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Graph transformation has been used to model concurrergnsgsh software engineering, as well
as in biochemistry and life sciences. The application ofagformation rule can be characterised
algebraically as construction of a double-pushout (DP@yidim in the category of graphs. We show
how intuitionistic linear logic can be extended with resmibound quantification, allowing for an
implicit handling of the DPO conditions, and how resouragidccan be used to reason about graph
transformation systems.

1 Introduction

Graph transformation (GT) combines the idea of graphs, asienrsal modelling paradigm, with a
rule-based approach to specify the evolution of systemsaritbe regarded as a generalisation of term
rewriting. Among the several formalisations of GT based lgelaraic methods, the double-pushout ap-
proach (DPO) is one of the most influential [12]. Intuitidresinear logic (ILL) has been applied to
the representation of concurrent systems [5, 1, 15], inioglship with Petri nets, multiset rewriting and
process calculi. This paper reports work on the embeddifgR®-GT into a variant of quantified intu-
itionistic linear logic with proof terms (HILL). The gendrgoal is to build a bridge between constructive
logic and the specification of concurrent systems based aphgiransformation — with special atten-
tion to model-driven software development. Representindaefibased specifications of object-oriented
programs as proof terms could be useful for mechanised cation.

Hypergraphs are a generalisation of graphs allowing foesdgat connect more than two nodes
(hyperedges). Term-based algebraic presentations of GPPQsually rely on hypergraphs and hyper-
edge replacement[7]. Intuitively, an hypergraph can benddfin terms of parallel compositions of
components — where a component can be either the empty mgplrga node, or an edge component
(an hyperedge with attached nodes). A transformation meyejecreate or preserve components.

It can be convenient to represent an hypergraph as a logiafar where hyperedges are predicates
ranging over nodes, and composition is represented by e Gmgrator. There are naming aspects that
need to be addressed in representing transformation. ticydar, (1) renaming is needed in order to
reason about models up to isomorphism, and (2) the repegsaniof transformation rules involves
abstraction from component names. Transformation canmatpresented directly in terms of either
classical or intuitionistic consequence relation, beeaafsveakening and contraction. Accounts based
on hyperedge replacement [7] and second-order monadic\with higher-order constructoris| [8] rely on
extra-logical notions of transformation. Substructuagits offer a comparatively direct way to express
composition as multiplicative conjunctiom], and transformation in terms of consequence relatior wit
associated linear implication$). This is the case with linear logiCl[5] 9], 6] as well as witlpaetion
logic [10].

There are further semantic aspects to be considered. Ohe touble status of nodes. From the
point of view of transformation, each node as graph compbisem linear resource. From the point of
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view of the spatial structure, a node represents a conmelotitveen edge components — therefore itis a
name that may occur arbitrarily many times. Another aspgettite asymmetry between nodes and edges
with respect to deletion. An edge can be deleted withoutctiffg the nodes, whereas it makes little
sense to delete a node without deleting the edges it is atdaich On the other hand, by default, edge
deletion should not trigger node deletion. There are sysiamhich isolated nodes are disregarded, but
this is not generally the case when dealing with hierardhjcaphs [3] 11/, 14], especially in case nodes
represent subgraphs.

We focus on the problem of representing at the object levehatecuctive notion of renaming, which
behaves injectively, unlike instantiation of quantifiedighles and substitution of meta-variables. Here
we rely on a representation of names as terms that refer atidms, relying on the linear aspect of the
logic, and extending the operational approach presentfPin Our goal is more specific than that of
higher level approaches to names with binding based on raeigic [13,/21]. In sectiofi]2 we provide
a categorical presentation of typed DPO-GT, independeafittyntactical formalisation. In sectioh 3 we
present a form of linear lambda calculus with dependentstypetended with a notion of location (with
|), and a resource bound quantiffﬁto represents name hiding. In section 4 we show how GT systems
can be embedded in HILL.

