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1

Introduction

The paper organizes as follows: After explaining the tecéinierms of the title irf 1 and the
remaining basic notions i§2, we start to explicate the differences between our two@essof
calculiin§ 3. The weak version is explained§@. The changes necessary for the strong version
in order to admit liberalization of thé-rule are explained i§ 5. After concluding in§6 we
append all the proofs, references, and notes.

1.1 Without Skolemization

In this paper we discuss how to analytically prove first-otdeorems in contexts where Skolem-
ization is not appropriate. Skolemization has at leasetpreblematic aspects.

1. Skolemization enrichs the signature or introduces higheéer variables. Unless special

care is taken, this may introduce objects into empty unasend change the notion of
term-generatedness or Herbrand models. Above that, thierf8Konctions occur in an-
swers to goals or solutions of constraintghich in general cannot be translated into the
original signature. For a detailed discussion of theselprob cf. Miller (1992).

. Skolemization results in the following simplified qudicttion structure:

For all Skolem functiong there are solutions to the freevariablese (i.e. the
free variables of Fitting (1996)) such that the quantifreeftheoren¥’(€, @) is
valid.

Short: Vi. 3e. T(e, ).

Since the state of a proof attempt is often represented asottjanction of the branches
of a tree (e.g. in sequent or (dual) tableau calculi), the fr@ariables become “rigid” or
“global”, i.e. a solution for a free-variable must solve all occurrences of this variable in
the whole proof tree. This is because, 8y, ..., B, denoting the branches of the proof
tree,

Vi. 3e. (Bo A ... NBy)
(3e

is logically strictly stronger tharvi. . By A ... AN 3é By,).



Moreover, with this quantification structure it does notrede be possible to do inductive
theorem proving by finding, for each assumed counterexanaplether counterexample
that is strictly smaller in some wellfounded orderi@he reason for this is the following.
When we have some counterexamgléor 7'(¢, @) (i.e. there is na& such thatl'(¢) @) is
valid) then for differen€’ different branched$3; in the proof tree may cause the invalidity
of the conjunction. If we have applied induction hypothesesiore than one branch, for
differente’ we get different smaller counterexamples. What we wouldineewever, is one
single smaller counterexample for all

3. Skolemization increases the size of the formulas. (N@ttih most calculi the only relevant
part of Skolem terms is the top symbol and the set of occunan@bles.)

The first and second problematic aspects disappear whensaseaising (cf. Miller (1992))
instead of Skolemization. Raising is a dual of Skolemizatmd simplifies the quantification
structure to something like:

There are raising functions such that for all possible values of the fréevari-
ablesi (i.e. the nullary constants or “parameters”) the quantifiee theorenT’ (€, «)
is valid.

Short: de. Vau. T'(e, u).

Note that due to the two duality switches “unsatisfiabiliglidity” and “Skolemization/
raising”, in this paper raising will look much like Skoleraizon in refutational theorem proving.
The inverted order of universal and existential quantiftcabf raising (compared to Skolemiza-
tion) is advantageous because now

de.Vi. (ByA ... NBy)
is indeed logically equivalenttae. (Via. By A ... A Vid. B,).

Furthermore, inductive theorem proving works well: Whemdome=, we have some counter-
examplew for T'(e€, «) (i.e. T'(€, «) is invalid) then one branct; in the proof tree must cause
the invalidity of the conjunction. If this branch is closalen it contains the application of an
induction hypothesis that is invalid for thisand theu’ resulting from the instantiation of the
hypothesis. Thusgy together with the induction hypothesis provides the dyremaller counter-
example we are searching for for tlals

The third problematic aspect disappears when the depepaémariables is explicitly rep-
resented in aariable-condition cf. Kohlhase (1995). This idea actually has a long histoty,
Prawitz (1960), Kanger (1963), Bibel (1987). Moreover, tise of variable-conditions admits the
free existential variables to be first-order.



1.2 Sequent and Tableau Calculi

In Smullyan (1968), rules for analytic theorem proving al&ssified asy-, -, v-, andJd-rules
independently from a concrete calculus.

a-rules describe the simple and the
S-rules the case-splitting propositional proof steps.

~-rules show existential properties, either by exhibiting a ternessing to the existence or else
by introducing a special kind of variable, called “dummy”RPnawitz (1960) and Kanger
(1963), and “free variable” in footnote 11 of Prawitz (196®4 in Fitting (1996). We will
call these variablefseey-variables By the use of free-variables we can delay the choice
of a witnessing term until the state of the proof attempt give more information which
choice is likely to result in a successful proof. It is the mmant addition of freey-vari-
ables that makes the major difference between the freebkaralculi of Fitting (1996) and
the calculi of Smullyan (1968). Since there use to be infipiteany possibly witnessing
terms (and different branches may need different ones)y-tiides (under assistance of the
B-rules) often destroy the possibility to decide validitchase they enable infinitely many
~-rule applications to the same formula.

o-rules show universal properties simply with the help of a new syintalled a “parameter”,
about which nothing is known. Since the present fregariables must not be instantiated
with this new parameter, in the standard framework of Skataton and unification the
parameter is given the present freevariables as arguments. In this paper, however, we
will use nullary parameters, which we céie j-variables These variables are not free in
the sense that they may be chosen freely, but in the sensthélyaare not bound by any
guantifier. Our free)-variables are similar to the parameters of Kanger (1968alse a
free y-variable may not be instantiated with all of them. We wibrgt the information on
the dependency between freevariables and freé-variables invariable-conditions



1.3 Preservation of Solutions

Users even of pure Prolog are not so much interested in threpreving as they are in answer
computation. The theorem they want to prove usually coataome free existential variables
that are instantiated during a proof attempt. When the patteimpt is successful, not only the
input theorem is known to be valid but also the instance ofthle®rem with the substitution
built-up during the proof. Since the knowledge of mere exise is much less useful than the
knowledge of a term that witnesses to this existence (unfésgerm is a only free existential
variable), theorem proving should—if possible—alwaysvite these witnessing terms. Answer
computation is no problem in Prolog’s Horn logic becauss &a simple. But also for the more
difficult clausal logic, answer computation is possible. €f. Baumgartner &al. (1997), where
tableau calculi are used for answer computation in clawgat! Answer computation becomes
even harder when we consider full first-order logic instebdausal logic. Wher-steps occur
in a proof, the introduced free universal variables may pl®wo information on what kind of
object they denote. Their excuse may be that they cannotidantberms of computability or
A-terms. Nevertheless, they can provide this informatioform of Hilbert’s e-terms, and the
strong versions of our calculi will do so. When full first-erdlogic is considered, one should
focus onpreservation of solutionsmstead of computing answers. By this we mean at least the
following property:

All solutions that transform a proof attempt for a propasitinto a closed proof (i.e.
the closing substitutions for the freevariables) are also solutions of the original
proposition.

This again is closely related to inductive theorem proviSgppose that we finally have shown
that for the reduced fornk(é, @) (i.e. the state of the proof attempt) of the original theorem
T(e, ) (cf. the discussion i 1.1), there is some solutiahsuch that for each counterexample

of R(€,u) there is a counterexampié for the original theorem and that thiéis strictly smaller
than in some wellfounded ordering. In this case we have prdvgd «) only if the solutione

for the reduced fornvu. R(é, @) is also a solution for the original theorera. 7'(é, ).



1.4 The Liberalizedj-rule

We use &’ for the union of disjoint classes and ‘id’ for the identityrfction. For a clas& we
definedomain range andrestriction toandimagée andreverse-image of a class by

dom(R) := {a]| 3b. (a,b) € R} ;

ran(R) := {b]| Ja. (a,b) € R} ;
AR = {(awb)eR|acA}
(A)R = {b| da€A. (a,b) ER} ;
R(B) = {a| € B. (a,b) R}

We define asequento be a list of formulag.The conjugateof a formulaA (written: A ) is the
formulaB if A is of the form—B, and the formula-A otherwise. Note that the conjugate of the
conjugate of a formula is the original formula again, uni¢ésis the form——B.

In the tradition of Gentzen (1935) we assume the symbol$réary-variables(i.e. the free
variables of Fitting (1996))iree d-variables(i.e. nullary parametershound variablegi.e. vari-
ables for quantified use only), and tbenstantqi.e. the function (and predicate) symbols from
the signature) to come from four disjoint séts V;, V,...., andX. We assume each of, V;,
Viouna 10 b€ infinite (for each sort) and s&t.. := V,0V,. Moreover, due to the possibility to
rename bound variables w.l.0.g., we do not permit quantifioaon variables that occur already
bound in a formula; i.e. e.¢yx: A is only a formula in our sense 4 does not contain a quantifier
onz like Vx or 3z. The simple effect is that our- andd-rules can simply replacal occurrences
of z. For a term, formula, sequeft&c., ‘“V,(I"), * Vi(I'),  Vieuna(I')",  Viee (I")’ denote the sets
of variables fromV,, V;, V,.umas Vi OCCUrring inl’, resp.. For a substitution we denote with
‘I'o’ the result of replacing i each variable: in dom(o) with o(x). Unless stated otherwise,
we tacitly assume that each substitutiosatisfies V), ,..(dom (o) Uran(o)) = @, such that no
bound variables can be replaced and no additional varifglesme bound (i.e. captured) when

applyingo.

A variable-conditionR is a subset ofV, x V;. Roughly speaking,(z”,y°) € R says that” is
older thany’, so that we must not instantiate the fregariablez> with a term containing’.

While the benefit of the introduction of fregvariables imy-rules is to delay the choice of
a witnessing term, it is sometimes unsound to instantiatl sufreey-variablez” with a term
containing a fre@-variabley’® that was introduced later than:



Example 1.1
dzr. Yy. (r=1y)
is not deductively valid. We can start a proof attempt via:
~y-step:
Yy. (z7=y).
o-step:
(z7=y’).

Now, if we were allowed to substitute the freevariablez> with the freed-variabley’, we would
get the tautology(y’=1v°), i.e. we would have proved an invalid formula. In order to v
this, thed-step has to recor@r”, y°) in the variable-condition, which disallows the instaritiat
step.

In order to restrict the possible instantiations as litdepassible, we should keep our variable-
conditions as small as possible. Kanger (1963) and Bib&{)Lare quite generous in that they
let their variable-conditions become quite big:

Example 1.2
Jz. ( P(x) v Yy. =P(y) )
can be proved the following way:

y-step:
( P(z7) v Vy. =P(y) )
a-step:
P(z7), Vy. =P(y).
0-step:

P(z7), —P(y’).
Instantiation step:

P(y’), —~P(y’).
The last step is not allowed in the above citations, so thathem~-step must be applied to the
original formula in order to prove it. Our instantiationgtéowever, is perfectly sound: Since
does not occur invy. —=P(y), the free variables” andy® do not depend on each other and there
is no reason to insist om” being older than,’. Note that moving-in the existential quantifier
transforms the original formula into the logically equieat formula 3z. P(x) v Vy. =P(y),
which (after a preceding-step) enables thé-step introducingy’ to come before the-step
introducingz”.

Keeping small the variable-conditions generated bydtnele results in non-elementary reduc-
tion of the size of smallest proofs. This “liberalizationtbe §-rule” has a history ranging from
Smullyan (1968) over Hahnle & Schmitt (1994) to Baaz & Faler(1995). While the liberal-
izedj-rule of Smullyan (1968) is already able to prove the fornafl&xample 1.2 with a single
~-step, it is much more restrictive than the more liberalizedle of Baaz & Fermuller (1995).



