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Abstract. We introduce a new connection between formal language the-
ory and proof theory. One of the most fundamental proof transformations
in a class of formal proofs is shown to correspond exactly to the compu-
tation of the language of a certain class of tree grammars. Translations in
both directions, from proofs to grammars and from grammars to proofs,
are provided. This correspondence allows theoretical as well as practical
applications.

1 Introduction

Proof theory developed from Hilbert’s programme in the foundations of math-
ematics at the beginning of the 20th century. The fundamental observation of
Hilbert was that even though mathematical proofs speak about infinite objects
(such as real numbers, real-valued functions, vector spaces of such functions,
etc.) they do so by using only a finite amount of symbols and of space. There-
fore, considering proofs as mathematical objects in their own right makes them
amenable to analysis by mathematical (finitary, discrete) means. Hilbert’s orig-
inal aim was to justify mathematical reasoning by consistency proofs which, by
Godel’s second incompleteness theorem, turned out to be too ambitious. How-
ever, other kinds of analyses of proofs are possible.

One type of analysis that has received a lot of attention in recent years (see
e.g. [18]) is proof mining: the extraction of additional mathematical information
from existing proofs. Such additional information can often be thought of as
concrete values for existential quantifiers. In the most simple situations it can be
straightforward to read off such values, for example in case a proof of a statement
Jx ¢(x) starts with “Let us show ¢(a).” for some concrete value a. In general
the situation is more complicated, consider the following famous example:

Theorem. There are z,y € R\ Q s.t. 2¥ € Q.

Proof. If \/2\/2 eQ let x=y= /2 and we are done as v/2 € R \ Q. Otherwise
\/2\/2 eR\Q, let z = \/2\/2,y = /2 and observe z¥ = \/22 =2eQ. O
This proof does not give us any information on whether /' 2\/2 € Q or not.
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The values of the existential quantifiers 3x and Jy are not unique, we have
to represent this proof by a disjunction of instances of the theorem: if p(x,y)
abbreviates “z € R\ Q and y € R\ Q and 2V € Q”, the above proof only shows

that ¢(v/2,v/2) v cp(\/2\/27 V/2) is provable (from suitable basic axioms). This
situation is described from a logical point of view by Herbrand’s theorem [92].
In its simplest form it states that 3z ¢(x) for a quantifier-free formula ¢(x) is
valid iff there are terms t1, . .., ¢, s.t. \/I_, ¢(t;) is a tautology. Such a disjunction
is therefore also called Herbrand-disjunction.

It was easy to read off an Herbrand-disjunction from the above proof. The
reason is that it contains the instances of its quantifiers in plain sight. In general
however proofs use lemmas and values of quantifiers of the theorem depend
on objects whose existence is asserted by these lemmas. The proofs of these
lemmas may in turn rely on other lemmas and so on. In total, there can be very
complicated dependencies between values of quantifiers that have to be unwound
in order to obtain concrete values. A proof transformation that carries out this
unwinding is cut-elimination (the root of this terminology being that the cut-rule
formalises the use of a lemma). This transformation is, for a number of reasons,
of central importance in proof theory. It essentially works by a stepwise reduction
of the complexity of the cuts (lemmas), the interested reader is referred to [19].

In this paper we show that for a certain class of proofs, cut-elimination corre-
sponds ezactly to the computation of the language of a certain tree grammar: we
give translations from proofs to grammars and from grammars to proofs s.t. this
correspondence holds. The connection point is the observation that an Herbrand-
disjunction is given by a finite set of terms, hence a finite tree language. A proof
with lemmas then corresponds to a tree grammar whose language is an Herbrand-
disjunction. Therefore, one can obtain concrete values for existential quantifiers
by computing the language of a grammar. In Section 2] we will develop a suit-
able notion of tree grammar corresponding to rigid tree automata [I3J14], in
Section Bl we describe how to translate proofs to grammars and in Section [l how
to translate grammars to proofs. Most proofs in this paper will only be sketched,
the reader interested in more details is referred to the technical report [10].