1.1 Overview

By extending ILL with quantification one can hope to deal wdtbstraction, and therefore to reason
about GT systems in logic terms up éerenaming. However, this requires coping with the diffeen
between variables and names. As a simple example, consgtaph given by am-typed edge (x,y)
that connects two distinct nodesy, and a rule that replaces théyped edge with d-typed one, i.e.
r(ng,n2) with b(ng,ny). In order to abstract from node names, assun@nd» are quantifiers, we need
to introduce an abstract representat@ixy.r(x,y) for the graph. Intuitively, we could choose between
(1) (Quxyr(x,y)) — (Qixy:b(x,y)) and (2)Q2xy.r(x,y) —o b(x,y) to represent the rule. It is not difficult
to see that no interpretation @, Q- in terms of3,V is completely satisfactoryixy.b(x,y) follows from
b(n1,n1), andvxy.r(x,y) impliesr(ng,ny). In general, neither existential nor universal quantiftzatan
prevent the identification of distinct variables throughtantiation with the same term — i.e. they do
not behave injectively with respect to multiple instantiat

Freshness quantificatioill), associated to name restriction in the context of MF-I¢§&i8;/19], relies
on a notion of bindable atom to represent names, an accosnbsfitution in terms of permutation and
of a-equivalence in terms of equivariance. A typing for resimit can be found in.[21]. However, with
standard quantifiers, as well as with freshness, one hastlmtvx.a, /ix.a are logically equivalent to
a whenevelx does not occur i — we can call this property-congruence.

In this paper, we define a quantifieﬁw‘)(that keeps the above-mentioned graph-specific aspeots int
account — in particular, it behaves injectively, and it sfiis the algebraic properties of name restriction
except forn—congruenceél has a separating character (though in a different sensetfrenmtensional
quantifiers in[[20]), by implicitly associating each bouratiable to a linear resource. It has a freshness
character in requiring the relationship between witnesmgeand bound variables to be one-to-one —
this makes the introduction rules %fessentially invertible, unlike standard existential difenration.

3 can be understood operationally by saying that, with it®ghiction, given an instandé :: a [D/x],
all the occurrences of the non-linear tebr(the witness) in the instance become hidden, and in a sense
the witness becomes linear. &(D|n).M :: Ix.a, the witness may still occur in the term, but it has been
exhaustively replaced with a bound variable in the type, iaiés become associated with the linear
locationn. We rely on a meta-level representation of hiding in term&xstential quantification, as
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usually found in dependent type theory. The difference wéh the exhaustive character (a freshness
condition) and with the injective association to linearowses. In this paper we stop short of intro-
ducing restrictionv at the object language level. This could be done, by usingtaspretation for

3 terms such agx.np ® M[x/D]. However, extending lambda-calculus with restrictionoimes more
than technicalities — see [18,121]. Here we limit oursehesdnsider hiding, by using terms such as
£(D|n).M = n® D ® M, with D andn both hidden by the type.

Non-linear terms can be contracted — i.e. two of the same ¢gpebe merged. This can explain
multiple occurrences of a term in an expression, assumiagotint of view of linearity as default.
Technically, the approach we use for names consists of iasisgcthe naming tern to a location, in
order to prevent contraction for the free variable®ithe nominal variables), hence fbritself, thus
closing their scope. Assuming linearity for locationsgquivalence fails on one hand, and on the other
the set of names turns out minimal — unlike in[21], where thma space is affine.

2 Hypergraphs and their transformations

A hypergraph(V,E,s) consists of a st of vertices, a seE of hyperedges and a functien E — V*
assigning each edge a sequence of verticeé.inPA morphism of hypergraphs is a pair of functions
@ V1 — Vo and¢: : E; — Ep that preserve the assignments of nodes — thag(is,s1 = spo ¢:. By
fixing a type hypergrapii G= (7, &,ar), we are establishing sets of node typ€sand edge type&
as well as defining the arityr(a) of each edge typa € & as a sequence of node types.TA-typed
hypergraph is a paifHG,type of a hypergrapiHG and a morphisntype: HG — TG. A T G-typed
hypergraph morphisnfi: (HG1,type ) — (HG,, type) is a hypergraph morphish: HG; — HG, such
thattype o f =type.

