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Abstract

The semilattice relevant logics “R, YT, “RW, and “TW (slightly different from the
orthodox relevant logics R, T, RW, and TW) are defined by “semilattice models” in which
conjunction and disjunction are interpreted in a natural way. In this paper, we prove the
equivalence between “LK-style” and “LJ-style” labelled sequent calculi for these logics. (LK-
style sequents have plural succedents, while they are singletons in LJ-style.) Moreover, using
this equivalence, we give the following. (1) New Hilbert-style axiomatizations for “R. and
YT. (2) Equivalence between two semantics (commutative monoid model and distributive
semilattice model) for the “contractionless” logics “RW and “TW.

1 Introduction

Relevant logics which are defined by “semilattice models” are called semilattice relevant logics;
they have been studied in the literature, e.g., [3, 4, 5, 8, 9]. A typical semilattice relevant logic YR,
is defined to be the set of formulas that are valid in any “R-models, where a “R-model (I, -, e) is a
semilattice with identity e (i.e., (I, -, e) is an idempotent commutative monoid). This structure can
be considered to be a “structure of information”—I is a set of pieces of information, - is a binary
operator which combines two pieces of information, and e is an empty piece of information. The
notion “a | A” (a formula A holds according to a piece « of information) is inductively defined
in a natural way:

GEA-B < VBT [(BEA) = (afk B).
aE AANB <= (a | A) and (o = B).
alEAVB < (afEA) or (o E B).

(In this paper, formulas are constructed by the connectives — (implication), A (conjunction) and
V (disjunction).) We say that a formula A is valid in the model if and only if e = A.
In addition to YR, the semilattice relevant logics YT, YRW, and YTW appear in this paper,

where they are obtained by modifying the definition of “R-model and/or the definition of “E=" as
follows. The definition of “a = A—B” in “T/YTW-models is described as

VBralBkEA) = (afB)

where > is a binary relation on I, and YRW /YTW-models are commutative monoids without the
idempotence postulate: a-a = a.

A point of semilattice models is that “a E A = a8 &= A” is not always true, which reflects
the principle of relevant logics—adding an irrelevant assumption () makes a fall of truth value.



This excludes “paradoxical” formulas, e.g., A—(B—A), while acceptable formulas such as A—A,
(AAB)—A, A—(AVB) and (AA(BVC))—((AAB)VC) are valid in any semilattice models. More-
over, there are some marginal formulas that correspond to some postulates on models. For example,
the formula (A—(A—B))—(A— B) corresponds to the idempotence postulate: this formula is not
in YRW or “TW while it is in YR and YT. (Since this formula is called contraction, the logics
YRW and YTW are also called contractionless logics.) These examples show an advantage of
semilattice models: various features of relevant logics are represented by simple devices of models.
The “orthodox” relevant logics (see, e.g., [1, 2]) and the semilattice relevant logics coincide in
the {—, A}-fragments, but they have a slight difference if the connective V exists. For example,
it is known ([9]) that R_ ,v € “R where R_ Ay is the set of provable formulas in the {—, A, V}-
fragment of the well-known relevant logic R. The orthodox relevant logics are usually defined by
their proof systems, and models of them are relatively complicated. On the other hand semilattice
relevant logics are defined by simple models; then development of proof theoretical studies is a
natural requirement for semilattice relevant logics. This paper is a study in such a direction.

The results of this paper are summarized as follows.

1. Equivalence between the LK-style and LJ-style labelled sequent calculi. For the
logic YR, there is a cut-free labelled sequent calculus, called LK“R, where the labels o, 3, ... are
finite sets, and the both sides of a sequent are multisets of labelled formulas.

Axioms of LK"R: a:A=aA

Inference rules of LK”R:
e The weakening/contraction rules for both side. For example:

I'=s A oA a:A
I'=s> A A

I'= A
a: A, I'=> A

(weakening left) (contraction right)

e Rules for —:

I's A pB:A aUB:B =X {a}: A, = A, aU{a}:B

CASB T = Ay (k) = AaAop et
where a does not appear in the lower sequent of “— right”.
e Rules for A and V. For example,
a:Al'=>A a:BIT'= A v loft I'=> A A \ rieht
a:AVB,T = A (ViIeft) A avp (v Hieht)

(Rules for A are the dual forms of the ones for V.)

This system is known to be complete in the following sense: A € YR if and only if LK"R F = (): A
(i.e., the sequent = ): A is provable in LK“R). On the other hand, there is another labelled
sequent calculus, called LIVR, that is defined from LK"R by imposing the restriction that the
right-hand side of each sequent is a singleton. (The names LK“R and LJ“R come from the
well-known sequent calculi LK for the classical logic and LJ for the intuitionistic logic, where LK
and LJ are equivalent to the label-free parts of LK“R and LJ“R, respectively.) In this paper,
we prove that LK“R. is a conservative extension of LIR. (although LK is not a conservative
extension of LJ); therefore the following three conditions are shown to be equivalent: (1) A € VR.
(2) LK"R F = 0: A. (3) LI"R F = 0: A. Moreover, similar results for VT, YRW, and YTW are
proved. These are shown with a delicate transformation of sequent-proofs. Note that these results
were already stated in [5], but the proof there was wrong (see the beginning of Section 3).

2. Hilbert-style axiomatization of “R/YT. We prove that Hilbert-style systems for YR
and YT are obtained from the orthodox systems R and T by adding an extra inference rule. In



[3], such a result for “R has been proved where the extra rule is slightly different from this paper.
Our extra rule corresponds to the “V left” rule of LI”R, and our proof method is “translation
of LIYR(YT)-sequents into formulas”, which is clearer than the method of [3]. For YT, no other
completeness proof for Hilbert-style systems has been known. Unfortunately we do not yet get
such a result for "RW /“TW.

3. Equivalence between the commutative monoid semantics and the distributive
semilattice semantics for YRW /YTW. In [4, 5, 8], two kinds of models are introduced for
YRW /“TW: one is “commutative monoid” and the other is “distributive semilattice”. In this
paper we introduce labelled sequent calculi for both semantics. Then, by the analysis of these
systems, we show the equivalence of the two semantics in the sense that a formula A is valid in
any commutative monoid models if and only if A is valid in any distributive semilattice models.
This equivalence for “RW and for the {—, A}-fragment of “T'W have been proved in [4, 8] (where
the proof methods are different from this paper), but the result for YTW with the connective V
has not been proved so far.

Thus our results are classified into three, where the first one is a fundamental result on the proof
theory of the semilattice relevant logics and the second and third ones solve some open problems,
making good use of the first result. We hope that some more important property on the semilattice
relevant logics will be shown by virtue of the fundamental result; for example, a decision procedure
for YR(YT) with the cut-free system LJYR(YT) is an attractive goal. (It is open whether they
are decidable or not.) We also hope to extend these results to other relevant logics, for example,
E and the neighbors appearing in [6].

The structure of this paper is as follows. In Section 2, we present the definitions of the semi-
lattice relevant logics YR and YT with the semilattice models. Then we introduce the labelled
sequent calculi LKYR and LK”T, and we prove the completeness of them. In Section 3, we
introduce the labelled sequent calculi LJYR and LJ”T, and we prove that LK"R. (or LK”T) is
a conservative extension of LJYR. (or LIYT, respectively). In Section 4, we show that LJ“R and
LJYT can be changed into systems without the “weakening” rule. These systems are called LI"R
and LIYT, which are proved, in Section 5, to be sound with respect to the semilattice models.
The results of Sections 2-5 imply the Main Theorem 5.4, which claims the equivalence between
the conditions: A € X, LKX F=0:4, LIX F = 0:A4, and LIX - = 0: 4, for X € {“R,"T}.
In Section 6, we present Hilbert-style systems for YR and “T, and we show the soundness and
completeness of them. In Section 7, we investigate the logics “YRW and “TW. We introduce two
kinds of labelled sequent calculi which reflect the two kinds of models (commutative monoid and
distributive semilattice). All the results of Sections 2-5 are translated for “RW /“TW, and then
we obtain the equivalence between the two semantics.

2 Labelled sequent calculi and completeness

In this section we present the definitions of semilattice models and labelled sequent calculi for YR
and YT, and we prove the completeness of these calculi. (This completeness result appeared in

[5].)

Formulas are constructed from propositional variables and the binary connectives —, A and V.
We assume that the set of propositional variables is countable. We use the metavariables p,q, ...
for propositional variables, and A, B, ... for formulas.

A pair M = ((I,-,e), V) is said to be a “R-model if it satisfies the following conditions.

e (I,-,e) is an idempotent commutative monoid (a semilattice with identity e); that is, I is a
non-empty set, - is a binary operator on I, and e € I such that (a-8)-y = a-(8-7), a8 = B-«,
a-a = a, and a-e = « hold for any «, 8,7 € I.



e V is a subset of I x Var, where Var is the set of propositional variables.
For an element « in I and a formula A, we define a notion
abEu A
inductively as follows.
alFEyp < (a,p)eV.
aby A-B <= Vel [(BEm A) = (afFu B)l.
abEm ANB <= (al=pm A) and (o Eu B).
aEy AVB <= (akEym A) or (e Em B).
We say that a formula A is valid in the model M if and only if e = A.
A YT-model is obtained from a “R-model by adding a binary relation on the base set. A pair
M = ((I,-,e,=),V) is said to be a “T-model if the <-free part is a “R-model and < is a transitive

binary relation on I such that e < a and (« < 8 = a+y < (). The notion o =y A is defined
like YR-models where the clause for implication is changed as

afEyn A=B = V= a [(BFEm A) = (afEu B)].
The logics YR and “T are defined to be the sets of formulas:

YR = {4 ]| A is valid in any “R-model.}

YT = {A] A is valid in any “T-model.}

We introduce labelled sequent calculi for YR and “T. A label is a finite set of positive integers.
If o is a label and A is a formula, then the expression a: A is called a labelled formula. We use
the letters a, 3, ... to represent labels, and I, 4, ... for multisets of labelled formulas. As usual,
an expression, e.g. (I A, a: A, 3: B) denotes the multiset ' U AU {a: A} U {8: B} where U is the
“multiset union”. The set of positive integers appearing in the labels I" is denoted by L£(I"); that
is to say, L(I") is the union of labels in I.

