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Abstract—We introduce a novel, logic-independent framework
for the study of sequent-style proof systems, which covers a
number of proof-theoretic formalisms and concrete proof systems
that appear in the literature. In particular, we introduce a
generalized form of sequents, dubbed g-sequents, which are taken
to be binary graphs of typical, Gentzen-style sequents. We then
define a variety of inference rule types as sets of operations that
act over such objects, and define abstract (sequent) calculi as
pairs consisting of a set of g-sequents together with a finite set
of operations. Our approach permits an analysis of how certain
inference rule types interact in a general setting, demonstrating
under what conditions rules of a specific type can be permuted
with or simulated by others, and being applicable to any sequent-
style proof system that fits within our framework. We then
leverage our permutation and simulation results to establish
generic calculus and proof transformation algorithms, which
show that every abstract calculus can be effectively transformed
into a lattice of polynomially equivalent abstract calculi. We
determine the complexity of computing this lattice and compute
the relative sizes of proofs and sequents within distinct calculi of
a lattice. We recognize that top elements in lattices correspond
to nested sequent systems, while bottom elements correspond
to labeled sequent systems, and observe that top and bottom
elements coincide with many known (cut-free) nested and labeled
sequent systems for logics characterized by Horn properties.

I. INTRODUCTION

Proof calculi are indispensable tools in the theory and ap-
plication of logics, serving as engines that facilitate reasoning
within a given logical paradigm. Of particular importance are
sequent-style calculi, which were first introduced by Gentzen
in the 1930s [1], [2]. Gentzen’s sequent systems consist of
inference rules, which operate over formulae called sequents,
i.e. formulae of the form @1,...,0, = ¥1,..., ¥, with g;
and 1, logical formulae, being used to derive theorems of a
specified logic. A crucial feature of Gentzen’s sequent calculi
is that they exhibit the so-called sub-formula property, mean-
ing every formula occurring in the premise of an inference
rule is a sub-formula of one occurring in the conclusion of the
rule. This feature, and the sequent formalism more generally,
proved to be fruitful from both a theoretical and practical
standpoint, being used to supply proof systems for a wide
array of logics [3], [4], [5], [6], to discover new logics [7],
to establish properties of logics (e.g. interpolation [8]), and to
automate reasoning with logics [9], [10].

Yet, the discovery of new, expressive logics (e.g. the modal
logic S5 and bi-intuitionistic logic) led to the realization
that the sequent formalism was foo strict as sequent calculi
exhibiting the sub-formula property remained elusive [11],

[12]. In response, a variety of formalisms extending Gentzen’s
traditional sequent formalism were introduced to recapture
the sub-formula property; e.g. hypersequents were introduced
as multisets of sequents [13], [14], 2-sequents/linear nested
sequents were introduced as lines of sequents [15], [16],
nested sequents were introduced as trees of sequents [17],
[18], and labeled sequents were introduced [19], [20], being
interpretable as binary graphs of sequents [21], [22].

Such proof systems have found a wide array of applications
for diverse classes of logics, being used in the design of
interpolant construction algorithms [23], [24], [25], in writing
decision algorithms (with counter-model extraction) [26], [27],
[28], and have been applied in knowledge integration scenar-
i0s [29]. Nevertheless, it was found that differing formalisms
possessed distinct advantages over one another; e.g. nested
calculi were found to be suitable for writing proof-search and
decision algorithms [28], [29], whereas labeled calculi were
found to admit algorithmic construction [30].

Naturally, the arrival of new sequent-based formalisms gave
rise to questions concerning their relationships: How are
calculi in one formalism transformed into ‘deductively equiv-
alent’ calculi in another? What are the relative sizes of proofs
and sequents in one formalism compared to another? Under
what conditions are proofs transformable between formalisms
and what are the complexity bounds thereof? Such questions
have typically been investigated in restricted concrete settings,
focusing on specific sequent-based calculi for known classes
of logics [21], [31], [32], [16], [33]. In contrast, we propose an
alternative methodology, designing a novel abstract framework
for the general study of structural sequent calculi.!

In particular, we formulate calculi as pairs consisting of (1) a
set of objects called generalized sequents accompanied by (2)
a finite set of inference rules. We therefore shift our attention
from proof systems for logics, and instead, focus on proof
systems in and of themselves, yielding a logic independent
approach for studying the properties of, and relationships
between, sequent-style systems. Due to its generality, our
framework subsumes the various sequent-based formalisms
mentioned above, and our results hold for any logic or sequent-
style system that can be viewed as an object in our framework.
Specifically, we accomplish the following:

e We generalize the notion of sequent to a graph of Gentzen-

'Due to the duality exhibited between sequent systems and tableaux [34],
our work is also applicable to the latter.
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style sequents, referred to as g-sequents, which cover various
kinds of sequents (e.g. labeled, nested, linear nested) that
commonly appear in proof-theoretic works.

e We generalize inference rules to select inference rule types
that operate over g-sequents, revealing the critical components
that constitute an inference rule. These inference rule types
subsume standard inference rules for sequent-style systems.

e We define a generic notion of calculus, so that our results
hold generally for all sequent-style calculi that can be viewed
as objects within our framework.

e Our abstract calculi include structural rules that facilitate
reasoning with Horn properties. Therefore, a sizable number
of (non-)classical logics, semantically characterized by ‘Horn’
frame conditions, and their accompanying sequent-based sys-
tems are subsumed by our work. Examples of logics with proof
systems covered by our framework can be viewed in Figure 1.

e We define proof transformation notions (e.g. permutation
and simulation) as well as explain how to strengthen or weaken
certain rules (via notions called absorption and fracturing),
which are used to provide generic calculus and derivation
transformation algorithms and to compute complexity bounds
thereof. This work contributes to a better understanding of
how structural rules are eliminated from proofs, and how
reachability and propagation rules [35], [22] arise from this
process.

e We discover that every abstract calculus exists within
a finite lattice of ‘polynomially equivalent’ abstract calculi,
which we show how to compute. We observe that the top and
bottom of a lattice is one of two calculus types, which we call
implicit and explicit calculi, respectively. When we instantiate
a lattice with known sequent-style systems, we find that nested
calculi [17], [18] serve as the top element, whereas labeled
calculi [19], [20] serve as the bottom element, establishing
that nested and labeled calculi are dual.

Our abstract approach has explanatory value, yielding deep
insights into the nature of, and connection between, sequent-
based systems. Moreover, we provide a widely applicable
toolkit for the manipulation of proofs and proof systems.

This paper is organized as follows: In Section II, we explain
how our framework was designed by abstracting general
underlying patterns appearing in calculi, considering various
inference rule types and proof manipulation techniques. In
Section III, we define our framework, and then put it to use
in Section IV to establish a large number of permutation
and simulation relationships between various inference rule
types. In Section V, we demonstrate how abstract calculi can
be converted into lattices of polynomially equivalent calculi.
Finally, in Section VI, we discuss how nested and labeled
systems can be identified with top and bottom elements of
lattices, and discuss avenues for future research. Due to space
constraints, we defer all proofs to the appendix.

II. OVERVIEW OF OUR APPROACH

We now turn our attention toward explaining our abstract
proof-theoretic framework, arising from the study of numerous
calculi, and the formalization of underlying patterns. While

Logics Labeled/Explicit | Nested/Implicit
Bi-intuitionistic Logic [36] [33]
(Deontic) STIT Logics [37], [22] [27], [22]

FO Modal Logics [38], [39] [39]
FO Intuitionistic Logics [40], [22] [41], [22]
Provability Logic [38] [42]
Intuitionistic Modal Logics [19] [43], [44]
Tense/Grammar Logics [45], [22] [46], [28]

Fig. 1. Logics and associated sequent-style calculi covered by our abstract
framework. Citations to papers with (cut-free) labeled and nested sequent
systems thereof are provided in the second and third columns.

it is infeasible to thoroughly describe this lengthy process,
one can provide a narrated walk-through of this work for a
single (labeled) sequent calculus. This is the purpose of this
section. It is meant to make the reader adopt a certain mindset
by following a concrete example foreshadowing our general
framework defined in Section III. It is worth noting, that
while this section provides a description of the aforementioned
process, Section III reflects its entirety by providing the end
result. Thus, it might be worthwhile to consult the exact
definitions in the following section, if the reader wishes to.

We have chosen a fragment of the labeled sequent calculus
G3I [38] for propositional intuitionistic logic to use as our
running example. We denote this fragment by G3I’, and define
it to be the set of rules shown in Figure 2.2 This calculus avoids
the unnecessary complexities of other sequent-based systems,
while also possessing revelatory attributes that justify concepts
later defined within our framework.

A. The Structure of Sequents and Inference Rules

As mentioned in Section I, generalizations of Gentzen-
style sequents (we hitherto refer to Gentzen-style sequents as
sequents) take various forms, typically being types of graphs
with sequents as vertices. These may take the form of general
graphs [19], polytrees [21], trees [18], lines [15], or points,
yielding standard sequents [1], [2]; e.g. the labeled sequents
used in G3I’ take the form of graphs, as explained below.

Labeled sequents in G3I" are objects of the form R,
A, where R is a set of relational atoms (or, edges) of the
form wEwu and T'; A are multisets of labeled formulae of the
form w : ¢, which use a set {w, u,v,...} of labels. In G3I',
labeled formulae employ formulae from the language £ of
propositional intuitionistic logic, generated via the following
grammar in BNF: o :=p | L | Vo | pAp | ¢ D ¢, where
p ranges over a set of propositional variables.

m We observe that each labeled se-

quent can be viewed as a binary
=1 —=1=x¢

graph of sequents, obtained by de-

picting all labels as vertices, all
relational atoms as edges, and all
X=0——=10 - 0 labeled formulae as sequents la-
“ beling nodes (cf. [22]). For exam-
ple, the graph shown to the left

2We employ a slight variation of the notation used for labeled sequents
in [38] to better fit within the notation of our framework.



R, Tyw:p F A

R, T,w:v F A

R, wEu, T,w:p F u:p, A (id)
R,wEu, T,w: oD% F u:p, A

R, wEu, T,w: oD F A
R, wEu, uEv, wEv, ' F A
R, wEu, uEv, I' - A

(tra)

R.T,w:pVeY F A (Ve)
R, wEu, T, w: oD, u:v F A R, wEw, T H A
R, wEu,T,u:9o F u:y, A
N ED)

R, T Fw:9oD9, A

Fig. 2. Some inference rules from the labeled calculus G3l for propositional intuitionistic logic [38]. We let G3I’ denote the collection of the above rules.
The side condition t stipulates that the rule is applicable only if u is fresh, i.e. u does not occur in the surrounding context R, I, A.

corresponds to the labeled sequent R,I" F A, given that
we let R = wEw,wEz, wEv,wEu,uFv, ' = w : ¢p,u :
X, %, and A =w : Y,z x,z: £ Every labeled sequent
can be rewritten in an equivalent form R + X, where R is
a set of relational atoms as before, but X is a set of prefixed
sequents; e.g. the labeled sequent R,I" F A depicted above,
can we written as R + X, where

S=w:(p=19),2:¥=x,8,u:(x=0),v:(0=0).