A graph transformation rulés a span of injective hypergraph morphisl:ns'— K R, called aule
span A hypergraph transformation system (GE8)= (T G,P, 11, Gp) consists of a type hypergradhG,
a setP of rule names, a function mapping each rule ngnte a rule spam(p), and an initialT G-typed
hypergraphGy. A direct transformation G2 His given by adouble-pushout (DPO) diagraas shown
below, where (1), (2) are pushouts and top and bottom arespales. For a GTY = (TG,P, 1,Gp), a
derivationGo = G, in ¢ is a sequence of direct transformatidBg = G; =2 - -- == G, using the

rules in&. An hypergraplG is reachablein ¢ iff there is a a derivation o6 from Gg.

L~ K—-R

J oo |n

G<z—D——H

9 h

Intuitively, the left-hand sidé& contains the structures that must be present for an apgplicat the
rule, the right-hand sidR those that are present afterwards, and the gluing gkagthe rule interface
specifies the “gluing items”, i.e., the objects which aredrdaring application, but are not consumed.
Operationally speaking, the transformation is perfornmetivio steps. First, we delete all the elements in
G that are in the image df \ | (K) leading to the left-hand side pushout (1) and the interntedjeaph
D. Then, a copy oL \ I(K) is added toD, leading to the derived grapH via the pushout (2). The
first step (deletion) is only defined if the built-in applicet condition, the so-called gluing condition,
is satisfied by the matctn. This condition, which characterises the existence of pusfil) above, is
usually presented in two parts.

Identification condition: Elements ofL that are meant to be deleted are not shared with any other
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elements — i.e., forak € L\ |(K), y € L, m(x) = m(y) impliesx=y.

Dangling condition: Nodes that are to be deleted must not be connected to ed@abat are not to be
deleted — i.e., for alV € Gy, for all e € Gg such that occurs ins(e), thene € mg(Lg).

The first condition guarantees two intuitively separatepprties: first — nodes and edges that are
deleted by the rule are treated linearly, iris injective onL \ | (K); second — there must not be conflicts
between deletion and preservation, im(L \ I(K)) and m(I(K) are disjoint. The second condition
ensures that after the deletion action, the remaining tstreids still a graph, and therefore does not
contain edges short of a node.

As terms are often considered up to renaming of variabléscdmmon to abstract from the identity
of nodes and hyperedges considering hypergraphs up to ipbmm. However, in order to be able to
compose graphs by gluing them along common nodes, thesédlagédentifiable. Such potential gluing
points are therefore kept as timerfaceof a hypergraph, a set of nodegxternal nodes) embedded into
HG by a morphism : | — HG. An abstract hypergraph | — [HG] is then given by the isomorphism
class{i’: 1 — HG' | 3 isomorphismj : HG — HG' such thatjoi =i'}.

If we restrict ourselves to rules with interfaces that diszrete(i.e., containing only nodes, but no
edges), a rule can be represented as a pair of hypergraphs shiared interfack i.e., Al.L — R,
such that the set of nodeds a subgraph of both,R. This restriction does not affect expressivity in
describing individual transformations because edges ealeleted and recreated, but it reduces the level
concurrency. In particular, concurrent transformati@pstcan no longer share edges because only items
that are preserved can be accessed concurrently.

Syntactical presentations of GT based on this semantics lbeen given, relying on languages with
a monoidal operator, a name restriction operator and ampppte notion of rule and matching [7].

3 Linear lambda-calculus

We give a constructive presentation of an extension oftinmistic linear logic based on sequent cal-
culus, using a labelling of logic formulas that amounts toeT of linearA-calculus [1] 2| 4, 17]. We
build on top of a system with ILL propositional type constars —,®,1,! and universal quantifiey
(we omit— as case of the latter). Each of these can be associatet-ta&ulus operatof [1, 17]. Linear
implication (o) is used to type linear functions, and we uséor linear abstraction (with ~ for linear
application), to distinguish it from non-linedr (typed byv). We assume-renaming ang-congruence
for A andA (with linearity check for the latter). The operator asstaziatio ® is parallel composition,
with nil as identity. The ! is interpreted as closure operator. Werekthis system with a dependant
type constructol to introduce a notion of naming, and with a resource-bounstential quantifieé
associated with linear hiding.