An expression I' = A is called a labelled sequent where I" and A are finite multiset of labelled
formulas (I" and A are called the antecedent and succedent, respectively). Intuitively, a label «
corresponds to an element of the base set of a model M, and the meaning of a labelled sequent

a AL oAy = BBy, .., BBy
is, like the sequent calculus LK for classical logics, the following:
(o Fear Ay) or - or (auy Fnmr Am) or (B, Enm By) or -+ or (B, Em Br).
A (cut-free) labelled sequent calculus LK“R . is defined as follows. Axioms of LK"R are
a:A= a:A
Inference rules of LK”R are “weakening left/right”, “contraction left/right”, “— left/right”, “A
left /right”, and “V left/right” as follows:

I'= A
a:A, I'= A

I'= A

m (Weakening I'lght)

(weakening left)

a:A, a:A, I'= A
a:A, I'= A

I'= A a:A, a:A
I'=A a:A

(contraction left) (contraction right)



I'=s A (B:A «aUB:B, Il =X
a:A—-B, I''ll = A Y

(— left)

{a}:A, I' = A, aU{a}:B
I'= A, a:A—B

(— right) with the proviso:

(Label Condition): a ¢ L(I,A) U« (ie., a does not appear in the lower

sequent).
a:A, I'= A a:B, I'=> A
aANB, T=a N T o a (M)
I'=s> A a:A I'=> A, a:B .
= A, a:AND (A right)
a:A, I'=A o:B, I'= A
a:AVB, I'=> A (V left)
I'=s A, oA I'= A, o:B
— 5« (V right) — 5« (V right)

I'= A, a:AVB I'= A, a:AVB

Note that the rules

I' a:A, 6:B, A= 11
I :B, a:A, A= 11

I'= A oA, 5:B, I1
I'= A, 3:B, a:A, IT

(exchange left) (exchange right)

are implicitly available because the antecedent and succedent are multisets.
A labelled sequent calculus LK"T is obtained from LK“R by replacing “— left /right” rules as
follows, where max(«a) is the numerically largest element in « if « is not empty, and max(()) = 0.

I'= A p:A aUB:B, Il =X

a:A—B, NIl = A Y (— left) with the proviso:

(Label Condition): max(a) < max(f).

{a}:A, ' = A, aU{a}:B
I'= A a:A—B

(— right) with the proviso:

(Label Condition): a & L(I', A) U @, and max(a) < a.

The symbol “+” represents provability; for example, “LK“R F I' = A” means “I" = A is
provable in LK"R.”

We show the completeness of these calculi in the sense that LK"R(LK"T) - = 0: A if A €
YR(VT).

The set of all the finite set of positive integers (i.e., the set of all the labels) will be denoted by
Label. If V is a subset of Label x Var, then the pairs ((Label, U, (), V) and ((Label, U, §, <), V)
are said to be a label “R-model and a label YT -model where the binary relation < is defined by

a = < max(a) < max(f).



(It is easy to verify that label models satisfy the definitions of “R/“T-models.) We say that a
labelled formula «: A is true (or false) in a label model M if a |=p A (or a0 eps A, respectively).

A pair (I, A) of multisets of labelled formulas is said to be YR-saturated if the following six
conditions hold for any formulas A, B and any labels «, (.

(1) fa:A—-Be I, then [:Ac Aor aUB:BeI.
2) If a:A—B € A, then [{a}: A € I' and aU{a}:B € A for some a > max(a)].

3) If a:AANB € I', then [0:A € I and a: B € I].

(2)

3)

(4) f a:AAB € A, then [w:A€ Aor a:B € A].

(5) fa:AvB e I', then [a:A eI or a:B e I.
(6) If a:AVB € A, then [0w:A € Aand a:B € A].

Similarly ““T-saturated’ is defined by these clauses where (1) is changed into the following.
(1) If [0: A—B € I' and max(a) < max(3)], then [3:A € Aor aUB:B € I.

Note that the condition “a > max(a)” in the clause (2) is not essential for ““R-saturated”; we
adopt this clause only for the unity of the arguments for YR and “T.

Lemma 2.1 IfLKX /' = A, then there exists a label X -model M such that any labelled formula
in I is true in M and any labelled formula in A is false in M, for X = YR and YT.

Proof We call any pair (p: F, 1) a seed for saturation where ¢: F' is a labelled formula and 4 is
a label. Since both the set of finite sets of positive integers and the set of formulas are countable,
we can enumerate all seeds for saturations as

<901 :F131/)1>7 <902:F27'¢)2>7 cee
so that every seed occurs infinitely often in the enumeration. Using this enumeration, we define a
sequence I; = A; (i =0,1,2,...) of unprovable labelled sequents as follows.

[Step 0] (Ib = Ay) =(I'= A)

[Step k] Suppose that I'y_, = Ag_, is already defined and is not provable in LKX.
Then we define I'y, = Ay according to the seed (@ : Fi, V).

(Case 1): Fj is of the form A— B and ¢y : A—B € I'y_,; moreover, max(py) < max(ty)
if X = YT. In this case,

(Ip—y = Ag—y, VYi:A) (if this labelled sequent is
(I, = Ag) = not provable in LKX),
(o Utg:B, Ty = Ag_,) (otherwise).
The fact LKX V/ I', = Ay, is guaranteed by the rules “— left” and contraction.

(Case 2): Fy is of the form A—B and ¢ : A—=B € Ai_,. In this case, we take
an integer a such that a > max(¢x) and a & L(I}—,, Ax—,). (Since the elements of
L(Iy—,,Ag—,) are finite, we can take such a.) Then we define

(Fk = Ak) = ({G}ZA7 I, = Ap_,, @ku{a}:B).

The fact LKX t/ I', = Ay is guaranteed by the rules “— right” and contraction.
(Case 3): F}, is of the form AAB and ¢y : AAB € I'_,. In this case,

(Fk = Ak) = ((pk:A, QOkIB, Fk—1 = Ak—1)-



The fact LKX / I', = Ay, is guaranteed by the rules “A left” and contraction.
(Case 4): Fy, is of the form AAB and ¢y : AAB € Ag_,. In this case,

Iy = Ag—s, 0 A) (if this labelled sequent is not
(I = Ag) = provable in LKX),
(Ih—y = Ak—y, vir:B) (otherwise).
The fact LKX t/ I', = Ay is guaranteed by the rules “A right” and contraction.

(Case 5): Fj is of the form AVB and ¢y : AVB € I'y_,. This case is similar to the case
4

(Case 6): Fy, is of the form AVB and ¢y : AVB € Aj_,. This case is similar to the case
3.

(Case 7): None of the above conditions for (1)—(6) hold. Then
(Fk = Ak) = (Fk,1 = Akfl).

This completes the construction of the infinite sequence I; = A; (i =0,1,2,...). Then we define
I'o = U, I and Ay = ;2 Ai, and we show the following: (1) (I's, Aso) is X-saturated. (2)
I'ooNAy = 0.

[Proof of (1)] We verify the clause (1) of the definition of X-saturatedness (the other clauses are
similar). Suppose a: A—B € I'y; that is, a: A—B € I, for some p. Since the seed (a: A—B, 3)
occurs infinitely often in the enumeration, there is a natural number k£ > p that “hits” the above
construction of I, = Ay; that is, there is a natural number &k such that 3: A € A, or ?UB: B € [}.

[Proof of (2)] If there is a labelled formula «: A in I'nsc N Ay, then there is a natural number k
such that a: A € I, N Ay, and this contradicts the fact LK X t/ I, = Ag.

Now we define a label X-model M = {(Label, U, }(, <)), V) by
V ={(a,p) | a:p € I'c}.
Then we have the following:
o If a: A € I, then it is true in M.
o If a: A € A, then it is false in M.

This is proved by induction on the complexity of the formula A, using (1) and (2) above. Since
I' CI'y, and A C A, this implies that M is the required model. |

Theorem 2.2 (Completeness of LK"R and LK"T) IfAc X, then LKX = 0: A, for X €
{“R,YT}.

Proof By the previous Lemma 2.1 where I' = () and A = {0: A}. |



3 LJ-style systems

We define labelled sequent calculi LIX, for X = YR and YT, to be the systems obtained from
LKX by imposing the restriction that the succedent of each labelled sequent is a singleton (recall
that a succedent is a multiset of labelled formulas).

Axioms of LIX: a: A = «o: A.

Inference rules of LJX:

a:A, a:A, I'=71:F
a:A, I'=>71:F

I'=r71:F
a:A, I'=>71:F

(weakening) (contraction)

I'=p06:A aoUB:B, I'=r71:F
a:A—B, I'=r71:F

(— left) with the proviso:

Label Condition): max(a) < max(3) if X = YT.
(

{a}:A, T'= aU{a}:B

(— right) with the proviso:

I'=> a:A—B
(Label Condition): a ¢ L(I')Uaif X ="R. a & L(I')Ua and max(«a) < a
if X =VYT.
a:A, I'=>1:F a:B, I'=71:F
a:ANB, I'=71:F (A left) a:ANB, I' =1 F (A left)
I'=sa:A I'sa:B .
I'= a:ANB (A right)
a: A I'=>71:F o:B, I'=T1:F (V left)
a:AVB, ' = 7:F ¢
I'=a:A . I'=a:B .
I'=> a:AVB (v right) I'=> a:AVB (v right)
Note that the two forms of “— left”
I'=p:A aUp:B, I'=>71:F I'=p(6:A aUB:B, Il =T1:F
a:A—B, I'=71:F and a:A—B, IN'll = 7:F

are mutually derivable with the help of the weakening and the contraction rules. We here adopt
the former because of a technical reason—the upper sequents are uniquely determined if the lower
sequent is given and if the “principal labelled formula” «: A— B is identified.