Note that liberalization of thé-rule is not simple because it easily results in unsoundutialc
cf. Kohlhase (1995) w.r.t. our Example 1.3 and Kohlhase@9@r.t. our Example5.18. The
difficulty lies with instantiation steps that relate pravsty unrelated variables:

Example 1.3
dz. Vy. Q(z,y) V Ju. Yv. =Q(v,u)
is not deductively valid (to wit, leQ be the identity relation on a non-trivial universe).

Consider the following proof attempt: One, two -, and two liberalized-steps result in
Q(z7,y°), ~Q(v",w) ()
with variable-condition
R = {(a"y’), (u,v)}. (#)

(Note that the non-liberalizetirule would additionally have producéd~, v°) or (u”, 3°) or both,
depending on the order of the proof steps.)

When we now instantiate” with v°, we relate the previously unrelated variablesandy’.
Thus, our new goal

Q(v’,y°), —Q(v°, w)

must be equipped with the new variable-conditi{gn’, y°)}. Otherwise we could instantiate
with °, resulting in the tautologyQ(v?, v°), =Q(v°, 3°).

Note that in the standard framework of Skolemization andication, this new variable-con-
dition is automatically generated by the occur-check oficaion: When we instantiate” with
v’(u)in

Q2 y(x7)), —~Q(v"(uw7), )
we get
Qv (), y*(v°(u))), —Q(v*(uw”), u”),
which cannot be reduced to a tautology becayg€ (")) andu” cannot be unified.
When we instantiate the variablesandu” in the sequencex{ in parallel via
o= {10’ w1’} %)

we have to check whether the newly imposed variable-canditare consistent with the substi-
tution itself. In particular, a cycle as given (for theof (#)) by

Yo ltuw Rvola Ry

must not exist. Although this sounds fairly difficult, theriwal treatment is quite simple.



2 Basic Notions, Notations, and Assumptions

We make use of “[...]" for stating two definitions, lemmastloeorems (and their proofs &c.) in
one, where the parts between ‘[ and ‘]’ are optional and aeamto be all included or all omitted.
‘N’ denotes the set of andk® the ordering on natural numbers. We defifé, := { neN |
0#n }.

Let ‘R’ denote a binary relation? is said to be aelation onA if dom(R)Uran(R) C A.
Risirreflexive if idN R = (). Itis A-reflexiveif ,,id C R. Simply speaking of aeflexive
relation we refer to the biggest that is appropriate in the local context, and referring is th
we write R° to ambiguously denotg id. Furthermore, we writé?! to denoteR. Forn € N,
we write R"*! to denote R"oR, such thatR" denotes the: step relation forR. Thetransitive
closureof Ris R* :=J, N, R". Thereflexive & transitive closuref Ris R* := |J, . R"
Thereversé of R will be denoted withR~!. R is terminating if there is nos : N — dom(R)
with s; R s;;, foralli € N.

Furthermore, we usd* to denote the empty set as well as the empty function or emvptg.
By an (irreflexive)ordering‘ <’ (on A) we mean an irreflexive and transitive binary relation (on
A), sometimes called “strict partial ordering” &c. by othertlaors. Areflexive ordering £’ on
A is an A-reflexive, antisymmetric, and transitive relation an Thereflexive ordering orA of
an ordering< is (< Uid) N (Ax A). An ordering< is calledwellfoundedif > is terminating;
where, as with all our asymmetric relation symbols, := <~!. Theclass of total functions
from A to B is denoted withA — B. Theclass of (possibly) partial functions fromh to B is
denoted withA ~ B.

Validity is expected to be given with respect to somwstructure E-algebra)A, assigning a
universe (to each sort) and an appropriate function to eaolbal inX. ForX C V.. we denote
the set of totald-valuations ofX (i.e. functions mapping free variables to objects of theverse
of A (respecting sorts)) withX — A and the set of (possibly) partiad-valuations ofX with
X~ A. Form € X — A we denote with Awr’ the extension of4 to the variables oK which
are then treated as nullary constants. More precisely, sieas the existence of some evaluation
function ‘eval’ such thatval(.Awmr) maps any term overwX into the universe ofd (respecting
sorts) such that for alt € X: eval(Awr)(z) =7(x). Moreover,eval(Awr) maps any formula
B overXwX to TRUE or FALSE, such thatB is valid in Awr iff eval(Awr)(B) = TRUE. We
assume that th8ubstitution-Lemmholds in the sense that, for any substitutiqr-structureA,
and valuationr € V,.. — A, validity of a formulaB in AW ((o W v,,..\dom(s),1d) 0 eval(Awr)) is
logically equivalent to validity ofBo in Awn. Finally, we assume that the value of the evaluation
function on a term or formula3 does not depend on the free variables that do not occur in
B: eval(Awr)(B) = eval(AW,_ (s, 7)(B). Further properties of validity or evaluation are
definitely not needed.



3 Two Versions of Variable-Conditions

In this section we formally describe two possible choicestie formal treatment of variable-con-
ditions. Theweakversion works well with the non-liberalizédrule. Thestrongversion is a little
more difficult but can be used for the liberalized versionthef-rule. The presented material is
rather formal, but this cannot be avoided and the followiections will be less difficult then.

Several binary relations on free variables will be introgtilic The overall idea is that when
(z,y) occurs in such a relation this means something likés“older tharny” or “the value ofy
depends on or is described in termsedf

Definition 3.1 (E,, U,)

For a substitutiorr with dom(o) =V, we define thexistential relatiorto be
E, = {(d,2) ]| 2/ eV (o(x))NzeV,}

and theuniversal relatiorto be
Us = {(y,2) | yeVilo(x)) Az eV, }.

Definition 3.2 ([Strong] Existential R-Substitution)

Let R be a variable-condition.

o is anexistentialR-substitutionif ¢ is a substitution withdom(c) =V, for which U, o R is
irreflexive.

o is astrong existentialR-substitution if ¢ is a substitution withdom(c) =V, for which
(U, o R)" is a wellfounded ordering.

Note that, regarding syntax(z”,y°) € R is intended to mean that an existentialsubstitu-
tion o may not replace: with a term in whichy® occurs, i.e.(y’°, ") € U, must be disallowed,
i.e. U,oR must be irreflexive. Thus, the definition of a (weak) exisank-substitution is
quite straightforward. The definition ofsirongexistentialR-substitution requires an additional
transitive closure because the strong version then adrsitsadler R. To see this, take from Ex-
ample 1.3 the variable-conditioR of (#) and thes of ($). As explained thereg must not be a
strong existentiak-substitution due to the cycle’ U, v R v° U, x* R y° which just contradicts
the irreflexivity of (UUoR)Q. Note that in practice w.l.0.d/, and R can always be chosen to
be finite, so that irreflexivity of U,oR)" is then equivalent t¢U,oR)" being a wellfounded
ordering.
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After application of a [strong] existentidt-substitutions, in case of (x”,y°) € R, we have to
ensure that” is not replaced with/’ via a future application of another [strong] existential
substitution that replaces a freevariablew” occurring ino(z”) with y°. In this case, the new
variable-condition has to contaim”, °). This means thak,o R must be a subset of the updated
variable-condition. For the weak version this is alreadguggh. For the strong version we have
to add an arbitrary number of steps witho R again.

Definition 3.3 ([Strong] o-Update)
Let R be a variable-condition andlbe an [strong] existentidk-substitution.
The [strond o-update ofR is F,oR [o (U,oR)"].

Example 3.4

In the proof attempt of Example 1.3 we applied the strongterital R-substitution
o ={r—v} ¢ V\ {27}, 1d
where R={(z",vy°), (u",v°)}. Note that
Uy ={(v",27)}
and
Ey =v\ (o} .1d.
Thus:
EyoRo (UyoR)’ = {(u,v)}
EyoRo (UyoR)' = {(u,y")}
E,oRo (UyoR)* = )
The strongr’-update ofR is then the new variable-condition

{(u?, %), (w, ")}
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Let.4 be someé:-structure. We now define a semantic counterpart of ourexiisti R-substitutions,
which we will call “existential(.4, R)-valuation”. Suppose that maps each free-variable not
directly to an object of4 (of the same sort), but can additionally read the values ofestree
o-variables under apl-valuationt € V; — A, i.e. e gets somer’ € V; ~~ A with 7/Cr as a
second argument; short : V, — ((V; ~» A) — A). Moreover, for each free-variablex, we
require the set of read freéevariables (i.edom(7’)) to be identical for allr; i.e. there has to be
some “semantic relationS, C V;xV, such that for alk- € V.;

e(x): (Sefz}) = A) — A
Note that, for each, at most one semantic relation exists, namely

Se = { (y,2) | y€dom({J(dom(e(z)))) Az eV, }.

Definition 3.5 (S, [Strong] Existential (A, R)-Valuation, ¢)
Let R be a variable-conditiond a X-structure, ande : V, — ((V; ~ A) — A).
Thesemantic relation of is S, := { (y,z) | y €dom(|J (dom(e(z)))) ANz €V, }.

e is anexistential( A, R)-valuation if S, o R is irreflexive and, for all: € V.,
e(z): (Se{z)) — A) — A

e is astrong existential.A, R)-valuation if (S.o R)" is a wellfounded ordering and, for all
r €V,
e(x): (Sefz}) = A) — A

Finally, for applying [strong] existentiglA4, R)-valuations in a uniform manner, we define the

function
e (V,= (Vi A) > A) = (Vo= A) = (V, = A))

by(eeV, = (Vi A) - A), mre V> A, z€V,))
e(e)(m)(x) := e(x)(s.fap . 7)-

Lemma 3.6 Let R be a variable-condition.

1. LetR' be a variable-condition withRC R'.
For each[strond existential(.4, R’)-valuation ¢’ there is some
[strond existential(.A, R)-valuation e such thate(e) =¢(¢’).

2. Leto be a[strond existentialR-substitution and?’ the[strond o-update ofR.
For each[strond existential(.4, R’)-valuation ¢’ there is some
[strong existential(.A, R)-valuation e such that for allr € V; — A:

ele)(mr) = o o eval(AWe(e)(m)Wm).
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4 The Weak Version

We are now going to defing-validity of a set of sequents with free variables, in terrhgadidity
of a formula (where the free variables are treated as nutiangtants).

Definition 4.1 (Validity)

Let R be a variable-condition4 a >-structure, and~ a set of sequents.

G is R-valid in A if there is an existentigl4, R)-valuation e such that5 is (e, .A)-valid.
Gis (e, A)-valid if Gis(m, e, A)-validforallr € V; — A.

Gis(m, e, A)-valid if Gisvalidin AW e(e)(r) .

Gisvalidin A if I'isvalidinAforall I' € G.

A sequent/"isvalid in A if there is some formula listed ify that is valid inA.

Validity in a class of¥-structures is understood as validity in each of Hstructures of that
class.

If we omit the reference to a speciatstructure we mean validity (or reduction, cf. below) in
some fixed class K of-structures, e.g. the class of alistructures {-algebras) or the class of
HerbrandX-structures (term-generatédalgebras), cf. Wirth& Gramlich (1994) for more inter-
esting classes for establishing inductive validities.

