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Abstract

Recently, the separated fragment (SF) of first-order logic has been introduced. Its defining
principle is that universally and existentially quantified variables may not occur together in
atoms. SF properly generalizes both the Bernays—Schonfinkel-Ramsey (BSR) fragment and
the relational monadic fragment. In this paper the restrictions on variable occurrences in SF
sentences are relaxed such that universally and existentially quantified variables may occur
together in the same atom under certain conditions. Still, satisfiability can be decided. This
result is established in two ways: firstly, by an effective equivalence-preserving translation
into the BSR fragment, and, secondly, by a model-theoretic argument.

Slight modifications to the described concepts facilitate the definition of other decidable
classes of first-order sentences. The paper presents a second fragment which is novel, has a
decidable satisfiability problem, and properly contains the Ackermann fragment and—once
more—the relational monadic fragment. The definition is again characterized by restric-
tions on the occurrences of variables in atoms. More precisely, after certain transformations,
Skolemization yields only unary functions and constants, and every atom contains at most
one universally quantified variable. An effective satisfiability-preserving translation into the
monadic fragment is devised and employed to prove decidability of the associated satisfiability
problem.

1 Introduction

Quantifier prefix classes have for long been a dominating paradigm for the classification of first-
order sentences into decidable and undecidable fragments. The Bernays—Schonfinkel-Ramsey frag-
ment (BSR)—3*V* sentences—and the Ackermann fragment—3*V3* sentences—are two prefix
classes that are well-known for their decidable satisfiability problem. We show in this paper how
both of them can be generalized to substantially larger, decidable fragments in which quantifier
prefixes are not restricted anymore. Instead, we formulate certain conditions on how existentially
and universally quantified variables may be interlinked by joint occurrences in atoms. This means
that the classes of relational first-order sentences characterized by the quantifier prefixes 3*V*
and 3*V3* are merely the tips of two icebergs that we shall call the generalized BSR fragment
(GBSR) and the generalized Ackermann fragment (GAF), respectively. To the best knowledge of
the author, both fragments are novel. Interestingly, the relational monadic fragment—relational
first-order sentences in which all predicate symbols have arity one—is contained in both GBSR
and GAF.

Recently, the separated fragment (SF) has been introduced [2I]. It can be considered as an in-
termediate step between BSR and GBSR. Its defining principle is that universally and existentially
quantified variables may not occur together in atoms. In [22] it is shown that the satisfiability
problem for SF is non-elementary. Yet, SF as well as GBSR enjoy the finite model property. How-
ever, the size of smallest models of a satisfiable GBSR sentences grows at least k-fold exponentially
with the length of the sentences for arbitrarily large £ > 0. This is in contrast with BSR, where the
size of smallest models grows at most linearly with the length of satisfiable sentences. Since every
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GBSR sentence is equivalent to some BSR sentence, one could say that GBSR is as expressive as
BSR but admits a non-elementarily more compact representation of models. It remains an open
question whether a similar result holds for GAF relative to the Ackermann fragment.

The following example gives a taste of the kind of sentences treated in this paper and outlines
a key method that we shall employ later. The sentence 7 is a sample taken from GAF and ¢o
belongs to GBSR and to GAF.

Example 1. Consider the first-order sentence 1 := JuVzIvVzIy ys. (ﬁP(u, x)V (Q(ac, v)AR(u, z,
yl))) A (P(u, x)V (ﬁQ(x, v) A—R(u, z, yg))) Due to the Boolean structure of o1, the quantifiers
Jy2, Jy1, and Vz can be moved inwards immediately but Jv cannot. Because of the two universal
quantifiers Vo and Vz, which are even interspersed with an existential one, ¢, does not lie in
the Ackermann fragment or in BSR. Skolemization of ¢ leads to Vzz.(=P(c,z) V (Q(z, f(z)) A
R(c,z,g(x,z)))) A (P(c, )V (—Q(x,f(x)) A ﬂR(c,z,h(x,z)))) and thus explicitly fixes the de-
pendency of y; on the universally quantified variables x and z, as y; is replaced with the term
g(x, z). However, the shape of the original ¢; did not immediately indicate such a dependency of
Y1 on x, since x and y; do not occur together in any atom. Moreover, there are no other variables
that depend on x and establish a connection between x and y; by means of joint occurrences in
atoms. One may say that it is the Boolean structure of ¢, alone which causes a dependency of
y1 on z, and that such a form of dependency has only a finite character. (This finite character
will be made explicit by the notions of fingerprints and uniform strategies that we introduce in
Section B.2])

The described point of view is supported by the existence of an equivalent sentence ¢}, in
which the dependency of y; on z has vanished. The price we have to pay, however, is an increase
in the size of the formula.

@t = Fu. (V. (= P(u,z) V I.Q(z,v))) A ((Vo.mP(u,z)) V Vz3y1.R(u, z,y1))
/\(Vx.(ﬂv.—'Q(:c,v)) Vv P(u,z)) A ((VxElv.ﬂQ(z,v)) \/VzElyl.R(u,z,yl))
/\((Vzﬂyg.ﬁR(u,z,yg)) \/Vx.P(u,ac)) A ((Vzﬂyg.ﬁR(u,z,yg)) \/Vmﬂv.Q(m,v))
/\((Vzﬂyg.ﬂR(u,z,yg)) \/VzElyl.R(u,z,yl))

Transforming ¢; into ¢/ requires only basic logical laws (details can be found in the appendix):
first, we push the quantifiers Jyo, Jy1,Vz inwards as far as possible. Then, we construct a dis-
junction of conjunctions of certain subformulas using distributivity. This allows us to move the
quantifier Jv inwards. Afterwards, we apply the laws of distributivity again to obtain a conjunc-
tion of disjunctions of certain subformulas. This step enables us to push the universal quantifier
Vz inwards. In the resulting sentence every occurrence of an existential quantifier lies in the scope
of at most one universal quantifier. Moreover, every atom in the original formula ; contains at
most one universally quantified variable.

Skolemization of ¢/ leads to a sentence whose shape is quite close to the shape of a Skolemized
sentence from the Ackermann fragment. More precisely, every atom contains at most one variable,
possibly with multiple occurrences. The only difference is that we allow for more than only one
universally quantified variable in the sentence as a whole, but at most one in every atom. It is
this particular form that one can exploit to construct an equisatisfiable monadic sentence.

As another example, consider the sentence g 1= EquEIsz.(P(u,z) A Q(u,x)) \% (P(y,z) A
Q(u, y)) This sentence can be transformed in the same spirit, leading to the equivalent

©h = FuIyVazv. ((P(u,z) V P(y,z)) A P(u,z) A Q(u,z))

\/((P(u7 z) V P(y, z)) A Q(u,y) A Q(u, z))
\/((P(u, v) V P(y, v)) A Q(u,y) A P(y, v))

While Skolemization of @2 introduces terms f(z) to replace y, ¢4 is a much nicer target for
Skolemization, since all introduced symbols are constants. This second approach is so attractive,
because it leads to a BSR sentence.

As a matter of fact, the sentence o belongs to GBSR and GAF at the same time, while it
does not belong to the Ackermann fragment, SF, BSR, or the monadic fragment. Hence, even the
intersection of GBSR and GAF contains sentences which do not fall into the categories offered by
standard fragments.



The transformation technique outlined in Example [Il is one tool with which we establish the
decidability of GBSR and GAF. An interesting model-theoretic approach to establishing a small
model property for GBSR sentences is presented as well. Moreover, we employ a proof-theoretic
result to argue that satisfiability of GAF sentences with equality is decidable.

In short, the main contributions of the present paper are the following. In Section Bl we de-
fine GBSR and outline an effective equivalence-preserving transformation from GBSR into BSR
(Lemma [I2)), which entails decidability of GBSR-satisfiability (Theorem[]). Using this translation,
we moreover derive a Craig—Lyndon interpolation theorem for GBSR (Theorem[I3)). In Section 32
we develop a model-theoretic point of view, which eventually leads to a small model property for
GBSR (Theorem[23]). The computational hardness of GBSR-satisfiability is derived from the hard-
ness of SF-satisfiability (cf. Theorems[I0 and [1]). In Section dl we introduce GAF. Decidability of
GAF-satisfiability is shown (a) for GAF sentences with equality but without non-constant function
symbols by employing a proof-theoretic result (Theorem B2) and (b) for GAF sentences without
equality but with arbitrarily nested unary function symbols via an effective, (un)satisfiability-
preserving transformation from GAF into the monadic fragment with unary function symbols
(Theorem [34]).

In order to facilitate smooth reading, long proofs are only sketched in the main text and
presented in full in the appendix.

2 Notation and preliminaries

We consider first-order logic formulas with equality. We call a first-order formula relational if it
contains neither function nor constant symbols. We use ¢(z1, . .., Zy,) to denote a formula ¢ whose
free variables form a subset of {z1,...,2,}. In all formulas, if not explicitly stated otherwise, we
tacitly assume that no variable occurs freely and bound at the same time and that no variable is
bound by two different occurrences of quantifiers. For convenience, we sometimes identify tuples
X of variables with the set containing all the variables that occur in X. By vars(¢) we denote the
set of all variables occurring in ¢. Similar notation is used for other syntactic objects.

A sentence ¢ := VX1 3y ... VX, 3y, ¢ is said to be in standard form if and only if ¢ is quantifier
free, in negation normal form, and exclusively contains the connectives A, V,—. In addition, we
assume that all variables bound in the quantifier prefix actually occur in ¢. The tuples X; and y,
may be empty, i.e. the quantifier prefix does not have to start with a universal quantifier, and it
does not have to end with an existential quantifier.

As usual, we interpret a formula ¢ with respect to given structures. A structure A consists of
a nonempty universe ${4 and interpretations f4 and P4 of all considered function and predicate
symbols, in the usual way. Given a formula ¢, a structure A, and a variable assignment (3, we
write A, 8 | ¢ if ¢ evaluates to true under A and . We write A = ¢ if A, = ¢ holds for
every /3. The symbol |= also denotes semantic entailment of formulas, i.e. ¢ = 9 holds whenever
for every structure A and every variable assignment 3, A, 8 = ¢ entails A, 5 | 1. The symbol
H denotes semantic equivalence of formulas, i.e. ¢ H 1 holds whenever ¢ = ¢ and ¢ E .
We call two sentences ¢ and v equisatisfiable if ¢ has a model if and only if ¢ has one. A
structure A is a substructure of a structure B (over the same signature) if (1) Uy C Up, (2)
A = B for every constant symbol c, (3) PA = PBn Uy for every m-ary predicate symbol P,
and (4) fA(a1,...,am) = fB(a1,...,a,) for every m-ary function symbol f and every m-tuple
(ai,...,a,) € 7. The following are standard lemmas, see, e.g., [§] for a proof.

Lemma 2 (Substructure Lemma). Let ¢ be a first-order sentence in prenex normal form without
existential quantifiers and let A be a substructure of B. B |= ¢ entails A |= .

Lemma 3 (Miniscoping). Let ¢, %, x be arbitrary first-order formulas, and assume that « and y
do not occur freely in y. We have the following equivalences, where o € {A, V}:

) eve) H Guo)vEre) ) Velere) H (Vo) AVed)

(i)  Jy.(pox) H (Fyp)ox (iv) Va.(pox) H (Vo.p)ox



3 The generalized Bernays—Schonfinkel-Ramsey fragment

In this section we generalize the Bernays—Schonfinkel-Ramsey fragment—3*V* sentences with
equality but without non-constant function symbols. We show in two ways that the satisfiability
problem for the new fragment is decidable. The first approach (Section BI) is of a syntactic
nature, as it is based on an effective translation into BSR. The second approach (Section B.2)) uses
model-theoretic techniques to establish a small model property.

For the considerations in this section we fix a first-order sentence ¢ := VX;3¥1 ... VX, 3¥n ¢
in standard form that may contain the distinguished equality predicate and constant symbols
but no non-constant function symbols. Let At be the set of all atoms occurring in ¢ and let
X =X%U...UX,and y:=y 1 U...U¥,.

Definition 4 (GBSR fragment, axiomatically). The sentence ¢ belongs to the generalized Bernays—
Schénfinkel-Ramsey fragment (GBSR) if and only if we can partition At into sets Atg, Aty, ..., At,
such that

(i) for every 4, 0 < i < n, it holds vars(At;) C¥1 U...U¥; UX; 41 U...UX,, and
(ii) for all distinct 7,7, 0 < i < j < n, it holds vars(At;) N vars(At;) N X = 0.

We shall see in Section 3.2l how the described way of partitioning the atoms in GBSR sentences
facilitates a model-theoretic approach to proving decidability of the satisfiability problem for GBSR
sentences (GBSR-satisfiability).

We complement the axiomatic definition of GBSR with an alternative definition of an algorith-
mic flavor. For one thing, the algorithmic definition shows that membership in GBSR is easily
decidable. Moreover, the notions used in the algorithmic definition will be of use in the syntactic
approach to decidability of GBSR-satisfiability outlined in Section Bl We shall see in Lemma [7]
that both definitions are equivalent. But first, we need additional notation.

Given ¢, we define the undirected graph G, := (V, E) by setting V := X and E := {(z,2') |
there is an atom in ¢ containing both x and z'}. A connected component in G, is a maximal sub-
set C' C V such that for all distinet variables x, 2" € C the transitive closure of E contains the pair
(x,2'). The set of all connected components in G, forms a partition of V. For every connected
component C' in G, we denote by L(C) the set of all literals in ¢ which contain at least one
variable from C.

For every index k, 1 < k < n, we denote by L the smallest set of literals such that £; contains
all literals taken from ¢ in which variables from ¥ occur, and for every connected component C'
in G, containing a variable z € vars(Ly) it holds £(C) C L. Intuitively, every Lj constitutes
a reasonably small superset of the literals in ¢ which remain in the scope of the quantifier block
3y when the rules of miniscoping (cf. Lemma[3]) are applied from left to right.

Definition 5 (GBSR fragment, algorithmically). The sentence ¢ is in GBSR if and only if for all
k,0 with 1 < £ <k < n it holds vars(Lg) N X, = 0.

By Zk we denote the set £\ |J 4~ 1 Le¢. Moreover, EO stands for the set of all literals in ¢ which

do not belong to any of the L£;. Note that the sets ZO, ceey En form a partition of the set of all
literals in ¢. For every k, 0 < k < n, we write X}, to address the set vars(L;) NX.