We view this perspective of labeled (or, graphical) sequents as
beneficial for a couple reasons: (1) The internal structure of
a sequent is logic-dependent; e.g. certain intuitionistic logics
may restrict the succedent to at most one formula [1], [2] or
certain sub-structural logics may employ sequences of formu-
lae as opposed to (multi)sets in the antecedent or succedent [7].
As we are interested in providing a generic framework that
studies the graphical properties of ‘generalized or graphical
sequents’ and their associated proof systems, we may simply
view sequents as types of labels. We therefore define the
notion of a generalized sequent (g-sequent for short) as a
graph of ‘sequents’ without specifying the internal structure of
such sequents, yielding a logic-independent study of sequent-
style systems, as presented in Section III. (2) As mentioned
above, various sequent-style formalisms beget proof systems
that operate over certain types of graphs of sequents. Thus, our
notion of g-sequent captures all such formalisms uniformly as
restricting the g-sequents used yields a certain formalism.

We also find it important to clarify the connection between
our notation and the notation typically used in labeled se-
quents, as this demonstrates how various sequent-style systems
can be viewed as objects within our framework. Thus, we will
view labeled sequents in the examples below as binary graphs
of sequents. Moreover, we remark that a variety of works
clarify how generalized versions of sequents correspond to
graphs of sequents and how labeled sequents subsume such
formalisms [21], [32], [47], [22], letting one view various
proof systems as systems within our formalism.

Since we have adopted the view that labeled sequents are
graphs of sequents, we reinterpret the labeled sequents and
inference rules of G3I" in light of this perspective. We now
take a labeled sequent to be an object of the form R + X
such that R is a set of edges (i.e. relational atoms) as before
and X is a set of prefixed sequents, which are of the form
w: (X =Y)with X =¢q,...,¢0, and Y = tq,..., ¢
multisets of intuitionistic formulae. We rewrite the inference

rules of G3I" in this notation and find certain commonalities
among sets of rules in G3I’ that give rise to various notions
of inference rule types, of which we now elaborate.

Initial Rules. In our new notation, the (id) rule takes the form
shown below.

R,wEu F X, w: (X,;p=Y),u: (X' =pY’) (id)
We ask: what are the features of an inference rule that make
it initial? Obviously, they are free of premises, and dictate
what is taken to be axiomatic. Second, we observe that such
rules may rely on the existence of relational data; e.g. in
the (id) rule above, an edge wFEu connecting one sequent
of a certain type to another sequent of a certian type must
be present. That is, (id) is subject to a structural constraint,
which we may formalize as a labeled graph of the form
C = ({w,u}, {(w,u)}, L) such that L(w,u) = E. One may
verify that an instance of (id) satisfies such a constraint in the
sense that any instance of (id) can be ‘pattern matched’ to such
a constraint (with the edge (w, u) being associated with wEw).
Third, we notice that although structural constraints appear to
be critical features of initial (or, inference) rules, such objects
are not enough to clearly express the operation of (id). We
also require that prefixed sequents satisfy a certain relation,
which we refer to as a sequent constraint. For example, in the
(¢d) rule above, a relation R is additionally required, where
R(Sl, Sg) holds with S1 = X; = Y7 and S5 = X5 = Y5 iff
p€ Xy and p € Ys.

Local Rules. We define a local rule to be an inference rule
that only operates on sequents at a specific label. For example,
if we rewrite (V1) in our notation, the rule becomes:

REIw:(X,p=Y) RF Zw:(X,v=Y)

REXw:(X,pVey=Y)
Observe that this rule is local in the sense that it only
manipulates data occurring in sequents at the label w. As
in the initial rule case above, we recognize that a sequent
constraint is required to fully specify the operation of the
(V1) rule: for sequents S = X7 = Y7, S = Xo = Yo,
and S3 = X5 = Y3, we define R(S1,52,S53) iff ¢ € X1,
1 € Xo, and ¢ V ¥ € X3. Such a relation must hold in
any application of this rule for it to qualify as a valid rule
application.

(Vi)

Expansion Rules. We classify expansion rules as inference
rules that bottom-up introduce an edge (in R) to a fresh label,



thus expanding the graphical structure of the conclusion. The
(Dg) rule serves as an example of an expansion rule, which
takes the following form when rewritten in our notation:

R,wEBu F Z,w: (X =Y),u:(¢=1) (5)
RFEFXw: (X=Y,000) R

Similar to the case of the (V1) rule above, we observe that a
sequent constraint must hold, specifying how the sequents at

w and v in the premise relate to each other and the sequent
at w in the conclusion.

Transmission Rules. We take a transmission rule to be an
inference rule that updates two sequents connected by a single
edge. The (D) rule serves as an example of a transmission
rule, which takes the following form in our notation:

GG =R,wEu F Sw: (X,¢Dd¢=>Y)u: (X' =¢Y)
Go=R,wEu F Zw: (X,oD¢v=Y),u: (X', ¢Y=Y)

G1 Go
R,wEu F Zw: (X,oD¢v=Y),u: (X' =Y

Similar to the case of the (id) rule, the use of an edge
(viz. wEwu) in updating the sequents at w and u implies that
structural constraints must be enforced on the left and right
premises. In addition, a sequent constraint is required to fully
specify that operation of the above rule, relating the sequents
at w and v in the left and right premises with the sequents at
w and v in the conclusion.

(D)

Horn Rules. In our setting we consider Horn rules to be
inference rules that encode a Horn property, stipulating that if
a certain sequence of edges exist in the conclusion of the rule,
then a single type of edge must occur in the premise (cf. [20],
[44]). Such rules serve as types of structural rules [21] or
relational rules [20] existing in the literature. The (ref) and
(tra) rules stand as examples of Horn rules, which take the
following form in our notation:

R, wEw F X (ref) R,wEu,ubv,wEv - X
RF > re R, wBu, uEv - %

The (ref) rule encodes reflexivity, by adding a single ‘loop’
(i.e. wEw) to the premise, whereas the the (tra) rule en-
codes transitivity, requiring a sequence of two edges (i.e.
whku,ukv), and connecting w to v via a single edge (i.e.
wkv) in the premise. Both rules encode types of Horn
conditions, and we note that their functionality can be specified
without the use of constraints. As we discuss below, Horn rules
can be ‘absorbed’ into the constraints associated with initial
and transmission rules, producing new inference rules.

(tra)

B. Calculus Transformation and Rule Trading

Permutations arguments are at the heart of proof theory;
e.g. Gentzen’s celebrated cut-elimination theorem shows how
the cut rule can be eliminated via permutations, yielding a
proof exhibiting the sub-formula property [1], [2]. Likewise,
simulations between sets of inference rules is of critical
importance as they can be used to establish the ‘relative

strength’ of proof systems and to establish the relative sizes
of proofs. In Section IV, we will define these notions, using
them to confirm a broad set of general relationships between
rule types within our framework, and assisting us in writing
generic algorithms (with complexity bounds) that transform
calculi and their associated proofs.

We now exemplify simulations and permutations in the con-
text of G3I". In particular, we look at how initial, transmission,
and Horn rules relate to one another. This investigation will
demonstrate the connection between structural constraints and
Horn rules, justifying their presence in our framework.

We begin by studying simulations between the initial rule
(id) and the Horn rules (ref) and (¢ra), and look at the cases
where the explicit edge wEu in (id) is ‘active’ in applications
of (ref) and (tra). The first case yields a derivation of the
following form:

R,wEw F X, w: (X,p=0pY) (ref)
re
RE X w:(X,p=pY)
where as the second case yields a derivation of the form:
(id)

(tra)

R, wEu, uEv, wEv F X'
R, wEu, uEv + ¥’

with ¥ =X w: (X,p=Y),v: (X' = p,Y’). We observe
that the conclusion in the (ref) case is similar to an instance of
(id). However, whereas (id) requires the existence of prefixed
sequents of the form w : (X,p = Y) and v : (X' = p,Y’)
connected by a single edge wFEu, the conclusion of (ref)
identifies these two sequents as w : (X,p = p,Y) and omits
the occurrence of an edge. In the (tra) case, the conclusion
of (tra) contains two prefixed sequents like (id), but with
these two prefixed sequents connected by a path of edges
wFku,uFv. Taking this into account, we recognize that we
could simulate such derivations with a stronger form of (id)
that absorbs the functionality of the (ref) and (tra) rules:

- — (id)’
REZw:(X,p=Y),u: (X =pY)

where (id)’ is subject to the side condition that a path
whkvy, ..., v,—1Fu of relational atoms of length 0 (meaning
w = u) or greater exists between w and u. We can formal-
ize this requirement as a structural constraint of the form
C = ({w,u},{(w,u)}, L) with L(w,u) € {e,E,FEE,...},
where ¢ is the empty string (meaning w = u), E is treated
as a character, and each F'F ---FE is a word. Moreover, we
require the same sequent relation to be enforced on (id)’ just
as it was with (id). We can take the conclusion of (ref) (in the
derivation above) to be an instance of (id)’ where L(w, u) = ¢,
the conclusion of a typical (id) rule to be an instance of (id)’
where L(w,u) = FE, and the conclusion of (tra) to be an
instance of (id)’ where L(w,u) = EE.

One can indeed show that any labeled sequent derivable
by (id) followed by applications of (ref) or (tra) can be
simulated by (id)’ and vice-versa [40], [22]. Furthermore, this
example justifies the inclusion of constraints in our frame-
work as it shows that constraints can be modified, generating




stronger inference rules, and forging new derivations that
simulate others, effectively yielding new types of calculi.

We also observe a similar behavior when applying (ref)
and (tra) to the transmission rule (Dr). Let us consider
applying the (ref) rule after an instance of (D) such that
the relational atom ‘active’ in the latter is removed by (ref).
We then have a derivation of the following form:

Gi=R,wEw F S, w: (X,0 D1 =¢,Y)

Go=R,wEw + X, w: (X,p D¢, =Y)

g1 Ga
R,wBw F Y, w: (X, D¢=Y)
REXSw: (X,0D9p=Y)

Similar to the (id) case above, whereas (D) acts on prefixed
sequents at w and wu, separated by a single edge wFEu, (ref)
requires the identification of these two prefixed sequents as
w: (X, D¢ = Y). An investigation of applying (tra)
to an instance of (D) would exhibit behavior as in the (id)
case as well, where the two prefixed sequents are connected
via a chain of relational atoms greater than one. We could
therefore modify the constraints imposed on (Dy,), enforcing
a constraint family C = (Cy,C3) with C; applied to the left
premise and C5 applied to the right premise. Specifically, we
let C; = ({w,u},{(w,u)},L;) such that ¢ € {1,2} and
Li(w,u) € {¢,E,EE,...}. (NB. Although C; = C3 in
this example, we allow constraints within a constraint family
to differ in the general setting.) This constraint family can
be imposed to define a new rule (Dy,)’, which operates like
(DL), but applies between sequents connected via a chain of
relational atoms of length zero or greater. Using this modified
rule, we find that the above derivation can be simulated by
an application of (ref) followed by an application of (D),
yielding a type of permutation, as shown below.

R, wEw F S, w: (X, D¢ =¢,Y)
RF S w: (X, po0=pY)
R,wEw F X, w: (X, D¢, =Y)
RESw: (X,po,0=7Y)

Dl D2 (DL)/
REXw:(X,pD9p=Y)

Dy =

(ref)

Dy (ref)

If we replace (id) and (Dr) by (id)’ and (D)’ in G3I',
we find that (ref) and (¢ra) can be permuted upward in any
given derivation and ultimately eliminated [48], [40]. Rules
such as (id)’ and (D)’ have been referred to as reachability
(and in certain cases, propagation) rules [46], [22], and form
a crucial component of our framework. Such rules witness
the importance of structural constraints, and as we will show
in Section IV, the interplay between constraints, reachability
rules, and Horn rules uncover a wealth of permutation and
simulation relationships between classes of inference rule
types. Ultimately, in Section V, such rules will play a vital role,
helping us identify spaces of polynomially equivalent calculi.

