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Abstract

We investigate the satisfiability problem for Horn fragments of the Halpern-Shoham interval tem-
poral logic depending on the type (box or diamond) of the interval modal operators, the type of the
underlying linear order (discrete or dense), and the type ofsemantics for the interval relations (reflexive
or irreflexive). For example, we show that satisfiability of Horn formulas with diamonds is undecidable
for any type of linear orders and semantics. On the contrary,satisfiability of Horn formulas with boxes is
tractable over both discrete and dense orders under the reflexive semantics and over dense orders under
the irreflexive semantics, but becomes undecidable over discrete orders under the irreflexive semantics.
Satisfiability of binary Horn formulas with both boxes and diamonds is always undecidable under the
irreflexive semantics.

1 Introduction

Our concern in this paper is the satisfiability problem for Horn fragments of the interval temporal (or modal)
logic introduced by Halpern and Shoham [27] and known since then under the monikerHS. Syntactically,
HS is a classical propositional logic with modal diamond operators of the form〈R〉, whereR is one of
Allen’s [1] twelve interval relations:After, Begins, Ends, During, Later, Overlapsand their inverses. The
propositional variables ofHS are interpreted by sets of closed intervals[i, j] of some flow of time (such as
Z, R, etc.), and a formula〈R〉ϕ is regarded to be true in[i, j] if and only ifϕ is true in some interval[i′, j′]
such that[i, j]R[i′, j′] in Allen’s interval algebra.

The elegance and expressive power ofHS have attracted attention of the temporal and modal commu-
nities, as well as many other areas of computer science, AI, philosophy and linguistics; e.g., [2, 14, 16, 19,
21, 41]. However, promising applications have been hampered by the fact, already discovered by Halpern
and Shoham [27], thatHS is highly undecidable (for example, validity overZ andR isΠ1

1-hard).
A quest for ‘tame’ fragments ofHS began in the 2000s, and has resulted in a substantial body of

literature that identified a number of ways of reducing the expressive power ofHS:

– Constraining the underlying temporal structures.Montanari et al. [37] interpreted their Split Logic
SL over structures where every interval can be chopped into at most a constant number of subinter-
vals.SL shares the syntax withHS andCDT [47, 28] and can be seen as their decidable variant.

– Restricting the set of modal operators.Complete classifications of decidable and undecidable frag-
ments ofHS have been obtained for finite linear orders (62 decidable fragments), discrete linear or-
ders (44),N (47),Z (44), and dense linear orders (130). For example, over finitelinear orders, there
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are two maximal decidable fragments with the relationsA, Ā,B, B̄ andA, Ā,E, Ē, both of which are
non-primitive recursive. Smaller fragments may have lowercomplexity: for example, theB, B̄, L, L̄
fragment is NP-complete,A, Ā is NEXPTIME-complete, whileA,B, B̄, L̄ is EXPSPACE-complete.
For more details, we refer the reader to [36, 9, 10, 11] and references therein.

– Softening semantics. Allen [1] and Halpern and Shoham [27] defined the semantics of interval re-
lations using the irreflexive<: for example,[x, y]L[x′, y′] if and only if y < x′. By ‘softening’
< to reflexive≤ one can make the undecidableD fragment ofHS [33] decidable and PSPACE-
complete [35].

– Relativisations.The results of Schwentick and Zeume [43] imply that some undecidable fragments
ofHS become decidable if one allows models in which not all the possible intervals of the underlying
linear order are present.

– Restricting the nesting of modal operators.Bresolin et al. [12] defined a decidable fragment ofCDT
that mimics the behaviour of the (NP-complete) Bernays-Schöenfinkel fragment of first-order logic,
and one can define a similar fragment ofHS.

– Coarsening relations. Inspired by Golumbic and Shamir’s [25] coarser interval algebra, Muñoz-
Velasco et al. [39] reduce the expressive power ofHS by defining interval relations that correspond
to (relational) unions of Allen’s relations. They proposedtwo coarsening schemata, one of which
turned out to be PSPACE-complete.

In this article, we analyse a different way of taming the expressive power of logic formalisms while re-
taining their usefulness for applications, viz., taking Horn fragments. Universal first-order Horn sentences
∀x(A1 ∧ . . . ∧ An → A0) with atomicAi are rules (or clauses) of the programming language Prolog.
Although Prolog itself is undecidable due to the availability of functional symbols, its function-free subset
Datalog, designed for interacting with databases, is EXPTIME-complete for combined complexity, even
PSPACE-complete when restricted to predicates of bounded arity, and P-complete in the propositional
case [20]. Horn fragments of the Web Ontology LanguageOWL 2 [48] such as the tractable profiles
OWL 2 QL andOWL 2 EL were designed for ontology-based data access via query rewriting and appli-
cations that require ontologies with very large numbers of properties and classes (e.g., SNOMED CT).
More expressive decidable Horn knowledge representation formalisms have been designed in Description
Logic [29, 30], in particular, temporal description logics; see [32, 5] and references therein. Horn fragments
of modal and temporal logics have also been considered [22, 18, 17, 40, 4].

In the context of the Halpern-Shoham logic, we observe first that anyHS-formula can be transformed
to an equisatisfiable formula inclausal normal form:

ϕ ::= λ | ¬λ | [U](¬λ1 ∨ · · · ∨ ¬λn ∨ λn+1 ∨ · · · ∨ λn+m) | ϕ1 ∧ ϕ2, (1)

whereU is theuniversal relation(which can be expressed via the interval relations as[U]ψ =
∧

R
(ψ ∧

[R]ψ ∧ [R̄]ψ)), andλ and theλi are (positive temporal) literals given by

λ ::= ⊤ | ⊥ | p | 〈R〉λ | [R]λ, (2)

with R being one of the interval relations andp apropositional variable. We now define theHorn fragment
HShorn ofHS as comprising the formulas given by the grammar

ϕ ::= λ | [U](λ1 ∧ · · · ∧ λk → λ) | ϕ1 ∧ ϕ2. (3)

The conjuncts of the formλ are called theinitial conditionsof ϕ, and those of the form[U](λ1 ∧ · · · ∧
λk → λ) the clausesof ϕ. We also consider theHS✷horn fragment ofHShorn, whose formulas do not
contain occurrences of diamond operators〈R〉, and theHS✸horn fragment whose formulas do not contain
box operators[R]. We denote byHScore (HS✷core orHS✸core) the fragment ofHShorn (respectively,HS✷horn
orHS✸horn) with only clauses of the form[U](λ1 → λ2) and [U](λ1 ∧ λ2 → ⊥). We remind the reader
that propositional Horn logic is P-complete, while the (core) logic of binary Horn clauses is NLOGSPACE-
complete.
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Table 1: Horn and coreHS-satisfiability over various linear orders.

