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Abstract. In this paper we consider branching time temporal logics of knowledge and belief. These
logics involve the discrete time linear temporal logic operators “next” and “until” with the branch-
ing temporal logic operator “on all paths”. The latter operator is interpreted with respect to a version
of the bundle semantics. In addition the temporal logic of knowledge (belief) contains an indexed
set of unary modal operators “agent i knows” (“‘agent i believes”) and it contains the modality of
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Thus, we get proof systems where proof-search becomes decidable. The soundness and complete-
ness for these calculi are proved.
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1. Introduction

Temporal logics of knowledge and belief are becoming increasingly important in both
mainstream computer science and Al. In Al, temporal logics of knowledge and belief
are used as knowledge representation formalism (Catach, 1988), and may be used in the
specification and verification of distributed intelligent systems (Wooldridge, 1992).

In this paper we consider the branching time temporal logics of knowledge and belief.
These logics involve the discrete time linear temporal logic operators “next” and “until”
with the branching temporal logic operator “on all paths”. The latter operator is inter-
preted with respect to a version of the bundle semantics (Stirling, 1992). In addition the
temporal logic of knowledge (belief) contains an indexed set of unary modal operators
“agent i knows” (“agent i believes”) that allow to represent the information possessed
by the group of agents. These operators satisfy the analogues of the modal logic S5
(K D45).This system is widely accepted as a logic of idealized knowledge (belief) (Fagin
et al., 1995; Halpern and Moses, 1992). Also this logic contains the modality of com-
mon knowledge (belief). For these logics we present sequent calculi with a restricted cut
rule. Thus, we get proof systems where proof-search becomes decidable. The soundness
and completeness for these calculi are proved. Our work uses the ideas from Alberucci
(2002); Halpern et al. (2004) and van der Meyden et al. (2003).
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We mention some related works. In van der Meyden et al. (2003) the Hilbert style
axiom system is presented for branching time temporal logic of knowledge. The linear
time temporal logic of knowledge without common knowledge operator is considered
in (Wooldridge et al., 1998; Dixon et al., 1998). In Wooldridge ef al. (1998) a tableau
based decision procedure is presented for the considered logic. In Dixon et al. (1998)
a resolution-based proof system is presented which is shown to be correct. The logic of
common knowledge without temporal operators is considered in Alberucci (2002), where
complete Tait-style sequent calculus with restricted cut rule for the logic is presented.

The paper is organized as follows. In the next section we provide formal definitions for
the logics we consider. In Section 3 we present sequent calculi and prove the soundness
theorem. In Section 4 we prove the completeness of the presented sequent calculi. In Sec-
tion 5 we present an algorithm to check the provability in the considered sequent calculi.

2. Language and Semantics

To define the language £ for the temporal logic of knowledge (belief) we start from a set
of primitive propositions P = {p,q, ...}, the constant true, the propositional connec-
tives =, A\, V, the epistemic modalities [1], . . ., [n], the epistemic modality E, the common
knowledge (belief) modality C' and the temporal modalities: unary operator o, a binary
operator U and unary operator A. If ¢ is a formula [¢]¢ says that agent ¢ knows (believes)
¢, a formula F¢ says that every agent knows (believes) ¢, a formula C'¢ says that ¢ is
a common knowledge (belief) of all agents, a formula o¢ says that ¢ is true at the next
time moment, a formula ¢U1) says that ¢ holds until ) does, a formula A¢ says that on
all paths ¢ holds.

The semantics for all operators except for the operator A is defined as in Wooldridge et
al. (1998). The semantics for A is defined as in Stirling (1992), which is called the bundle
semantics. We assume that the world may be in any of a set S of states. We generally use
s to denote a state. The internal structure of states is not an issue in this work. A timeline
l is an infinitely long, linear, discrete sequence of states, indexed by natural numbers. For
convenience, we define a timeline [ to be a total function [: N — S. Let T'lines be the
set of all timelines. Note that timelines correspond to the runs of Halpern, Meyden and
Vardi (Halpern et al., 2004). A point, p, is pair (I, u), where [ € Tlines is a timeline and
u € N is a temporal index into I. Any point (I, u) will uniquely identify a state I(u). Two

