (box, node or exig®)ts depth
written d(X). dg is the maximum depth of an edge®f The set of boxes d& is Bg.

Cut-elimination. is a relation—¢,; on (LL) proof-nets which is related to tifereduction
of A-calculus. Figures]3 arid 4 describe the rules of cut-elitiona

Lemma 2. [14] Proof-nets and LL proof-nets are stable under cut-éhation.



Figure 4: Exponential cut-elimination steps



2.2. Definition of Context Semantics

A common method to prove strong bounds on a rewriting systeto assign a
weightWg € N to each termG such that, ifG reduces toH, Wg > Wy. In LL,
the IP/?C step makes the design of such a weight hard: a whole box iscdird,
increasing the number of nodes, edges, cuts,... The ideantéxt semantics is to
defineWs as|Ag| with Ag the edges whichppearduring reduction: edges of a nék
such thalG —cyt G1 —cut -+ —cut G.E. We can notice that whenevér —.; H, we
haveAy C Ag: if e € Ay theneis an edge of a proof-néty with H —¢y¢ Hy - - - Hy
SO0G —¢yt H —¢yt Hi - - - Hi. Moreover, this inclusion is strict because the premises of
the cut reduced betwe&handH are inAg but not inAy. Thus,|Ag| = |A4| + A

However, such a definition dMg would be impractical: proving a bound &g
does not seem easier than directly proving a bound on the euaflseduction steps.
The solution of context semantics is to consider for evegeedf Eg, the selCan(e)
of residues of ethe elements oAg “coming” from e. For instance, in the leftmost
proof-net of Figuréb, the residues ®fire{e, e, &, €3, &}. The setCan(Eg) of every
edge residue is contained & but is not always equal to it (e.g. the premises of
the two cuts in the middle proof-net of Figurk 5 are not resslaf any edge of the
leftmost proof-net so they are g but not inCan(Eg). Nonetheless, we still have
|Can(Eg)| = |Can(En)| + 1 wheneveG — ¢ H, so the length of any path of reduction
beginning byG is at mosiCan(Eg)| (Theoren I1L).

To boundWg, we characterize edge residues by context semantics pathgating
cut-elimination. Those paths are generateadbgtextsravelling across the proof-net
according to some rules. The paths of context semantics inGf-petG are exactly
the paths which are preserved by cut-elimination (suchgath callecpersistentin
the literature|[11]). Computing those paths is somehow fgducing the proof-net.
Proving bounds on the number of residues thanks to those patier than proving
bounds directly on the reductioiffers two advantages:

e Complex properties on proof-nets, which may be hard to mdaip formally,
are transformed into existence (or absence) of paths oftaiceshape.

e For everyG — ¢, H, we havelg > Wy. Thus, the length aiinynormalization
sequence is bounded BYys. The bounds obtained in this paper do not depend
on the reduction strategy.

To represent lists we use the notatiag;[ - - ; an]. To represent concatenation, we
use @: fy;--- ;an]@[by;--- ;b is defined asdy; - - - ; an; by; - - - ; by] and. represents
“push” ([ag; - - - ; an].bis defined asdy; - - - ; an; b]). I[a; - - - ; aj]| refers toj, the length
of the list. If X is a set)X] is the number of elements .

A context is a pair @ P), T) composed of gotential edgge, P) representing an
edge residue(is a directed edge of the proof-net) aniteece T used to remember some
information about the beginning of the path. This inforroatis necessary to ensure
that the paths are preserved by cut-elimination. The fotigwlefinitions introduce the
components of potential edges and traces.

SWe identify edges which are ufiacted by reduction: in Figufd & only counts once in ifhg.
“We can not deduce thig| > |A4| because they might be both infinite.



Figure 5: Cut-elimination of a proof-net.

The languag& ig of signaturess defined by induction by the following grammar:

Sig=e | 1(Sig) | r(Sig | p(Sig | n(Sig Sig)

A signature corresponds to a list of choices of premisesCoh@des, to designate a
particular residue of a box. The signatui(®) means: “I choose the right premise, and
in the next € nodes | will uset to make my choices”. The constructiaft, u) allows

to encapsulate two sequels of choices into one. It corretsptarthe digging rule (A +

B ~» A+ B, represented by theN?node in proof-nets) which “encapsulates” two !
modalities into one. Thg(t) construction is a degenerated case ofrtle®nstruction.
Intuitively, p(t) corresponds ta(a, t).

A potentialis a list of signatures: a signature corresponds to the clafain of one
box, but an element is copied whenever any of the boxes conggit is cut with a €
node. The set of potentials is writt&ot. For every edge € Eg, we definePot(e) as
{(e, P)| P € Potand|P| = d(e)} such pairs are namgabtential edges

Potentials are used to represent residues. For instarcedidues ofin Figurel,

(e, e, &, e3 andey) are respectively represented by the potential edgde;E]),
(e, [1(e); e]), (& [r(e); e]), (e [r(e); 1(e)]) and (e [r(e); r(e)]).

A trace elements one of the following symbols?|, %,,®, ®, ¥, 3, !, % with t
a signature. A trace element means “I have crossed a nodehisthabel, from that
premise to its conclusion”. Arace is a non-empty list of trace elements. The set of
traces isTra. A trace is a memory of the path followed, up to cut-elimioat. We
define duals of trace elemen®®;" = ®, !i* =%,... and extend the notion to traces by
lag; - sad* =[ag; - a]

A contextis a tuple (g P), T) with (e, P) a potential edge an@l € Tra. It can
be seen as a state of a token that travels around the netottaieel on edge (more
precisely its residue corresponding®pand carries informatio about its past travel.
The set of contexts d& is writtenCont;. We extend the mapping)¢ on contexts by
((eP).T) =(EP).TH).

The nodes define two relations and < on contexts (Figurgl6). For any rule
C ~» D presented in Figurel 6, we also define the dual ixe~ C*. We define
— as the union of~» and<. In other wordsy is the smallest relation on contexts
including every instance of» rules in Figurd b together with every instance of their
duals and every instance of the rule.

The rules are sound: if€(P), T) — ((f,Q),U), thend(e) = |P| iff (f) = |Q|.
Those relations are deterministic. In particulaCit ((e, P), T.?) with e the premise
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Figure 6: Rules of the context semantics

of a N node orC = ((ci(B), P), T.l,), the contexD such thatC — D depends on the
size of T: there is a rule in the caske = [] and another in the cast # []. Letus
notice thatw is injective (LemmaB). It is not the case for therelation. Indeed, iB
is a box with two auxiliary doors then, for every potenfiadind signature, we have

((o1(B), P), [*4]) = ((o(B), P), ['d]) and (2(B), P), [']) = ((c(B), P), [!1]).
Lemma3.IfCi~» Dand G ~» DthenG =C,

Finally, we can observe that for every sequeneg §1), T1) ~» ((e2, P2), T2) ~»
-+~ ((en, Pn), Tn), the sequence of directed edggs - , &, is a path (i.e. the head of
g is the same node as the tail ©f;). The — relation breaks this property as it is
non-local: it deals with two non-adjacent edges. Fagaths represent the reduction
of a proof-net because they are stable along reduction. Xanple, the path in the
first proof-net of Figuréls:

((e [x(e); 1(e)]). [F:]) = ((a [x(e)]). [Fr: fae)]) = ((0.1D). [Fr: la(e)s tre)]) =
(© ), [r: 1) @) = (@ 1) [3r hageyi tel) = ((F [e]), [ B hae)])
(@ [e]). [Fr:te]) = ((h. [e]), [Frs te]) = (0 [e]), [Frs tes @) > (K, 1), [75 Fes @ L)

becomes the pathé{, [e;e]),[%/]) — ((h.[e]).[Fr;le]) = ((.[e]).[Frilei®r]) =
((k, 1), [%®r; te; @r; Le]) in the third proof-net of FigurEl5.
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Figure 7: The potential edge,([n(t2, t1)] corresponds tod, [t1; t2]).

2.3. Dal Lago’s weight theorem

As written earlier, potential edges are intended to “cqroesl” to residues. To pre-
cise this correspondence we first define, for ev@ry>.: H step, a partial mapping
() from Pot(H) to Pot(G). For edge® which are not #ected by the step, we can
defineng_n(e P) = (g P). If the reduction step is & ?C step (bottom of Figurgl4)
ande € Ey is contained inB, (respectivelyB;) then we definers_ (e, Pt@Q) =
(e, P 1(t)@Q) (respectively € P.r(t)@Q)) with |P| = d(B). If the reduction step is a
IP/?N step,eis immediately contained iB, and f is contained irB;, then we define
ne-u(e Pt) = (e P.p(t)) andrgou(f, Ptu@Q) = (f, P.n(t,u)@Q). If the reduc-
tion step is alP/?D step ance € Ey belongs toG’ then we definerg_4 (e, P@Q) =
(e, P.e @Q). We do not detail every case and exception because the anppge of
this definition in this paper is to guide intuition. A more pise definition of the map-
ping is given (on contexts) in Definition 12 of [26].

Let us suppos€&; —cut G2+ —cut Gk and€ an edge ofsk. A potential edge
(e, P) € Pot(Eg,) corresponddo € if ng, g, © - - - © g, -6 (€, [e;- -+ ; e]) = (e P).

Lete € Eg, there are potential edgeshot(e) which do not correspond to residues
of e. For instance, in Figuriel & has three residues, a; anda,. The residuen; is
obtained by choosing the left box during the duplication @ B, so it is represented
by (a,[1(e)]). Similarly, a anda, are represented by,(e]) and (@, [r(e)]). However,
(a,[r(1(e))]) does not represent any residue. The potential nade-({1(e))]) means
that whenever the boB, is cut with a € node, we choose the left box. But this
situation never happens. It can be observed by the followaily:

(0 (B). ). I'euep]) = (€ 1) [raeen]) = (1) [ae)) ~ (kD). Mae)]) v

The1() has not been used because we did not encounter a seCamad2. On the
contrary, the signatures corresponding to residues airelgnised:

((o(B), ) ['e]) =° (b, I, [te])
(@(B). ). 'l = (D)L (@B, Ixe]) =2 (A1), LD

This is why, in the absence oN?nodes, we define theanonical potentialef e
By C - - - B2 C By as the potential edges, (p1; - - - ; Pa@)]) such that, for 1< i < d(e),
we have (¢(Bi),[p1;- - ; pi-1]). ['p]) =" (- ). ['e]) (throughout the article, we use
to denote an object whose name and value are not importast fonexampleC — _
meansiD € Cong, C — D).

11



Now we will consider what happens wheN Podes are allowed. Let us consider
the nodea in Figure7. The residues afare exactly the residues afandaitself, and
“(a,[t1; t2]) corresponds to a residue afis successively equivalent to:

{((O—(BZ):[tl])v[!tz]) =G LD {((f, . [etul) =7 (-0 Lel)
((c(Ba). ). ['u]) =" (). [te]) (0.l =7 (GO IeD)

@{((f, . leitel) =7 (G L) {((U(B),[]),[!n(tz,tl)]) =" ((5 ), [Ye])
(.M. = (G IeD ((0(B). M), ['oe]) =" () [el)

Thus, &, [n(t, t1)]) corresponds to a residue afff bothn(t,, t;) andp(t;) are entirely
used by their—»-paths. Let us notice that a box may encounter sevéfadtes during
cut-elimination. To check every case, we define a relati@m signatures such that, in
particularn(tz, t1) C n(to, t1) andn(ty, t1) C p(ts).

Definition 4. A signature isstandardf it does not contain the constructer A signa-
ture t isquasi-standarilf for every subtrea(ts, t;) of t, the signaturestis standard.

The binary relatiort on Sigis defined by induction as follows C e and, if we
suppose that C t/, thenl(t) C 1(t'), r(t) € r(t"), p(t) C p(t’), n(u,t) C p(t") and
n(t,u) C n(t’, u). We write thatt’ is asimplificationof t, whent C t'. We writet C t/
for“t C t" andt # t'”. We can observe that is an order and a strict order.

Lemma 5 ([2€]). Lette Sig, therc is a total order onfu € Sig|t C u}.

Definition 6. A contex{(e, P), [!{]@T) is saidquasi-standariit is quasi-standard and
every signature in P and T is standard.

If uJtwitht standard ((B), P),[!{]) is quasi-standard, and quasi-standard con-
texts are stable by [26]. So every context we study in this work is quasi-staddar

We capture the notion of residue bgnonical potentialsThe definition of canon-
ical potentials relies onopies A copy represents the choices for one box, a canonical
potential for an elementis a list of copies: one copy for each box containxg

Definition 7. A copy contextis a context of the shapie, P), [!{]@T) such that for
every udt, there exists a path of the shaffe, P), [! [J@T) —* ((-, ), [']@.).

Let (B, P) € Pot(Bg), the set Co(B, P) of copiesof (B, P) is the set of standard
signatures t such thg{o(B), P), [!{]) is a copy context.

For instance, in Figurel 5, the copies & []) are e, 1(e) andr(e) which respec-
tively corresponds td itself, B; andB,. So C,[1(e)]) and (C,[r(e)]) correspond
respectively taC; andC,. We can notice that; is duplicated whileC; can not be
duplicated, in terms of context semantics (), [r(e)]), ['1e)]) —° ((@.[e]), [!]) SO
1(e) is a copy of €, [r(e)]) while ((o(C),[1(e)]), ['1]) +° (G, 1) ['1¢e); Le]) #> SO
1(e) is not a copy of C, [1(e)]).