In this section we show that “LKX F I' = a:A” implies ‘LIX F I' = o: A” (Theorem 3.6);
in other words, LK X is a conservative extension of LIX. (This fact is not surprising because the
{—, A, V}-fragments of most relevant logics are weaker than the intuitionistic logic.) To show this
claim, one may try to prove (one of) the following assertions by induction on the LK X-proof of
I'= A

o f LKX FI'= A, then LJX  I' = «: A where A is the disjunction of all the formulas in
A.



e fLKX FI'= A, then LIXFI'= a:A for some a: A € A.

However, the former does not work because of the difference of A in labels (e.g., we cannot choose
an adequate « such that a: FVG represents A when A = (¢: F,1¢:G) and ¢ # 1); and the latter
is wrong—there is a counterexample:

LKX Fa:p,Vp, = a:p,,a:ps,.
LIX i/ a:p,Vp, = a:p; fori=1,2.

(Remark: This is also a counterexample to Fact 6 of [5].) Then we will take another way.

We define labelled sequent calculi LMX (X = YR, YT), which are intermediate systems
between LK X and LJX, as follows.

Axioms: o: A = a:A.

Inference rules:

wA = A (weakening left) >4 ad (weakening right)
i aid D= A action left) P A il aid (o vight)
a:A, T'= A contraction ie T=A ad contraction rig

I'=p:A aUp:B, I'=> A
a:A—B, I'= A

(— left) with the proviso:

(Label Condition): max(«) < max(8) if X = YT.

{a}:A, I'= aU{a}:B
I'= a:A—B

(— right) with the proviso:

(Label Condition): a ¢ L(I')Uaif X ="R. a ¢ L(I')Ua and max(a) < a
if X =YT.

a:A, I'=s A
a:ANB, I'= A

a:B, I'=> A
a:ANB, I'= A

(A left) (A left)

I'=sa:A I'=«a:B
I'= a:ANB

(A right)

a:A, I'=A a:B, I'= A
a:AVB, I'= A

(V left)

I'=a:A
I'= «a:AVB

I'= oa:B

(V right) I'=a:AVB

(V right)

That is to say, LMX is obtained from LKX with the modification that “—/A/V right” rules and
the left upper sequent of “— left” rule are LJX-style. Then we will show

(A) if LKXFTI = A then LMX FT'= A ; and



(B) f LMX FI = a:A, then LIX T = a:A.

The claim (B) is easily shown by the following, which can be proved by induction on the LMX-
proofs.

Theorem 3.1 If LMX F I'= A and A = {a: A,...,a: A} (a non-empty multisets consisting
only of a:A), then LIX + I' = a: A, where X € {“R,“T}.

The claim (A) is hard to prove. For this, we will show that each inference rule of LKX is
admissible in LM X . For example, suppose there are two LM X-proofs P of (I"' = A, 3:A) and @
of (aUfB:B,II = X). To show the admissibility of the LKX-rule

I'=s A p:A «aUB:B, Il =X
a:A—B, Il = A Y,

(— left)

we should construct an LMX-proof of this last sequent. The essence of this construction is
explained as follows. First we make a proof P’ by dropping some inferences from P so that the
last sequent is of the form I'" = 3: A. Then the desired LM X-proof is

P L Q
I"=3:A aUB:B, II=X
a:A—B, I'' 11 = X

" R
a:A—B, I'II = A, X

(weakening and — left)

where R corresponds to the dropped inferences by which the sequent I';® = A, ¥ is derived from
the sequent I'",® = ¥ for arbitrary &, ¥. (A similar technique appears in a cut-elimination pro-
cedure for E_, in [7].) A typical example is that P is

8:C=p:C p:A=[:A
B:CVA= (3:C, 3:A
(I'=3:CVA,and A = 3:C), P’ is an axiom 3: A = 3: A, and R consists of the axiom 3:C = §:C

and the rules weakening and “V left”. The Main Lemma 3.3, which is a central technical result in
this paper, and Lemma 3.4 will give the precise description of this construction.

(weakening and V left)

Now we begin the proof in detail.

We define a relation < between two multisets of labelled formulas by
A & 3F(a:A) el 3(B:B)eAalp.
Lemma 3.2 If LMX T Il = A and II Z A, then LMX ' = A, where X € {*R,"T}.

Proof By induction on the LM X-proof of I''IT = A. We divide cases according to the last
inference of the proof, and here we show some nontrivial cases.
(Case 1): The last inference is

I'II=p:A aUB:B, I Il = A

a:A—B, I, = A (= left)
and I' = (a: A—B, I").
(Subcase 1-1): IT £ 3:A. In this case, we have
D ih. © ih.
I"'=p3:A aUB:B,I'"= A (= left)

a:A—B, " = A
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where the Label Condition still holds when X = YT.

(Subcase 1-2): IT 3 3:A. In this case, aUB: B Z A holds (and therefore («¢UB: B, IT) £ A
holds) because of the condition IT Z A. Then we have

© ih.
I'= A
a:A—B, " = A.

(weakening)

(Case 2): The last inference is

= pB:A IaUB:B,IlI' = A
I'a:A—B,IlI' = A

(— left)

and IT = (a: A—B,II'). In this case, (aUS: B, II") Z A holds, and LMX F I = A is obtained
by the induction hypothesis.

(Case 3): The last inference is

{a}:A, [T = aU{a}: B
il = a:A—B

(— right)

and A = a: A—B. In this case, IT Z aU{a}: B holds because of the Label Condition and II Z A.
Then we have

:ih.
{a}: A, = aU{a}:B
I'= a:A—B
where the Label Condition still holds. |

(— right)

Lemma 3.3 (Main Lemma) Let X € {"R,"T}. Suppose that LMX t I,II = A, X where
II 2 A and X # 0. Then, at least one of the following two conditions holds:

(1) LMX F I = A
(2) There exist multisets I'y, I, ..., I, for some n > 1 such that
(2-1) L(I,...,I,,) C L(I,A);

(2-2) LMX ©I;,11 = X, fori=1,...,n; and
(2-3) the inference

L0 Tn@=0 o 5,85 o,
6=, A (r)(4)

is deriwable in LMX ; that is, for arbitrary @ and ¥, there is an LMX-
derivation from I}, ® =W (i=1,...,n) to [,® = ¥, A.

Proof The pair (I'; A) will be called the dropped part, and the list (I,;...;I},) will be called an
essential antecedents list. Roughly speaking, the condition (2) expresses that the list (I';...;15,)
is an essence of the dropped part (I"; A).

The proof of this lemma is done by induction on the LMX-proof of I'; IT = A; Y. (We will
use semicolons in a sequent to indicate the boundary between the dropped part and the remaining
part.) We divide cases according to the last inference of the proof.

(Case 1): I'; IT = A; X is an axiom a: A; = ;a:Awhere ' =Y ={a:A}and I = A=0. In
this case, the condition (2) holds because (a: A) is an essential antecedents list (n = 1).

(Case 2): I';II = A; X is an axiom ;a:A = ;a:A where [ = X ={a: A} and I' = A = ().
In this case, the condition (2) holds because (f)) is an essential antecedents list (n = 1).

11



(Case 3): The last inference is

= A%
a: AT I = A X

(weakening left)

where I' = (a: A, I'"). The induction hypothesis for the upper sequent I''; [T = A; X is available:
(1) LMX F I = A; or (2) there is an essential antecedents list for the upper sequent. In (1),
we have LMX + I' = A by the weakening rule. In (2), it is easy to show that the list is also an
essential antecedents list for I'; [T = A; Y.

(Case 4): The last inference is

nim=A%xy
' a: Al = A X

(weakening left)

where IT = (a: A, IT'). Since IT" £ A, the induction hypothesis for the upper sequent I'; IT' = A; ¥
is available: (1) LMX F I' = A; or (2) there is an essential antecedents list for the upper sequent.
(1) is the required condition. In (2), it is easy to show that the list is also an essential antecedents
list for ;1T = A; X,

(Case 5): The last inference is

[Il= ALY
'y I=Aa0:A; ¥

(weakening right)
where A = (A’, «a: A). This case is similar to the Case 3. (Note that IT 2 A’.)
(Case 6): The last inference is

= A
' 1= A4; Y a:A

(weakening right)

where X = (X a: A). If X’ # (), this is similar to the Case 4. If X = (), the condition (1)
LMX F I' = A holds since Lemma 3.2.
(Case 7): The last inference is

a:Aa: AT I =AY
a: AT = A ¥

(contraction left)

where I' = (a: A, I""). The induction hypothesis for the upper sequent a: A, a: A, I'""; I = A; ¥
is available: (1) LMX F a:A,a:A, I’ = A; or (2) there is an essential antecedents list for the
upper sequent. In (1), we have LMX F I = A by the contraction rule. In (2), it is easy to show
that the list is also an essential antecedents list for I'; IT = A; X.

(Case 8): The last inference is

INa:A oAl =AY
I, oAl = A ¥

(contraction left)

where IT = (a: A, IT"). The induction hypothesis for the upper sequent I'; a: A, a: A, I[T' = A; X' is
available: (1) LMX F I' = A; or (2) there is an essential antecedents list for the upper sequent.
(1) is the required condition. In (2), it is easy to show that the list is also an essential antecedents
list for I, 1T = A; X

(Case 9): The last inference is

Iil= A a:Aa:A Y
I'll= A a:A; X

(contraction right)

where A = (A’, a: A). This case is similar to the Case 7.
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(Case 10): The last inference is

=AY a:Aa:A
', I=A4; Y a:A

(contraction right)

where X = (X, a:: A). This case is similar to the Case 8.
(Case 11): The last inference is

- 0
I'"'II=p3:A «oUB:BI =AY
a:A—B, I I = A; X

(— left)

where I' = (a: A—B, I").
(Subcase 11-1): {aUB:B} 3 A. In this case, we have II 2 {3: A} because otherwise II 3 A
holds. Then we have

(1) LMX - T" = 3:A

by applying the Lemma 3.2 to P. On the other hand, the induction hypothesis is available for @
in which the dropped part is («UB: B, I''; A). Thus we have

(1) LMX F aUB:B,I" = A; or
(2) there is an essential antecedents list (I,;...; ) for aUB: B, I"; 1T = A; X.