Lemma 6.

(i) For all distinct indices k, ¢ we have X; N X, = 0.

(i) For every k it holds vars(Ly) Ny C Uico<r ¥e-
(iii) If ¢ satisfies Definition B then for every k it holds X, C Uk<r<n Xe-
Proof.



Ad Suppose there are distinct indices k, £, k < £, and a variable 2 € X such that x € Xk N )2@.
But then, there must be literals Ly € Zk C Ly and Ly, € Eg C Ly, both containing z. Let
C denote the (unique) connected component in Gy to which x belongs. By definition of
L(C), both Ly and Ly belong to £(C). Therefore, it holds { L, L;} C L(C) C L. But since
Zk C Li \ Ly, Li cannot belong to L. A contradiction.

Ad Let k£ < n be some non-negative integer. Since for any ¢ > k L, contains all literals
in which a variable y € ¥, occurs, L C Ly \ £, cannot contain any occurrence of such a
variable y.

Ad Let £ < n be some non-negative integer. ¢’s belonging to GBSR means vars(L;) N
Up<i, Xer = 0. Because of X, = vars(Ly;) NX C vars(Ly) NX, we conclude XN, <y X = 0.

Hence, we have X C J,-, X

We now have the right notions at hand to show that the axiomatic and the algorithmic defini-
tions of GBSR sentences yield the same fragment of first-order logic.

Lemma 7. The sentence ¢ satisfies Definition Ml if and only if it satisfies Definition

Proof. The if-direction follows immediately from Lemma [Bl We just define the Aty C At such
that A € Aty if and only if either A or =A or both belong to L.

The only if-direction can be argued as follows. For every i, 0 < i < n, let X; := vars(At;) N X.
Consider the graph G,. Since the Xi,...,X,, are pairwise disjoint, they induce subgraphs of G,
that are not connected to one another. Moreover, for every connected component C in G, there
is one X; such that C' C X;. When we write At(C') to denote all atoms in ¢ that contain variables
from C, then the previous observation entails that for every connected component C' in G, there
is some At; such that At(C) C At;.

Let At} be the set of atoms occurring in L. In other words, let At} be the smallest set of all
atoms in ¢ that contain variables from ¥, and for every connected component C in G, containing
a variable x € vars(Aty), At} contains At(C). Hence, At, C Aty U...U At, and, moreover,
vars(At)) N X C X1 U...UX,. This means, vars(At;) N X, = vars(Ly) N Xy = 0 for every ¢,
1 < ¢ < k. It follows that Definition [ is satisfied. O

In [2I] the separated fragment (SF) is defined to be the set of first-order sentences x :=
JZVi,3IVy ... Vi, 3V,,.x" with quantifier-free ¥’ that may contain equality but no non-constant
function symbols. Moreover, for every atom A in x it is required that either vars(A) N Y, u; = 0
or vars(A) N Y, Vi = 0 or both hold, i.e. variables u € @) and v € ¥, may not occur together in
any atom in x for arbitrary k,¢. We have advertised GBSR as an extension of SF. Indeed, we can
partition the set of x’s atoms into two sets Atg, At,, such that vars(Atg) CZUt; U...Ud, and
vars(At,) C ZU vy U...UV,. This partition obviously satisfies the requirements of Definition
Moreover, it is known that SF contains the BSR fragment as well as the relational monadic
fragment without equality [21].

On the other hand, Example [I] contains the sentence ¢o which belongs to GBSR but not to
SF, thus showing that GBSR is a proper extension of SF.

Proposition 8. GBSR properly contains the separated fragment, the BSR fragment, and the
relational monadic fragment without equality.

One of the main results of the present paper is that GBSR-satisfiability is decidable.
Theorem 9. Satisfiability of GBSR sentences is decidable.

We prove this theorem in two ways. The first route is a syntactic one (Section Bl): we show
that every GBSR sentence can be effectively transformed into an equivalent BSR sentence (see
the proof Lemma [[2). Our second approach is a model-theoretic one: we devise a method that,
given any model A of a GBSR sentence ¢, constructs a model B of ¢ with a domain of a bounded
size. In other words, we show that GBSR enjoys a small model property (Theorem 23]). Although



already the existence of an effective translation of GBSR sentences into equivalent BSR sentences
entails that GBSR inherits the small model property from BSR, our approach does not exploit
this fact. It rather relies on a technique that emphasizes the finite character of the dependencies
between universal variables and the existential variables that lie within their scope in a given
GBSR sentence.

Concerning computational complexity, the hierarchy of k-NEXPTIME-complete subproblems
of SF-satisfiability presented in [22] together with the containment of SF in GBSR leads to the
observation that GBSR-satisfiability is non-elementary.

Theorem 10. GBSR-satisfiability is k~-NExPTIME-hard for every positive integer k.

The small model property that we derive for GBSR sentences in Section [3.2]entails the existence
of a similar hierarchy of complete problems for GBSR as there exists for SF.

Theorem 11. We can divide the GBSR fragment into an increasing sequence of subclasses GBSRy,
with £ = 1,2,3,... such that for every k the set of all satisfiable sentences from GBSRjy forms a
k-NEXpTIME-complete set.

Proof sketch. The division of GBSR into subfragments GBSR; C GBSR, C ... is based on the
degree 0, of GBSR sentences ¢, which we shall define right after Corollary 211 More precisely,
we define GBSRy to be the subfragment of GBSR that contains all GBSR sentences ¢ with
0, = k — 1. By Theorem 23] every satisfiable GBSR sentence ¢ has a model with at most

2
len(y)? - (2Taw+1(len(<p)))len(90) domain elements. Hence, for any k& > 1 the satisfiability problem
for GBSRy, is decidable in nondeterministic k-fold-exponential time.

On the other hand, the lower bound proof for SF-satisfiability in [22] is based on SF-formulas
that encode computationally hard domino problems. One can use the same formulas to show that
every set GBSRy contains an infinite subset SFj of SF formulas of degre k such that there is a
polynomial reduction from some k-NEXPTIME-hard domino problem to the satisfiability problem
for SFy, (see Lemma 20 in [22]). Hence, the satisfiability problem for GBSRy, is k- NExXPTIME-hard
as well. O

Every GBSR sentence with n V3 quantifier alternations occurs in GBSR,, at the latest. It
might occur earlier in the sequence GBSR; C GBSR, C ..., though. For instance, every relational
monadic sentence ¢ (in prenex form) without equality belongs to GBSR; and thus also to every
later set in the sequence, no matter what form ¢’s quantifier prefix has.

3.1 A syntactic approach to decidability of GBSR-satisfiability

The next lemma provides the key ingredient to show decidability of GBSR-satisfiability by a
reduction to the satisfiability problem for the BSR fragment. Moreover, it will help proving that
relational GBSR without equality is closed under Craig-Lyndon interpolation.

Lemma 12. Let ¢ :=VX;3y;...VX,,3y,. ¢ be a GBSR sentence in standard form. There exists
a quantifier-free first-order formula ¢'(d, V) such that ¢’ := JAVV.¢'(d, V) is in standard form
and semantically equivalent to ¢ and all literals in ¢’ also occur in ¢ (modulo variable renaming).

Proof sketch. The following transformations mainly use the standard laws of Boolean algebra
and the miniscoping rules (Lemma [3) to (re-)transform % into particular syntactic shapes. Note
that this does not change the set of literals occurring in the intermediate steps (modulo variable
renaming), since we start from a formula in negation normal form restricted to the connectives
A, V, . We make use of the partition of the literals in ¢ into the sets EO, El, . ,Zn (defined right
before Lemma [A]) to group exactly those literals in each step of our transformation.

To begin with, we transform the matrix v into a disjunction of conjunctions of literals \/, ;.

In addition, we rewrite every ; into v; = )}510) AN )?5173 Every )Zgle) is a conjunction of literals

INotice that the notion of degree used in the present paper differs from the notion of degree used in [22]. The
proof of Theorem [[1] solely refers to the notions from the present paper.



and comprises exactly the literals from the ; which belong to Eg. Moreover, by Lemma [6(ii)| and
(ii1)} we know that vars(;?(le)) Cyi1U...UyrUXpr1 U...UX,. Using the rules of miniscoping,

we move the existential quantifier block Eyn inwards such that it binds the x( ) alone. The thus

obtained sentence ¢” has the form VX;3y;...VX,.\/, X(l) A xg,z 1 A 3¥n. )?E,z In further
~(1)

transformations, we treat the subformulas (Eyn.xiyn) as indivisible units.

Next, we transform the big disjunction in ¢” into a conjunction of disjunctions A, 1, group

the disjunctions 1}, into subformulas 77{k 2 as before, and move the universal quantifier block VX,

inwards. Due to Lemma @ we can spht the quantifier block VX,, so that universal quantifiers

can be moved directly before the ?]é g The result is of the form VX;13y1...VX,_13¥n_1. /\k( (XN

Ko) A VoV (¥R 0 Kue) T VD

We relterate this process until all quantlﬁer blocks have been moved inwards as described.
In the resulting formula we observe that no existential quantifier occurs within the scope of any
universal quantifier. Using the miniscoping rules, we can move all quantifiers outwards again—
existential quantifiers first—, renaming variables as necessary. In the end, we obtain a prenex
formula of the form ¢’ := JUVV.¢)', where ¢’ is quantifier free and contains exclusively literals
that are renamed variants of literals occurring in the original ). O

The just proven lemma shows that every GBSR sentence ¢ is equivalent to some BSR sentence

= JdVv.ey’. This immediately entails decidability of GBSR-satisfiability. The number of
leading existential quantifiers in BSR sentences induces an upper bound on the size of small
models—every satisfiable BSR sentences has such a small model. One can adapt the methods
applied in [22] to facilitate the derivation of a tight upper on the number of leading existential
quantifiers. To this end, the notion of degree of interaction of existential variables used in that
paper needs to be extended so that it also covers the interaction of universally and existentially
quantified variables caused by joint occurrences in atoms.

In Section [3:2] we present a different, a model-theoretic approach to deriving an upper bound
on the size of small models. In order to formulate this bound accurately, we introduce a related,
yet complementary notion of degree based on the interaction of universally quantified variables in
atoms.

We conclude the present section by applying the above lemma to show that relational GBSR
without equality is closed under Craig-Lyndon interpolation [6 [I7]. Hence, relational GBSR
without equality additionally enjoys Beth’s definability property, which is well-known to be a
consequence of the Craig—Lyndon interpolation property (see, e.g., Chapter 20 in [4]).

Given a formula ¢ that exclusively contains the connectives A, V, -, we say that a predicate
symbol P occurs positively in ¢ if there is an occurrence of some atom P(...) in ¢ such that the
number of subformulas of ¢ that contain this occurrence and have a negation sign as topmost
connective is even. Analogously, we say that a predicate symbol P occurs negatively in ¢ if there
is an occurrence of some atom P(...) in ¢ such that the number of subformulas of ¢ that contain
this occurrence and have a negation sign as topmost connective is odd.

Theorem 13 (Interpolation Theorem for GBSR). Let ¢ and % be relational GBSR sentences in
standard form without equality. If ¢ |= 1), then there exists a relational BSR sentence x without
equality such that

(i) ¢ Fxand x =, and

(ii) any predicate symbol P occurs positively (negatively) in x only if it occurs positively (neg-
atively) in ¢ and in .

This is a consequence of Lemma [I2 combined with the following lemma.

Lemma 14. Let ¢ and ¥ be relational BSR sentences without equality in which the only Boolean
connectives are A,V, . If ¢ = 1, then there exists a relational BSR sentence x without equality
such that



(i) v = x and x = ¢, and

(ii) any predicate symbol P occurs positively (negatively) in x only if it occurs positively (neg-
atively) in ¢ and in .

Since the proof of Lemma [I4] requires techniques that are largely unrelated to the rest of the
present paper, the proof sketch has been moved to the appendix.

3.2 A model-theoretic approach to decidability of GBSR-satisfiability

In this section we investigate the finite character of the dependency of existential variables y
on universal variables x that appear earlier in the quantifier prefix ...Vz...Jy... of a GBSR
sentence. This finite character will be made explicit with the following concepts: fingerprints are
sets of sets of ... sets of atoms that characterize certain tuples of domain elements by finite means;
fingerprint functions p assign fingerprints to tuples of domain elements; p-uniform strategies select
domain elements for existentially quantified variables exclusively depending on the fingerprints of
the domain elements that have been assigned to preceding universally quantified variables.

Again, for the considerations in this section we fix a GBSR sentence ¢ := VX;3¥1...VX,
3y -1 in standard form in which ¢ is quantifier free. Without loss of generality, we assume that ¢
is relational and, hence, does not contain any function or constant symbols. Let At denote the set
of all atoms occurring in ¢ and let X := X;U...UX, and ¥ := y1 U...U¥,. By Definitiond we may
assume that At can be partitioned into (possibly empty) sets Ato, . .., At, such that Conditions
and of Definition [ are met.

Let A be any structure over the vocabulary of ¥. We next define the semantic equivalent of
Skolem functions.

Definition 15. A strategy o comprises a tuple of n mappings (oy,...,0,) with signatures o; :
illjl‘ X ... X il‘j"" — LJ.‘X"". A strategy o is satisfying for ¢ if and only if

A, [Ri01, o b, F1001(01), -+, T on (b1, .., 0,)] = 0
holds for every choice of tuples b; € ﬂfl‘, ...,by€ Mlj"l.
Definition 16. Let 61 € Mljll, cee En € ﬂf”" be tuples of domain elements. By outAtyg(El, e ﬁn)
we denote the set {A € At | A, [R1—b1, ..., Kby, F101(01), ..., Furran(b1,...,0,)] E A},
dubbed the outcome of 61,...,Gn under o with respect to the atoms in At. By Outas, we
denote the set of all possible outcomes of o with respect to the atoms in At, ie. Outae,, =
{outaeo(B1,...,6,) | b1 e W6, e ull).

The Boolean abstraction ¥poo; of ¥ is the propositional formula that results from 1 if we
conceive every atom A in 1) as propositional variable p4. A subset S C At can be conceived as a
valuation of ¥y by setting S |= pa if and only if A € S. Clearly, a strategy o is satisfying for ¢
if and only if for every outcome S € Outa, o it holds S = ool

Proposition 17. The structure A is a model of ¢ if and only if there exists a strategy o which
is satisfying for ¢.