Irreflexive semantics Reflexive semantics

HShorn undecidable∗ (Thm. 9)

HScore undecidable∗ (Thm. 10) PSPACE-hard∗ (Thm. 7)

decidable?

HS✸horn undecidable∗ (Thm. 9)

HS✸core decidable?

discrete: undecidable (Thm. 11)
HS✷horn P-complete (Thm. 4)

dense: P-complete (Thm. 4)

discrete: PSPACE-hard (Thm. 8)

HS✷core decidable? in P (Thm. 4)

dense: in P (Thm. 4)
∗actually holds for any class of linear orders containing an infinite order.

We illustrate the expressive power of the Horn fragments introduced above by a few examples describ-
ing constraints on a summer school timetable. The clause

[U](〈D̄〉MorningSession∧ AdvancedCourse→ ⊥)

says that advanced courses cannot be given during the morning sessions defined by

[U](〈B̄〉LectureDay∧ 〈A〉Lunch↔ MorningSession).

The clause
[U](teaches→ [D]teaches)

claims thatteachesis downward hereditary(or stative) in the sense that if it holds in some interval, then
it also holds in all of its sub-intervals. If, instead, we want to state thatteachesis upward hereditary(or
coalesced) in the sense thatteachesholds in any interval covered by sub-intervals where it holds, then we
can use the clause

[U]
(

[D](〈O〉teaches∨ 〈D̄〉teaches) ∧ 〈B〉teaches∧ 〈E〉teaches→ teaches
)

.

By removing the last two conjuncts on the left-hand side of this clause, we make sure thatteachesis both
upward and downward hereditary. For a discussion of these notions in temporal databases, consult [7, 45].
Note also that all of the above example clauses—apart from the implication← in the second one—are
equisatisfiable toHS✷horn-formulas (see Section 2 for details).

Our contribution In this article, we investigate the satisfiability problem for the Horn fragments ofHS
along two main axes. We consider:
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– both the standard ‘irreflexive’ semantics forHS-formulas given by Halpern and Shoham [27] and its
reflexive variant

– over classes of discrete and dense linear orders (such as(Z,≤) and(R,≤)).

The obtained results are summarised in Table 1. Most surprising is the computational behaviour ofHS✷horn,
which turns out to be undecidable over discrete orders underthe irreflexive semantics (Theorem 11), but
becomes tractable under all other choices of semantics (Theorem 4). The tractability results, coupled with
the ability ofHS✷horn-formulas to express interesting temporal constraints, suggests thatHS✷horn can form
a basis for tractable interval temporal ontology languagesthat can be used for ontology-based data access
over temporal databases or streamed data. Some preliminarysteps in this direction have been made by
Artale et al. [6].

On the other hand, the undecidability ofHS✷horn over discrete orders with the irreflexive semantics
prompted us to investigate possible sources of high complexity.

– What is the crucial difference between irreflexive discrete and other semantic choices? In irreflexive
models one can single out punctual intervals (with coincident endpoints) with a very simple (HS✷core)
formula[R]⊥, whereR can be any ofE, B, D. Looking atHS-models from the 2D perspective as in
Fig. 1, we can see that punctual intervals form adiagonal. If in addition the underlying linear order is
discrete, then such a unique diagonal might provide us with some kind of ‘horizontal’ and ‘vertical’
counting capabilities along the 2D grid, even if horizontaland vertical ‘next-time operators’ are not
available in theHS-language directly. It is well-investigated in 2Dmodal product logicsthat if such
a ‘unique controllable diagonal’ is expressible in a logic,then high complexity of its satisfiability
problem follows [23]. It turns out that inHS✷horn sufficient counting can be expressed to show
undecidability (Theorem 11), while the seemingly very limited expressive power ofHS✷core is still
enough to prove PSPACE-hardness (Theorem 8).

– When✸-operators are available, even if the models are reflexive and/or dense, one can generate a
unique sequence of ‘diagonal-squares’ (like on a chessboard) and perform some horizontal and ver-
tical counting on it. In particular, bimodal logics over products of (reflexive/irreflexive) linear orders
[34, 42] and also over products of various transitive (not necessarily linear) relations [24] are all
shown to be undecidable in this way. It follows that full BooleanHS-satisfiability with the reflexive
semantics over any unbounded timelines is undecidable. Here we generalise this methodology and
show that undecidability still holds even within theHS✸horn-fragment (Theorem 9).

– We also analyse to what extent the above techniques can be applied withincorefragments having✸-
operators. We develop some ‘tricks’ that encode a certain degree of ‘Horn-ness’ to prove intractable
lower bounds forHScore-satisfiability: undecidability with the irreflexive semantics (Theorem 10)
and PSPACE-hardness with the reflexive one (Theorem 7).

The undecidability ofHShorn under the irreflexive semantics was established in the conference paper [13],
and the tractability ofHS✷horn over(Z,≤) under the reflexive semantics in [6].

2 Semantics and notation

HS-formulas are interpreted over the set of intervals of any linear order1 T = (T,≤) (where≤ is a
reflexive, transitive, antisymmetric and connected binaryrelation onT ). As usual, we usex < y as a
shortcut for ‘x ≤ y andx 6= y’. The linear orderT is

– denseif, for anyx, y ∈ T with x < y, there existsz such thatx < z < y;

– discreteif every non-maximalx ∈ T has an immediate<-successor, and every non-minimalx ∈ T
has an immediate<-predecessor.

1Originally, Halpern and Shoham [27] also considered more complex temporal structures based on partial orders withlinear
intervalssuch that, wheneverx ≤ y, then the closed interval{z ∈ T | x ≤ z ≤ y} is linearly ordered by≤. In particular, trees are
temporal structures in this sense.
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Thus, the rationals(Q,≤) and reals(R,≤) are dense orders, while the integers(Z,≤) and the natural
numbers(N,≤) are discrete. Any finite linear order is obviously discrete.We denote byLin the class of
all linear orders, byFin the class of all finite linear orders, byDis the class of all discrete linear orders, and
by Den the class of all dense linear orders. We say that a linear order contains an infinite ascending(de-
scending) chain if it has a sequence of pointsxn, n < ω, such thatx0 < x1 < . . . xn < . . . (respectively,
x0 > x1 > . . . xn > . . . ). Clearly, any infinite linear order contains an infinite ascending or an infinite
descending chain.

