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Abstract. Nested conditions are used, among other things, as a graphi-
cal way to express first order formulas ruling the applicability of a graph
transformation rule to a given match. In this paper, we propose (for the
first time) a notion of structural morphism among nested conditions, con-
sistent with the entailment of the corresponding formulas. This reveals a
structural weakness of the existing definition of nested conditions, which
we overcome by proposing a new notion of span-based nested conditions,
embedding the original ones. We also introduce morphisms for the lat-
ter, showing that those form a richer structure by organising the various
models in a number of categories suitably related by functors.

1 Introduction

Representing formulas of First-Order Logic (FOL) by graphs or more general
graphical structures was explored in various areas of Theoretical Computer Sci-
ence and Logics along the decades. A canonical example is represented by edge-
labelled graphs, which can be regarded as an alternative syntax for formulas of a
fragment of FOL including just basic (binary) predicates, equality, conjunction
and existential quantification: we call this briefly the ∃-fragment.

Let L = {a, b, c, . . .} be a set of binary relation symbols, which we shall

use also as edge labels. As an example, let A be the graph x y za b . We
consider it as a sound representation of the formula φA = ∃x, y, z. a(x, y)∧b(y, x),
in the following sense: a graph G satisfies φA (or is a model of φA) if and
only if there is a graph morphism h from A to G. Now consider B = x ya ,
representing formula φB = ∃x, y. a(x, y). Graph B has an obvious inclusion
morphism into A, viz. i : B → A. Therefore every morphism h : A → G gives
rise to a composed morphism i;h : B → G,3 implying that every graph that
satisfies φA also satisfies φB , thus φA entails φB (written φA |= φB). It is worth
noting that, in this elementary framework, graph morphisms can represent both
a satisfaction relation (between formulas and models) and an entailment relation
among formulas.

These concepts were exploited for example by Chandra and Merlin in [5]
in the framework of relational database queries. They show there that every
conjunctive query (a formula of the ∃-fragment, but with relations of any arity)

3 Along the paper, we denote by f ; g : A → C the composition of arrows f : A → B

and g : B → C, using diagrammatic order.
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has a natural model, a graph, and query inclusion is equivalent to the existence
of a graph homomorphism between those natural models. Therefore morphisms
are not only sound, but also complete with respect to entailment, and it follows
that query inclusion is decidable, even if NP-complete: an interesting logical
result obtained with graph theoretical techniques.

In the realm of Graph Transformation Systems (GTSs) [6,9] the need of
representing formulas by graphs arose in a natural way. Indeed, in any approach
a rule consists of at least two graphs, L ❀ R, and to apply it to a graph G,
first a morphism m : L → G has to be found. By the above discussion, we can
consider L as a formula of the ∃-fragment that has to be satisfied by G, as an
application condition of the rule.

It soon turned out that in order to use GTSs for even simple specifications,
more expressive application conditions were needed. In [7] the authors introduced
Negative Application Conditions (NACs), allowing to express (to some extent)
negation and disjunction. A NAC N is a finite set of morphisms from L, N =
{ni : L → Qi}i∈[1,k], and a morphism m : L → G satisfies N if for all i ∈ [1, k]
there is no morphism mi : Qi → G such that ni;mi = m. It follows that such a
NAC represents a formula of the shape ∃x̄. φL ∧ ¬(∃ȳ1. φQ1

∨ . . . ∨ ∃ȳn. φQn
):

as in [12], we call this the ∃¬∃-fragment (of FOL).

Note that differently from the ∃-fragment, the structures representing the
∃¬∃-fragment are no longer graphs, but diagrams (“stars”) in Graph, the cate-
gory of graphs; and satisfaction does not require just the existence of a matching
morphism from L, but also the non-existence of certain other morphisms.

NACs were generalized in [12,8] to Nested (Application) Conditions, where
the structure of a condition is a finite tree of arbitrary depth rooted at L, and
satisfaction is defined like for NACs, but iterating further at each level of the
tree. Interestingly, Nested Conditions were proved to have the same expressive
power of full FOL.

Since application conditions denote formulas, they are the objects of an ob-
vious category (actually, a preorder) where arrows represent entailment. But dif-
ferently from the case of the ∃-fragment, where entailment can be “explained”
by the existence of a (graph) morphism, we are not aware of similar results for
the larger ∃¬∃-fragment or for FOL. More explicitly, despite the fact that NACs
first and Nested Conditions next were defined as suitable diagrams in a cate-
gory of graphs (or of similar structures), we are not aware of any definition of
structural morphisms among such application conditions, providing evidence for
(some cases of) entailment like simple graph morphisms do for the ∃-fragment. In
this paper we address exactly this issue, one main challenge being to ensure that
a morphism exists between two conditions only if they are related by entailment.

We start by recalling in Section 2 the main definitions related to Nested Con-
ditions from [12]. We call such conditions arrow-based. In Section 3 we present
the original definition of morphism among such conditions, which come in two
variants giving rise to two categories of conditions. Soundness of morphisms
w.r.t. entailment is ensured by the existence of (contravariant) functors to the
category of conditions with the entailment preorder.
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Even if completeness of such morphisms in the sense of [5] cannot hold due to
undecidability of entailment in FOL, the lack of morphisms between entailment-
related conditions even in very simple cases leads us to introduce, in Section 4, a
variant of conditions called span-based, for which we define in turn (in Section 5)
a few notions of morphisms, and show (in Section 6) that they give rise to
categories into which those of arrow-based conditions embed. In Section 7 we
summarize the contributions of the paper, discuss some related work and hint at
future developments. Full proofs of most of the statements and a few auxiliary
results are collected in the appendix.

2 Arrow-based conditions

In this section we recall the standard notion of nested condition from [12], using
notations that will make the connection with the variation proposed in this
paper as straightforward as possible. Here and in the remainder of the paper,
we will mostly omit the term “nested” and just refer to conditions ; however, to
distinguish between variations upon this theme, we will refer to the standard
notion of nested conditions as arrow-based.

Along the paper examples and intuitions will be based on Graph, the cat-
egory of directed, edge-labelled multigraphs. However, formal definitions and
results will be phrased in terms of objects and arrows of a generic category C
that we assume to be a presheaf topos, i.e., a category of contravariant functors
from a small category S to Set, thus C = [Sop → Set]. Several categories of
graphs and hypergraphs are presheaf toposes: for example, directed unlabeled
graphs are obtained with S the free category generated by • • . Furthermore,
presheaf toposes are closed under the construction of slice and functor categories,
thus they include labeled/typed (hyper)graphs (see Sec. 5 of [1]). We will denote
the collection of objects of C by |C|, and for A,B ∈ |C| we denote by C(A,B)
the (hom)set of arrows from A to B.

Assuming that C is a presheaf topos ensures several properties we need in
the constructions of this paper: in particular, that all limits and colimits exist
(and can be computed pointwise), and also that epis are stable under pullback.
Furthermore, C is adhesive [10], enjoying several properties exploited in the
algebraic theory of graph rewriting, where the results of this paper have potential
interesting applications.4

Arrow-based conditions are inductively defined as follows:

Definition 2.1 (arrow-based condition). Let R be an object of C. AC(R)
(the set of arrow-based conditions over R) and AB(R) (the set of arrow-based
branches over R) are the smallest sets such that

– c ∈ AC(R) if c = (R, p1···pw) is a pair with pi ∈ AB(R) for all 1 ≤ i ≤ w,
where w ≥ 0;

4 Note that requiring C to be just adhesive would not suffice: for example, we need
arbitrary pushouts, while adhesivity only guarantees pushouts along monos.
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(a) Condition c = (R, p1···pw), with
pi = (ai, ci) for 1 ≤ i ≤ w

R
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ci
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h

6|=

(b) g |= c, with responsible branch pi =
(ai, ci) and witness h such that g = ai; h

Fig. 1: Visualisations for arrow-based conditions

– p ∈ AB(R) if p = (a, c) where a : R → P is an arrow of C and c ∈ AC(P ).

We regularly abbreviate “arrow-based” to “ab”. We call R the root of an ab-
condition or ab-branch, and P the pattern of an ab-branch (which is simul-
taneously the root of its subconditon). Fig. 1a provides a visualisation of an
ab-condition c. We use b, c to range over ab-conditions and p, q to range over
ab-branches. We use |c| = w to denote the width of an ab-condition c, Rc to
denote its root, and pci = (aci , ci) its i-th branch. Finally, we use P c

i (= Rci) for
the pattern of branch pci . In all these cases, we may omit the superscript c if it
is clear from the context.

Note that, as a consequence of the inductive nature of Def. 2.1, every ab-
condition has a finite depth dp(c), defined as 0 if |c| = 0 and 1+max1≤i≤|c| dp(ci)
otherwise. The depth will provide a basis for inductive proofs.