Lemma 4.2 (Anti-Monotonicity of Validity in R)
LetG be a set of sequents atland R’ variable-conditions withRC R’. Now:
If G is R'-valid in A, thenG is R-valid in A.

Example 4.3 (Validity)

Forz™ € V,, y° € V,, the sequent’=y’ is ()-valid in any.4 because we can chooSg := V;xV,
ande(z) () := m(y°) resulting in e(e)(7)(2”) = e(27) (s, gy . ™) = e(2”)(v,,7) = 7(y°). This
means thaf)-validity of x"=y° is the same as validity ofvy. 3z. x=y. Moreover, note that
e(e)(m) has access to thevalue ofy’ just as a raising functiorf for x in the raised (i.e. dually
Skolemized) versiorf (y°)=y° of Vy. Jz. z=y.

Contrary to this, fork := V,xVj, the same formula =y’ is not R-valid in general because
then the required irreflexivity of.oR implies S, =0, ande(z”)(s.qy.7) = e(2")(p,7) =
e(xz”)(0) cannot depend om(y°) anymore. This means th&V. xV;)-validity of ==y’ is the
same as validity oHz. Vy. x=y. Moreover, note that(e)(7) has no access to thevalue ofy’
just as a raising functioafor x in the raised version=y° of Jx. Vy. z=y.

For amore general example 8t= { A;... Ain,—1 | i €1 }, wherefori € [ andj <n; the
A, ; are formulas with freg-variables fromr and freej-variables fromy. Then(V, xV;)-validity
of G means validity of 3z. Vy. Vi€ I. 3j <n;. A, ;; wheread)-validity of G means validity of
Vy. IX. Viel. 35 <n;. A;j.
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Besides the notion of validity we need the notion of reducti®oughly speaking, a sét, of
sequents reduces to a setof sequents if validity of5; implies validity ofG,. This, however, is
too weak for our purposes here because we are not only itedri@svalidity but also in preserving
the solutions for the free-variables: For inductive theorem proving, answer comjuta and
constraint solving it becomes important that the solutiminG; are also solutions af.

Definition 4.4 (Reduction)
G R-reduces td7, in A if for all existential(A, R)-valuationse:
if G1is (e, A)-valid thenG, is (e, .A)-valid, too.

Lemma 4.5 (Reduction)
Let R, R’ be variable-conditionsA a X-structure;Gy, G1, G2, andG; sets of sequents. Now:

1. (Validity)
If Gy R-reduces td7; in AandG; is R-valid in A,
thenG is R-valid in A, too.

2. (Reflexivity)
In case of GyCGy: Gy R-reduces td; in A.

3. (Transitivity)
If Gy R-reduces ta5; in A andG, R-reduces ta&s in A,
thenG, R-reduces td7; in A.

4. (Additivity)
If Gy R-reduces ta4s in A and G, R-reduces ta&s in A,
thenGy UG, R-reduces taz,UG5 in A.

5. (Monotonicity in R)
In case of RCR': If Gy R-reduces td7; in A, thenGy R'-reduces ta7; in A.
6. (Instantiation)
For an existential?-substitutions, and R’ the o-update ofk:
(@) If Goo is R'-valid in A, thenG is R-valid in A.
(b) If Gy R-reduces td7; in A, thenGyo R’-reduces ta70 in A.
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Now we are going to abstractly describe deductive sequehtairieau calculi. We will later
show that the usual deductive first-order calculi are instarof our abstract calculi. The benefit
of the abstract version is that every instance is autonibtisaund. Due to the small number of
inference rules in deductive first-order calculi and thalidg of soundness, this abstract version
is not really necessary. For inductive calculi, howeveg tlua bigger number of inference rules
(which usually have to be improved now and then) and the ¢jlgtmd soundness, such an abstract
version is very helpful, cf. Wirth & Becker (1995), Wirth (29).

Definition 4.6 (Proof Forest)

A (deductive) proof forest in a sequeair else:tableay calculusis a pair(F, R) whereR is a
variable-condition and’ is a set of pair¢I’, ¢), wherel” is a sequent andis a tre€ whose nodes
are labeled with sequents (or else: formulas).

Note that the treeis intended to represent a proof attemptforThe nodes of are labeled with
formulas in case of a tableau calculus and with sequentssim @ba sequent calculus. While the
sequents at the nodes of a tree in a sequent calculus stathefeselves, in a tableau calculus all
the ancestors have to be included to make up a sequent anegpveqgrthe formulas at the labels
are in negated form:

Definition 4.7 (Goals(), AX, Closedness)

‘Goals(T")’ denotes the set of sequents labeling the leaves of theitréles setl” (or else: the set
of sequents resulting from listing the conjugates of thenldas labeling a branch from a leaf to
the root in a tree i),

In what follows, we assum@X to be some set aixioms By this we mean thatl X is V,x V-
valid. (Cf. the last sentence in Definition 4.1.)

The treef is closed if Goals({t}) C AX.

The readers may ask themselves why we consider a proof fiotstad of a single proof tree
only. The possibility to have an empty proof forest providesicer starting point. Besides that,
if we have treeg/,t), (I',t') € I we can applyl’ as a lemma in the tre of [, provided
that the lemma application relation is acyclic. For deductheorem proving the availability of
lemma application is not really necessary. For inductiemtem proving, however, lemma and
induction hypothesis application of this form becomes ssagy.

Definition 4.8 (Invariant Condition)
Theinvariant condition onF, R) is that{/'} R-reduces tdzoals({t}) for all (I,t) € F.

Theorem 4.9
Let the proof forestF, R) satisfy the above invariant condition. L&, t) € F.
If ¢ isclosed, thed" is R-valid.



15

Theorem 4.10

The above invariant condition is always satisfied when wet stéh an empty proof forest
(F, R) := (0,0) and then iterate only the following kinds of modificationg f R) (resulting in
(F", R)):

Hypothesizing: Let R’ be a variable-condition withRCR'. Let I" be a sequent. Letbe the
tree with a single node only, which is labeled with(or else: with a single branch only,
such that/” is the list of the conjugates of the formulas labeling thenofafrom the leaf to
the root). Then we may set’ := F'U {([t)}.

Expansion: Let (I t) € F. Let R’ be a variable-condition withRC R’. Let! be a leaf int. Let
A be the label of] (or else: result from listing the conjugates of the formukseling the
branch from/ to the root oft). LetG be a finite set of sequents. Now{if\} R’-reduces
to G (orelse:{ AA| A€G }), then we may set” := (F\{(I,t)}) U{([ )} wheret/
results fron¢ by adding to the former leaf, exactly for each sequeritin G, a new child
node labeled withl (or else: a new child branch such th4tis the list of the conjugates of
the formulas labeling the branch from the leaf to the newdcchdde ofi).

Instantiation: Leto be an existentiak-substitution. Let?’ be thes-update ofR. Then we may
set F' .= Fo.

While Hypothesizing and Instantiation steps are self-axatory, Expansion steps are parameter-
ized by a sequemti and a set of sequents such that{ A} R'-reduces td~. For tableau calculi,
however, this set of sequents must actually have the foria\ | A € G } because an Expansion
step cannot remove formulas from ancestor nodes. This aisedhese formulas are also part of
the goals associated with other leaves in the proof treerefdre, although tableau calculi may
save repetition of formulas, sequent calculi have subisieadvantages: Rewriting of formulas in
place is always possible, and we can remove formulas thaedumdant w.r.t. the other formulas
in a sequent. But this is not our subject here. For the belawmgies ofa-, 8-, v-, andd-rules

we will use the sequent calculi presentation because ititdearhore explicit. When we write

A
Iy ... I,

we want to denote a sub-rule of the Expansion rule which ismgly G := {Il,...,II,,_1}
and R’ := RU R". This means that for this rule really being a sub-rule of thedfsion rule
we have to show thafA} R’-reduces taz. By Lemma4.5(5) and becaugedoes not matter
here, it suffices that we actually show tHai} R”-reduces td>. Moreover, note that in old times
when trees grew upwards, Gerhard Gentzen would have writken ... II,,_; above the line
and A below, such that passing the line meant implication. In @seg¢ passing the line means
reduction.

Rl/
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Let A and B be formulas,]” and IT sequentsy € Vyoua, 2 € V,\ V(A, I'IT), "and z° € V; \
Vi(A, TIT).

a-rules:
I' (AvB) II

ABT II
I' —=(AAB) II
A B Il
I ——A Il
AT I

B-rules:
I' (AAB) 11

ATl II B I'II

I' ~(AVB) IT 0
Arn B I

~-rules:
I' dx: A 1T

A{z—a}y I’ o A 1T
I' =Vx: A II
A{z—ar} I' Vo A II

o-rules:
I Vo A 1T

A{z—a’} ' 11
I' =3z: A 11
A{w—at} ' 1T

V,(A, TIT) x {2}

V,(A, [IT) x {2}

Theorem 4.11

The above examples af, §-, -, and j-rules are all sub-rules of the Expansion rule of the
sequent calculus of Theorem 4.10.



17

5 The Strong Version

The additional solutions (or existential substitutionghe strong version (which admit additional
proofs compared to the weak version) do not add much diffieultten one is interested in validity
only, cf. e.g. Hahnle & Schmitt(1994). When also the presgon of solutions is required,
however, the additional substitutions pose some problesause the new solutions may tear
some freej-variables out of their contexts:

Example 5.1 (Reduction & Liberalized 6-Steps)
In Example 1.2 a liberalizeé step reduced

P(z"), Vy. =P(y)

P(z7), =P(y’)

to

with empty variable-conditior := ().
The latter sequent ig, .A)-valid for the strong existentidl4, R)-valuatione given by
e(z7)(m) = m(y°).
The former sequent, however, is rfet A)-valid whenP#(a) is true andP(b) is false for some
a, b from the universe ofd. To see this, take somewith 7(y°) := b.

How can we solve the problem exhibited in Example 5.1? |.ex b@an we change the notion of
reduction such that the liberalizéestep becomes a reduction step?

1. The approach we tried first was to allow a slight modificatad ¢ to ¢ such that
e/ (z")(m) =a. This trial finally failed because it was not possible to preseaeduction
under Instantiation-steps.

E.g., an Instantiation-step with the strong existeniiedubstitution{xz"—y°} transforms
the reduction of Example 5.1 into the reduction of

P(y’), Yy. -P(y)

P(y"), =P(y").
Takingm, e, and.A as in Example 5.1, the new latter sequent is §tilld)-valid. There is,
however, no modificatiore’ of e such that the new former sequentis ¢’, A)-valid.

Thus, with this approach, reduction could not be preserydddtantiation-steps.

Moreover, the modification ot does not go together well with our requirement of preser-
vation of solutions.

to
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2. Learning from this, the second approach we tried was tovadl slight modification ofr
instead. E.g., for the reduction step of Example 5.1, we doeatuire the existence of
somen € {y’} — A such that the former sequent(ig, ;,» , 77, e, A)-valid instead of
(7, e, A)-valid. Choosingy := {y’—a} would solve the problem of Example5.1 then:
Indeed, the former sequent (g, (,5 , 77, e, A)-valid because for thez of Example 5.1

we havee(2”) (v oy, T81) = (vo\ oy, T8N (¥°) = a.
Moreover, with this approach, reduction is preserved uhtantiation-steps.

The problems with this approach arise, however, when one\akkther there has to be a
singlen for all 7 or, for eachr, a differents).