timelines [, 1" are equivalent to time n if I(j) = I'(j) for j = 0,...,n. Let the set of all
points (over S) be Points. We then let an agent’s knowledge (belief) accessibility relation
R; hold over Points, i.e., R; C Points X Points, foralli € {1,...,n}. A valuation, ,

is a function 7: Points x P — {T', F'}. We can now define models for L.
A model, M, for L, is a structure M = (TL, Ry, ..., R,, ), where:

e TL C Tlines is a set of timelines;

e R; foralli € {1,...,n}, is an agent accessibility relation over Points, i.e., R; C
Points x Points;

e m: Points x P — {T, F'} is a valuation.
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As usual, we define the semantics of the language via satisfaction relation “[=". For L,
this relation holds between pairs of the form (M, (I, u)), where M is a model and (I, u)
is a point of M, and £ formulas. E¢ stands for [1]¢ A ... A [n]e.

o (M,(l,u)) E true;

o (M,(l,u)) Epiff 7(l,u)(p) = T(where p € P);

o (M, (lvu)) ': ¢ iff(M7 (lvu ) l# ®;

o (M, (lvu)) ': ¢V iff (Mv (lvu)) |: ¢ or (M, (lvu)) |: (VR

o (M, (Lw) = 6 A iff (M, (L,u)) = ¢ and (M, (1,0)) = s

o (M,(l,u)) E [i]¢piff vI' € TL,Vv € N, if ((I,u), (I',v)) € R;, then
(M, (1 0) = 65

o (M,(L,u)) E Coiff (M, (l,u)) = E¥¢ fork =1,..., where
El¢ = B¢, E*1¢p = EE*¢;

o (M,(l,u)) | ogiff (M, (l,u+1)) E ¢;

(M, (l,u)) = ¢Uv iff 3v € N such that v > wand (M, (I,v)) =9 and Vw € N,
ifu <w <wthen (M, (l,w)) = ¢;

(M, (I,u)) = Ag iff for all timelines I’ of M that are equivalent to [ to time u, we
have M, (I',u) = ¢.

The semantics we have adopted for the branching quantifier A is called the bundle or the
narrow semantics. There is an alternative definition, which is called the broad semantics:
(M, (I,u)) &= Ag if for all timelines I’ of M and times v with [(u) = I’(u’), we have
(M, (I',u")) = ¢. An L formula ¢ is satisfiable iff there is some (M, (I,u)) such that
(M, (l,u)) = ¢, and unsatisfiable otherwise. An £ formula ¢ is valid in a model M iff
(M, (l,u)) = ¢ for every point (I,u) € M.If C is a class of models, then ¢ is C— valid
iff ¢ is valid in every model in C. An £ model M = (TL,R;,...,R,,7) is a KL,
(BL,) model iff for all ¢ € {1,...,n}, R; is an equivalence relation (Euclidean, serial
and transitive relation).

It is well-known that the following axioms are valid in BL,, models: K: [i]p A [i](¢ D
$) > [ D: [il6 > ~[i]=6 4: 116 > [)ilé 5 ~[ile > [i]-[ilo. C: C > Eé A EC.

It is well-known that the following axioms are valid in K L,, models: K, 4,5, C' and

T : [i]6 D 6.

There is a graphical interpretation of the semantics C' which is useful in the sequel.
Fix a model M. A point (I’,u’) in M is reachable from a point (I, u) if there exists
points (I, uo), ..., (Ig, ux) such that (I,u) = (lg,up), ", u') = (lx,ur), and for all
j=0,...,k — 1 there exists ¢ such that ({;,u;)R;(lj+1,u;j+1). The following result is
well known (Halpern et al., 2004).

Lemma 2.1. (M, (l,u)) = Coiff (M, (I',u)) = ¢ for all points (I', u') reachable from
(I, u).
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3. Tait-Style Sequent Calculi

In this section we introduce Tait-style sequent calculi K'T' and BT for the branching
temporal logics of knowledge and belief.