If ¢ is satisfied by A, we are interested in special satisfying strategies whose image only covers
a finite portion of A’s domain. Such a strategy induces a finite substructure of A that also satisfies
. In order to find such strategies, we need to identify the key features of domain elements that
make them distinguishable by the formula ¢. We express these features by the already mentioned
fingerprints.

We use P8 to denote the power set operator, i.e. .S stands for the set of all subsets of a given
set S. The iterated application of B is denoted by ¥, meaning RS := S and Pr+LS .= PF(PS)
for every k£ > 0.

Definition 18. We define the family of fingerprint functions 1, with 0 < £ < k < n as follows



pom - WY ol gt g 93 At such that for all tuples & € U3 ... 6, €
il'jll, Eg+1 € illjfl“‘, ..., b€ LI‘A"‘ and every A € Aty we have A € g (01, ...,d, be+1, e
bn) if and only if A, [)—;1’—)&1, R ,yzHaz, )Ez+1’—)bz+1, ceey )En’—)bn] ': A,

-1 - Llljll X ... X Llw"" X u‘*“l' oo X il‘j”"ll — P2At, such that for all tuples d; €
21'}{1‘,...,64 € ﬂm‘ by € il‘ ”1| b € Mlx"’l‘ and every S € PAt, we have S €

ten—1(01, .. ag, be+1, cee b, 1) if and only if there exists some b,, such that e (A1, ..., d,
bot1,.. ., by 1ab ) =5

poeen s WP s gFeh s gPenl s qmm—t Aty such that for all tuples & € 4¥' ... & €
il'jll, ber1 € il‘;f“l' and every S € P “~LAt, we have S € pypq1(d1, ..., ds, Eg+1) if and
only if there exists byyo such that pgeio(d1,. .., 8, bor1, boye) = S.
We denote the image of a fingerprint function py , under a strategy o = (o1, ...,0y,) by

ima(ﬂé,k) = {,Lteﬁk(tﬁ(f_l}), . ,Ue(gl, cee E@), E@+1, ey Ek) ‘ El c u\;‘ﬁl, o Ek c u\;‘(k\}_
Having a suitable notion of fingerprints at hand, we next define strategies that induce finite
substructures of A.

Definition 19. A strategy o= {01,...,0,) is p-uniform if for every k, 1 < k <n, the followmg

—

holds. For all tuples by, 5, € 4! . 6,08, € u¥ we have oy (6y,...,b W) = on(B,..., )
whenever for every k', 1 < k' <k, all of the following conditions are met:
1o,k ([31, ceey bk/) = Mo,k/(bll, cee ;C/),
M1k’ (01(61>, gg, ceey Ek/) = M1,k (0'1(5‘11), 6'/2, ey _‘;C/),

Mk —1, k' (01(61>, ‘e ,O’krfl(gl, ey Ek/,ﬁ, Gk/) = MK/ -1,k (01(63>, [P ,O’krfl(gll, ey _’;c’—1>’ _‘;C/).

Intuitively, p-uniformity of a strategy o means that o reacts in the same way on inputs that
have identical fingerprints. The next lemma provides the key argument to infer the existence of
some satisfying p-uniform strategy from the existence of any satisfying strategy.

Lemma 20. For every strategy o = {(01,...,0y,) there is a y-uniform strategy ¢ = (G1,...,0,)
such that Outagz C Outag,e.

Proof sketch. For i = 1,...,n we define il; as abbreviation of Mljl‘ X ... X Mljil. We construct

. . . . (&
certain representatives « € i inductively as follows. The S Z( ) stand for sequences

k(S 88y
s*) S.(k) of fingerprints satisfying S.(k) € Si(ﬁc)_l €.. Sl(lz_l

4,04+1 °
Let k = 1. We partition il; into sets &, with Sél € img (po,1) by setting U (s = {61 €

S(l)>

ljfl‘ | M0,1(51) = Sél }. We pick one representative a5y from each 41, REICIE

Let £ > 1. We construct subsets C i with So,j S 1ma(uo,j),...,5,(€kf)11j S

}, (S50
img (pr—1,5), for every j < k, by setting il (EWLEw =
s % | e o
{<c1,.. L Che 1,bk ’ bk 611 and there is SOme Qg1 | S(k-1) = <c1,...,ck_1>

with ¢; € % 1‘, for every i, such that Mo,k(tl, e O, bk) = So, Ml,k(o'l(El); €2y,
Ek—l, Ek) = Sl, ey k-1 k(U1(E1) ,Ok— 1(31, . ,Ek—l), Ek) = Sk—l, and

5 =58 ey L EW, =5 21)Sk 2 S =80}

We pick one representatlve Q4 @W L F® from each nonempty
Having all the representatives «

k(5550 )
= = , at hand, we inductively construct o, starting
k,(Sy "ssSE21)

from &7 and going to 7,.



Let k = 1. For every b, € Lll’m we set 31(51) = o1(a1,(s,)), where Sp := u071(61).

Let k > 1. For all tuples b; € Lll bk e il‘jk' we set 6 (b1, ...,bx) := 0%(1,..., ), where
(C1,...,Ck) =« - with ¢; € Ll';fil, for every i, and we have
SN

S( ) = = 110, (b1, ..., b;) for every j, 0 < j <k,
Si} = ,Ul,j( 1(51),52,...,bj) for every j, 1 < j <k,

Sk 2] /kagj(al(gl),. O’k Q(El, ,Ekfg), Ekfl, ey EJ) for every 7, k—2 <7< k,

S e =t (G1(01), . Frer (b1, -, 1), B,
if such an o eX1sts.

k(55,50 )
Claim I: For every k, 1 < k < n, and all tuples b; € il‘jll, ...,bL€E il‘jk‘ there is a representative
ky(SosrSr_1) such that
SOJ = [o,j (El, R EJ) for every j, 0< _j < k/’,
S1,; =, (31(61), Eg, cee EJ) for every j, 1 < j <k,

Sk—2,j = k—2,5 (81(61), . ,8k_2([;1, ey Ek_g), Ek—l, e, EJ) for every j, k—2 < j <k,

—

Skflyk = ,kal,k (81(61), ey 8}6,1(51, ey gkfl), gk)
Proof: We proceed by induction on k. Details can be found in the appendix. O

By construction, ¢ is p-uniform.

Now let S € Outags, ie. there exist tuples by € ﬂfl‘, cee b, € il‘j”" such that S =
outAtﬁ(El, cee En) We partition S into sets Sp := SN Atg,..., S, := SNAt, and thus obtain the
fingerprints S¢ = pen (81(61), e ,8@(61, ce g@), g@ﬂ, ce En) C Aty for every ¢, 0 < £ < n. Claim

I guarantees the existence of some representative o, z 5 | = (¢1,...,Cn), with ¢; € Mlx”, for
(80,5,
every i, such that Sy = pepn (01(?1), ey 00(€1, 3 C0)y Cotty e e s E'n) for every £, 0 </ < n.

Consider any A € At, and fix the £ for which A € At,. We distinguish two cases.
Suppose that £ < n. The definition of «,, (S}, 5 ) and the fingerprint functions p ,, entail that

A € 8, if and only if A, [§1—01(b1),...,¥e—0(b1,...,b¢),Rep1—bps1, ..., Rnsby] E A if and
only if .A [ 1'—)0'1(C1) .. ,)ﬂ'—)aﬂ&, .. Eg) §4+1'—>Eg+1, .. xn»—nn] ': A. ~
In case of £ = n, we have A € S,, if and only if A, [y'u—ml(bl) o Fnn(b1, ..., b)) = Aif and
only if A, [y1|—>01(c1) ..,yn»—mn(cl,..., )] ):A

In both cases, we get A € outyy g(bl, e bn) if and only if A € outa,(¢1,...,6,). Conse-
quently, we have S = outAtﬁg(bl, e En) = outag,o(C1,..., Cp) € Outago-

Altogether, it follows that Outasz € Outag,e- O

Corollary 21. If there is a satisfying strategy o for ¢, then there is also a p-uniform strategy o
that is satisfying for .

Proof. Let o be a satisfying strategy for ¢. By Lemma 20 there is a py-uniform strategy ¢ such
that for every S € Outay s we have S € Outag,o. Since o is satisfying for ¢, we get S |= ¥noor for
every S € Outag,,. Hence, we observe S |= ¥no01 for every S € Outay sz € Outag,,. This means

that & is also satisfying for . O

In order to derive a small model property for GBSR sentences, it remains to show that any
satisfying p-uniform strategy induces a finite substructure of A that satisfies ¢. In what follows, we
denote by k the smallest positive integer meeting the following condition. For every At;, 0 < i < n,
there are at most x distinct indices i + 1 < ji < ... < jx < n such that X;, N vars(At;) # 0. We
call x the degree of ¢ and write 0, = k. Notice that we have 0 < xk < n.

To formulate the upper bound on the size of the domain, we need some notation for the

tetration operation. We define 2% (m) inductively: 279(m) := m and 2T+ (m) := 22" (m),
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Lemma 22. If there is a satisfying p-uniform strategy o for ¢, then there is a model B = ¢ such

2
that ${z contains at most n - |¥| - (2T“+1(|At|))n domain elements.

Proof sketch. One can derive the following observations for all integers £, k, 0 < £ < k < n: (a) we
have |im, (e k)| < 2limo (et )l - and (b) for all tuples @, . .., dy, g@ﬂ, .. bk with d; € Mlyl and
b; € il'ji‘, for every i, we observe that, if vars(Aty) NXg+1 = 0, then |ug7k(a1, -/ VIR T bk)‘
=1 and, consequently, |imq (pe k)| < |ime (foe k+1)]-
Due to (a) and (b), our assumptions about x entail that
(c) for all integers £, k with 0 < £ < k < n we have |im, (ue )| < 2T+ (Aty).
Let 75 be the target set of o, defined by To := Up—y Tk, where
T := {a SSIV ‘ there are tuples gl,. bk with b; € ﬂ‘xl‘ for every i,
such that o (by,...,bk) = (...,a,.. .>}.
Since o is p-uniform, 7, is a finite set. By definition of the fingerprint functions s 1, and by virtue
of (c), we derive the following upper bounds, where we write i/n\lg(uL ;) to abbreviate img (f; 541) X
img (i i42) X ... X img(p; 5) for all 4,7, 0 <i < j <n.
ITi| < 151]- [ime(pos)| < [51]- 2T 1(|At),
72| < 192 - [img (po.2) x g (m2)| < [5] - (271 (1At])°,

A .

—~ — 2
‘7;1’ = |§n| : ’imU(MO,n) X...X ima(un—l,n)‘ < |§n| : (2TK+1(|At|))n

2

Consequently, 7, contains at most n - ] - (2M*+1(|At|))" domain elements.

Let psk be the result of exhaustive Skolemization of ¢, i.e. every existentially quantified variable
Yy € ¥k in ¢ is replaced by the Skolem function f,(Xi,...,Xy). Clearly, o induces interpretations
for all the Skolem functions f, such that A can be extended to a model A’ of pgi for which we
have fA (bl, .. bk) € Ty, for every f, with y € ¥, and all tuples by,..., 05

We define B to be the substructure of A’ (with respect to ¢gk’s vocabulary) with universe
Up := T,. By the Substructure Lemma, B satisfies pgx and thus also the original ¢. MOZreover,

we can bound the number of elements in B’s domain from above by n - |¥]| - (2T“+1(|At|))n . O

Theorem 23. Every satisfiable GBSR sentence ¢ := VX;3y; ... VX, 3y, ¢ in standard form with

2
quantifier-free ¢ and degree d, > 1 has a model with at most len()? - (2T6W+1(len(<p)))n domain
elements.

Note that the notion of degree used in this paper depends on a fixed partition of At into the sets
Atg, ..., At,. Consider, for instance, a relational monadic formula ¢y, We could partition its
atoms into two parts Atg, At,, where Aty contains all atoms that contain a universally quantified
variable and At,, comprises all atoms with existentially quantified variables. Clearly, Aty will cause
the highest possible degree for @yon, since all universally quantified variables occur in atoms in
Atg. To obtain a lower degree, we could partition At as follows. For every i, 0 < i < n, we
set At; = {P(:c) € At } T € 5{'”1}, and the set At,, again contains all atoms with existentially
quantified variables. Clearly, this partition induces a degree 0, = 0 and thus a potentially
much lower degree.

Mon

4 The generalized Ackermann fragment

In this section we generalize the Ackermann fragment (relational 3*V3* sentences without equality)
in the same spirit as we have generalized the BSR fragment in Section 8l We even go farther than
Ackermann’s original result, and, doing so, diverge in two directions: In one direction we allow for
unary function symbols to appear in formulas, even in a nested fashion, but do not allow equality.
In the other direction we allow equality but no non-constant function symbols. In the former
case, we devise an effective (un)satisfiability-preserving translation from the new fragment into

11



the monadic fragment with unary function symbols. In the latter case, we employ a result due to
Fermiiller and Salzer [10] to argue decidability of the satisfiability problem.

For the remainder of this section we fix a sentence ¢ := VX;3y; ... VX, 3y,.9 in standard form
without equality and without non-constant function symbols. Before Lemma [31] we do not have
to pose any restrictions on the function symbols occurring in ¢, and even the equality predicate
would not do any harm. Still, for the sake of clear definitions, we add the restrictions here and
soften them where appropriate.

Let At be the set of all atoms occurring in ¢ and let X :=X; U...UX, and ¥ :=¥1 U... U¥,.
We define the index of a variable v € X Uy by idx(v) := k if and only if v € X, or v € ¥.

Definition 24 (GAF, axiomatically). The sentence ¢ belongs to the generalized Ackermann
fragment (GAF) if and only if we can partition At into sets Aty and At,, x € X, such that the
following conditions are met.

(a) vars(Atg) NX = 0.
(b) For every x € X we have vars(At,) NX = {z}.
(¢) For every y € ¥ occurring in some At, there are two (mutually exclusive) options

@1) either for every At, in which y occurs we have idx(y) < idx(z),

[@2) or there is exactly one At, in which y occurs and y does not occur in Aty and we have
idx(y) > idx(z).

Intuitively speaking, Conditions (b)) and (@) entail that, although a quantifier Jy may lie within
the scope of two different quantifiers Vo and V' in ¢, we can move Jy out of the scope of at least
one of Vo and Va’ by suitable equivalence-preserving transformations. This will be the essence
of the proof of Lemma In Example [l we have sketched the transformation procedure for the
GAF sentence ;.