Definition 8. Let x be an edge (resp. box, node) of G with Byx C ... € By. The set
Can(x) of canonical edges (resp. box, node) for x is the set of tuplg®:; ...; Paxy])
with py, - - -, pax Signatures such that:

V1<i<d(x),p€CopBi[ps--;pial)
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For instance, in the proof-net of Figuré 5, we haep(B,[]) = {e,1(e),r(e)},
Cop(C,[e]) = CopC,[1(e)]) = {e} andCopC,[r(e)]) = {e,1(e),r(e)}. So, by
definition,Can(e) = {e} x {[e; e],[1(e); €], [r(e); €], [r(e); 1(e)]; [r(e); r(e)]}. Those
canonical potentials correspond respectivelgte,, e, e; ande;. We can notice that
|Can(e)] = 5. In the middle proof-net of this Figure, we haan(e;) = {(e1, [e; e])}
andCan(ey) = {(&2 [e; e]), (&2, [e; 1(e)]). (2, [e; r(e)])} so[Can(er)] + |Can(ey)| = 4 <
|Can(e)| (the number of residues decreases because there is no edggponading to
(e [e, e]) in the middle proof-net).

The set of canonical edges Gfis represented b€ an(Eg). Let us notice that the
canonical edges fax only depend on the boxes containiagf e and f are contained
in the same boxes th&@an(e) = {(e, P) | (f, P) € Can(f)}.

Definition 9. For any proof-net G, we defined\= |Can(Eg)| € N U {co}.

In [26], to prove thatg is a bound on reduction, we first build a strict injection
from the canonical nodes &f to the canonical nodes &. This injection is based on a
mapping from contexts dfl to contexts ofs which preservess-paths. Then we prove
that the number of canonical nodes is boundethgy

Definition 10. Let us suppose that Gs¢,; H then we defined (in [26]) a partial map-
ping () from Conty to Cont such that, whenevet(C) andn(D) are defined,

C "D = n(C) »"* n(D) Cw—" D & n(C) »* n(D)

Theoren Il is a slight variation of the Lemma 6 of Dal Lagad.ih [Bhis result
allows to prove strong complexity bounds for several system

Theorem 11([2€]). If G is a normalizing proof-net, then Ve N. The length of any
path of reduction, and the size of any proof-net of the patbpunded by A/

Execution time depends on the implementation of proof-apticut-elimination.

In a basic implementation based on graphs, every step caonri®id constant time
except for the box rules, which can be done in a time lineahindize of the box,
so linear in the size of the proof-net. Thus, according tocree[11, the execution
time of G is in O(Wé). The complexity classes we study in this article are stable
by polynomial. Thus, to establish the soundness bl assubsystem with respect to
polynomial timgelementary time, it is enough to prove a polynorgEmentary bound
onWg.

Lemma 12 ([2€]). Let G be a normalizing proof-net, there is no path of the shape
(e, P),['{]) =™ ((e, P),['4]) with (e P) a canonical edge.
3. Paths criteria for elementary time

3.1. History and motivations

A stratification refers to a restriction of a framework, whforbids the contraction
(or identification) of two subterms belonging to two moratliferent “strata”. Strat-
ification restrictions might be applied to several framekgofnaive set theory, linear
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logic, lambda calculus and recursion theory) to entail cehee or complexity prop-
erties [3]. To define a stratification condition on Linear iowe define, for every
proof-netG, astratification relation> between the boxes &. Then, we consider that
B belongs to a higher stratum thénif B(>)*C. The relation> must be defined such
that there exists a functiohsuch that:

|Cop(B,P)| < f max |Cop(C, Q)|,|Eg| (1)
(B.PIPOLB)

One says thaG is >-stratified if > is acyclic. In this case, for every bd& of
G, we define the>-stratum ofB; (written s.(B1)) as the greateste N U {co} such
that there exist8,,--- ,Bj € S such thatB; > B, > --- > B;. We defing| > | as
MaXges, S-(B). If tis >-stratified, the>-stratum of every box is ilN becauséBg| is
finite. Thus, one can bouri@op(B)| by induction ons. (B) (thanks to Equatioh]1).
Becausé\; < |Ec| - (Maxg pjeroras) [ICOP(B, P)|)aG, this gives us a bound ONG.

In most previous works, the stratusg) is rather explicit while> is left implicit (it
can be defined byB > C iff s(B) > s(C)"). Concretely, in[[15] and [10], the stratum of
a box is defined as its depth (the number of boxes containintdtenforce Equation 1,
digging and dereliction (@ and D nodes) are forbidden. In![3], Baillot and Mazza
label the edges with a natural number. To enforce EquitiBaillpt and Mazza define
some local conditions that those labels have to satisfy.s&heorks are presented as
subsystems of Linear LogicELL [15] andL® [3]. In both cases, the functiof in
Equatior1 is an elementary function (tower of exponentidb@d height). Because
this class of functions is stable by composition and maximiirl andL® proof-nets
normalize in a number of steps bounded by an elementaryifumat its size, and this
function only depends on max, S(B) < |Bgl.

When they defined.® [3], Baillot and Mazza did more than improving the in-
tensional expressivity dELL, they showed that “exponential boxes and stratification
levels are two dferent things”. This clarified the notion of stratificationda@nabled
the present work. Here, we go further in that direction: waeedtangle three princi-
ples (stratification, dependence control and nesting) kvaie implicit inLLL andL?.
These principles are presented as the acyclicity of relatim boxes (respectiveiy>,
> and <) whose intuitive meanings are described below. The mearang volun-
tarily vague because those principles are not limited todpeesentations given in this
paper, there are many variations possible [26]. The initheanings are not given
in terms of linear logic but in the larger setting of modelscomputation based on
rewriting. Indeed, we applied those principles both todinlgic andi-calculus. We
believe them to be relevant in other frameworks based ontieg/such as interaction
nets, recursion theory and term rewriting systems. In #gdr setting, the relations
are betweepartsof a programs (boxes for linear logic, subterms feralculus).

e Stratification (Section_312)B ~»> C means thaB will interact with a part
C’ (i.e. during reduction there is a rewriting step involviBgand C’) which
will be created by a rewriting rule involvinG. For instance, let us consides
AX(AY.(Y)AW.W)AZ (2) X, we havelw.w ~»»> 1z (2)x because —g AX.(1Z (D) X)AW.W —g
AX.(AW.W)X =5 AX.X S0 the last step is a rewriting step involving batkw and
B’ = x, which is created during a step involvirg.(2)x (the second step).
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e Dependence control (Sectibn ¥.B>C means that several parts Gfwill be
substituted byB. Those parts will not be duplicated insi® For instance,
let us considet = Ay.(AX.(X)(X) (Aw.wW)y)1z.z, we havelzz> (Ax.(X)(X) (Aw.w)y)
because the two occurrencesah Ax.(x)(X)(Aw.w)y will indeed be replaced by
Azz. None of those occurrences wivill be duplicated during a normalization
of AX.(X)(X)(Aw.w)y.

¢ Nesting (Sectiofn 4]12)B<C means that a part @ will be substituted byB.
Those free variables may be duplicated ingtleFor instance, let us consider
the A-termt = (y.(AX.(y)X)1z.2) Aw.(w)w we havelzz-<ZAx.(y)x we can notice
that the occurrence ofin Ax.(y)x will indeed be replaced byzz This occur-
rence ofx may be duplicated, with the reductior-g (AX.(AW.(W)W)X)AZ.Z —g
(Ax.(X)X)Azz

The acyclicity ofw»> entails an elementary bound &k (Theorem[3b), the
acyclicity of the three relations entails a polynomial bdumWg (Corollary[42). We
want to find characterizations of complexity classes whiehes intensionally expres-
sive as possible. So we try to find the smallest possibleioelat (with respect to
inclusion) whose acyclicity entails a bound of the shapeaidionl. Indeed if, for
every proof-net the relatioR; on boxes is a subset &%, then the acyclicity oR,
implies the acyclicity oR;. So more proof-nets aiR, -stratified tharR,-stratified.

We want to prove a bound on the number of copies of boxes. Lebuasider
a potential box B, P) and a copyt of (B, P), by definition of copies there exists a
path (¢(B), P),[!{]) =" ((e Q),[!e]). Our idea to prove Corollarly 42 is to determine
entirelyt from a partial information ong, Q) and on the— steps of the path. Because
there is a bounded number of possibilities for those infdimmawe have a bound on
the number of copies o, P).

e Stratification:When~»> is acyclic, one catrace backw-paths: let us suppose
thatCy ~* C; ~» Cp, with some partial information o€y we can deduce a
partial information orCy, C,,... Ck. In particular, we can deduce the edges of all
those contexts.

e Dependence controlVhen> is acyclic, one catrace backthe<— steps. Thus,
if m»> and> are acyclic an€y —* C; — Cp, we only need a bounded amount
of information to deduce the edges of the contexts. Thissgiea bound on the
number of sequences, - - - , €1, & of edges such that there exists a path of the

shape (¢(B), P). ['1]) = ((&.-),-) = - (1. ), ) = (€0, ). ['e])-

e Nesting: If there is no ‘N node, then a copy of (B,P) is a list of 1 andr
which is entirely determined by the sequerge -- , e of edges of the path

(@(B),P).[']) = ((&.-).-) = -+~ ((er,-).-) = ((ev, ). [!e]). Combined with
the acyclicity ofw»> and >, this gives us a bound dGop(B, P)|.

3.2. Definition ofw>-stratification

To prove the complexity bounds f&@LL andLLL, one usually uses a round-by-
round cut-elimination procedure. During roundve reduce every cut at depthWe
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can bound the number of2?node residues at depth+ 1 and, because the boxes at
depthi can only be duplicated byC?nodes at depth+ 1, it gives us a bound on the
number of times boxes at defth 1 are duplicated. We will proceed similarly: we will
prove a bound on the number of nodes (in particular theafd ‘N nodes) obtained
afteri rounds of cut-elimination, and prove that it gives us a boondhe number of
duplication during round+ 1 by tracing back paths corresponding to copies from the
((e, P),['eD) contexfl back to (6-(B), P), [!{]) and showing that the potential edge )
(corresponding to a residue) determih@sa unique way.

To understand the definition ef»>, let us first define a relation» on boxes by:
B —» C iff there exists a path of the shape(®B),.),[!]) —=* ((e,-),-) withee C.

Let us notice that, if ¢¢(B), P), [']) =" (& P). [t J@Tk) ~* ((€o, Po), ['¢,]), one
only needs to knovey, andPy to deduced, P;, Ti)1<i<k (because~ is injective). By
definition of », for every boxC containinge;, we haveB —-» C. Thus, there are only
|Eg| - (maxs_.c ICop(C, Q)|)% such paths (it is enough to fey € Eg and a copy for
every box containingy).

The idea of this section is to identifynnecessary B» C pairs. It is to say, boxes
B andC such thatB - C but tracing back~-paths originating from ¢¢(B), P), ['1])
does not depend on an element@dp(C, Q). The first such example is whenever
B c C and now path from (¢(B), P),[!1]) to ((e, R),[']) leaves the boxC. In this
case, the signature correspondingtanever changes along the path. So, whenever
((@(B), P),[1]) =" ((& P, ['s]) ~* ((€0,Po).[',]) the signature corresponding to
C is the same P, P, andPy. This signature never goes to the trace, so knowing it
is not necessary to trace back the path. In this case, knawing|Cop(C, Q)| is not
necessary to bound the numberofpaths originating from ¢(B), P), ['1]).

Thus,B - C couples are necessary only if there issgpath from (¢-(B), P), [!{])
which entersC by one of its doors (either auxiliary or principal). In faate prove that
the B -» C couples are necessary only if there is>gpath from (¢-(B), P), [!¢]) which
entersC by its principal door. To understand why, we study an example. In Fifure 8,
if ((o(B), P),[]) ~* ((d,q),[']), we need to knowq to trace back the path (i.e. to
deduce the list of edges of those paths) because:

{ (o(B), [x(@)]), ['s@]) ~* (@ ), ['e; a)]) ~° (A, [L(x(e))]), ['e]) 2
(e(B). [r(e)]). ') ~»* (0.1, ['e; 2e)]) ~° ((d. [r(x(e))]). [e])

SoB —» C is a necessary pair. Tracing those paths backwards, tferatice in
the potential corresponding ©© becomes a dlierence in a ?trace element (in the
((@©).),l'e; %) = ((d.[d]).['e]) step). And because of this fitrence on a ?
trace element, the reverse paths separate when the pasissac® node downwards:
(@[ %) = (1.1 ['e 2] and (O. 1), ['e; 2]) = ((F.1). ['ei Zece)).

On the contrary, if (D), P),['{]) ~* ((W,[ga; ds]),[!e]), we only need to know
gs to trace back the path. Indeed the paths do not eatay its principal door, s@ja
can only appear on trace elements, never ontface elements.

50ne can observe that we can resteitd be either the principal door @&, or a (reverse) premise of £?
or N node, because crossing those nodes upwards are the onipatiEying the signature of the left-most
trace element.
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Figure 8:D —» Abutitis an “unnecessary” couple becaiSepB, P) does not depend

on|Cop(A [

We define a relatiom»> between boxes of proof-netB.~»> C means that there
is a path beginning by the principal doorBfxhich entersC by its principal door.