Following Halpern and Shoham [27], by aninterval in T we mean any ordered pair〈x, y〉 such that
x ≤ y, and denote byint(T) the set of all intervals inT. Note thatint(T) contains all thepunctual intervals
of the form〈x, x〉, which is often referred to as thenon-strictsemantics. Under thestrict semantics adopted
by Allen [1], punctual intervals are disallowed. Most of ourresults hold for both semantics, and we shall
comment on the cases where the strict semantics requires a special treatment. We define the interval
relations overint(T) in the same way as Halpern and Shoham [27] by taking (see Fig. 1):

– 〈x1, y1〉A〈x2, y2〉 iff y1 = x2 andx2 < y2, (After)

– 〈x1, y1〉B〈x2, y2〉 iff x1 = x2 andy2 < y1, (Begins)

– 〈x1, y1〉E〈x2, y2〉 iff x1 < x2 andy1 = y2, (Ends)

– 〈x1, y1〉D〈x2, y2〉 iff x1 < x2 andy2 < y1, (During)

– 〈x1, y1〉L〈x2, y2〉 iff y1 < x2, (Later)

– 〈x1, y1〉O〈x2, y2〉 iff x1 < x2 < y1 < y2, (Overlaps)

and denote bȳA, B̄, Ē, D̄, L̄, Ō the inverses ofA, B, E, D, L, O, respectively. Observe that all of these
relations are irreflexive, so we refer to the definition aboveas theirreflexive semantics. As an alternative,
we also consider thereflexive semantics, which is obtained by replacing each< with ≤. We writeT(≤) or
T(<) to indicate that the semantics is reflexive or, respectively, irreflexive. When formulating results where
the choice of semantics for each interval relation does not matter, we use the termarbitrary semantics.2

As observed by Venema [46], if we represent intervals〈x, y〉 ∈ int(T) by points(x, y) of the ‘north-
western’ subset of the two-dimensional Cartesian productT × T , then int(T) together with the interval
relations (under any semantics) forms a multimodal Kripke frame (see Fig. 1). We denote it byFT and
call anHS-frame.3 Given a linear orderT, anHS-model based onT is a pairM = (FT, ν), whereFT is
anHS-frame andν a function from the setP of propositional variables to subsets ofint(T). The truth-
relationM, 〈x, y〉 |= ϕ, for anHShorn-formulaϕ, is defined inductively as follows, whereR is any interval
relation:

– M, 〈x, y〉 |= ⊤ andM, 〈x, y〉 6|= ⊥, for any〈x, y〉 ∈ int(T);

– M, 〈x, y〉 |= p iff 〈x, y〉 ∈ ν(p), for anyp ∈ P ;

– M, 〈x, y〉 |= 〈R〉λ iff there exists〈x′, y′〉 such that〈x, y〉R〈x′, y′〉 andM, 〈x′, y′〉 |= λ;

– M, 〈x, y〉 |= [R]λ iff, for every 〈x′, y′〉 with 〈x, y〉R〈x′, y′〉, we haveM, 〈x′, y′〉 |= λ;

– M, 〈x, y〉 |= [U](λ1 ∧ · · · ∧ λk → λ) iff, for every 〈x′, y′〉 ∈ int(T) with M, 〈x′, y′〉 |= λi for
i = 1, . . . , k, we haveM, 〈x′, y′〉 |= λ;

– M, 〈x, y〉 |= ϕ1 ∧ ϕ2 iff M, 〈x, y〉 |= ϕ1 andM, 〈x, y〉 |= ϕ2.

A modelM based onT satisfiesϕ if M, 〈x, y〉 |= ϕ, for some〈x, y〉 ∈ int(T). Given a classC of linear
orders, we say that a formulaϕ is C-satisfiable(respectively,C(≤)- or C(<)-satisfiable) if it is satisfiable
in anHS-model based on some order fromC under the arbitrary (respectively, reflexive or irreflexive)
semantics.

To facilitate readability, we use the followingsyntactic sugar, whereψ = λ1 ∧ · · · ∧ λk:
2It may be of interest to note that the query language SQL:2011has seven interval temporal operators three of which are under the

reflexive semantics and four under the irreflexive one [31].
3Note that if we considerT = (T,≤) as a unimodal Kripke frame, then

(

int(T),E, B̄
)

with the reflexive semantics is an
expanding subframe of themodal product frameT× T; see [23, Section 3.9].
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Figure 1: The interval relations and their 2D representation.

– [U](ψ → ¬λ) as an abbreviation for[U](ψ ∧ λ→ ⊥);

– [U]
(

ψ → λ′1 ∧ · · · ∧ λ
′
n) as an abbreviation for

n
∧

i=1

[U]
(

ψ → λ′i);

– [U]
(

ψ → [R](λ′1 ∧ · · · ∧ λ
′
n → λ)

)

as an abbreviation for

[U](ψ → [R]p) ∧ [U](p ∧ λ′1 ∧ · · · ∧ λ
′
n → λ),

wherep is a fresh variable, and similarly for〈R〉 in place of[R].

Note also that[U](〈R〉λ ∧ ψ → λ′) is equivalent to[U](λ → [R̄](ψ → λ′)). This allows us to use〈R〉
on the left-hand side of the clauses inHS✷horn-formulas, and[R] on the right-hand side of the clauses in
HS✸horn-formulas.

3 Tractability ofHS✷horn

Let T = (T,≤) be a linear order,〈a, b〉 ∈ int(T), and letϕ be anHS✷horn-formula. Suppose we want to
check whether there exists a modelM such thatM, 〈a, b〉 |= ϕ under the reflexive (or irreflexive) semantics,
in which case we will say thatϕ is 〈a, b〉-satisfiable inT(≤) (respectively,T(<)). Let ✁ ∈ {≤, <}. We
set

Vϕ = {λ@〈a, b〉 | λ an initial condition ofϕ}

and denote bycl(Vϕ) the result of applying non-recursively the following rulesto Vϕ, whereR is any
interval relation inT(✁):

(cl1) if [R]λ@〈x, y〉 ∈ Vϕ, then we add toVϕ all λ@〈x′, y′〉 such that〈x′, y′〉 ∈ int(T) and〈x, y〉R〈x′, y′〉;

(cl2) if λ@〈x′, y′〉 ∈ Vϕ for all 〈x′, y′〉 ∈ int(T) such that〈x, y〉R〈x′, y′〉 and[R]λ occurs inϕ, then we
add[R]λ@〈x, y〉 to Vϕ;

(cl3) if [U](λ1∧· · ·∧λk → λ) is a clause ofϕ andλi@〈x, y〉 ∈ Vϕ, for 1 ≤ i ≤ k, then we addλ@〈x, y〉
toVϕ.
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Now, setcl0(Vϕ) = Vϕ and, for any successor ordinalα+ 1 and limit ordinalβ,

clα+1(Vϕ) = cl(clα(Vϕ)), clβ(Vϕ) =
⋃

α<β

clα(Vϕ) and cl∗(Vϕ) =
⋃

γ an ordinal

clγ(Vϕ).

Define anHS-modelK〈a,b〉ϕ = (FT, ν) based onT(✁) by taking, for every variablep,

ν(p) = {〈x, y〉 | p@〈x, y〉 ∈ cl∗(Vϕ)}.