III. ABSTRACT SEQUENT CALCULI

We now present our framework, and introduce the notion of
a generalized sequent (or, g-sequent for short). These objects
are graphs whose edges are labeled with characters and ver-
tices are labeled with sequents. As we are in a general setting,
and are interested in (the interaction between) inference rules
that operate on such graphs, we do not discuss the internal
structure of sequents, and thus, a sequent is merely a label
in our context. The use of such objects is motivated by more
expressive sequent systems, such as labeled calculi [19], [20]
and nested calculi [17], [18], which can be seen as systems
that reason over graphs of sequents, as previously explained.

After the introduction of g-sequents, we define various types
of inference rules that typically appear in sequent-style proof
systems. Certain classes of inference rules (e.g. reachability
rules) require the use of languages in their constraints. We will
use restricted versions of semi-Thue systems [49] to generate
such languages and to facilitate our proof-theoretic study in
subsequent sections.

A. Generalized Sequents

We let S = {S51,952,53,...} be a countably infinite set
of sequents, which are denoted by S and annotated versions
thereof. As sequents are taken to be atomic entities in our
framework, we do not describe their internal structure. We let
U = {w,u,v,...} be the universe, whose entities are denoted
by w, u, v, ... (potentially annotated), and which serve as
vertices in the various graphs we define. Below, we define g-
sequents relative to a non-empty, finite set E = {a, b, ¢, ...} of
edge types, which are used to index the edges of a g-sequent.

Definition 1 (Generalized Sequent). A generalized sequent
(g-sequent) is defined to be a tuple G = (V, &, £) such that

e« V C U is a (potentially empty) set of vertices;
o £E={&, | acE} with & CV xV for each a € E;
o« L:V —8S.

We use G (possibly annotated) to denote g-sequents, and let
&(E) be the set of all g-sequents defined relative to a set E of
edge types. For a g-sequent G = (V, &, L), we let U(G) = V.

As proof systems are concerned with the manipulation of
syntactic entities via inference rules, we employ a more stan-
dard ‘sequent-style’ notation for g-sequents in our technical
work. In particular, we use the equivalent notation I' = A to
denote a g-sequent G = (V, &, L), where the antecedent T' is
a set of edge atoms of the form w&,u and the succedent A
is a set of prefixed sequents of the form w : S such that
(1) for each a € E, wEu € T iff (w,u) € &,, and (2)
w:S € Aif Lw)=S. We define the size of a g-sequent
G=T F A=WV,&E L)tobe s(G)=T|+|A|=|E]|+ |V
Also, we let PS = U x S denote the set of prefixed sequents.

To improve intuition concerning g-sequents and their repre-
sentations, we provide examples in Figure 3. We also specify
a special subclass of g-sequents (whose importance will be
discussed in Sections V and VI) referred to as polytree g-
sequents. A polytree g-sequent is a g-sequent that is (1)



Fig. 3. We give two examples of g-sequents: G = (V,{&a,&p,Ec}, L) is
shown left with V = {u1,u2,us,ua}, o = {(u1,us), (u2,ua)}, & =
{(u2,u3)}, € = {(u1,u2), (uz,ua), (ua,ua)}, and for i € [4], L(u;) =
S;. T' + A is shown right with I' = w1 Ecwa, w1 Epws, walpwa, wsEqws
and A = wy : S1, w2 : S2,ws : S3,wq : Sq,ws : Ss.

connected, and is (2) free of (un)directed cycles. Observe that
the g-sequent shown right in Figure 3 is a polytree g-sequent.

B. E-Systems and Propagation

To control the functionality of certain inference rules, we
make use of a restricted version of semi-Thue systems [49]
that rewrite single edge types to strings of thereof.

Given a set A we define the set A* of strings over A to be the
set of finite sequences of elements of A including the empty
string €. We denote strings with (possibly annotated) letters
s, t, r. A production rule is defined to be an object of the
form p = s — s’ such that s, s’ € A*. We often use p and
annotated versions thereof to denote production rules. A semi-
Thue system is defined to be a finite set G of production rules.
Semi-Thue systems permit us to derive strings via repeated
applications of production rules. Given a semi-Thue system G
over A, and a pair of strings ¢,t' € A* we write t —q t' iff
there exists a rule s — s’ € G such that s is a sub-string of
t, and ¢’ can be obtained from ¢ by replacing some occurrence
of sint by s’. A G-derivation of a string ¢ € A* from a string
5 € A*, denoted s —¢; ¢, is defined accordingly: (1) s — &
5, (2)if s — & r and r —g t, then s — ¢ t. We define
the length of a G-derivation of a string ¢ € A* from a string
5 € A* to be the minimal number of rule applications used to
derive t from s. The language of a string s € A* relative to a
semi-Thue system G is defined as: G(s) = {t | s —& t}.

Let E be the following set {@ | a € E}. For a production rule
of the form p = x — y1 -+ -y, With z,y1,...,y, € EUE,
we define p=7 — ¥, -+, where Z = z for z € EUE.
We define an E-system to be a semi-Thue system G over EUE
satisfying: (1) for every rule s — ¢t € G we have |s| = 1,
and (2) s — t € G iff s — t € G. A production pair from
G is defined be a pair (p,p) such that p,p € G. We define
P(G) to be the set of all production pairs in G. For a set P
of production pairs, we let G(P) be the set of all rules found
in a production pair of P.

Given a g-sequent G = (V, &, L), two vertices u,w € V,
and an element a € E we write G = u &, w iff (u,w) € &,
and G = u. & w iff (w,u) € &,. Moreover, given a string
xs € (EUE)* where z € EUE, we inductively define § =

uZswas ‘pey G Euvand G =Ev.8 w,and G E
uC%w as ‘Jyey G =1 Z vand G = v 3, w’. Additionally,
when G is clear from the context we may simply write u .8, w
to express G = u &, w. Finally, given a language . (of some
E-system) we use u £, w iff there is a string s € .Z such that
u S, w.

C. Rules and Abstract Systems

Let us move on to discuss operations over g-sequents.
We will define such operations in the format of inference
rules as this will let us view our work more clearly in the
context of structural proof theory. First, we define structural
constraints, which are used to specify classes of g-sequents
that are permitted to appear in specific inference rules.

Definition 2 (Structural Constraint). Let E be a set of edge
types. We define a structural constraint C' to be a finite labeled
tree (V, E,L)suchthatV C U, E C VxV,andif (w,u) € E,
then L(w,u) = G(a) for a € E and G an E-system.

We define a constraint family to be a finite sequence C =
(C1,...,Cy) of constraints, and we say that an E-system G
participates in a constraint C = (V, E, L) iff there exists an
(w,u) € E and a € E such that L(w,u) = G(a). Likewise,
we say that an E-system G participates in a constraint family
C iff there exists a constraint C' in C such that G participates
in C. We let G(C) = Gy U---UG, such that Gq,...,G,
are all E-systems participating in C, and define the size of a
constraint C' as: |C| = |G|.

Definition 3 (Constraint Satisfaction). Let C = (V, E, L) be
a constraint, G = (V, &, L) a g-sequent, and suppose V C V.
We say that G satisfies C iff the following condition holds: if
L(w,u) = G(a), then G = w €& .

Definition 4 (Sequent Constraint). We define a sequent con-
straint R to be an (n + 1)-ary relation such that:

RCSx---x8x2%,
———
n

We say that Sy,...,S, € S and A C PS satisfy R iff there
exists a tuple (Sk,,...,Sk,,A) € R with k;, k; € {1,...,n}
and k; # kj foreach 1 <17 < j < mn,

As certain inference rules in the literature are context
dependent, e.g. the L3 rule of Fitting [41], sequent constraints
must take the entire succedent A of a g-sequent into account
in inference rule applications. This explains the presence of
A in sequent constraints. Note that we will hitherto refer
to structural constraints as constraints more simply, while
referring to sequent constraints as sequent constraints.

We now specify certain classes of inference rules, which
will be collected together in finite sets to define our abstract
calculi later on. Note that in the formulation of the inference
rules below, for any constraint C' = (V, E, L) parameterizing
an inference rule, the vertices in V' are always assumed to
occur in the g-sequents of the rule, as specified by Definition 3.
For inference rules with multiple premises, we use ¢ € [n] to
mean 1 < ¢ <n.



Initial Rule. We define an initial rule to be an operation of
the following form: .

S s
satisfying two conditions: (1) the g-sequent I' - A satisfies
the constraint C' = (V, E, L), and ) if ' - A:=(V, &, L),
then L(w1), ..., L(wy), and A" = (A\{w; : L(w;) | i € [n]})
satisfy R, where V = {wy, ..., w,}. Examples of initial rules
include inite in [24] and (LL) in [19].

Local Rule. We define a local rule to have the following form:
{1—‘ F A, w Si }ie[n]
' Aw:S

such that (1) Sp,...,S,,S and A satisfy R. Examples of local
rules include (= —) in [17] and CUT in [7].

I(R)

Expansion Rule. We define an expansion rule as:
Y F Aw:Sy,u:S;
' Aw:S
where (1) S1, S2, S, A satisfy the sequent constraint R, and
QUT F A)NUE) ={w} with ¥ € {wEu,uEw | a €
E}. Examples of such rules are OR in [20] and [a] in [28].

e(R)

Forward Horn Rule. If s = a1 ---a, € (EUE)*, then we
define wEsu = wEq, v, . . ., Un—1Eq, u, Where wEGU = uEqw
and w&.u = (w = u). We define a forward Horn rule to be
an operation of the form shown below left, which takes the
form shown below right when s = ¢.

I, wéu, wEu H A T, wEw F A
' wEu F A A
For a production rule p = a — s, we define the singleton set

H(p,p) to be the set containing the forward Horn rule above
left, which takes the form above right when s = ¢.

hy hy

Backward Horn Rule. We define a backward Horn rule to
be an operation of the form shown below left, which takes the
form shown below right when s = ¢.

I, wEsu, uCqw + A n I wEw F A
T, wEu - A b L - A

For a production rule p = @ — s, we define the singleton
set H(p, D) to be the set containing the backward Horn rule
shown above left, which takes the form shown above right
when s = ¢. We define a Horn rule to be either a forward or
backward Horn rule, and for a set P of production pairs, we
let H(P) = U, 5 cp H(p, D). Examples of Horn rules include
xp in [19] and (Path) in [21].

We remark that Horn rules encode (universally closed)
relational properties of the form wE;u — wE,u with x € EUE,
covering standard frame conditions for tense logics [46], first-
order intuitionistic logics [50], and even agency logics [27].

hy

Reachability and Transmission Rules. We define a reacha-
bility rule to be an operation of the following form:

{TF A w:Si, u:S] Yiem
A w:S u:S

r(C, R)

such that (1) C = (C4,...,C,) and each C; is of the
form ({w, u}, {(w,u)}, L;) with L;(w, u) = G;(a;) for some
a; € E and E-system G, (2) the ith premise satisfies C;, and
3) 51,851,...,5,,5/,5,5 and A satisfy R. Examples of
reachability rules include Prop(P) in [46] and (V}') in [40].
We define a transmission rule t(C, R) (as discussed in the
previous section) to be a special instance of a reachability rule
satisfying conditions (1) and (2) above, but where for every
constraint C;, L;(w,u) = {a} for some a € E. Examples of
transmission rules include {° in [43] and Lift in [24].