We rely on a presentation based on double-entry sequen({&{l.6A sequent has forf;A- N :: a,
whereA is the linear context, as list of typed linear variableai(...) among which we distinguish
location variablesr;m,...), andT is the non-linear context, as list of typed variablagy(...). We
implicitly assume permutation and associativity for eaohtext, and use a dot)(for the empty one.

N :: a is a typing expression (typed term) wheds a label (term) andr is a logic formula (type)+
represents logic consequence, whenever we forget abms.t&ve need to keep track of the free nominal
variables in order to constrain context-merging rules, tarttiis purpose we annotate each sequent with
the set> of such variables, writing®]; ; A+ N :: a, whereX is a subset of the variables declared’in

Derivable sequents are inductively defined from the axionusgroof rules in section 3.1, and with
them the sets of well-formed terms and non-empty types.cddtiat the definition of derivation includes
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that of the free nominal variable sEt A

Syntactically, terms aré1 = v | x| n | nil [N;®@ Ny | £(D|N).N [ AXN | AuN | N;"Nz | ND |IN |
discard " in N | copy(x), where non-linear terms (those that do not contain freeafivariables) are
D =x|!N. Formulas (or types) are = A|E(D1:a1,...,Dp:0n) |1|o1®@az | op — a2 |'ag | VX:
B.a | IX: B.a | a|D. Linear equivalence is defined = =4t (a — B)® (B — a). Patterns are
terms given byP =v | x| n| nil | PL@ P, | €(x|n).P |'P | copy(X). They are used itet expressions, defined
as let P=Npin N2 =gt Nz[Ny/P].

We say thay is anatomic typevhenever eithey = A or y=E;(D; : a,...,Dk: ax) whereas, ..., o
are closed types. We takg, Ay, ... to be atomic closed types, meant to represent GT node typesdé
of type A is represented as non-linear variable of typdddee sectiohl4). We take, E;, ... to stand for
atomic type constructors, meant to be associated with G& sggs. A HILL typeE(D;: Ty,...,Dk: Tk)
(by annotating terms with their types) is meant to represeG{T edge typd(Ay,...Ay), if we forget
node terms, whenevé@i = 'Aq,... Ty = Ax.

Semantically, we assume that LV, a set of linear variables,€ UV, a set of non-linear variables,
andn € LOC C LV, a set of linear variables that evaluate to themselves aidvh call locations. Given
a derivable sequerf?, the non-linear conteXt can be interpreted as a partial functidV — TY such
thatl" (x) is either closed or undefined for eaghand the linear context as a partial functiohV — TY,
such that for each € LOC, if definedA(n) has forma | D (location typ@ with a closed, and non-linear
term of typea. The free variables if are those for which eithdr or A is defined.FVq (N) denotes the
free variables occurring iN, FVq (a) those occurring irr (subscripts omitted in case of no ambiguity).
We require forA oc (restriction ofA to LOC) to satisfy the followingseparation condition for each
n,me LOC,n # mif defined FV (A oc(n)) NFV (AjLoc(m)) = 0. We say that a location jsroper if
FV (A Loc(n)) # 0, improperotherwise.

The location typing assignment: 3|D says thaD of type 3 is thenaming termof n, thatn is the
location -location) ofDD, and that the variables that occur freeDn(nominal variable} are located
atn. We denote byNameg the subset of well-typed terms that occur as naming terng3. ine use
FN(D) (resp. FN(a)) to denote the nominal variables that occur fre®ilfresp. a), and we denote
by Z the set of the free nominal variables@ i.e. the free variables that occur Mameg. Variables
become nominal when located. Semantically, a name can bglthof as a paifD, n) (nhaming term and
location). The separation condition implies thabc is injective in a strong sense — different locations
are associated with names that do not share free variables.