2 Rigid Tree Languages

A feature which is important for many applications of tree languages but not
present in regular tree languages is the ability to carry out equality tests between
subterms, for instance to recognise patterns of the form f(z,z). This need has
led to the development of several classes of tree automata providing this ability:
some allow to specify local equality constraints as side conditions of transition
rules by giving term positions explicitly, see [3] for a survey, while others consider
global constraints specified via states. An important class of the latter kind are
tree automata with global equalities and disequalities (TAGED) [BI6[7]. For the
purposes of this paper it will turn out to be natural to work with rigid tree
automata that have been introduced in [13], see also [I4]. They are a subclass of
TAGED (characterised by having minimal equality and disequality relations).
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Definition 1. A tree automaton on a signature X' is a tuple (Q, F, A) where Q
is a finite set of state symbols, F' C Q is the set of final states and A a set of
transition rules of the form: f(q1,...,qn) = q where f € X and q,q1,...,qn € Q.

A rigid tree automaton on X' is a tuple (Q, R, F, A) where (Q, F, A) is a tree
automaton and R C Q is the set of rigid states.

As usual a position is a list of natural numbers, Pos(t) is the set of positions of the
term ¢, € is the empty (root) position and concatenation of positions p; and ps is
written as p1.p2. The subterm of ¢ at a position p € Pos(t) is denoted as t|,. We
write Pos(z, t) for the set of positions of the symbol z in t and we write z € t if
Pos(z,t) # (. A run of a tree automaton on a term ¢ is a function r : Pos(t) — Q
s.t. for all f € X and all p € Pos(f,t): f(r(p.1),...,r(p.n)) — r(p) € A. A run of
a rigid tree automaton on ¢ is a run of the underlying tree automaton satisfying
the additional rigidity condition: for all p1,ps € Pos(t): if r(p1) = r(p2) € R
then t|,, = t[p,. T(X) denotes the set of ground terms over a signature X. The
language of an automaton A in a state ¢ is denoted as L(A4,q) and defined as
the set of ¢t € T(X) s.t. there exists a run r on ¢t with r(¢) = ¢. The language of

A is defined as L(A) = cp L(4,q).

Ezample 2. Let ¥ = {0/0,s/1}. A simple pumping argument shows that the
language L = {f(t,t) | t € T(X)} is not regular. On the other hand, L is
recognised by the rigid tree automaton (@, R, F, A) where Q = {q,¢r,¢s}, R =
{a:}, F ={qr} and A={0—¢,0 = qr,5(q) = ¢,5(q) = ar, f(@r.a) = ar}-

For the proof-theoretic purposes of this paper it is considerably more natural
and technically useful to work with grammars instead of automata.

Definition 3. A regular tree grammar is a tuple {(a, N, X, P) composed of an
axiom «, a set N of non-terminal symbols with arity 0 and o« € N, a term
signature X with X NN = (0 and a set P of production rules of the form § —t
where B € N andt € T(XUN).

A rigid tree grammar is a tuple (o, N, R, X, P) where (o, N, X, P) is a regular
tree grammar and R C N is the set of rigid non-terminal symbols.

The derivation relation —¢ of a regular tree grammar G is defined for s,t €
T(XUN) as s —¢ t if there is a production rule 5 — u and a position p s.t.
slp = B and t is obtained from s by replacing 5 at p by u. A derivation of a
term ¢ € T(X) in a regular tree grammar is a list of terms ¢1,...,t, € T(XUN)
st. t1 = a,t, =t and t; —¢g tiy1 for i = 1,...,n — 1. A derivation of ¢ in
a rigid tree grammar is a derivation in the underlying regular tree grammar
satisfying the additional rigidity condition: if t; —q ti+1 and t; —¢ tj41 are
applications of productions rules at positions p;, p; with the same left-hand side
B € R, then t|,, = t|,. The language of a tree grammar L(G) is the set of
t € T(X) that are derivable in G. A production whose left-hand side is 8 will
be called -production. Let G = (a, N, R, T, P) be a rigid tree grammar; a rigid
tree grammar G’ = («, N, R, T, P} is called projection of G if P’ C P and P’
contains at most one [S-production for every f € R. A first basic but useful
observation about rigid tree grammars is the following
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Lemma 4. Let G be a rigid tree grammar and let t € L(G). Then there is a
projection G' of G s.t. t € L(G'").