We refer to any inference rule of the above form as either
an inference rule or rule, more generally, and use p, o, 7, ...
(potentially annotated) to denote them. For those inference
rules parameterized by a constraint C' or constraint family C,
we say that an E-system participates in the rule iff the E-
system participates in the constraint C' or constraint family C.
Let us now define the notion of an abstract calculus.

Definition 5 (Abstract Calculus). Let E be a set of edge types.
We define an abstract (sequent) calculus (over E) to be an
ordered pair 2 = (B(E), R) with &(E) the set of g-sequents
defined relative to E and R a finite collection of inference
rules. We use 2, B, €, ... (occasionally annotated) to denote
abstract calculi and define S(E) to be the collection of all
abstract calculi over E. Furthermore, for an abstract calculus
A = (B(E1),R1) and B = (B(Ez), R2), we say that B is an
extension of 2, and write A C B, iff E; C E; and 931 C Ro.

Given a set R of rules, we define a derivation D to be any
sequence of applications of rules in R to g-sequents in &(E).
If a g-sequent G occurs in a derivation D, then we write G € D
to indicate this. The quantity of a derivation D is defined as
q(D) = |{G € B(E) | G € D}| and the size of a derivation D
is defined to be s(D) = max{s(G) | G € D} x q(D).

A proof P is defined to be a derivation beginning with
applications of initial rules, and a complete proof is any proof
ending with a g-sequent of the form w : S. Finally, a polytree
proof is defined to be a proof such that every g-sequent
occurring in the proof is a polytree g-sequent.

Two abstract calculi 2,5 € S(E) are defined to be poly-
nomially equivalent, written 2l -I-, 5, when a proof of a g-
sequent G exists in 2L iff a proof P’ of G exists in 9B, and there
there exist PTIME functions f and g such that f(P) = P’
and g(P’) = P. We also lift specific set-theoretic operations
to abstract calculi: for a set R of rules and an abstract calculus
A = (&(E),R), we define A\ R := (S(E),R \ R) and
AUR := (B(E), RUR). Last, we let H(A) denote the set of
Horn rules in an abstract calculus 2(, and remark that H and
annotated versions thereof will be exclusively used to denote
sets of Horn rules throughout the remainder of the paper.

Definition 6. Let p € {i(C,R),r(C,R)}. We define the
grammar G(p) of p accordingly: p,p € G(p) iff there exists
an E-system G that participates in p such that p,p € G. For
p € {{(R),e(R)}, we define G(p) = (. For a Horn rule hy
or hp, we define the grammar G(hy) = {a — s,a — 5}
and G(hy) = {@ — s,a —> S}, respectively. Given a set of



rules R = {p1,...,pn}, we let G(R) = G(p1)U---UG(pp,).
For an abstract calculus 2 = (&(E), R), G(A) = G(R).

Similarly, for a set R of rules, we define the set of pro-
duction pairs of R as P(R) = P(G(R)), and for an abstract
calculus 21 = (B(E), R), we let P(A) = P(G(R)).

IV. PERMUTATIONS AND SIMULATIONS

We now put our framework to use, studying the relationships
between inference rules. A novel feature of our approach
concerns the manipulation of constraints with E-systems via
two operations, referred to as absorb and fracture. The absorb
operation increases the expressiveness of constraints, whereas
the fracture operation decreases the expressiveness of con-
straints. Increasing the expressiveness of a constraint in a rule
secures new permutability relationships, while decreasing the
expressiveness of a constraint, yields a weaker version that
requires additional rules to recover its original functionality.

A. Permutation and Absorption

We begin by defining the absorb operation, which ‘adds’ an
E-system to the constraint of rule. We note that this operation
only affects rules parameterized with constraints that associate
E-systems with the edges of a constraint, namely, the i(C, R)
and r(C, R) rules (see Section IIT). As local, expansion, and
Horn rules omit the use of constraints entirely, such inference
rules would be unaffected by the absorb operation, and thus,
we disregard the absorb operation in these cases.

Definition 7 (Absorb). We define the absorb operation be-
tween a constraint C' = (V, E, L) and a E-system G denoted

C@ G, as the constraint (V, E, L") such that for each (w,u) €
E, L'(w,u) = (G’ UG)(a) iff L(w,u) = G'(a). For a con-
straint family C = (C1,...,Cp), CHG = (C19G,...,C, P

G). We lift the absorb operation from constraints to initial and
reachability rules as follows: i(C, R)® G = i{(C® G, R) and
r(C,R)® G =r(C®G,R).

We now define the notion of permutation in our setting,
clarifying what it means for two rule sets to be permutable
with one another.

Definition 8 (Permutation). Let E be a set of edge types, and
R and Ry be two sets of rules. We say that Ry permutes above
Ro, written Ry / Ro, iff for any g-sequents G,G1,...,G, €
&(E), if G can be derived via an application of a rule o € Ry
followed by an application of a rule p € Ry from Gy, ..., G,,
then G can be derived via an application of p followed by an
application of o from Gi,...,G,.

If Ry / Ro and Ry / R4y, then we say that Ry and Ry are
permutable with one another, and write Ry = Ry. We note
that when R; or Ry is a singleton (i.e. a single rule p), we
simply write the rule name p in the notation defined above.

We now present a sequence of permutation results. In
particular, we find that Horn rules are permutable with local
rules (Theorem 9), Horn rules can always be permuted above
expansion rules (Theorem 10), and Horn rules are always
permutable with reachability rules, given that such Horn rules

have been absorbed into their constraints (Theorem 11). For
the remainder of the section, we fix a set E of edge types, and
consider relationships between rules that participate in abstract
calculi of S(E), unless specified otherwise.

Theorem 9. If [(R) is a local rule and H is a set of Horn
rules, then l[(R) = H.

Theorem 10. If e(R) is an expansion rule and H is a set of
Horn rules, then H 7/ e(R).

Theorem 11. If r(C, R) is a reachability rule, and H is a set
of Horn rules, then r(C, R) ® G(H) = H.

B. Simulation and Fracturing

We now introduce the fracture operation, which under
certain conditions, functions as the inverse of the absorb op-
eration, thus weakening constraints on initial and reachability
rules. Subsequently, we define the notion of simulation, and
show how weakened variants of initial and reachability rules
can be simulated with the help of Horn rules.

Definition 12 (Fracture). We define the fracture operation be-
tween a constraint C = (V, E, L) and a E-system G, denoted
C © G, to be the constraint (V, E,L’) such that for each
(w,u) € E, (G'\ G)(a) = L'(w,u) iff G'(a) = L(w,u).
For a constraint family C = (C1,...,Cp), we let CO G =
(C1©G,...,C, o G). We lift the fracture operation from
constraints to initial rules and reachability rules as follows:
(C,R)6G =i(CeG,R)and r(C,R)©6G =r(CS G, R).

It is straightforward to verify that absorbing a grammar
into a transmission rule (discussed in Sections II and III),
yields a reachability rule, and that ‘fracturing’ the grammar
G(r(C,R)) from a reachability rule r(C, R), gives a trans-
mission rule.

Proposition 13. Ler ¢(C, R) be a transmission rule, r(C, R)
be a reachability rule, and H be a non-empty set of Horn
rules.

1) t(C,R) ® G(H) is a reachability rule;

2) r(C,R) © G(r(C, R)) is a transmission rule.

Moreover, one can confirm that under certain conditions,
the absorb and fracture operations are inverses of one another,
and exhibit the following properties.

Lemma 14. Let p € {i(C,R),r(C,R)} and H be a set of
Horn rules. Then,

1) (p& G(H)) & G(H) = p& G(H);

2) if GO Glp) =0, then (p = GII) & G(H) =

3) (O G(H)) © G(H) = p® G(H);

4) if G(H) € G(p ) then (p© G(H)) & G(H) = p

We now define the simulation and bi-simulation relation
between rule sets and abstract calculi. In the sequel, we state
a variety of useful properties concerning such relations.

Definition 15 (Simulation). Let E be a set of edge types, and
R; and Ry two sets of rules. We say that Ry simulates R,
written Ry < R, iff for any g-sequents G, G1,...,G, € &(E),



if G is derivable from Gq,...,G, with Ry, then G derivable
from Gy,...,G, with Ry. If Ry < Ry and Ry < Ry, then we
say that R; and Ry bi-simulate each other and write R; ~ Ro.

Let 2A; = (B(E),R;) and Ay = (B(E), R2) be two abstract
calculi. We say that 205 simulates 2,1, and write 21 < s,
iff R1 =X Ry. We say that Ay bi-simulates 5, and write
911 29[2, zﬁ‘Q[l = Q[g and Q[g = Q[l.

It is a basic exercise to establish the following properties:

Lemma 16. Let E and E' be sets of edge types, A € S(E) with
A = (&(E),R), and B € S(E'). Then,

1) < is a pre-order over S(E);

2) ~ is an equivalence relation over S(E);

3) if Ri € R and Ry =X Ry with Ry a set of rules, then
A = (G(E), (R \R1) URy);

4) if A C B, then A < B.

To discuss simulations and properties thereof, we require
the use of ordered rule sets. In essence, an ordered rule set
isaset R=R;U---UR, of rules such that any derivation
constructed with R must proceed in a certain order, being
obtained by applying at least 0 or 1 rule applications from
R, followed by at least 0 or 1 rule applications from Ra, etc.

Definition 17 (Ordered Rule Sets). Let Ry, ..., R, be sets of
rules. We define >R, --- > R,, with i; € {0,1} to be an
ordered rule set such that any derivation constructed with the
rules in R; U --- UR,, must proceed by first applying ¢; or
more applications of rules from R;, followed by i2 or more
applications of rules from Rq, etc. When a set of rules in an
ordered rule set is a singleton {p}, we will simply write p.

The following lemma is straightforward to establish:

Lemma 18. Let Ry and Rs be two set of rules. Then,
. lle J RQ, then (I>1R2 l>1 Rl) = (DlRl l>1 RQ);
° for 1€ {O, 1}, l>1R1 > Ry < I>OR1 > Ro;
. for 1€ {0, 1}, l>iR1 >l Ry < l>iR1 >0 Ro.

As stated in the lemma below, we find that applying the
absorb operation to an initial or reachability rule p strengthens
the rule in the sense that p @ G(H) can simulate p for a set
H of Horn rules, and conversely, we find that the fracture
operation weakens an initial or reachability rule. Moreover, the
absorb operation satisfies a monotonicity property relative to
the subset relation over Horn rules, while the fracture operation
satisfies an antitonicity property, as expressed by the fourth
claim of the following lemma.

Lemma 19. Let H and H' be two sets of Horn rules, H C H,
p € {i(C,R),r(C,R)}, and i,j € {0,1}. Then,

1) p=2p®G(H) and p© G(H) = p;

2) (>'pr? H) < (bip® G(H) >/ H);

3) (b'po G(H) > H) < (bip>d H);

4) p®GH) < p® GH) and po G(H') < po G(H).

The following theorem is crucial for our generic algorithms
in Section V. The theorem states that any derivation consisting

of initial rules followed by applications of Horn rules can be
simulated by initial rules under absorption.

Theorem 20. If i(C, R) is an initial rule and H is a set of
Horn rules, then (>'i(C, R) % H) < i(C, R) ® G(H).