The separation condition required by the definitiomgfyc needs to be enforced explicitly, in all
the context-merging rules. In order to express the comgfraie annotate sequents with the recursively
computed sek (in brackets) of the free naming variables. We téke¥' x| to represent the disjoint
unionZ W' W {x}, and[Z — x| to represen&\{x} if x € £ andZ otherwise. The introduction of loca-
tions determines a change in the behaviour of the free maadivariables that become nominal: by the
separation condition, two free nominal variables withetiint locations cannot be identified. This corre-
sponds to restricting the application of meta-level carito;m — as implicit in the double-entry sequent
formulation. RuleContrin the proof system has a more technical charactér [17] aisduiaffected by
the separation condition.

The rule3Rintroduces| on the left, whereasL eliminates it. Notice that is not treated as standard
constructor in the rules — we do allow it to appear in posipesition with proper locations. There are
no axioms and no right introduction rules figrand it is not possible to derive a proper location frionas
all variables declared ih are of closed types. With the given restriction in placeyamiproper locations
can be un-linearised, i.e- (!a|D) — a|D with D closed, and moreover (!¥x.a |x) — Vx.a|x, but
¥FalD— a|D.
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Intuitively, the JL rule binds a name (a naming variable and a location), extgntiie schema of
the standard existential rule. TR® rule creates a name and hides it (both naming term and logatio
replacing exhaustively the term with a bound variable intipe. Notice that locations may occur in
negative positions either free, bound (witk) or hidden bound (With::I), and may occur in positive
positions only hidden (witfil), whether bound or free. A term islacation termwhen it evaluates to
a location. As there is no right introduction pfwe do not need to consider complex location terms
explicitly. The operator associated Iacan be defined as

g(DIN).M :: 3x: B.a =q; (D:B)®(M::a[D/x])® (n:: B|D)

for a non-linear ternD :: B, with closedf andx not occurring inD, that additionally satisfies a
freshness conditiorFV (D) NFV (a) = 0.

The definition ofé is based on that of proof-and-witness pair associated Wéhriterpretation of
existential quantifier, in standaid-calculus [23] as well as in its linear version [4) 17] — howe\here
a location is added as evidence that the witness is locateglloEationn is a linear term — this changes
the nature of the operator, giving it a resource-bound clara

The freshness condition ensures that the occurrences ofathhe are the same as the occurrences
of the naming term in the main type, and makes the introdactites of3 essentially invertible, unlike
standard existential quantification. The freshness cimmdis trivially satisfied in the case alL. In the
case ofIR, it follows from the fact thatr — a can be derived frorfi 1,X%, wheread can be derived from
', — assuming thaf 1 andl", are disjoint, and that does not occur id. Unlike standard linear logic
rules, the definition ofIR involves splitting the non-linear context.

The following statements can be proved by induction on thiitien of derivation, using the sep-
arating condition and linearity of locations. Unlike in dide-entry formulations of standard ILL, rule
Weakening is explicitly needed here, in order to prove Cimiehtion for thed case.

Prop. 1 (1) RulesCutand!Cut can be eliminated without loss for provability.
(2) Given a derivationz|;;AFN:: a
(2.a) it is possible to define a surjective functiboc from the free nominal variables i to the
set of the naming termdamessuch thatoc(x) =D iff x€ FN(D) andD € Names
(2.b) given a non-linear closed tyme such that neither a closed tedn:: a nor a term of type
vx: a.a|x are derivable fronfr, there is a one-to-one correspondence between dogations in
negative positions and those (hidden) in positive posstion

Prop. 2 The following formulas are provable

- (?x: a.p) = (ﬁAy: a.Bly/X) (y not in B)

H @xy: a.y) = (Jyx: a.}/)

FEx:a.pey =(BeIx:a.y) (xnotinf)
I—(?Ix:a.B—oy) —o (B—oélx:a.y) (xnotinB)

Notice that in general, an operatercan be characterised as name restriction when it satisies th
following properties([7].

a-renaming: vy.N = vzN]|z/y], avoiding variable capture

permutation: vxy.N = vyxN

scope extrusion: VX.N;1 ® N, = N; ® vx.Np, with x not in N;

n-congruence: VX.N = N, with xnotinN
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By the first three formulas in Propl 2 satisfies properties af-renaming, exchange and distribution
over ®, and therefore satisfies the corresponding properties of restriction. l@nather hand; does
not generally satisfy)-congruence, i.e. it cannot be proved thias equivalent talx. a whenx does not
occur free ina (neither sense of linear implication holds).