As usual p, g, . .. stand for primitive propositions and small Greek letters for arbitrary
formulas. Further, the capital Greek letters I', A, X, ... stand for finite subsets of L for-
mulas which are called sequents. For any sequents I'; A and formulas «, 3 the sequent
TUAU{«a}U{pB}isdenotedby I', A, e, 8. Let T be the sequent {c1, . . ., v, }, we often
use the following convenient abbreviations:

-CT = {—|CO41, ey ﬂ(jOén};
ATl = {A(Xl, . ,AOén};
—|AF = {_|A061, ceey _‘Aan}

e VI ={ayV...Vay}

o ['= {—\Ozl, e ,_\Oén};

o il = {—[i]aq,. .., [i]an};
o i)l = {[ila,...,[i]an};

e o' = {oay,...,0a,};

With the help of de Morgans laws and the law of double negation we push the negation
as far as possible, i.e., if ¢ is a A B then =¢ is ~a V=4, if ¢ is aV (3, then =¢ is ~a A=,
if ¢ is —a, then ¢ is .

Let us introduce the Tait-style calculus KT for the branching temporal logic of knowl-
edge. All the rules are represented as schemes.

Axiomof KT: T, o, ~«x

Basic inference rules of KT

Lo, g la I.B
Tavp Tanpg

(V) (N

-CA, —[i]T, [i]A, « ’ I, -« i
—CA, [T, [i] A, [{] e, E([ ] T, =i, D

C-rules of KT
I' - Fa I',-ECa
b - 1 b - 2
F,—Ca( 1) I, -Ca (=C2)
o, Ea N ES
" " (Ind
e, O 5 )

The rules for temporal modalities:

F F7 oY

SUSLRA v )
I, 2,01 No(d1Udo) I, =2 I, —¢1, 0 (01Ud2)
I, 1Ugo ) I, = (01Ugo) 0
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‘|¢/’ ‘\’(/} /\ O(b/
—— —(Ind

—or, (o), 5 )

The rules for A:
- AT, AA, o T -«

At A S ? —A

-AT, AA, Aa, Z( ) r, ﬁAa( )

I,p I'NAoa T, [ila )
I, Ap (4p) T, oA« (o4) T, Ali]a (Af))

The sequent calculus BT for the branching temporal logic of belief is obtained from
KT by changing the rule ([¢]) by the following rule

~CA, T, [T [{]A, ©
—CA, —[{T, [i]A, [i]©,%

where © = () or © = « and dropping the rule(—[i]). We did not introduce any cut rules
since we want to distinguish K'T" and BT with various additional cuts. Hence, we always
mention explicitly which cut rules are admitted. Let us introduce the most general cut
scheme, the general cut rule.

General cut:

I'a I, -«

T (G — cut).

In this case the designated formulas « and —« are called cut formulas of (G — cut).

I« I, -«

T (I1 — cut),

where II is a subset of formulas closed under the negation, o € II.
Let we have a rule

I' Iy, Iy

r r

of KT (BT). It can be verified that if VI'; is K L,, (BL,)-valid or VI'; and VI'y are
KL, (BLy,)-valid, then VI' is K L,, (BL,)-valid. So, by induction on the length of the
proof it can be showed the following

Theorem 3.1 (soundness). If KT + (G — cut) - T' (BT + (G — cut) F T'), then VT is
KL, (BLy)-valid.

By the induction on the height of derivations it can be verified the following

PROPOSITION 3.1. The inference rule 7 (W) is derivable in the calculi KT and BT
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4. Completeness of KT and BT with a Restricted Cut Rule

In this section we prove completeness of the Tait-style calculi KT and BT with the cut
rule, where the cut formula is from some finite set of formulas. Thus we get proof systems
where proof-search becomes decidable (see the next section).

Now we define the Fisher-Ladner closure F'L(«a) of a formula a of £. FL(«) is
defined to be the smallest set such that:

« belongs to FL(«);

true € FL(«);

if 20 € FL(a), then 8 € FL(«);

if 6V € FL(«), then 3,7 € FL(a);
if A~y € FL(«), then 3,7 € FL(a);

if [i]3 € FL(«), then 8 € FL(«);

if Cp € FL(w), then EGB, ECp € FL(w);
ifog € FL(«), then § € FL(«);

if BU~ € FL(a), then 3,v,0(8U~) € FL(«);
if AB € FL(«), then § € FL(«);

FL(«) is closed under the negation.

We define the closure F'Lg(a) to be FL(a) U {A(¢1 V...V ¢p),"A(p1 V...V
&n)l, #1, - - . , Prare distinct formulas in FL(«)}.
As in Fisher et al. (1979) can be verified

PROPOSITION 4.1. For an arbitrary formula « the set F'L(«) is finite and contains not
more than c|a|, where |« is the length of .