As in the case of GBSR, we complement the axiomatic definition of GAF with an alternative
definition of an algorithmic flavor. We shall see in Lemma 27] that both definitions are equivalent.
For the algorithmic point of view we need additional notation.

Let G, := (V,E) be a directed graph such that V := y and E := {(y,9/) | idx(y) <
idx(y’) and there is an atom A in ¢ in which both y and y’ occur}. For any variable y € y the
upward closure CZI is the smallest subset of ¥ such that y € C; and for every vy’ € CZI the existence
of an edge (y',y”) in G, entails y’ € C;. E(C;) denotes the set of all literals in %, in which a
variable from C;r occurs. For any = € X let £, be the smallest set of literals such that (a) every
literal in 4 in which 2 occurs belongs to £, and (b) for every y € vars(£;) Ny with idx(y) > idx(z)
we have L(C]) € L,. Intuitively, £, collects all literals from ¢ which will remain in the scope of
the quantifier Vo when we apply the laws of Boolean algebra and the rules of miniscoping to .
By Ly we denote the set of all literals that occur in v but in none of the £, with x € X. Moreover,
we use the notation Yz := vars(Le) NU,>iax(z) ¥i-

Definition 25 (GAF, algorithmically). The sentence ¢ belongs to GAF if and only if
(i) every atom in 1) contains at most one variable from X, and

(i) for all distinct variables z, 2’ € X with idx(z) < idx(z’) and any variable y € ;5 ;qy(s) ¥i it
holds y ¢ vars(L,) N vars(L,).

Lemma 26. If o satisfies Definition 25| then the following properties hold.
(i) For all distinct z,2’ € X it holds £, N L, = 0.
(ii) For every x € X it holds vars(L,;) N X = {z}.

(iii) For every z € X we have Y, Nvars(Ly) = 0.
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(iv) For all distinct x, 2z’ € X with idx(z) < idx(z’) we have Y, N (vars(Ly)) = 0.
Proof.

Ad Suppose there are variables z,2' € X and there is a literal L € £, N L,,. L must
belong to L(C]) for some variable y € ¥ with idx(y) > idx(z) or idx(y) > idx(a'), since
otherwise it would hold {z,2'} C vars(L) which contradicts part |(i)| of Definition This
in turn means that some variable y’ € ¥ occurs in L for which idx(y’) > idx(y). Hence,
y' € vars(L) C (vars(L,) N vars(L,)) with idx(y’) > idx(z) or idx(y’) > idx(2’). This
constitutes a contradiction to the second part of Definition

Ad This is a direct consequence of |(i){ and the definition of L,.

Ad From y € Y, C Ui>idx(m) y; it follows that E(C;) C L., by definition of L. Suppose
there is ay € Y,Nvars(Ly), i.e. there is some L € Lo with y € vars(L). Since L € L(C]) C L.,
L cannot occur in Ly, by definition of L.

Ad From y € Yy C U;siax(s) ¥i it follows that L(C]) C L, by definition of £,. Suppose
there is some y € Y, Nvars(L,/). Hence, there must be some literal L € L, in which y
occurs. But since L belongs to £(C]), we know that L € £,. This contradicts [(i) O

We now have the right notions at hand to show equivalence of Definitions 24] and
Lemma 27. The sentence ¢ satisfies Definition 24 if and only if it satisfies Definition

Proof. Regarding the if-direction, we define Atg to be the set of all atoms in £y and, analogously,
for every z € X we define At, to be the set of atoms in £,. Condition @) of Definition 4] holds
due to the definition of £y and the £,. (B) is an immediate consequence of Lemma @)
is entailed by Lemma together with More precisely, we observe that, if a variable y
occurs in a set Y, then condition (@2) applies. If, on the other hand, y does not belong to any
Y, then it satisfies condition (@1}

For the only if-direction we argue as follows. Conditionof Definition 2Hlis certainly satisfied,
if Condition (@) of Definition 24l is met by ¢. Consider any variable y € ¥ to which Option (@2)
applies and let At, be the set in which y occurs. By definition of upward closure, every variable
y" in C* must also be an Option-(@2) variable that occurs exclusively in At,,. Hence, we conclude
C; C vars(At,, ). This in turn entails that every atom occurring in E(C;) belongs to At .

Consequently, for every 2 € X and for every literal [-]A4 in £, we have A € At,. Now consider
two distinct variables z, 2’ € X with idx(z) < idx(2’) and let y be some variable in Y,. Since y
occurs in £, and thus also in At,, and since idx(y) > idx(z), y must be an Option-(@2)] variable.
Hence, it does not occur in any atom in At,,. And, due to the observation that for every literal
[-]A € L, it also holds A € At,/, y cannot occur in any literal in £,.. This shows that ¢ satisfies
Condition of Definition O

The name generalized Ackermann fragment suggests that it properly contains the Ackermann
fragment. This is confirmed by the next proposition. But we also observe that the relational
monadic fragment without equality is a proper subfragment of GAF. Since neither the Ackermann
fragment contains the monadic fragment nor vice versa, it is immediately clear that GAF consti-
tutes a proper extension of both. Moreover, the sentence ¢; treated in Example [l belongs to GAF
but lies in neither of the two other fragments.

Proposition 28. GAF properly contains the Ackermann fragment and the monadic first-order
fragment, both without equality and non-constant function symbols.

Proof. Let ¢’ := 3yVa3IZ.y' be an Ackermann sentence in standard form, which does neither
contain equality nor any non-constant function symbols. Any atom in ¢’ contains at most one
universally quantified variable, namely x. Let At, be the set of all atoms occurring in ¢’. Condi-
tion (B) of Definition 24l is satisfied by At,. Moreover, every y € ¥ is a (@L) variable and every
z € Z is a ([@2) variable. Consequently, ¢’ belongs to GAF.
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Let " := VX13y1...VX,3¥,.¢0"” be a monadic first-order sentence without equality that is
in standard form. For every x € X define At, to be the set containing exactly the atoms in ¢”
that contain x. Let Aty be the set of all atoms in ¢” that do not belong to any At,. Clearly,
this partition of ¢”’s atoms meets all the conditions posed in Definition 24l Hence, ¢” belongs to
GAF. O

We shall now work towards showing that the satisfiability problem for GAF sentences (GAF-
satisfiability) is decidable, even if we extend it with equality or unary function symbols. But first,
we need additional notation.

For every z € X we refine the set £, into subsets L 0, Ly idx(a)s Laidx(a)+15 - - - » La,n

‘Cﬂﬂan = UyEvars(LI)ﬁy’n ‘C(C;)’
Lok = Uyevars(c.)ngs L(C))\ Upsy La.e for every k satisfying idx(z) < k < n, and
Lro = Ly \ Uézidx(z) Ly

Similarly, we define Yy i, := vars(Lz ) NY, for every k, 0 < k < mn.

Lemma 29. If ¢ belongs to GAF, then the following properties hold for every = € X.

(i) For every k we have L C L.

(ili) For every k > 0 it holds vars(L, k) NY C U< ¥i-
i

)
(i) For all distinct k, £ we have Ly, N Ly o = 0.
)
(iv) We have vars(Lz,0) NY € U, <iax(z) ¥i-

Proof.
Ad The claim holds by definition of £, and L, .

Ad Assume, without loss of generality, that k < ¢. By definition of £, ; and by we have
ﬁz,k g ﬁz \EI,E-

Ad Suppose there is some index £ > k and a variable y € y, which occurs in some literal
L € L, . By definition of L',(C;r), we observe L € E(C;). But, by definition of £, ¢, we
conclude L',(C;r) \ Uj>e Ly C Ly Hence, it either holds L € L, 0 or L € Uj>é Ly ;. This
yields a contradiction, because Ly C Ly \ U_j>é L. ; and thus £, j cannot contain L.

Ad Suppose there is some index ¢ > k and a variable y € y, which occurs in some literal
L € L;. By definition of E(C;), we observe L € E(C;). But, by definition of £, ¢, we
conclude L',(C;r) \ Uj>e Ly C Ly . Hence, it either holds L € L, ¢ or L € Uj>é Ly ;. This
yields a contradiction, because L, 0 C Ly \ Uj>e L. ; and thus £; ¢ cannot contain L. [

The next lemma provides the key ingredient to show decidability of GAF-satisfiability. Similar
to the transformation described in Lemma [I2] the following lemma describes a transformation of
GAF sentences into a nicer syntactic form. However, this transformation constitutes only the first
stage of the decidability proof.

Lemma 30. If ¢ belongs to GAF, we can effectively construct an equivalent sentence ¢’ in
standard form, in which every subformula lies within the scope of at most one universal quantifier.
Moreover, all literals in ¢’ already occur in ¢ (modulo variable renaming).

Proof sketch. Similarly to the proof of Lemma [[2] we (re-)transform parts of ¢ repeatedly into
a disjunction of conjunctions (or a conjunction of disjunctions) of subformulas which we treat as
indivisible units. The literals and indivisible units in the respective conjunctions (disjunctions)
will be grouped in accordance with the sets Lo, L, and L, jqx(z), - - - » L2,n, Where needed. For this
purpose, it is important to note that Lemma and the definition of £y entail that £y together
with the sets £, partition the set of all literals occurring in ¢. Moreover, every L, is partitioned
by the sets Ly 0, Ly idx(a)s - - - » Lz,n, Dy virtue of Lemma m and the definition of £, .
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At the beginning, we transform ¢ into a disjunction of conjunctions of literals \/, ¢;. At this
point, we move the existential quantifier block 3y, inwards. Lemmas and guarantee that
the quantifiers from this quantifier block can be distributed over the constituents of the 1; in
a beneficial way. The thus obtained sentence ¢” has the form VX;3y,...VX,.V/, (aynxﬁf) A

-1 1 S 1 1 . . .
Ny Noez, (Xz 20N (/\?:idx(z) ng)j) AN, NYen). XE QZ n) where XE,O) comprises all literals in
1; which belong to Ly, and for every k the xglz) &
to Ly 1, respectively.
Next, we transform the big disjunction in ¢” into a conjunction of disjunctions /\; ¢;, and move

the universal quantifier block Vf{'n inwards. The resulting formula has the shape VX13y; ...VX,_1

group the literals which occur in ; and belong

Iyn-1-N\; 77;10) v ( Z;ll Ve, M I) VViex, V.15 I), where grouping of the constituents of each v}
is similar to what we have done above, but this time in accordance with the more coarse- grained
sets Lo and L.

We reiterate the described process until all the quantifiers have been moved inwards in the
outlined way. The final result of this transformation is the sought ¢’ and it does not contain any

nested occurrences of universal quantifiers. O

The above proof still works if ¢ contains the equality predicate or non-constant function sym-
bols. Moreover, the sentence ¢’ in Lemma B0 has a very particular shape. For one part, it does
not contain nested universal quantifiers. In addition, the vocabulary in ¢’ is identical to the vo-
cabulary of the original ¢. If, for instance, ¢ does not contain function symbols of arity larger
then one, then the same holds true for ¢’. These two properties have implications for the outcome
sk of Skolemizing ¢'.

Lemma 31. The Skolemized variant pgi of ¢’ satisfies the following properties:
(i) sk does not contain any function symbol of arity larger than one.
(ii) Every atom A in gk is either ground or contains exactly one variable.

Proof. Propertyis a direct consequence of the fact that ¢’ does neither contain free variables nor
nested occurrences of universal quantifiers. Concerning consider an atom A in gy and suppose
that A is not ground. Since gk resulted from Skolemization, it can only contain universally
quantified variables. Suppose A contains two distinct variables x, z’. Because of ¢s) being closed,
A must lie within the scope of two distinct universal quantifiers Va2 and Vz'. But this contradicts
Lemma [300 O

These observations lead to the first decidability result with respect to GAF-satisfiability.

Theorem 32. Satisfiability of a given GAF sentence ¢ is decidable, even if ¢ contains equality
(but no non-constant function symbols).

This result follows from Theorem 2 in [I0], where Fermiiller and Salzer show that the satisfi-
ability for a clausal fragment called A~ is decidable. Roughly speaking, in any clause set in A~
every literal of the form P(t1,...,t,) or t; & to contains at most one variable (possibly with
multiple occurrences) and each t; is either a constant symbol, a variable, or a term of the form
f(v) for some variable v. Clause sets corresponding to GAF sentences with equality but without
non-constant function symbols, fall exactly into the syntactic category of A=. In order to see this
more clearly, we can strengthen in Lemma [3T] to the following property: Every term t in
sk 1s either a constant symbol, a variable, or of the form ¢t = f(v) for some variable v.

On the other hand, we can show decidability of the satisfiability problem for GAF sentences
o without equality in which we allow unary function symbols to occur in an arbitrarily nested
fashion. Given the Skolemized variant gk of the result ¢’ of Lemma B0, the following lemma
entails that we can effectively construct a sentence ¢g, which is equisatisfiable to ¢si and belongs
to the full monadic fragment (monadic first-order sentences with unary function symbols but
without equality). Decidability of the satisfiability problem for the full monadic fragment has first
been shown by Lob and Gurevich [16] [13].

15



Lemma 33. Let gy be a first-order sentence without equality, in which
(a) function symbol of arity larger than one do not occur,
(b) existential quantifiers do not occur, and
(c) every atom contains at most one variable (possibly with multiple occurrences).

Then we can effectively construct an equisatisfiable sentence ¢, in which all occurring predicate
symbols are unary, and no other constant symbols and function symbols appear than the ones
that occur in ¢gk. Moreover, the length of ¢, lies in O(len(@Sk)4).

Section 4.1l is devoted to the proof of this lemma. Putting Lemmas B0, [31] and B3] together, we
can prove decidability of GAF-satisfiability.

Theorem 34. Satisfiability of a given GAF sentence ¢ without equality is decidable, even if ¢
contains arbitrarily nested unary function symbols.

4.1 Translating GAF sentences into monadic first-order sentences

We start with an auxiliary lemma.

Two atoms A and B are considered to be variable disjoint if and only if vars(A4) Nvars(B) = 0.
We say A is more general than B, denoted A < B, if and only if there is a substitution 6 such
that A0 = B. Moreover, we write A ~ B if and only if A < B and A 2 B.

A substitution € for which Af equals B# is called a unifier of A and B. If such a unifier exists,
then we say A and B are unifiable. A unifier 6 of A and B is considered to be most general if and
only if for every unifier § of A and B it holds A0 < A6’. As usual, we shall abbreviate the term
most general unifier with the acronym mgu.