Theorem 1. AnHS✷horn-formulaϕ is 〈a, b〉-satisfiable inT(✁) if and only if⊥@〈x, y〉 /∈ cl∗(Vϕ). Further-

more, if some modelM overT(✁) satisfiesϕ at 〈a, b〉, thenK〈a,b〉ϕ , 〈a, b〉 |= ϕ and, for any〈x, y〉 ∈ int(T)

and any variablep, K〈a,b〉ϕ , 〈x, y〉 |= p impliesM, 〈x, y〉 |= p.

Proof. Suppose⊥@〈x, y〉 /∈ cl∗(Vϕ). It is easily shown by induction that we haveλ@〈x, y〉 ∈ cl∗(Vϕ) iff

K
〈a,b〉
ϕ , 〈x, y〉 |= λ. It follows thatK〈a,b〉ϕ , 〈a, b〉 |= ϕ. Suppose also thatM, 〈a, b〉 |= ϕ, for some modelM

overT(✁). Denote byV the set ofλ@〈x, y〉 such thatλ occurs inϕ, 〈x, y〉 ∈ int(T) andM, 〈x, y〉 |= λ.
Clearly,V is closed under the rules forcl, and socl∗(Vϕ) ⊆ V. This observation also shows that ifϕ is
〈a, b〉-satisfiable inT(✁) then⊥@〈x, y〉 /∈ cl∗(Vϕ). ❑

If ⊥@〈x, y〉 /∈ cl∗(Vϕ), we callK〈a,b〉ϕ thecanonical model ofϕ based onT(✁). Our next aim is to
show that if (i) T ∈ Dis and✁ is≤, or (ii ) T ∈ Den and✁ ∈ {≤, <}, then there is a finite multi-modal
Kripke frameZ〈a,b〉 with a set of wordsZ and an accessibility relationR, for every interval relationR, and
a surjective mapf : int(T)→ Z such that the following conditions hold:

(p1) if 〈x, y〉R〈x′, y′〉 thenf(〈x, y〉)Rf(〈x′, y′〉);

(p2) if zRz′ then, for every〈x, y〉 ∈ f−1(z), there is〈x′, y′〉 ∈ f−1(z′) with 〈x, y〉R〈x′, y′〉;

(p3) for any variablep and anyz ∈ Z, eitherf−1(z) ∩ ν(p) = ∅ or f−1(z) ⊆ ν(p).

In modal logic, a surjection respecting the first two properties is called ap-morphism(or bounded mor-
phism) fromFT to Z〈a,b〉 (see, e.g., [15, 26]). It is well-known that iff is a p-morphism fromFT to Z〈a,b〉

andϕ is f(〈a, b〉)-satisfiable inZ〈a,b〉 thenϕ is 〈a, b〉-satisfiable inT(✁). Moreover, if the third condi-
tion also holds andK〈a,b〉ϕ , 〈a, b〉 |= ϕ, thenϕ is f(〈a, b〉)-satisfiable inZ〈a,b〉. Indeed, in this casef is a

p-morphism from the canonical modelK
〈a,b〉
ϕ onto the model(Z〈a,b〉, ν′), whereν′(p) = {z | f−1(z) ⊆

ν(p)}.
To constructZ〈a,b〉 andf , we require a few definitions. Ifa < b, we denote bysecT(a, b) the set ofnon-

emptysubsets ofT of the form(−∞, a), [a, a], (a, b), [b, b] and(b,∞), where(−∞, a) = {x ∈ T | x < a}
and(b,∞) = {x ∈ T | x > b}. If a = b, thensecT(a, b) consists of non-empty sets of the form(−∞, a),
[a, a] and(a,∞). We call eachσ ∈ secT(a, b) an(a, b)-sectionof T. Clearly,secT(a, b) is a partition ofT .
Givenσ, σ′ ∈ secT(a, b), we writeσ � σ′ if there existx ∈ σ andx′ ∈ σ′ such that〈x, x′〉 ∈ int(T). The
definition ofZ〈a,b〉 depends on the type of the linear orderT and the semantics for the interval relations.

CaseT(≤), for T ∈ Dis ∪ Den. If T = (T,≤) is a linear order fromDis or Den and the semantics is
reflexive, then we divideint(T) into zonesof the form

– ζσ,σ′ = {〈x, x′〉 ∈ int(T) | x ∈ σ, x′ ∈ σ′}, whereσ, σ′ ∈ secT(a, b) andσ � σ′.

For a < b (or a = b), there are at most 15 (respectively, at most 6) disjoint non-empty zones covering
int(T); see Fig. 2. These zones form the setZ of worlds in the frameZ〈a,b〉, and for anyζ, ζ′ ∈ Z and any
interval relationR, we setζRζ′ iff there exist〈x, y〉 ∈ ζ and〈x′, y′〉 ∈ ζ′ such that〈x, y〉R〈x′, y′〉. Finally,
we define a mapf : int(T) → Z by takingf(〈x, y〉) = ζ iff 〈x, y〉 ∈ ζ. By definition,f is ‘onto’ and
satisfies (p1). Condition (p2) is checked by direct inspection of Fig. 2, while condition (p3) is an immediate
consequence of the following lemma:

Lemma 2. For any zoneζ and any literalλ in ϕ, if K
〈i,j〉
ϕ , 〈x, y〉 |= λ for some〈x, y〉 ∈ ζ, then

K
〈i,j〉
ϕ , 〈x, y〉 |= λ for all 〈x, y〉 ∈ ζ.
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ζ[j],[j]

ζ[i],[i]

ζ(i,j),(i,j)

ζ(j,+∞),(j,+∞)

ζ(−∞,i),(−∞,i)

ζ(−∞,i),[i]

i 6= j

ζ[i],[j]

ζ(j,+∞),(j,+∞)

ζ(−∞,i),(−∞,i)

ζ(−∞,i),[i]

i = j

Figure 2: Zones in the canonical models overDis(≤) andDen(≤).

Proof. It suffices to show that ifλ@〈x, y〉 ∈ clα+1(Vϕ) for some〈x, y〉 ∈ ζ, thenλ@〈x′, y′〉 ∈ clα+1(Vϕ)
for all 〈x′, y′〉 ∈ ζ, assuming thatclα(Vϕ) satisfies this property, which is the case forα = 0.

Suppose〈x, y〉 ∈ ζ andλ@〈x, y〉 ∈ clα+1(Vϕ) is obtained by an application of (cl1) to[R]λ〈u, v〉 ∈
clα(Vϕ) with 〈u, v〉R〈x, y〉 and〈u, v〉 ∈ ζ′. Take any〈x′, y′〉 ∈ ζ. By (p2), there is〈u′, v′〉 ∈ ζ′ such
that〈u′, v′〉R〈x′, y′〉. By our assumption,[R]λ〈u′, v′〉 ∈ clα(Vϕ), and so an application of (c1) to it gives
λ@〈x′, y′〉 ∈ clα+1(Vϕ).