The set F'Li(c) is defined to be FLo(c). The set FLp(a) is to be defined
FLo(a) U {[i][i)3, ~[illi13, 11118 € FLo(a),1 < i < n} U {[i]=[i)8, ~[i]-[i18]-[i]8 €
FLy(a),1 <i< n}.

Let X be a finite set of formulas. Then we write ¢ x for the a finite conjunction
formulas in X.

In the remainder of the paper W € {K, B}.

The set Cpp (o is defined to be the set {¢nr, V ... V @y, 0(on, V...V
o)s [ (pan, Ve Vo) [i]=(ean V- - Vo, ), 0 Apan [IMy, ..., My € FLw (), k >
1} U{A¢m|M C FLw ()} The closure Crr,,, (a) is defined to be the set C},LW(Q) U
{=0l¢ € Chp,y (o)t A finite set of £ formulas I' is Crr,, (a) - consistent if WT' +
(CPLy (o) — cut) F =L We write | by T'if WT' + (Cppy, (o) — cut) F T

Suppose CL is a finite set if formulas with the property that for all ¢ € CL, either
—¢ € CL or ¢ is of the form —¢’ and ¢’ € C L. We define an atom for WT of C'L to be
amaximal Crr,,, (a) - consistent subset of C'L.

First, define a state formula to be a formula ¢ such that | Fy —¢, Ap. We write X gp
for the set of states formulas in the set X.

Let o be a Cpp, (q) - consistent formula. We begin the construction of a WL,, -
model of « by first constructing a pre-model Myy (o), which is a structure < Sy, —



Sequent Calculi for Branching Time Temporal Logics of Knowledge and Belief 109

,~a, Ry,... R, > consisting of a set Sy of states, a binary relation — on Syy, a binary
relation ~ 4 on Sy and for each agent 7 a relation R; on Sy, which is an equivalence
(Euclidean, serial, transitive) relation for W = K (W = B).

The set Sy consists of all atoms of F' Ly («). The relation — is defined so that
X — Yiffnot| Fy —px,~opy. The relation R; on Sp is defined so that (X,Y) € R;
iff {¢|[i]¢p € X} C Y. Therelation R; on Sk is defined so that (X,Y") € R; iff {¢|[i]¢ €
X} ={9¢|[i]¢ € Y}. The relation =~ 4 is defined so that X ~ 4 Y iff Xg7 = Ysr. Asin
Alberucci (2002) it can be proved

Lemmad.1. If X C FLw (), and X is Cpr,, (a) - consistent, then there exists an atom
Y of FLy («) such that X CY.

Using the definition of an atom we can verify the following
PROPOSITION 4.2. 1) If X is an atom of F Ly (), ¢ € FLw (o) and
| Fw =X, ¢, then ¢ € X;
2) If X is an atom of F'Ly («), ¢ € FLw (), then ¢ ¢ X iff =¢ € X;

Using the definition of a state formula we can prove the following

PROPOSITION 4.3. 1) If ¢ is a state formula, then —¢ is a state formula;
2) If ¢ is a primitive proposition, or ¢ is of the form [i]¢1, A1, then ¢ is a state
formula;

3) If sis astate in Sy, ¢ € s and ¢ is a state formula, then | Fy —¢s, Ad.
Let Sp be a set of states in the pre-model Mp(a) and X, Y, Z be states from Sp.

Lemma 4.2. e Foreach X € Sp there exists Y € Sp such that (X,Y) € R;.
o f[i]Jf€ Xand (X,Y) € R;, then[i]f €Y,
o if (X,)Y)€eR;and (X,Z) € R;and [i)|B €Y, then 5 € Z.

From Lemma 4.2 it follows that the relation R; in Mp(«) is a serial, transitive and
Euclidean relation for each i € {1,...,n}.

In the remainder of the paper "state" means a state in Syy.

Let U be a set of states. We write ¢ for disjunction of the formulas ¢,, for u € U.

Define a — - sequence of states to be a (finite or infinite) sequence sg, s1, ... such
that sy — s; — ... (in particular, — - sequence may consist of one element).

As in Sakalauskaité (2004), Sakalauskaité (2006) it can be verified.