Example 2.2. Fig. 2 depicts three arrow-based conditions, rooted in the discrete
one-node graph x . According to the notion of satisfaction introduced below,
assuming that we already know the image of x in a graph, the properties can be
expressed as follows in FOL:

– c1 is equivalent to b(x, x) ∧ ∄y. (a(x, y) ∨ c(x, y))

– c2 is equivalent to ∃y. b(x, y) ∧ ¬a(y, y) ∧ ¬∃z. c(y, z)
– c3 is equivalent to a(x, x) ∨ (∃y. b(x, y) ∧ (∀v, z. c(y, v) ∧ c(y, z) → v = z))

Note that we have used variable names to represent nodes, to make the connec-
tion to the corresponding FOL properties more understandable. The morphisms
are in all cases implied by the graph structure and variable names. ⊓⊔

2.1 Satisfaction

A condition expresses a property of arrows from its root to an arbitrary object.
This is operationalised through the notion of satisfaction.
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Fig. 2: Examples of arrow-based conditions (see Ex. 2.2)

Definition 2.3 (satisfaction of arrow-based conditions). Let c be an ab-
condition over R and g : R → G an arrow from c’s root to some object G. We
say that g satisfies c, denoted g |= c, if there is a branch pi = (ai, ci) of c and
an arrow h : Pi → G such that 1. g = ai;h and 2. h 6|= ci.

If g |= c, we also say that g is a model for c. We call pi the responsible branch
and h the witness for g |= c. Pictorially, g |= c with responsible branch pi and
witness h can be visualised as in Fig. 1b.

Based on the notion of satisfaction, for ab-conditions b and c (over the same
root) we define semantic entailment b |= c and semantic equivalence b ≡ c:

b |= c if for all arrows g: g |= b implies g |= c

b ≡ c if for all arrows g: g |= b if and only if g |= c .

Example 2.4. Let us consider some models for the ab-conditions in Fig. 2.

– Let G1 = • •
b

b

c and let g be the morphism from the one-node discrete

graph x to the left-hand node of G1. It is clear that g 6|= c1 because there is
no witness for c11 (G1 does not have the required b-loop). Instead, we have
g |= c2: the witness h (for c21) maps y to the right-hand node of G1; and h

does not satisfy the subconditions of c21 because it cannot be extended with
either the a-loop specified by c211 or the outgoing c-edge specified by c212.
Similarly, g |= c3.

– Let G2 = • • •
b

b

a
c

and let g, g′, g′′ be the morphisms from x to G2

mapping x to the left, mid and right node of G2, respectively. None of these
models satisfy c1, for the same reason as above. Moreover, none satisfy c2:
though g and g′ have witnesses for c21, these are ruled out by either c212 (in
the case of g) or c211 (in the case of g′); g′′ not even has a witness for c21.
Instead, both g |= c3 (in fact there are two distinct witnesses, one for c31
and one for c32) and g′ |= c3 (due to c32); but again g′′ 6|= c3.

– If G3 = •b , then the only morphism g from x to G3 has g |= c1, g |= c2
and g |= c3.
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In general, it can be checked that every model of c1 is also a model of c2 and
every model of c2 is a model of c3, thus c1 |= c2 and c2 |= c3. On the other hand,
c2 6|= c1 as shown by g : x → G1, and c3 6|= c2 as shown by g : x → G2. ⊓⊔

2.2 Connection to first-order logic

It has been shown (e.g., [12,8]) that every first-order logic (FOL) formula can be
encoded as an arrow-based nested condition over Graph and vice versa. For the
sake of completeness, we summarise the connection here. We restrict to binary
predicates, which we take from the set of edge labels L. For the purpose of this
discussion, w.l.o.g. we assume that graph nodes are variables, taken from V.

The syntax of FOL that we use is given by the grammar

φ ::= true | false | a(x1, x2) | x1 = x2 | φ1 ∧ φ2 | φ1 ∨ φ2 | ¬φ1 | ∃x̄. φ1

where the xi are variables (from V), x̄ ∈ V∗ is a finite sequence of distinct
variables and a ∈ L is a binary predicate. We also use the concept of free variables
of φ, denoted fv (φ), inductively defined in the usual way.

Just as for conditions, the semantics of FOL is defined through a notion
of satisfaction; however, the models are not arbitrary arrows in Graph but
valuations that map variables to the nodes of a graph. Such a valuation can be
seen as an arrow from the discrete graph with node set X ⊆ V, here denoted DX .
Hence, the models of a formula φ are arrows v : DX → G (for some X ⊇ fv (φ)
and some graph G) such that v |=FOL φ. For an arbitrary graph A with node set
XA, let vA : DXA

→ A map the discrete graph over XA to A.
Theorems 1 and 3 of [12] state that (i) for every arrow-based condition

c ∈ AC(R) there exists a formula φc with fv (φc) = XR such that g |= c iff
vR; g |=FOL φc for any arrow g : R → G; and (ii) for every FOL-formula φ, there
is an arrow-based condition cφ with Rcφ = Dfv(φ) such that v |=FOL φ iff v |= cφ
for any valuation v : Dfv(φ) → G. The constructions of φc and of cφ are given in
detail in [12].

3 Morphisms of arrow-based conditions

The notion of morphism of nested conditions has not received much attention
in the literature. When considered at all, such as in [4,15], they are essentially
based on the semantics in terms of satisfaction. Indeed, entailment establishes a
preorder over conditions. Let us denote the resulting category AC|=, where if c
and b are ab-conditions, c ≤ b iff c |= b.5

The question that we address in this section is to establish a meaningful
structural notion of condition morphism. That is, given the fact that an ab-
condition is essentially a diagram in the category C, a structural morphism
from b to c consists of arrows between objects of b and objects of c satisfying
certain commutativity conditions. For morphisms to be meaningful, they should

5 Note that c ≤ b implies that c and b have the same root.
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certainly only exist where there is entailment: indeed, we require there to be a
contravariant functor to AC|=, meaning that if there is a structural morphism
b → c, then c |= b.6 As we will see, this requirement implies that it is not enough
to consider only arrows from objects of b to objects of c, since in our definition of
satisfaction, the direction of entailment flips at every subsequent nesting level.
We also observe that the existence of a (contravariant) functor to AC|= means
that we only consider morphisms between conditions with the same root.

The underlying principle for a morphism m from c = (R, pc1···p
c
|c|) to b =

(R, pb1···p
b
|b|) is that it must identify, for every b-branch pbi , a c-branch pcj that

it entails. Entailment of pcj by pbi is captured by the existence of an arrow vi

from P c
j to P b

i such that there is (recursively, but in the opposite direction with
respect to m) a morphism between the subconditions bi and cj ; however, this
sub-morphism can only exist “modulo” the morphism vi between their roots.
The task of the next subsection is to make the concept of “modulo vi” precise.

3.1 Root shifting

In order to relate conditions at different roots, we introduce a special kind of
mapping called a root shifter, which will later turn out to be a functor between
categories of conditions over different roots. For now, we note that the purpose
of root shifters is to relate the models of a condition b ∈ AC(A) to those of
a condition c ∈ AC(B), given an arrow v : A → B between their roots (the
existence of which implies that the model sets are typically disjoint). To be
more precise, we will require that every v-prefixed model of b induces a model
for c: that is, if v; g is a model of b, then g is a model of c.

This can be achieved in essentially two ways, both on the basis of v: by
constructing c from b (which we will call forward shifting) or by constructing b

from c (which we will call backward shifting).
We will first define how to shift arrows (where it is called source shifting) and

then extend this in a natural way to conditions (where it is called root shifting).

Definition 3.1 (source shifter).

– Let us denote by C(A, ) the set of arrows of C with source A. Let X,Y be
objects of C. A source shifter S from X to Y is a target-preserving mapping
S : C(X, ) → C(Y, )7 such that for all arrows a : X → Z, t : Z → U :

S(a; t) = S(a); t . (1)

– Now let v : A → B be an arrow. A forward source shifter S for v is a source
shifter from A to B such that for all a : A → C, g : B → G and h : C → G:

v; g = a;h implies g = S(a);h . (2)

6 This is consistent with the case of the ∃-fragment sketched in the Introduction.
7 That is, if f : X → Z for some Z, then S(f) : Y → Z. More formally, S can be
defined as a family of functions S = {SZ : C(X,Z) → C(Y,Z)}

Z∈|C|.
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– A backward source shifter S for v is a source shifter from B to A such that
for all a : B → C, g : B → G and h : C → G:

v; g = S(a);h implies g = a;h . (3)

If S is known to be a forward shifter, we sometimes use F to denote it; similarly,
we use B to denote backward shifters. Condition (1) is actually quite strong: for
a = idX it implies S(idX ; t) = S(idX); t, leading to the following observation.

Lemma 3.2. Let S : C(X, ) → C(Y, ) be a target-preserving mapping, and let
v : Y → X be an arrow. The following statements are equivalent:

(a) S(a) = v; a for all a : X → Z;
(b) S is a source shifter from X to Y such that S(idX) = v.

Knowing that source shifters from X are entirely determined by S(idX) gives
us a basis for their construction. Before that, let us introduce some categorical
terminology. An arrow r : A → B is a split epi(morphism) if there is an arrow
m : B → A such that m; r = idB. In this case, arrow m which satisfies the dual
condition is a split mono(morphism). We also say that r is a retraction of m,
and that m is a section of r.