It isAnot difficult to see that the following formulas, whicheaall valid for existential quantification,
fail for 3

Prop. 3 (1) ¥ (3x: B. a(x,x)) —o Ixy: B. a(x,y)

(2 %VZ(:B. (élz:B.a(z,z)) —o §Iy:AB.or(y,x) A
(3) ¥ (Fyx: B. a1(X) @ a2(x)) — (Ix: B.a1(X)) ® Ix: B.a2(X)

In fact, each of the above formulas can be given graphicatpnétations that correspond to basic
breaches of the DPO conditions [22].

3.1 Proofrules

Lid uld

[0;Fuatu:a with o atomic [0);,x::a;-Fx:a with a closed

[Zo];iTo,xuB;-FNa—oa
[Z1];T1;-FD B [Z1,22];T1,T2;AFM :: a[D/X]

[£1,%5,FV(D)];T1,M 2;A,n:: BID+ &(D|n).M :: Ix: B.a IR
Z,7;lz:B;An:Blzv:akN:y .
[Z;r;Auz3z: B atlet&(Zn).v=uinN:y AL
[Z];T,x=B;AF-M = a . ZrAusa-M:B R
[Z—X;[AFAX M VX B. o v [Z;FAFAu:a.M:a—f
Z1;T;-FDuB [Z;T;Av:aD/xEN:y L
[Z1,22];T;Auzvx: B.akleev=uDinN:y v
[Z1);M A EM o [ZiT0uBENY L
[Z1,22);T; 01,0, viia — BEletu=vVMinN:y
Zi; A EMza [Z)T 20N B Z;MAuza,vi:BEN:y L
[21,22];T 01,0 FM@Na® B Z;MAw:aBFletuv=winN:y @
R [Z;[AFEN: o n
O;r;-Fnil::l [Z;T;Au: 1k letnil=uinN: a
;M- FMa | [Z];F,x:a;AFEN:B L

|
[Z;F;-FEIM:la ‘R ;A ulaklet!x=uinN: B~
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2, AFNCa [Z;rxza;AuszakF-N:y
; ; - Weak . Contr
[Z];T, ;A discard(T) in N a [Z];T,x:a;AF let u=copy(X)inN::y

[Z;; ANz o [Z;FAuzaEM:B
[Z,2];F;AA Fletu=NinM::

Cut

[Z;l;-FDxa [2);Mx:a;AEM:B

=Y [FV(D)/X[.FAD/X - letx=DinM = g '

4 Graphsin HILL

Itis possible to embed GT systems in HILL, along lines givef22] — though there the logic allowed
only for variables as naming terms, making it harder to de#i Wierarchical graphs. Here instead a
node can be represented as non-linear @rml whereT =!AandAis an atomic closed type, for which
we can assume no closed terms are given. This makes it possitheal with granular representations in
which nodes can be subgraphs.

An edge can be represented as a dependently typed functidableau :: Vx; @ Tp,... . % :
Tk.E(x1,...,X). An edge component can be derived as a sequent

[(Z1, . ;MU X i T, % TeE(Xq, -+, %) Fu Dy... Dyt E(Dy,...,Dx)

from the assumption&,];I;- D1 Ty ... [Z];T;-F Dy Tk
The same component with hidden node names can be represasnted

[Z'];T;m = Th|Dy, ..., Nk i Te| Dk, Ui Vxg TTa, e X T E(Xq,..., %) F
E(Dy|ng) ... (Dxlnk).uXg ... X 3% oy X Tk E(Xa -, Xk)

where¥’' = [Z3,FV(Dy),..., 2, FV(Dk)]. The empty graph can be representedas ;- + nil :: 1. The
parallel composition of two component&;];I;A1 - Gy 1y and [Z2];T; 02 F Go it o
can be represented as