Lemma 35. Let A and B be two variable-disjoint atoms, and assume each of them contains at
most one variable (possibly with multiple occurrences). If A and B are unifiable, and 6 is an mgu
of the two, then either A ~ A or B ~ B or A0 = B is ground.

Proof. Suppose A # A and B6 # B. Hence, there are distinct variables x1, z9 such that vars(A) =
{z1} and vars(B) = {x2}. Because of A9 = B, A0 # A, and B # B, and since 6 is most general,
there must be two term positions 71, w2 such that

e Al =1 and By, =t # x2, and
o Alp, =t1 # x1 and Bl;, = 2.

Consequently, we know z16 = t20 and x260 = t16.

If A9 = BO were not ground, then vars(t;) = {z1} and vars(tz) = {x2} would hold true.
While z160 = t260 thus entails that the term depth of z16 is strictly larger than that of x50, the
observation of x20 = t160 implies that the term depth of x16 is strictly smaller then that of z56.
This contradiction means that A9 = B must be ground. O

In order to show decidability of 3*V3* sentences, Ackermann translated 3*V3* sentences into
equisatisfiable monadic ones [I]. Fiirer adopted Ackermann’s method to give an upper bound
on the complexity of the decision problem for the Ackermann Fragment [11]. We shall employ a
generalization of Fiirer’s reduction approach to prove Lemma

Without loss of generality, we assume that gy contains at least the constant symbol d. Let At
be the set of all atoms occurring in ¢gi. Consider the set At" which we define to be the smallest
set of variable-disjoint atoms such that (a) for every A € At there is some B € At’ such that
B~ A, (b) for all A, B € At/, for which there is an mgu 6, we find some atom C' € At’ such that
C ~ Af = B0, and (c) for all A, B € At’ we have A # B.

By Lemma 35, the set At is finite. More precisely: At’ contains at most W + |At] <
|At|? elements. Let Aj,..., A, be an enumeration of all the atoms in At’, and let P,..., P, be
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distinct unary predicate symbols which do not occur in pgi. We construct the sentence ppion from
psk as follows: (a) replace every occurrence of a non-ground atom B(z) in ¢gx with the atom P;(z)
which corresponds to the (unique) atom A; € At" with A; ~ B, and (b) replace every occurrence
of a ground atom B’ in ¢gk with P;(d) corresponding to the unique 4; € At’ with 4; = B'.

Consider two distinct atoms A;, A; € At’. If there is a unifier 6 of 4; and A;, we must make
sure that the instances of P;(z) and P;(z’) corresponding to A;0 and A;0 are interpreted in the
same way by any model of pnon. In order to do so, we define the sets ¥, U/ of formulas as follows.
Let z. be a fresh variable which does not occur in pen, and let 7. be the substitution mapping
all variables to z,. We set
U= {P((20)7.) > Pj(z.) | Ai, Aj € At are distinct, A; S A;, vars(4;) = {z}, and A0 = A;}.
In addition, we define W' := {P;(z,) <> P;(d) | A; € At’ is ground}.

We now set pg, = @Mon AVZs. BETU 1. By construction, ¢, exclusively contains predicate
symbols which are unary. Its constituent ¢non may contain the constant symbol d but no non-
constant function symbols. The formulas in ¥ U ¥’, on the other hand, may contain non-constant
function symbols. However, all of these symbols have already occurred in ¢sk.

By virtue of Lemma B35, the number of formulas in ¥ is at most |At|- |At’| < |At|3. The length
of the formulas in ¥ is upper bounded by the length of 6 in U’s definition plus some constant
value, and thus can exceed the length of the longest atom in g only by this constant value.
The cardinality of ¥’ is upper bounded by |At’| < |At|? and the length of the formulas therein is
constant. All in all, the length of ¢, lies in O (len(psk)?).

In what follows, we tacitly assume that the signatures underlying ¢si and pg, share the same
constant symbols and function symbols—namely, the ones occurring in pgx. Consequently, when
we refer to Herbrand structures with respect to gk and ¢g,, we base these structures on exactly
the same universe of ground terms. However, the sets of occurring predicate symbols are disjoint
(as stipulated above).

Since pgk and ¢g, do neither contain equality nor existential quantifiers, we know that there
are Herbrand models for them, if they are satisfiable at all.

Lemma 36. Given any Herbrand model A = sk, we can construct a model B = ¢g.

Proof. Since A is a Herbrand model of ¢gy, the universe 4l 4 contains all ground terms constructed
from the constant symbols and function symbols occurring in psik. We define B by taking over
A’s universe and its interpretations of the constant and function symbols. Moreover, we set
PB = {t € Ug | A [z — t] E A;} if there is some z € vars(4;). For any P;, for which 4; is
ground, we set PP :=UP if A = A; and PP := () otherwise.

We first prove B = ¢©mon- sk differs from ¢pon only in the occurrences of atoms. It thus
suffices to show that for two corresponding atom occurrences A in g and B in ¢y, and for an
arbitrary variable assignment £ it holds A, 5 = A if and only if B, 8 | B. But this is guaranteed
by construction of ¢nen and B: We need to consider two cases.

If A is ground, then there is some j such that A = A; € At' and B = P;(d). By construction of
B, we observe A |= A; if and only if B = P(d).

If A contains a variable z, then there is some A; € At’ such that A ~ A;. Moreover, we know
that B = P;(x). Because of A ~ A;, there must be some x’ € vars(A,) such that for every
t € 4y =g it holds A, [z — t] = A if and only if A, [z’ — t] = A;. In addition, we have
constructed B in a way leading to A, [z' — t] |= A; if and only if B, [v — t] = Pj(z).

Put togther, this yields A, [z — t] = A if and only if B, [z — t] E Pj(z).
Next, we have to show B |= Va,.¢) for every v € U U U,
If ¢ € ¥, then ¢ = P;((2z0)7.) <> P;(x.) with vars(A;) = {z} and 4;0 = A;. Assume, without

loss of generality, that vars(A4;) = vars(4;0) = {«'}. (If A; is ground, the argument is still
valid.)

By construction of B, for any ¢ we have B, [z, — t] = P;((26)7.) if and only if A,[2' —
t] = A;0 and, moreover, B, [z, — t] |= Pj(z) if and only of A, [2' — t] = A;. Consequently,
A = Aj leads to B, [z, — t] = Pi((z6)7.) if and only if B, [z, — 1] = Pj(z.).
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If » € V', then ¢ = Pj(z.) < Pj(d) for some ground atom A; € At’. The structure B is
constructed so that PJB =Upif A= Ajand PJB = () otherwise. Hence, we have B, 8 |= Pj(x)
if and only if B, 5 = P;(d).

Hence, B | V.9 follows in both cases. O
Lemma 37. Given any Herbrand model B = ¢, we can construct a model A = pgx.

Proof. Since B is a Herbrand model of ¢, , and due to our assumption that the signature under-
lying ¢g, contains the same constant symbols and function symbols as the signature underlying
gk does, the universe Uz contains all ground terms constructed from the constant symbols and
function symbols occurring in @gj.

We now define A by taking over B’s universe and its interpretations of the constant and
function symbols. Moreover, for any predicate symbol @ of arity m occurring in ¢sx we define
QA := S1 U S,, where

S1 = {(tl, eyt €U ’ there is a non-ground atom Q(s1, ..., Sm,) € At and some
Aj € At with Aj ~ Q(s1,...,8m) and there is a ground term ¢
such that Q(t1,...,tm) = (Q(s1,...,81)7«) [x*}t
and B = P;(t)}

and

Sy 1= {(tl, cotm) €U } there is a ground atom A; € At’ such that
Aj = Q(tl, . .,tm) and B ': P](d)} .

Again, since gy differs from @y, only in the occurrences of atoms, it suffices to show that
for two corresponding atom occurrences A in gk and B in @ppe, and for an arbitrary variable
assignment (3 it holds A, 8 = A if and ouly if B, 8 = B.

Let A=Q(s1,...,8m). There must be some A; € At’ such that A; ~ A and B = P;(t).

If t = d, then A; must be ground. Hence, we have (s1,...,sm,) € Sq if and only if B = P;(d).

It remains to show that B = P;(d) entails (s1,...,8m) € S1. Suppose (s1,...,Sm) € S,
i.e. there is some non-ground atom A; € At’, some z € vars(4;), and some ground term
t' such that A;[z]t' = A; and B |= P;(t). Because of A;[z]|t’ = A;, we find the formula
P;(t") <> Pj(xs) in U. Moreover, the formula Pj(z.) < P;(d) belongs to ¥'. Hence, B
is a model of both Vz..P;(t') <+ Pj(z.) and Vz..P;j(z.) <> P;(d). But then B = Pi(t')
contradicts B j= P;(d). Consequently, (s1,..., s ) cannot belong to Si.

If ¢ = x for some variable z, then vars(A) = {z} and there is some 2’ € vars(4;). Let 0 :=
If B |= Pj(z0), then we get (s1,...,5,)0 € S; C Q*, and thus A, 8 |= Q(s1,...,5m).

If B [~ Pj(z0), then we may conclude (s,...,8,)0 € S1 U Sy = QA and thus A, 3
Q(s1,.-.,8m) due to the following arguments.

Suppose (s1,...,5m)0 € S1. By definition of B, it holds B [= A;(z6). Hence, there must be
some non-ground A;(z") € At’ with i # j, for which we can find a substitution p such that
Aip = Q(s1,...,8n)0 and it holds B = P;(z"p). But then, A; and A, are unifiable, and
there must exist an mgu o;; of A; and A;.

By Lemma [B3 and due to the definition of At’, we have to consider the following cases:
(1) A S A,
(2) Aj 5 Ai; or
(3) Aiaij = AjUij = Q(Sl, ey Sm)9
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In case there must be some 71 such that A;7; = A; and ¥ contains a formula ¥ :=
P;((z"11)7) > Pj(z.). Hence, we get B |= Pj(«0) if and only if B, [z, — z6] &= Pj(z,) if
and only if B, [z, — 0] = P;((«"m)7) if and only if B |= P;(z"p). But this is contradictory
to our assumptions.

In case there must be some 73 such that A;7» = A; and ¥ contains a formula )y :=
P;((2'm2)7.) + P;(zs). Therefore, it holds B |= P;(z"p) if and only if B, [z, — z”p]
P;(x.) if and only if B, [z, + 2”p] = Pj((2'72)7.) if and only if B |= Pj(26). Again, this

contradicts our assumptions.

In case the set At’ contains some atom Ay := A0 and ¥ contains the formulas 13 :=
P; (m@) o Py (,T*) and Yy = P; (:I:”p) — Py (x*) In addition, ¥’ contains the formula
5 = Py(xs) <> Py(d). Since B is a model of Vx,.i3 A s A 95, we get B = P;(z0) if
and only if B |= P;(z”p). This is on contradiction with our assumptions B j= P;(zf) and
B = P(z"p) as well.

In all three cases, we conclude (s1,...,8,)0 &€ S7.

Suppose (s1,...,5m)0 € Sa. Hence, there must be some ground atom Ay € At" with k # i
and Ay = Q(s1,...,8m)0. Moreover, P;(d) must hold true under8. Since we then ob-
serve A; S Ap, ¥ must contain the formula ¢] = Pj(zf) <> Py(z.). Hence, it holds
B = Vx..Py(x.) if and only if B = P;(z0), because zf is ground. In particular, our as-
sumption B & Pj(z6) entails B, [z, — d] = Pr(d). Thus, we have reached a contradiction.
Consequently, (s1,...,8m)0 & Ss. O

This finishes the proof of Lemma [33]

5 Related and future work

In [7] (page 65) Dreben and Goldfarb extend the relational monadic fragment to a certain extent
and call the result Initially-ertended Essentially Monadic Fragment. This class lies in the inter-
section of GBSR and GAF. Hence, this result could be considered as a first step away from the
standard classification based on quantifier prefixes or the arity of used predicate symbols. In [9]
(page 152) Fermiiller et al. combine the just described formula class with the Ackermann fragment
and call the result AM. AM is properly contained in GAF. Moreover, Fermiiller et al. argue that
AM itself is a special case of Maslov’s fragment K [I9]. K is incomparable to GBSR and GAF. In
the last couple of years several new fragments have been discovered [15] [3] [20], all of which are
incomparable to GBSR and GAF.

There exist a number of results showing decidability of 3*V3* sentences with arbitrary function
symbols [14] [18] [12]—see [0], chapter 6.3, for an overview. The methods therein may help to also
show decidability of GAF with arbitrary function symbols.

The methods and results described in the present paper may be extended in various directions:
generalizing other known decidable prefix classes, more liberal conditions regarding function sym-
bols, scenarios in interpreted theories such as arithmetic. Moreover, we have not yet thoroughly
investigated the complexity of deciding GAF-satisfiability.
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A Appendix

A.1 Details omitted in Example [l in Section [1J

For convenience, we remove redundant subformulas at all stages.