If we require a single), we cannot model liberalizefisteps where another fréevariable,
sayz’, occurs in the principal formula, as, e.g., in the reductibn

2=z, Vy. 2’y
to
Z‘s:x”, Za#y(s
with empty variable-condition. In this case, for the of Example 5.1 (which gives”
the value ofy’) then € {y°} — A must change when the-value ofz° changes: E.g.,
for 7 := {y’—a, 2°—b} we needn(y°) := b, while for = := {y°—b, z°—a} we need
n(y°) := a. Indeed, in the reduction abovg,is functionally dependent off.

If, on the other hand, we admit a differemtfor eachr, the transitivity of reduction (cf.
Lemma4.5(3)) gets lost.

Thus, the only solution can be thatlepends on some valuesofnd not on others. Since
the abstract treatment of this gets very ugly and does naa@xnuch information on the
solution of freevy-variables of the original theorem from a completed prodd, pvefer to
remember what role the freevariables introduced by liberalizedsteps really play. And
this is what the following definition is about.

Definition 5.2 (Choice-Condition, Extension)

C'is a (R, <)-choice-condition if C'is a (possibly) partial function fronv; into the set of
formulas,R is a variable-conditions is a wellfounded ordering ok, with (Ro <) C R, and,
for all y° € dom(C):

20 <y forall 22 € V(C(y°)\{v’}
and
u” Ry’ forallu € V,(C(y°)).
(C',R', <) is anextension of(C, R, <) if CCC’', RCR, and(C’is a(R',<’)-choice-
condition.

Note that) is a(R, 0)-choice-condition for any variable-conditidh For the meaning of choice-
conditions cf. Definition 5.6.
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Definition 5.3 (Extended Strongo-Update)
Let C' be a(R, <)-choice-condition and a strong existentiak-substitution.
Theextended strong-update (C’, R', <) of (C, R, <) is given by
C" = {(z,Bo)| (z,B)eC },
R’ is the strongr-update of R,
<' = <o(UyoR)" U (Uy,oR)".

Lemma 5.4 (Theorem 62 in Doornbos &al. (1997))
If A and B are two terminating relations wittdoB C A U Bo(AU B)",
then AU B is terminating, too.

Lemma 5.5 (Extended Strongr-Update)
Let C' be a(R, <)-choice-conditiong a strong existentialR-substitution, andC’, R’, <’) the
extended strong-update of(C, R, <). Now: C" is a (R’, <")-choice-condition.

Definition 5.6 (Compatibility)
Let C be a( R, <)-choice-condition,A a ¥-structure, and a strong existentiglA, R)-valuation.
We say thatr is (e,.4)-compatible withC' if 7€ V; — A and for each’ € dom(C):

If C(y°)is (m,e,.A)-valid,
thenC(y°) is (v, 403, ™ W1, e, A)-valid for alln € {y’} — A.

Note that(e, .A)-compatibility of = with {(y°, B)} means that a different choice for thevalue
of y° does not destroy the validity of the formutain A W e(e)(m) W 7, or thatr(y°) is chosen
such thatB becomes invalid if such a choice is possible, which is closelated to Hilbert’'s
e-operator (y° = cy. (-B{y’—y})).

We are now going to proceed like in the previous section, bingithe strong versions instead of
the weak ones.

Definition 5.7 (Strong Validity)
Let C' be a(R, <)-choice-condition,A a ¥-structure, and+ a set of sequents.

G is C-strongly R-valid in A if there is a strong existentié@ld, R)-valuation e such thatG is
C-strongly(e, A)-valid.

G is C-strongly(e, A)-valid if G is (m, e, A)-valid for eachr that is(e, .A)-compatible withC'.
The rest is given by Definition4.1.

Lemma 5.8 (Anti-Monotonicity in R and Monotonicity in C)

LetG be a set of sequents, a (R, <)-choice-condition, and” a (R’, <’)-choice-condition with
RCR' and C'CC. Now:

If G is C’-strongly R’-valid in A, thenG is C-strongly R-valid in A.
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Example 5.9 (Strong Validity)

Note that()-validity does not differ fromf)-strong-validity and thatV, x V;-validity does not
differ from (-strongV, x V;-validity. This is because the notions of weak and strongtential
valuations do not differ in these cases. Therefore, Examflés also an example for strong
validity.

Although(-strongR-validity always implies (weakR-validity (because each strong existen-
tial (A, R)-valuation is a (weak) existenti@4, R)-valuation), for R not being one of the ex-
tremesl) andV, xV;, (weak) R-validity and()-strong R-validity differ from each other. E.g. the
sequent £) in Example 1.3 is (weakly)R-valid but not{-strongly R-valid for the R of (#):
For S, = {(¥’,w), (v°,2")} we get ScoR = {(y°v°), (v°%°)}, which is irreflexive.
Since the sequent) is (e,.4)-valid for the (weak)existential (A, R)-valuatione given by
e(27) (s, qarpy,m) = 7(v°) and e(u)(s.quy. ™) = 7(y°), the sequents) is (weakly) R-valid
in A. But (S.oR)? is not irreflexive, so that this: is no strongexistential(A, R)-valuation,
which means that the sequer} ¢annot be)-strongly R-valid in general.

For nonemptyC’, however, we must admit thé&t-strong R-validity is hard to understand.
We have to make sure that-strong R-validity can be easily understood in terms(pftrong
R’-validity for someR’, which again implies (weak}’-validity and (-validity. Note that this
difficulty did not arise in the weak version because Lemmathes anti-monotonicity of (weak)
R-validity in R, whereas Lemma5.8 states anti-monotonicityCb$trong R-validity in R but
only monotonicity ofC'-strong R-validity in C.

Lemma 5.10 (Compatibility and Validity)

Let A be aX-structure, C' a (R, <)-choice-condition, ande a strong existential.A, R)-
valuation.
Define <t := (S, URU <)".

1. < is awellfounded ordering oN.,...

2. Thereis a functiort : ( (V;\dom(C)) - A ) — ( dom(C') — A ) such that,
forall 7, 7" € (V,\dom(C)) = A, 7 Ug,r is (e, A)- compatlble withC', and,
forz € dOHl(C), Q) T = <z ' implies ¢ F(ZL') ([L’)

3. LetG be a set of sequents and= (V;(G) Ndom(C)) — (V,\V,(G)) be injective.

(a) If G is C-strongly(e, .A)-valid, thenGs is@ stronegR’ -valid in A
for B = vyume.R U (J {y}x (»)P< U V, x dom(C),
where<d is the reflexive ordg/eegiﬁg )ON; of <.
(b) If G is C-strongly R-valid in A, thenGg is 0-stronglyy. \ran(o) , R-valid in A and even
()-strongly R”-valid in A
for B” = vyan@. B U | {y} (y)PH< U V, x dom(C).

yEran(s
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Definition 5.11 (Strong Reduction)
Let C' be a(R, <)-choice-condition,A a X-structure, and,, G; sets of sequents.

G strongly(R, C')-reduces td~, in A if for each strong existenti&l4, R)-valuatione and each
m that is(e, .A)-compatible withC:

if Gy is (m,e,.A)-valid, thenG, is (r, e, A)-valid.

Lemma 5.12 (Strong Reduction)
LetC be a(R, <)-choice-condition;A4 a >-structure; Gy, G1, G, andG sets of sequents. Now:

1. (Validity)
Assume that7, strongly(R, C')-reduces td~; in .A. Now:

If G, is C-strongly(e, .A)-valid for some strong existential, R)-valuation e,
thenG, is C-strongly(e, .A)-valid.

If G, is C-strongly R-valid in A, thenG, is C-strongly R-valid in A.

2. (Reflexivity)
In case of GoCG1: Gy strongly(R, C)-reduces td~; in A.

3. (Transitivity)
If G, strongly(R, C)-reduces td; in A andG; strongly(R, C')-reduces tds in A,
thenG, strongly(R, C')-reduces td7s in A.

4. (Additivity)
If G, strongly(R, C)-reduces td+, in A andG; strongly(R, C')-reduces td7s in A,
thenG,UG; strongly(R, C')-reduces taz,UG3 in A.

5. (Monotonicity)
For (C’, R', <’) being an extension ofC, R, <):
If Gy strongly(R, C')-reduces td7, in A, thenG, strongly(R’, C’)-reduces ta=; in A.
6. (Instantiation)
For a strong existentiaR-substitution o, and the extended strongupdate (C’, R', <')
of (C, R, <):
(@) If Gyo is C'-strongly R'-valid in A, thenG,, is C-strongly R-valid in A.

(b) If Gy strongly(R, C)-reduces td7; in A,
thenGo strongly(R', C’)-reduces td+, o in A.
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Now we are going to abstractly describe deductive sequehtairieau calculi. We will later
show that the usual deductive first-order calculi are irstarof our abstract calculi.

Definition 5.13 (Strong Proof Forest)

A strong (deductive) proof forest in a sequémtelse:tableay calculusis a quadrupléF, C, R, <
) whereC'is a(R, <)-choice-condition and’ is a set of pairg/’,¢), wherel” is a sequent ant
is a tree whose nodes are labeled with sequents (or elseul@sim

The notions ofGoals(), AX, and closedness of Definition4.7 are not changed. Note, Vewe
that theV, x V;-validity of AX immediately implies thé-strongV, x V;-validity of AX’, which
(by Lemma5.8) is the logically strongest kind@fstrongR-validity.

Definition 5.14 (Strong Invariant Condition)
Thestrong invariant condition ofiF’, C, R, <) is that{ '} strongly(R, C')-reduces tdzoals({t})
forall (I',t) € F.

Theorem 5.15

Let the strong proof forest, C, R, <) satisfy the above strong invariant condition. L@t t) € I’
and ¢ be closed. Now:

I' is C-strongly R-valid and, for any injective € (V;(I") N dom(C)) — (V\V,(I)),

I'¢ is ()-stronglyy. \ran (<), RR-valid and ever)-strongly ?’-valid for

R = vume. R U W x{'@h< U V, xdom(C).

yeran(s)

Theorem 5.16

The above strong invariant condition is always satisfiediwive start with an empty strong proof
forest(F,C, R, <) := (0,0,0,0) and then iterate only the following kinds of modifications of
(F,C, R, <) (resulting in(F’,C", R', <')):

Hypothesizing: Let R’ := RUR" be a variable-condition with( R"o<) C R'. SetC’ := C and
<’ := <. LetI" be a sequent. Letbe the tree with a single node only, which is labeled with
I" (or else: with a single branch only, such thais the list of the conjugates of the formulas
labeling the branch from the leaf to the root). Then we maySet= F U {(I',t)}.

Expansion: Let (C’, R', <’) be an extension diC, R, <). Let(I',t) € F'. Letl be a leaf int.
Let A be the label ofl (or else: result from listing the conjugates of the formukaseling
the branch from to the root oft). LetG be a finite set of sequents. Now{if\} strongly
(R, C")-reduces toG (or else:{ AA | A€ G }), then we may setr” := (F\{([,t)}) U
{(I,t")} wheret’ results from¢ by adding to the former leaf, exactly for each sequerit
in G, a new child node labeled with (or else: a new child branch such thatis the list of
the conjugates of the formulas labeling the branch from &a 1o the new child node dj.