Suppose next that〈x, y〉 ∈ ζ and [R]λ@〈x, y〉 ∈ clα+1(Vϕ) is obtained by an application of (cl2).
Thenλ〈u, v〉 ∈ clα(Vϕ) for all 〈u, v〉 with 〈x, y〉R〈u, v〉. Take any〈x′, y′〉 ∈ ζ. We show thatλ〈u′, v′〉 ∈
clα(Vϕ) for everyλ〈u′, v′〉 with 〈x′, y′〉R〈u′, v′〉, from which[R]λ@〈x′, y′〉 ∈ clα+1(Vϕ) will follow. Let
〈u′, v′〉 ∈ ζ′. By (p1),ζRζ′ and, by (p2),〈x, y〉R〈u, v〉 for some〈u, v〉 ∈ ζ′ such that〈x, y〉R〈u, v〉. Then
λ〈u, v〉 ∈ clα(Vϕ) and, by our assumption,λ〈u′, v′〉 ∈ clα(Vϕ).

The case of rule (cl3) is obvious. ❑

Note that Lemma 2 does not hold forT(<). Indeed, we may have punctual intervals〈y, y〉 (for y /∈

{a, b}) such thatK〈a,b〉ϕ , 〈y, y〉 |= [E]⊥ butK〈a,b〉ϕ , 〈x, y〉 6|= [E]⊥ for x < y, with 〈x, y〉 from the same zone
as〈y, y〉.

CaseT(<), for T ∈ Den. If T is a dense linear order and the semantics is irreflexive, we divide int(T)
into zones of three types:

– ζσ,σ′ = {〈x, x′〉 ∈ int(T) | x ∈ σ, x′ ∈ σ′}, whereσ, σ′ ∈ secT(a, b), σ � σ′ andσ 6= σ′;

– ζσ = {〈x, x′〉 ∈ int(T) | x, x′ ∈ σ, x 6= x′}, whereσ ∈ secT(a, b);

– ζ•σ = {〈x, x〉 ∈ int(T) | x ∈ σ}, whereσ ∈ secT(a, b).

Now, fora < b (or a = b), we have at most 18 (respectively, at most 8) disjoint non-empty zones covering
int(T); see Fig. 3. It is again easy to see that the mapf : int(T) → Z defined by takingf(〈x, y〉) = ζ
iff 〈x, y〉 ∈ ζ satisfies (p1)–(p3). The fact thatT is dense is required for (p2). For discreteT, condition
(p2) does not hold. For example, forT = (Z,✁), a = 0 andb = 3, we haveζ•(a,b)Ēζ(a,b),(a,b) but for

〈2, 2〉 ∈ ζ•(a,b) there is no〈x′, y′〉 ∈ ζ(a,b),(a,b) such that〈2, 2〉Ē〈x′, y′〉 as shown in the picture below:

〈0, 0〉

〈1, 1〉

〈2, 2〉

〈3, 3〉

Thus, in both cases the constructed functionf : int(T) → Z satisfies conditions (p1)–(p3), and so,
using Theorem 1, we obtain:
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ζ[j],[j]

ζ[i],[i]

ζ(i,j)

ζ(j,∞)

ζ(−∞,i)

ζ(−∞,i),[i]

ζ•
(i,j)

ζ•
(j,∞)

ζ•
(−∞,i)

i 6= j

ζ[i],[j]

ζ(j,∞)

ζ(−∞,i)

ζ(−∞,i),[i]

ζ•
(j,∞)

ζ•
(−∞,i)

i = j

Figure 3: Zones in the canonical models overDen(<).

Theorem 3. SupposeT ∈ Dis and✁ is≤, or T ∈ Den and✁ ∈ {≤, <}. Then anHS✷horn-formulaϕ is
〈a, b〉-satisfiable inT(✁) iff ϕ is f(〈a, b〉)-satisfiable inZ〈a,b〉.

To check whetherϕ is f(〈a, b〉)-satisfiable inZ〈a,b〉, we take the set

Uϕ = {λ@f(〈a, b〉) | λ an initial condition ofϕ}

and apply to it the following obvious modifications of rules (cl1)–(cl3):

if [R]λ@ζ ∈ Uϕ, then we add toUϕ all λ@ζ′ such thatζRζ′;

if λ@ζ′ ∈ Uϕ for all ζ′ ∈ Z with ζRζ′ and[R]λ occurs inϕ, then we add[R]λ@ζ to Uϕ;

if [U](λ1 ∧ · · · ∧ λk → λ) occurs inϕ andλi@ζ ∈ Uϕ, 1 ≤ i ≤ k, then addλ@ζ toUϕ.

It is readily seen that at most|Z|·|ϕ| applications are enough to construct a fixed pointcl∗(Uϕ). Similarly to
Theorem 1, we then show thatϕ is f(〈a, b〉)-satisfiable inZ〈a,b〉 iff cl∗(Uϕ) does not contain⊥@f(〈a, b〉).

Theorem 4. For any classDis′ of discrete linear orders and any classDen′ of dense linear orders,
Dis′(≤)-, Den′(≤)- andDen′(<)-satisfiabily ofHS✷horn-formulas are allP-complete.

Proof. Observe first that, for each ofDis′(≤), Den′(≤), Den′(<), there are at most 8 pairwise non-
isomorphic frames of the formZ〈a,b〉. As we saw above, checking whetherϕ is satisfiable in one of
them can be done in polynomial time. It remains to apply Theorem 3. The matching lower bound holds
already for propositional Horn formulas; see, e.g., [20, Theorem 4.2] and references therein. ❑

Remark 5. In the context of potential applications, it would be more interesting to allowHS✷horn formulas
with initial conditions of the formp@〈a, b〉, where〈a, b〉 ∈ int(T) for the linear orderT under consider-
ation. The initial conditions would represent temporal data, while the clauses formalise the background
knowledge. The zonal representation of canonical models above can be extended to this case. However,
the number of zones will be quadratic in the number of the initial conditions; see [6].

4 Lower bounds

In this section, we show that tractability results such as Theorem 4 are not possible when some kind of
‘controlled infinity’ becomes expressible in the formalism. When simulating complex problems inHS-
models, we always begin by singling out those intervals—call themunits—that are used in the simulation.
It should be clear that if anHS-fragment is capable of

(i) forcing anω-type infinite (or unbounded finite) sequence of units, and

9



(ii ) passing polynomial-size information from one unit to the next,

then it is PSPACE-hard (because polynomial space bounded Turing machine computations can be encoded).
It is readily seen thatHShorn can easily do both (i) and (ii ). We show that, in certain situations, we can
encode Horn clauses by means of core clauses, and thus achieve (i) and (ii ) already in the core fragments.
In particular, this is the case:

– forHScore over any class of unbounded timelines under arbitrary semantics (Theorem 7), and even

– for HS✷core over any class of unbounded discrete timelines under the irreflexive semantics (Theo-
rem 8).