Proof. Use the rigidity condition, replace subderivations if needed.

In order to establish the connection with the existing literature we quickly sketch
a proof of the equivalence of rigid tree grammars and rigid tree automata. The
reader interested in the details is referred to [10].

Definition 5. A grammar is called normalised if every production rule has the
form~y —a orv— f(y1,.--,v) fora, f € X and v,71,-..,7 € N.

Lemma 6. If G is a rigid tree grammar, then there is a normalised rigid tree
grammar G* s.t. L(G) = L(G*).

Proof. In a first phase of normalisation, productions 5 — f(t1,...,t,) are
replaced by 8 — f(81,...,6n), 01 = t1,...,Bn — tn. In the second phase, pro-
ductions of the form S — ~ are removed which — due to the rigidity condition —
necessitates a different treatment depending on which of 3, are rigid.

Theorem 7. A set of terms is language of a rigid tree grammar iff it is language
of a rigid tree automaton.

Proof. 1t is straightforward to translate between normalised rigid tree grammars
and rigid tree automata, the result then follows from Lemma

Definition 8. A rigid tree grammar is called totally rigid if all non-terminals
are rigid.

Totally rigid tree grammars will simply be written as (o, R, X, P).

Definition 9. Let G be a regular or rigid tree grammar with non-terminals N
and productions P. Define an order <, on N as a <} Bifa —t € P and B €t
and write <¢ for the transitive closure of <&. G is called acyclic if <q is.

Ezample 10. The totally rigid grammar G = (o, R, X, P) with R = {«, 8,7},
S = {£/1,9/1,9/1,0/0,/0}, and P = {a — h(B)Ih(1), § — f()la, 7 —
g9(B)|b} is cyclic because 5 <g v and v <g [ but removing § — f(y) or
v — g(B) (or both) from the productions yields an acyclic grammar.

Totally rigid acyclic grammars are central for this paper as they correspond to
proofs. Furthermore, they allow the following description of their language in
terms of substitutions. As usual, a substitution is a mapping from variables to
terms which is different from the identity for only a finite number of variables.
A substitution is written as [z1\t1, ..., %, \tn]. Application of a substitution o
to a term ¢ is written as to.

Lemma 11. If G is totally rigid and acyclic, then up to renaming of the non-
terminals G = (o, {ao,...,an}, X, P) with L(G) = {aolao\to] - - [an\tr] |
a; = t; € P}

Proof. Acyclicity permits a renaming of non-terminals s.t. a; >p o; implies
i > j. The result then follows from re-arranging the derivation and Lemma (4l

Consequently, the language L(G) of a totally rigid and acyclic G is finite.
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3 From Proofs to Tree Languages

We now turn to proof theory. In the seminal article [§], which can be considered
the founding work of structural proof theory, Gentzen introduced the sequent
calculus and proved the cut-elimination theorem. A sequent is a pair of multisets
of formulas written Aq,..., A, F Bi,..., By whose intended meaning is the
formula (A, 4;) — (\/;%:1 B;j).

Definition 12. A proof in the sequent calculus is a tree that starts with sequents
of the form A+ A for an atomic formula A and is built up using the following
rules:

The logical rules:

rFAA ITEAB ATHA BIr+a
DIFAAAANB 'Y  AAB,TFA'™  AAB A"
ATHA BIFA I'-AA reAB
AVB,LI+-AA ' TFAAVB ™ T'mAAVB '™
rFAA  ATHA
~ATFA " TFA-A "
Alz\t],'F A '+ A Alz\a] Alz\a],'F A '+ A Alz\t]
Ve A TFA ' T'FAVYzA ° FwATHA ' T'HA3zA F

where t is a term, « is a variable and the quantifier rules are subject to the
following conditions:

1. t must not contain a bound variable,
2. « is called eigenvariable and must not occur in I' U AU {A}

The structural rules weakening, contraction and cut:

reA rea AATEA I'-AAA
ATFA ' THAA T ATFA rFAA

T

TFAA AITFA
roraa

The formula A in an application of the cut-rule is called cut-formula. The sequent
at the root of a proof is called end-sequent of that proof. This calculus is sound
and complete for classical first-order logic in the sense that a formula F' is valid
iff there is a proof whose end-sequent is - F. We consider A — B to be an
abbreviation of AV B and also allow free use of corresponding rule abbreviations
— and —, for

I'FAA B ITHA . ATFAB
A B L IFAA L 20 rcAA-B °

Furthermore, — is right-associative.
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Ezample 13. Define the formulas A; = P(a) V P(b), Ay = Vz (P(z) — Q(f(x)))
and Az = VaVy (P(z) — Q(y) — R(g(z,y))) and the proof 7 =

(m3)

(7‘(’2) P(a),Q(B),A?’ FR(Q(OC:B))
(m1) P(a), A2 - Q(f(a)) P(a),Q(f), As - 3zR(x) _°
A1+ P(a), P(b) P(a), A2 F 32Q(z) ~°  P(a),3zQ(x), A3 F IzR(x) !
AuF 3eP(x), P(b) P(a), P(a), As, As - JaR(x) cut
Ay b 3zP(x),3xP(x) 3 P(a), As, A3 - JzR(x)
Ay b 3zP(x) ' JzP(z), Ay, As + JzR(z) 1t
cu

Al, AQ, A3 = al‘R(EE)

where the proofs 71,7 and w3 are left to the reader. This proof contains
two cuts, one whose cut-formula is 3z P(x) and another whose cut-formula is

Jx Q(x).

A quantifier in a formula A is called positive if it is below an even number of
negations in the syntax tree of A and negative if it is under an odd number
of negations. Positive universal and negative existential quantifiers are called
strong, the others are called weak. It is straightforward to show that a strong
quantifier is introduced by V, or 3, and a weak quantifier by V) or 3. A proof is
called regular if different strong quantifier inferences have different eigenvariables.
From now on we will assume — as a convention on variable-naming — that all
proofs are regular.

In the above definition some formulas are mentioned explicitly like A A B,
A and B in the case of A,. The formula A A B below the rule is called main
formula and the formulas A and B above it are called auziliary formulas of
the rule. Analogous definitions apply to all other rules. One then defines an
ancestor relation on the formula occurrences in a proof as follows: an auxiliary
formula occurrence is ancestor of a main formula occurrence and furthermore the
occurrence of a formula in the context I', A, II, A above an inference is ancestor of
the corresponding occurrence below the inference. For illustration of the ancestor
relation see Definitions [[4] [ and Examples [I5]

From now on and for the rest of this paper, T" will denote a universal the-
ory, i.e. a set of formulas of the form Vz;---Vx,B with B quantifier-free. It
is a standard result of mathematical logic that every theory has a conservative
universal extension which is obtained by Skolemisation, see e.g. [22]. Concentrat-
ing on universal theories hence does not significantly restrict (though simplifies
technically) the results of this paper.

Definition 14. Let w be a proof of T F Jx A with A quantifier-free and vV a
subproof of w. The Herbrand-set H(y, 1) of ¥ w.r.t. 7 is defined as follows. If 1
is an aziom, then H(yp,7) = (0. If ¢ is of the form
(¥")
IT+ A, Alz\t]
IOFA3FzA 77
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where the main formula 3x A is ancestor of the formula 3x A in the end-sequent,
then H(v, m) = H(y', m)U{A[z\t]}. If ¥ ends with any other unary inference and
V' is its immediate subproof then H(y,m) = H(Y', 7). If ¥ ends with a binary
inference and 1,19 are its immediate subproofs, then H(y,7) = H(tr,m) U
H(to, 7). We write H(m) for H(m, ).