The following proposition characterises the (forward and backward) root
shifters that exist in general.

Proposition 3.3 (known source shifters). Let v : A → B be an arrow.

1. The following three statements are equivalent.
(a) S is a forward source shifter for v;
(b) S is a source shifter from A to B such that S(v) = idB;
(c) S : C(A, ) → C(B, ) is a target-preserving mapping such that s =

S(idA) is a section of v and S(a) = s; a for all a : A → C.
2. If S is a source shifter such that S(idB) = v, then S is a backward source

shifter for v if and only if v is epi.

It follows that v has precisely one forward source shifter for every section s of
v (meaning, among other things, that v must be a split epi — hence a fortiori
an epi — to have any forward shifter at all). As for backward source shifters, if
S(idB) = v (which is in general the only known arrow from A to B), then v has
a backward source shifter if and only if v is epi. We denote these source shifters
by Fs

v and Bv, respectively. Their working is visualised in Fig. 3. Fig. 4 shows
some examples.

Source shifting is extended in a straightforward manner to conditions, where
it is called root shifting. To root-shift a condition, we only have to source-shift the
arrows of its branches: the subconditions remain the same. This also means that
for zero-width conditions, there is essentially nothing to be done. Hence we can
either extend a source shifter S from X to Y to a mapping S̄ : AC(X) → AC(Y )
over conditions of arbitrary width, or use the special trivial root shifter IX,Y for
zero-width conditions, where S̄ and IX,Y are defined as follows:

S̄ : c 7→ (Y, (S(ac1), c1)···(S(a
c
|w|), c|w|))

IX,Y : (X, ǫ) 7→ (Y, ǫ) .
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b
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C

a

v

{

x′ 7→x

y′ 7→z

z′ 7→z

Bv(a)
x′ 7→x

y′ 7→z

z′ 7→z

Fig. 4: Forward source shifters Fs1
v and Fs2

v and backward source shifter Bv for
an arrow v : A → B. (All morphisms a are the identity on nodes.)

Definition 3.4 (root shifter). Let X,Y be objects and v : A → B an arrow.

– A root shifter C from X to Y is a partial function from AC(X) to AC(Y )
such that either C = S̄ for some source shifter from X to Y , or C = IX,Y .

– A forward root shifter C for v is a root shifter from A to B such that either
C = F̄ for some forward source shifter F , or C = IA,B.

– A backward root shifter C for v is a root shifter from B to A such that either
C = B̄ for some backward source shifter B, or C = IB,A.

It should be noted that all root shifters S̄ with S a source shifter from X to Y

behave like IX,Y on zero-width conditions; however, IX,Y is a root shifter for
any pair of objects (X,Y ), whereas, as we have seen in Def. 3.1, forward and
backward source shifters only exist for certain arrows v : X → Y . This justifies
the introduction of IX,Y as a distinguished root shifter.

By ignoring from now on the notational distinction between S and S̄, we
reuse F and B to range over forward and backward root shifters. The action
of a root shifter is visualised in Fig. 5. The following is the crucial preservation
property of root shifters:

Proposition 3.5 (root shifters preserve models). Let v : A → B.

1. If c ∈ AC(A) and F is a forward root shifter for v that is defined on c, then
v; g |= c implies g |= F(c).

2. If c ∈ AC(B) and B is a backward root shifter for v that is defined on c, then
v; g |= B(c) implies g |= c.

9



A B

· · ·

c1 cw

a1

aw S(a1)

S(aw)

Fig. 5: Root shifting using a source shifter S: green is shifted to blue

Source and root shifters compose, in the following way.

Proposition 3.6 (identities and composition of shifters).

1. For every X, the identity function on C(X, ), denoted IX and called the
identity shifter, is a source shifter that is forward and backward for idX .

2. If U is a source [root] shifter from X to Y and V a source [root] shifter from
Y to Z, then U ;V (understood as partial function composition) is a source
[root] shifter from X to Z.

3. If U and V are forward source [root] shifters for u : X → Y and v : Y → Z,
respectively, then U ;V is a forward source [root] shifter for u; v.

4. Dually, if U and V are backward source [root] shifters for u : Y → X and
v : Z → Y , respectively, then U ;V is a backward source [root] shifter for v;u.

3.2 Structural morphisms

The following defines structural morphisms, based on root shifters, over ab-
conditions with the same root.

Definition 3.7 (arrow-based condition morphism). Let c, b ∈ AC(R).
A forward-shift [backward-shift] condition morphism m : c → b is a pair
(o, (v1,m1)···(v|b|,m|b|)) where

– o : [1, |b|] → [1, |c|] is a function from b’s branches to c’s branches;
– for all 1 ≤ i ≤ |b|, vi : P c

o(i) → P b
i is an arrow from the pattern of pc

o(i) to

that of pbi such that aco(i); vi = abi ;

– Forward shift: for all 1 ≤ i ≤ |b|, there is a forward root shifter Fi for vi
such that mi : bi → Fi(co(i)) is a forward-shift morphism.

– Backward shift: for all 1 ≤ i ≤ |b|, there is a backward root shifter Bi for vi
such that mi : Bi(bi) → co(i) is a backward-shift morphism.

We use the same notational conventions as for conditions: m has width |m| and
depth dp(m), and the components of a morphism m are denoted om, vmi and mi

for all 1 ≤ i ≤ |m|. Fig. 6 visualises the principle of forward- and backward-shift
morphisms. The next result states that the existence of a morphism between two
conditions m : c → b provides evidence that b |= c.
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Fig. 6: Visualisation of forward-shift and backward-shift morphisms m : c → b

Proposition 3.8 (ab-condition morphisms reflect models). Let c, b ∈
AC(R) be arrow-based conditions. If m : c → b is a forward-shift or a backward-
shift morphism, then g |= b implies g |= c for all arrows g : R → G.

Example 3.9. Going back to Fig. 2, though (as noted before) c1 |= c2, there does
not exist a morphism m : c2 → c1. A mapping v1 does exist from c21 to c11;
however, no mapping v11 can be found to c211 from either c111 or c112.

On the other hand, c2 |= c3 has evidence in the form of a morphism
m : c3 → c2, with the identity mapping v1 : c32 → c21 (in combination with
either the forward shifter Fv1

v1
or the backward shifter Bv1) and a corresponding

sub-morphism m1 with mapping v12 : c212 → c321 (in combination with the
trivial root shifter). ⊓⊔

Prop. 3.8 can be phrased more abstractly as the existence of a contravariant
functor from a category of arrow-based conditions and their (forward-shift or

backward-shift) morphisms to AC|=. An important step to arrive at that result
is to show that morphisms compose. This, in turn, depends on the preservation
of morphisms by root shifters.

Lemma 3.10 (root shifters preserve morphisms). Let c, b ∈ AC(X) and
let C be a root shifter from X to Y that is defined on c and b. If m : c → b, then
also m : C(c) → C(b).

Composition of ab-condition morphisms can be defined inductively, and is inde-
pendent of their forward or backward nature. We also (inductively) define arrow-
based identity morphisms. Let e, c, b be ab-conditions and m : e → c, n : c → b

ab-morphisms, with |b| = w. Then idb and m;n are defined as follows:

idb = (id [1,w], (idP b
1

, idb1) · · · (idP b
w
, id bw)) (4)

m;n = (on; om, (vmon(1); v
n
1 , n1;mon(1)) · · · (v

m
on(w); v

n
w, nw;mon(w))) . (5)

Identities are morphisms, and morphism composition is well-defined.
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(a) A forward-shift morphismm : c → b

without a backward-shift one

x ya

x y za
b
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a
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1
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11

x ya
b

x yz ac
b

ab

1

ab

11

m1

m11

Bm1
(ab

11)

(b) A backward-shift morphism
m : c → b without a forward-shift one

Fig. 7: Forward-shift versus backward-shift morphisms

Lemma 3.11 (identities and composition of ab-morphisms). Let e, c, b
be ab-conditions and m : e → c, n : c → b ab-condition morphisms.

1. id b is both a forward- and a backward-shift morphism from b to b;
2. If m and n are forward-shift morphisms, then m;n is a forward-shift mor-

phism from e to b;
3. If m and n are backward-shift morphisms, then m;n is a backward-shift mor-

phism from e to b.

We now state the first main result: ab-conditions endowed with either forward
or backward morphisms give rise to a category with a contravariant functor to
AC|=.

Theorem 3.12 (categories of arrow-based conditions). Let ACf be the
category having ab-conditions as objects and forward-shift morphisms as arrows,
and let ACb be the category having the same objects and backward-shift mor-
phisms as arrows. Both categories are well-defined, and there are identity-on-
objects functors (ACf)

op
→ AC|= and (ACb)

op
→ AC|=.

Proof sketch. Composition of morphisms and the fact that all identity morphisms
have the correct nature for both categories is shown by Lemma 3.11. Moreover,
identity morphisms and morphism composition satisfy the unit and associativity
laws. The existence of the two identity-on-object functors follows from Prop. 3.8.