Further, if a fragment is expressive enough to

(iii ) force anω × ω-like grid-structure of units, and

(iv) pass (polynomial-size) information from each unit representing some grid-point to the unit repre-
senting its right- and up-neighbours in the grid,

then it becomes possible to encode undecidable problems such asω×ω-tilings, Turing or counter machine
computations. We show this to be the case for the following fragments:

– HS✸horn over any class of unbounded timelines under arbitrary semantics (Theorem 9),

– HScore over any class of unbounded timelines under the irreflexive semantics (Theorem 10), and

– HS✷horn over any class of unbounded discrete timelines under the irreflexive semantics (Theorem 11).

AlthoughHS-models are always grid-like by definition, it is not straightforward to achieve (iii )–(iv)
in them. Even if we consider the irreflexive semantics and discrete underlying linear orders,HS does not
provide us with horizontal and vertical next-time operators. The undecidability proofs for (Boolean)HS-
satisfiability given by Halpern and Shoham [27] and Marx and Reynolds [34] (for irreflexive semantics),
by Reynolds and Zakharyaschev [42] and Gabbay et al. [23] (for arbitrary semantics), and by Bresolin et
al. [8] (for theBE, BE andBE fragments with irreflexive semantics) all employ the following solution
to this problem:

(v) Instead of using a grid-like subset of anHS-model as units representing grid-locations, we use some
Cantor-style enumeration of either the wholeω × ω-grid or its north-western octantnwω×ω (see
Fig. 4), and then force auniqueinfinite (or unbounded finite) sequence of units representing this
enumeration (or an unbounded finite prefix of it).

(vi) Then we use some ‘up- and right-pointers’ in the model to access the unit representing the grid-
location immediately above and to the right of the current one.

Here, we follow a similar approach. The proofs of Theorems 9–11 differ in how (v) and (vi) are achieved
by the capabilities of the different formalisms. In particular:

– The way used in the proof of Theorem 9 is similar to how it is done in [34, 42, 23] where theω× ω-
grid is encoded in modal products of linear orders, and in [24] where theω × ω-grid is encoded by
modal products of various transitive (not necessarily linear) relations, in all cases regardless whether
the relations in question are irreflexive or reflexive. It turns out that, using some additional ‘tricks’,
this technique is applicable forHS✸horn-formulas.

– It is not clear whether the above method can be applied to thecase ofHScore. In the proof of
Theorem 10 we achieve (for the irreflexive semantics) (v) and (vi) in a different way, similar to the
one in [27].

– Both techniques above make an essential use of〈R〉-operators. In order to achieve (v) and (vi) using
HS✷horn-formulas with the irreflexive semantics and discrete linear orders, in the proof of Theorem 11
we provide a completely different encoding of thenwω×ω-grid.
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Figure 4: An enumeration of thenwω×ω-grid.

4.1 Turing machines

As all of our lower bound proofs use various problems for Turing machines, we begin by fixing the notation
and the terminology about them. Asingle-tape right-infinite deterministic Turing Machine(TM, for short)
is a tupleA = (Q,Σ, q0, qf , δA), whereQ is a finite set ofstatescontaining, in particular, theinitial state
q0 and thehalt stateqf , Σ is thetape alphabet(with a distinguishedblanksymbol⊔ ∈ Σ), andδA is the
transition function, where we use the symbol£ /∈ Σ to mark the leftmost cell of the tape:

δA : (Q− {qf})× (Σ ∪ {£})→ Q× (Σ ∪ {L,R}).

The transition function transforms each pair of the form(q, s) into one of the following pairs:

– (q′, s′) (write s′ and change the state toq′);

– (q′, L) (move one cell left and change the state toq′);

– (q′,R) (move one cell right and change the state toq′),

whereL andR are fresh symbols. We assume that ifs = £ (i.e., the leftmost cell of the tape is active) then
δA(q, s) = (q′,R) (that is, having reached the leftmost cell, the machine always moves to the right). We
setsize(A) = |Q ∪ Σ ∪ δA|. Configurationsof A are infinite sequences of the form

C = (s0, s1, . . . , si, . . . , sn,⊔, . . .),

where eithers0 = £ and alls1, . . . , sn save one, saysi, are inΣ, while si belongs toQ×Σ and represents
theactive celland thecurrent state, ors0 = (q,£) for someq ∈ Q (s0 is the active cell), and alls1, . . . , sn
are inΣ. In both cases all cells of the tape located to the right ofsn contain⊔. We assume that the machine
always starts with empty tape (all cells of which are blank),and so theinitial configurationis represented
by the sequence

C0 =
(

(q0,£),⊔,⊔, . . .
)

.

We denote by(Cn | n < H) the unique sequence of subsequent configurations ofA starting with the empty
tape —the uniquecomputation ofA with empty input—where

H =

{

n+ 1, n is the smallest number with(qf , s) occurring inCn for somes,
ω, otherwise.

If H < ω, we say thatA halts with empty input, and callCH−1 thehalting configuration ofA. If H = ω,
we say thatA diverges with empty input. We denote byCn(m) themth symbol inCn.

In our lower bound proofs, we use the following Turing machine problems [38]:

11



HALTING : (Σ0
1-hard)

Given a Turing machineA, does it halt with empty input?

NON-HALTING : (Π0
1-hard)

Given a Turing machineA, does it diverge with empty input?

PSPACE-BOUND HALTING : (PSPACE-hard)

Given a Turing machineA whose computation with empty input uses at mostpoly
(

size(A)
)

tape cells for
some polynomial functionpoly(), doesA halt on empty input?

PSPACE-BOUND NON-HALTING : (PSPACE-hard)

Given a Turing machineA whose computation with empty input uses at mostpoly
(

size(A)
)

tape cells for
some polynomial functionpoly(), doesA diverge on empty input?

4.2 PSPACE-hardness of core fragments

As we have already observed, proving PSPACE-hardness in the case ofHShorn is relatively easy. In order
to do this in the caseHScore, we use the followingbinary implication trickto capture at least some of the
Horn features inHScore. For any literalsλ1, λ2, andλ, we define the formula

[

λ1 ∧ λ2 ⇒H λ
]

as the
conjunction of

[U](λ1 → 〈A〉λ̃1) ∧ [U](λ2 → 〈A〉λ̃2), (4)

[U](λ̃2 → ¬〈B̄〉λ̃1), (5)

[U](λ̃1 → λ̃ ∧ [B̄]λ̃) ∧ [U](λ̃2 → [B]λ̃), (6)

[U]([A] λ̃→ λ), (7)

whereλ̃1, λ̃2, andλ̃ are fresh variables. The following claim holds for arbitrary semantics:

CLAIM 4.1. SupposeM is anHS-model based on some linear orderT and satisfying
[

λ1∧λ2 ⇒H λ
]

. For
all y in T, if there existx1, x2 ≤ y such thatM, 〈x1, y〉 |= λ1 andM, 〈x2, y〉 |= λ2, thenM, 〈x, y〉 |= λ
for all x ≤ y.