Ezample 15. The proof 7 of Example [[3] has H(7) = {R(g(a, 5))}.

Ezample 16. A (suitable) formalisation of the proof discussed in the introduction
has the Herbrand-set {p(v/2,v/2), gp(\/Q\/Q, V2)1.

Definition 17. Let 7 be a proof and Q be a quantifier occurrence in 7. Define a
set of terms t(Q) associated with Q as follows: if Q occurs in the main formula
of a weakening, then t(Q) = 0. If Q is introduced by a quantifier inference
from a term t or a variable x, then t(Q) = {t} or t(Q) = {x} respectively. If Q
occurs in the main formula of a contraction and Q1, Q2 are the two corresponding
quantifiers in the auziliary formulas of the contraction, then t(Q) = t(Q1) U
t(Q2). In all other cases Q has exactly one immediate ancestor Q' and t(Q) =
HQ)):

Let 7 be a proof and ¢ be a cut in w. Write Q(c) for the set of pairs (Q, Q")
of quantifier occurrences where Q is a strong occurrence in one occurrence of
the cut-formula of ¢ and Q' the corresponding weak occurrence in the other oc-
currence of the cut-formula. Define the set of base substitutions of ¢ as B(c) =
Ug.oneqellz\t] [z € t(Q),t € H(Q")}. Forcy, ..., cn being the cuts in m define
the base substitutions of m as B(m) = U, B(c:).

Ezample 18. The proof 7 of Example [[3] has B(w) = {[a\a], [@\b], [B\ f ()]}

Definition 19. For a proof w define the totally rigid tree grammar G(w) =
(p, N, X, P) by N = {p} UEV(m), ¥ = X(m) U{A,V,—}, and P = {p — F |
F e H(m)} U{a—t]|[a\t] € B(n)}, where EV(7) is the set of eigenvariables of
the proof m and X () is its first-order signature.

Ezample 20. The proof m of Example [[3 has G(7) = (p, N, X, P) where N =
{w7a7ﬂ}7 E = {a7b’ f’g’P’Q7R’ /\’ \/’ _|} and P = {(p 4) R(g(a’ﬁ))’ﬂ *>
7(@),a - a, @ = b} hence L(G(r)) = {R(g(a, f(a))), R(g(b, f(b)))}. The reader
is invited to verify that A;, As, As  L(G(w)) is provable for A, Ag, A3 as in
Example [[3

Definition 21. A proof 7 is called simple if every cut-formula in w contains at
most one quantifier.

We will now restrict our attention to simple proofs. The main result of this pa-
per is that cut-elimination in the class of simple proofs corresponds exactly (in a
sense made precise below) to the computation of the language of a totally rigid
acyclic tree grammar. While this restriction on proofs substantially decreases
the scope of the present analysis, simple proofs are still of considerable inter-
est: they do contain quantified cuts and hence allow the formalisation of some
mathematical lemmas and their cut-elimination is of exponential complexity.
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The size of a grammar G, written as |G/, is the number of production rules.
The size of a proof 7, written as ||, is the number of inferences.

Theorem 22. If w is a simple proof of T F dx A with A quantifier-free, then
there is a totally rigid acyclic grammar G with |G| < |r| and L(G) C L(G(7))
s.t. T+ L(QG) is provable.

Proof. Only a sketch of the proof is described here, the reader interested in
the details is referred to the technical report [10]. We have |G(r)| < |r|?, the
quadratic size being due to quantifiers in cut-formulas which are introduced
from a linear number of terms (on their weak side) and a linear number of
eigenvariables (on their strong side).

Let 83,7 be two non-terminals of G(m) and write 8 ~ ~ if there is a strong
quantifier occurrence @ in a cut-formula with 8,7 € t(Q). The equivalence
relation ~ defines a partition of the non-terminals of G(7) into n classes where
n is the number of cuts in 7 that contain a quantifier. Define the totally rigid
grammar G from G() by identifying all non-terminals of the same ~-class. Then
G < | and L(G) C L(G()).