⊓⊔

Even though both forward- and backward-shift morphisms preserve models, they
are incomparable: if two conditions are related by one kind of morphisms they
are not necessarily related by the other kind. In other words, if we consider the
existence of a morphism as providing evidence for entailment, then these two
types of morphism are complementary, as the following example shows.

Example 3.13 (forward versus backward root shifters). Fig. 7a shows a forward-
shift morphism m : c → b. Both conditions are evaluated in a context where we

12



know a(x, z). In that context, c is equivalent to ∃y. a(x, y) ∧ ¬b(z, x), and b is
equivalent to the property ¬b(z, x). Intuitively, b |= c holds because y can be
instantiated with z. The figure shows Fs

m1
(ac11) (for a section s of m1), which

acts as the identity on node and edges. Note that there is no backward-shift
morphism m′ : c → b because Bm1

(ab11);m11 = m1; a
b
11;m11 6= ac11.

Fig. 7b shows a backward-shift morphism m : c → b. Both conditions are
evaluated in a context where we know a(x, y). In that context, c is equivalent
to ∃z.b(z, z) ∧ ¬(y = z ∧ c(y, x)) and b is equivalent to b(y, y) ∧ ∄z. c(z, x).
Indeed, b |= c because z can be instantiated with the value of y. The figure
shows Bm1

(ab11). Note that there cannot be a forward-shift morphism m′ : c → b

because m1 is not split epi. ⊓⊔

As a final observation, we can characterise the relation between shifters and
conditions as indexed categories. For this purpose, let Cash denote the category
with objects from C (which as usual can be any presheaf topos) and arrows
S : X → Y whenever S is an (arrow-based) source shifter from Y to X . Identity
and composition are defined as in Prop. 3.6.

Moreover, for every Cash-object X let AC
f(X) = ACf(X) (the full subcat-

egory of ACf containing only conditions rooted at X), and for every Cash-
arrow S : X → Y let AC

f(S) be the functor that maps every c ∈ AC(Y ) to
S̄(c) ∈ AC(X) and every forward-shift morphism m : c → b (for c, b ∈ AC(Y )) to
m : S̄(c) → S̄(b). Define AC

b analogously for backward-shift morphisms.

Proposition 3.14 (Cash-indexed categories). AC
f and AC

b are functors
from (Cash)

op
to Cat, establishing Cash-indexed categories.

Note that this is only correct because (implicitly) Cash is a well-defined cate-
gory, and for all S : X → Y , ACf(S) and AC

b(S) are well-defined functors from
ACf(Y ) to ACf(X) and from ACb(Y ) to ACb(X), respectively.

4 Span-based conditions

The peculiar definition of morphisms of ab-conditions just introduced, with ar-
rows changing direction at each layer in order to ensure the preservation of
models, clashes with a structural property of arrow-based conditions. Indeed,
the pattern of each subcondition must contain a (homomorphic) copy of the
parent pattern, because a branch consists of an arrow of C from the latter to
the former. Thus if a morphism maps, say, the pattern P c of (a subcondition
of) c to a pattern P b of b, at the next layer (the copy of) P b must be mapped
backwards to (the copy) of P c. The consequence is that morphisms fail to exist
even in very simple situations. An example is given by Ex. 3.9, where we have
seen that c1 |= c2 (see Fig. 2) but there is no morphism providing evidence for
this.

Inspired by this observation, we present the second main contribution of this
paper: an original definition of nested conditions where the duplication of struc-
ture just described does not occur, because at each level we need to specify only

13



R

I1

P1

· · ·
Iw

Pw

c1 cw

u1

d1

uw

dw

(a) Condition c = (R,p1···pw), with
pi = (〈|ui, di|〉, ci) for 1 ≤ i ≤ w

R

Ii

Pi

ci

G
g

ui

di

h

6|=

(b) g |= c, with responsible branch
pi = (〈|ui, di|〉, ci) and witness h such
that 〈|ui, di|〉 	 (g, h)

Fig. 8: Visualisations for span-based conditions

the additional structure, and how it is connected. This is achieved by replacing
the branch arrows aci of a condition c by spans.

A span s = (f : I → A, g : I → B) over C, which we will denote 〈|f, g|〉, is a
pair of arrows of C having the same source. Objects A and B are the source and
target of s, respectively, while I is its interface; we sometimes write s : A → B.
Spans can be composed: if the target of 〈|u, d|〉 is equal to the source of 〈|v, w|〉,
then 〈|u, d|〉#〈|v, w|〉 = 〈|v′;u, d′;w|〉 where 〈|v′, d′|〉 is the pullback span of (d, v). The
result is defined, because C has all pullbacks, but non-deterministic in general
because pullbacks are defined up to iso. The standard solution would be to
consider spans up to isomorphism of their interface (yielding category Span(C)
having the same objects of C and equivalence classes of spans as arrows), but
to avoid further technicalities we will gloss over this throughout the paper.

Span-based conditions are inductively defined as follows:

Definition 4.1 (span-based condition). For any object R of C, SC(R) (the
set of span-based conditions over R) and SB(R) (the set of span-based branches
over R) are the smallest sets such that

– c ∈ SC(R) if c = (R, p1···pw) is a pair with pi ∈ SB(R) for all 1 ≤ i ≤ w;
– p ∈ SB(R) if p = (〈|u, d|〉, c) where u : I → R, d : I → P form a span of

arrows of C and c ∈ SC(P ).

In the span 〈|u, d|〉 of a branch p = (〈|u, d|〉, c), u stands for the up-arrow and d for
the down-arrow. As before, we use |c| = w to denote the width of a span-based
condition c, Rc to denote its root, and pci = (sci , ci) with span sci = 〈|uc

i , d
c
i |〉 its

i-th branch. Finally, we use Ici for the interface of span sci and P c
i (= Rci) for its

target (hence uc
i : Ici → Rc and dci : Ici → P c

i ). In all these cases, we may omit
the superscript c if it is clear from the context. Pictorially, c can be visualised
as in Fig. 8a. As we will see in Section 6, we can reconstruct an arrow-based
condition from a span-based one.
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Fig. 9: Span-based conditions corresponding to Fig. 2. The dotted arrows indicate
forward-shift morphisms (see Ex. 5.10), with component mappings in brown.

As examples of span-based conditions, Fig. 9 shows counterparts for the three
arrow-based conditions in Fig. 2: both b1 and b′1 are equivalent to c1 (which is
rather non-obvious in the case of b′1), whereas b2 is equivalent to c2 and b3 to c3.

The careful reader might have observed that Def. 4.1 is essentially Def. 2.1
instantiated to the category Span(C), thus wondering if we are just repeating
the theory of ab-conditions for one specific instance. This is not the case, though,
as the definitions that follow (satisfaction, morphisms,. . . ) are phrased using
arrows and diagrams of C, not of Span(C).8

We now present the modified notion of satisfaction for span-based conditions.
First we recognise that the purpose of an arrow a in an ab-condition is essentially
to establish “correct” model/witness pairs (g, h) — namely, those pairs that
commute with a in the sense of satisfying g = a;h. We may write a 	 (g, h) to
express this commutation relation. This is what we now formalise for spans, as
follows:

〈|u, d|〉 	 (g, h) if u; g = d;h .

Satisfaction of sb-conditions is then defined as follows:

Definition 4.2 (satisfaction of span-based conditions). Let c be a span-
based condition and g : R → G an arrow from c’s root to an object G. We say
that g satisfies c, denoted g |= c, if there is a branch pi and an arrow h : Pi → G

such that 1. si 	 (g, h), and 2. h 6|= ci.

Note that this is entirely analogous to Def. 2.3, especially if we would retrofit
the notation a 	 (g, h) there. Like before, we call pi the responsible branch and
h the witness of g |= c. Satisfaction of sb-conditions is visualised in Fig. 8b.

8 Technically, this would not fall in our framework because Span(C) is not a presheaf
topos even if C is.
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5 Span-based morphisms

To define morphisms of sb-conditions, we will go over the same ground as for ab-
conditions, but take a slightly more abstract view — as we did for satisfaction by
introducing 	. Having recognised that the semantics of a span in sb-conditions
is essentially given by the set of model/witness pairs that it commutes with, we
can in general consider relations over spans that either preserve or reflect this
semantics, in the sense that if s1, s2 are related, then either s1 	 (g, h) implies
s2 	 (g, h) (preservation) or s2 	 (g, h) implies s1 	 (g, h) (reflection). Typically,
however, the model/witness pairs are not preserved or reflected precisely, but
modulo some arrow that gets added to or erased from the model.

– (s1, s2) preserves models adding v if s1 	 (g, h) implies s2 	 (v; g, h);
– (s1, s2) preserves models erasing v if s1 	 (v; g, h) implies s2 	 (g, h);
– (s1, s2) reflects models adding v if s2 	 (g, h) implies s1 	 (v; g, h);
– (s1, s2) reflects models erasing v if s2 	 (v; g, h) implies s1 	 (g, h).

The above is defined on individual pairs. For a relation R over spans, we say
that R preserves [reflects] models adding [erasing] v if it consists of pairs that
do so.