Let us turn our attention toward investigating simulations
in the presence of fracturing. When fracturing an initial or
reachability rule p with an E-system G (H) for H a set of Horn
rules, we find that p can be simulated by p© G (H) along with
applications of other inference rules. Yet, it so happens that
dependencies between Horn rules in H are of importance when
considering simulations in this context. Intuitively, one Horn
rule iy depends on another Horn rule ho when an application
of ho produces a g-sequent G such that h; becomes applicable
to it. For the interested reader, we have provided an example
of Horn rules and dependencies (which are captured by the
following notion of a dependency graph) in Example 49 of
Section V. We now define these dependencies:

Definition 21 (Dependency Graph). Let G be an E-system
with (p, D) and (p’, ') distinct propagation pairs in P(G) such
that p=x — s and p' = y — ¢ with 2,y € EUE. We say
that (p',p’) depends on (p,p), written (p,p) C (p/, D), iff s
or 5 is of the form s1yso. We define the dependency graph of
G to be the pair DG(G) = (P,C) such that P = P(G) and
C is the reflexive-transitive closure of .

For a set H of Horn rules, we define DG(H) = (H,C’)
such that for h,h’ € H, h C’' b’ iff for (p,p) € P(h) and
(v,7) € P(h), (p,P) C (¢, ) in DG(G(H)) = (P,C). To
capture dependency graphs over E-systems and Horn rules in
a uniform notation, we may denote them by DG = (V,C).

Of critical importance in dependency graphs is the notion
of a fracturable set. In essence, for a dependency graph DG =
(V,), a fracturable set is a set V' C V of vertices such that
every vertex v € V' ‘sees’ only vertices in V.

Definition 22 (Fracturable Set). Given a dependency graph
DG = (V,C) we say that a subset V' of V is fracturable
when there are no C-edges from V' to V' \ V', and we define
a subset V" of V to be anti-fracturable iff there exists a
fracturable subset V' and V" =V \ V. Given any V' C V
of a dependency graph DG = (V,C) of an E-system or a set
of Horn rules H, we let G(V”) denote J,, ; ey {p, P} and
Unrevs G(h), respectively. For a set H of Horn rules we say
that a subset H' is (anti-)fracturable iff H' is (anti-)fracturable
in the dependency graph DG(H) = (H, C).

The following properties of (anti-)fracturable subsets are
useful and follow from the above definition.

Lemma 23. Let DG = (V,C) be a dependency graph. Then,

1) V and () are both (anti-)fracturable subsets of V ;
2) ifboth V' and V' are (anti-)fracturable subsets of V and
V \ V' respectively, then V' U V" is (anti-)fracturable.

Theorem 24. If H is a set of Horn rules with H' a fracturable
subset of DG(H), then H\ H ~ H'.



Definition 25 (Saturation). Let H be a set of Horn rules with
h € H. If h is of the form shown below left, we define the
inverse h of h to be the rule of the form shown below right:
l

U
We write h(G) = G’ to mean that an application of h to G
produces G'. A g-sequent G is defined to be h-saturated iff
every application of h to G produces G. We say that h(G) is
permissible iff h(G) produces a g-sequent G’ # G. We define
H={h | h € H} and define a g-sequent G to be H-saturated
iff it is h-saturated for every h € H.

We now provide a sequence of results of that will ultimately
be used to show under what conditions initial and reachability
rules can be simulated with ‘weaker’ variants along with ap-
plications of Horn rules. In what follows, we let H(G) denote
the H-saturated g-sequent obtained by repeatedly applying all
permissible applications of rules in H to G.

Lemma 26. If G is a g-sequent and H is a finite set of Horn
rules, then H(G) is computable in PTIME and is H-saturated.

Observation 27. Let H be a set of Horn rules, G =T - A be
a g-sequent, and H(G) =T" + A'. Then, U(G) = U(H(G)),
TCTY, and A = A.

Lemma 28. Let H be a set of Horn rules, G be a g-sequent,
and G = G(H). For any s € (EUE)* and u,w € U(G) if
G = w &, u, then for every string t such that t —¢§ s, we
have H(G) | w ¢, u.

We introduce the path weakening rule (denoted pw) in
the lemma below, which serves as a restricted form of the
conventional weakening rule (cf. WrL in [20]), only permitting
the introduction of single edges between vertices in a g-
sequent. By standard arguments, one can establish that pw
is eliminable from any proof.

Lemma 29. The path weakening rule pw (shown below) is
eliminable from any proof:
' A
rLxrEA
where ¥ € {w€,u | a € Eand w,u e U + A)}.

pw

The two lemmas below follow from Observation 27 with
the latter lemma also relying on Lemma 28, and are used to
establish the two subsequent theorems.

Lemma 30. If H is a set of Horn rules, then H < pw.

Lemma 31. Let G be a g-sequent, C be a constraint, and
H := H(G(C)). If H' is a fracturable subset of H and G
satisfies C, then H'(G) satisfies C © G(H').

Theorem 32. Let i(C,R) be an initial rule with the set
H:=H(G(i(C, R))). If H' is a fracturable subset of H, then
i(C,R) <p'i(C,R) o G(H) " H'.

Theorem 33. Let v(C,R) be a reachability rule and let
H:=H(G(r(C,R))). If H' is a fracturable subset of H, then
r(C,R) <ppwptr(C,R) 6 G(H') > H".

V. GENERIC TRANSFORMATION ALGORITHMS

We now put our permutation and simulation results to work,
yielding generic transformations that establish the polynomial
equivalence between abstract calculi within certain spaces.
What we discover is rather remarkable: we find that every
abstract calculus sits within two isomorphic lattices (dubbed
upward and downward spaces), with the top and bottom
elements exhibiting unique properties. We call calculi that sit
at that the top of a lattice implicit and call calculi that sit
at the bottom of a lattice explicit. Implicit calculi perform
Horn reasoning with constraints only, whereas explicit calculi
perform such reasoning with Horn rules. In Section VI, we
observe that for a diverse number of known logics their (cut-
free) nested sequent calculi (cf. [17], [18]) are implicit, while
their (cut-free) labeled sequent calculi are explicit (cf. [19],
[20]), establishing that such proof systems are dual to one
another.

A. Upward Spaces/Lattices and Explicit Calculi

We first investigate the upward space of an arbitrary abstract
calculus, which is defined by taking an abstract calculus 2
and strengthening its rules with G(H) for H a specific set of
Horn rules, while simultaneously removing H from 2(. This
operation permits us to define a partial order over the produced
abstract calculi, which can be viewed as a complete lattice
(see Theorem 36 below). We will utilize these lattices later to
identify spaces of polynomially equivalent calculi. First, let us
lift & and & to the level of calculi.

Definition 34 (Calculus Absorption and Fracturing). Let 2 =
(B(E), M) be an abstract calculus, G be an E-system, and
© € {®,6}. We define A ® G to be the same as 2, but
where each initial rule i(C, R) and reachability rule r(C, R)
in 2R is replaced by i(C, R)©G and r(C, R) ®G, respectively.

Definition 35 (Upward Space). Let A = (&(E),R) be an
abstract calculus. We define the upward space U(2l) = (S, €)
inductively: (1) 2 € S, (2) if B € S with DG(H) = (H, C) the
dependency graph of H := H(®B), then for an anti-fracturable
subset H' C H, € = (B®G(H')) \H') € S and B < €.

Theorem 36. Let A = (B(E), R) be an abstract calculus with
URA) = (S, £) its upward space. Then, the < relation is a
connected partial-order. Moreover, for °B,C € S, if we take
BAC=inf{B,C} and BV € = sup{DB, €} under <, then
(S, A, V) is a complete lattice with A = L.

Given an abstract calculus 2 and its upward space U(2l),
we find that any proof from 2l may be transformed along the
partial order of U(2() in PTIME. We also establish that proofs
may shrink when transformed along the partial order of U(2l).

Theorem 37 (Up the Upward Space). Let A = (&(E), R) be
an abstract calculus with U(l) = (S, <) its upward space.
For any abstract calculus B € S and proof P of a g-sequent
G in U, there exists a proof P’ of G in B such that P’ is
computable from P in PTIME with s(P') < s(P).



Algorithm: IMPLICATE(2()
Input: An explicit calculus 2.
Output: The upward space U(2).

Set U(RL) := (S, <), S := {A}, and (£) :=0;
While U(2) grows;
For each €-maximal element B of IU(Q[)
For each anti-fracturable subset H' in DG(H(%));
Add f(B,H') to Sand B < f(B,H) to (2);
Return U().

Algorithm: EXPLICATE()
Input: An implicit calculus 2.
Output: The downward space D(2().

Set D(2) := (S, <), S:= {A}, and (L) :=0;
While D(2() grows;
For each <-minimal element B of D(2);
For each fracturable P in DG(G(B
Add g(*B,P) to S and g(B,
Return D(2).

\ H(B)));
P) < B to ();

Fig. 4. The IMPLICATE algorithm takes an explicit calculus as input and
computes its upward space.

To transform proofs ‘down’ the partial order of an upward
space U(2l) into a proof of 2 requires an additional condition,
namely, the initial and reachability rules of 2{ must satisfy
a certain set of equations. This gives rise to the notion of
an explicit calculus. Intuitively, an explicit calculus is one
where all initial and reachability rules are parameterized with
minimal constraints, i.e. constraints C' such that |C| = 0. This
has the effect that if a proof utilizes Horn rules, then such
rules cannot be eliminated from the proof as they cannot be
‘mimicked’ by other rules of the calculus.

Definition 38 (Explicit Calculus). Let 2 = (&(E),R) be an
abstract calculus. We define 2 to be explicit iff for every initial
i(C, R) and reachability rule r(C, R) in %R, the following hold:

i(C,R) & G(A) = i(C,R) and r(C, R) © G() = r(C, R).

Theorem 39 (Down the Upward Space). Let A = (&(E), R)
be an explicit calculus with U(1) = (S, €) its upward space.
For any abstract calculus B € S and proof P of a g-sequent
G in B, there exists a proof P’ of G in A such that P’ is
computable from P in PTIME with s(P’) = O(s(P)?).

B. Downward Spaces/Lattices and Implicit Calculi

Above, we investigated the upward spaces of calculi ob-
tained by strengthening initial and reachability rules via ab-
sorbtion. Conversely, we obtain downward spaces by weaken-
ing initial and reachability rules via fracturing.

Definition 40 (Downward Space). Let A = (B(E),R) be

an abstract calculus. We define the downward space D(21) =

(S, <) inductively as follows: (1) 2l € S, (2) if B € S with

H := H(B) and DG(G) = (P,C) the dependency graph

of G := G(®B \ H), then for a fracturable subset P’ C P,
= (BoG(P) UH(G(P'))) € S and € < B.

As with upward spaces, we obtain that downward spaces
are partially ordered sets, which can be viewed as lattices.

Theorem 41. Let A = (B(E),R) be an abstract calculus with
D) = (S, <) its downward space. Then, the < relation is
a connected partial order. Moreover, for B,¢ € S, if we take
BAC=inf{B,C} and BV € = sup{B, €} under <, then
(S, A, V) is a complete lattice with A = T.

Given an abstract calculus 2(, we can translate proofs ‘down’
the partial order of D(2() in PTIME, similar to Theorem 39.

Fig. 5. The EXPLICATE algorithm takes an implicit calculus as input and
computes its downward space.

Theorem 42 (Down the Downward Space). Let A =
(B(E),R) be a calculus with D(A) = (S, <) its downward
space. For any abstract calculus B8 € S and proof P of a
g-sequent G in 2, there exists a proof P’ of G in B such that
P’ is computable from P in PTIME with s(P') = O(s(P)?).

We find that transforming proofs ‘up’ the partial order of a
downward space D(2l) requires that 2 is of a specific form.
Namely, we find that such proofs can be transformed when 2
is an implicit calculus, defined below.