Details regarding the transformation of ¢; into ¢:

JuVzIvVzIyys. (ﬂP(u, x) V (Q(:E, v) A R(u, Zvyl)))
A (P(u, )V (—'Q(x, v) A R(u, z, 92)))
H Juvzdo. (ﬁP(u,x) vV (Q(aﬁ, v) AVz3y1.R(u, z,m)))
= AGu)

A (P(u,a:) v <ﬂQ(z, v) AVz3y2.~R(u, Zva)))
= B(u)

H Juve. (ﬂP(u,z) A (Elv.ﬂQ(z,v)) A B(u)) vV (Plu,z) A (31}.Q(z,v)) A A(u))

—_——— ————

= O(x) = D(z)
H Ju. (V:c. (ﬂP(u, )V D(x))) A ((Vz.—'P(u, x)) v A(u))
A (Vw(C(m) v P(u,x))) A (Vac. (C(x) \Y D(J:))) A ((VmC(m)) \Y A(u))
—_—

HT

A (B(u) V V. P(u, x)) A (B(u) v Vz.D(x)) A (B(u) v A(u))

H Fu. (Vx(ﬂp(u,z) \/EU.Q(:E,U))) A ((Vx.ﬂp(u,z)) \/VzElyl.R(u,z,yl))

A (Vw.(ﬂv.ﬁQ(Jc,v)) \/P(u,x)) A ((Vw.ﬂv.ﬁQ(Jc,v)) \/Vzﬂyl.R(u,z,yl))
A ((VzﬂygﬁR(u,z,yg)) \/V:C.P(u,z))

A ((Vzﬂyg ~R(u, Z,yg)) v VzElv.Q(x,v))

A ((VzﬂygﬁR(u,z,yg)) \/Vzﬂyl.R(u,z,yl))

Details regarding the transformation of s into h:

3uvx3yvz.(P(u, 2) AQ(u, z)) v (P(y, 2) AQ(u, y))
o JuvzIyve. (P(u, 2)V P(y, z)) A (P(u, 2V Q(u, y))

A Q) v Py, 2)) A Q) v Q(usy))
o Juvzdy. (Vz.P(u, 2)V P(y, z)) A ((Vz.P(u, z)) Vv Q(u, y))

= Auy) = B(w)
A (Q(u,z) Vv (Vz.P(y,z))) A (Q(u,x) Vv Q(u,y))
=: C(y)
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H Equ.((Ely.A(u,y)) A B(u) A Q(u, z)) Vv ((Ey.A(u, y) A Q(u,y)) A Q(u, z))

T ohm — B(w)
v (39-A(w, ) A Q) A C())
=: F(u)
H Eu.(D(u) V E(u) vV F(u)) A (B(u) V E(u) vV F(u)) A ((Vw.Q(u,x)) \/F(u))
—: G(u)

H u (D(u) A B(u) A G(u)) v (E(u) A G(u)) vV F(u)
H 3u.((3y.(vz.P(u,z) v P(y,z))) A (vz.P(u,z)) A (Vz.Q(u,x)))
v ((ay (VZ.P(U, 2)V P(y, z)) A Q(u, y)) A (v:c.Q(u, x)))
v (3y.(vz.P(u, 2)V P(y, z)) A Q(u, y) A (vz.P(y, z)))
o JudyVazo. ((P(u, 2)V P(y,z)) A P(u,z) A Q(u, x))
( P(u,2) V P(y, 2)) /\Q(u,y)/\Q(u,z))

(P(
((Pu v) V P(y,v ))/\Q(U,y)/\P(y,U))

A.2 Proof details concerning Section [3|

Proof of Lemma

Lemma. Let ¢ := VX;3y;...VX,3¥,.¥» be a GBSR sentence. There exists a quantifier-free
first~order formula +’(d, V) such that ¢’ := A VV.¢)' (U, V) is semantically equivalent to ¢ and all
literals in ¢’ already occur in ¢ (modulo variable renaming).

Proof. The following transformations will mainly use the laws of associativity, commutativity, and
distributivity from Boolean algebra and will employ Lemma [ to (re-)transform ¢ into particular
syntactic shapes. Note that this does not change the set of literals occurring in the intermediate
steps (modulo variable renaming), since we start from a formula in negation normal form restricted
to the connectives A,V,—. We shall make use of the partition of the literals in 1 into the sets
Lo, L1,..., Ly, to group exactly those literals in each step of our transformation.

First, we give a description and, afterwards, present the formal part below.

To begin with, we transform the matrix ¢ into a disjunction of conjunctions of literals \/, 1;. In

addition, we rewrite every v; into ¢; = %510) A A )ZEQ Every %z('le) is a conjunction of literals and

comprises exactly the literals from the 1; which belong to Eg. Moreover, by Proposition and
we know that vars()zl(.lé)) Cyi1U...UyUXpp1 U...UX,. We move the existential quantifier

block 3y, inwards such that it binds the )?El,z alone (none of the variables in ¥, occurs in any

of the )Z(le) with ¢ < n). The thus obtained sentence ¢” has the form VX;3y;...VX,.\/, )?(1)

AN ng 1 A\ 3. ;572 In further transformations, we shall treat the subformulas (Eyn x( ))

1nd1v181ble units.

Next, we transform the big disjunction in ¢’ into a conjunction of d1SJunct1ons Ay V%, group the

disjunctions 1, into subformulas ?]é g (in accordance with the sets EO, . L',n, as before), and move
the universal quantifier block VX, inwards. Due to Proposition [6(i)l we can split the quantifier

block VX,, so that universal quantifiers can be moved directly before the 77,(C 2 The resulting formula

is of the form VX;3y;...VX,_13¥,._1. /\k( (X, N XO) ﬁ,(cla) (V(xn N Xl) ?)ﬁi) .V (V(xn N
Xo1). ?]é 7)1 ) \/77( ) In further transformations, we shall treat the subformulas (V(xn NXy). 77,212)
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as indivisible units, as well.

We reiterate this process until all the quantifiers have been moved inwards in the described
way.

One notable difference between moving inward universal quantifier blocks and existential ones

is that Proposition [f(i)| allows us to split universal quantifier blocks so that subformulas 77{,6]2 and

ﬁfcjz, (for distinct ¢,¢") do not occur together in the scope of the same universal quantifier that

has been moved inward as described. We do not observe such a property for existential quantifier

blocks. Hence, subformulas of the form (ﬂyg x(] JALLA x(] )) may appear and will be treated as
indivisible units. For the sake of readability, we will drop the neat division into parts in accordance

with ZO, .. [, and rather use the shorthand (Eyg x(] ) ) for such constructs.
Vf13)71v>_5n3)7n1/)(§1, invy’la"'vy’n)

':| v)_{’13}_;1 VXn3Yn \/Xglo) Xl; s a)_{’n) A 521('711)(}_;1;)_{’2; s a)_{’n) ARES

i
/\Xz(’rz 1(Y17,Yn 1;Xn)/\xg72(y1,,yn)

H V%131 - VX, \/xzo (Riyeo s %) AR 1o %y R) A
~(1 — - ~(1 —
AR 1y Fne1, %) A (Hyn X (1, - '7}’71))

H VR 3 ... VR, /\nk0 (Riv ooy Rn) VI (F1, %2, R) V-

- — - 1 — -
\/77}(“)1 1(y15"'ayn—1axn)vqtli](c,zl(yl’"'ayn—l)
V%,3y: ... 3y N Xo).ih %
H vXi13y:1...3¥n-1. V(Xn 0 Uko(xl,---,xn)
v (V(Zn Xl).ﬁ<}}(yl,i2,...,in))v...

(o Free o T %)

HVE1351 . 351 VX (Rrs o %n1) ARG (31, %o, oo K1) A

7
~(2 — ~(2) /> —
X(ﬁ 1(Y1,---,yn—1)/\xg,ﬁ(yl,---,yn-l)

H V137 ... VR 1. \/%520 e Rt ) A XS (F1a Ry Rl ) A

(El}_; 1;5272 1(5;17"'5yn 1)/\)(572(}’17-"75"71—1))

H VX13y1. \/XZ (1) A X (1)
H vV R ) A (3532 )
H /\(le &) VL0

Finally, we can move all quantifiers outwards again—existential quantifiers first, then univer-
sal ones—, renaming variables as necessary. In the end, we obtain the prenex formula ¢’
FAYV. AL k,0(V) V 0k, >1 (1, V), where 70 and 7, >1 are quantifier-free variants of 77,(C 0) and 771(;21’

respectively, with appropriately renamed variables. |
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Proof of Lemma [14]

Lemma. Let ¢ and ¥ be relational BSR sentences without equality in which the only Boolean
connectives are A,V, . If ¢ = 1, then there exists a relational BSR sentence x without equality
such that

(i) v x and x = ¢, and

(ii) any predicate symbol P occurs positively (negatively) in x only if it occurs positively (neg-
atively) in ¢ and in .

The general outline of the following proof based on ordered resolution with selection goes back to
Harald Ganzinger (lecture notes “Logic in Computer Science”, 2002).

Proof sketch. In the degenerate cases where ¢ is unsatisfiable, i.e. ¢ |= L, or where v is a tautology,
ie. T =, weset y:= L and x := T, respectively. In all other cases we proceed as follows.

Let ¢’ and 9’ be quantifier-free formulas and let @, V,X,¥ be tuples of variables such that
o = dyVX. ¢ and ¢ = IVVU.¢/. Without loss of generality, we assume that d,V,X,¥ are
pairwise disjoint and that ¢’ := A; ¢; and ¢’ := A; ¢; are in conjunctive normal form.

Let II; be the set of all predicate symbols that occur in ¢’ but not in ¢, let IIy be the set of
all predicate symbols that occur positively in ¢’ but not positively in v’ and that do not belong
to Iy, let II3 be the set of all predicate symbols that occur negatively in ¢’ but not negatively in
" and that do not belong to IIy, let Iy be the set of all predicate symbols that occur in ¢" and
in ¢’ but do not belong to IT; U IT; U II3. We construct the formulas @' and ¢’ from ¢’ and ¢,
respectively, by simultaneously replacing every literal —~P(§) by P(§) and every literal P(3) by
—P(§) for every P € II5. Hence, every P € Ily occurs negatively in @' but not negatively in 12’,
and there are no predicate symbols that occur positively in @’ but not positively in 15’ . Moreover,
we observe that the above transformation preserves (un)satisfiability of ¢, ), and ¢ A =), i.e.

e JyVX. ¢ | L if and ounly if Iy VX. ¢ E L,
e ~IVVU.¢' = L if and only if -3V V. U E 1, and
o (3FVR.¢') A=(IVVE. ') |= L if and only if (3FVR. §) A =(IVVE.P') |= L.

Let psi := VX. @' [yl/cl, e ,y|§|/c‘§d where the ¢; are fresh Skolem constants. Moreover, let
JSk = VV. ﬂZ’ [ul/fl(\'f’), e ,u|ﬁ|/f‘ﬁ|(\7')] where the f; are fresh Skolem functions of arity |V|.
Hence, Psk A ¥sk is a Skolemized variant of (IyVvX. ') A (V¥ 3. — ), which is semantically
equivalent to (3 VX.$') A =(3IV V. o ). Therefore, we observe

eA= =L ifandonly if (3FVR.¢) A-(IVE.Y) = L
if and only if  Pax A s EL.

Let N be a clause set corresponding to Pgx such that every P occurring positively (negatively)
in N also occurs positively (negatively) in Pgx. (We define N to be the set containing all the
implicitly universally quantified clauses @; from @gix whose variables are renamed so that the
clauses in N are pairwise variable disjoint). Analogously, let M be the clause set corresponding
to $Sk such that every P occurring positively (negatively) in M occurs positively (negatively) in
JSk and negatively (positively) in 7,2’ .

We apply ordered resolution with selection (cf. the calculus Og by Bachmair and Ganzinger
in [2], page 41) to N until the clause set is saturated (without using any redundancy criterion)
and call the result N,. As underlying term ordering we apply some reduction ordering > satis-
fying the following conditions. For all ground atoms P(s1,...,S,) and R(t1,...,t,) we require
P(s1,...,8m) = —R(t1,...,tn) > R(t1,...,t,) whenever P € II; and R ¢ II;. To achieve this,
we use a lexicographic path ordering based on some precedence > for which P = R > f > c¢ for any
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P €11, R ¢ 11, any Skolem function f occurring in @Ska and any Skolem constant ¢ occurring in
Psk. We lift the resulting (total) ordering on ground terms to a (partial) ordering on non-ground
terms by stipulating s > t if and only if for every substitution 6 for which sf and t6 are ground
we have s0 = t0. The selection function that we use shall select exactly the literals —=P(§") with
P € Il UIl3 in clauses that contain such literals. In all other clauses nothing shall be selected.
Let M., be the result of saturating M in the same way as we have saturated N to obtain V,.

Note that N, may be infinite, but may only contain clauses whose literals are instances of the
literals in N where variables are either instantiated with variables or constant symbols from ¢.
Since ¢ (and thus also Pgi) is satisfiable and since ordered resolution with selection is sound, N,
does not contain the empty clause. The set M, may also be infinite. Due to our assumption that
¥ is not valid, —¢) (and thus also sk ) must be satisfiable. Hence, M, does not contain the empty
clause either. R

As our assumption ¢ [= 1 is equivalent to ¢ A =) = L and to Pgx A sk E L, refutational
completeness of ordered resolution with selection entails that there is a (finite) derivation © of
the empty clause O (which at the same stands for falsity L) from the unsatisfiable set of clauses
N, U M,. We assume that © is based on the same calculus and the same term ordering that we
have used to saturate N and M. Let N. be the set of clauses from N, whose instances are used as
premises in this derivation. Since IV, and M, are both saturated and neither of them contains the
empty clause, © must indeed make use of clauses from Ny, and, hence, N/ is not empty. Since N/
is finite, we can define the sentence Xsk := VZ. Agcy, C, where we set Z := vars(N;). We observe

the following properties for sk and the underlying clause set N.:
(1) Psk = Xsks
(2) XskAdsk F L,
(3) for every C € N, we have

@1) for every literal P(s1,...,Sm) in C there is a clause D € M that contains some literal
_‘P(tl, e ,tm), and

@2) for every literal =P(s1,..., s,,) in C there is a clause D € M that contains some literal
P(t1, ... tm).
Ad (@) and (@2). Both observations follow by soundness of ordered resolution. O

Ad @). Since N, and M, are both saturated and do not contain the empty clause, any inference
step in ® that starts from two leaves of the derivation tree involves some clause taken from
N! and some clause taken from M,. Consider any such resolution step between clauses
C € N, and D € M,. By case distinction on the possible resolution steps we show that C
cannot contain any literal [-]P(§) with P € II; U II; U IIs.

Suppose there is an ordered resolution step between two clauses C' = €’ V R(f) € N! and
D = D'V —=R(t/) € M, over the literals R(f) and —R(#) such that C' contains some
literal [-]P(8) with P € II;. Since R occurs in N, and in M,, we have R ¢ II;. Hence,
we get P(5) = R(t). Due to the order restrictions in ordered resolution, R(f)7 must be
maximal in C'7, where 7 is the unifier that is used in the resolution step to unify R(f)
and R(#). But this contradicts P(3) = R(f), as the latter entails P(3)7 = R(¥)r.

Suppose there is an ordered resolution step between two clauses C = C’ Vv ﬁR(f ) € N,
and D = D'V R(f’) € M, over the literals ~R(f) and R(#) such that C contains
some literal [-]P(§) with P € II;. Since R occurs negatively in N, and positively in
M, we conclude R ¢ II; UTI, U II3. Hence, we have that P(5) = R(f), which entails
P(3) = —~R(t), and ~R(t) is not selected in C. But then, due to the order restrictions
in ordered resolution, ~R(f)7 must be maximal in C7, where 7 is the unifier that is
used to unify R(t) and R(#). But this contradicts P(5) > —R(f), as the latter entails
P(3)7 = =R({)T.