Definition 13. Let B C € Bg, we write Bw»> C if there is a path of the shape:
((o(B), P),[']) ~" ((c(C), Q). T)

We can notice that for every proof-nety>C—. For example, in the proof-net of
Figure[8, we hav® » A, B » C, D » A, D -» BandD —» C while the only pair for
~»> areB ~m»> C andD ~w»> B.

As shown in Equatioh]2, to trace back the-path from (¢-(B), [r(e)]). [! xe)]) tO
((d, [a]), ['e]) one needs information og = 1(r(e)). However, let us notice that it is
not necessary to knogentirely. The only information needed to trace back the pgath
that it is of the forml(x). Knowing thatx = r(e) is useless because the information in
xwould only be used if the path enterAdy its principal door and that is not the case.

The following intuitions (formalized in Sectidn 3.3) capguthe notion of the in-
formation needed to trace back the paths. As we stated rarlianonical potential of
a box corresponds to a residue of this box along reductiengaanonical potential
of a box corresponds to a residue obtained without firing mwslving the principal
door of a box outsid&. It is to say, a»s-canonical potential of a box corresponds to a
residue of this box along reduction such that, for every sfehis reduction involving
the principal door of a bo®, B is a residue of a box d&.

More formally, we first define thess-copies of B, P) as the copiesof (B, P) such
that in the paths ¢(B), P), [!{]) =" ((5, 2),[!e]), every— step of the path is on a box of
S. Forinstance, in the proof-net of Figlifle 8, ther,-copies of C, []) are{e, 1(e), r(e)}
while the —c a-copies of C,[]) are {e, 1(e), r(e), 1(1(e)), 1(r(e)), r(1(e)), r(r(e))}.
Then, we define»s-canonical potentials from the notion efs-copies in the same
way as we defined canonical potentials from the notion ofeapi

Let us suppose that we know thatw” ((d, [a]), [!e]) and_ ~>7 ((d, [(]),[!e]) and
we want to prove that those paths take the same edges. Weerthyto know that the
—c;-copies of C, []) “corresponding” tog andq’ are equal. We define (resp.x’) as
the “biggest”—c;-copy of (C, [1) which is a “truncation” ofq (resp.q’). For instance,
if g=r(1(e)) andq’ = r(r(e)), thenq # g but we havex = X' = r(e). This is enough
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to know thatq andq’ are of the shape(_) and this information is enough to trace back
the paths, so to prove that the paths take the same edges.

The —g-copy of (B, P) corresponding ta is written ((B), P), [!])/~s. It repre-
sents the part dfwhich is used if we refuse the> steps over the potential boxes which
are not inS. For instance, in Figule 8,((C). []). [! ra(e)])/~© = r(€) because, if we
refuse to jump overA, []), only r(_) is consumed in the> paths starting from this
context. Then,& P)"~s is defined from the ¢((B), P), [!{])/~s construction in the same
way as canonical potentials are defined from copies.

3.3. Restricted copies and canonical potentials
Now that we gave the intuitions, we can state the formal défims.

Definition 14. Let G be a proof-net and § Bg. We define»s and~vg as follows:

C—D

Crsbe { If C = ((c(B), P),[']), then Be S

C~D

CwsDe { If D = ((c(B),P), T.%), then Be S

If — corresponds to cut-eliminatior;s corresponds to cut-elimination restricted
by allowing reduction of cuts involving the principal doof @ box B only if B is a
residue of a box of. In the following, we suppose given a relatien on contexts
such that->Cr-.

Definition 15. A —-copy context is a context of the shgfe P), [!{]@T) such that for
every udt, there exists a path of the shafte, P), [! J@T) —* ((-, ), ['e])-

Let(B, P) € Pot(Bg), the set Cop(B, P) of —-copies of B, P) is the set of standard
signatures t such thg{o(B), P), [!{]) is a —»-copy context.

For example, for any boB and sesS such thaB ¢ S, Cop.,. (B, P) = {e} (because
((e(B), P),[']) #»s). In Figure[8, we hav€onp. . (C,[]) = {e,1(e),r(e)} whereas
Copsug (G ) = {e, 1(e), r(e), 1(1(e)), 1(x(e)), r(1(e)), r(r(e))}.

Definition 16. Let e be an edge of G such thagdye C ... ¢ B;. We define Can(e)
as the set of potentia[s;; ...; Sye)] such that:

V1<i<d(x),s €Cop,(Bi[s; - ;S-1])

For instance, in Figuid &an., ; (W) = {(w, [e; e]), (W, [e; 1(e)]). (W, [e; r(e)])} and
Can,, ., (d) = {(d,[e]). (d, [1(e)]). (d. [x(e)])}.

We can notice that, in particular, the definitions3d p_, (B, P) andCan_,(x) match
respectively the definitions @op(B, P) (Definition[4) andCan(x) (Definition[8). Fi-
nally, we define in Definition 17 a notion ef-canonical contexts. Intuitively ev-
ery context reachable fromd(B), P), [!{]) by a —-path with B, P) € Can,(B) and
t € Cop, (B, P), is a—-canonical context.

6This property is not true for ever relation, but is true if- is of the shape-s.
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Definition 17. A —-canonical contexis a context((e, [P1;--- ; Pag), [T1; -+ Ti])
such that(e, P) € Can.(e) and:

o Forevery T =1, ((&[P1; -+ ; Pal). ['t; Tiss; - - - ; Tk]) is @a —-copy context.
e Forevery T =%, ((&[Pwu- - Pagl). ['t: Tiy: - -+ s Te]) is a—-copy context.

Let us consider a potential boB(P) andt € Cop(B, P), then there exists a context
((e, Q),[!e]) such that (¢(B), P),['{]) —* ((e,Q),[!c]). If some of those— steps are
not in —, we may have (B), P),['{]) —=* ((f,R),[!\]) -» with v # e. In this case,

t would not be a—-copy of B, P). However, there exist “truncations” ofwhich are
—-copy of B, P) (at leaste verify those properties).

Definition 18. We define “t is a truncation of't (written t « t") by induction on t.
For every signature,t’, u,u’, we sete « t and if we suppose « t’ and u« U’ then
1(t) « 1(t'), r(t) « r(t"), p(t) « p(t’) andn(t, u) « n(t’, Uu’).

As hinted earlier, we want to defineo((B), P), [!{])/~ as the “biggest™—-copyu
of (B, P) such thau « t. But we have not precised the meaning of “biggest” yet. The
solution we chose is to first maximize the rightmost brancherT; once this branch
is fixed, we maximize the second rightmost branch and so omm&lty, we define
“biggest” as “the maximum for the order” with < defined as follows.

Definition 19. We first define a strict ordes on signatures by induction. For every
signature {t’, u, v, we sek < t. And, if we supposed t/, thenl(t) < 1(t"), r(t) < r(t'),
p(t) < p(t"), n(u, t) < n(v,t’) andn(t, u) < n(t’, u).

Then we define an orderon signatures by: & t’ iffeithert=t" ort < t’.

Lemma 20([2€]). Lett be a signature, theg is a total order onfu € Sig|u « t}.

Thanks to Lemma 20, the sBestr, ((c(B), P),[!{]) defined below is totally or-
dered by< and finite (ift is of sizek, it has at most Rtruncations) so it admits a
maximum for<, written ((B), P), [!])/~.

Definition 21. Let ((e, P),[!{]@T) € Cont, we define Resty((e, P),[!{]@T) as the
set of signatures u such thatut and((e, P), [! J@T) is a —-copy context. Then, we
defing((e, P), [!{]@T)/~ as the maximum (fog) element of Resty((e, P), ['{]@T).

For example, in the proof-net of FigureRestr, ., ((c(C). 1), ['1z(ep]) = {e, 1(e)}
so we have ((C),[1), ['1eep]) /=@ = 1(e).

In Figurel8, (¢1(A).[D),['d]) s ((c(A),[]),['J]) for anyu € Sig So, for any
t € Sig (1A ). ')/~ = ((A), ), ['e])/~s. Lemm& 2R generalizes this obser-
vation.

Lemma 22 ([2€]). Lett e Sig. We suppose that, for everyaut and v u, we have
(e P).[@T) — ((f. Q). ['v]J@U). Then((e, P). [l]@T)/~ = ((f. Q). ['J@U)/~.

Now, for any potential edgee(P), we want to defined, P)~ as the “biggest” trun-
cationP’ of P such that§, P’) is a—-canonical edge. We first maximize the leftmost
signature, then the second, and so on.
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Definition 23. For every potential edgée, P), we definde, P)~ by induction ori(e).
If d(e) = 0, then we sete,[])~ = (e []). Otherwise we have R Q.t, let B be the
deepest box containing ér(B), Q) = (o(B),Q)~” and t = ((o(B), Q),[!{])/~ then
we sefe, Q.t)~ = (g, Q'.t").

For example, in the proof-net of Figure 8y,(r(e); 1(e)])® = (w, [e; 1(e)]).
Definition 24. We extend« on Pot by[p1;---; px] «[p};---; p] ifffor 1<i<k, p«pi.

We can notice that, in the same way as the definitioGaf(e) only depends on the
boxes containing (cf. pagd_1B), the definition of(P)~ only depends on the boxes
containinge. We formalize it with the next lemma.

Lemma 25. Ife, f € Eg belong to the same boxés, P)~ = (e, P) iff (f,P)” = (f, P).

Let us suppose thatc(B), P), [!1]) ~* ((e, Q). [!e]) andS is the set of boxes which
are entered by their principal door by this path. Then, wev@that it is enough to
know (g, Q)"™s to trace back the path (Lemrnal30). To do so, we need to provéotha
every intermediary step @ Pk), Tk) ~ ((&+1, Pks1), Tks1) We have enough informa-
tion aboutPy,; andTy, to determine. This is the role of the following definition. As
an intuition, if (€, P"), T’) = ((e, P), T)™ then (€, P’), T’) is the “biggest™—-canonical
context which is a truncation ofé(P), T).

Definition 26. For ((e, P),[Tn;--- ; T1]) € Cont we defing(e, P),[Ty; -+ ; T1])~ as
(& P), [Ty ---; T1]) with (e, P") = (e, P)~ and T/ defined by induction on i as follows:

o If Ti=!y,thenT =1y witht' = (&, P'),['; T, -+ T )/~

o IfTi=2,thenT =2 witht = (& P),[' T/ 5 s T/~

e Otherwise, T=T,.

Lemmd 27 is a generalization of Lemind 22 to contexts. For gl@rn Figure 8,
for everyS C Bg and tracel we have, (@, [r(n(e, €))]), T) w‘g ((h,[I), T.lne,)) @and

(), T+ 2uee) P2 ((d,[r(n(e, €))]), TH). So for everyt, u € Sig there exisw, w €
Sigsuch that

((ﬁ’ []) > [!t; ?u; !n(e,zz_)])}_>S = ((ﬁ, []) . [!v; ?w; |_])
((d. [r(n(e, @)D, ['c; D)™ = (A, []). ['v; 2])

Lemma 27. Let (e, P), (e, Q) be potential edges and,V¥ be lists of trace elements.
Let us suppose that, for every trace element lis{(€,P), T@U) — ((f, Q), T@V)
and((f,Q), T*@V+) — ((& P), T*@U~). Then, for any trace T({e, P), T@U)~ and
((f,Q), T@V)~ are of the shapé, T'@U’) and(_, T’@V’) with |T| = |T’|.

Proof. Let us write [T;---;Tq] for T, ([T ---; T;]J@U’) for ((e,P), T@U)~ and
[T -+ TY1@V) for ((f, Q), T@V) ™. We provel! = T;” by induction oni.

If Ti =, then we havel] = e witht’ = (&, P),['v T/ ;;---; T;]J@U’)/~ and
T =1y witht” = ((f,Q),['¢ T”y;--- ; T{]@V’)/~. By the induction hypothesis, we
have[l” ;- T{]1 = [T/ ;;---; T{]. Byassumption @P),['t; T, ;;--- ; T;]@U’) -~

(£, Q). ['¢ T/ 4+ T;1@V’). Thus, by LemmB322] =t’ soT/ = T/.
The caseT; = 2 is similar (using the ({, Q), T*@V*) — (& P), T*@U"') hy-
pothesis). O
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3.4. Elementary bound fer»>-stratified proof-nets

We consider the following theorem as the main technicalwation of this paper.

It uses the notions of the previous section to trace bagkaths. In order to bound
W, we need to bound the number of copies of potential boxesu$hal way to prove
the elementary bound drl_L is a round-by-round cut-elimination procedure: we first
reduce every cut at depth 0. Because of the absence of dierelic ELL, none of
these step creates new cuts at depth 0. So this round teewiinat mostEg | steps.
Because each step may at most double the size of the pradh@stze of the proof-net

at the end of round 0 is at mosf2!. Then we reduce the cuts at depth 1, because of
the previous bound there at mos§® such cuts, and the reduction of those cuts does
not create any new cut...

The original proof of the elementary boundidfrelies on a similar round-by-round
procedure which is more complex because reducing a cuteltilean create new cuts
at leveli, and a box of level can be contained in a box of higher level. While Dal
Lago adapted to context semantics the round-by-round gruweeof ELL concisely
in [8], the round-by-round procedure bf was only adapted to context semantics by
Perrinel [24] (a work which is the basis of this article).