Definition 43 (Implicit Calculus). Let A = (B(E),R) be
an abstract calculus. We define 2 to be implicit iff 2 does
not contain any Horn rules, and every initial rule i(C, R)
and reachability rule 7(C,R) in fR, satisfies the following
equations:

i(C,R)® G(2A) = i(C, R) and #(C, R) ® G() = r(C, R).

Theorem 44 (Up the Downward Space). Let 2 = (&(E), R)
be an implicit calculus with D) = (S, <) its downward
space. For any abstract calculus B € S and proof P of a
g-sequent G in ‘B, there exists a proof P’ of G in 2 such that
P’ is computable from P in PTIME with s(P’) < s(P).

Beyond their use in the theorem above, another interesting
feature of implicit calculi is that every complete proof em-
ploys only g-sequents of a polytree shape.®> Such calculi are
reminiscent of nested sequent systems [17], [18], and later on,
we will identify a sizable number of nested sequent systems
appearing in the literature with implicit calculi.

Theorem 45. If 2 = (B(E),R) is an implicit calculus, then
every complete proof is a polytree proof.

C. Generic Calculus Transformations

An interesting and new discovery that arises from our
framework is that certain abstract calculi participate in lat-
tices of polynomially equivalent calculi. These lattices can
be identified by transforming an explicit calculus into its
upward space, or by transforming an implicit calculus into its
downward space. We provide two calculus transformation al-
gorithms IMPLICATE and EXPLICATE, which take an abstract
calculus as input, and compute its upward or downward space,

3See Section III for the definition of complete proofs and polytree g-
sequents.



effectively generating a lattice of polynomially equivalent
calculi. To state these algorithms we employ the following
notation:

Definition 46. Let 2 be an abstract calculus with H a set of
Horn rules and P a set of production pairs. We define:

FRLH) = e GH)\H ¢, P) = (AcG(P))UH(P)

Our first calculus transformation algorithm IMPLICATE is
presented in Figure 4. The algorithm is named ‘IMPLICATE’ as
it successively computes better approximations of the implicit
calculus ‘B that is polynomially equivalent to the input. It
is straightforward to verify that IMPLICATE terminates as
every execution of the while-loop strictly reduces the finite
set of Horn rules associated with all £€-maximal calculi. The
following relies on Theorems 37 and 39, and we remark
that T can be obtained from 2 in PTIME by computing
T := f(A,H).

Theorem 47. Let A = (B(E), R) be an explicit calculus with
U) = (S, <€) its upward space. Then,

1) U() = IMPLICATE(2);

2) U(A) is computable from A in EXPTIME;

3) IfB,C €8S, then B 1, ¢;

4) T is computable from 2 in PTIME;

5) T is the only implicit calculus in U(2).

Our second calculus transformation algorithm EXPLICATE
is displayed in Figure 5. The algorithm is named ‘EXPLICATE’
since it successively computes better approximations of the
explicit calculus polynomially equivalent to the input. We
note that EXPLICATE depends on sets of production pairs,
and observe that EXPLICATE terminates since each grammar
G(B \ H(®B)) strictly decreases for each <-minimal calculus
B after each execution of the while-loop.

The following theorem is similar to Theorem 47, but relies
on Theorem 42 and 44 to establish the polynomial equivalence
of all abstract calculi in the downward space. Moreover, we
remark that | can be obtained from the input 2 in PTIME
by computing L := g(A, P(2)).

Theorem 48. Let A = (&(E), R) be an implicit calculus with
D) = (S, <) its downward space. Then,

1) D() = EXPLICATE(2l);

2) D(A) is computable from A in EXPTIME;

3) IfB,C €8, then B 1, ¢;

4) L is computable from 2 in PTIME;

5) L is the only explicit calculus in D(2).

Example 49. To demonstrate the functionality of our two
calculus transformation algorithms, we consider an example
with an explicit calculus 2 consisting of the following rules,
and where |C| = 0.

———i(C,rR) T, weu, uEv, wEV F A
LA T weou ubw A1
I wEw F A I, wEu, uEw F A L

L - A 2 L, wéu F A 3

f(mv{hlah?ahﬁ})

AN N

f(m’{hlahi’»}) f(le,{hQ,hg,}) g(%aPQ) g(%vpl)
NS NS
f(A{hs}) 9(B,PUP,)
| |
A g(B,PLUP,UP3)

Fig. 6. The lattice above left corresponds to a computation of IMPLICATE(2!),
where 2 is defined as in Example 49. The lattice shown above right corre-
sponds to a computation of EXPLICATE(*B), where B = f(,{h1,h2,h3}).

We let H = {hq, ho, h3} and observe that in the dependency
graph DG(H) = (H,C), hs C h; and hg T ho. In this
setting, IMPLICATE(2() constructs the lattice shown on the
left of Figure 6, eventually yielding the implicit calculus
fA, {h1,he,h3}) = B at the top. Furthermore, if we let
P(H) = P, U P, U P53 such that P, = P(hz) = {(phﬁi)}’
then in DG(P) = (P,C"), (ps,Fs) C (p1,7y) and (ps, D) C
(p2,Py)- If we run IMPLICATE(®B), we obtain the lattice shown
on the right of Figure 6.

Theorem 50. Let A be an explicit calculus, U(2A) = (S, €),
B be an implicit calculus, and D(B) = (S',<). If either
BeSorAeS, then S =8, UR) = D(B), and for any
€,DeS=9 G =G(®D).

VI. CONCLUDING REMARKS

Our novel framework for the study of sequent-style systems
yields rich insights into the nature of numerous concrete proof
systems that appear in the literature. As shown in Figure 1,
diverse classes of logics with applications in computer sci-
ence [51], [52], mathematics [42], and philosophy [53], [50]
admit sequent-style calculi that can be viewed as instances of
abstract calculi. More specifically, if we observe the labeled
sequent systems of the logics in Figure 1 (operating over
graphs of Gentzen-style sequents [21], [22]), we discover that
such systems are instances of explicit calculi. In addition, due
to a unique property of implicit calculi, namely, that every
complete proof is a polytree proof (Theorem 45), one can
identify nested sequent systems (operating over (poly)trees of
Gentzen-style sequents [17], [18], [21]) with implicit calculi.

When viewed through the lens of our theory, we thus
find that labeled and nested sequent systems exist within a
spectrum (or, lattice) of polynomially equivalent calculi. We
therefore get the polynomial equivalence of nested and labeled
calculi for free via our general results. Our theory also suggests
that labeled and nested systems are dual to one another with
labeled systems serving as the bottom of a lattice and nested
systems serving as the top. This reveals that labeled and
nested systems tend to come in pairs. Our work also confirms
that nested sequent systems generally admit shorter proofs
with syntactically simpler sequents than labeled systems as
witnessed by Theorem 37 and 44.



There are various avenues for future research. We could
provide a more fine-grained treatment, taking the internal
structure of sequents into account. Doing so, we could inves-
tigate the inter-workings of cut-elimination in a broad setting.
Second, we could generalize the types of structural rules
considered in our framework, moving beyond Horn rules. In
fact, as discovered in [27], [22], certain proof systems utilizing
disjunctive properties admit transformations similar to those
in Section V. Examining these cases and incorporating them
into our framework seems promising. Third, we could extend
our methods to pinpoint how other types of proof systems
arise (e.g. linear nested sequents), identifying the spaces
these calculi exist within and uncovering transformations that
navigate them.
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APPENDIX

A. Proofs for Section IV

Theorem 9. If [(R) is a local rule and H is a set of Horn rules,
then I[(R) = H.

Proof: Consider any I', I, A, A’, and {A; }¢[y,). Observe
that the applicability of any local rule [(R) to a set of g-
sequents does not depend on the edges thereof, that is, the
derivation shown below left is a valid application of I(R) iff
the derivation shown below right is:

{T'F Aitiem {I'" = Aitiem
r+A 't A
Analogously, the application of any rule p € H does not
depend on the labeling of vertices in g-sequents, that is, the
derivation shown below left is a valid application of p iff the
derivation shown below right is:

r-A r - A
' A ' A
Thus, for any p € H, we have a derivation of the form shown
below left iff if we have a derivation of the form shown below
right, where p X n indicates that p is applied n times.

I(R)

p

/ p { Yien) )
"= A '+ A

Theorem 10. If e(R) is an expansion rule and H is a set of
Horn rules, then H 7 e(R).

Proof: We want to prove that for any rule p € H, if we
are given a derivation of the form shown below left, then we
can swap the applications of the rules, yielding a derivation
as shown below right. We let ¥ € {w&,u,u€w | a € E}.

LY F A Y F A
T W TRl
I F A ' F A €

To prove the claim, we must show that G = IV, ¥ + A
satisfies the conditions required to apply the e(R) rule: (1)
In the derivation above left, observe that p will only affect
an edge between vertices v,z € U(T') and that U(T' F
A)NU(E) = {w} holds due to the side condition on e(R).
Therefore, U(I" F A)NUE) = {w} as U(I" F A) =
UT + A). (2) The sequent constraint R will continue to
hold for G as well since A is left unchanged. Therefore, G
satisfies the requirements for e(R) to be applied, showing that
the derivation above right is permitted. [ ]

Theorem 11. If r(C, R) is a reachability rule, and H is a set
of Horn rules, then 7(C, R) ® G(H) = H.
Proof: Let p € H and G(p) = {a — s,a — §}.
We will only consi(}er the case of hy, as the case for hy is
analogous. We let C = C @ G(H) be the constraint of o =
r(C, R)®G(H). Our aim is to prove that we have a derivation
of the form shown below top iff we have a derivation of the
form shown below bottom.
{1, wEsu, wEu = Aj}icin
I, wEu, wE,u H A
' wEu F A
{T, wEsu, wEu = A }igin
{F, wEsu F Al }ie[n]
I wEu F A
We note that the right-to-left direction is trivial, and thus, we

focus on the left-to-right direction. In particular, we want to
argue that if a derivation of the form shown below left is a

hy

thTL




valid application of o, then the derivation below right is a
valid application of o, where the premises are the g-sequents
G; and G/, respectively.

Gi g;
—_——~
T wEsu, wEeu = Ag}icm {T, wEu F Ai}icm
I, wEu, wE,u - A I wEu - A

Let C = (C1,...,Cy) such that C; = ({v,v'},{(v,v")}, L;)
with L;(v,v") = G;(a;). Furthermore, we let C; & G(H) =
({v,v'}, {(v,v")}, L), where L(v,v") = G)(a;) and G} =
G;UG(H) as dictated by Definition 7. Assume that L;(v,v")
uses u &, w or u &, w, as otherwise the case is trivial. Since
{a — s,a — 5} = G(hy) C G(H), anytime u &, w or
u & w is used in the propagation path witnessing satisfaction
of L;i(v,v") in G; we can use u 5, w or v 5, w in G/ instead.
Thus, G/ = v Gi%) o for i € [n], showing that hs can be
applied first, and o second. ]
Theorem 20. If i(C, R) is an initial rule and H is a set of
Horn rules, then (>1i(C, R)>° H) < i(C, R) ® G(H).

Proof: We consider w.l.o.g. a forward Horn rule hy € H
as the case for a backward Horn rule is similar. Let us assume
that we have an instance of i(C,R) with C = (V,E L),
followed by an application of hy, as shown below.

i(C, R)

I, wEsu, wEu = A b
' wEu F A !

We let G = T, wEu,wEu + A = (V,E,L) and let
G =T, wEu = A= (V,&, L). Furthermore, let z’(C’,R) =
i(C,R) # G(H) and C = C ¢ G(H) = (V,E,L’) as in
Definition 7. Since #(C, R) is an initial rule, we know that G
satisfies C. We aim to show that G’ satisfies C’, showing that
i(C, R) can simulate >i(C, R) >0 H.