Lemma 4.3. a) ifogp € F Ly (), then for all states t such that s — t we have
op €siffoet;
b) if [i]¢p € FLw (), then —[i]¢ € s iff there is some state t such that sR;t and
- EL;
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¢) if p1U¢y € FLy (), then p1U do € s iff there exists a —-sequence
§ =89 — S§1 — ... — Sp, Wwheren = 0 such that ¢ € s, and ¢p1 € s, for all
k<n.

d) IfC¢ € FLw (), then =C'¢ € s iff there is a state t reachable from s through
the relations R;, 1 < i < n, such that —¢ € t.

Lemma4.4. If Ap € FLy(a) and Ap € s, then for all states t such that s =4 t, we
have ¢ € t.

Proof. If A¢ € sand s =4 t, then A¢ € t. Hence —¢ ¢ t by (—A). So ¢ € t.

Lemma 4.5. If A¢p € FLy () and = A¢ € s, then there exists a state t suchthat s =~ t
and —¢ € t.

Proof. Suppose A¢p € FLy(a) and —A¢ € s, ie., | by —ps, —Ap. We show by
contraposition that g7 U {—¢} is Crr,, («) - consistent. Let ss7 U {—¢} is Cpry (a) -
inconsistent, i.e., | Fw —@sgp, . So, by therules (A), (—A) | Fw —A{¢1,..., dx}, Ad,
where ss = {¢1,..., ¢k} But | Fyw —9sqp, Adi, 1 < i < k. So by the appropriate
cuts we get | by —@sop, Ag. Since | Fy -5, ¢; we derive | Fy —ps, Ag. Contra-
diction. Thus ss7 U {—¢} is Cpr,, () - consistent, and by Lemma 4.1 there exists an
atom t of F'Lyy () such that sgr U {—¢} C t. Clearly, ¢ € t. Moreover, s ~4 t. This
is because ¢ contains sgp, which in turn contains either ¢ or —¢ for every state formula
¢ € FLy (a)

Let 3 =4 ~A-.
Lemma 4.6. Suppose that s,t are states such that s =z t. Then | by —@s, Ioy.

Proof. From s ~z4 t we have sgr = tgp (1). Write t = {¢1,..., ¢k, ¥1,..., U},
where t N FL(a) = {¢1,...,dr}. Note that all remaining formulas ¢; are of he form
A¢ or [i]¢, or negations of these forms, hence state formulas. From (1) it follows | Fy/
s, A /\é‘:l wj‘

Letg = A \/;?:1 —¢;. By construction, 5 € F'Ly(c). Hence | by —¢y, §or | Fw
g, 0. Since | Fy 0, \/?Zlﬂqu by the rule (—A) and t is Cpr,,, (a) - consistent we
cannot have | Fy —py, 8. It follows =3 € t. Hence = € s, since —( is a state formula.
Thus | Fw —s, 3. Hence | Fw —ps, I AS_; ¢;. We have

| l_W w, _'367 ﬂA’Y’ 3(7 A 6)

and

| Fw,w, 30 | Fw w, =30, ~ Ay, I(y A )
| Fw w, = Avy,3(y A J)

With | Fy w,36 and | Fw w, Ay we get | Fw w,3(y A 0). Take w = —ps,y =
A:_15,6 = AF_) ¢;. Lemma follows.
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We say that an infinite —-sequence of states (sg, $1, . . .) is acceptable if for all n > 0,
if $1U¢s € s,, then there exists m > n such that ¢ € s,, and ¢, € s; for all
n<k<m.

Similar as in Halpern er al. (2004), Sakalauskaité (2004) using c) of Lemma 4.3 we
can verify

Lemma 4.7. Every finite —-sequence of states can be extended to an infinite acceptable
sequence.

The following lemma concerning the branching operator will be useful for our con-
structions.
Below s, s, t' are states from the set Sy from the pre-model My ().

Lemma 4.8. Suppose that s,s’,t' are states such that s — s’ and s' =~ 4 t'. Then there
exists a state t such thatt — t' and s ~ 4 t.