Theorem allows us to bring round-by-round procedures wkteta difer from
depth, to context semantics. We explained tlealP] s corresponds to a residae of
e, such that we only fired cuts involving principal door of bexa S. In a round-by-
round procedure, after theh round we have a bound on the number of sigR)s.

By tracing back a path from é(P),[!.]) until a potential box B, P) using only the
information g, P)s, we show that there is only one residueebfwhich will be cut
with B (more precisely its residue correspondingBF)). This allows us to prove a
bound on the number of copies @,P).

While we will use other criteria and technical results tolaath the < steps, both
the proofs of the elementary bound and the proofs of the pohyal bound rely on

Theoreni 2B.

Theorem 28. Let G be a proof-net and & Bg. Let G, Ct and C; be contexts such
that G w5 Ct and Gs = C}™s, then there exists a contexf Such that G ~»s C}
and G7s = C[7s.

Proof. We detail an easy step (crossing¥anode upward). Most of the other steps
are quite similar. For the steps whicfier some particular diculty, we only detail the
points which difer from crossing & upward.
Let us suppose th&l. = ((e, P), T.®) ~»s ((f,P), T) = Cs (crossing
fx / a % upwards, such that is not a principal edge) an@;~s = Ci7s.
% So C} is of the shape (. P’), T’). We setC; = ((e,P),T".®). Let
e ((f,P"), T”) = Cs"s, then (f,P)~s = (f,P)7s = (f,P”). So, by
Lemmal2Zb, ¢ P)7s = (e P)s = (e P”). Moreover, by Lemm& 27,
Ce™s = ((e,P”), T".®) andC.”s = ((e, P”), T".®) S0C¢™s = C/7s.
Let us consider the case whezas the principal edge of a box
i B (we consider the case where we crossug§, we suppose that we
eSeut/f
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haveCe = ((& P), T.}) ~s ((f,P), T.lY) = cdl. SoC; is of the
shape (, P), T".!v). We setC, = ((e,P"), T".!l¢). By supposition,
Cis = Ci7s = ((f,P”), T”.1v). In particular (f, P”),['])/~s =
((f,P”"),['¢])/~s. If Be S, by Lemmd 27, we hav€~s = C/~s = ((e, P”), T” .ly).
Otherwise, we hav€."s = C(7s = ((e, P”), T".le).
Let us consider the case whefeis the principal edge of a
box B (we consider the case where we crosgw) with C, =
;cht Je (@P).T2) s ((f,P,T2) = Ci. SoC; is of the shape
((f,P), T".%). We setC, = ((e, "), T".%). By suppositionC;"~s =
Ci™s = ((f,P”), T".%~). By definition ofws, Bisin S. So, we can
notice thaC;, ~»s C} and, using Lemma 27, we ha@g™s = C{™s = ((e, P”), T".%).
Let us suppose thaE. = ((e, P), T.?%) ~»s ((f,Pt),T) = C; (cross-
ing the principal door ofC upwards). ThenC; must be of the shape
@ ((f,Pt"), T). We setC, = ((e,P),T".%). The only particular point
et is to prove that & P)™s,[!])/=s = ((&P')7s.['v])/~s. By definition,
(f,Pt)~s = (f,Q.u) with (8 P)"s = (8 Q) and € Q),['{])/~s = u. Sim-
ilarly, (f,P.t")7s = (f,Q.U) with (§ P)™s = (§ Q) and (g Q),['¢v])/~s = U.
We know thatCs™s = Ci7s, so (f,Q.t)7s = (f,Q.t')”s. Thusu = U, ie.
(@ P)7s, [1) /s = (& P)7s, [le]) /s,
Let us suppose thd&l, = ((e Pt),T) ws ((f,P),T.lY) = C; (cross-

e ing the principal door of8 downwards). TherC} must be of the shape
((f,P), T".It). We setC, = ((e, P'.t"), T’). The only particular point is to
f prove that é P.t)~s = (e P'.t")7s. By definition of (,.)s, (g Pt)”s =

(e, Qu) with (f,P)~s = (f,Q) and ((f,Q),['])/~s = u. Similarly,
(e, P.t')”s = (e, Q.u) with (f,P)~s = (f,Q) and ((f, Q),['+])/~s = Uu. By suppo-
sition,

((f,P), T.1)7s = ((f,P), T".Ip)™s
(P75 @[ s s [) = (1. P75 @[ s iy ])

((f,Q).-@['u]) = ((f. Q). -@['v])
Qu=Q.U

The steps crossing auxiliary doors are similar to the stepssing principal doors
(dealt with above). To deal with th&€hode, one has to notice that uiff 1(t) = 1(u).
The steps crossing\?nodes are quite technical, but do not bring any insight on the
result. Those steps are described.in [26]. m|
Theoren 2B allows us to trace back somepaths provided that we have some
information about the last context of the path. In this sabea, we show how this
implies an elementary bound (Lemind 35). But, first, we neetestechnical lemmas.

Lemma 29 ([2€]). Let »C. If (((B), P),[!{]) —* C, then there exists a unique
context((o(B’), P’), ['¢]) such that(c(B), P),['{]) —=* ((c(B"), P), ['¢])(~ N —=)*C.

7|f the rightmost trace element 6% is not of the shape!the proof does notfeer any additional dificulty
compared to the step presented above.
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Let G be awr>-stratified proof-net and € N, we setS,, = {B € Bg | S»{B) < n}.
Let us notice that, ifs,{B) < n, the set of boxe€ such thatB ~»> C is included
in Sp_1. So, we will be able (thanks to Lemriial28) to bound the numbeopies
of boxes ofS, depending on the maximum number of copies of boxeS,of. This
corresponds to the round-by-round cut-elimination procedsed to prove the bounds
OonELL, LLL, L® andL?.

To make notations readable, we write, for i»g , w, for ~s , ((e P), T)/n for
((e, P), T)/=sn, Comn(B, P) for Cop.,, (B, P) and so on.

Lemma 30. Let ne N. If ((o(B), P),['{]) ~n Ck--- —n Co and G™1 = Cé”*l then
there exist§C{)o<i<k such that G, - -- -, C{ and, for0 < i <k, cnl= Ci’“‘l.

Proof. We prove (by induction ofj the existence of a conte&{ such thaC/ —, C/_;
andCi"™?! = Ci’“‘l. If i =0, C| satisfies the property by assumption. Otherwise, by
inducticin hypothesis we know that there exists a con@xt such that Ci)™t =
(C_ )M

If the C; —n Ci_1 step is a— step, it is of the shap€; = ((cj(D), Q),['u]) —
((e(D), Q). ['u]) = Ci_1. SoC/ , is of the shape ¢(D), Q) [!v]) with (c<(D), Q" =
((D), Q)" = (¢(D), Q") and (¢(D), Q"), ['u])/"2L = ((o(D), Q"), [ty )/t = u”.
Let us seC/ = ((o§(D), Q). ['v]). By Lemma25, &;(D), Q™" = (07j(D), Q)" =
(o(D). Q"). By Lemmd22, (¢;(D), Q"). [')"™* = ((¢i(D), Q). ['v])/™ = u”. So
Ci~s = Cs = ((§(D), Q") ['w])-

OtherwiseC; ~» Cj_1 step so there exists a context of the shap€@d{, Q), ['.])
such that (¢(B), P).[']) —n ((c(D), Q). ['u)(~ N +=n)"Ci—y (Lemma2D). And, by
definition of —,, D € S,. We prove that the last step of the path isvs,_1. We
Suppose&;_; is of the shape ¢(D;), Qi), ['v]) (otherwise, it is immediate by definition
of ~»,_1). We can notice thaD ~»> D; s0S.(Dj) < SsD) < n, which means that
Di € Sp-1. Thus, we have&€; w1 Ci_;. By Theoreni 2B, there exists a cont€Xt
such thaC{ ~n_1 C/_; andCi"™t = ¢/ m]

Lemma 31 ([2€]). Let S C Bg. If ((e P),[']@T) —¢§ ((f,Q).[!J@U), for every
u € Sig, there exists & Sig such thaf(e, P), [!v]@T) —g ((f,Q), [!v]@U).

Proof. It is enough to prove it for one step. We can examine everyiplesstep, each
case is straightforward: the steps sometimes depertd mever onu. For instance,
let us suppose thate(P), [! 1w]) —s ((f, Q),[!d]) (crossing a € upwards). Then, for
everyu € Sig we have (€ P),['1u)]) —s ((f. Q). ['v]) sowe canset = 1(u). O

Lemma 32 (strong acyclicity) Let G be a normalizing proof-net. For everya, if

(@(B). P).[']) =7 (& Q). ') =4 (& Q). [']) then(e, Q™ # (e, Q)™

Proof. We prove it by contradiction. We suppose that(@), P), [!]) ~, (& Q). ['u])
and (¢(B),P),[']) ~s™ (€ Q).['v]) = D', and Q™" = (e Q)" Then,
(e Q.['v])™! = D'™L. By Lemmd 3D, there exists a contéXt such thaC; "M
((e,Q),['v]) and C’lr‘*l = ((o(B), P), [' ™. SoC; is of the shape ((B), P1), [!ti])'
By Lemma[31, there exists a signattysuch that (¢(B), P1), ['1,]) =" (&, Q). ['u])
s0 ((7(B), P1), ['u]) =" (& Q), ['w])-
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Figure 9: This proof-net, writter@)H, corresponds to the application of a functi®n
to an argument.

We defineC; as the context &(B), P1), [!1,]). Fork € N, we can define by induc-
tion onk a contexCy = ((o(B), Py, [!+.]) such thatCy -'+k™ D andCy i ** ™ b,

Thus, ifm > 0, we define an infinite path. In particular, this path goesugh in-
finitely many contexts of shapexf(B), P’),[!+]). According to Corollary 111, the num-
ber of canonical potentials for an edge is finite. So therensesg(B), P’) € Car(l?G)
andv,V € Sigsuch that (¢(B), P'),['\]) —~* ((o(B),P),[!v]). This is impossible
because normalizing proof-nets are acyclic (Lenimla 12).s Tha contradiction, so
our hypothesis is wrongn = 0. There is no path of the shaper(B), P), [!1]) ~r,

(& QLI =7 (& Q). [']) with (e, Q™ = (e Q). o

Lemma 33([2€]). The number of signatures whose deptk id is at mosp?”

Lemma 34. If ‘{(e, Q)”‘1|E|t,ue Sig ((o(B), P), ') —5 ((& Q),[!u])}| < M, then
[Cop(B, P)| is bounded bp?".

Proof. Let us considet € Sigsuch that there existse Cop(B, P) such that C u.

By definition of Cop () (Definition[15, in pag€_18), there exists a path of the shape
((a(B), P),['u]) P ((2),['e]). We considem as a tree. During the path beginning
by ((c(B), P), [' ]), the height of the left-most branch of(viewed as a tree) decreases
to O (the height ok). The height of the left-most branch decreases only by orgss
a T or 2N nodes upwards (which corresponds to contexts of the shep®@)({!\]))
and during those steps it decreases by exactly 1. So thetltditite left-most branch
of uis inferior to the number of instances of contexts of the sh@ Q), [!\]) through
which the path goes. From Lemina 32, eaghQ)"* is represented at most once. So
the height of the left-most branch ofis inferior to M.

Lett be a—n-copy of B, P), then the height dfis the height of its deepest branch.
Once we consider signatures as trees, a simplificatimit can be viewed as a subtree
of t obtained as follows: we choose a branch ahdu is the part oft on the right of
this branch, in particular this branch becomes the leftrhoamtch ofu. So there exists
a simplificationu of t such that the leftmost branch afis the deepest branch tf
So the heigth of is equal to the heigth of the leftmost branchuofBy the preceding
paragraph, the height of the leftmost branchua$ at mostM so the height of is at
mostM. The result is obtained by Lemrhal 33. O

In order to express elementary bounds, we define the notafi¢mith n € N and
x € R) by induction onn: 2§ = xand 2, = 22", So 2 is a tower of exponentials of
heightn with top exponenk.
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Theorem 35. If a proof-net G normalizes and ie»>-stratified, then the length of its
longest path of reduction is bounded@

Proof. By Lemmd 34 and definition aan,_1(_) we have:

2|can,_1 Ec)|
max_ |Com(B, P)| <22
(B,P)ePot(Bg) ICom( )l <

|ca s
max|Camn,(e)| < (222|C rhl(EG)')
eckg

[can(Eo)| <|Eq| (zae»zzlcwéew)

We defineu, as f‘:‘ We show by induction that, for evenye N, 'Cam(ﬁe)’ < upn. For

n = 0, we can notice that for eveg/e Es, we haveCary(€)| = 1 (the only canonical
potentials are lists of) so|Carb(I§G)| < |I§G| < Ug. If n > 0, let us notice tha® has

at least two boxes skf:c,' > 4. We have the following inequalities (to simplify the

equations, we writa for 'EG'):

[Cam(Eq)| < s(zﬁs'zz"ca““‘%)') < 5(2%2") < 23 (257)
Iog(’Canm(EG)') < ; +5-22% < (2. 9) - 22U < 252t < P < D27
[Can1(Ec)| < 20" = 21,5 = Unia

Then, Theorer 11 gives us the announced bound. O

Let us consider the application of a proof-&&to H (Figure[9). If~»> is acyclic
on G)H, thenjw>| < |Bg| < IBgl + |Bul. It is reasonableto assume that the
number of boxes does not depend on the argument of the fun&m by Theorein 35,
the length of the normalization sequence is boundedd{y) with x the size of the
argument an@g an elementary function which does not depend on the argument

4. Paths criteria for polynomial time

4.1. Dependence control

Though~s»>-stratification gives us a bound on the length of the redacttemen-
tary time is not considered as a reasonable bound, as iteigemmely fast with the
size of the input. Cobham-Edmons thesis assertsRliate corresponds to feasible
problems. It stfers some limits:

8More details at the end of Sectibn }4.2.
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Figure 10: This proof-net (if extended toboxes) reduces i@(2") reduction steps

e When one is only interested in very small inputs, the asytiqatbcomplexity is
not a concern

e |t does not account for constants and exponents.