25



Suppose there is an ordered resolution step between two clauses C = C’ V R(t) € N/ and
D = D'V —R(#) € M, over the literals R(f) and —R(#) such that C' contains some
literal —=P(§') with P € II; U II3. Since —P(§) is selected in C, the resolution step
cannot be performed.

Suppose there is an ordered resolution step between two clauses C = C’ VvV ﬁR(f ) € N,
and D = D'V R(t/) € M, over the literals =R(f') and R(#) such that C' contains some
literal ~P(§) with P € II; UII5. Since R occurs negatively in N, and positively in M.,
it must occur negatively in 12’, and thus R ¢ II; U Il UTl3. Hence, the literal —~R(f)
is not selected in C. Since, on the other hand, there is a selected literal in C', namely
—P(§), the resolution step cannot be performed.

Consequently, the result of any inference starting from two leaf nodes of the derivation tree
of © cannot contain any predicate symbol P € II; and it cannot contain any literal =R(...)
with R € HQ U Hg.

By an inductive argument (over the height of derivation trees), this leads to the observation
that none of the clauses from N, that are involved in the derivation ® can contain any
predicate symbol from II; or any negative literal —R(...) with R € Iy U II3. Since N
contains only clauses that are involved in ®, [@B[2)lis satisfied. By construction of N, from
o = 3FVR. ¢ via IFVX. @' and Psi, Condition BI1)is satisfied as well. ¢

Since ysk contains exclusively constant symbols from ¢, we can easily construct ¥’ from Ysi’s
matrix by de-Skolemization, i.e. Xsx = VZ. X’ [yl/cl, A y|§,|/c|§,|]. Furthermore, we construct the
formula x’ from X’ by simultaneously replacing every literal =P(3) by P(8) and every literal P(3)
by —P(§) for every P € Il,. Finally, we set y := 3y VZ. x'.

It remains to prove the following properties:

(4) ¢ = x, and

(5) XA L.

Ad For every model A | 3y VX. o' there is some model B = Pgik such that A and B differ
only in their interpretation of the Skolem constants ci, ..., c;g|. By () and because of Xsk =

Iy VX. X', we get B |= Iy VX. X'. Since B differs from A only in the interpretation of symbols
that do not occur in 3y VX. ', A is also a model of 3y VX. X’. Hence, Iy VX. ¢’ = Iy VX. Y/,
which can equivalently be written as (3;}7’ VX. p ) A ﬂ(EI}'r' VX. )?’) S

Since (IyVX.3') A ~(I¥yVX.X') E L holds if and only if (3yVX.¢') A =(IFVR.X) E L,
and since the latter is equivalent to (37 VX. ¢') = (3yVX. x’) we in the end get o = x. O

Ad The formula Ysx A Jgk can be conceived as a Skolemized variant of (3;}7’ VX. )?’) A
(Vv 3. ﬂZ’), which is semantically equivalent to (3yVxX.Y') A ﬁ(ﬂ\_f'Vﬁ.QZ'). Hence, we
have Ysk A $Sk E L if and only if (Ey’Vi. )?’) A ﬂ(E{f’Vﬁ.@) E L. As we observe that
(3FVR. %) A (3. ¢') = L holds if and only if (3FVR.x') A ~(3¢ViL.¢) E L, we in
the end get

Xsk A sk = L ifand only if (37 VR.X) A-(3vvid.d) | L
ifand only if xA-9E L.

By (@), this yields x A = = L. O

Because of the equivalence of x A =) = L and x = ¢, we have shown that x satisfies Require-
ment of the lemma.

Due to @) and due to the way x is constructed from N, every positive occurrence of a
predicate symbol P in x entails the existence of a negative occurrence of P in —, and every
negative occurrence of a predicate symbol P in x entails the existence of a positive occurrence of
P in ). Consequently, x satisfies Requirement as well. o
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Proof of Lemma

Lemma. For every strategy o = (01, ...,0,) there is a y-uniform strategy ¢ = (61, ...,0,) such
that Outacz C Outag,o.
Proof. We start with two preliminary results.
Claim I: Let ¢, k be two integers such that 0 < £ < k < n. Let dy,...,dy, E@H, .. Ek be tuples of
domain elements, Where a; S Lllyl b € ﬂlxl‘ for every 1. Con51der two sequences of tuples
Ckal, .-, Cn and Dk+17 .. Dn that comc1de in all positions that correspond to variables x

occurring in Aty, where ¢;, % € MA” for every i. We have

Me,k/(ala'")al;beJr:h"'7bk7ck+17"'7ck/) = lugﬁkl(al,...,ag,ngrl,...,bk,0k+1,...,0k/)
for every K/, k < k' <n.

Proof: We proceed inductively from k' = n downwards.

Let k' = n. By definition of the sequences Cy41,...,¢, and dxr1,..., 0, it holds
.A, [y’lwﬁl, Ce ,ngag, f@+1l—>bg+1, Ce ,f}&—)bk, )’{'k+1r—>ck+1, Ce ,)EnHEn] ': A
if and only if
A, [371»—>a’1, ey Yoo, Rer1—bog1, o X b, X 190841, - - - ,inHSn] ): A
for every atom A € At,. Hence, we have pgn(d1,...,dr, E¢+1, ..., by, Chtlye--sCn) =
[Lgyn(al, ey ag, EZ+17 ey Ek,SkJrl, e ,5n)
Let k' < n. Consider any set S € g g (d1,... G0, 0041, Br, Tty ?k/) By defini-
tion of g s, there must be some tuple ¢y 41 such that S = py, kurl(al, ..., dg, bg+1, .. bk,
Cht1s-- -5 ks C+1). By induction, S = py, k/+1(a1, ..., dp, bg+1, .. bk,DkH, e O, ?k/+1)
and thuS we have S € e, kr(al, .. ag, bg+1, .. bk,ak+17 - ,Sk/).
Since this argument is symnletnc, we obtain
,Ltgﬁk/(al, ey 64, lerl; ey bk, €k+1; ey ?k/)
= Mé,k’(ah ey ag, Eg.,_l, ceey Ek,ﬁkﬂ, .. ,Skr). O

Claim II: Let ¢, k, k" be three integers such that 0 < ¢ < k < k' < n. Let a1, ...,d, bgi1,...,bs

be tuples of domain elements, where c_l'l € Ll'y’ b; € 11‘ %l for every 1. Con51der two sequences
of tuples Th1, ..., 6 and Vjp1, ..., O that comc1de in all positions that correspond to vari-

ables x occurring in Aty, where ¢;, Oi S ilL(' for every i. We have
/M,k’(fﬁ, RN ch, E@+1, ey Ek, Ek-i—l; ey Ek/) = ug,k/(al, ceey ag, Eg.,_l, RN Ek,5k+1, .. ,Sk/).
Proof: For k' = n Claim II follgws imme_»diately from Claim I. For &’ < n we Simgly pad the
sequences Cxy1, - - ., Ck and Og41, ..., 0 with tuples ¢, ,...,¢, and 03, ,...,0;, for which
we ensure ¢, = D’ and ¢} D’ € Ml %l for every . Then, Claim II follows from Claim I apphed to
the sequences dq, ..., dy, bg+1, .. bk, Chaly -+ Chr, ck’+1v .., C and dy, ..., dy, bg+1, .. bk,
AR U S 0

%l x il‘;f"'l. We construct certain repre-

L 5®

Fori=1,...,n we define {{; as abbreviation of {,

€ i inductively as follows. The Sgk) stand for sequences S, (k)

sentatives « iyi41 "

=(k =(k
k(555 )

. . . (k) (k) (k)
of fingerprints satisfying S;;' € S; 1, € ... € .5;;0,.

S(l) = {61 S

from every part.

with Sél € im, (po,1) by setting 86
e

Let k = 1. We partition 4 into sets Ll (S

ljfl‘ | M0,1(51) = 01)}. We pick one representative o

1,(5(1) SU))
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Let £ > 1. We construct subsets U C Y with Sc(,fcj) S ima(u()’j),...,Sl(cli)u S

< (k < (k
k, (5,85 )y

img (pk—1,;), for every j < k, by setting U I R
(S8R

{<?1, e 1, Ek> ’ by € illj’“‘ and there is some Oy 0D gDy =
(€1, . 1), G € Ll'ji‘, for every 7, such that
pi0,1 (€1s -+ Cho1, b)) = So,
pa,k (01(€1), 82, .-, Gt Ek) = 51,
pii—2.5 (01 (F1)s -+ o, Oh—2(F1y oy Tom2), Ch, By) = Sk—2,
pe—1k(01(€1), ..o op—1(C1, ..o, Chm1), Ek) = Sk—1,
5 =5 Vs,

5 =5 Vs, s, and
(k)
Sk 1 — Skfl} .

We pick one representative « from each nonempty u, (E®

—(k —(k —(k .
k(55,5 S0

Having all the representatives « at hand, we inductively construct o, starting

k(S0 5E
from o1 and going to oy,.

Let k = 1. For every by € Mljl‘ we set 81(E1) = o1(ay,(s,)), Where Sg := MO,l(El).

Let k > 1. For all tuples b, GM' ll,...,Ek = ﬂf’“‘ we set 8k(51,...,gk) := o (1, ..., k), where

(€1, .., C) = Q50 5P with ¢; € Mlx”, for every 7, and we have

o Sé{cj) = .UO,j(gl,...,Ej) for every j, 0 < j < k,
* S(fc») = Hl,j(al(gl),gz,...,gj) for every j, 1 < j <k,

—

L] S]ik)2j :[kagj(g (g) ...,6'\]6,2(61,...,bkfg),gkfl,...,gj) for everyj, k*2<j < k,
d S](c )1kil’[’k 1k( (g) 78]671(5‘17"'76’]671)55']6)7

if such an o 30 exists. (We show in Claim IV that this is always the case.)
k—1

k(55,5
Claim IIT: For all £,k, 0 < ¢ < k < n, we have img (pex) C imy (pek).

Proof: Fix some pg and let S € img(pe). Hence, there are tuples 61 € ﬂfll, cee [_{k € Mljk‘
such that 1(b1),...,0k(b1,...,bx) are defined and we have
S:uek(a(ﬁl) 3@(61,...,gg),gprl,...,gk).
By definition of &, there are representatives L ED, LD, = <E(1j), ce, Eﬁj)% 1 <5<, for
which we observe the following properties.
(a) For every i, 0 < i < ¢, all the ?l(.j) are prefixes of gge). This means, if we abbreviate
gz(-é) to S;, we have
SiisreSie = SVSiii0. Sip = S Siivs.. Sip =...= 8 Vg, = 5.

28



(b) For every j, 1 < j <{, we have 5,(by,...,b;) = aj(Eﬁj), ,E’gj))
. ) A

Because of@ and due to the construction of the & ED,.FP) = (¢i”7,...,¢;"), we have

Egj) = Eéj ) for every i, 1 < i < ¢, and all j,j’, 1 < j,j’ < £. Hence, we can write ¢i,...,

instead of E(lj), o E(IJ) (for any j). Therefore, [(b)] entails

S = M,k(al(bl), e ,8@(51, ey be), be+1, ey bk)
= ,ug,k(al(ﬁ'l), . ,o‘g(a, ey Eg), bg+1, ey bk).

Consequently, S € img (pex)- O

Claim IV: For every k, 1 < k < n, and all tuples by € Mljl‘, b e ﬂf’“l there is a representative

O (So.... 5,1y Such that

o SO,j = /LO,j(gla ceey Ej) for every j, 0 < j < k,
° Sl,j = Nl,j(81(61>; EQ, ceey EJ) for every j, 1 <j < k,

—

® Sp_2j = lk—2; (31(51) ) .,8k_2(51, ,Ek_Q), br_1,..., EJ) for every j, k—2 < j < k,

— —

® Sk—1k = Mk—1,k(51(g1), ooy Gpe1 (b1, Bro1), By).
Proof: We proceed by induction on k.

Let K = 1. Consider any tuple by € Mljl‘ and set Sy := MO,1(61). Hence, Sop € img(po.1)
and we thus have defined the partition ; (g,). Since by € i1 (s0), the set is nonempty
and there is a representative oy (5,y € {1 (s,)-

Let k > 1. Consider any sequence of tuples by € il'jl‘, .., b € illj’“‘. By Claim III, we
have

o So,; € img (o) C ime(po,;) for every 3, 0 < j < k,

® Sp—1; € img(pr—1,5) € img(pr—1,;) for every j, k —1<j <k,

and, therefore, we have constructed the subset i, (SosSk_1) C i, when defining rep-
resentatives above. We next show that this set is not empty.

(k=1 . . .
For every ¢, 0 </ < k — 1, we set Sé ) = S¢e41...50 k—1. By induction, there is a
. s - s %] .
representative QG Gk = (€1,...,C—1) with ¢; € 4", for every i.