Furthermore, let d be a new (“dummy”) constant and, for a given proof 1,
write Gpq (1) for G(v) from which all productions of the form § — d for any non-
terminal 8 have been removed. By proof-theoretic transformations — in particular
the prenexification of [I], see also [, Theorem VIL.4.7], applied to cut-formulas
— we obtain a proof 7’ all of whose cuts are of the form 3z B for B quantifier-free
and which satisfies L(Gnq(7’)) = L(G). The role of the dummy constant is to
mark artefacts introduced by prenexification into the grammar as such.

The central part of the proof then consists in applying a suitable procedure for
cut-elimination to 7’ and to show that this process is computing L(Gpq (7)) step-
by-step from G(7’) in the proof: the systematic unfolding of the proof induced
by cut-elimination essentially transforms a grammar into its language, the occur-
rences of the dummy constant are deleted by this process due to their positions
in the proof. Finally we obtain a cut-free proof 7* with H(7*) = L(Gua(7")).
This allows to conclude that T'F L(Gpa (7)), i.e. T+ L(G), is provable.

Corollary 23. If 7 is a simple proof of T '+ dx A with A quantifier-free, then
T+ L(G(w)) is provable.

Proof. Append weakenings to the proof of T+ L(G) obtained from Theorem 221
Example 24. Applying Corollary B3] to the proof 7 of Example [[3 shows that

A17 A27 A3 F R(g(a’7 f(a')))7 R(g(b7 f(b)))

is provable. The reader is invited to verify that a standard algorithm for cut-
elimination (see e.g. [I9]) gives the same result.

Note that Theorem 22| together with Lemma [II] provides an exponential upper
bound on the complexity of cut-elimination in simple proofs, more precisely: for
every simple proof m of T+ Jx A with A quantifier-free there are t1, ..., t; with
k< |r|I" s.t. T = A[z\t1],..., A[z\tx]. On the other hand, cut-elimination in
general is non-elementary [23/17/18] which shows that simplicity is a necessary
assumption for Theorem
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4 From Tree Languages to Proofs

Already the results in [IT] show that a simple proof induces an acyclic regular(!)
tree grammar whose finite language is an Herbrand-disjunction. So what have we
gained from strengthening this result by adding total rigidity? On the one hand,
we have gained an exponent: in contrast to the bound n"™ obtained in the totally
rigid case, there are acyclic regular tree grammars G,, with 2n productions and
|L(G,)| =n"™" (G, builds a tree with depth n, branching-degree n and n choices
at each leaf).

However there is another — more fundamental — motivation for this result: in
this section we show that the compression power of simple proofs corresponds
ezactly to that of totally rigid acyclic grammars. Given such a grammar G we
will obtain a simple proof 7 that induces G and whose cut-elimination essentially
computes L(G) from G. As L(G(w)) is a set of formulas but L(G) is a set of
terms (which do not necessarily represent formulas), we cannot expect to obtain
G(m) = G. The closest possible connection is to wrap up the term language of
G in some new unary predicate symbol R;. Therefore the proofs constructed in
the theorem below have T+ 3z R;(z) as end-sequent. For proofs = and 7’ we
write m — 7’ if @’ can be obtained from 7 by applying the standard reduction
rules of cut-elimination as in [19].

Theorem 25. For every totally rigid acyclic tree grammar G = {(aq, R, X, P)
there is a simple proof m with G(mw) = (g, RU{ap}, X, PU{ag = Ri(a1)}) and
a cut-free proof 7" with m — @’ and H(n') = L(G(n)).