However, in practice, the programs which we consider tkdetmostly correspond to
programs enjoying a polynomial bound on their time comgjexiThis is why we
look for criteria entailing a polynomial bound dig. Figure[I0 shows us a way
for the complexity to arise despite»>-stratification. On this proof-neB; has two
residues. Each residue 8f creates two residues &; (so 4 residues in total). If
we extend this sequence of box8g,has at least2residues. From a context seman-
tics perspectivdCop(B;, []) | depends non-additively d@op(B;_1, [])|. Indeed, for any

t € Cop(Bi-1,[]), both 1(t) andr(t) are inCop(B, []). Thus, for every copy irB, there
exist at least 2copies ofB;.

This proof-netis similar to tha@-term (Ax.(x, x)) - - - (Ax.{X, X))y (in A-calculus with
pairs) which reduces to.aterm of sizeO(2") (with nthe number of successive applica-
tions of Ax.(x, X)). Let us observe that the number-ef; steps depends on the strategy:
call-by-name normalizes i®(2") steps while call-by-value normalizes @(n) steps
(but, because the term size grows exponentially, the etienttime is in®(2") inde-
pendently of the reduction strategy). The exponential blpahappens because there
are two free occurrences afin Ax.(x, X} (this corresponds in Figuie 110 to the two
auxiliary doors by box which come from the same contractiote).

In [27], this situation is called a chain gpindles We call dependence control
conditionany restriction on linear logic which aims to tackle thisdkof spindle chains.
The dependence control i L [[15] is to limit the number of auxiliary doors of each
IP-box to 1. The dependence control$1L [2(] is to forbid auxiliary doors above
contraction nodes.

However, those conditions forbid many proof-nets norniadjin polynomial time.
For instance, the proof-net of Figure]11 normalizes in lineae, even if the boxes
have two auxiliary doors one of which is above@rfode. The copies d; depend on
the copies ofC;_; becaus€opC;,[]) = {e,r(e)} U {1(t)|t € Cop(Ci_1,[])}. But the
dependence is additiviCop(Ci, []) | = 2+ |Cop(Ci_1, [D .

In terms of context semantics, to give a bound on the numbeopies of a po-
tential box, we want to trace back a path-(®), P), [!]) —* ((e, Q),[!e]) with as little
information on the path as possible. Theoferh 28 (and thetinigy of «») allows us
to trace back~ steps. However, we need additional information to trac& bacsteps
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because- is not injective. For instance, in Figurel10, we have:

(o(B2), ), ['1e)]) ~? Ce = ((01(Ba), ) ['e]) = ((0(Bu), [). ['e]) = C
(o(B2), D), ['se)]) ~? C = ((02(Ba), ) ['e]) = ((0(Bu), [). ['e]) = C

Let us consider a &(B), P), ['])(~s U =)*((e, Q), [!]) path. Thanks to TheoremR8
and Lemma_ 36, we can trace it back (determine every edge qfatig provided we
know ((e, Q),[!e])™s and, for every (i (C),R).['u]) — ((¢(C),R),[!]) step of the
path, we know.

Lemma 36. Let S be a subset of boxes. We suppose that o (B), P), [!{]) — C;j,
Ce = ((oi(B), P),['¢]) — C} and Cs = C;"s then G7s = C7s.

Proof. Quite similar to the proof of Theorem 28 (cf. the study of thease). O

A dependence control condition is a criterion on proof-regtkailing a bound on
the number of— steps for which we need to know the auxiliary edge to be abiate
back a—-path. Instead of a syntactic criterion (like the ones oftifpe-systems LL
andSLL), we propose here a semantic criterion on proof-nets. Asicti@n[3, the
criterion is defined as the acyclicity of a relation (writtef) on boxes. Our criterion is
more general than previous systems: every proof-net ofr{thiéiplicative fragments
of) LLL, SLLand everyPtimesound system oS satisfies our dependence control
condition.

Intuitively B>B’ means that residueB; and B, of B are cut, along reduction,
with two distinct auxiliary doorsd;(-) ando(.)) of residues B; andB’) of C. From
a context semantics point of view, it corresponds to thetemce of>-paths from the
principal door ofB to two distinct auxiliary doors oB'.

Let us observe that the relatios is defined by considering>-paths ending by a
context on an (reversed) auxiliary edges of a Bdxwvhile the relationws> (Defini-
tion[I3 in pagé€1l7) was defined by consideringpaths passing through the (reversed)
principal edge of a bo®'.

Definition 37. We set B=B’ iff there exist iz j and paths of the shape:
((@(B), P),[']) =" ((0i(B’), Py, [e])
(((B), P).['u) =" ((oi(B'), Py). [Le])

In Figure 10, we have; > Bi_; because (¢(Bi), [1). ['1¢)]) —? ((c1(Bi-2). [1). ['e])
and (g(Bi). [I), [! xe)]) =2 ((02(Bi—1), [I), [! e]). Similarly, the proof-net of Figurie12 is
not >-stratified becausB>B. On the contrary, in Figufe 12> = .

Lemma 38. Let G be aw»>-stratified proof-net, £ N and (B, P) be a potential box

d
with d = sy, (B). There are at mos*Cans,l(E‘G)‘ sequencef®) i« of directed edges
such that, there exists a potential sequefegi<i«|, a trace sequencer;)i<j« and
t € Sig such that:

((e(B), P),['{]) =5 ((€1,P1), T1) s -+ - =5 (81, Pi-1), Ti1) s (8, Py, [el)
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Figure 11: This proof-net (if extended itdboxes) reduces i@(n) reduction steps.

Figure 12: The complexity db is not polynomial.
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Proof. We prove it by induction onl. We suppose that there exists a path of the shape
((o(B), P).[']) s ((e1, P1), T1) s+ - s (811, Pi-1), Ti-a) s (8, P1), [Le]). If there
is a context in the path of the shape(C), Q). [! ]) with sy, (C) < s, (B), we setk
as the smallest index such that(G, Px:+1), Tk+1) IS such a context. Otherwise, we set
k=1

First, let us notice that by induction hypothesis, thereaanaflostlcans_l(EG)F“1
possibilities forec1,---,§. Then, let us determine the number of possibilities for
e, ,6. There are at mog€ans_1(Eg)| choices for &, Py)SL. Once €, P)Sis
determined, we will prove by contradiction that it detergse, - - - , &c. Let us suppose
that there exists two possible sequenags:- - , & ande;,--- , €,. Then we consider
the lowestj such that @ j, Pe-j), Tie)>™* # ((€,_;, P;,_j),T',_j)H. By assumption
we havek > 0 and, by Theorem 28, thé&“ j andk’ — j steps” must be— steps:

Ci-j = ((01,(D). P ). ') = ((0(D). P, ['v]) = Cesa-j
Ci-j = ((,(D). Pi_ ), ['v]) = ((@(D), Py ) ['v]) = Gy

with (Cis1-j)St = (C'/+1_1)H and C«j)st # (C;,_)>t. By Lemmd2Zb, the dier-
ence is not on the potential and by Lemma 22 thﬁ(ﬁence is not on the trace, so
the diference is on the edgé; # i,. By definition of >, it means thaB>D and
S»»(D) < s, (B). This contradicts the definition & So our hypothesis is false: if
we fix (&, P)*t = (&, Pe)s L thenfy; -+ e = [e; -+ 1 €.

Thus, we proved that there are at m¢Gar15,1(I§G)| possibilities forey, - - -, &

and at mos{Cany_1(Eg)|** possibilities foreq1,---.@. In total, there are at most
ICan, 4(Ec)|¢ possibilities forey. - - - . . ‘
4.2. Nesting

Lemmd38 bounds the number of paths corresponding to capmsded thatw>
and > are acyclic. In the absence dfi’hodes, a copy of (B, P) only containsl(_),

r(-) ande constructions. One can reconstrtibly observing the list of contexts in the
path, of the shaped( P;), [!;,]) with & being a premise of a contraction node. This is
entirely determined by the sequerge: - - , g of edges of the path4(B), P),['{]) —
((e,.),)) — ---((e,.),['e]). Thus, if there is no ® node, Lemm& 38 bounds the
number of copies off§, P).

To understand why theNPnodes break this property, we can consider an example
in Figure[13. We can notice thab> and > are both the empty relation sg(B;) =
Se{B1) = Su(Bo) = 1 andss, (B2) = sy, (B1) = ss,(Bo) = 1. However, if extended
to n boxes|Cop(B, [])| = 3" and the number ofs¢; steps is not polynomial in.

To guide intuition, we can study a similar situationtitalculus with pairs. Tha-
term @X.(Ay.<y, ¥)X) - - - (Ax.(Ay.{y, yy)X)zreduces to a-term of sizeO(2") (with n the
number of successive applicationsf(y.(y, ¥))X). In this casex has only one free
occurrence imx.(1y.<y, y))x (it corresponds to the fact that there is only one auxiliary
door in the boxes of Figute 1.3) howeweis duplicated insidax.(1y.(y, y))x (this term
reduces talx.(x, xy). This corresponds to th&€hode inside the boxeB; of Figurd 13,
which duplicates the boB;_;. This is possible because the bBx; gets inside the
box B; because of theNP node.
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Figure 13: This proof-net (if extended dboxes) reduces i@(2") reduction steps.

We call nestingany restriction on linear logic which aims to tackle this diaf
chains. The nesting ibLL [15], S LLL[2C], mL* [3] andMS [27] is the absence ofNP
node. Lemma&_38 states that there are at tsequences of edges corresponding
to copies of By, []), the sequence being entirely determined by the Iastﬁedﬁer
instance, knowing that{{(By). [1).['«]) =] ((,[pD. [!e]) is enough to deduce that:

(o (B2), ), ') =1 ((F. 1) ['e]) =1 ((02(B), 1) [t agep: o) =3 (1L LD, e

Thus, we can deduce thiais of the shapa(1(e), p), but we do not knowt entirely
because can be any element &op(By, []) = {e,n(e, e),n(1(e), e),n(r(e), e)}.

Following the paths backwards we can observe that the mgsbriient step is
(F.1)> Maenipep]) =1 ((@1(B), [, ['e; 'n(pey]) wWhere a diference on the second trace
element (which comes frorB; with s,{B;) = 1) becomes a élierence on the first
trace element, which correspondgtdhe paths correspondingige, n(1(e), e)) and
n(e,n(r(e), e)) are the same, but the paths corresponding to their sicgtiifins are
different.

The dependence ¢Eop(By, [])| on|Cop(By,[])| in Figure[I3 is similar to the de-
pendence in Figule10. We define a relatighion boxes capturing this dependence.
Intuitively B<C means thaB is cut with a ‘N node along reduction and the outer
residueBe of B is cut with an auxiliary door o€. The acyclicity of << is a nesting
condition.

Definition 39. We set BLC if there exists a non-standard signature t and a path of
the shape:
(((B), P).[']) =" ((c(C), Q). ['e])

For example, in Figure~13, we hal»<B; becausep(e) is non-standard and
(((B2), ), ['p()]) 2 (((B1), [I), [!e])- To prove that<z-stratification (together with
~»>-stratification and>-stratification) implies polynomial time, we will need some
technical lemmas to handle simplifications of copies.

In the following, we consider a»>-stratified,<X-stratified, > -stratified proof-net
G. Letsne N, we sefTsn, = {Be Bg | (s»(B), s=z(B)) <iex (s, n)} with <je the usual
lexicographic order: &, b) <iex (&,b') iff a < & or (a < & andb < b’). To simplify
notations, we write-s, for =1, Copsn(C) for Cop.,,_, (C) and so on.

9IndeedSy = @ and, for every potential edge (P))~? = (a.[e;--- ;e]). So knowing &, P)° is
equivalent to knowing the last edge of the path.
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Lemma 40. For s,n € N — {0} and(B, P) € Can(Bg),

> .
[Copun(B P)| < [can, 1(Bs)| ' |Eo|- ((C’QQ%G) [Copna(C. Q)

Proof. If s<a(B) > n, then (¢7(B), P),[!]) #»sn andCopsn(B, P) = {e} so the lemma
stands. Otherwise (< (B) < n), let us considet,t’ € Copsn(B, P). By definition,
there exists paths of the shape:

((@(B), P),[') =sn((€1,P1). T1) =sn-- =sn (8 Pe). Te)  —sn (6 Q). [e])
(((B), P). ['t]) =sn (€1, P, T1) Psn--+ —sn (6 Pi), Te) —sn ((€,Q). [I1e])

By Lemmd 38, there are at mc*élans_l(ﬁe)“ el possible choices foE]; - - - ; &]. Let
us suppose thaef;--- ;e = [€};--- ;€ ]and Q)" = (¢, Q")*"1. We will prove
by contradiction that = t'.