In (1), we have LMX F I' = A by (f) and the rule “— left”. In (2), the list is also an essential
antecedents list for I'; IT = A; X, This is proved as follows. (2-1) £(I},...,I,) C L(I,A4) is
verified by the induction hypothesis and the condition {aU3:B} 3 A. (2-2) LMX F I, Il = ¥

(i=1,...,n) is just the induction hypothesis. (2-3) The derivability of R§£><A>F"> is shown by

Ld=W(@=1,...n)

. <F1;"'§Fn> .
(1) P RiaUsB.ryay (D)
I'"'=B3:A aUp:B,I", &=V, A

a:A—=B, ", = U, A,

(weakening, — left)

(Subcase 11-2): {aUpB: B} Z A. In this case, we have (e«UfS: B,II) Z A, and the induction
hypothesis is available for @ in which the dropped part is (I'’; A). Thus we have

(1) IMX FI" = A; or
(2) there is an essential antecedents list (I'y;---;[,) for I';aUB: B, IT = A; X.
In (1), we have LMX - I" = A by the weakening rule. In (2), the list
A=([,T; [,,['; - ; [, )

is an essential antecedents list for I'; IT = A; X. This is proved as follows. (2-1) £L(A) C L(I, A)
is obvious by the induction hypothesis. (2-2) For ¢ = 1,...,n, the fact LMX F I3, I 1T = X' is
shown by
. P D ih.
I'11=B:A Ij,aUB:B,1I =%
I,a:A—B, I 11 = X.

(weakening, — left)
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(2-3) The derivability of R{7\,, is shown by

L, ro=v@G=1,...,n)
Do (LasesTn) s
CRiryay (i.h.)

I'roe=wvA .
——————— (contraction)

(Case 12): The last inference is

p o
= pg:A ILNaUug:B, I = A%
I'; a:A—B,II' = A; ¥

(— left)

where II = (a: A—B, II’). In this case, we have («UB: B, II') Z A because (8: A—B,II") Z A,
and the induction hypothesis is available for @ in which the dropped part is (I'; A). Thus we have

(1) LMX I = A;or
(2) there is an essential antecedents list (I',;---; [,) for I';aUB: B, IT' = A; X.

(1) is just the required condition. In (2), the list
A: <FlaF7 F27F7 ety FTL’F>

is an essential antecedents list for I'; IT = A; ¥, This is proved as follows. (2-1) L(A) C L(I, A)
is obvious by the induction hypothesis. (2-2) For ¢ = 1,...,n, the fact LMX & I3, I I = X' is
shown by

. P © ih.
= pg:A I,auB:B,II' = X
I, la:A—B,II' = X.

(weakening, — left)

(2-3) The derivability of Ré“;}; (4 is shown by

L= W(i=1...n)
X (a5 ln) 3
C Rirya) (ih.)
IIé=wA

Too0 A (contraction)
(Case 13): The last inference is

I II,{a}:A= aU{a}:B
I'; II=; a:A—B

(— right)

where Y = {a: A—B} and A = (). In this case, (I') is an essential antecedents list (n = 1) for
;11 =;a: A—B.
(Case 14): The last inference is

a: A, I I = A Y
a: A NAL T T = A X

(A left)

where I' = (a: A,AA,, I’) and i = 1 or 2. The induction hypothesis for the upper sequent
a:A;, I T = A; X is available: (1) LMX b a: A;, I’ = A; or (2) there is an essential antecedents
list for the upper sequent. In (1), we have LMX F I" = A by the rule “A left”. In (2), it is easy
to show that the list is also an essential antecedents list for I'; IT = A; X.
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(Case 15): The last inference is

F,Oé:Ai,H/ = A,E
I, a: A NAL I = A ¥

(A left)

where IT = (a: A,ANA,,II') and i = 1 or 2. The induction hypothesis for the upper sequent
oA, I = A; X s available: (1) LMX F I' = A; or (2) there is an essential antecedents list
for the upper sequent. (1) is the required condition. In (2), it is easy to show that the list is also
an essential antecedents list for I'; IT = A; Y.

(Case 16): The last inference is

Iil=auoaA Ill=a:B
I'; I = a: ANB

(A right)

where ¥ = {a: AAB} and A = (). In this case, (I') is an essential antecedents list (n = 1) for
;11 =;a: ANB.
(Case 17): The last inference is

% 0
a: AT =AY o:B I IT=AX
a:AVB,I"; I = A; ¥

(V left)

where I' = (a: AVB, I'"). The induction hypothesis is available for P in which the dropped part is
(a: A, I'"; A). Thus we have

(A1) LMX F a: A, I = A;or

(A2) there is an essential antecedents list (I'4; ... ['4) for a: A, I"; 1T = A; X,
Similarly, by the induction hypothesis for @), we have

(Bl) LMX F a:B,I" = A; or

(B2) there is an essential antecedents list (I'Z;---; I'P) for a: B, I""; II = A; X.

Then we consider four subcases according to the choice of the above conditions.

(Subcase 17-1): (Al) and (B1). We have LMX F I" = A by “V left”.

(Subcase 17-2): (A1) and (B2). We show that the list (I'P;---; I'B) is also an essential an-
tecedents list for I'; I = A;X. The conditions (2-1) and (2-2) are obvious by the induction
hypothesis. The condition (2-3) is shown by

I'B.o=wv (i=1,...,n)
: PO AT i B
: (A1) L Rl (a) (ih.)
a:Al"=A a:B I o=V A
a:AVB, I, & = W, A.

(weakening, V left)

(Subcase 17-3): (A2) and (B1). Similar to 17-2.

(Subcase 17-4): (A2) and (B2). We show that the list (I'/;---; 2, I'B; ... ; I'B) is an essential
antecedents list for I'; IT = A; ¥. The conditions (2-1) and (2-2) are obvious by the induction
hypotheses. The condition (2-3) is shown by

IAe=v (i=1,...,m) rB.e=v (i=1,...,n)

: (D452 . : (P2 ;
CRiaiA, () (i.h) C Riaisria) (ih.)
AT G =0, A a:B, I, ¢ =W, A
(V left)

a:AVB, I, & = U, A,
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(Case 18): The last inference is

- P
INoa:AIl'=AY Ta:BII'=AXY
I'; a:AVB,II' = A; ¥

(Vv left)

where IT = (a: AVB, II'). The induction hypothesis is available for P in which the dropped part
is (I"; A). Thus we have

(Al) LMX - T = A;or

(A2) there is an essential antecedents list (I'A;---: ['4) for I';a: A IT' = A; 5.
Similarly, by the induction hypothesis for @), we have

(B1) LMX F I" = A; or

(B2) there is an essential antecedents list (I'Z;---; I'B) for I';a: B, IT' = A; X.

(A1) and (B1) are equivalent, and they are just the required condition (1). Then we assume both
(A2) and (B2) hold. Consider the “product” (I'#, FjB |1 <i<m,1<j<n) of the two lists; for
example,

(rdrp s rf ey rdry s P P rthrp)
if m = 2 and n = 3. We show that this is an essential antecedents list for I'; II = A; Y. The
condition (2-1) is obvious by the induction hypothesis. The condition (2-2) is shown by

© ih. D ih.
' oAl =X FJB,a:B,H’:Z
', rP a:AVB,II' = X.

(weakening, V left)

The condition (2-3) is shown by

AT, e=v (i=1,....mj=1,...,n)
(P57

C R Ay (i.h.)

A Ne=vA (i=1,...,m)
Do (LT o

C R Ay (i.h.)

Iro=wvAA .
TOo U A (contraction)

(Case 19): The last inference is
: < (V right)

I'; II=; a:A, VA,
where X = {a:A,VA,}, A=0,and i = 1 or 2. In this case, (I') is an essential antecedents list
(n=1) for I'; [ =;a:AVB.

This completes the proof of Lemma 3.3. |

Lemma 3.4 FEach inference rule of LKX is admissible in LMX, for X = "R, YT; that is, for

each inference rule
Si )

T or T
of LKX, if LMX F S; for all i, then LMX F 7.
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Proof We show the admissibility of “— left”, “— right”, “A right”, and “V right” rules of LKX.
(The other rules are shared by the two systems.)

[Admissibility of “— left”] Suppose (i) LMX " = A, 3: A, and (ii) LMX F aUB: B, Il = X
where max(a) < max(3) if X = YT; then the goal is to show LMX + a:A—B, I Il = A, Y. We
apply the Main Lemma 3.3 to (i) in which the dropped part is (I"; A); then we have

(1) LMX T = A;or
(2) there exists an essential antecedents list (I'y;...; ) for I'; = A; §:A.

In the case (1), we have LMX + «: A—B, I', Il = A, X by the weakening rule. In the case (2), we
have

7 x
a:A—-B, I, [T =Y - a:A—=B, 1, [l=X

. <F1§“'§Fn>
L Rirya)
a:A—-B, VI = X A

where P; is
(29) (i)
I;=p:A «ouUB:B 1l =X
a:A—B, I, I = X.