Proof. By Lemma [[1] we can assume that G = (aq, {a1,...,an}, X, P) s.t. o
depends only on o; with j > . The proof 7 is defined in the language X' U
{R; | 1 < i < n} where the R; are unary predicate symbols with intended
interpretation “being reachable from the non-terminal «;”. For each rule a;; — ¢
define the formula

Caist = Yoip1 Vo, (Rig1(@ip1) = - Ro(zn) = Ri(tog\z;]7_11) )-

For each non-terminal a; with rules o; — t1,...,a; — t,, define the formula

m
= v Soozi—)tj
j=1

and the proof ¥; =
Ri(tj) - Ri(t;)
(pai*)tj)Ri+1(ai+1)7 R Rn(an) F 3z Rl(x)
0i, Riv1(aiv1), .., Ro(an) F 3z Ri(x)

* *
vy,
* *
¢,V

Now define proofs m; : 1,...,9:, Rit1(ait1),. .., Rn(a ) Jx Ryi(x) for ¢ €
{0,...,n} and 7} : @1,...,9;, 3z Riy1(x), RZ+2(O£,+2) ,Ru(a) B 3z Ry (x)
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fori € {0,...,n—1} by
(i)

T, = D1y iy Riv1(@iz1), .. Ro(ap) F 3z Ry () 5
1,290, 37 Riga (2), Riva(Qiga), -, Rulan) B 3 Ra(w)
and
Rl(al) + Rl(al) «
T = W 73r
Ri(a1),...,Rp(an) F 3z Ry (x)
and
(Yit1)
mis1 = Pl Riga(Qive), ... Rolan) b 3z Ripa(2) () .
¢, cut

®1,- - Pir1, Riva(@ive), ..., Ru(an) = 32 Ry (2)

Then it is straightforward to verify that @ = m, : ¢1,...,9n F 3z Ry1(z) has
the desired grammar. In order to obtain #’, reduce the cuts in a bottom-up
order which for each production rule of an ;41 will create a new copy of m;
hence computing the language L(G(m)) by expansion from right to left (in the
representation of Lemma [IT]).

5 Applications

The above results pave the way for several applications of formal language theory
in proof theory to be further explored in future work. First of all, for carrying out
concrete analyses of simple proofs one can use rigid tree grammars instead of the
more cumbersome cut-elimination to compute values for existential quantifiers.
Secondly, standard problems of formal language theory such as membership, in-
tersection, etc. assume a proof-theoretic meaning by allowing to answer whether
a given value is obtained from a given proof, what values can be obtained from
both of two given proofs, etc.

Furthermore, these results show that the length of a proof with cut (which is
notoriously difficult to control) is intimately related to measures such as auto-
matic complexity [21] and automaticity [20], more precisely:

Corollary 26. Let 3z A be a formula and k € N s.t. T = Alz\t1],..., A[z\t,]
implies that every totally rigid acyclic grammar G with L(G) = {t1,...,t,} has
|G| > k, then every simple proof m of T+ 3x A has |r| > k.

Proof. Suppose there was a simple proof mg of T+ Jx A with |79 < k, then
by Theorem there would be a totally rigid acyclic tree grammar Gy with
|Go| < |mo| < k s.t. T F L(Gp) would be provable, contradiction.

Via this connection, a lower bound on grammars thus translates to a lower bound
on proofs with cut.

Another intriguing perspective is to exploit these results computationally by
abbreviating a cut-free proof through the introduction of cuts which are ob-
tained from first computing a small grammar: the cut-free proof of T+ dx A
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is represented by its Herbrand-disjunction A[z\t1],..., A[z\t,] which in turn is
represented by the trivial grammar whose axiom is = and whose productions are
x —t1,...,¢ — t,. An analysis of the structure of the ¢; can lead to a smaller
grammar representing the same language. It then only remains to check whether
the grammar can be realised by cut-formulas of a simple proof (which for the
case of a single cut is always the case). A first algorithm based on this approach
for the case of a single cut can be found in [12].

6 Conclusion

We have shown that cut-elimination in proofs where each cut contains at most
one quantifier corresponds exactly to the computation of the language of a totally
rigid acyclic tree grammar. This work constitutes a proof-of-concept result for a
new connection between proof theory and formal language theory arising from
exact characterisations of classes of proofs by classes of grammars. In principle,
such a result is conceivable for any proof system that possesses an Herbrand-like
theorem, i.e. even full higher-order logic as in [16]. The challenge consists in
finding an appropriate type of grammars.
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