Let us suppose thdt # t" and consider them as trees. Because-f-;&] =
[€};--- €], their leftmost branches are the same. We consider thedsttbranches,
b andb’, which are diferent int andt’. Let us consider the simplificationsandu’ of
t andt’” whose leftmost branches dpeandb’. Thusu O t, u’ 3 t’, and the leftmost
branches ofi andu’ are diferent.

By definition of copies (B), P),[!d]) —* ((, ). ['e]) and ((B), P),['v]) —*
((5, ). ['e])- We consider the first step of those paths whidfeds from the paths corre-
sponding td andt’. Formally, we consider the lowes¢é N such that (¢(B), P), [!J]) —'
((fi, ), ) with f; # . We are in the following case (withC w andv' C w'):

(e(B), P),[1]) =" ((0a(C), P), V1)~ (81, Piv), V)
((¢(B), P), ['e]) =" ((0alC), P)), V".1v) ~ (81, P.V), V')
(o(B), P), ') =™ ((@a(C), P, ['w]) = ((o(C), P, [ w])
((e(B), P). ['w]) =" ((a(C), P)). ['w]) = (((C), P)). ['w])

We supposedy Q)s"! = (¢/, Q')*"L. By induction ork—j, for1 < j < k, we have
(&5, Py), TS = ((ey, P’j),TJf)S*“‘l: we use Theorem 28 for» steps and Lemn{a B6
for < steps (becausef;--- ;a] = [€;---;€]). In particular, (&, P;.v),V)s"t =
(&, P{.Vv), V")3"-1 50 the signaturesd(C), P,)s"2%, [1,])/s"-L and (¢-(C), pif)s,nfl’ [1,])/sn-1
are equal.

u is a strict simplification ot sou is not standard. By definition o, we have
B<C sos<(C) < s=<(B) < n. One can verify that, for every boR such that

((c(C), Q). ['w]) =" ((e(D), ), [1]) or ((¢(C), Q). ['w]) =" ((c(D),-).[! ]) we also
haveB=<D (sos—z(D) < n—1). Thus

v = ((o(C), Py, [!y])/sn Because € Copsn(B, P)
= ((o(C), Py, [!])/sn-2 Because$8<(D)<n-1"
= ((c(C), P, [!y])/sn-1 Proved in the previous paragraph.
= ((c(C), P), [Iy])/sn Because8< (D) <n-1"

v=V Becaused’ € Copsn(B, P)

31



Becausal = U and the — 1 first steps from ((B), P), ['J]) and (¢(B), P"), [! v]) take
the same edge®y,--- ,g_1) the leftmost branches af andu’ are equal. This is a
contradiction. Our supposition was false, under our assiomgt andt’ are equal.

So we proved that, if we choosey[--- ;&] and € Q)3"! thent is uniquely de-
termined. Thus,

|Copsn(B. P)| < ‘Cans,l(f:‘(;)“»‘ : |Cansnfl(é<3)|

> -
[Copsn(B, P)| < |[Cans 1(Ee)| - [Eq| ((C,Q;Q%G) [Copsn-1(C. Q)

Theorem 41. Let x= |I§G| S=|w>|,D=|>|, N=|<, andd = 1+ Jg, then:

DS.gNS+N+S _q

<
(B,P;‘DI%)IEBg) |Cop(B, P)| < x

Proof. Fors,n € N, we setugn = Uso = 1 andug, = U2 - x-u’ .. Then, thanks
) s s S LN sn-1

to Lemmd 4D, we can prove by induction arf) that maxe p)eporeg) |Co psn(B, P)l <
Usn. One can verify by induction onthat:

n-1 i
_ (10eD  \Ziz0%
Usn = (us_lyN x)

Thus, for evenn € N,

©-1)D )3”_ o D-"(6-1)
u&ns(us_lyN x) =x Ug TN

Thus, we prove by induction og) that:
S1(D-N-(9-1))! D-N(@-1)) s.qsN+st
UsN < (XaN) J:O( ( ) < (XaN)( ( ) < XD GSN+sHN_q
Finally, let us notice thatssny=+, SOCopsn(B, P) = Cop(B, P). Thus,

67T ay ICOPB Pl = max. | ICopsn(B, P)

< UsN

max_ |Cop(B, P)| < x0* "1
(B.P)ePol(Bc)

O

Corollary 42. Let us consider a~>-stratified, <-stratified, > -stratified proof-net
G. Let x= 'EG', S=|~>|,D=|>|,N=|<, andd = 1 + dg, then:

S.4(N+1)-(S+1)
We < xP™d
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Proof. By Theoreni4ll, we have

< 'EG' (8, P)ePot(Bg)

DS.gN-S+N+S+1 XDS 6(N+1) (S+1)

We = |Can(Es) ICop(B, P)P’ < x- (X" #="*-1y’

W < X
O

The polynomial in the bound only depends|o#»> |, | >, ||, andds. Those
four parameters are bounded by the number of boxes. So Histratested proof-net
controlling dependence normalizes in a time bounded by gnpohial on the size of
the proof-net, the polynomial depending only on the numibeoaes of the proof-net.

In the usual encoding of binary words (or other inductiveesjpin linear logic,
the number of boxes is independent of a term. Let us suppasdahevery binary
word w, the proof-netG)w (representing the application 6fto the encoding oWw) is
~»>-stratified, > -stratified and<-stratified. ThenWg)y is bounded byP (Jwl) with
P a polynomial which does not depend @n This is the definition of polynomial
soundness. However, those semantic criteria are not ysefge:

¢ The only method we know to check the acyclicity of those retet on a proof-
netH is to normalizeH to compute the—»-paths. Normalizing a proof-net to
obtain a bound on the length of its normalization has no pralaise.

e Given a proof-neG, we have no method to check if there exists a binary word
such that one of those relation is cyclic @B)y.

In the next section we will define a decidable subsystem @falifogic (named
SDNLLD such thatw»>, > and << are acyclic on every proof-net & DNLL For
s, d,n e N, we define a formul8 ;| such that every binary word can be encoded by a
proof-nettyped by, .. Determining if a given proof-né can be typed by a formula
of the shapeB., , — Ais decidable. And, if this is the cas€)w is w»>-stratified,
> -gstratified and-< stratified for every binary word..

5. Linear logic subsystems andi-calculus type-systems

5.1. Definition of SDNLL

We define a linear logic subsystem, cal@@®N LL (for SratificationDependence
controlNesting Linear Logic) characterizing polynomial time.3rDNLL, to enforce
~>>-stratification,>-stratification and<<-stratification, we label the ! and ? modali-
ties with integers d andn. Let us consider & DNLLproof-netG and boxesB and
B’ with B((B)) = !sngA andB(oc(B)) = !'¢.a.nA’. Then we will have the following
implications: B8 ~»> B’ impliess > §), (B>B’ impliesd > d’) and BB’ implies
n > n’). This implies thats is w»>-stratified, > -stratified and<<-stratified.

Definition 43. For s € N, we definefs by the following grammar (with,td,n € N,
t > s and X ranges over a countable set of variables). Noticefbat 1 2

7:5 —xt|th|7:s®7:s|7:57?7:s|th7:s|ﬂxt7:s|'tdnﬂ+l| tdn7:t+l
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In this section, dormula contexts a formula where a subterm has been replaced
by o (e.g. L13X % o). If his a formula context ané is a formula, them[A] refers to
the formula obtained by replacirgdly A in h. We gave another definition for “context”
in Sectior 2.2, and we will define yet another in Seclion 5.dcdise those terms are
well-established terms, we chose not not create new terresaue these definitions
are very dfferent, there should be little confusion.

For any formula of the shapk = !¢ g A, we write sp for s, da for d” andna
forn’. ForA € %, s’/{“” refers to the minimuns € N such thatA = h[!s___] with h
a formula context. To gain expressivity, we define a subtyp@éiation< on Fy. The
relation<, defined as the transitive closure of the following relation, follows the
intuition that a connectively, in a formula means that this connective “comes” from
aboxBwith s,(B) > s, sy, (B) > dands<(B) > n.

A<lpe ! Either A=dl's4nD],B=g['sanD],s>¢.d>d andn>n
= Or A=0[?sdnD].B=0[?s ¢ vD],s<s,d<d andn<n’

Lemma 44. If A < Bthen A > B*
Proof. Immediate from the definition of. O

Definition 45. A S DNLLproof-netis a proof-net whose edges are labelled bfa
formula, the labels respecting the constraints of Figureriddulo subtyping.

More precisely, the labelling of a proof-net G is correctdf Every nodéox whose
premises are labelled by14 - - , Ax and whose conclusions are labelled by, C - ,C,,
there exists an instance of the constraint of Fidure 15 whwemises are labelled by
Ay, -+, Ac and conclusions are labelled by B- - , B, with B; < Cy,...B < C,.

For instance, let us suppose tltat> d anddy,--- ,dx > d + 1 then 3 4nA1 <
PsndinAs P5,d+10A2 < P, dnP2s s Bdi1nAk < Zs.donPk- SO, a box with premises
Aq, -+, A, C and conclusions 2g, nA1, ... %.d.nAk !sanC satisfies the conditions of
S DNLLproof-nets.

The SDNLLIabels are compatible with cut-elimination as shown by thleg of
Figure[14. For most rule, the onlyfiiculty is to handle subtyping. We explain it for
the®/?® case (theax, Y/3, |P/?D, |P/AW and IP/?C rules are adapted in the same
way): by definition ofS DNLLproof-netsC > A% B soC is of the shapé\; % B
with A < A; andB < B;. SoC* = A; ® By and, by definition ofS DNLLproof-nets,
A; < A; andBj < By. By Lemma44A; < At andB; < B*. SoA; < A* and
B, < B*. So, whatever are the nodes with conclusidhsndB;, we can replace their
conclusions withA* and B*+ without breakingS DNLL constraints. One can observe
that we could have labelled the edges wih By, Aj, By, or with Az, B, A5, B; or
other formulae betweeA and A, and betweerB andB,. We decide not to choose a
canonical reduction: this only influences the indices onoegmtial connectives, and
the conclusions of the proof-net are not concerned.

For the sake of readability, in the reductions of Figure 14wegpose that subtyping
only modifies the outermost exponential connectives (meatifin of labels on inner
connectives are dealt as in tlkg? case). Every letter in the indices represents a
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positive number, writingl + d; as the second index of an edge allows to represent any
number greater than (or equal th)

e For the P/?P rule, we can notice that = d’ + d; sod > d’, andn = n" + n] so
n>n. Thuswehavel+d; >d’,d+dc+1>d,n+n; >n andn+n¢>n'.
The box in the reduct satisfies the constraintS &N LL

¢ Forthe P/?Nrule, according to the definition & DN LLproof-netsd > d’, and
n>n'. Son+n; >n,n+ng>n and the outermost box of the reduct satisfies
the constraints a6 DNLL We also have+n;+1 > n+1andn+ng+1>n"+1,
so the innermost box of the reduct satisfies the constrafr8DiNLL

In order to prove the soundness 8DNLL for polynomial time, we first have
to prove a technichal lemma. Whenevee, &), [l{]@T) ~* ((f,Q),[!,J@U), the
formulae ofeand f are related. To be more precise@Gfdoes not contain anyt or VY
node B(e)r < B(f)u with At defined as follows:

Definition 46. Let A be a formula and T a trace, we defing By induction on A as
follows: A[] = A, (A® B)\T.®| = (AQS) B)\T.7S’| = Arr, (A® B)|‘|’_®r = (AQS) B)\T??r = B|T,
(YXA)ry = @XA)ra = (sdnAms = CsdnBA)T2 = AT,

For instance, if @ P), T) ~ ((f, P), T.%) theng(e) andg(f) are of the shap8
andA’ %% B’ with B < B'. Let us notice tha(f)r.z, = (B)r = (B)r = B(E)r.

However, there is a problem with this definition when we ces3$ink downwards.
For example, let us suppose that, ((]), [%r;e; @) = (d, [ ], [%r;'e; ®r; d]) with
BC) = ?X @ X+) @ I(X+ & X) andp(d) = AY.Y ® Y-. Thenp(C)z,;1..e] = X, but
B(d)zs,.1..0.:3 is undefined: the trace is not compatible with the syntactie bf3(d).
In [2€], we define a mapping(-) from contexts to formulae (paying special attention
to the substitutions caused by t#gd cut-elimination) satisfying LemmasW7[to]49:

e The first idea is to substitute, for some of thi._ in 8(€), the occurrences of
by its formulaB: if g(e)r = IX.Aand (concl, ), [T]) ~* ((e, P), T.q@U) with
| a3 node whose associated formuldBiswe replacelX.A by A[B/X].

e Moreover, if3(e) contains a free occurrence of a variall@ssociated with the
¥ nodem, and (€oncl, P),[V]) ~* ((concl,_),[¥]) with | a 3 node whose
associated formula iB, we replaceX by B.

Those two operations can be recursive: the fornBilzan contain itself free occur-
rences of variables associated wittodes, oAY.C subformulas. The formal defini-
tion can be found in section 5.1.2 of [26].

Lemma 47. If B(e) is of the shapésqnA, then there exists a substitutiérsuch that
B((e P),[']@T) = (*sanAl6])r-
Lemma 48. If C ~»* C’, we havgs(C) < B(C).