(weakening, — left)

[Admissibility of “— right”] Suppose (i) LMX + {a}: A, I" = A, aU{a}: B wherea ¢ L(I, A)U
aif X =R, and a ¢ L(I,A) U @ and max(a) < a if X = “T; then the goal is to show
LMX + I'= A a: A—B. We apply the Main Lemma 3.3 to (i) in which the dropped part is
(I'; A) (note that {a}: A Z A holds by the Label Condition); then we have

(1) LMX T = A;or
(2) there exists an essential antecedents list (I'y;...;I},) for I'; {a}: A = A;aU{a}: B.

In the case (1), we have LM X - I' = A, a: A—B by the weakening rule. In the case (2), we have

 (2:2)  (22)
I, {a}:A= aU{a}:B . I,,{a}:A= aU{a}:B .
I'=«a:A—B (= right) I, = aA—B (= right)
Do (T Tn)
Rirya)

I'=a:A—B, A

where the Label Condition is satisfied by the condition (2-1).

[Admissibility of “A right”] Suppose (i) LMX FI" = A «a: A, and (ii) LMX FI' = A o: B;
then the goal is to show LMX + I = A, a: AAB. We apply the Main Lemma 3.3 to (i) in which
the dropped part is (I'; A); then we have

(Al) LMX I = A;or

(A2) there exists an essential antecedents list (I'4;...; 2) for I'; = A; a:A.
Similarly, by the Main Lemma 3.3 for (ii), we have
(Bl) LMX - I'= A; or

(B2) there exists an essential antecedents list (I'P;...; 'B) for I'; = A; a:B.
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If (A1) or (B1) holds, then we have LMX + I' = A, o.: AAB by the weakening rule. If both (A2)
and (B2) hold, then we have

P

FZ-A,F]B:>04:A/\B (i=1,....mj=1,...,n)
Do (DF sy
P Rir(a

I'AI'= a:AANB,A (i=1,...,m)
Do (I
P Rirj(a)

I'l= a:ANB, A, A .
= o ANB A (contraction)
where P; ; is
D (A2-2) © (B2-2)

FiAéa:A FjBéa:B
FiA,FJB = a: ANB.

(weakening, A right)

[Admissibility of “V right”] Suppose (i) LMX + I' = A, «: Z where Z = A or B; then the goal
is to show LMX + I' = A a: AVB. We apply the Main Lemma 3.3 to (i) in which the dropped
part is (I"; A); then we have

(1) LMX I = A;or
(2) there exists an essential antecedents list (I'y;...; ) for I'; = A; a: Z.

In the case (1), we have LMX + I" = A «: AVB by the weakening rule. In the case (2), we have

 (22) (22)
I''=a:Z I, =a:Z
I' = a:AVB I, = a:AVB

. (Ly5500n)
: Rirya)
I'= a:AVB, A

(V right) (V right)

Theorem 3.5 [fLKX 1" = A, then LMX FI'= A, for X ="R, T,

Proof By induction on the LK X-proof of I" = A, using Lemma 3.4. |

Theorem 3.6 I[f LKX I = a:A, then LIX I = «a: A, for X =R, “T.

Proof By Theorems 3.5 and 3.1. |

4 Weakening elimination

In this section we show that LJX can be changed into a system without the weakening rule.

The labelled sequent calculi LIX (X = YR, YT) is defined as follows.
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Axioms: a: A = a:A.
Inference rules:

a:A, A, I'=>71:F
a:A, I'=s>1:F

(contraction)

I'=p:A «aUB:B, [l =T1:F
a:A—B, I'll = 7:F

(— left) with the proviso:

(Label Condition): max(«) < max(f8) if X = YT.
{a}:A, I' = aU{a}:B
I'=> a:A—-B

(Label Condition): a & L(I'Ua if X ="R. a ¢ L(I') Ua and max(a) < a
if X =VYT.

(— right) with the proviso:

a:A, I'=71:F
a:ANB, I'=1:F

a:B, I'=>71:F
a:ANB, I'=T1:F

(A left)

(A left)

I'=s>a:A = a:B
Il = a:ANB

(A right)

a:A, I'=s71:F «a:B, [Il=rT1:F
a:AVB, I'Ill = 1 F

(V left)

I'=a:A
I'= «a:AVB

I'= a:B

(V right) T = a:AVB

(V right)

That is to say, LIX is obtained from LJX by eliminating the weakening rule and modifying the
other rules so that they can work enough without the weakening rule. For example, the “— left”

rule

I'=p:A aUB:B, IIl=rT1:F
a:A—-B, I'll = 7:F

of LIX is stronger than the form

I'=p3:A «aUB:B, I'=>r71:F
a:A—-B, I'=>1:F

when the weakening rule is not available.

Lemma 4.1 IfLIX F "' = «a: A, then L(I') = «, where X € {R,“T}.

Proof By induction on LIX-proofs.

Theorem 4.2 If LIX + I' = a:A, then LIX + IV = a:A for some I' C I', where X €
{"R,"T}.

Proof By induction on LJX-proofs, using Lemma 4.1 in the case of “— right”.

The system LIX will be used for the soundness proof in the next section, where Lemma 4.1
will play an important role for YT.
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5 Soundness

In this section we show the soundness of LIX, and finally we get the equivalence between the five
conditions: A € X, LKX F=0:A, LMXF=0:A LIXF = 0:A, and LIX - = 0: A.

Lemma 5.1 The following hold for any “T-model {{I,-,e,=<),V) and any o, 3 € I.
(1) a <X ag.
(2) o = B implies a3 < 5.
Proof (1) ea X f-a. (2) a2 6:0=0. |

Let M be a YT-model ({(I,-,e,=),V), and A = {ay,...,a,} be a finite set of positive integers
such that a; < ... < a,. A mapping f from A to [ is called an interpretation of A on M if

flay)----- flai—1) = f(as)

holds for any ¢ such that 2 <4 < n. If M is a “R-model ({(I,-,e), V), then any mapping from A
to I is said to be an interpretation. For each label 7 = {x1, 2, ..., 2, } C A where x4, ..., z,, are
mutually distinct, we define an element 7/ € I by

{wr,20, o om} = e f(21) fla2) - flam):

Lemma 5.2 If max(a) < max(8), then of < B7, where f is an interpretation of a finite set
A2 aUfB on aYT-model {({I,-,e, =), V).

Proof (Case 1): o = (). In this case, af < 7 is obvious because )/ = e.

(Case 2): o = {ay,...,am} where a; < -++ < a,, and m > 1. In this case § is also a
non-empty set. Then suppose that 8 = {b,,...,b,} where by < --- < b, and n > 1, and that
{r e A|x <by} ={c1,...,cp} where ¢; < -+ < ¢;. Using Lemma 5.1 and the definition of
interpretation (i.e., f(c1) -+ f(ck) = f(bn)), we have

of = flar) - fam)

< { fler)----flex) if ap, < by
- fler)-----flew) f(bn) if am = by
= f(bn) = f(br)----f(bn) = B

Let X be YR or YT, M be an X-model, § = (o, : A4,,...,amn: Ay = 7:F) be alabelled sequent,
and f be an interpretation of £(S)(=a; U---Uay, UT) on M. We say that S is valid in M with
respect to f if and only if at least one of the following conditions holds:

(Ot{ %M A1)7 M) (afn I#M Am)v (Tf ):M F)

Theorem 5.3 (Soundness of LI"R/LI"T) Let X € {“R,YT}. If a labelled sequent S is prov-
able in LIX, then S is valid in M with respect to f for any X-model M and any interpretation f
of L(S) on M. (In particular, if LIX = 0:F, then F € X.)

Proof By induction on the LIX-proof of §. We show the nontrivial cases.
(Case 1) The last inference is

I'=p:A aUB:B, A=r71:F
a:A—-B, I'A=T1:F

where I' = (7, : Cyy...,7.:Ce) and A = (0, : D,,...,d4:Dy). We call the left upper sequent S
and the right upper sequent S,.. We assume that there exist an X-model M and an interpretation
fof L(S) on M such that S is not valid in M w.r.t. f; then we will show that S; or S, is not valid
in M. By the assumption, we have

(— left)
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Note that £(S;) C £(S) and L(S,) = L(S); these are derived by Lemma 4.1.

(Subcase 1-1): 3 s A. In this case, the condition (2) implies that S; is not valid in M
w.r.t. f/ where f’ is the restriction of f on £(S;). Note that the condition of being an interpretation
is preserved through the restriction of the domain.

(Subcase 1-2): 87 = A. Suppose that o = {9,

o 1
TR TY,

(0] 2
TR, T,

L ap}

where xf # ;v§ if s # ¢ ori # j. The condition (1) and Lemma 5.2 (when X = “YT) imply
af-Bf |=a B, which is equivalent to (aU 3)f |=ar B because

of -7 = e-f(a)

o f(@R)-f(x))

sxgt, B= {9, ..
) f(@?)- - f(
(aU 5)f.

This and the conditions (3) and (4) imply that S, is not valid in M w.r.t. f.
(Case 2): The last inference is

where I' = (v, : C4, . ..

{a}:A, ' = aU{a}:B

y Ve Cc)

I' = «a:A—B

(— right)

We call the upper sequent S’. We assume that there exist an

X-model M = ((I,-,e(,=)),V) and an interpretation f of £(S) on M such that S is not valid
in M w.r.t. f; then we will show that & is not valid in M w.r.t. some interpretation. By the

assumption, we have

(1 ’yif ErvCi(i=1,...,c); and

(2) of FEuy A—B.

(3) M A
(4) o€ Fu B and

(5) af = ¢ when X =

)
)
By (2), there exists an element & € I such that
)
)
)

UT.

The Label Condition and Lemma 4.1 imply

(6) L(S") =aU{a} and a & «; and

7) a > max(a) when X = YT.
(7) (@)

We define a function f’ from £(S’) to I by extending f with f(a) = £. Then f is an interpretation
of £(S8’) on M (this is guaranteed by (5), (6) and (7) if X ="T), and (1), (3) and (4) imply that
S’ is not valid in M w.r.t. f’. |

By Theorems 2.2, 3.1, 3.5, (3.6,) 4.2, and 5.3, we establish the completeness and soundness of

all the systems:

Theorem 5.4 (Main Theorem for “R/“T) Let X € {*R,"T}. The following conditions are

equivalent.
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A€ X (ie., A iswvalid in any X-model).