Proof. SupposeM, 〈x1, y〉 |= λ1 andM, 〈x2, y〉 |= λ2. Take somex ≤ y. By (4), there existz1, z2 ≥ y
such thatM, 〈y, z1〉 |= λ̃1 andM, 〈y, z2〉 |= λ̃2. Thenz1 ≤ z2 by (5). SoM, 〈y, z〉 |= λ̃ for all z ≥ y by
(6), and thereforeM, 〈x, y〉 |= λ by (7). ❑

Soundness: Observe that in order to satisfy
[

λ1 ∧ λ2 ⇒H λ
]

the following are necessary:

– λ is horizontally stable: for everyy, we haveM, 〈x, y〉 |= λ iff M, 〈x′, y〉 |= λ for all x′;

– if M, 〈x′, y〉 6|= λ (and soM, 〈x, y〉 6|= λ for all x) andM, 〈x′′, y〉 |= λ1 for somex′, x′′, then
M, 〈x, y〉 6|= λ2 should hold for allx.

We use the binary implication trick to prove thatHScore is PSPACE-hard for arbitrary semantics (re-
flexive, irreflexive, mixed).

Theorem 6. (HScore, arbitrary semantics)
(i) For any classC of linear orders containing an infinite order,C-satisfiability ofHScore-formulas is
PSPACE-hard. (ii ) Fin-satisfiability ofHScore-formulas isPSPACE-hard.

Proof. (i) We reduce ‘PSpace-bound non-halting’ toC-satisfiability. LetA be a Turing machine whose
computation on empty input uses< poly

(

size(A)
)

tape cells for some polynomial functionpoly(), and let
N = poly

(

size(A)
)

. Then we may assume that each configurationC of A is not infinite but of lengthN ,
andA never visits the last cell of any configuration. LetΓA = Σ ∪ {£} ∪

(

Q × (Σ ∪ {£})
)

. For each
i < N andz ∈ ΓA, we introduce two propositional variables:cellzi (to encode that ‘the content of theith
cell isz’) and its ‘copy’cell

z

i .
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Then we can express the uniqueness of cell-contents by

∧

i<N

∧

z 6=z′∈ΓA

[U](cellzi → ¬cell
z′

i ), (8)

and initialise the computation by
cell

(q0,£)
0 ∧

∧

0<i<N

cell⊔i . (9)

Now we pass information from one configuration to the next, using the ‘copy’ variables and the ‘binary
implication trick’:

[U]
(

cell
(q,s)
i → 〈A〉cell

(q,s)

i

)

, for i < N , (q, s) ∈ (Q− {qf})× (Σ ∪ {£}), (10)
[

cell
(q,s)
i ∧ cellzj ⇒H 〈A〉cell

z

j

]

,

for i, j < N , (q, s) ∈ (Q− {qf})× (Σ ∪ {£}), z ∈ Σ ∪ {£}, (11)

[U]
(

cell
(q,s)

i → ¬〈B〉cell
z

j

)

. (12)

We can force that allcell
(q,s)

i -intervals are different (meaning none of them is punctual)by the conjunction
of, say,

[U]
(

cell
(q,s)

i → unit
)

, for i < N , (q, s) ∈ Q× (Σ ∪ {£}), (13)

[U](unit→ ¬[D]unit). (14)

Finally, we can ensure that the information passed in fact encodes the computation steps ofA by the
following formulas. For all(q, s) ∈ (Q− {qf})× (Σ ∪ {£}) andz ∈ Σ ∪ {£},

– if δA(q, s) = (q′, s′), then take the conjunction of

[U]
(

cell
(q,s)

i → cell
(q′,s′)
i

)

, for i < N, (15)
[

cell
(q,s)

i ∧ 〈B̄〉cell
z

j ⇒H cellzj
]

, for i, j < N , j 6= i; (16)

– if δA(q, s) = (q′,R), then take the conjunction of

[U]
(

cell
(q,s)

i → cellsi
)

, for i < N − 1, (17)
[

cell
(q,s)

i ∧ 〈B̄〉cell
z

i+1 ⇒H cell
(q′,z)
i+1

]

, for i < N − 1, (18)
[

cell
(q,s)

i ∧ 〈B̄〉cell
z

j ⇒H cellzj
]

, for i < N − 1, j < N , j 6= i, i+ 1; (19)

– if δA(q, s) = (q′, L), then take the conjunction of (32) for0 < i < N and

[

cell
(q,s)

i ∧ 〈B̄〉cell
z

i−1 ⇒H cell
(q′,z)
i−1

]

, for 0 < i < N, (20)
[

cell
(q,s)

i ∧ 〈B̄〉cell
z

j ⇒H cellzj
]

, for 0 < i < N , j < N , j 6= i, i− 1. (21)

Finally, we force non-halting with

[U]
(

cell
(qf ,s)
i → ⊥

)

, for i < N , s ∈ Σ ∪ {£}. (22)

CLAIM 4.2. LetΦA be the conjunction of(23)–(37). If ΦA is satisfiable in anHS-model, thenA diverges
with empty input.
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Proof. Take anyHS-modelM based on a linear orderT. SupposeM, 〈r, r′〉 |= ΦA. Then it is not hard to
show by induction onn that there is an infinite sequenceu0 ≤ u1 < u2 < · · · < un < . . . of points inT
such thatu0 = r, u1 = r′, and for alln < ω, the interval〈un, un+1〉 ‘represents’ thenth configurationCn
in the infinite computation ofA with empty input in the following sense:

M, 〈un, un+1〉 |= cellzi iff Cn(i) = z,

for all i < N andz ∈ ΓA. ❑

On the other hand, ifA diverges on empty input, then take some linear orderT containing an infinite
ascending chaint0 < t1 < . . . and define anHS-modelM = (FT, ν) by taking, for alli < N andz ∈ ΓA,

ν(unit) = {〈t2n, t2n+2〉 | n < ω},

ν(cellzi ) = {〈x, t2n+2〉 | Cn(i) = z, n < ω, x ≤ t2n+2},

ν(cell
z

i ) =

{

{〈t2n+2, t2n+3〉 | Cn(i) = z, n < ω}, if z ∈ Σ ∪ {£},

{〈t2n+2, t2n+4〉 | Cn(i) = z, n < ω}, if z ∈ Q × (Σ ∪ {£}).

It is easy to check thatM, 〈t0, t2〉 |= ΦA with arbitrary semantics. The case whenT contains an infinite
descending chain requires ‘symmetrical versions’ of the used formulas and it is left to the reader.