The — step breaks this property: f(ci(B)) = ?s4nA andpB(oc(B)) = 'y oA’
thenA andA’ are a priori unrelated. The only relation required on thasenfilae is
thatd > d’ andn > n’. Thus, whenever &(B), P),[!{]) —~* ((c(B), P"),[!¢v]) with
B((B)) = lsanAands(c(B)) = 's. ¢ wA’, we haved > d’ andn > n’:

Lemma49. IfC —»* C’andB(C) = !_gnAtherB(C’) = ! ¢ yBwithd> d andnx>n'.
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Figure 14:S DNLLconstraints are compatible with cut-elimination.
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Figure 15: Constraints fd DNLLproof-nets. For thél rule, we requiresg"” > s. For
the promotion rule, one of the auxiliary door has the samersdex as the principal
door (in the figure we set arbitrarily this door to be the finsép

5.2. SDNLL is sound for Poly
Thanks tg3(_), we can prove the implications stated in the beginning ofiSe{5.1.

Lemma 50. If B »»> B, B(0(B)) = lsanA andB(c(B")) = !¢ ¢ wA’ then s> .

Proof. Let us suppose tha® ~»> B, B(c(B)) = !sanA andB(c(B’)) = lsanA.
By definition ofws>, there exist potential® andP’, and signaturesandu such that
(((B), P), [1{]) »* ((c(B), P), [1J]J@T) ~* ((e,Q),[!e]). By Lemmal4Y, there are
substitution® andd’ such thap((a(B), P), [!1]) =!sa,nAl6] andB((c(B), P'), [ W ]@T) =
('s.a A6 . So, according to Lemnia#8,

!&d,nA[G] < (!s',d’,n’N[g/])\T

By definition of < on formulae, (g,d/,n/ﬁ[e’])n =lg g A” with s > 7. ThusA'[4]
is of the shapdH[?s ¢».nwA”’]. Either A" is of the shapeH[?s ¢ A”] (in this case
by definition of 5, S < S’ sos > ), or there exist sequencés = Ag, A1 --- , Ax
of formulae, X%, - - - , XK of variables andk, - - - , Sc such that for 0< i < k, A is of
the shapd—h[xg] and there exists @ noden; whose associated variable)i(g and
whose associated formuladg.1. And A is of the shapéy[! s ¢.n»A”]. In this case,
S<gpH<g < <H1<9s05 <8 <s O

Lemma 51. If B>B/, B(c(B)) = 'sdanA andB(c(B’)) = 's.a.n A’ thend> d’

Proof. By definition of >, there exist$ # j and paths of the shaper(B), P), [!{]) —*
((o(B), PYIte]) and (@(B), P), [!u]) =+ ((oj(B’), P,), ['e])- Eitheri # 1orj # 1. We
suppose without loss of generality thag 1. By definition of S DNLL g(oi(B)) =
|_g_-withd” > d’. Then, by Lemma49 > d” > d'. O

Lemma 52. If B=<<B’, B(c(B)) = !sanA andg(c(B’)) = '¢.a.n A" then n> n’
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Figure 16: Encoding g, , of 3

Proof. By definition of <<, there existP, Q € Pot, and a non-standard signatute
such that (¢(B), P),[!{]) —* ((c(C), Q),['c]). Let us consider the first context of the
path such that the leftmost trace element,isvith u a standard signature. This step
must be of the shapeg®), [! ;) ~ ((f,R), [!]) with €the conclusion of al¢ node.
By definition of SDNLL B(€) = ? _n.- andp(f) = ?__n,- with ne > n;. Then, by

—=

Lemmag 4l and4% > ne > n; > 1. m]

Corollary 53. Let G be a SDNLL proof-net, then G+e>-stratified, >-stratified
and <-stratified. Moreover, for every B Bg with B(c(B)) = 'sanA, S4{B) < s,
Ss»(B) <d and s<(B) < n.

Proof. Immediate consequence of the three previous lemmas. O

Theorem 54. Let G be a SDNLL proof-net, then the maximal reduction lergfth
G (with x = [Bgl, d = dg, S = 1+ Ma¥sep, Svg), D = MaXges, dogy and N =
1+ maxgeg, No(p)) is bounded by

We < xL+D%o®
Proof. The bound is an immediate consequence of Corollaries 582nd 4 O

To formalize the polynomial time soundness ®DNLL, we need to define an
encoding of binary lists. For anyd, n € N, we define the formulal, , andB, , by

Nad,n = VXs+1, 'sd+1.n(Xsr1 = Xsr1) =0 lsan(Xsr1 —0 Xsi1)

Esd,n = VXst1, !sd+1,n(xs+1 —-° Xs+l) —-° !sd+1,n(xs+l —-° Xs+1) —-° !sd,n(XSJrl —° Xs+l)
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Figure 17: Relations between levels of neighbour edgds' inwe also allow boxes
with O auxiliary doors.

For anys d,n €N, ke N and binary list, we can define an encoditkg, , of k as
in Figure[16. The encoding, , of | can be defined similarly. We can verify that the
sizes ofkg andI&d , depend linearly on the size &fandl. Finally, for everyk andl

there is exactly one box ik, ; , andl .

Theorem 55. For every SDNLL proof-net G whose only conclusion is laloeby

Bggn — A, there exists a polynomial P such that for every binarylJist

W, < P(ll)

Proof. By Theoreni5h, @)l , is w>-stratified, > -stratified and<-stratified. The

depths of those relations are bounded'BM)ls’dvn' = |Bg| + 1. We can conclude by
Corollaryi42 (and the linearity 4, | on|l). O

5.3. Encoding of mt.

There are already many subsystemé bfcharacterizing polynomial time. We ar-
gue that the interest & DN LLover the previous systems is its intentional expressivity.
To support our claim we define an encodingwf’ [3]. The encoding of a maximal
subsystem oMS [28] is defined in|[26]. Baillot and Mazza already proved that.
can be embedded mL*, thusS DNLLis at least as expressive as the union of those
systems.

The formulae oimL* are defined as the formulae of linear logic with an additional
modality § and an element af indexing the formula. More formally, the s&f 4 of
formulae ofmL* is defined by the following grammar.

FlLa = Ga xN
Guu=XIX"Gu®Ga|GlaB Ga | VXGLa | IXGLa | 1GLa | 2G4 | §GLa
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ax TIrt:A  Xsnotfreeinl FHEIYXA N> s

. AD . A

X:A? XA TrHt: VXA [ rl—tA[B/X] Ve
Lx:A’rt:B [rt:B W Iy:ASOn z: ASOn L t: B
[LX:ASON Lt B [,x: AN t:B T, x: ASSNEt[x/y; x/7: B
[x:A?+t:B [Lx:Asdnt:B _,, TrtiA—oB Aru:A_
TFAxt:A—=B ' Traxt:legghA—oB [,AF(u:B

Crt:lggnA—B AZ?ru: A dAUZ)2d nZ)>n nA)>n .
ILAZE@®uU: B

e

Figure 18:S DNLL, as at-calculus type-system.

The index inN (calledleve) is usually written as an exponent. Intuitively, if the prin
cipal edge ofB is labelled with (B)S, the labels represents the stratum Bffor m»>.
More precisely, it corresponds to a formula of the shapgs) _ Ain SDNLL Letus
notice that, to connect two box&andB’ labelled with ()% and (&) with s # S/,
we need to usé nodes.

Let us notice that every box @fiL* proof-nets have only one auxiliary door. Thus
> = @ and, for every boB sy, (B) = 1. We can also notice that there is g Rode
in mL* proof-nets, so for every boR, we haves—<(B) = 1.

We define a mappin{y|| from formulae contexts of 4 to N which will be used
to decide the indices of variables and exponential modalitiFor every formulad in
G4 and formula contextl, || o|| = 0,||IC®H]|| = |[H®C|| = [C& H|| = |[HZ CJ| = ||H]|,
(IVXHII = [3X.HI = [IH]l, and|l'H|| = [I”?H]| = [I§HIl = 1 + [H]|.

Any mL* proof-netG can be transformed into @DNLL proof-netG’ as follows:
for every variableX appearing in the proof-net, we defiMy as the maximum of the
set

{s+IHIl|B(e) = (HIX)®orB(e) = (H[X*])%}

Then, we replace every occurrenceXoby Xu,. If B(e) = (H[!A])® (resp. H[?A])®),
we replace the modality byjnj.1.0 (resp. 2qmHi.10). One can easily verify th&s is a
valid S DNLLproof-net. The§ node becomes trivial (it does not change the sequent).
The most interesting constraint to check is the constrairdaors. Let us suppose
thate is the premise of théth auxiliary door of a boxB and f is its conclusion. If
Bo(e) = (H[IA])® thena(f) = 2(H[! Al)>L. We can notice thaie (€) = H’[! s, 10.]
andBe (f) = H'['s-14y21y,2.0-]- Those labels are the same becasisd|H|| = (s— 1) +
(L+1IHI) = (s= 1)+ [I”HII.

5.4. SDNLL as a type-system forcalculus

As noticed by Baillot and Terui[5], translating naively ébsystem of linear logic
into a type-system fai-calculus can result in a type-system which enjoys neithker s
ject reduction nor the complexity bound enforced by thedimegic subsystem. The
subsystem we define is heavily inspired BiAL. For instance, the proof of subject
reduction follows the proof of subject reduction@EAL presented in [6].
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Figure 19: Derivations 08 DNLL, can be translated int® DNLLproof-nets

We restrict the formulae considered by only allowing ! mdtitzd on the left side
of —o connectives.

Definition 56. For s € N, we defineF¢ by the following grammar (with, tl,n € N,
t > s and X ranges over a countable set of variables). Noticefifab ;' 2 - --

Foi= X | FE — Fél leanFriy — Fo I VXFE

We define contextd as sets of the shapg, : A'll, cee Xl ALk} where thex;s are
pairwise distinct variables of-calculus, theA;s are formulae OFOA and theljs are
elements of@} UNS. Intuitively AS®" representsgy ,A while A? representé\. The set
of all contexts is writterCon,, the set of contexts whose labels are allfhis written
Con, the set of contexts whose labels are all equal te writtenCory.

In this paragraph, we considér= {x; : A?’dl’”l, e X Alf"dk’”k} € Con. Thenwe
write I'? for the contex{xy : A7, -+, X : AZ}. Fors,d,ne€ Z, we write['$%" for {x; :
A?*ad“d’”“”, cee Xl Aj‘*adk“””k*d}. We write S(I') for the multiset of left indices,
more formallys(l') = {x — [{i e N| 5§ = x}|}. We defined(I") andn(I") similarly.

10Because we do not use context semantics in this subsedtine, is no ambiguity.
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If M is a multiset, then we writt > x for “for everyy such thatM(y) > 0, we
havey > x". Similarly, we write M > y for “for everyy such thatM(y) > 0, we have
y > X". Finally, we writeM = y for “M > xandM(x) < 1".

We present the type systeBDNLL, in Figure[18. In the type derivations, judge-
ments are of the shager t : A with I' a context. Ifx : B? is in T thenx appears
exactly once in.

To prove subject reduction and the polynomial bound we dgiimEigure[19) for
every type derivatiob of A?, - -- , AZ, Bil’dl’”l, e Bf"d"”' Ft:C,wedefine& DNLL
proof-netGp with k+1+1 conclusions labelled withA,- - -, AL, 25, 4,0, By - -, 25,00 B}
andC. In Figurd 19, we suppose that the derivatidiis obtained by applying a rule
(the rule used is at the same position in Fidure 18) to thevaléon E (if the last rule is
binary, the derivation on the left is namggl.

Lemma 57 (linear substitution) Let us consider derivations D and E of respective
conclusionsA + u : A andTl,x : A? + t : B. Then there exists a derivation F of
conclusior’, A + t[u/X] : Band

Proof. Simple induction orkE. Because the label ofis @, x is not the conclusion of a
?D, 2C or 7P node. O

Lemma 58 (exponential substitution)Let us consider derivations D and E of respec-
tive conclusiond, X2 + u: Aandl’, x : AS4" -t : Bwith dAUX) > d, n(Z) > nand
n(A) > n. Then there exists a derivation F of conclusign, X + t[u/x] : B and

CUTELT TR

W2 it cut —--q--71--r
v u:!sdnAg(u:tﬁAlrl lt:B Al ZI FI tlu/x] : B

Proof. By induction onE. The most interesting step is the, step. In this case,
let us writeC for the box created in this step, and let us set k- = o(C). Either
d>dsodAux)>d>d. Ord=d,dAUX) 2d>d andd(l') > d’, thus
dauzul)x>d. O

Lemma 59. Let us consider a derivation D of conclusian+ Ax.t : Athen G —%;
Gp' (considering the untyped proof-nets) with &derivation of conclusiofl + Ax.t :
A and the last rule R introduces the top connective of A (i AA; then R=V;, if
A =lggnA — Ay then Ris=y, if A= Ay — Ay with Ay € 7 then R=—)
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Proof. We prove it by induction orD. The last ruleR cannot be infax, —e, =},
because tha-term of the conclusion would be of the shapet. If Rin {V¥;, —oj, =i},
then the lemma is trivial. IR is in {?D, A\, 2C}, the derivation is of the shape:

__E
AFAXEDA
't axt: A

By the induction hypothesi§e —¢,; Ge: with E’ a derivation of conclusion + Ax.t :
A and the last rule oE’ introduces the top connective Af We will examine the case
where this last rule isoj, the two other cases are similar. Let us examine the follgwin
derivationD” (let us notice that, becau&: —; ; Gg/, we haveGp —7;; Gp~).
F/
AX: AL FT A
AR AXT: AL o A
'k AXt: Al o A

In every case we can defilb® as the following derivation (let us notice thay- = Gp)

R

F/
AX AT A R
IX:Arrt: A

F'FAXt: Al o A
The last case to examineRs= Y. In this case, the derivation is of the shape:

E
' AXt: VXs. AL

'+ Axt: A[B/X{]

By the induction hypothesi§e —¢,; Ge with E” a derivation of conclusioR + Ax.t :
¥Xs.A and the last rule oE’ is V. Let us examine the following derivatidx’ (let us
notice that, becausees -, Ge’, we haveGp —7; Gp~)
.
't Axt: Aq
' AXt: VX5 Ar
[ Faxt: A[B/X] °

Then we can sdD’ as theS DNLLproof-net obtained front’ by replacingXs by B in
the derivation. We can notice th@t’ —2, D’ (aV/3 step and an axiom step). O

R

\

Lemma 60 (subject reduction) If there exists a type derivation D whose conclusion
isT +t: Bandt—; t' then there exists a type derivatiorf hose conclusion is
'rt:Band & —¢,; Gp .