LKX = 0:A.

LMX = 0:A.

e LIXF=10:A.

LIXF=0:A.

6 Hilbert-style systems

In this section we present Hilbert-style systems for YR and YT, and we show the completeness
and soundness of them.
First we introduce the basic system HT _, 5

Axiom schemes of HT _, »:

A—A,
(A—B)—((B—C)—(A—=C)),
(B—C)—=((A=B)—(A—=C)),
(A—=(4—B))—(A—B),
(AAB)—A, (AAB)—B,
((A—>B)/\(A—>C))—>(A—>(B/\C)).

Inference rules of HT _ A:

A A—B

i (modus ponens)

A B o diuncti
1B (adjunction)

These are axioms and rules for the connectives — and A in the orthodox Hilbert-style formu-
lation of T.

Lemma 6.1 The following inference rules are derivable in HT _ 5.

A—B B—C A-B A—B
= = f ff
amc W e sess MY Boosaso) G
A—B A—B A—B A-C .
(ANC)— D (A left) (CrA)— B (A left) A—(BAC) (A right)
Proof Easy. |

Suppose that I' = {A,,..., A,} is a non-empty multiset of formulas, and that A is a formula
AN --- NA, where the association of A is arbitrary (e.g., A = (A1A(A2AA3))A(AsAA5) ). Then,
we say that A is a conjunction of I', and it is represented by /\{F}

Lemma 6.2 If I’ O A # 0, then HT_ , /\{F}—>/\{A} for any conjunctions /\{F} and
A4}

Proof Easy, using “A left, right” in Lemma 6.1. |

To describe the systems for YR and YT, we give some more definitions.
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Any mapping from the set of positive integers to the set of propositional variables is called label
translation. Let a: A be a labelled formula and f be a label translation where o = {a,,a.,...,a,}
and a1 < as < -+ < a,. The formula

f(al)—>(f(a2)_>(. , —>(f(an71)—>(f(an)—>A)) . ))

is called the translation of a: A by f, and it is denoted by (a:A)/. Note that (0: A)f = A.
Let S = (a,:A4,,...,an: A, = B:B) be a labelled sequent (in LJX-style), and f be a label
translation. A formula of the form

N{(ea:4), o (on:An)T} — (8:B)

is called a translation of S by f, and it is denoted by Sf. For example
((IHA) A (IH(QHB))) - (pﬂ(fﬁC))

is a translation of the labelled sequent {1}:A4,{1,2}:B = {1,2}:C by f where f(1) = p and
f(2) = q. We say that f is good for S if and only if

o a b= f(a) # f(b), and
o f(a) £ V(S)

hold for any a,b € L(S) = a, U---Uay, U where V(S) denotes the set of propositional variables
appearing in §. In other words, f is good for S if and only if f translates the label elements of &
into mutually distinct fresh variables.

Note that S denotes many formulas in general because of the arbitrariness of the conjunction.
We will often treat a statement such as “X F Sf”. The following theorem guarantees that such a
statement does not cause ambiguity although S7 is not uniquely determined. (We will tacitly use
this fact.)

Theorem 6.3 Suppose that S is a labelled sequent, f is a label translation, and P and Q are
arbitrary translations of S by f. Then both the formulas P—Q and Q—P are provable in HT _ 5.
(Therefore, “X F P” and “X b Q7 are equivalent for any supersystem X of HT 4.)

Proof By Lemma 6.2 and the rule “suff” in Lemma 6.1. |

Now we present Hilbert-style systems HYT for YT and HYR for “R.
e H'T =HT_ , + (“V right” axiom) + (“V left” rule) + (substitution rule).
e H'R=H"T + C.
These axioms and rules are described as follows.
e Axiom schemes “V right”: A—(AVB), and B—(AVB).

e Inference rule “V left”:

(:A, T = 7:F) (a:B,A=7:F)f
(a:AVB, A= 1:F)f

(V left)

where f is label translation that is good for this last sequent.

23



e Substitution rule:

_ A

Alp:=B]
where A[p:= B] denotes the formula obtained from the formula A by replacing each occur-
rence of the propositional variable p with the formula B.

(substitution)

e Axiom scheme C: (A—(B—C))—(B—(4—C)).

Note that the {—, A, V}-fragments of the orthodox relevant logics T and R are usually defined
by the Hilbert-style formulations:

T =HT_ A + (“V right” axiom) + (“V left” axiom) + (distribution axiom),
R=T+C
where

V left: ((A=C)A(B—C))—((AVB)—C),
Distribution: (AA(BVC))—((AAB)VC).

These two axioms are provable in the semilattice logic HYT (this fact can be verified by Theo-
rem 6.9); thus we assert that

UT =T + (“V left” rule) + (substitution rule)

YR =R+ (“V left” rule) + (substitution rule)
or shortly

UT =T + (“V left” rule)

YR =R+ (“V left” rule)

under the assumption that the orthodox logics contain the substitution rule, which is an admissible
rule. Another Hilbert-style formulation for YR has been presented by [3], in which the extra
inference rule is slightly different from our “V left”.

We will show that HYT and HYR are complete and sound with respect to the semilattice
models (Theorem 6.13).

Lemma 6.4 The following inference rule is derivable in HR.

A= (- —(Ay—(B=(C=D))) )
A=+ =(A—(C=(B=D)) )

(exchange) where n > 0.

The following inference rules are derivable in HYT and in HYR.

/\{F}—>A /\{A,A}—>B
/\{F, A}HB
Ay (A (B=(B=C))) )
A (A (B-0))--)
A—(B—C)

(cut) where I" # ().

(contraction) where n > 0.

A—(B—C)

AP0y P e asp-o)
w (_> to /\)
(AAB)—C
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Proof Using Lemma 6.1. Here we show “cut”, “pref*” and “— to A”. The others are easy.

(cut)
NMI}—4A
A left, right, etc.
AL A} A{A, A) MA A =B
/\{F, A}—)B
(pref*) Suppose Be = B—C, Po = P—C, and X = (A—B¢)—((Bec—Pc)—(A—Pc)).

(tr)

(P—B)—(Bc—P¢) (axiom)
(Bc—Pc)—(A—Pc))—=((P—B)—(A—Fc))
X (axiom) X — ((A=Bc)—=((P—B)—= (A=)
A-(B-C) (= Bo)~(P—B)~(A=P0)
(P—B)=(A=(P—0)) o

(suff)

(pref)
(m.p.)

(— to A)
A—(B—C) (AAB)—B (axiom)

(AAB)—(B—C) (B—C)—((AAB)—C)
(AAB)—((AAB)—C)
(AAB)—C

(A left) (suff)

(tr)

(contr.)

In the following, f denotes an arbitrary label translation.
Lemma 6.5 (1) HYT F ((a:A)/A(a:B))—(a: ANB)/.
(2) H'T I (a: AAB)f —(a: A)Y.
(3) H'T I (a: AAB)f —(a: B)/.
(4) H'T I (a: A) —(a: AVB)?.
(5) HYT  (a: B)! —(a: AVB)/.

Proof By induction on the number of elements of .

(Case 1): = 0. In this case, (1)—(5) are just the axioms of HYT.

(Case 2): o = {a,,as,...,a,} where a; < ay < -+ < a, and n > 1. Suppose that
{ag,...,a,} = & and f(a;) = p. Then we can show (1)—(5), using Lemma 6.1 and the induction
hypotheses. For example, (1) is shown as follows.

() HUT F ((p=(a":A))) A (p—(a’:B))) — (p—((a':4) A(a”: B)Y)) (axciom)
(i) HYT ((O/:A)f A (O/;B)f) — (/1 AAB)! (induction hypothesis)
(ifi) HUT (p—>((o/:A)f A (O/;B)f)) = (p—>(o/:A/\B)f) ((ii) and “pref”)
(iv) HUT F ((p—(a':4)7) A (p—(a’:B)Y)) = (p—(a': ANB)Y ) (), (iii) and “tr”)

(This last formula is just the formula of (1)) |

Lemma 6.6 If max(8) > max(7y), then H'T - (v: B—C)f — ((3:B)f — (Buy:C)7).
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Proof For any label 8 and v such that max(5) > max(v), we show
(A) HYT I (v: B—C)f — ((8:B) — (BUy:C)¥); and
(B) if 8 # (), than H'T I~ (3: B)! — ((v: B—C)/ — (Buy:C)).

((A) is just the desired proposition.) These are proved simultaneously by induction on |3| + |7|
(i.e., the sum of the number of elements in 8 and ~), using Lemma 6.4.

(Case 1): |8+ |y| = 0. (A) is an axiom (B—C)—(B—C).

(Case 2): |8]+ ]l > 1.

(Subcase 2-1): v = 0. Let 8 = {b} U3’ where b = min(8) and b € §’. (A) and (B) are shown
as follows.

(B—C) — (B=C)

(B—C) — (B—C) : (pref™)
- (pref*) (B=C) = ((8:B) = (8:0))
(B=C) = ((8:B) — (3:0))  (3:B)] — ((B—0) — (5:C))

(Subcase 2-2): v # ). In this case, the hypothesis “max(3) > max()” implies that 3 # 0. Let
B={b}Up and v = {c} Uy’ where b = min(3), c = min(y), b€ /' and c & 7.

(Subcase 2-2-1): b < c. In this case we have max(f’) > max(v), and the induction hypothesis is
available for 8’ and . Then (A) and (B) are shown by applying “pref™” and “pref*”, respectively,
to the induction hypothesis (A):

HYT} (v:B—C)) — ((8':B) — (B'uy:C)7).