First, observe that the only difference between £ and &’ is
that £, = &, \{(w,u)} fora € E, &, € £, and &), € £'. Let us
now argue that G’ satisfies C'. We must show for any (v,z) €
& if L'(v,z) = G'(b), then Ir € G'(b) such that v .7, z.
Therefore, let (v, z) € £ and suppose that L'(v, z) = G'(b)
with G’ = G U G(H). Due to the fact that G satisfies C, we
know that 3¢ € G(b) such that v !, z. We now use the path
v, z to find a new path v .7, z in G’. Since w€su occurs in
G’, there exists a path w .5, u and its converse u .5, w in G'.
To find v .7, z, we take v I, z and replace each occurrence
of w. & u by w3 u, as well as replace each occurrence of
w3 w by u 3, w. Hence, G’ Ev .7, 2.

Last, we need to show that r € (G UG(H))(b). To do this,
we first recognize that {a — s,@ — 5} = G(hy) C G(H).
Because t € G(b) and G(b) C (G U G(H))(b), there exists
a derivation b —>EUG(H) t. By applying the production rule
a —> s to each occurrence of a in ¢ and the production rule
@ — 5 to each occurrence of @ in t, we obtain a derivation
b —>*GUG(H) r, showing the desired claim. Hence, we have

verified that G is an instance of i(C, R). [ |

Theorem 24. If H is a set of Horn rules with H' a fracturable
subset of DG(H), then H\ H' / H'.

Proof: We consider the case of a backward Horn rule
hy € H\ H as the forward case is analogous, and argue by
contraposition. Suppose that h; cannot be permuted above a
rule A’ € H' (we assume w.lo.g. that A’ is a forward Horn
rule) in a derivation, which occurs iff a derivation of the form
shown below exists, where w € ., u, wEsu and vE', v Epv

sbs
are ‘active’ in A’ and hy, respectively.

wEsgs, u

L, 0&0", wEv, V' Ev, v Egu, wEu + A
L, wEsv, v'Egu, vE V' Ew F A

I, wEwv,v'Egu,vEV + A
However, from the above, we can conclude that &' T hy in
DG(H), showing that H' is not a fracturable subset. [ |
Lemma 26. If G is a g-sequent and H is a finite set of Horn
rules, then H(G) is computable in PTIME and is H-saturated.

Proof: 1t should be clear, from the definition of H(G),
that saturating G under applications of rules from H builds a
bottom-up derivation of the following form:

H(G)

h/

hy

ha
g M
where h1, ..., hy, € H. Observe the following: (1) any bottom-
up application of a Horn rule builds the upper g-sequent from
the lower by adding a single edge. (2) As only permissible
rules can be applied, the height of this derivation is bound by
the maximal number of edges in a graph, which is quadratic in
the number of its vertices. (3) Given a Horn rule h verifying if
a sequent G is h-saturated can be done in PTIME, as checking
the existence of a path labeled with a given string between any
two vertices of a graph can be done in PTIME by standard
algorithmic techniques. (4) H(G) is obviously H-saturated by
its definition. [ ]

Lemma 28. Let H be a set of Horn rules, G be a g-sequent,
and G = G(H). For any s € (EUE)* and u,w € U(G) if
G | w &, u, then for every string ¢ such that ¢ — G S, We
have H(G) = w L, u.

Proof: Assume towards contradiction that lemma does
not hold. Let H, G, w, u, s, and ¢ form a counterexample.
Note that w.l.o.g we can assume ¢ —>g S, meaning s is
derivable from ¢ in one step. As ¢ —g s we know that
(1) there exists a rule h € H (we may assume w.l.o.g. that
h = hy) such that G(h) = {¢ — ra — 7}, 2) ¢t
is of the form tiaty (or tiats), and (3) s is of the form
tirts (or t17t2). We will consider the case of ¢t = tiato,
as the latter is analogous. Let w’, v’ € U(G) be such that:
HG) Ew .ty w' w7, ' v *2 u, but not H(G) = w L, u.
Let H(G) =T F A and consider the following:

I wéu F A
r = A
Note, that when viewed bottom-up, this is a permissible
application of h, which leads to a contradiction as H(G) is
H-saturated. [ ]




Lemma 29. The path weakening rule pw (shown below) is
eliminable from any proof:

T A
Y F A

where ¥ € {wE,u | a € E and w,u e U(T F A)}.

Proof: We will show that: (1) i(C,R) followed by
pw can be simulated by i(C, R) alone, (2) pw / I(R), (3)
pw 7 e(R), (4) pw 7 r(C, R), and (5) that for any derivation
consisting of a Horn rule h followed by a weakening rule p
one of the following holds: (5a) p can be permuted above h,
or (5b) both applications can be removed. Using these facts,
the result follows by induction on the quantity of the given
proof.

(1) Observe that if we have a derivation of the form shown
below left, then we have a derivation of the form shown below
right, as the satisfaction of C' and R cannot be falsified by the
addition of edges.

pw

i(C, R)

LEA IS - A

Lxr A
(2) Assume we have a derivation of the form shown below
left. As applicability of a local rule does not depend on the
set of the edges of a g-sequent, any derivation of the form
shown below right is valid as well.

i(C, R)

l(R) w X n
LY - A IS F A (R)

(3) Assume we have a derivation of the form shown below
left, and assume w.l.o.g. that U(I" + A) N{w&u} = {w}.
Note as v’ # u and w’ # w in the derivation below left, we
may permute pw above e(R), obtaining the derivation shown
below right.

Iw&u B A T w&u F A

w
I - A el()ﬁ) I wEu,w'Eu' = A p(R)
T w'éa A W - A C
(4) Assume we have a derivation of the form shown below left.
As satisfaction of C and R cannot be falsified by the addition
of edges, we may permute pw above r(C, R), as shown below
right.

{L'F Aitiem {T' = Aitiem

T Bdiell ey pw X n
LA {IY F Aitiem C R
IS F A ryra GH

(5) We will consider only hy case as the h; case is analogous.
Assume we have a derivation of the form shown below left.
If ¥ = Y then both applications can be removed from any
derivation; otherwise, we may permute pw above h; as shown
below right.

Y - A
F,EkAhf _LEraA_
TFA 7, LIS A
LY F A Iy A 7

Theorem 32. Let i(C,R) be an initial rule with the set
H:=H(G(i(C, R))). If H is a fracturable subset of H, then
i(C,R) =>'i(C,R) 6 G(H) " H'.

Proof: Suppose we have an application of i(C, R), yield-
ing the g-sequent G. By Lemma 31, we know that the g-
sequent G’ = H/(G) satisfies C © G(H’), and thus, serves
as an instance of i(C, R) © G(H'). As H'(G) is H’-saturated,
we may apply the rules from H' to G’ to derive G. ]
Theorem 33. Let r(C,R) be a reachability rule and let
H:=H(G(r(C, R))). If H is a fracturable subset of H, then
r(C,R) = >’pwplr(C,R)© G(H') s H'.

Proof: Suppose that we have an application of 7(C, R) as
shown below left, where C = (C4,...,C,). By Lemma 30,
we can derive the g-sequent G, = H/(G;) from G; for each
i € [n] via some number k of applications of pw. By
Lemma 31, we know that each g-sequent G/ satisfies the con-
straint C; © G(H’), and thus, we may apply 7(C, R) © G(H')
to derive H'(G). As H/(G) is H'-saturated, we can derive G
by subsequent applications of H’, as shown below right.

{GiYiem i
(G Yiew TG Vel ,
— r(C,R) T), r(C,R) o G(H')
79 H

B. Proofs for Section V

Theorem 36. Let A = (B(E), R) be an abstract calculus with
UR) = (S, <) its upward space. Then, the € relation is a
connected partial-order. Moreover, for B, € € S, if we take
BAC =inf{B,¢C} and B V € = sup{B, €} under <, then
(S, A, V) is a complete lattice with 2 = L.

Proof: Let A = (B(E),R) be an abstract calculus with
URA) = (S, <) its upward space. We first prove that € is
a partial order. By Lemma 23, we know that () is an anti-
fracturable subset in any dependency graph. Observe that for
any B e S, B = (BaG(0)) )\ 0, showing that B < B, i.e.
Z is reflexive.

Second, assume that 28 < € and € € © for B,C,D €
S. Then, there exist anti-fracturable subsets H} of H(*8) and
HY of H(C) such that ¢ = (B & G(H})) \ H} and © =
(€ & G(H,)) \ H,. Observe that ® = (B ® G(H] UH5)) \
(H} UHY). Therefore, to complete the proof of the case, we
need to show that Hf U Hj is anti-fracturable. Observe that
the sets H(®B) \ H] = H(¢) and H(<) \ H} are fracturable,
meaning (H(B)\ H})\ H; = H(B) \ (H] UH)) is fracturable;
consequently, H} U H}, is anti-fracturable, showing that € is
transitive.

Third, let us assume that 8 € € and € € B for B,¢& € S.
Then, there exist anti-fracturable subsets H} of H(B) and H}
of H(¢) such that ¢ = (B @ G(H})) \H] and B = (C @
G(H,)) \ HS. Plugging either equation into the other shows
that H} = () = H), implying that € = 8.

Last, one can show that for any B € S, 21 € ‘B, that is,
U(2) is connected. Moreover, as every partially ordered set



can be viewed as a lattice, we can view U(2l) as a lattice, and
by the previous sentence, 2l is the bottom element. ]

Theorem 37. Let A = (B(E),R) be an abstract calculus with
URA) = (S, <) its upward space. For any abstract calculus
B € S and proof P of a g-sequent G in 2, there exists a
proof P’ of G in 9B such that P’ is computable from P in
PTIME with s(P’) < s(P).

Proof: Let 2 be an abstract calculus, U() = (S, €) its
upward space, and B € S. By Theorem 36, we know that
2 £ B, and hence, there exists a set H' of Horn rules such
that H C H = H(() is an anti-fracturable subset in DG(H)
which witnesses that the relation 2 € ‘B holds. Let us take
a proof P of a g-sequent G in 2 and consider the topmost
application of a Horn rule in H’. We assume w.l.0.g. that the
Horn rule is hy and argue by induction on the quantity of the
proof that iy can be permuted upward and eliminated entirely.

Base case. Suppose we have an application of i(C, R)
followed by an application of h;. By Lemma 18, we know
that >i(C, R) > hy < >'i(C, R) b hy, and by Theorem 20,
we know that >'i(C,R) p° hy < i(C,R) & G(hys). By
Lemma 19, i(C,R) ® G(hy) = i(C,R) & G(H') since
hy € H’. As simulations are transitive (Lemma 16), we know
that >'i(C, R) >' hy = i(C,R) ® G(H’). We can therefore
replace the application of ¢(C, R) followed by h; by a single
application of i(C, R) & G(H').

Inductive step. Suppose we have an application of a local,
expansion, reachability, or Horn rule p in ‘B followed by an
application of hy. By Theorem 9 (local case), 10 (expansion
case), 11 (reachability case), and 24 (Horn rule case) we know
that hy can be permuted above p, and thus by the induction
hypothesis, hy is elimimable from the proof altogether. Note
that by definition H' is an anti-fracturable subset of H(2(), and
thus, Theorem 24 is applicable.