Proof. We prove the lemma by induction @ Because there is a redextirt cannot
be a variable so the last rule is notaxrule. Let us suppose that the last rule is a unary

rule. ThenD is of the shape:
E
Aru:A

'rt:B R
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h:(Xs—oXg)?+h:Xg—oXs a:(Xg?ra:Xs
g:(Xs—o Xg)? Fg: Xs—o Xs h: (Xs— Xg)?,a: (X)? + (h)a: X
g: (Xs = Xs)?, h: (Xs = Xs)?,a: (Xs)? + (@)(h)a: Xs
g: (Xs —o Xg)S 10N h: (Xs —o Xg)2,a: (Xe)? F (g)(h)a: Xs
g1 (Xs =0 Xg)* 2 h i (Xs — X519 a: (X)? + (g)(h)a: Xs
f:(Xs—o Xo)> 1% a: (Xe)? F (f)(Fa: Xs
f i (Xs— Xo)S ek Qa(f)(fla: Xs — Xs
F A1) ()@ s 1an(Xs — Xs) — Xs — Xs
FATAa(F)(1)a: ¥Xs s 1dn(Xs — Xg) — Xs — X

Figure 20: Type derivation of 2¥Xs, !s-14.n(Xs = Xs) — Xs — Xs.

In every casey is a subterm of containing the redex. So, by induction hypothesis,
u reduces to a-termu’. By the induction hypothesis, there exists a derivatidrof
conclusiom + U’ : BandGg —K,, Ge (with k > 1). We can verify that in every case
we can defind®’ as the following derivation.

__E
ArU A
I'rt':B R

If the last rule is a—oe Or = step which does not correspond to the redex, the lemma
is proved similarly.

If the last rule is a—¢ rule corresponding to the redex then, by Lenima@9—*
Ge with E a derivation of the following shape:

B
Ix:Arv:B E,
I'AXV.:A—oB ' Aru:A

ILAF(AXV)u: B

By Lemmal5Y,Ge reduces to a derivation of conclusidhA + v[u/x] : B. If the
last rule is a=e rule corresponding to the redex then, the result followslanty by
Lemmag$ 5P and 58. m]

Theorem 61. If there exists a type derivation E whose conclusidnist : B, x is the
size of E, S- 1, D — 1and N- 1 are the maximum indexes in E, afiés the depth of
E (in terms of=. rules), then:

ot o ke
Proof. Immediate from Theorefn 54 and Lemma 60. O

We can notice that, contrary RLAL, S DN LL, does not allow weakening on linear
variables. Thus one can never denivéx.t : A — Bwhenxis not a free variable af
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m: Nrm:lggnF—F g:Frg:F : X: X2EX: Xs
m:N,g: Fs¢"-(m)g: F n:N,h:Fsen x: X2k ((nh)x: Xs
m:N,n:N,g: Fs4" h: Fsdn x: X2 ((m)g)((N)h)x : Xs

m:N,n: N, f:FSn x: X2k ((m)f)((n)f)x: Xs

m:N,n:N,f:FSEax ((m) () f)x: Xs—oXs
m:N,n: NEAFAX (M) F)((M)F)X: Ngy,

m: NrAnAfAX (M) fF)((N)f)X: N ,,—N

M AT (M) () F)x: Ny - —N_; —oN__

sd,n ~—sd,n

Figure 21: Type derivation o&dd : N4, — N

—sd, —Ssd,n
derivation, we writeF for Xs— Xs andN for Ngd e

— Ngy,- To simlify the proof

We are confideff that adding the following rule t8 DN LLdoes not break Lemnias1.

r-t:B
Ix:A?+t:B

However, one cannot extend the encoding of Figurde 19 to thés wecause Linear
Logic does not allow weakening on a formuaunlessA is of the shape&. Thus
we would have to prove the bound directly drcalculus (or a similar language as
in [5]). Which makes the proof moreficult, because we cannot use the lemmas we
proved on context semantics. If we had defined the contexasteos and the criteria
on a more general framework (for example interaction netswhich we define a
context semantics in_[25]) we would not have problems to awamate such a simple
modification.

To give an intuition on the system, let us give some examlesamf derivations.
Foranys > 1, andk € N, k can be typed with the following type (see Figlre 20 for the
type derivation of 2

Ns,d,n = VX, !s—l,d,n(xs -0 xs) — Xs — Xs

Addition can be typed as shown in Figlird 21. Finally, altHotigs type system has no
built-in mechanism to type tuples, we can encode them by shalichurch encoding
(Figure22). Let us notice that this encoding does not recariry additional constraint
on the types, contrary tmL* (where the terms must have the same level).

We isolate four constraints that previous logic&l(, S LL, andMS) has and which
SDNLLdoes not have. We illustrate each constraint with an iniidiescription and
a A-term which can be typed i8 DNLLbut seemingly not in previous logics because
of this constraint. We se® = Am.Af.Ax.((m) f)(f)x implementing succesor, andas

11Adding generalized weakening (Conclusion 6f @an be any formula) would not change a single line
in the proof of Theoreri B5. However, in order to prove Lenimlavé® would need to add cut-elimination
rules: T cut with any noden, deletesn and creates@nodes cut with every premise nf W would still be
a valid bound on the number of steps during reduction, sd@et8 and’¥ would be the same.

45



f:(AoB—oX)?rf:A-oB—oX Trt: A
[Lf:(A-B—-oX)?+(f)t:B—-X Aru:B
LA, f:(A—-B— X)?+ ((f)thu: X
LA AT ((F))u: (A—o B —o X) —o X
T,AF AT ((F)u: YX(A— B —o X) - X
AU : (A B)

Figure 22: Simple encoding of pairs.

the A-term Aam.an.Af.Ax.((m) f)((n) f)x implementing addition on Church integers and
X+ Y+ zis a notation for ({)((+)X)y)z

e In previous logics, int, uy, t andu must have the same stratum indices (depth in
LLL andMS, level inmL#). The term K)A(X,y, 2).(X, (X)S)0, X + y + 2) is not
typable in previous logics: because the functidr y, 2).(x, ((X)S)0, X+ Yy + 2) is
iterated, we have(y) = s(((x)S)Q) sos(y) > 5(x). But, because they are in the
same tuple, it must bgly) = s(X). Thex +y + zterm ensures that the stratum
indices ofy andx cannot be modified b§ modalities.

e There is noN rule in previous logics and in their encodingsSrONLL This
seems to prevent the typing kE(v, w, X, Y, 2{w, W, X, W + X + Y, ((X)(+)V)0)).

e Contrary toLLL andmL*, one can have several variables in the context during
a=e rule. So,t = k(A(X,y,2).{x, X+ V,Y)) is typable inS DNLLbut not inLLL
andmL*. Moreover, the maximum nest of terms is not a priori boundethle
type system, so if we set = A(X, Y, 2).{(z z, 2), then €)(u)(t)-- - (u)t is typable
in S DNLLwhatever the length of the chain of applications, wheredd $ithe
maximum length of such a chain is bounded.

e Previous logics had no subtyping. For examplenitf, a A' formula cannot be
considered as A ! formula. The example in the first item of this list would be
typable inmL* if it was allowed to decrease the level of a formula by mean of a
subtyping relation.

6. Conclusion and further work

In order to address the potential applications given in teduction (real-time
systems, complexity debugging, mathematical proofs) wetaicreate a type system
for a programming language such that:

1. Programming in the language is practical. The langudtggusual features
such as built-in types (integers, boolean,...), contral faperations, recursive
definitions, side fects,...

2. Type inference is decidable in reasonable time.
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3. For most polynomial time program users will write, thedyipfered entails a
polynomial bound.

4. The bounds infered are often tight (very important fol-teme systems, rather
important for complexity debugging, unimportant for mattegical proofs).

We consider that goald 2 ahd 4 highly depend on the system.oWld &ry to design

a faster type inferrence algorithm fat.L, or infer tighter bounds for &LL program.

However, because of its lack of expressivity, there islitthance thadtLL will be used

in practice for the goals we have in mind. A new system mustrbated, and type
inferrence and tight bound inferrence may be totaljedent in this new system.

We view goals 1 and 3 as mostly orthogonal. It is possible fmden expressive
functional core (alinear logic subsystemiscalculus type-system) and add features to
it. For example, previous works have added pattern-mag¢hécursive definitions [2],
side-dfects and concurrent features|[21]ltbL. However, previous works only ex-
tended a specific systerhl(L in those cases). We are not aware of any work proving
that “for every subsyster of linear logic sound folPtimeand verifying some con-
dition C, the system obtained by adding featlrdo S is sound forPtime. So, if
we added other features td.L without breaking the polynomial bound, it is unclear
whether we would have been able to add those features to sitbsystems of linear
logic characterizing polynomial time. In those conditipit$nade more sense to first
work on the functional core (goal 3), and in a second stepfeatdires to it (godll1).

Becauses DNLLis more expressive than previous subsystems of linear thgic
acterizing polynomial time, this work fits into goal 3. Hovegyin the same way Baillot
and Mazza considered that the “fundamental contributidngifis not the definition
of the systemsnL® andmL* themselves, but the demonstration that “in linear-logical
characterizations of complexity classes, exponentiaéb@nd stratification levels are
two different things”, we consider that the main contribution of wark is the idea to
define semantic criteria based on the acyclicity of relatinfboxes:

e Using those criteria, we separated three principles upierLLL and the works
based on it. It sheds a new light on previous workd? relaxes the “stratifica-
tion” criterion of LLL, while MS relaxes its “dependence control” criterion (we
are not aware of previous works relaxing the “nesting” ctind). Realizing
that those principles are mainly orthogonal can help funtiarks on the expres-
sivity of linear logic subsystems characterizing polynahtime: independent
improvements on dierent principles can be combined. For instance, one can
easily verify, that one can combimeL* and a maximaPtimesystem YEE
In fact, S DNLLcan be seen as an extension of such a system.

e Because the lemmas and results of secfiohs 2, 8land 4 ardaadidy untyped
proof-net, they can be reused to prove polynomial boundettuer subsystems
of linear logic in whichms>>, > or < are acyclic (such asiL*, MS and the
multiplicative fragment of.LL) or to define new criteria: in [26], Perrinel builds

12mL# with its “at most one auxiliary door by box” replaced by thelires criteria of theV'S system to
control dependence
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upon these technical lemmas to define more expressiveigrietailing a poly-
nomial bound and a criterion entailing a primitive recuesbound.

e \We separated the task of creating an expressive subsystkmearf logic char-
acterizing polynomial time into subtasks: finding looséeria on semantic en-
tailing polynomial time, and finding syntactic criteria aiing those semantic
criteria. One can closely examine the proofs leading to {Lawd42, to find any
unnecessary assumption on the proof-net behaviour. WHigartay be subjec-
tive, we found it much easier to reason about complex semariteria without
having to consider the exact way in which they will be enfdice

e While the syntax ofS DNLL (or any other syntactic subsystem of linear logic)
may be dificult to adapt to richer languages where the notion of redndtiffers
from cut-elimination, those relations on boxes have a mmeagoing beyond
linear logic itself: B »»> C means thaB interacts with an element created by
an interaction ofC (with nodes created wheb is openefnteracts) B>C and
B—<C represent two ways of having several duplicateBansideC. Thus it
would be interesting to investigate the application of ehpsinciples to other
models of computation based on reducfiemriting.

The applications considered in the introduction are useddtivate the direction
of our research, to explain why the intensional expressofibur characterization is an
important problem. We are still far from having a system egpive enough to handle
them. We explained why we first focused on the expressivittheffunctional core
(subsystems of linear logic and type systems on plagalculus), but we consider that
the main challenge in the future of Implicit Computationaln@lexity will be to add
features to this functional core (built-in types, pattematching, recursive definitions,
side-dfects,...) to get closer to the programming languages usedaictice. Thus,
the fact that those criteria might be easier to adapt to a maetical framework is
especially important.

In a previous work [25], we defined a context semantics faraxttion nets: a well-
behaved class of graph rewriting systems [19] based on pref Interaction net is
not a singe system, but a set of such systems. Thus, thisrarkeeems particularly
adapted to the progressive addition of features. An intieiggproblem for future work
would be to use the context semanticslof [25] to define radatin interaction nets
corresponding tem>, > and <X.
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