[Z1,22);T; 01,0 F GG i@ Vo

As a further example, assumifg); ;- = D :: T an isolated node can be represented as

[=,FV(D)];F;n: T|DF &(D[n).nil : 3x: T.1

It is not difficult to see how an encoding of hypergraphs intalHcan be defined inductively along
these lines. Le® be a typed hypergraph, and let it be closed (i.e. withoutreatenodes). We can define
a graph signaturéAl AE), whereAY are the locations that represent the node§pandA§ are the
linear variables that represent the edge&oiVe callgraph formulaghose in theﬂ,@,ﬁ,v, | fragment
of the logic containing as primitive types only node and etyges, such that quantification ranges on
node types only. We say that a graph formyle in normal form whenevey = ﬁ(ﬁ). a, where
eithera =1 or o = E;(X1) ® ... ® Ex(X), with x:: T a sequence of typed variables. The formula is
closed ifx; C x for each 1< i < k. G can be represented by a derivation
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[FN(AYN];T; AR AE - NG 2 y

wherey is a closed normal graph formula that we aalpresentativeof G. This encoding can be
extended to an abstract hypergraphs G, by representing edges with linear variablsand internal
nodes with Iocationﬁg as before, and by representing interface nodes as fredlegithat can ba -
abstracted. The representativbas then fornvx, : Tx,...,X; : T;.y, wherey’ is a normal graph formula,
andx; : Ty,...,x; : T are the open nodes. This translation generalises that oii2a].

4.1 Transformation rules

Graph transformation can be represented by linear infererla particular, a direct transformation
G = H, whereG,H are closed hypergraphs, can be encoded logicallase Wy, whereys, yiy are
representatives db andH, respectively. Lett(p) = AK.L = R be a DPO transformation rule with
discrete interface, i.e. such thatis the set of the typed nodes that are shared betlvegmlR, and such
that none of them is isolated in bothandR. Thenp can be represented logically as non-linear term

Zp IVX i Ty, X T — R

wherey , yg are normal graph formulas, representativek ahdR respectively, anay : Ty, ..., X : Tk
represent the nodes K. The ! closure guarantees unrestricted applicabilityyensially quantified
variables represent the rule interface, and linear imgdinarepresents transformation.

As shown in the double-pushout diagram (secfibn 2), theiegtn of rule ii(p) determined by
morphismmto a closed hypergrapB, resulting in a closed hypergraph can be represented up to iso-
morphism as a derivation of &hrepresentativery = Hy Ty.BH from aGrepresentativeg = Hy Ty.Be,

based orz, and on the multiple substitutida: T, Ax: X Ty] of the free variables g, y&, corresponding
to the interface morphisrd (not required to be injective) in the diagram. A transforimatdetermined
by an application of the rule can be proved correct, up to apimsm, by the fact that the following is a
derivable rule

[0;l;-Fac=ag UG’:§y3Ty-aL[Z:T2<iX:TX]®aC
[O;T;-F an=ay UH’Zgly:Ty-aR[Z:TﬂLX:TX]@aC

[0]);T;VX: Tx.aL — arl ag —o ay —

wherez: T, Cy: Ty, asG andH are closed.

Prop. 4 The application of a transformation rule to a closed gragiragentative implies linearly a
closed graph representative that is determined up to gemphdrphism by the instantiation of the
rule interface variables (morphisd). The match determined iy (up to isomorphism) satisfies
the gluing condition on both sides — with respect to the mitdnce premise and the initial graph,
and with respect to the rule instance consequence and thlienmggraph — and therefore satisfies
the DPO conditions (Proof: sincébehaves injectively with respect to multiple instantinipas
from Prop[1(2.b), and satisfies the properties of restricim Prop[2).

As to reachability, a sequent Py,..., R, Go F G1, wherel does not contain any rule, can express
that graphG; is reachable from the initial grapBg by applying rulesP; = VX1.a1 — B1, ..., B =
VXk.ax — Pk once each, abstracting from the application order. A sdqudh;,...,R;Go F Gy can
express tha6G; is reachable fronGGy by the same rules, regardless of whether or how many timgs the
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are applied. The parallel application of rukeg.a; — 1, VXz.a2 —o B, can be represented as application
of VX1Xz.(a1 — B1) ® (a2 — B2), as distinct fromX X,.01 ® az —o B1 & Bo.