Definition 5.1 (span source shifters). Let us denote by Csp(A, ) the col-
lection of all spans of C with source A. Let X,Y be objects of C.

– A span source shifter S from X to Y is a target-preserving mapping
S : Csp(X, ) → Csp(Y, ) such that for all spans s : X → Z, t : Z → U :

S(s # t) = S(s) # t . (6)

– Now let v = A → B be an arrow. S is a forward span source shifter for v if
it is a span source shifter from A to B that preserves models erasing v, i.e.,
such that for all spans s : A → C and all pairs g : A → G, h : C → G:

s 	 (v; g, h) implies S(s) 	 (g, h) . (7)

A forward span source shifter is called complete if it also reflects models
adding v; i.e., if the “implies” in (7) is an “if and only if”.

– Instead, S is a backward span source shifter for v if it is a span source
shifter from B to A that reflects models erasing v, i.e., such that for all
spans s : B → C and all pairs g : B → G, h : C → G:

S(s) 	 (v; g, h) implies s 	 (g, h) . (8)

A backward span source shifter is called complete if it also preserves models
adding v; i.e., if the “implies” in (8) is an “if and only if”.

Since span source shifters fromX are, just as in the arrow-based case, completely
determined by S(idX) (due to (6)), we can enumerate the choices of forward
and backward shifters for v that are available in general, i.e., without having
additional information about v.
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Fig. 10: Forward and backward span source shifters. In each case, 〈|u′, d′|〉 is the
image of 〈|u, d|〉.

Forward shifting. For S to be a forward span source shifter for v : A → B,
there must be a span t = S(idA) : B → A, which automatically determines
S(s) = t # s for all s : A → C. Without additional information about v, there
are essentially two options for t: t = 〈|v, idA|〉 or t = 〈|idB, x|〉 for some section
x of v, i.e., such that x; v = idB.

Backward shifting. For S to be a backward span source shifter for v : A → B,
there must be a span t = S(idB) : A → B, which automatically determines
S(s) = t # s for all s : B → C. Again, there are essentially two options:
t = 〈|idA, v|〉, or t = 〈|x, idB|〉 for some section x of v, i.e., such that x; v = idB.

This gives rise to the following four candidate shifters for v : A → B (which still
have to be shown to satisfy the conditions of Def. 5.1):

F◦
v : s 7→ 〈|v, idA|〉 # s

Fx
v : s 7→ 〈|idB , x|〉 # s where x; v = idB

B◦
v : s 7→ 〈|idA, v|〉 # s

Bx
v : s 7→ 〈|x, idB|〉 # s where x; v = idB

These are visualised in Fig. 10 (in a simplified construction that omits the in-
termediate steps of the span composition where possible). We call F◦

v and B◦
v

direct and Fx
v and Bx

v split. It turns out that, indeed, each of these four options
gives rise to a valid shifter; moreover, the direct ones are complete.

Proposition 5.2 (span source shifters).

1. F◦
v is a complete forward span source shifter for v, and Fx

v is a forward span
shifter for v if v is a split epi with section x.

2. B◦
v is a complete backward span source shifter for v if v is epi, and Bx

v is a
backward span shifter for v if v is a split epi with section x.

The proof (in App. A) can be constructed directly from the diagrams in Fig. 10.

The step from span source shifters to span root shifters is completely identical to
the arrow-based case; we omit the definition here. A new aspect is the following.
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Proposition 5.3. The trivial root shifter IA,B is both a complete forward span
root shifter and a complete backward span root shifter for any arrow v : A → B.

Span root shifters satisfy the analogous properties of arrow root shifters formu-
lated in Propositions 3.5 (model preservation) and 3.6 (identities and composi-
tion), both extended with the case of complete shifters.

Proposition 5.4 (span root shifters preserve models). Let v : A → B.

1. If c ∈ SC(A) and F is a forward span root shifter for v that is defined on
c, then v; g |= c implies g |= F(c). If, moreover, F is complete then also
g |= F(c) implies v; g |= c.

2. If c ∈ SC(B) and B is a backward span root shifter for v that is defined on
c, then v; g |= B(c) implies g |= c. If, moreover, B is complete then also
v; g |= B(c) implies g |= c.

Forward and backward shifters again compose, also for complete ones. The pre-
cise statement is given in Prop. A.2.

We call the span source and root shifters of the shape F◦
v , F

x
v , B

◦
v , B

x
v and

IA,B elementary. It is not the case that every span shifter is elementary; e.g.,
F◦

v1
;Fx2

v2
is in general not equal to F◦

v1;v2 or to Fx
v1;v2 for any x. However, for

the remainder of this paper we will restrict ourselves to span shifters that are at
least composed from elementary ones, in the following sense:

Assumption 5.5 Let S be a span root shifter for v.

– If S is a forward shifter, then S = S1; · · · ;Sn where each Si is an elementary
forward shifter for some vi such that v = v1; · · · ; vn. If, moreover, S is
complete then all Si are complete — in which case either S is trivial or
Si = F◦

vi
for all i and S = F◦

v .
– If S is a backward shifter, then S = S1; · · · ;Sn where each Si is an elemen-

tary backward shifter for some vi such that v = vn; · · · ; v1. If, moreover, S
is complete then all Si are complete — in which case either S is trivial or
Si = B◦

vi
for all i and S = B◦

v.

A final change with respect to the arrow-based case is that we also abstract
the commutation condition in Def. 3.7 by relying instead on a family of pattern
shift relations — which in a sense complement the role of root shifters.

Definition 5.6 (pattern shift). Let v : P1 → P2 be an arrow. Pattern shift
for v is the relation Pv over spans including all pairs (s1, s2) such that si =
〈|ui : Ii → A, di : Ii → Pi|〉 for i = 1, 2 (for some A), and there is an arrow k :
I1 → I2 for which both halves of the following diagram commute:

A

I1

P1

I2

P2

u1

d1

u2

d2

v

k
(9)
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Conservative pattern shift for v is the subrelation P◦
v ⊆ Pv consisting of span

pairs for which, in addition, the lower square of (9) is a pushout.

The following lists some essential properties of pattern shifting.

Proposition 5.7 (pattern shift properties). Let v : P1 → P2 be an arrow,
and let (s1, s2) ∈ Pv.

1. For all arrows g, h, if s2 	 (g, h) then s1 	 (g, v;h);
2. For all arrows t : P2 → P3, if (s2, s3) ∈ Pt then (s1, s3) ∈ Pv;t;
3. For all spans s, if s # s1 and s # s2 are defined then (s # s1, s # s2) ∈ Pv.

If (s1, s2) ∈ P◦
v , then in addition:

4. For all arrows g, h, if s1 	 (g, h) then h = v;h′ and s2 	 (g, h′);
5. For all arrows t : P2 → P3, if (s2, s3) ∈ P◦

t then (s1, s3) ∈ P◦
v;t;

6. For all spans s = 〈|a, id |〉, if s#s1 and s#s2 are defined then (s#s1, s#s2) ∈ P◦
v .

For the analogy with the arrow-based case, let Av = {(a1, a2) | a2 = a1; v}; this
constitutes a set of “arrow pattern shift pairs” that play exactly the role captured
by clause 1, but with respect to the satisfaction relation of ab-conditions. The
conservative case (which we did not go into for ab-morphisms) would correspond
to A◦

v = {(a1, a2) ∈ A | a1 = a2;x with x; v = id}.
Using pattern shift, we define morphisms over sb-conditions as follows.

Definition 5.8 (span-based (complete) condition morphism). Given
two sb-conditions c, b, a forward-shift [backward-shift] sb-morphism m : c → b

is a pair (o, (v1,m1)···(v|b|,m|b|)) where

– o : [1, |b|] → [1, |c|] is a function from b’s branches to c’s branches;
– for all 1 ≤ i ≤ |b|, vi : P c

o(i) → P b
i is a arrow from the pattern of pc

o(i) to that

of pbi such that (sc
o(i), s

b
i) ∈ Pvi ;

– Forward shift: for all 1 ≤ i ≤ |b|, there is a forward root shifter Fi for vi
such that mi : bi → Fi(co(i)) is a forward-shift morphism;

– Backward shift: for all 1 ≤ i ≤ |b|, there is a backward root shifter Bi for vi
such that mi : B(bi) → co(i) is a backward-shift morphism.

The morphism m is called direct if all Fi [Bi] and mi are direct, and is called
complete if o is surjective and for all 1 ≤ i ≤ |b|, (sc

o(i), s
b
i) ∈ P◦

vi
, Fi [Bi] is

complete and mi is complete.

Note that, by Assumption 5.5, only direct (forward or backward) span root
shifters are complete, hence also only direct sb-morphisms can be complete.

Just as for the arrow-based case, one of the most essential properties of
span-based condition morphisms is that they reflect models. In addition, com-
plete span-based condition morphisms also preserve models. The following lifts
Prop. 3.8 to sb-conditions, and extends it with the case for completeness.