We repeat the above algorithm by successively considering
each topmost occurrence of a horn rule in H' until all such
rules are eliminated, giving a PTIME procedure for comput-
ing the output proof P’ of B. Moreover, max{s(G) | G €
P’} < max{s(G) | G € P} since the elimination of Horn
rules removes edges from g-sequents in P, giving potentially
smaller g-sequents in P’. Additionally, |{G € &(E) | G €
P'H <|{G € 6(E) | G € P}| since Horn rules are ‘absorbed’
into the initial rules. Thus, we have that s(P’') < s(P). ®

Theorem 39. Let A = (B(E), R) be an explicit calculus with
URA) = (S, <) its upward space. For any abstract calculus
B € S and proof P of a g-sequent G in B, there exists a
proof P’ of G in 2 such that P’ is computable from P in
PTIME with s(P") = O(s(P)?).

Proof: Let 2 be an explicit calculus, U(2() = (S, €) its
upward space, and B € S. By Theorem 36, we know that
2 £ B, and hence, there exists a set H of Horn rules such
that H' C H = H(l) is an anti-fracturable subset in DG(H)
and which witnesses that the relation 2 € B holds.

Let us first consider any initial rule i(C’, R) or reachability
rule r((f , R) in 5. We know that each rule was obtained from
an initial rule ¢(C, R) and reachability rule 7(C, R) in 2 such

that C = C ® G(H') and C = C® G(H'). Since 2 is explicit,
we know that G(p) N G(H') = 0 for p € {i(C, R),r(C,R)},
and thus, by Lemma 14 (p ® G(H')) © G(H') = p. This fact
is required to complete the remainder of the proof.

Let us now suppose that we have a proof P of G in 8. By
Theorem 32 and 33, we can replace every application of an
initial rule i(C', R) and reachability rule r(C, R) from B by a
derivation from >'i(C, R)© G (H')>"H’ and o°pwi'r(C, R)©
G(H')>YH’ as H' is a fracturable subset of H' by Lemma 23.
As mentioned above, i(C', R)©G(H') and r(C, R)OG (H') are
initial and reachability rules in 2. Furthermore, by Lemma 29,
we know that pw is eliminable from any proof, and thus, by
eliminating all occurrences of pw, we obtain a proof P’ that
is a proof in .

The above yields a PTIME algorithm for transforming P
into P’, and observe that in the worst-case

max{s(G) | G € P'} = O(max{s(G) | G € P}?)

as applications of pw could transform g-sequents from P
into at most complete graphs with quadratically more edges.
Moreover, for each application of a rule in P, we could have
(in the worst-case) at most quadratically many applications
of rules in P’ as Horn rules can only be applied at most
quadratically many times (by what was said above) until the
edges from a g-sequent are completely removed. Therefore,
s(P") = O(s(P)?). [
Theorem 41. Let 2 = (B(E), R) be an abstract calculus with
D) = (S, <) its downward space. Then, the < relation is
a connected partial order. Moreover, for 8, € € S, if we take
BAC = inf{B,C} and B Vv € = sup{B, €} under <, then
(S, A, V) is a complete lattice with 2 = T.

Proof: Let A = (&(E), 1) be an abstract calculus with
D) = (S, <) its downward space. We first prove that < is
a partial order. By Lemma 23, we know that ) is a fracturable
subset in DG(G(B\H)) with B an abstract calculus and H :=
H(®B), implying that for any B € S, B = (B o () U H(0),
showing that B < B, i.e. < is reflexive.

Second, assume that B < € and € < © for B,¢,D € S.
Then, there exist fracturable subsets P/ of G(€ \ H;) with
H; := H(€¢) and Pj of G(® \ Hz) with Hy := H(D) such
that B = (COG(P]))UH(P]) and € = (Do G(Py))UH(P)).
Observe that B = (D © G(P] U Py))UH(P] UP}). Therefore,
to complete the proof of the case, we need to show that P/ UP,
is fracturable. We know that P{ C G(¢\ H;) C G(D \ Hy)
as G(C€\ Hy) = G(D \ Ha) \ G(P%). Since Pj is fracturable
in G(® \ Hy) and P/ C G(D \ Hy), we know that Pj does
not depend on any pair in P; in the dependency graph of
G(® \ Hz). Furthermore, a pair in P/ may depend on a pair
in Py, but cannot depend on any pair in G(D \ Ha) \ G(P)).
Thus, P U P} is a fracturable subset of G(© \ Hy), showing
that 28 < 9, i.e. < is transitive.

Third, let us assume that 8 < € and € < B for B,¢ € S.
Then, there exist fracturable subsets P; of G(B \ H;) with
H; := H(®B) and P, of G(€ \ Hy) such that € = (B ©
G(P{)) UH(P,) and B = (€ & G(P;)) U H(F»). Plugging



either equation into the other shows that P, = (§ = Pj,
implying that € = ‘B.

Finally, one can show that for any B € S, B < 2, that is,
U(2) is connected, and since every partially ordered set can
be viewed as a lattice, we can view D(2() as a lattice with 2

the top element. ]

Theorem 42. Let 2L = (B(E),R) be an abstract calculus with
D(RA) = (S, <) its downward space. For any abstract calculus
B € S and proof P of a g-sequent G in 2, there exists a proof
P’ of G in B such that P’ is computable from P in PTIME
with s(P") = O(s(P)?).

Proof: Let 2l be an abstract calculus, D(2() = (S, <) its
downward space, and ‘B € S. By Theorem 41, we know that
B < 2 and hence there exists a fracturable subset P’ in the
dependency graph DG(G (2 \ H)) = (P,C) with H := H(),
witnessing that the relation B < 2 holds.

Let us suppose that we have a proof P of G in 2. By
Theorem 32 and 33, we can replace every application of an
initial rule ¢(C, R) and reachability rule r(C, R) from 2 by a
derivation from >'i(C, R) & G(P")p" H(G(P")) and ppwp!
r(C,R) © G(P")p? H(G(P")). By Lemma 29, we know that
pw is eliminable from any proof, and thus, by eliminating all
occurrences of pw, we obtain a proof P’ that is a proof in 2[.

The above yields a PTIME algorithm for transforming
P into P’, and a complexity analysis similar to the one in
Theorem 42 shows that s(P’) = O(s(P)?). ]

Theorem 44. Let 2L = (B(E),R) be an implicit calculus with
D) = (S, <) its downward space. For any abstract calculus
B € S and proof P of a g-sequent G in B, there exists a proof
P’ of G in A such that P’ is computable from P in PTIME
with s(P’) < s(P).

Proof: Let 20 be an implicit calculus, D() = (S, <)
its downward space, and B € S. By Theorem 41, we know
that B8 < 2, and hence, there exists a fracturable subset P’
of DG(G(2)) (note that H(A) = () as 2 is implicit), which
witnesses that the relation 28 < 2( holds.

Let us first consider any initial rule i(C, R) or reachability
rule r(C, R) in 8. We know that each rule was obtained from
an initial rule ¢(C, R) and reachability rule 7(C, R) in 2 such
that C' = C© G(P') and C = C© G(P"). Since 2 is implicit,
we know that G(P") C G(p) for p € {i(C, R),r(C, R)}, and
thus, by Lemma 14 and the fact that G(P’) = G(H(P")),
we have (p © G(P')) @ G(P’) = p. This fact is required to
complete the remainder of the proof.

Let us take a proof P of a g-sequent G in B and consider the
topmost application of a Horn rule in H := H(G(P')). We
assume w.l.0.g. that the Horn rule is h; and argue by induction
on the quantity of the proof that hy can be permuted upward
and eliminated entirely.

Base case. Suppose we have an application of i(C, R)
followed by an application of h;. By Lemma 18, we know
that >i(C, R) > hy < »i(C, R) 0 hy, and by Theorem 20,
we know that o'i(C,R) > hy =< i(C,R) @ G(hy). By
Lemma 19, i(C,R) @ G(hs) = i(C,R) @ G(H') since
hy € H'. As simulations are transitive (Lemma 16), we know

that >1i(C, R) > hy = i(C,R) ® G(H’). We can therefore
replace the application of i(C, R) followed by h by a single
application of i(C, R) ® G(H’), which is an initial rule in 2
since (p© G(P')) ® G(P’) = p for every initial rule p in 2.

Inductive step. Suppose we have an application of a local,
expansion, or reachability p in ‘B followed by an application
of hy. In the case that p is a reachability rule, replace r(C, R)
by 7(C, R) ® G(H') = r(C, R), which is a reachability rule in
A since (pOG(P'))®G(P’) = p for every reachability rule p
in 2. By Theorem 9 (local case), 10 (expansion case), and 11
(reachability case), we know that iy can be permuted above p,
and thus by the induction hypothesis, h is eliminable from the
proof altogether. Note that we need not consider permutations
of h; above Horn rules as hy is a topmost application of a
Horn rule.

We repeat the above algorithm by successively considering
each topmost occurrence of a horn rule in H' until all such
rules are eliminated, giving a PTIME procedure for comput-
ing the output proof P’ of A. Moreover, max{s(G) | G €
P’} < max{s(G) | G € P} since the elimination of Horn
rules removes edges from g-sequents in P, giving potentially
smaller g-sequents in P’. Additionally, |{G € &(E) | G €
P’} <|{G € &(E) | G € P}| since Horn rules are ‘absorbed’
into the initial rules. Thus, we have that s(P') < s(P). ®

Theorem 45. If 20 = (&(E),R) is an implicit calculus, then
every complete proof is a polytree proof.

Proof: Consider a complete proof of a g-sequent - w : S
in an implicit calculus 2(. Observe that - w : S is a polytree
g-sequent, and any bottom-up application of I(R), e(R), or
r(C, R) will yield polytree g-sequents as the premises; hence,
the entire proof will consist of polytree g-sequents. [ ]
Theorem 47. Let 2 = (&(E),R) be an explicit calculus with
U(A) = (S, €) its upward space. Then,

1) U(A) = IMPLICATE();

2) U(2() is computable from A in EXPTIME;
3) If B,C € S, then B -, C;
4) T is computable from 2 in PTIME;
5) T is the only implicit calculus in U().

Proof: As (1) is straightforward to confirm, we argue

claims (2)—(5) in turn:
(2) During the execution of IMPLICATE the algorithm con-
siders all anti-fracturable subsets of any calculus B € S,
which may be exponential in the size of the input. Therefore,
IMPLICATE has a worst-case complexity of EXPTIME.

(3) Suppose B, € € S. Then, by Theorem 37 and 39, we know
that 8 -k, 2l and 2 H~, &, which implies that 2 -, .
(4) By taking H := H(2) and defining B := f(, H), we
obtain the calculus T. This procedure can be performed in
PTIME in the size of 2.

(5) Since T is free of Horn rules and 2 is explicit, T
satisfies the properties of an implicit calculus by Definition 43.
Moreover, for every calculus %6 € S such that 8 # T and
B £ T, it must be the case that B contains Horn rules by the
definition of £. |



Theorem 50. Let 2l be an explicit calculus, U(2) = (S, €),
B be an implicit calculus, and D(B) = (S’,<). If either
BeSorAeS, thenS =15, U =D(B), and for any
€,DeS="95 G()=GD).

Proof: Assume w.l.o.g that B8 € S. As U(2) contains
only one implicit calculus (Theorem 47) we know that ®5 is the
top element of U(2). Let H := H(A), and observe that for any
anti-fracturable subset H' of H, f(A,H') = ¢(B, P(H\ H')).
We define h(f(2(,H')) = ¢(B,P(H\ H')), and note that h
serves as an isomorphism between U(2() and D(2), meaning
U(2A) = D(B). The fact that for any €,D € S =5/, G(€) =
G(D) follows from the fact that all Horn rules of 2 either
occur explicitly in any calculus of U(2() or were absorbed
into initial and reachability rules. ]