Proof. The proof follows the lines of the corresponding Lemma in van der Meyden et
al.(2003). We proceed by contradiction. Suppose that s — s’ and s’ ~4 t’ and there
does not exist a state £ such that ¢ — ¢’ and s ~4 t. Then for all states ¢, if s ~4 ¢
then | Fy =y, = 0 @ (by the definition of —). By the definition of a2, it follows that
| Fw “@sars Vissmat@t- SO, | Fw —@sar, 7 0 . Since | Fw opy, oy (by the rule
(o)) we get| by —s gy, 0. By the rules (—A) and (A) we derive | Fy —Aps ., Ao
. Using the rule (o A) we get | Fyw - Apsp, 0A—pyp. Since | By —ps, Ap, where
¢ € ssr, by the appropriate cuts, we have | Fy —pg, 0 A=y (1).
Since s — s, we have not | Fy —s, = 0 4. Since

Qs _‘A_‘<Pt’
-0 ()0817 -0 A_‘th’ ’

using (1), by the appropriate cut we get that not | Fy —¢s, " Ay . By Lemma 4.6 and
the assumption that s’ & 4 ', we have | by —@4, . This is a contradiction.

A canonical model for o is a tuple (R, R}, ..., R, m), where R is a set of all se-
quences s%p, sk, ..., where s°, s!, ... is an acceptable sequence of states in My («);
Let (r,n) and (r',n’) be points in R x N. So r(n) = sgr, r'(n’) = tgr for some states
s,tin My (). Then R}, is a binary relation on points in R x N such that (r, n) R} (r',n')
iff sR;t. Let 7(n) = sgr. Then w(r,n)(p) = T iff p € s. The following theorem gives
a sufficient condition for a formula in the Fisher-Ladner closure to hold at a point in the
canonical model. Let s°, s', ... be an acceptable sequence of states and r be a timeline
obtained from that sequence, i.e., 7(n) = s&r. We call the state s™ corresponding to the

point (7, n).

Theorem 4.1. Let W € {K, B}. If T is the canonical model for o, ¢ is in F Ly (o),
then (Z,(r,n)) = ¢ if and only if ¢ € s, where s is the state , corresponding to the point
(r,n).
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Proof. We proceed by induction on the complexity of ¢. The cases for ¢ of the form
1, @1 V P2, P1 A @2 are trivial. The cases for ¢ of the form oy, d1U o, [i]¢1, Cpy are
proved as in Sakalauskaité (2006) using Lemma 4.3 and Lemma 4.7. We prove the case
¢ = A¢r.

We prove the “only if” part. Suppose A¢; € s. Then by Lemma 4.4, we have
¢1 € t for all states ¢ such that s ~4 t. Then by the induction hypothesis we get that
(Z,(r1,nt)) = ¢1),where t is the corresponding state to the point (r/,n/). Let r/ be a
timeline such that 7/ is equivalent to 7 to time n.Then we have s ~ 4 t/, where t/ is a state
corresponding to the point (r/,n). Thus, (Z, (r/,n)) = ¢1. Thus, (Z, (r,n)) E ¢.

Conversely, suppose that =A¢; € s, where s corresponds to the point (7, n). Thus we
have an acceptable sequence X= sg,...,S, = S,... such that r is obtained from X.. By
Lemma 4.5, there exists a state ¢ such that ~¢; € ¢t and s ~ 4 t. By repeated application
of Lemma 4.8, there exist states tg,...,t, suchthatt =t,, s; =~ t; for 0 <7 < n and
to —,... — t,. By Lemma 4.7, we may extend this sequence to an acceptable sequence
toy ... tn,..., Let 7/ be the timeline , obtained from this sequence. By the definition of
timelines it follows that 7/ is equivalent to 7 to time n. By the induction hypothesis we
have (Z, (r/,n)) = —=¢1, hence (Z, (r,n)) &= —Ad:.

COROLLARY 4.1. If 7 is the canonical model for o, (r, n) is a point of Z such that « € s,
where s is the corresponding state to the point (7, n), then (Z, (r,n)) E .

Let W € {K, B}. Assume that « is CFLyw () - consistent formula. Let s be a state in
Sw such that o € s. Such a state must exist as follows by Lemma 4.1. By Lemma 4.7
there exists an acceptable sequence sg, s1,... with s = sg. Let r be the corresponding
timeline in the canonical model Z for a.. Corollary 4.1 implies that (Z, (r,0)) = «. This
establishes the following completeness theorem for the calculi KT + (Cg Lic(a) = cut)
and BT + (Cpr 5 () — cut)

Theorem 4.2 (completeness). Let « be a KL, (BLy,) - valid formula . Then KT +
(Crrg(a) —cut) = a (BT 4 (Cpr () — cut) - a).