Proposition 5.9 (sb-condition morphisms reflect models). Let c, b ∈
SC(R) be span-based conditions. If m : c → b is an sb-morphism, then g |= b

implies g |= c for all arrows g : R → G. Moreover, if m is complete, then also
g |= c implies g |= b for all g.
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Example 5.10. For the span-based conditions in Fig. 9, we have a complete
forward-shift morphism m : b′1 → b1, providing evidence that b1 ≡ b′1; more-
over, there are also morphisms m′ : b2 → b1 and m′′ : b3 → b2. All the required
morphism arrows are already shown in the figure. Note that, in Ex. 3.9, we ob-
served that there does not exist an arrow-based morphism from c2 to c1; hence
the existence of a span-based morphism between the equivalent b2 and b1 is con-
crete evidence for our claim, in Section 6 below, that the structure of span-based
conditions allows more morphisms between them.

We now once more return to the level of categories, using the exact same con-
structions for identity morphisms and morphism composition as in the arrow-
based case (see (5) and (4)). We can therefore lift and extend Theorem 3.12 to
the span-based case.

Theorem 5.11 (categories of span-based conditions). Consider the fol-
lowing categories having sb-conditions as objects and different arrows: SCf with
forward-shift morphisms, SCb with backward-shift morphisms, SCf◦ with com-
plete forward-shift morphisms, SC|= with the preorder of semantic entailment
(c ≤ b iff c |= b), and SC≡ with the preorder (actually, equivalence) of semantic
equivalence. These are well-defined, and there are identity-on-objects functors
(SCf)

op
→ SC|=, (SCb)

op
→ SC|= and (SCf◦)

op
→ SC≡.

We end our presentation of sb-conditions by again establishing two indexed cat-
egories, now based on the category of span source shifters Cssh, lifting Prop. 3.14
to the span-based case.

Proposition 5.12 (Cssh-indexed categories). There are functors SC
f and

SC
b from (Cssh)

op
to Cat, establishing Cssh-indexed categories.

6 From arrow-based to span-based and back

Span-based conditions are richer in morphisms than arrow-based conditions,
but semantically equivalent. In this subsection we show the existence of faithful,
semantics-preserving functors from the categories of forward- and backward-
shift arrow-based conditions to their span-based counterparts, and we also show
equivalence of the entailment-based categories.

First, we inductively define the “natural” span-based conditon N (c) for an
arbitrary arrow-based condition c ∈ AC(R) and N (p) for a branch p ∈ AB(R).

N : c = (R, p1···pw) 7→ (R,N (p1)···N (pw))

p = (a, c) 7→ (〈|idR, a|〉,N (c)) .

It follows (by induction) that N (c) ∈ SC(R) and N (p) ∈ SB(R). This transfor-
mation fully preserves the (satisfaction-based) semantics of conditions.

Proposition 6.1 (N preserves semantics). Let c ∈ AC(R). For all g : R →
G, g |= c iff g |= N (c). As a consequence, for all b ∈ AC(R), b |= c if and only
if N (b) |= N (c).
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This is actually implied by Prop. 6.5 in combination with Lemma 6.4 below.
Morphisms remain essentially identical under N :

N : (o, (v1,m1)···(vw,mw)) 7→ (o, (v1,N (m1))···(vw,N (mw))) .

N both preserves and reflects morphisms, in the following sense.

Proposition 6.2. m : c → b is a forward-shift [backward-shift] ab-condition
morphism if and only if N (m) : N (c) → N (b) is a forward-shift [backward-shift]
sb-condition morphism.

Proof sketch. There are two things to be shown: namely, (i) the action
of arrow-based forward and backward shifters on a coincides with that of
span-based forward and backward shifters on 〈|id, a|〉, and (ii) the commuta-
tion condition a1 = v; a2 (for ab-condition morphisms) holds if and only if
(〈|id , a1|〉, 〈|id , a2|〉) ∈ Pv. The latter is immediate. For the former, briefly using Ŝ
to denote span shifters, the essential property is that B̂◦

v(〈|id , a|〉) = 〈|id,Bv(a)|〉
and F̂s

v (〈|id , a|〉) = 〈|id,Fs
v (a)|〉. (Span shifters of the form B̂x

v or F̂◦
v do not pre-

serve the property that the left span-leg is the identity, hence are not suitable
to support morphisms from N (c) to N (b).) ⊓⊔

Since identities and morphism composition are obviously preserved by N , we
have the following result, also illustrated in Fig. 11:

Theorem 6.3 (arrow-based to span-based functors). N is a faithful func-
tor from ACf to SCf , from ACb to SCb and (with the appropriate, obvious

mapping of arrows) from AC|= to SC|=, which commute with the functors of
Theorem 3.12 and Theorem 5.11.

From span-based to arrow-based conditions with forward- or backward-shift mor-
phisms, there does not exist a functor, as the span-based categories are richer
in morphisms — for instance, Fig. 9 shows an example span-based morphism
m′ : b2 → b1, whereas no arrow-based morphism exists between the equiva-
lent c2 and c1 in Fig. 2 (confer Examples 3.9 and 5.10). However, we now show
that span-based conditions themselves are semantically not more expressive than
arrow-based ones: there does exist a semantics-preserving mapping from SC(A)
to AC(A) for all A.

Let (d′s, u
′
s) denote the pushout cospan for a span s = 〈|u, d|〉. We inductively

define A on sb-conditions and sb-branches, as follows:

A : (R, p1···pw) 7→ (R,A(p1)···A(pw))

(s, c) 7→ (d′s,A(F◦
u′

s
(c))) .

For instance, taking again the ab-conditions in Fig. 2 and their sb-condition
counterparts in Fig. 9, it can be checked that A(b1) = A(b′1) = c1, A(b2) = c2
and A(b3) = c3.

A acts as the (left) inverse of the action of N on objects, due to d′s = id and
u′
s = a for s = 〈|id , a|〉:
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AC|=

SC|=

SC≡

(ACf)
op

(SCf)
op

(SCf◦)
op

(ACb)
op

(SCb)
op

Th. 3.12 Th. 3.12

Th. 5.11 Th. 5.11

Th. 5.11

N op

(Th. 6.3)

N op

(Th. 6.3)

N

(Th. 6.3)

A

(Th. 6.6)

N op

(Th. 6.3)
∼=

Fig. 11: Overview of categories and functors studied in this paper

Lemma 6.4. For any arrow-based condition c, A(N (c)) = c.

The following property is the counterpart of Prop. 6.1, and actually implies it
thanks to Lemma 6.4:

Proposition 6.5 (A preserves semantics). If c ∈ SC(R), then A(c) is an
arrow-based condition in AC(R) such that for all g : R → G, g |= c iff g |= A(c).
In consequence, for all b ∈ SC(R), b |= c if and only if A(b) |= A(c).

Proof sketch. By induction on the depth of c, using that g = d′s;h iff s 	 (g, u′
s;h)

for any model/witness pair (g, h), in combination with the fact that F◦
u′

s
preserves

models adding u′
s and reflects them erasing u′

s (Prop. 5.2). ⊓⊔

This implies that (as claimed above) span-based conditions are semantically not
more expressive than arrow-based categories. The formal statement comes down
to an equivalence of the respective categories, also illustrated in Fig. 11.

Theorem 6.6 (equivalence of arrow-based and span-based entail-

ment). A is a (full and faithful) functor from SC|= to AC|=, surjective on
objects, which (together with its left and right adjoint N ) establishes that the
categories are equivalent.

7 Conclusion and future work

The main contributions of this paper are the following:

– Starting with the existing notion of nested conditions (which we call arrow-
based to contrast them with a variant developed in the paper), we define
structural morphisms that provide evidence for (i.e., “explain”) entailment
between conditions. In doing so, we find that there are two independent
variants, called forward-shift and backward-shift, that explain different frag-
ments of entailment (Def. 3.7 and Ex. 3.13).
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– This gives rise to functors from the categories of nested conditions with
(forward-shift or backward-shift) morphisms to the preorder of entailment
over the same conditions (Theorem 3.12).

– Observing that there actually exist far fewer morphisms than one would
like (relatively few cases of entailment are explained by the existence of
morphisms), and suspecting that this is a consequence of redundancy within
the structure of nested conditions, we define span-based nested conditions in
which such redundancy can be avoided (Def. 4.1).

– Forward- and backward-shift morphisms are lifted to span-based conditions
(Def. 5.8), leading again to categories with functors to the preorder of entail-
ment (Theorem 5.11). Moreover, we also characterise complete span-based
morphisms that in fact imply equivalence of, and not just entailment be-
tween, their source and target conditions.

– There is a faithful embedding of arrow-based conditions (with backward-
shift and forward-shift morphisms) into span-based ones, and span-based
conditions indeed explain a larger fragment of entailment. However, under
the preorder of entailment the two categories are equivalent, meaning that
span-based conditions are themselves not more expressive than arrow-based
ones (Theorem 6.6).

Besides these main contributions, there are numerous smaller ones, among which
are the (admittedly rather technical) existence of indexed categories based on
the concept of shifter (Props. 3.14 and 5.12). This is closely related to the notion
of shifting in the existing theory of nested conditions (see below).