As one consequence, the definition of & entails

o 51(b1) = 01 (c1) = 51(1),

o Gro1 (b1, bpm1) = 01 (€1, Trm1) = Ga1 (G, Tm),
leading to
(*) HEk—1,k (31(31% e ,31@71(31, cees ekfl)v Ek)
= pe—1,k(G1(b1), ..., 0%—1(b1,...,br—1),bx) = Sk—14-
By definition of the gy -1 and since we know Sox € Sok—1,-.., k-2, € Sk—2k—1,

the properties of « ,Ck—1) entail the existence of tuples

k—1,(8¢1 L 5hy T (€1
5,(60), e 55!672) € illj’“‘ such that

. uo,k(a,---fk—hgl(co)) = 50,k»
o 1k (01(51), 6, .. -,Ek—hsl(cl)) = Sk,
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o 2 (01(€1),. .., 0k—2(C1,. .., Cu2), Ek—1,5(k_2)) = Si—2.k,

o pi—1,6(01(€1), ..., Ok—2(1,. .., Che2), Ok (C1,---,Ek—1),gk) = Sk—1.k
(the last equation follows from (x)).
Due to SO,k S mn_k"’_lAtO, .. -,Sk—2,k S mn_k"—lAtk_g, and Sk—l,k S mn—k-i-lAtk_l’
Condition of Definition @ entails pairwise disjointness of the sets vars(Spx) N
>:c:, .y vars(Sk—2,k) NX, and vars(Si_1,x) NX. Consequently, we can define a new tuple
0}, by setting

0,(2 if x; € vars(S; ) NX with j <k —1,

0271- = by, if xp,; € vars(Sk—1,5) NX,
by, otherwise. (We could use any value here.)
Due to the pairwise disjointness of the sets vars(Sp k) NX, ..., vars(Sg_1,) NX, Claim II
implies that for every £, 0 < /¢ < k — 1,
W,k(al(a), e ,84(?1, ey Eg), Eg+1, ey Ek_l,s%)
= 1 (G1(E1), - 0@ ) gty s G, 04))
=Sk
and
Hk—1,k (5’1(31), ce ,ak_l(El, ey Ek_l),ﬁﬁv)
= uk,lﬁk(a(a), ce ,6'\]6,1(?1, ceey E'kfl), Ek)
= Sk—1,k-
Consequently, the set £l 5 5, |, contains at least the tuple (€1,...,T-1,0,). There-
fore, there exists some representative Ok (S, Fe1) 6 il (S0, Bh1)" O

Claim V: 7 is p-uniform.
Proof: By construction of 7. O

Now let S € Outags, i.e. there exist tuples b1 S il‘xl‘, e En IS il‘j"‘ such that S =
outAtﬁg(bl, e bn). We partition S into sets Sy := SN Atg,...,S, := SNAt, and thus obtain the
fingerprints Sp = i, n(al(El) 3@(51, .. Eg) Eg+1, . ,E ) C Aty for every £, 0 < £ < n. Claim

IV guarantees the existence of some representative o - (C1,...,6n), with ¢; € ﬂ|x1|
for every i, such that Sy = e (O’l(tl>, ces00(C1y )y Sty e - e s n) for every £, 0 </ < n.

Consider any A € At, and fix the ¢ for which A € At,. We distinguish two cases. Suppose that

¢ <n. The definition of &8 and the fingerprint functions p¢ ,, entail that A € S, if and

only if B B . B .

A, [ylwﬁl(bl), Ce ,)ﬂ'—)&g(bl, ey be),fe+1'—>bg+1, Ce ,)Enl—>bn] ': A
if and only if

A, [¥1—01(¢1), ..., Ye=oe(C1, ..., ), Xop1—=Cg1, . .., X = A

In case of £ = n, we have A € S, if and only if . .
A, [¥1—=01(b1),...,¥n—0n(b1,...,0,)] F A
if and only if

A, [y1—01(c1),. .. ,yn»—mn(a, L) E A
In both cases, we get A € outpy 3(61, ,by,) if and only if A € outay,(¢1,...,¢,). Conse-
quently, we have S = outAtﬁg(bl, ....b b)) = outay,o(€1,..., ¢n) € Outag,o.
Altogether, it follows that Outasz € Outag,e- O

Proof of Lemma

Lemma. If there is a satisfying p-uniform strategy o for 1, then there is a model B |= ¢ such

2
that g contains at most n - |§| - (211(JAt[))" domain elements where k = 9.
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Proof.

Claim I: Let £,k be two integers such that 0 < £ < k < n. For all tuples d1, ..., dy, Eg+1, ., b
with a; € M'y’ and b; € il‘ % , for every i, we observe that, if vars(Aty) N Xk = 0, then

’,ue,k dar,...,de, be+1, A bk ’ =1 and, consequently, |im,(pe k)| < |[imgy (e k+1)|-

Proof: Suppose there are sets S1,S52 € per(ds,...,de, Eg+1, e Ek) that are distinct. Hence,
there are tuples ck+1,0k+1 € ill w11 guch that S1 = e p+1(d1,. .., de, E¢+1, ..., by, Cpr1) and
So = k41 (01, .., dy, be+1, ... bk,5k+1) But since X1 N vars(Aty) = @, Claim II from
the proof of Lemma 20 entails Sl SQ T his contradmts our assumption that S; and Sy are
distinct. Consequently, pe x(d1,. .., de, bg+1, .. bk) can contain at most one set.

It is easy to show that g (dy, .. .,Efg, E¢+1, o bk) is nonempty by induction on k < n,
starting from k =n — 1. O

Claim II: Let ¢,k be two integers such that 0 < ¢ < k < n. We have |im, (j¢1)| < 2/ime e+l

Proof: For all tuples b1,...,...,bp with b; € il'jil, for every 4, and for every S e ,ug,k(ol(gl), o
op(b1,...,60),b041,...,b) we know that S = e r(o1(b1),. O‘g(bl, cevy bg), by, b,
Tjt1) for some tuple y41. Hence, e (01 (61), . .., 00(b1,.. ., b, ) Brtty- .o b) Cimy (e gs1)-

O

Due to Claim I and Claim II, our assumptions about s entail that
(¥) for all integers £, k with 0 < ¢ < k < n we obtain [im, (e )| < 2T (Aty).
Let 7, be the target set of o, defined by 7o := |J;_, Tk, where

T := {a € 8ly | there are tuples bl, e by, with b; € ﬂfil, for every i,
such that oy (by,...,by) = (CP R
Since o is p-uniform, we know that 75 is a finite set. By definition of the fingerprint functions

e i, we derive the following upper bounds, where we write nn(,(uZ j) to abbreviate im, (i i4+1) X
ime (i i42) X ... X img(p; 5) for all 4,7, 0 <i < j <n.

|Ti| < |)71| img (o) < [F1]- 27 (|Ato]) < [51] - 27 (|At)),
2| < |52 |1/H\10(M0,2) X ﬂ\na(ﬂl,2)|

< (%] -2 (|Ato]) - 2T (|Ato]) - 21 (At ]) < [Fa] - (217(A)),
‘7;1’ < |3_;n ’i/r\ng MO n) - X i/r\nd(ﬂnfl,n)‘

<l 1S T2 122% 7(|At;])

< [Fal- (2™ (AL)"

When we combine these bounds with the bound formulated in (*), we may infer that 7, contains
2

at most >, |¥e| - [T H" ! otmin(stLn=i) (|AL;)) < n-|§]- (277T1(|At]))" domain elements.

Let psk be the result of exhaustlve Skolemization of ¢, i.e. every existentially quantified variable
Yy € ¥k in ¢ is replaced by the Skolem function f,(Xi,...,Xy). Clearly, o induces interpretations
for all the Skolem functions f, such that A can be extended to a model A’ of ygk using these
interpretations. More precisely, we can construct A’ from A by setting {4 4/ := U 4 and PA = pA
for every predicate symbol P occurring in ¢. Moreover, for every k, 1 < k < n, with Yk =
(Y1, .-+, Yls,|) the Skolem functions f,,..., fywk_‘ are defined such that for all tuples bq,..., b
with b; € Mlji‘, for every i, we set

<fy1(bl,...,b ),...,fy‘y ‘(bl,.. bk)> = O’k(bl,.. bk>

Due to A E p, we get A’ = sk Moreover, we observe that for every f, with y € ¥, and all
tuples by, ..., by it holds fA (b1,...,bz) € Th-

We now deﬁne the mterpretatlon B as follows.
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e As B’s domain we use Uz = T,.
e For every m-ary predicate symbol P occurring in s we set P8 := PA N T

e For every m-ary function symbol f occurring in ¢si we set f3(¢) := A (¢') for every m-tuple
ceTm.

Clearly, B is a substructure of A’. Hence, by the Substructure Lemma, B satisfies ¢gi and thus
also the original ¢. Moreover, we can bound the number of elements in B’s domain from above

by n-[5] - (2" (JAL))" . O

A.3 Proof details concerning Section [4]

Proof of Lemma

Lemma. If ¢ belongs to GAF, we can construct a semantically equivalent sentence ¢’ in standard
form, in which every subformula lies within the scope of at most one universal quantifier. Moreover,
all literals in ¢’ already occur in ¢ (modulo variable renaming).

Proof. We proceed along similar lines as in the proof of Lemma [I2] i.e. we perform syntactic
transformations based on the axioms of Boolean algebra and the equivalences stated in Lemma [Bl
Once more, this will not change the set of literals occurring in the intermediate steps (modulo
variable renaming), since we start from a formula in negation normal form restricted to the con-
nectives A, V,—. Analogous to the proof of Lemma [[2] we (re-)transform parts of ¢ repeatedly
into a disjunction of conjunctions (or a conjunction of disjunctions) of subformulas which we treat
as indivisible units. The literals and indivisible units in the respective conjunctions (disjunctions)
will be grouped in accordance with the sets Lo, £, and L, jax(z); - - - » La,n, Where needed. For this
purpose, it is important to note that Lemmam and the definition of £y entail that £ together
with the sets £, partition the set of all literals occurring in ¢. Moreover, every L, is partitioned
by the sets Ly 0, Ly idx(a): - - - » Lz,n, Dy virtue of Lemma and the definition of £ .

We first give a description of the whole transformation process and afterwards present it for-
mally below.

Recall that ¢ is of the shape VX13y; ...VX,3y,.1. At the beginning, we transform 1 into a
disjunction of conjunctions of literals \/; ;. Moreover, we rewrite every 1; into x; 0) ANp—; Neex,

(xglz A /\j idx(x) x§ z) j), where XEO) and the xg z) . are conjunctions of literals. XEO) comprises

all literals in ; which belong to Ly, while for every k the literals, Wthh occur in 1/11 and belong

to L, are grouped as Xz(' JZ > respectively. By Lemmas 26(ii)| and we know that
1 o 1 o s
vars(xz(-ﬁz)ﬁo) € {2} UUp<iax(x) ¥r and vars(xz(-ﬁz)ﬁj) € {z} U Uk <iax(a) ¥o- Moreover, the definition

of Ly entails vars(xz(-,lo)) Cy.
At this point, we move the existential quantifier block 3¥,, inwards. By Lemma [20iii) and
the subformulas XE,lO) and XZ(-,lz),o do not share any variables from ¥,,. Moreover, due to Lemma 29(iii)|

and the Xglgz x With & < n do not contain any variables from ¥,. Consequently, one part of the
)

quantifier block 3¥,,, namely 3y, N vars(x; ), binds X( ) (for convenience, we still write the full
(1

ZIW;

The thus obtained sentence ¢ has the form VX13y1 ... VX, \/; (3¥n-X; 0) A Ni=1 Noex, (Xg,lz),o

Nj= éx(m) xglgz AT N Yo ). xglgz ) In further transformations we shall treat the subformulas

(HYn-XE,o)) and (3(¥, N an)ngZn) as indivisible units.

Next, we transform the big disjunction in ¢ into a conjunction of disjunctions A, 1], rewrite

3¥,, which does not affect semantics), and another—disjoint—part, namely 3y,NY; p, binds x;

the disjunctions ¢, into subformulas 77 vV ViZ \/mExk 771(192 V' Viex, 771(1) (similarly to what we
have done above, but this time grouped in accordance with the more coarse-grained sets Lo
and £,). Having done the regrouping, we move the universal quantifier block VX,, inwards. The
)

resulting formula has the shape VX,3y; ... VX,_13¥n—1. A, 771(,10) v 2;11 V ) VViez, V2.0,

TEX} 771 x TEXp
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In further transformations, we shall treat the subformulas (Va. nz(lm)) as indivisible units as well.

Moreover, we shall group them under the conjunctions X(o) or 771“0), ¢ > 2, respectively, since they
do not contain any free occurrences of universally quantlﬁed variables z € X anymore. This is

not only convenient but also necessary, because a subformula (Vm 771(192) may share free variables
y €Uy <idn(z) ¥& with the subformula 7, 0) Hence, when the quantifier block Jy is moved inwards

later on, both (Vm. 771(93)) and some literals in 77510) might have to remain within the scope of Jy.
We reiterate the described process until all the quantifiers have been moved inwards in the

outlined way. There is one more peculiarity to mention. At later stages of the transformation

subformulas of the form X({) A LA x(-e) may appear in which the constituents x( ) may

©,Z,] i,T,n 1,2,

share variables y € ¥;, for instance. We shall abbreviate such subformulas by XEQ >; and similar

notations, for the sake of readability. Emerging subformulas (3(37@ NYe.0) XZ(Q,> j) will be treated
as indivisible units. -

V13 . .. VR, 3 )

H VX13¥1 ... 3¥n. \/Xlo (Y1, ¥n)
n
1 -
A /\ /\ (XEE)O x ylv'-'vyidx(z)—l)
k=1 zexXy
A /\ Xlld 55;17"'75;]'))

j=idx(zx)

H vglayl...vgn.\/(ay Xglg(yl,...,yn))
A /\ /\ ( (T, 515+ -+ s Vidx(z)—1)
k=1 z€Ry,
A /\ XE}I)7]($)§1’)§])
j=idx(zx)
AA(Fn N Vo) X (@, 51 ,.xm)

H V1391 YEe A\l (i 1)

|:| VX13¥ .. VX131 /\77 -a)_;nfl)
n—1
1 -
\/\/ 771(1)@ Yh---aYn—l)
k=1 CEG;CK-
€Xy,

1 — -
V. 771'71 T, ¥Y1,--- ayn—l))
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H V& 3y .. \ﬁn_layn_l.
@ (g =
\/ Xi.0 s ¥n-1)

N /\ /\ ( 90 Y1,---,)7idx(z)—1)
k=1 zeR,

2 — — 2 — —
A /\ X @, 51 T A S (2,51 aYn—l))
j=idx(zx)

H VX351 ... VX, 1.
\/<3yﬁ 1- XzO(ylw"ainl))
- n—2
/\ /\ (Xzz()(x yla"'ay‘idx(z)fl)/\ /\ st?z),j(‘ray’laayj)

j=idx(zx)

— 2 — —
A (H(yn—l NYan-1). Xz(',az,znq(% Yis--- aYn—l)))

H v Vo o) A A el AxE s 51)
7 TEX
H VR \/ (BFxHE) A A dol@) A3E 0 Yen) D o (@ 51)
VR, /\ W0 v\ @) N
TEX
H A0 v V v e (@)

The final result of this transformation is the sought ¢’. Every time a universal quantifier block

VX, is moved inwards at the /-th stage, the only subformulas, which contain universal quantifiers

0

already, are grouped into 7; ;. Due to the disjointness properties in Lemmas and 29] it is

guaranteed that no 77( ) contains a free occurrence of some € ¥ (details have been elaborated
above). Consequently, in the final result ¢’ we do not have any nested occurrences of universal
quantifiers.

By appropriately renaming variables in ¢, we may restore the property that no two quantifiers
in ¢’ bind the same variables. O
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