4.2 Example

We give an example of logic derivation that represents thmicadion of a transformation rule (graph-
ically represented in Fig. 1), conveniently simplifyingetimotation, by making appropriate naming
choices.

(X]_,Xz) - A(Xl,Xg)
;B(%2) F B(x2)
;C(x1) - C(x1)
I' D(x5,x6) F D(xs,Xs)
™ A(X1,X%2),B(X2),C(x1),D (X5, %6)
C(x1) @ A(X1,%2) ® D(Xs,%6) @ B(X2)
Mr X1 Mr X2
M FXxs M F X

;N1 ]X1,M2| X2, N5 | X5, NG | X5,
A(x1,%2),B(%2),C(x1),D(Xs,Xs) F YH
M= r7X5>X6

®R*

®L, 3L

I:v Ny LX17 n2 LX27A(X17 X2)7 B(X2)7
Jys,¥a 1 a3.C(x1) ® D(ys,ya) - W

M A(X, X3) F A(xe, X3)
F;C(xl) ~ C(Xl)
r;C(Xl)aA(X17X3)
FC(x1) @ A(X1,X3)
M= X3 :
Mg x5, C(x1), A(Xe, Xa) IR Ting|xg, np %,
F 3y 1 02.C(x1) © A(Xa,Y2) Alx,%2),B(x2),
3ys,Ya 1 03.C(x1)
®@D(Y3,Ya) - W
[ n1lx, N2 | X2, N3 X, C(Xa), AlX, X2), A(X1, Xa), B(X2),
(Ty2: 02.C(x1) @ A(X1,Y2)) — (Jy3,Ya: 03.C(x1) @ D(y3,Ya)) - ¥4
[ n1lX, N2 | X2, N3 | X3, C(X1), A(X1, X2), A(X1,X3), B(X2), 0 F W
F=T"x,%,X3
r0,¥6 - W
F’; ok Ve — W

—o L

— R

where graph$5,H and rulert(p) be represented as follows
Yo = 3X1 1 a1,%2 1 02,X3 : 03.C(X1) @ A(X1, X2) @ A(Xq, X3) @ B(X2)
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Figure 1: Transformation example

g
3
*

& ="y1: a1.(3y2: a2.C(y1) @ A(Y1,Y2)) —o (Jy3,Ya : 03.C(y1) @ D(ys,Ya)
W=37:01,2: 02,2324 03.C(71) ® A(z1,22) ® D(z3,24) ® B(22)

The derivation shows that the graph representeg,; asn be obtained by a single application to the
graph represented &g of the rule represented @s. The transformation can be represented logically as
sequenf’;d - yg — W, easily provable by backward application of the proof ruéesshown. The fact
that naming terms here are variables makes the book-keepiinge nominal variables straightforward
(and annotation unnecessary).

5 Conclusion and further work

We have discussed how to represent DPO-GTS in a quantifiedsah of ILL, to reason about concur-

rency and reachability at the abstract level. We focussedbstraction from name identity, an aspect
that in hyperedge replacement formulations of GT is oftespeiated with name restriction![7]. We

used an approach that, with respect to nominal logic, appsanparatively closer td [21] than 1o [20]

— though our resource-bound quantifier is essentially basedxistential quantification, and unlike

freshness quantifiers does not seem to be so easily undgistteyms offor all.

We have followed the general lines of the encoding presentf2?], but we have relied on a more
expressive logic, allowing for the use of complex terms amem With this extension, it becomes
possible to go beyond flat hypergraphs as defined in sectiand®to consider structured ones|[LL, 3].
Moreover, it should be possible to deal with transformatioles that are not discrete, i.e. that include
edge components in the interface, by shifting to a reprasentin which hyperedges, too, are treated
as names. However, if such extensions do not appear particpkoblematic from the point of view of
soundness, they may make completeness results rather iffiodtd
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