All investigations in this paper assume a base category that is a presheaf
topos, which includes the case of edge-labelled graphs that is used for all the ex-
amples (and from which we derive our intuitions). The main results are visualised
in Fig. 11.

Related work. In his work on Existential Graphs [13], Charles S. Peirce proposed
a graphical representation of full FOL, equipped with some kinds of graph ma-
nipulations which represent sound deductions. Even if equally expressive, com-
paring Existential Graphs with Nested Conditions looks difficult, because the
former are not formalized in a familiar algebraic/categorical way.

Bonchi et.al. [3] have enriched the correspondence between graphs and con-
junctive queries of [5], summarized in the Introduction, by identifying a common
rich categorical structure: cartesian bicategories. They introduce graphical con-
junctive queries as suitable string diagrams, i.e. arrows of a specific free cartesian
bicategory, showing that they are as expressive as standard conjunctive queries
and, more interstingly, that the freely generated preorder among them is ex-
actly the entailment preorder among queries. Furthermore, exactly the same
algebraic structure is shown to arise by considering as arrows cospans of hy-
pergraphs and as preorder the existence of a morphism. This is summarized
by a triangular relationship including logical structures (queries), combinatorial
structures (hypergraphs), and categorical ones (free cartesian bicategories). The
characterization of conjunctive formulas as arrows of a free cartesian bicategory

23



has been generalized in [2] to full FOL, but lacking the combinatorial/graphical
counterpart. As a possible development of the results of this paper, by equipping
conditions with suitable interfaces (encoding free variables) we intend to study
the algebraic structure of nested conditions, possibly identifying a suitable carte-
sian bicategory. If succesful, this could provide the third missing structure (the
combinatorial one), allowing to lift to full FOL the triangular correspondence
presented in [3] for the ∃-fragment.

The operation of shifting a condition along an arrow has been exploited for
cospan-based conditions in [4] to compute weakest pre-conditions and strongest
post-conditions for graph transformation systems. This operation, similarly to
our notion of shifter, defines a functor between categories of conditions that is
shown to have both left and right adjoints, corresponding to a form of existential
and universal quantification. We intend to define logical operations on span-
based conditions, and to explore whether the adjunction results still hold.

In [4,15] nested conditions are defined over an arbitrary category C, which
allows to instantiate the framework beyond presheaf toposes: for example, to
the category of graphs and injective morphisms, or to the category of left-linear
cospans of an adhesive category. We intend to explore to what extent our as-
sumptions on category C can be relaxed in order to be able to apply our results
to other, more general settings.

Some papers [11,14,15] address the problem of (semi-)deciding satisfiability
of nested conditions, by resorting to tableau-based techniques inspired by those
of FOL. The proposed algorithms are also able to generate finite models if a
formula has one. It would be interesting to explore if passing from arrow-based
to span-based conditions can have an impact on the complexity of proofs, and
if morphisms among conditions could allow to relate tableau-based proofs for
different formulas.

Future work. We see the results of this paper as providing only a start for the
study into span-based conditions, giving rise to many natural follow-up ques-
tions. Some of those arise in the context of related work and were already dis-
cussed above; here are a few more.

– Is there any independent characterisation of the fragment of entailment
that is explained by span-based condition morphisms? Do forward-shift and
backward-shift morphisms explain distinct fragments as they do in the arrow-
based case?

– There are many syntactically different (but semantically equivalent) span-
based representations for the same property. For instance, it can be shown
that replacing any span by another with the same pushout gives rise to an
equivalent condition. Is there a useful normal form for span-based conditions,
preferably such that, if a morphism exists between two conditions, one also
exists between their normal forms?

Acknowledgements. We would like to thank Filippo Bonchi for providing the
original inspiration for this work, and together with Nicolas Behr and Barbara
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A Proofs

A.1 Proofs for Section 3

Proof of Lemma 3.2.

– (a) implies (b). Assume that (a) holds. To show that S is a source shifter,
note that Eq. (1) holds by S(a; t) = v; a; t = S(a); t. Furthermore, S(idX) =
v; idX = v.

– (b) implies (a). Assume that (b) holds. Let a : X → Z; by (1), it follows
that S(a) = S(idX ; a) = S(idX); a = v; a. ⊓⊔

Proof of Prop. 3.3.

1. We show 1(a) ⇒ 1(b) ⇒ 1(c) ⇒ 1(a).
– 1(a) implies 1(b). Assume that 1(a) holds. By definition, S is a source

shifter from A to B. Now consider (2) with a = v and g = h = idB: then
v; g = a;h, hence idB = g = S(a);h = S(a).

– 1(b) implies 1(c). Assume that 1(b) holds. By definition, S : C(A, ) →
C(B, ) is a target-preserving mapping; moreover, if s = S(idA) then
s; v = S(idA); v = S(idA; v) = S(v) = idB , proving that s is a section of
v. Moreover, S(a) = S(idA; a) = S(idA); a = s; a.

– 1(c) implies 1(a). Assume that 1(c) holds. To show (1), note that
S(a; t) = s; a; t = S(a); t. To show (2), consider a, g, h such that
v; g = a;h; then g = idA; g = s; v; g = s; a;h = S(a);h.

2. Assume that S is a source shifter such that S(idB) = v.
– v epi implies that S is a backward source shifter for v. To show (3), let

a, g, h be such that v; g = S(a);h = v; a;h; then g = a;h because v is
epi.

– S a backward source shifter for v implies that v is epi. Let g, h : B → C

be such that v; g = v;h, and let a = idB; then v; g = S(a);h, hence (3)
implies g = a;h = idB;h = h. It follows that v is epi. ⊓⊔

The following fact, which follows from Lemma 3.2 for source shifters, will be
very useful in reasoning about root shifters.

Lemma A.1 (root shifter property). Let X,Y be objects. For any non-
trivial root shifter C from X to Y , there is an arrow v : Y → X such that, for
all c ∈ AC(X) on which C is defined, C(c) = (Y, (v; ac1, c1)···(v; a

c
|c|, c|c|)).

Proof of Lemma A.1. If C is non-trivial, then C = S̄ for some source shifter. Let
v = S(idX); then Lemma 3.2 implies S(a) = v; a for any a with source A. ⊓⊔

Proof of Prop. 3.5. For zero-width conditions, both clauses are vacuously true.
In the remainder assume |c| > 0 (and hence the root shifters are non-trivial).
Let v : A → B.

1. Let b = F(c); then abi = F(aci ) for all 1 ≤ i ≤ |c|. Assume v; g |= c due to
responsible branch pci and witness h; i.e., v; g = aci ;h. Eq. (2) then implies
g = F(a);h, hence pbi is a responsible branch and h a witness for g |= b.
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2. Let b = B(c); then abi = B(aci) for all 1 ≤ i ≤ |c|. Assume v; g |= b due to
responsible branch pbi and witness h; i.e., v; g = B(aci);h. Eq. (3) then implies
g = a;h, hence pci is a responsible branch and h a witness for g |= c. ⊓⊔

Proof of Prop. 3.6. We first prove the case for source shifters.

1. To prove Eq. (1) for U ;V consider:

(U ;V)(a; t) = V(U(a; t)) = V(U(a); t) = V(U(a)); t = (U ;V)(a); t .

2. In case U and V are forward, to prove Eq. (2) assume u; v; g = a;h. By
applying Eq. (2) for U and V it follows that v; g = U(a);h and hence g =
V(U(a));h = (U ;V)(a).

3. In case U and V are backward, to prove Eq. (3) for U ;V assume v;u; g =
(U ;V)(a);h = V(U(a));h. By applying Eq. (3) for V and U it follows that
u; g = U(a);h and hence g = a;h.

Now assume U and V are root shifters. If both are non-trivial, then so is U ;V and
the result follows by a straightforward pointwise argument. If, on the other hand,
either U or V is trivial, then in fact so is U ;V , which immediately establishes the
result. ⊓⊔

Proof of Prop. 3.8. Let m = (o, (v1,m1)···(v|b|,m|b|)) and assume by induction

hypothesis that for all 1 ≤ j ≤ |b| the property holds for mj . Let pbi be the
responsible branch and h : P b

i → G the witness for g |= b. Hence we have
(†) g = abi ;h and (‡)h 6|= bi. We show that g |= c, with responsible branch pc

o(i)

and witness h. In fact, we immediately have ac
o(i); vi;h = abi ;h

(†)
= g. It remains

to show that vi;h 6|= co(i), for which we consider separately the two cases.

1. Let m be a forward-shift morphism. Then for all 1 ≤ j ≤ |b| we have that
mj : bj → Fj(co(j)) is a forward-shift morphism, where Fj is a forward root
shifter for vj . If (ad absurdum) vi;h |= co(i), by clause 1 of Prop. 3.5 we
would have h |= Fi(co(i)), and by induction hypothesis on mi also h |= bi,
contradicting (‡).