5. Decidability of Provability

In this section we define the sequent calculi KT”, BT’ obtained from the calculi KT, BT
by replacing the induction rules (Indy ), (Indc) by the slightly modified induction rules.
Then we prove the decidability of provability in these sequent calculi together with the
restricted cut rule.

We define the rules (Indy) and (Indy;) as follows:

¢, A ogf
~¢', ~(truelU—¢') A =(oU)

These rules are derivable in the calculi KT + (G — cut), BT + (G — cut). So they
are sound.

¢, Ep N Evp

(Undy) = Goncy

(Indy)
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Let K'T', BT’ be the calculi obtained from the calculi KT, BT by replacing the rules
(Indc), (Indy) by the rules (Indy), (Indy;). The rules (Indc), (Indy) are derivable
in the calculi KT, BT" if we have cut rules with additional cut formulas. In the case of
the rule (Indy) these cut formulas are of the form —(trueU—¢') A =(¢U1). In the case
of the rule (Ind¢) these cut formulas are of the form C'p A C).

We extend the closure set of cut formulas Cpr,,,, («) to the set CF, L (@) by adding the
set of additional cut formulas @y = {=(trueU—¢') N =(oU),
(truelU—y') V (sU)|oU% € FLw ()% € Crpy} U{Ch A Cip,~Cé V
~CP|C¢ € FLw(a),h € Cpry, (@)}

We define the set of formulas ®yy, such that:

e they are obtained from formulas in Cpp,, (o) U @y using the inference rules of
WT' + (Cfp,,, (o) — cut) upwards;

o formulas from @y are not included in Cryr,,, (o)) U @yy.

@y is defined as follows: {=(trueU—)'),= o (trueU—)’), o= (trueU—'),
- A o) o trueU—)'  true A o(trueU—w)'), o(trueU—')|¢pUy € FLy(a),
Y€ CFLW(O‘)} U {C¢,E¢ N EY, EY, [1]1/),---,[n]%/fa_'CT/JﬁEl/f,—'ECﬂ%
S, ..o an), H[1]CY, ..., a[n]CY, |Cp € FLw(a),v € Crr,, (a)} U{E¢ A
EY|Co NCtp € Crry, (@)} U{Ac g, |0 Ad € Crry )} U{ondlmo¢ € Cpry, (o)}

Let Crry (a)= Ong(a) U ®y. Using Proposition 4.1 we can verify that the set
CFLW(a) is finite.

We can verify

PROPOSITION 5.1. Let

I'y I Ty
r r
be an inference rule in the calculus W1" + (C{p () — cut). f T' € Cpp, (o) then

I'1,T2 C Crry (a)-

From the proposition above it follows that the number of distinct sequents in any
branch generated by the inference rules upward from « is finite.

Now we describe the following decision algorithm to check if a formula « is provable
in the calculus WT" + (Cyp () — cut) or not, where W € {K, B}.

Algorithm. Try to construct the proof from the end sequent upward. It is clear that
for the last inference there are finitely many possibilities. We will repeat this again for
the sequents which are obtained in this way. When we reach a sequent which doesn’t
produce any new sequent on the considered branch the construction of this branch stops
and we check whether this leaf it is an axiom. Since the number of distinct sequents in
any such branch is finite the construction of each branch stops. Note that the number of
trees generated in such a way is finite. If in this set of trees we get the tree such that all
the leafs are axioms the formula « is provable. Otherwise, we fail.
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Sekvenciju skaiciavimas skaidaus laiko Ziniu ir tikéjimo logikoms
Jrate SAKALAUSKAITE

Nagrinéjamos skaidaus laiko Ziniy ir tikéjimo logikos. Skaidaus laiko operatoriaus “visiems ke-
liams” semantika yra apribota. Sioms logikoms pateikti sekvenciju skai¢iavimai su apribota pjivio
taisykle. Irodytas §iu skai¢iavimuy korektiSkumas, pilnumas ir i§sprendZiamumas.