Instantiation: Let o be a strong existentiaR-substitution. Let(C’, R’, <’) be the extended
strongo-update of(C, R, <). Then we may set” := Fo.
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While Hypothesizing and Instantiation steps are self-axatory, Expansion steps are parame-
terized by a sequemt and a set of sequents such that{ A} strongly(R’, C")-reduces td~ for
some extensio(C’, R', <) of (C, R, <). For the below examples of-, 3-, v-, andd-rules we
will use the sequent calculi presentation because it il fitore explicit. When we write
C//
A

Rl/
Iy ... I, 7

we want to denote a sub-rule of the Expansion rule which ismghy G := {Il,,..., 11, 1},
C':=CulC”, R :=RUR' and <’ := <U<”. This means that for this rule really being

a sub-rule of the Expansion rule we have to show @ifas a (R, <’)-choice-condition and that
{A} strongly(R’, C")-reduces td-.

Let A and B be formulas,” and IT sequentsy € Vi, 2 € V. \ V(A4,I'IT), 8 and 2° € V; \
( W(A, ') Udom(<) U dom(C) ).
a-rules:
I (AvB) 11
ABIT II

SIS GSY

I' =(AAB) 11
A B Il

ISSIRSSIRGS]

I' ——A II
ATl II

ISSESSIRGSY

B-rules:
I' (AANB) 11
AT Il B I I

SIS

|
|
ISSIRSSIR S

~-rules:

I' 3x: A I
Aw—a}y I' Ja: A 1T

SIRSSIRGSY

I' =Vx: A Il
A{z—ay I' =V A 11

SIS
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Liberalizeds-rules:

I Ve A 1T {(2, A{z—a})}
V,(A) U ROVY(A))) x {a*
M T U ORI <)
I' —3z: A 11 {(z*, A{z—a°})}
Aot (V(A) U R(Vy(A))) x {2}
Aoty LT <) x {2}

Theorem 5.17
The above examples af, -, -, and liberalizedj-rules are all sub-rules of the Expansion rule
of the sequent calculus of Theorem 5.16.

The following example shows th&t’ of the above liberalized-rule mustindeed contai®(V;(A)) x

{27}

Example 5.18
Jy. V. ( Q(z,y) VVz. Q(z,2) )
is not deductively valid (to wit, IeQ be the identity relation on a non-trivial universe).
~-step:
Vo, ( =Q(z,y7) V Vz. Q(z,2) )
Liberalizeds-step:
( Q2% y") V Vz. Q2 2) )
with choice-condition(z?, (—-Q(z’,y”) V Vz. Q(2°, z))) and variable-conditiofy, =°).
a-step:
—Q(z%,y"), Vz. Q(z°, 2)
Liberalizeds-step:
=Q(2°,y"), Q(a?,2°)
with additional choice-conditiofz’, Q(z’, z°)) and additional variable-conditiaiy”, z°).

Note that the additional variable-condition arises altffoy” does not appear inQ(z?, z).
The reason for the additional variable-conditionjsR =’ € V;(Q(z?, z)).

The variable-conditior{y”, 2°) is, however, essential for soundness, because without it we
could complete the proof attempt by application of the greristential{ (y", z°) }-substitution
o= {y“’l—>26} W v\ {ym ,id.
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Another interesting point is that now that we have achiewgdyoal of liberalizing ous-rule and
strictly increasing our proving possibilities, we must nee our original non-liberalizedrule of

§ 4 anymore. This sounds quite strange on the first view, butiplg due to our changed notion
of reduction. More precisely,

' Vo A IT (?

Weakd-rule: )%
A{z—a’y ' 11

(A, TCIT) U R(Vy(A, I'T))) x {x°}

<W(A, ') x {x°}

does not describe a sub-rule of the Expansion rule of theesggalculus of Theorem5.16. To
see this, let us start with the empty proof ti@ef), (), §) and then hypothesiz&z. x=0, which
we abbreviate with". Applying the above weak-rule we get 2°=0 as the label of the only
leaf in the treet of the proof tree((1,t),0,0,0). But, while {I"} doesf-reduce to{z’=0}
(i.e. Goals({t})), {I"} does not strongly®, #)-reduce to{z°=0}. To see this, consider some
Y-structure A with non-trivial universe, an arbitrary strong existehtial, ())-valuatione, and
somer € V; — A with 7(2°)=04. Then{z°=0} is (r,e, A)-valid, but {I"} is not. If we
had applied the liberalize@irule instead, we would have produced the proof ffdet), C, 0, 1)
with C'={(«°,2°=0)}. And, indeed is not(e, .4)-compatible withC', and{/"} does strongly
(0, C)-reduce to{ 2°=0}.

Note that there is a fundamental difference related to tleermence of the universal quantifi-
cation onm between the notion of (weak) reduction

. (Vre (Vs = A). Gy (e, A)-valid ) = ( Vr e (V; = A). Gy (m,e, A)-valid ) ...
and the notion of strong reduction
Ve (Vs—=A).... (G (me A)-valid= Gy (e, A)-valid ) ....

This difference in the nature of reduction renders the weakion applicable in areas where the
strong version is not. For this reason (and for the sake pfss® presentation) we have included
the weak version in this paper although the strong versidiiwmn out to be superior in all aspects
of the calculus of Theorem 5.17 treated in this paper.

This fundamental difference in the nature of reduction cabe removed: Suppose to weaken
the notion of strong reduction in the following definitio& quite-strongly( R, C')-reduces td;
in A if for each strong existenti&l4, R)-valuatione: if G; is C-strongly(e, A)-valid, thenG, is
C-strongly(e, .A)-valid. At first glance, this version seems to be very nicee Gice aspect is that
quite-strond R, ())-reduction is so similar to (weakj-reduction that we could omit the weak ver-
sion because it would be very unlikely to find an applicatibthe weak version where the strong
version would not be applicable. Another nice aspect iswhidt quite-strong reduction we could
easily adapt our intended version of inductive theorem ipigpas described i 1.1, which is not
so easy with strong reduction because the induction hypethapplication becomes difficult. But
for the (really essential') monotonicity of reduction agegi in Lemma5.12(5), quite-strong re-
duction produces the following two additional requirensertom (C"\C)NV;(G; Uran(C)) = ()
and V,(G1) x dom(C"\C) C R'. While the first requirement is unproblematic, the second one
restricts the-rule even more, which is the opposite of our intention betre strong version,
namely to liberalize thé-rule.
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Moreover, note that (as far as Theorem 5.17 is concernedhthiee-conditions do not have any
influence on our proofs and may be discarded. We could, haywese them for the following
purposes:

1. We could use the choice-conditions in order to weaken equirements for our set of
axiomsAX': Instead of)-strongV, x V;-validity of AX the weakerC'-strongV, x V;-validity
of AX is sulfficient for Theorem 5.15.

2. If we add a functional behavior to a choice-conditioni.e. if we require that fo(z’, A)
C' the value forz’® is not just an arbitrary one from the set of values that makavalid,
but a unique element of this set given by some choice-fungtieen we can use the choice-
conditions for simulating the behavior of tAe " -rule of Beckert &al. (1993) by using the
same freej-variable for the samé’-value and by later equating freevariables whose
C-values become equal during the proof.

3. Moreover, the choice-conditions may be used to get moeedsting answers:

Example 5.19
Starting with the empty proof tree and hypothesizing
Vz. Q(z,z), Jy. ( —Qy,y) A=P(y) ), P(2")
with the above rules we can produce a proof tree with the kave
-Q(y7,y7), Qe 2%), 3y. ( —Qy,y) A =P(y) ), P(z7)

_|P<y’y)’ Q<x67 x6)7 E'?J ( _‘Q(yvy) A _'P(y) )7 P(Z’Y>
and the(0, #)-choice-condition{ (z*, Q(z°, %)) }.
The strong existentidl-substitution {y"—a°, 2"—a’} W v\ ,id  closes the proof
tree via an Instantiation step. The answefor our query variable” is not very interesting

unless we note that the choice-condition tells us to chadge such a way tha®(x’, z°)
becomes false.

and

The rules of our weak version §# are not only unable to provide any information on free
d-variables, but also unable to prove the hypothesized sgegoecause they can only show

Vo, Q(z, ), Jy. ( —-Q(y,y) A =P(y) ), 3z. P(2)
instead.

Thus it is obvious that the calculus of Theorem 5.17 is noy enlperior to the calculus of
Theorem4.11 w.r.t. proving but also w.r.t. answer “compatg.
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Finally, note that (concerning the calculus of Theorem bth& ordering< is not needed at all
when in the liberalized-steps we always choose a completely new fre@riablez’ that does
not occur elsewhere and when in the Hypothesizing steps weagtee thatan(R”) contains
only new freed-variables that have not occurred before. The former isoregse anyhow, be-
cause the freé-variables introduced by previous liberalizédteps cannot be used because they
are indom(C') and the use of a frekvariable from the input hypothesis deteriorates the tesul
our proof by giving this fre@-variable an existential meaning (because it puts itdata(C)) as
explained in Theorem 5.15. The latter does not seem to bectes for any reasonable applica-
tion.

All'in all, when interested in proving only, the (comparedhe weak version) additional choice-
condition and ordering of the strong version do not produgecaerhead because they can simply
be omitted. This is interesting because choice-conditmndilbert’s c-expressions are some-
times considered to make proofs quite complicated. Whearested in answer “computation”,
however, they could turn out to be useful.

W.r.t. the calculus of Theorem5.17 we thus may conclude ttietstrong version is generally
better than the weak version and the only overhead seemghatige have to compute transitive
closures when checking whether a substitutias really a strong existentidt-substitution and
when computing the strong-update ofRR. But we actually do not have to compute the transitive
closure at all, because the only essential thing is the lainty-check which can be done on a
bipartite’ graph generating the transitive closures. This checkingtise worst case linear in

IRl + ) ( |Us| + |Eo| )

and is expected to perform at least as well as an optimalggmated version (i.e. one without
conversion of term-representation) of the linear unifmatalgorithm of Paterson & Wegman
(1978) in the standard framework of Skolemization and uaiioy. Note, however, that the
checking for strong existenti&l-substitutions can also be implemented with any other watibo
algorithm.

Not really computing the transitive closure enables arrotbnement that allows us to go
even beyond the fascinatisgrong Skolemizatioof Nonnengart (1996). The basic idea of Nonnengart
(1996) can be translated into our framework in the followsirgplified way.

Instead of provingvz: (AVB) it may be advantageous to prove the stronger A v Vz: B,
because after applications of- and liberalizedj-rules to Vz: AV Vz: B, resulting in
A{z—a%}, B{z—z%}, the variable-conditions introduced fof, andz}; may be smaller than
the variable-condition introduced far after applying these rules t&/z: (AvB), resulting in
A{z—y°’}, B{z—y’}, i.e. R{z%}) and R{z%}) may bepropersubsets ofR{y°’}). Therefore
the proof of Vz: A v Va: B may be simpler than the proof ofz: (AvB). The nice aspect of
Nonnengart (1996) is that the proofs ofc: A and Vz: (AVB) can be done in parallel with-
out extra costs, such that the bigger variable-conditiaob®es active only if we decide that the
smaller variable-condition is not enough to prove: A and we had better prove the weaker
Vz: (AVB).
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The disadvantage of the strong Skolemization approach afnBiogart (1996), however,
is that we have to decide whether to prove eithgr: A or else Vx: B in parallel to
Vx: (AVB). In terms of Hilbert'se-operator, this asymmetry can be understood from the ar-
gumentation of Nonnengart (1996), which, for some new Wégia € V,.... and¢ denoting
the term ez: (mA{z—z} A (A V 2=2)), employs the logical equivalence ofz: (AVB) with
Va: AV Vz: (B{x—t}) and then the logical equivalence ufc: A with Jz: (A{x—t}).