2. Let m be a backward-shift morphism. Then for all 1 ≤ j ≤ |b| we have that
mj : Bj(bj) → co(j) is a backward-shift morphism, where Bj is a backward
root shifter of width |bj|. Suppose (ad absurdum) that vi;h |= co(i). Then by
the induction hypothesis on mi we also have vi;h |= Bi(bi), and by clause 2
of Prop. 3.5 we have h |= bi, contradicting (‡). ⊓⊔

Proof of Lemma 3.10. If C is trivial, the result is immediate. Otherwise, assume
m = (o, (v1,m1) · · · (v|b|,m|b|)) and let v be as in Lemma A.1. The only new proof
obligation for m to be an ab-morphism from c to b is that, for all 1 ≤ i ≤ |b|,
v; ac

o(i); vi = v; abi . This follows immediately from ac
o(i); vi = abi . ⊓⊔

Proof of Lemma 3.11. Let w = |b|.
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1. By induction on the depth of b. For all 1 ≤ i ≤ w, abi ; idP b
i
= abi . Note that

F id
id and Bid (with id = idP b

i
) are, respectively, forward and backward root

shifters, both acting as the identity on arrows with source P b
i ; hence (by

the induction hypothesis) idbi is both a forward-shift morphism from bi to
F id

id (bi) and a backward-shift morphism from Bid (bi) to bi.

The other two clauses are proved by induction on the depth of m and n. Let
o = on; om and for all 1 ≤ i ≤ w let vi = vmon(i); v

n
i . Note that o is a function

from [1, w] to [1, |e|] and all vi are arrows from P e
o(i) to P b

i as required.

2. For all 1 ≤ i ≤ |b| and 1 ≤ j ≤ |c|, let Fn
i and Fm

j be the foward root
shifters for vni and vmj , respectively, guaranteed by the fact that m and
n are forward-shift morphisms, i.e., such that ni : bi → Fn

i (con(i)) and
mj : cj → Fm

j (eom(j)) are forward-shift morphisms.

For all 1 ≤ i ≤ w, we need to show the existence of a forward root shifter Fi

for vi such that ni;mon(i) is a morphism from bi to Fi(eo(i)). Let j = on(i)
(hence om(j) = o(i)) and let Fi = Fm

j ;Fn
i . By Prop. 3.6, Fi is a forward root

shifter for vmj ; vni = vi. By definition, mj is a forward-shift morphism from
cj to Fm

j (eom(j)) and hence by Lemma 3.10 (applying Fn
i ) also a forward-

shift morphism from Fn
i (cj) to Fn

i (F
m
j (eom(j))). Again by definition, ni is

a forward-shift morphism from bi to Fn
i (cj). By the induction hypothesis,

therefore, ni;mj is a forward-shift morphism from bi to Fi(eo(i)).
3. Mutatis mutandis. ⊓⊔

A.2 Proofs for Section 4

Proof of Prop. 5.2. In the proof, we make use of the diagrams (especially the
arrow names) in Fig. 10.

1. We first show that F◦
v is a complete forward span source shifter. Let g :

B → G and h : C → G; then 〈|u, d|〉 	 (g, h) and 〈|u′, d′|〉 	 (g, h) are both
equivalent to u; v; g = d;h, hence they are equivalent to one another. It
follows that F◦

v both preserves models erasing v and reflects models adding
v.
We now show that Fx

v is a forward source shifter, i.e., that it preserves
models erasing v. Let g : B → G and h : C → G be such that 〈|u, d|〉 	

(v; g, h), meaning u; v; g = d;h. It follows that x′;u; v; g = x′; d;h and hence
u′; g = u′;x; v; g = d′;h, hence 〈|u′, d′|〉 	 (g;h).

2. We first show that B◦
v is a complete backward span source shifter for v if v is

epi. First note that in toposes the pullback of an epi is epi; hence, as already
indicated in the figure, v′ is epi. Now let g : B → G and h : C → G; then
〈|u, d|〉 	 (g, h) comes down to u; g = d;h whereas 〈|u′, d′|〉 	 (v; g, h) comes
down to u′; v; g = d′;h, which is equivalent to v′;u; g = v′; d; g. Because v′ is
epi, u; g = d;h if and only if v′;u; g = v′; d; g, implying that B◦

v both reflects
models erasing v and preserves models adding v.
We now show that Bx

v is a backward span source shifter for v, i.e., that it
reflects models erasing v. Let g : B → G and h : C → G be such that
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〈|u′, d′|〉 	 (v; g, h), meaning u′; v; g = d′;h. It follows that u; g = u;x; v; g =
u′; v; g = d′;h = d;h, hence 〈|u, d|〉 	 (g, h). ⊓⊔

Proposition A.2 (span shifters compose).

1. If U is a span source [root] shifter from X to Y and V a span source [root]
shifter from Y to Z, then U ;V (understood as partial function composition)
is a span source [root] shifter from X to Z.

2. If U and V are [complete] forward span source [root] shifters for u : X → Y

and v : Y → Z, respectively, then U ;V is a [complete] forward source [root]
shifter for u; v.

3. Dually, if U and V are [complete] backward span source [root] shifters for
u : Y → X and v : Z → Y , respectively, then U ;V is a [complete] backward
span source [root] shifter for v;u.

Proof of Prop. 5.7. Let v : P1 → P2 and t : P2 → P3 be arrows, and let
(s1, s2) ∈ Pv. Let si = 〈|ui : Ii → A, di : Ii → Pi|〉 for i = 1, 2, 3.

1. Assume s2 	 (g, h), hence u2; g = d2;h. It follows that u1; g = k;u2; g =
k; d2;h = d1; v;h, hence s1 	 (g, v;h).

2. Assume (s2, s3) ∈ Pt; hence there are kv and kt making the pentagons of
Eq. (9) commute for v and t, respectively. Then kv; kt likewise satisfies the
role of k in (9) for v; t. If, moreover, the lower square of the constituent
pentagons (for v and t) are pushouts, then by pushout composition so is the
lower square of the composed pentagon, which establishes clause 5.

3. Let s = 〈|b : J → B, a : J → A|〉. The following figure shows the pentagon
obtained for (s # s1, s # s2).

A

I1

P1

I2

P2

u1

d1

u2

d2
v

k

J

B

J1 J2

b

a

u′
1

a2

u′
2

a1

k′

Given that J2 is the pullback object of (a, u2) and u′
1; a = a1;u1 = a1; k;u2,

the red k′ uniquely exists such that k′;u′
2 = u′

1 and k′; a2 = a1; k. Hence k′

satisfies the properties of the required mediating morphism between s # s1 =
〈|u′

1; b, a1; d1|〉 and s # s2 = 〈|u′
2; b, a2; d2|〉.

Now let (s1, s2) ∈ P◦
v .

4. Assume s1 	 (g, h) for g : A → G, h : P1 → G, hence u1; g = d1;h. It follows
that k;u2; g = d1;h, hence by the pushout property of the lower square of (9)
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there is a unique e : P2 → G such that u2; g = d2; e and h = v; e, implying
s2 	 (g, e).

5. Shown as part of the proof of clause 2 above.
6. In the case where s = 〈|a, idA|〉 for some arrow a, the composition s # si is

simply 〈|a;ui, di|〉. The lower square of the pentagon (9) for (s # s1, s # s2) is
then the same as that for (s1, s2), hence it is a pushout. ⊓⊔

Proof of Prop. 5.9. By induction on the depth of m. If m : c → b is an sb-
morphism and g |= b, then let pbi be the responsible branch and h the witness
such that 〈|ub

i , d
b
i |〉 	 (g, h) and h 6|= bi, and let j = o(i). Since (scj , s

b
i) ∈ Pvi ,

it follows by Prop. 5.7.1 that 〈|uc
j , d

c
j |〉 	 (g, vi;h). Now assume (ad absurdum)

that vi;h |= cj. This will lead to a contradiction, hence g |= c with responsible
branch pcj and witness vi;h.

– For the forward-shift case, due to 5.4 it follows that h |= Fi(cj), and hence
by the induction hypothesis the existence of mi : bi → Fi(cj) implies h |= bi,
contradicting the above.

– For the backward-shift case, by the induction hypothesis the existence of
mi : Bi(bi) → cj implies vi;h |= Bi(bi), and hence due to 5.4 it follows that
h |= bi, contradicting the above.

If m is complete and g |= c, then let pcj be the responsible branch and h the
witness such that 〈|uc

j , d
c
j |〉 	 (g, h) and h 6|= cj. Let i be such that j = o(i) (which

exists because o is surjective). Since (scj , s
b
i) ∈ P◦

vi
, it follows by Prop. 5.7.4 that

〈|ub
i , d

b
i |〉 	 (g, h′) for some h′ such that h = vi;h

′. Now assume (ad absurdum)
that h′ |= bi. This will lead to a contradiction, hence g |= b with responsible
branch pbi and witness h′.

– For the forward-shift case: by the induction hypothesis, the existence of the
complete mi : bi → Fi(cj) implies h′ |= Fi(cj). Since Fi is complete, due to
5.4 it follows that h = vi;h

′ |= cj , contradicting the above.
– For the backward-shift case, since Bi is complete, due to 5.4 it follows that

h = vi;h
′ |= Bi(bi), and hence by the induction hypothesis the existence of

the complete mi : Bi(bi) → cj implies h |= cj , contradicting the above. ⊓⊔
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