(Subcase 2-2-2): ¢ < b. In this case we have max(3) > max(y’), and the induction hypothesis
is available for 3 and +'. If ¢ < b, then (A) and (B) are shown by applying “pref*” and “pref”,
respectively, to the induction hypothesis (B):

HYT + (6:B)Y — ((:B—C) — (Buy:C)").
If ¢ = b, then we also apply “contraction”; for example, (A) is obtained as follows.

L (ih. (B))
(8:B)f — ((/:B=C)! — (p—(8'Uy:0))))
(y:B—=C)f — ((8:B)f — (p—=(p—(8'Uy:C)F)))
(v:B=C) — ((8:B)f — (p—(8'Uv:C)7))

where p = f(c). (Note that (p—(8'Uy :C)F) = (BUY:C)f = (Buy:C)7.) |

Lemma 6.7 H'R I (v: B—C) — ((8:B)f — (BU~:C)) (for arbitrary 3 and ).

Proof This lemma is proved by induction on |3| + || similarly to Lemma 6.6, using an inference

rule
A—(B—C)

(P—A)=(B=(P=0C))

which is derivable by “exchange” and “pref*” (or “preft”). |

For a multiset A = {H,,..., H,} of formulas, we define a multiset A# of labelled formulas by
A# = {0:H,—H,, 0:H,—H,, ..., 0:H,—Hp,}.
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Lemma 6.8 (Translation of LIX-proofs into HX-proofs) Let X € {YT,"R}. If LIX +
I' = «: A, then there is a finite multiset A of formulas that satisfies the following.

(1) HX F (A#, T = a: A) for any label translation f that is good for A% I' = a:A.
(2) AUT is non-empty.
(The multiset A will be called a history for I' = «: A.)

Proof By induction on the LIX-proof of I' = «a: A. We divide cases according to the last inference
of the proof. In any case, the condition (2) is easily verified; so we will show only the condition

(1).
(Casel): I' = «a: A is an axiom «: A = «: A. In this case the empty set is a history.
(Case 2): The last inference is

6:B,3:B, " = «a:A
B:B, I = a:A.

(contraction)

We get a history for the upper sequent by the induction hypothesis, and this is also a history for
the lower sequent. The condition (1) is shown by the induction hypothesis and the fact

HUT = \{(3:B), 11} = \{(5:B), (3:B)" 11}
(Case 3): The last inference is

II=p3:B puy:C, Y=a«a:A
v:B—=C, II,Y = «a: A

(— left)

where max(3) > max(y) if X = YT. Let S}, S, and S be the left upper sequent, the right upper
sequent, and the lower sequent, respectively. By the induction hypotheses, we get histories A; and
A, for §; and S, respectively. We show that A; U A, is a history for S. Suppose that f is a label
translation that is good for the sequent (Afﬁ, A#.8). Then f is good also for the sequent (A%, S,)
for x =1, r. This fact is verified by the property

a € L(S)ULS,) = acL(S),

which is shown by the use of Lemma 4.1. Then, using Lemma 6.4, we have

Lemma 6.6 or 6.7
© ih. (v: B=C)f =((8:B)f = (puy:C)Y) L ton)
(AF 1= 3:B) ((:B=O)NB:B)=(B0n:C) e Lk,
(A#,W:BHC,HéﬁLJ'y:C)f (AF#, BUy:C, X = a: A)f

(Af,Af*,'y:BHC’,H,E = a:A)f.

(cut)

Note that the use of cut () is legal: Afé U IT # () (induction hypothesis (2) for S;).
(Case 4): The last inference is
{a}:B, I' = aU{a}:C
I' = a:B—-C

(— right)

where a € L(I') U« (and max(a) < a if X ="T). By the induction hypothesis, we get a history
A for the upper sequent. We show that AU {B} is a history for the last sequent S. Suppose that
f is a label translation that is good for the sequent ((A, B)#,S). We will show

HX - (A#,0:B—B,I" = a: B—C)/.
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First we take a “fresh” propositional variable p that does not occur in this formula, and we define
a label translation f’ by

{ 7@ =p,
@)= f(2), ife#a.

This translation f’ is good for A% {a}:B,I" = aU{a}:C, and we have
HX b (A* {a}:B,T = aU{a}:C)"
by the induction hypothesis. Then we have
(A#* {a}:B, I = aU{a}:C)/’

(A# 0:p—B, " = a:p—C)!
(A# 0):B—B, I = a:B—0)f

)

(substitution [p:=B])

where (1) is null if X = YT (the upper formula and the lower formula are identical because
a = max(aU{a})) and () is repetition of “exchange” (Lemma 6.4) if X = “R.
(Case 5): The last inference is

B:B;, "= a: A
B:B,AB,, I = «a: A

(A left)

where ¢ = 1 or 2. We get a history for the upper sequent by the induction hypothesis, and this
is also a history for the lower sequent. The condition (1) is shown by the induction hypothesis,
Lemma 6.5(2)(3) and Lemma 6.1

(Case 6): The last inference is

II=oa:B Y=uoaC
I, Y = a:BAC.

(A right)

We get histories A; and A, for the left and right upper sequents respectively by the induction
hypotheses. Then A; U A, is a history for the lower sequent. The condition (1) is shown by the
induction hypotheses, Lemma 6.5(1) and Lemma 6.1

(Case 7): The last inference is

G:B, Il =a:A [(:C.YX=aA
B:BVC, I, Y = «: A.

(V left)

We get histories A; and A, for the left and right upper sequents respectively by the induction
hypotheses. Then A; U A, is a history for the lower sequent. The condition (1) is shown by
D ih D ih.
(A7, B3:B, 1T = a: A)  (A#,5:0,2 = a:A)/
(AF, A% 3:BVC, 11, 5 = a: A).

(V left)

(Case 8): The last inference is

I'= «a:B;

= a.Bvp, Y rieht)

where ¢ = 1 or 2. We get a history for the upper sequent by the induction hypothesis, and this
is also a history for the lower sequent. The condition (1) is shown by the induction hypothesis,
Lemma 6.5(4)(5) and Lemma 6.1
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Theorem 6.9 IfLIX F = (): A, then HX - A, for X =T and “R.

Proof Suppose LIX F = (): A. By Lemma 6.8, there is a history A = {H,,...,H,} (n > 1) such
that

HX - (A% = 0:A)) = \{Hi—H,, ..., H,—H,}—A.
Then A is provable in HX by the axioms H;— H; and the rules adjunction and modus ponens. |

To show the soundness of HX | we define a notation concerning models. Let ({I,-,e(,<)),V)
be a YR(YT)-model. Given a propositional variable p, we define V(p) to be the subset of I such
that p holds; that is,

Vp) ={ael|(xp) eV}

Lemma 6.10 Suppose that R is a formulari—(ro—(- -+ —(ry—Q) - - -)) wherery, ..., ry are propo-
sitional variables not occurring in Q. Suppose also that M and M’ are YR (“T )-models such that

o M =((,e(,2)),V);

o M'=({I,-e(,2)),V');

o V'(r;) CV(r;) fori=1,...,k; and

V'(p) = V(p), for p #ri.

If B = R, then B = R (B is an arbitrary element of I).

Proof By induction on k. (Note that 5 =3 @ if and only if 5 = Q.) |

Lemma 6.11 Suppose that M is a “R(“T )-model {{I,-,e(,=<)),V) and qi,...,qx are proposi-
tional variables such that

o V(g:)| <1 fori=1,... k; and
* BEM .= (= (- = (ax—(BVBz)) - -+)).
Then,
BEM (= —(—B)) )
holds for some x € {1,2}.

Proof Easy. |

Theorem 6.12 IfHX + A, then A € X (i.e., A is valid in any X-model), for X =T and “R.
Proof By induction on the HX-proof of A. We show the nontrivial case: A is inferred by

(:B,, ' = 1:F) (a:B,,A=7:F)f
(:B,VB,, I A= 1:F)f.

(V left)

We will show that if both of the upper formulas belong to X, then so does the lower formula. First
we define

o I'=(7,:Cy,....7:C.)and A= (6,:D,,...,04:Cy);
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={t1,...,tpyand TUaU~y U--- U~y Ud U---Udg = {ty,...,tn,tnt1,---,tm} where

o f(t;)=pi(i=1,...,m).

Then the condition “f is good for the sequent” implies the following.
o« pi#Epifi#].
e p; does not occur in (B;VBs,Cy,...,Ce,Dq,..., Dy, F).

Suppose (a:B,VB,, I’ A= 7:F)f ¢ X; that is, there is an X-model M = ((I,-,e(,=<)), V) such
that

elEnm /\{(oz:Bl\/B2)f,Ff,Af} — (r:F)f

where I'f = ((v,: C)/, ..., (e : Ce)f) and AT = ((6, : D,)F,...,(04: Dg)’). This means that
36, 3r.,...,3Im, €1,

(0) B-ryee--- They ST fork=1,...,n (if X = YT);
(1) BEm AM(a:B.VB,)!, I, AT}
(2) 7% Empifori=1,...,n; and
(3) By T Wers F.
Then we define a model M’ = ((I,-,e(, <)), V') such that
o Vi(pi))={r}fori=1,...,n;
e V'(pj) =0for j =n+1,...,m; and
o V'(r)=V(r) for r # p;.
Using (1) and Lemmas 6.10 and 6.11, we have
(1) BE=m AN{(a:By)!, ', AT} for some z € {1,2}.
Moreover we have
(2) 7 =y pi for i =1,...,n; and
(3') By Tn Ko F.

Then at least one of the upper formulas of “V left” is out of X. |
Theorem 6.13 (Completeness and soundness of HYT/HYR) HX + A if and only if A €
X, for X =T and “R.