Now, if we do not really compute the transitive closures inr @trong version, we
can prove A{x—uz%}, B{x—a%} in parallel and may later decide to prove the stronger
A{z—y°’}, B{x—y°} instead, simply by merging the nodes fo§ andz}; and substituting
x% andzy with y°.

6 Conclusion

All'in all, we have presented an easy to read combinationising, explicit variable dependency
representation, the liberalizeédrule, and preservation of solutions for first-order dethecthe-
orem proving. Our motivation was not only to make these subjenore popular, but also to
provide the foundation for our work on inductive theoremvng (cf. Wirth (1999)) where the
preservation of solutions is indispensable.

To our knowledg® we have presented on the one hand the first sound combindta o
plicit variable dependency representation and the libexdb-rule and on the other hand the first
framework for preservation of solutions in full first-ordegic.

Finally, the described problems with the development oktheng version reveal unexpected
details on the nature of the liberalizédaule, and the discussion at the end;&fopens up several
new research directions.
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7 The Proofs

Proof of Lemma 3.6

(1): Since ¢’ is a [strong] existential A, R')-valuation, S.oR' [ o (SoR')"] is irreflexive [and
a wellfounded ordering]. SinceRCR’, we have S.oR [o (SeoR)*] C SeoR' [o (SeoR')"].
Thus S.oR [ o (SuoR)"| is irreflexive [and a wellfounded ordering], too. Therefosetting
e := ¢/, we get a [strong] existenti@ld, R)-valuation trivially satisfying the requirements.

(2): Here we denote concatenation (product) of relatiehsimply by juxtaposition and assume
it to have higher priority than any other binary operator.t L€ be some [strong] existential
(A, R')-valuation. DefineS, := S. E, U U, and the [strong] existenti&lA, R)-valuation ¢ by
(xeV, " eS.{z}) — A):
e(x)(n) :=eval(AWe(e)(m) W) (o(x))

wherer € V; — A is an arbitrary extension af. For this definition to be okay, we have to prove
the following claims:
Claim 1:Fory € Vi(o(z)), the choice ofr O 7’ does not influence the value ofy).
Claim 2:Forz’ € V,(o(z)), the choice ofr O 7’ does not influence the value df’) (7)(z').
Claim 3:For the weak version we have to show tlaR is irreflexive.
Claim 4:For the strong version we have to show th&tR)" is a wellfounded ordering.
Proof of Claim 1:y € Vi(o(x)) means(y, z) € U,. By definition of S, we have (y, z) € S., i.e.
y € Sc{x}) = dom(n). Q.e.d. (Claim 1)
Proof of Claim 2: 2/ €V, (o(x)) means (a2/,x)€ E,. Thus by definition ofS. we have
Se{(z',x)} C S, ie. So{a'h C S.{z}) = dom(n’). Therefore e(e¢')(m)(z') =
6/($/)<Se,({x/}> ,7T) = 6,($/)(Se,({x/}> ,71'/). Qed (Clalm 2)
Proof of Claim 3:Since S.R = S E,R U U,R andU,R is irreflexive (aso is an existential
R-substitution), it suffices to show irreflexivity of, £, R. SinceR' is theos-update ofR, this is
equal toS., R’, which is irreflexive because’ is an existential A, R')-valuation.

Q.e.d. (Claim 3)
Proof of Claim 4:Sincec is a strong existentiak-substitution,(U,R)" is a wellfounded or-
dering. Thus, if (S.R)" = (S.E,RUU,R)" = (U,R)" U (U,R)" (SeE,R(U,R)")"
is not a wellfounded ordering, there must be an infinite dedice sequence of the
form  yaipe (UsR)* wyoip1 (SeE,R(U,R))" yy for all i € N. But then
Yoirs (SeE,R(U;R)" )" yaive (UsR)" y2iy1, Which contradicts the wellfoundedness of
(SoE,R(U,R)") (U,R)" = (S« E,R(U,R)")" = (S+R')", where the latter step is due &
being the strongr-update ofR. The latter relation is a wellfounded ordering, howevecauese
¢’ is a strong existentidl4, R')-valuation. Q.e.d. (Claim 4)

Now, for 7 € V; = A and =z € V, we have
e(e)(m)(z) = e()(s.qay , m) = eval(AW e(e) () W m)(0(x))
ie. e(e)(m) = o oeval(AWe(e)(m) Wm). Q.e.d. (Lemma3.6)

Proof of Lemma 4.2
This a trivial consequence of Lemma 3.6(1). Q.e.d. (Lemma4.2)
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Proof of Lemma4.5(1), (2), (3), and (4) are trivial. Note that (5) is a triviadrtsequence of
Lemma3.6(1).

(6a): Suppose thati o is R'-valid in A. Then there is some existent{ad, R’)-valuatione’ such
that Gyo is (¢, A)-valid. Then, by Lemma3.6(2), there is some existeritiél R)-valuatione
such that for allr € V; — A: €(e)(m) = g oeval(AWe(e)(m) W ). Moreover, fory € V; we
have: 7(y) = eval(A W e(e')(m) W m)(y),
ie. e(e)(m)Wm = (0 Wy,,id) o eval(A W e(e')(m) W ).
Thus, for any formula3, we have

eval(AWe(e)(m) W) (B) =

eval(AW ((o W;,id) oeval(AWe(e')(m) Wm)))(B) =

eval(AWe(e)(m) Wn)(Bo),
the latter step being due to the Substitution-Lemma.

Thus, for any set of sequents:
(e, A)-validity of G’ is logically equivalent tde’, A)-validity of G'o . (:8)
Especially Gy is (e, A)-valid. Thus,G, is R-valid in A.

(6b): Let ¢’ be some existentidlA, R')-valuation and suppose th@to is (¢/, A)-valid. Lete be
the existential A, R)-valuation given by Lemma 3.6(2). Then, B) (n the proof of (6a)(; is
(e, A)-valid. By assumption(s, R-reduces td=;. Thus,Gy is (e, .A)-valid. By (§) in the proof
of (6a), this means th&k,o is (¢/, .A)-valid. Q.e.d. (Lemma4.5)

Proof of Theorem 4.9

SinceAX is V,x V;-valid, t is closed, andR C V,xV;, by Lemma4.5(5)Goals({t}) is R-valid.
Since (I',t) € ' and(F, R) satisfies the invariant conditiof/"} R-reduces tdzoals({t}). All
in all, by Lemma4.5(1)/" is R-valid. Q.e.d. (Theorem 4.9)

Proof of Theorem 4.10
(0, ) trivially satisfies the invariant condition. For the itécat steps, let™”, ") € F’. Assuming
the invariant condition fo( F, R), we have to show thgt/”’} R’-reduces tdzoals({t"}).

Hypothesizing:In case of (I",t") € F, {I"} R-reduces tdGoals({t"}) by assumption, and
then, due to RCR' and Lemma4.5(5){1"} R’-reduces tdGoals({t"}). Otherwise we have
(I, t")=(I,t). Then {I'"} = {I'} = Goals({t}) = Goals({t"}). Thus, by Lemma4.5(2),
{I'"} R'-reduces tdzoals({t"}).

Expansionin case of(I™”,t") € F, {I""} R-reduces t@xoals({t"}) by assumption, and then, due
to RCR' and Lemma4.5(5X1"} R'-reduces tdzoals({t"}). Otherwise we havgl"” t")=
(I',t'). Since Goals({t})\{A} C Goals({t'}), by Lemma4.5(2)Goals({t})\{A} R'-reduces
to Goals({t'}). Thus, since by assumptigm\} R’-reduces to a subset 6foals({t'}), by Lem-
ma4.5(4)Goals({t}) R'-reduces toGoals({t'}). Moreover, due to (I t) € F, by assump-
tion {I"} R-reduces toGoals({t}). Thus, by RCR' and Lemma4.5(5){I"} R'-reduces to
Goals({t}). Thus, sincésoals({t}) R'-reduces td@zoals({t'}), by Lemma4.5(3] "} R’-reduces
to Goals({t'}), i.e.{I""} R'-reduces tdzoals({t"}).

Instantiation:There is somé I, t) € F such that (I'\t)c = (I'",t"). By assumption{I}
R-reduces tdGoals({t}). By Lemma4.5(6){I'c} R’-reduces tdGoals({t})o, i.e.{I"} R'-
reduces tdsoals({t"}). Q.e.d. (Theorem 4.10)
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Proof of Theorem4.11

Let A be an arbitrary>-structure E-algebra). We only prove the first example of each kind of
rule to be a sub-rule of the Expansion rule and leave the semh &xercise.

a-rule: We have to show that{I" (AvB) II} (-reducesto{A B I' II} in A. Thisis
trivial, however, because, .A)-validity of the two sets is logically equivalent for eachisgntial
(A, 0)-valuatione.

S-rule:We have to show thafI” (AAB) II} (-reducesto{A I' 11, B I' II} in A. Thisis
trivial, however, because, .A)-validity of the two sets is logically equivalent for eachisgntial
(A, 0)-valuatione.

v-rule: We have to show thaf " 3x: A II} (-reduces to{A{x—a"} I' Ja: A II} in A.
This is the case, however, becayseA)-validity of the two sets is logically equivalent for each
existential( A, ())-valuatione. The direction from left to right is given because the formequent

is a sub-sequent of the latter. The other direction, whi¢thesonly one we actually have to show
here, is also clear becauge, e, A)-validity of A{z—z"} implies (7, e, A)-validity of Jx: A.
Although this is clear, we should be a little more explicitdqi®ecause the standard semantic
definition of 3 (cf. e.g. Wirth (1997), p. 188) does not use fregariables and is somewhat more
complicated than it could be in terms of freevariables. Moreover, in the note above the theorem
we remarked that the restriction @nnot occurring in the former sequent is not really necessary.
Thus, in order to be more explicit here, assume that therlagiguent ige, .A)-valid for some
existential(A, 0)-valuatione. Letw € V; — .A. We have to show that the former sequent is
(m, e, A)-valid. If this is not the case A{x—z"} must be(r,e, A)-valid. Lety’ € V,\V;(A).
Then, since A{z—y°}{y’—2"} is equal to A{z—2x"}, we know that A{z—y°}{y’—z"} is
valid in AWe(e)(m)wn. Then, by the Substitution-Lemmal{z+—y°} isvalidin Ade(e)(m)wn’

for 7’ € V; — A given by v\ p,0, 7 == vpgey, ™ and 7'(y°) := e(e)(r)(z”). By the standard
semantic definition ofl and since quantification ancannot occur ird (asdz: A is a formula in
our restricted sense, ¢f1.4), this means thatz:(A{z—y°}{y’—z}) is valid in AwWe(e)(m) Y.
Sincey’® does not occur i, this formula is equal téz: A, which means that the former sequent
is (7, e, A)-valid as was to be shown.

d-rule: We have to show that{I" Va: A II} R"-reduces to{A{x—a°} I' II} in A for
R" = V(A, I'Il) x {z°}. Assume that the latter sequent(is .A)-valid for some existential
R’"-valuatione. Letm € V; — A. We have to show that the former sequentrise, .A)-valid.
If some formula inI"II is (m, e, A)-valid, then the former sequent (s, ¢, .A)-valid, too. Oth-
erwise, '] is not only invalid in A W ¢(e)(m) W m, but alsoin AW e(e)(r) W' for all
€ Vs = AWwith v\ (0, ™ = vy (0y, 7, Simply because’ does not occur i"/1. Because of
V(') x {z°} € R”, we know that/"I] must be even invalid ind W ¢(e)(7') W n’. Since the
latter sequent is assumed to(ee.A)-valid, this means that{x—z°} is (7', e, A)-valid. Because
of V(A{x—2’}) x {2’} = V,(A) x {«°} C R”, we know thatA{z—z’} must be even valid
in Awe(e)(m)wa' foralln’ € V; — Awith 1,6, = v\ (251, 7. By the standard semantic
definition ofV (cf. e.g. Wirth (1997), p. 188) and since quantificatiormorannot occur i4 (as
Vx: A is a formula in our restricted sense, §fl.4), this means thatz:(A{zx—z°}{z%—z}) IS
valid in Awe(e)(m)wn. Sincex® does not occur iM, this formula is equal to'z: A, which means
that the former sequent is, ¢, A)-valid as was to be shown. Q.e.d. (Theorem 4.11)
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Proof of Lemma5.4

Since in Doornbos &al. (1997) Theorem 62 and especiallyrit®p(which is used to illustrate
the application of the very special framework of that pa@ee not easy to read, we give an
easier proof here that requires fewer set theoretical pitons and uses induction only on
w. It proceeds by showing the existence of a refutational eterm a nonempty set of infinite
descending sequences.

Set F' := dom(A) U ran(A4) U dom(B) U ran(B). We show that C' := {¢{: N — F |

VieN. t; (AUB) t;41 } is empty. Otherwise we can choose= C' and families(D;), , and
(Ei)sen, Of subsets of " inductively in the following way:

Dy :={ty| teC }. Chooses, such that it isB-irreducible inD,, i.e. such thats, € D, and
there is na’ € D, such thats, B t'.

Forn € N0 D, = {t, | teC AVi<n.t;=s; N s,_1 At,}. E, = {t, |

teC AN Vi<n.t;=s; N\ s,_1 Bt,}. If E,is nonempty we choose, from E,,. Otherwise,
we chooses,, to be B-irreducible inD,,.

Since s € C' andA is terminating, there is some minimak N with s,, B s,,,1. We haven >0,
because otherwise, B s; € D, contradicts the choice of. Thus, s,_1 (A\B) s, B sp11.
Since s,,_1 (A\B) s,, we know thats,, was chosen not fronv,,, but B-irreducible inD,,. Due
to AocB C A U Bo(AU B)" we get two possible cases now.

Sp—1 A spi1: Thensy...s, 18,418442... IS an element ofC. Thus, s,.;€D,. Due to
s, B s,41, this contradicts;,, being B-irreducible inD,,.

$n_1 (Bo(AU B)") s,41: Then there are some € N and some
S0+ Sp_1Ug - - - U Sni2Snss - .. INC With s, 1 Bug and u,, =s,.1 . Thus, up € E,,, i.e. E,
is not empty. But this contradicts the fact teatwas not chosen fron,,. Q.e.d. (Lemmab5.4)

Proof of Lemma5.5

Here we denote concatenation (product) of relatiehsimply by juxtaposition and assume it to
have higher priority than any other binary operator.

Claim1: R'<’ C R

Proof of Claim 1: Since C' is a (R, <)-choice-condition, we have R< C
R'<' = E,R(U,R)"(<(U,R)*U(U,R)") = E,(RU,)"R<(U,R)" U E,R(U,R)
E,(RU,)'R(U,R)" U E,R(U,R)"(U,R)" = E,RU,R)"(U,R)" U E,R(
E,R(U,R)" =R Q.e.d. (Claim 1)
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Claim 2: <’ is a wellfounded ordering o¥;.
Proof of Claim 2:SinceC'is a(R, <)-choice-condition, we know that is a wellfounded order-
ingonV;and R< C R.

Thus U0R< - UO'R7
(U,R)*< = (U,R)'U,R< C (U,R)'U,R = (U,R)",
and <(U,R)'< = <<U<(U,R)"'< C <U<(U,R)" = <(U,R)".

Sinceo is a strong existentidk-substitution, we know thdt/, R)" is a is a wellfounded ordering
onV;. By Lemma5.4 (settingl := <! andB := (U(,R)_l) by the first of the above contain-
ments, we know thatkc~' U (U, R) ™" is terminating, which (due te<’ = <(U,R)*U(U,R)")
means that-’ is terminating, too. Finally’ is also transitive, since by the above containments:
<(U,R)"*<(U,R)" C <(U,R)"(U,R)" = <(U,R)" C <

and <(U,R)"(U,R)" = <(U,R)" C <(U,R)" C <
and (U,R)" <(U,R)" € (U,R)*(U,R)" = (U,R)" C <
and (U,R)"(U,R)" C (U,R)" C <. Q.e.d. (Claim 2)

Claim 3:For ally® € dom(C"): For all z° € V;(C"(y°))\{v°}: 2° <" y°.

Proof of Claim 3: Let 2° € V(C'(v°))\{y’}. By the definition of ¢’ this means

22eVy(C(y°)\{y’} or there is some, € V,(C(y°)) with 2° U, w*. SinceC' is a (R, <)-

choice-condition, we have’® < y° or z° U, u” R y°. Thus, by definition ok’ we have z° <’ y°.
Q.e.d. (Claim 3)

Claim 4:For ally’ € dom(C"): For allu” € V,(C'(y°)): u' R y°.

Proof of Claim 4:Letu” € V;(C’(y°)). By the definition ofC”’ there is some™ € V,(C(y°)) with

u E, v". SinceC'is a(R, <)-choice-condition, we have R y°. Thus, by definition ofR’ we

have u” R’ y°. Q.e.d. (Claim 4) Q.e.d. (Lemmab.5)

Proof of Lemma5.8

SinceG is C’'-strongly R’-valid in A, there is some strong existentiad, R’)-valuatione’ such
thatG is C’-strongly (¢, A)-valid. Lete be the strong existenti@ld, R)-valuation with e(e) =
e(¢) given by Lemma3.6(1) due ta(RCR'. Let w be (e, .A)-compatible withC'. It suffices to
show thatG is (m, e, A)-valid. Since the notion ofe, .4)-compatibility does not depend on the
precise form ot besides(e), we know thatr is also(¢’, A)-compatible withC'. Due to C'CC,

7 is also(¢’, A)-compatible withC’. Finally, sinceG is C’-strongly(¢’, A)-valid, we conclude
thatG is (m, ¢/, A)-valid, i.e.(m, e, A)-valid. Q.e.d. (Lemmab’.8)

Proof of Lemma5.10

(1): SinceC' is a(R, <)-choice-condition, we know that is a wellfounded ordering oN; and
R C V,xV;. Moreover, we haveS, C V;xV, and V,N\V; = (. Thus, if < is not wellfounded,
then there is an infinitely descending sequence of the fagms S, yo01 (Ro <) yo; for all

i € N. SinceC is a (R, <)-choice-condition, we know that R o <) C R. Thus, we get
Yoiro Se Yoir1 Ry foralli € N. This means thatS.oR)" is not wellfounded, which contradicts
the assumption thatis a strong existentidl4, R)-valuation.
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(2): Let m € (V,\dom(C)) — A. By noetherian induction ori and with the help of a choice
function we can define some € V,.. — A in the following way: Forz € V. o(x) =
e(r)(s.qzy.0). Forz € Vi\dom(C): o(zr) := m(x). Forz € dom(C): o(x) := a, where
a is an element of the universe gf such that, if possible(’(z) is not (y,, o, e, A)-valid. For
this definition to be okay, we have to show, for eack V..., thato(z) is defined in terms of
afzy.o0- Incase of z €V, this is obvious because.C<. In case of z € V;\dom(C), this
is trivial. Thus, letx € dom(C). SinceC' is a (R, <)-choice-condition, we have:’ < z for
all 22 € Vy(C(x))\{z} and v R = for all v € V(C(z)). Thus, since RC<, by induc-
tion hypothesis(y,, o, e, A)-validity of C(x) means validity ofC(z) in A”p. Moreover, since
<C«, we know thato(z) is defined in terms of, _(c@))\(z}.0 C <y .o. Finally, we define
£7T ‘= dom(C), O

For showing thatrw¢, is (e,.A)-compatible withC', let y° € dom(C') and suppose that'(y°)
is (T, e, A)-valid, i.e. (v, 0, e, A)-valid. Thus, by definition ob, we know that, for all) €
v’} = A, C(y°)is (v qyo1. 080, €, A)-valid, i.e.(mWy, 1,0y, 80, e, A)-valid. The restis trivial.

(3a):Let & be given as in (2). Define via

d(x)(1) = &(cHz)) (zeran(s), 7 € ((V;\dom(C))Nn<fsc(z)})) — A, wherer €
(V;\dom(C')) — A an arbitrary extension af) and

€'(@)(1) = e(@)(s.quy . (7)) (x € V\ran(), 7 € ((Vi\dom(C)) N <a{{z})) — A, where
7 € (V;\dom(C)) — A an arbitrary extension af).

Note that this definition is okay because the choicer afoes not matter: For the first this
is directly given by (2). For the second we have: s ., 7 C 4qp,m7 € 7, and, for
y € dom(C) N S.{z}), by (2),&:(y) is already determined by g,y , 7 € qqap, 7™ C 7.

Then S, = vaom(c,id o ( U <@c'wpxiru |J  <fehx{z) )
yeran(s) z€V,\ran(s)

Dueto R’ = v \ran(),idoR U U {y} x {7 (¥))<2 U V,xdom(C), we get
y€eran(s)

Se o R C ypdom(c),id o

( U <0y <" wps v U (<fehx{a})o R U deom<c>)
yeran(s) z€V,\ran(s)

C vadom(c),id o (< U Vyxdom(C) ). Thus,(SooR’)" is a wellfounded ordering because
is wellfounded by (1). This means thdtis a strong existentigdl4, R')-valuation. It now suffices
to show thatGc is (7, ¢/, A)-valid for all 7 € V; — A. Setr := v, dom(c), 7- We get the following
equalities for the below reasons:

eval(AWe(e) (1) W T)(GY) =
eval(AW ((v,,id W vy\dom(), id B <) o eval(A W e(e’) (1) W T)))(G) =
eval(A W e(€)(7) ¥ vdome). T & (s0(e(¢') (1)) (G)
eval(A W e(e)(m W &) W vdom(s), T W dom(s) , &x) (G) =
()T WE) W E)(G) =

eval(AWe(e
TRUE
First: By the Substitution-Lemma. Second: By distributingover U. Third: Since, for
z € V,(G) we haver € V \ran(c) and thuse(e’)(7)(x) = e(e)(r W&,)(x). Moreover, since,
for z € dom(c), €(e)(7)(c(x)) = &(<T(<(2))) = & (@), we getco (e(e)(T)) = dom(e) . &n-
Fourth: By noting thatdom(s) = Vi(G) Ndom(C). Fifth: Becauserw¢, is (e, .4)-compatible
with C' (by (2)) andG is C-strongly(e, .A)-valid.
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(3b):Whend is C-strongly R-valid in A, then there is some strong existenti&l .4)-valuatione
such thatG is C-strongly (e, A)-valid. By (3a), G< is §-strongly R'-valid in A. Since
V\ran(e), RER'CR', by Lemma5.8 (¢ is (-strongly . \;an(), R-valid and{)-strongly R"-valid
in A. Q.e.d. (Lemma5.10)

Proof of Lemma5.12
(1), (2), (3), and (4) are trivial.