Proof By Theorems 5.4, 6.9, and 6.12. |
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7 Contractionless logics

In this section we investigate the contractionless variants of “R and YT, which we call YRW and
YTW. The word “contractionless” means that the “contraction axiom”

(A—(A—B))—(A—B)

(this formula is usually called W) is not valid in YRW /*TW.
In [4, 5, 8], two kinds of models were introduced for YRW /“TW:

(1) Commutative monoid model: We define a “RW ,-model (YTW ,-model) to be a structure
((I,-,e(,=)),V) with the same conditions as “R-model (Y T-model) except the idempotence

p—

postulate: a-a = «; in other words, (I,-,e) is a commutative monoid. (The subscript “m”
represents “commutative Monoid”.) The relation |= between I and the set of formulas is
defined by the same way as “R-model (YT-model).

(2) Distributive semilattice model: We define a “RWg-model (“TWg-model) to be a structure
((I,-,e(,=)),V) with the same conditions as “R-model (Y T-model) and an additional con-
dition:

a C (B-y) only if there exist o, and a, such that a,-a, = o, @, E 8, and a, C 7,
where o C 7 is defined by o-7 = 7.

In other words, (I, -, e) is a “distributive Semilattice” (from which the subscript “s” comes).
In this model, the definition of validity of implication is changed as follows.

VB(= «,for “TWy) [if @ and § are disjoint and 8 = A,
@ A-B = then a8 | B],
where « and ( are said to be disjoint if the condition

YyCaand yCE Sonlyify=e

holds for any v € I. The validity for atomic formulas, conjunction, and disjunction is same
as “R(YT)-models.

Then the logics YRW ,, YTW,,, YRW; and “TWy are defined to be sets of formulas:
YRW,, = {A | A is valid in any YRW ,-model.}
YTW,, = {4 ] A is valid in any “TW ,-model. }
YRWy = {A | A is valid in any YRWg-model.}
UTWs = {A | A is valid in any “TWg-model. }

We will show YRW,, = Y“RWg and YTW,,, = YTWy. (The former equation had been proved in
[4] by a different way from ours; the latter had been “partially” proved (for the {—, A}-fragments)
in [8].) Then these logics will be also called “RW and “TW without the subscripts.

We introduce labelled sequent calculi for these logics.

For YRWy, and YTW,,, labels are not sets but multisets of natural numbers. Except for this
difference, the labelled sequent calculi LKX, LMX, LJX, LIX for X ="RW,, and YTW,,
are defined by the same axioms and rules as in Sections 2-4. (The subscript “m” also represents
“Multiset”.) Of course, the operation U at the rules “— left/right” is read as the multisets union.
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For YRWy and “TWy, labels are sets of natural numbers, like YR and “T. The labelled
sequent calculi LKX, LMX, LJX, LIX for X =YRW, and “TWj are defined by the same
axioms and rules as in Sections 2—4 except that we impose an additional condition

anB=10

on all the “— left” rules. (The subscript “s” also represents “Set”.)
All the arguments in Sections 2—4 work for “RW,, “TW,,, “RWy, and “TWj, with slight
modifications described as follows.

e The label models for YRW ,, /YT'W,, consist of the set of finite multisets of positive integers,
while they are sets for YRWg /Y TWy.

e The clause (1) in the definitions of YRWg /Y TWj-saturatedness is changed:

("“RWy) If [@:A—B e I' and an B = 0], then [3: A€ A or aUB:B € I.
(Y“TWs) If [0: A—B € I', max(«) < max(3), and a N g = (], then [8: A € A or aUB:B € I'].

On the other hand, the definitions of “RW, /' T'W ,-saturatedness are equivalent to "R /YT-
saturatedness except that the operation U is read as the multisets union.

e In the definition of the relation 3 for “YRW,,/YTW,,, “a C 3’ means “Vz [z € a =
x € A]”. (o and @ are multiset, but the multiplicity of elements is not essential.)

e In Lemma 4.1 for Y"RW,,, /" TW,,, “L(I") = «” means that “Va [z € L(I') < =z € .
(L(I) is a set and « is a multiset.)

Then we have the following.
Theorem 7.1 Let X € {"RW,"TW}.

(1) (A € Xpn) = (LKXm - = 0:4) = (LMXpy - = 0:4) = (LIXm - = 0:4) =
(LIXp - = 0: A).

(2) (A€ Xy) = (LKXs F = 0:A) = (LMX; F = 0:4) = (LIXs F = 0: A) = (LLX, -
=0:A).

Proof Following Sections 2-4 with the above modification. |

In the rest of this section, we will show
(LIXpmF=0:4) = (LIXsF=0:4) = (A€ Xy and A € X5).

This and Theorem 7.1 imply that all the conditions in Theorem 7.1 are mutually equivalent.

Theorem 7.2 IfLIX, F = 0:A, then LIXg - = 0: A, for X = “RW and “TW.

Proof If a label a in LIX,, contains an integer twice or more, then we say « is a proper multiset
label. The following fact is easily verified by induction on the LIX,-proofs.

IfLIX,, FI'= 7:A and if I" contains a proper multiset label, then 7 is also a proper
multiset.

Using this fact, we can show the following.
If a proper multiset label appears in a proof of I" = 7: A in LIX,,, then 7 is a proper

multiset.
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This implies Theorem 7.2 because LIXg is equivalent to “LIX,, without proper multiset labels”.

Let M be a “TWy,-model ((I,-,e,=<),V), and A be a finite set of positive integers. The
interpretations of A on M are defined by the same condition as in Section 5. Moreover, the
element 7/ € I (7 is a subset of A and f is an interpretation) and the notion “a labelled sequent
S is walid in M with respect to f” are defined in the same way as Section 5.

Lemma 7.3 (cf. 5.2) If max(a) < max(3), then of < Bf, where a and B are sets of positive
integers and f is an interpretation of a set A D aU B on a “TWy,-model ({I,-,e, <), V).

Proof Similar to the proof of Lemma 5.2. Note that Lemma 5.1(1) also holds for “T'W ,-models,
while (2) is not necessary because “a,, = b,” (in the proof of Lemma 5.2) does not happen. |

Theorem 7.4 (Soundness of LI"RW,/LI"TW, for commutative monoid models) Let X €
{"RW ,“TW}. If a labelled sequent S is provable in LIXy, then S is valid in M with respect to f
for any Xm-model M and any interpretation f of L(S) on M. (In particular, if LIXg F = (: F,
then F € Xy,.)

Proof Similar to the proof of Lemma 5.3. (We use Lemma 7.3 instead of 5.2.) |

Let M be a “RWg-model ((I,-,e),V) or a “TWg-model ((I,-,e,=),V), and A be a set of
positive integers. A mapping f from A to I is called an s-interpretation of A on M if f is an
interpretation and the condition

x #y = f(x) and f(y) are disjoint

holds for any z,y € A. The element 7/ € I and the notion “a labelled sequent S is valid in M
with respect to f” are defined in the same way as Section 5.

Lemma 7.5 The following hold for any “RWg (Y TWy )-model {({I,-,e(,=<)),V) and any o, 3, 5., B> €
1.

(1) C is transitive, and o C a-3.
(2) e and « are disjoint.

(3) a and (B,-B.) are disjoint if and only if « and B, are disjoint and o and 3, are disjoint.

Proof (1) and (2) are easy.

(3, if-part) Suppose that « and (3,-5,) are not disjoint; that is v C « and v E (3, -03,) for some
v # e. By the definition of distributive semilattice, there exist v, and 7, such that v = (v,-y.)
and «; C §; for i = 1,2. Then there is a number k € {1,2} such that v, # e because v # e, and «
and [ are not disjoint because vx C (7,7.) C «.

(3, only-if-part) Suppose that « and 3, are not disjoint for k = 1 or 2; that isy C av and v C S
for some v # e. Then « and (8,-6,) are not disjoint because v C S C (3,-53.).

Lemma 7.6 Let M be a “RWg-model ((I,-,€),V) or a “TWg-model {({I,-,e,=),V), f be an
s-interpretation on M, o and 3 be sets of positive integers, and & be an element of I.

(1) If an B =0, then of and 37 are disjoint.

(2) If o and € are disjoint, then f(z) and & are disjoint for all x € a.
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Proof (1) When both a and 3 are nonempty, Lemma 7.5(3)(if-part) shows that o/ and 3/ are
disjoint (note that f(z) and f(y) are disjoint for any x € « and any y € ). If either « or 3 is
empty, then of and 3/ are disjoint because of Lemma 7.5(2).

(2) By Lemma 7.5(3)(only-if-part). |

Theorem 7.7 (Soundness of LI"RW,/LI°"TW, for distributive semilattice models) Let
X € {YRW,YTW}. If a labelled sequent S is provable in LIXs, then S is valid in M with re-
spect to f for any Xs-model M and any s-interpretation f of L(S) on M. (In particular, if
LIX; = 0:F, then F € Xs.)

Proof Similar to the proof of Lemma 5.3. (In the Subcase 1-2, we invoke Lemma 7.6(1). In the
Case 2, the assertion “f’ is an s-interpretation of £(S’) on M” needs Lemma 7.6(2).) |

By Theorems 7.1, 7.2, 7.4 and 7.7, we have the following.

Theorem 7.8 (Main Theorem for “RW /YTW) Let X € {"RW,“TW}. The following con-
ditions are equivalent.

o AcX,. e AcX,.

o LKX,, F=0:A. ¢« LKX,F= 0:A.

e LMX ,F=0:A. ¢ LMXF = 0:A.

o LIX,,F=0:A. ¢ LIX;F= 0:A.

o LIX ,F=0:A. o LIX,F= (:A.

Finally we mention Hilbert-style axiomatization. We do not yet find Hilbert-style systems for
YRW /YTW. The argumant of Section 6 does not work for them: In the proof of Lemma 6.8
(Case 3), we use “— to A”, which is derived with the axiom W. It seems that a difficulty is
(AN(A—B))—B ¢ YRW,YTW.
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