(5): Let ¢’ be a strong existenti@l4, R')-valuation andr be (¢’, A)-compatible withC”’ such that
G, is (m, €, A)-valid. Lete be the strong existenti@l4, R)-valuation with e¢(e) = ¢(¢’) given
by Lemma3.6(1) due taRCR'. Thenr is (e, .A)-compatible withC’, andG is (7, ¢, .A)-valid.
Moreover, due taC'CC’, wis (e, . A)-compatible withC'. Thus, sincé, strongly(R, C')-reduces
to G4, alsoGy is (m, e, A)-valid. This also means thél, is (, ¢/, A)-valid as was to be shown.

(6a): Suppose thatzyo is C’-strongly R'-valid in A. Then there is some strong existen-
tial (A, R')-valuatione’ such thatGyo is C’-strongly (¢/, A)-valid. Then, by Lemma3.6(2),
there is some strong existenti@il, R)-valuatione such that for allr € V; — A: €(e)(m) =
ogoeval(AWe(e)(m)wm). Moreover, fory € V; we have: 7(y) = eval(AW e(e’)(m) W )(y),
ie. ele)(m)Wm = (0Wy,,id) o eval (AW e(e') () W ).
Thus, for any formula3, we have

eval(AWe(e)(m) W) (B) =

eval(AW ((o W;,id) oeval(AWe(e')(m) Wm)))(B) =

eval(AWe(e)(m) W) (Bo),
the latter step being due to the Substitution-Lemma.

Thus, for any set of sequent® and anyr € V; — A:
(m, e, A)-validity of G’ is logically equivalent tdr, ¢, A)-validity of G’o. (:81)

Especially, for anyr € V; — A:

7 is (e, A)-compatible withC' iff 7 is (¢/,.A4)-compatible withC". (:82)
Thus, for any set of sequents:

G’ is C-strongly (e, A)-valid iff G'o is C’-strongly(¢’, A)-valid.

EspeciallyGy is C-strongly(e, A)-valid. Thus,G, is C-strongly R-valid in A.
(6b): Let ¢’ be some strong existentiai, R')-valuation,7 be (¢, A)-compatible withC’, and
suppose thatz,o is (m,¢€',.A)-valid. Lete be the existential.A, R)-valuation given by Lem-
ma3.6(2). Then, byst) in the proof of (6a) is (e, .A)-compatible withC', and, by §;) in the
proof of (6a),G is (m, e, A)-valid. By assumptionz, strongly(R, C')-reduces td@~;. Thus,G
is (7, e, A)-valid, too. By §;) in the proof of (6a), this means th&o is (, ¢/, A)-valid as was
to be shown. Q.e.d. (Lemmab5.12)
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Proof of Theorem 5.15

Since AX is (-strongly V., x V;-valid, ¢ is closed, R C V.,xV;, and ) C C, by Lemma5.8,

Goals({t}) is C-strongly R-valid. Since (I',t) € ' and(F,C, R, <) satisfies the invariant con-

dition, {I"} strongly (R, C')-reduces tdGoals({t}). Then, by Lemma5.12(1); is C-strongly

R-valid. Finally, by Lemma5.10(3b);< is {-strongly R’-valid and@-stronglyy. \san(c), R-valid.
Q.e.d. (Theorem 5.15)

Proof of Theorem 5.16

(0,0,0,0) trivially satisfies the strong invariant condition. For tikeration steps, let/”,t") €
F’. Assuming the strong invariant condition far, C, R, <), we have to show that’ isa(R’, <’
)-choice-condition and thdt/™} strongly(R’, C”)-reduces tdzoals({t"}).

Hypothesizing:Due to the assumedRo< C R and the requiredR"o< C R’ = RUR’,
we have R' o < = (RUR") o < C RUR" = R'. Thus,C is a(R', <)-choice-condition.
Moreover, due toC'=C and <'=<, (C',R',<’) is an extension ofC, R, <). In case
of (I t"yeF, {I"} (R,C)-reduces toGoals({t"}) by assumption, and then, due to Lem-
ma5.12(5){ 1"} strongly(R’, C")-reduces tdzoals({t"}). Otherwise we haveél™” t")=(I,t).
Then {I"} = {I'} = Goals({t}) = Goals({t"}). Thus, by Lemma5.12(2),I"'} strongly
(R, C")-reduces tdzoals({t"}).

Expansion:In case of ([, t")eF, {I"} (R,C)-reduces toGoals({t"}) by assump-
tion, and then, due tqC’, R',<’) being an extension ofC, R, <) and Lemmab5.12(5),
{I""} strongly (R, C")-reduces toGoals({t"}). Otherwise we have(I™,t")=(I,t'). Since
Goals({t})\{A} C Goals({t'}), by Lemma5.12(2)Goals({t})\{A} strongly(R’, C")-reduces
to Goals({t'}). Thus, since by assumptiofpA} strongly (R, C’)-reduces to a subset of
Goals({t'}), by Lemmab5.12(4)Goals({t}) strongly (R, C")-reduces toGoals({t'}). More-
over, due to (I,t) e F, by assumption{"} strongly (R, C)-reduces toGoals({t}). Thus,
by Lemmab.12(5),{I"} strongly (R, C")-reduces toGoals({t}). Thus, sinceGoals({t})
strongly (R’, C’)-reduces tdGoals({t'}), by Lemma5.12(3){I"} strongly (R, C’)-reduces to
Goals({t'}), i.e.{I""} strongly(R’, C")-reduces tdzoals({t"}).

InstantiationBy Lemma5.5," is a(R’, <’)-choice-condition. There is sonié’,t) € F such
that (I',t)o = (I'”,t"). By assumption{/"} strongly(R, C')-reduces tdzoals({t}). By Lem-
ma5.12(6b){1's} strongly(R’, C’)-reduces t@soals({t})o, i.e.{I"} strongly(R’, C’)-reduces
to Goals({t"}). Q.e.d. (Theorem 5.16)

Proof of Theorem5.17

Let A be an arbitrary:-structure E-algebra). We only prove the first example of each kind of
rule to be a sub-rule of the Expansion rule and leave the semh &xercise.

a-rule: We have to show thet!” (AvB) 11} strongly(R, C')-reducestd A B I" I} in A. Thisis
trivial, however, becauser, e, A)-validity of the two sets is logically equivalent for eaclhostg
existential( A, R)-valuatione andrw € V; — A.

p-rule: We have to show that!” (AAB) 11} strongly (R, C')-reduces to{ A I" I1, BT I}
in A. This is trivial, however, because, ¢, A)-validity of the two sets is logically equivalent for
each strong existenti@4, R)-valuatione andr € V; — A.




37

~-rule: We have to show thaftl” 3x:A 1} strongly (R, C')-reduces to{ A{x+—z"} I Jo:A IT}

in A. This is the case, however, becausee, .A)-validity of the two sets is logically equivalent
for each strong existentiél4, R)-valuatione andw € V; — A. The direction from left to right
is given because the former sequent is a sub-sequent ofttee l&he other direction, which is
the only one we actually have to show here, is also clear Isec¢aue, A)-validity of A{xr—x"}
implies (r, e, A)-validity of Jz: A. Although this is clear, we should be a little more explicit
here because the standard semantic definitioa @f. e.g. Wirth (1997), p. 188) does not use
free~-variables and is somewhat more complicated than it couid berms of freey-variables.
Moreover, in the note above the theorem we remarked thae#taation onz> not occurring in
the former sequent is not really necessary. Thus, in orda taore explicit here, assume that the
latter sequent iér, e, .A)-valid for some strong existenti@i, R)-valuatione and somer that is
(e, A)-compatible withC'. We have to show that the former sequeritise, .A)-valid. If this is not
the case, A{z+—x"} mustbe(r, e, A)-valid. Lety’ € V,\V;(A). Then, sinceA{x—y’}{y’—z"}

is equal to A{z—z"}, we know that A{z—y°}{y’—2"} isvalidin Awe(e)(m)wW . Then,
by the Substitution-LemmaA{z—y°} is validin AW e(e)(r)w ' for 7’ € V; — A given
by voguer. ™ = vagey. ™ and 7'(y°) := e(e)(m)(z”). By the standard semantic definition of
3 and since quantification ancannot occur il (asdx: A is a formula in our restricted sense,
cf. §1.4), this means thatr: (A{z—y°}{y’—=x}) is valid in A W e(e)(m) W 7. Sincey® does not
occur inA, this formula is equal t@z: A, which means that the former sequentise, .A)-valid

as was to be shown.

d-rule:Firstly, we have to show that’ is a(R’, <’)-choice-condition. Since’ ¢ V;(A)Udom(<)
and < is a wellfounded ordering,<’ := < U <(V;(4)) x {z°} is a wellfounded ordering
with z° ¢ dom(<’), too. Therefore,R" o <’ = (), andthen R' o <’ = (RUR") o <’ =
Ro<' =Ro(<U<") = (Ro<)U(Ro<") C RUR" = R'; where the inclusion is due
to the following: first, we haveR o < C R because&” is a (R, <)-choice-condition; second,
in case of zp R z; <" z, we have 2z, = z° and there is some’ € V,(A) with z; < 2/;
then, againbyRo < C R, weget zo R 2/, i.e. zg R" 2° = z. Since < C <, RC R/,
C" = CU{(z’, A{z—=a'})}, Vi(C'(20)\{2'} = Vi(A{z—=a})\ {2} = Vi(A)\ {2’} = Vi(A) C
< {x}), and V,(C'(2°)) = V,(A{x—2}) = V,(A) C R'{«°}), the remaining requirements for
C’ to be a(R', <’)-choice-condition are easily checked.

Secondly, we have to show th&f” Va:A I} strongly (R, C')-reduces to{ A{z+—az°} " IT}

in A. Assume that the latter sequent(is e, .4)-valid for some strong existentidt’-valuation

e and somer that is (e, A)-compatible withC’. We have to show that the former sequent is
(m, e, A)-valid. If some formula inl"II is (m, e, A)-valid, then the former sequent (s, ¢, A)-
valid, too. Otherwise, this means th&{x—z°} is (7, e, A)-valid. Sincer is (e, .A)-compatible
with C', A{z—z’} is (7', e, A)-valid for all 7' € V; — A with v\ 0,7 = v\(eep, 7. Since
V(A{z—a’}) x {2°} = V,(A) x {«°} C R', we know thatA{z—2’} is even valid in AW
e(e)(m)wr’ foralln’ € V; — Awith v, (.5, 7 = v\ 20y, 7. By the standard semantic definition
of V (cf. e.g. Wirth (1997), p. 188) and since quantificationzooannot occur inA (asVz:A is

a formula in our restricted sense, §f1.4), this means thatz:(A{z—az°}{2°—2z}) is valid in
AW e(e)(m) wr. Sincex® does not occur it this formula is equal t&/z: A, which means that
the former sequent igr, ¢, A)-valid as was to be shown. Q.e.d. (Theorem 5.17)
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ciency only.
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