(ii ) In the finite case we reduce ‘PSpace-bound halting’ toFin-satisfiability. To achieve this, we just
omit the conjunct (37) fromΦA. Now (25), together with the finiteness of the models force the computation
to reach the halting state. ❑

We use this trick to prove the following:

Theorem 7. (HScore, arbitrary semantics)
(i) For any classC of linear orders containing an infinite order,C-satisfiability ofHScore-formulas is
PSPACE-hard. (ii ) Fin-satisfiability ofHScore-formulas isPSPACE-hard.

Proof. (i) We reduce ‘PSpace-bound non-halting’ toC-satisfiability. LetA be a Turing machine whose
computation on empty input uses< poly

(

size(A)
)

tape cells for some polynomial functionpoly(), and let
N = poly

(

size(A)
)

. Then we may assume that each configurationC of A is not infinite but of lengthN ,
andA never visits the last cell of any configuration. LetΓA = Σ ∪ {£} ∪

(

Q × (Σ ∪ {£})
)

. For each
i < N andz ∈ ΓA, we introduce two propositional variables:cellzi (to encode that ‘the content of theith
cell isz’) and its ‘copy’cell

z

i .
Then we can express the uniqueness of cell-contents by

∧

i<N

∧

z 6=z′∈ΓA

[U](cellzi → ¬cell
z′

i ), (23)

and initialise the computation by
cell

(q0,£)
0 ∧

∧

0<i<N

cell⊔i . (24)

Now we pass information from one configuration to the next, using the ‘copy’ variables and the ‘binary
implication trick’:

[U]
(

cell
(q,s)
i → 〈A〉cell

(q,s)

i

)

, for i < N , (q, s) ∈ (Q− {qf})× (Σ ∪ {£}), (25)
[

cell
(q,s)
i ∧ cellzj ⇒H 〈A〉cell

z

j

]

,

for i, j < N , (q, s) ∈ (Q− {qf})× (Σ ∪ {£}), z ∈ Σ ∪ {£}, (26)

[U]
(

cell
(q,s)

i → ¬〈B〉cell
z

j

)

. (27)
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We can force that allcell
(q,s)

i -intervals are different (meaning none of them is punctual)by the conjunction
of, say,

[U]
(

cell
(q,s)

i → unit
)

, for i < N , (q, s) ∈ Q× (Σ ∪ {£}), (28)

[U](unit→ ¬[D]unit). (29)

Finally, we can ensure that the information passed in fact encodes the computation steps ofA by the
following formulas. For all(q, s) ∈ (Q− {qf})× (Σ ∪ {£}) andz ∈ Σ ∪ {£},

– if δA(q, s) = (q′, s′), then take the conjunction of

[U]
(

cell
(q,s)

i → cell
(q′,s′)
i

)

, for i < N, (30)
[

cell
(q,s)

i ∧ 〈B̄〉cell
z

j ⇒H cellzj
]

, for i, j < N , j 6= i; (31)

– if δA(q, s) = (q′,R), then take the conjunction of

[U]
(

cell
(q,s)

i → cellsi
)

, for i < N − 1, (32)
[

cell
(q,s)

i ∧ 〈B̄〉cell
z

i+1 ⇒H cell
(q′,z)
i+1

]

, for i < N − 1, (33)
[

cell
(q,s)

i ∧ 〈B̄〉cell
z

j ⇒H cellzj
]

, for i < N − 1, j < N , j 6= i, i+ 1; (34)

– if δA(q, s) = (q′, L), then take the conjunction of (32) for0 < i < N and

[

cell
(q,s)

i ∧ 〈B̄〉cell
z

i−1 ⇒H cell
(q′,z)
i−1

]

, for 0 < i < N, (35)
[

cell
(q,s)

i ∧ 〈B̄〉cell
z

j ⇒H cellzj
]

, for 0 < i < N , j < N , j 6= i, i− 1. (36)

Finally, we force non-halting with

[U]
(

cell
(qf ,s)
i → ⊥

)

, for i < N , s ∈ Σ ∪ {£}. (37)

CLAIM 4.3. LetΦA be the conjunction of(23)–(37). If ΦA is satisfiable in anHS-model, thenA diverges
with empty input.

Proof. Take anyHS-modelM based on a linear orderT. SupposeM, 〈r, r′〉 |= ΦA. Then it is not hard to
show by induction onn that there is an infinite sequenceu0 ≤ u1 < u2 < · · · < un < . . . of points inT
such thatu0 = r, u1 = r′, and for alln < ω, the interval〈un, un+1〉 ‘represents’ thenth configurationCn
in the infinite computation ofA with empty input in the following sense:

M, 〈un, un+1〉 |= cellzi iff Cn(i) = z,

for all i < N andz ∈ ΓA. ❑

On the other hand, ifA diverges on empty input, then take some linear orderT containing an infinite
ascending chaint0 < t1 < . . . and define anHS-modelM = (FT, ν) by taking, for alli < N andz ∈ ΓA,

ν(unit) = {〈t2n, t2n+2〉 | n < ω},

ν(cellzi ) = {〈x, t2n+2〉 | Cn(i) = z, n < ω, x ≤ t2n+2},

ν(cell
z

i ) =

{

{〈t2n+2, t2n+3〉 | Cn(i) = z, n < ω}, if z ∈ Σ ∪ {£},

{〈t2n+2, t2n+4〉 | Cn(i) = z, n < ω}, if z ∈ Q × (Σ ∪ {£}).

It is easy to check thatM, 〈t0, t2〉 |= ΦA with arbitrary semantics. The case whenT contains an infinite
descending chain requires ‘symmetrical versions’ of the used formulas and it is left to the reader.

(ii ) In the finite case we reduce ‘PSpace-bound halting’ toFin-satisfiability. To achieve this, we just
omit the conjunct (37) fromΦA. Now (25), together with the finiteness of the models force the computation
to reach the halting state. ❑
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Theorem 8. (HS✷core, discrete orders, irreflexive semantics)
(i) For any classDis∞ of discrete linear orders containing an infinite order,Dis∞(<)-satisfiability of
HS✷core-formulas isPSPACE-hard. (ii ) Fin(<)-satisfiability ofHS✷core-formulas isPSPACE-hard.

Proof. (i) We again reduce ‘PSpace-bound non-halting’ to the satisfiability problem. Take anyHS-model
M based on a discrete linear orderT, and consider the irreflexive semantics of the interval relations. In
this case there is no need to ‘generate’ an infinite sequence of unit-intervals (which we cannot do without
positive〈R〉s), as we obtain such ‘out of the box’ with the conjunction of the following formulas:

[U](unit→ [E]⊥) ∧ [U]([E]⊥ → unit), (38)

[U](unit→ ¬[A] unit). (39)

It should be clear that ifM |=(38)∧ (39), then there is an infinite sequenceu0 < u1 < · · · < un < . . .
of subsequent points inT such that for allx, x′ with x ≤ un, x′ ≤ um for somen,m < ω, we have
M, 〈x, x′〉 |= unit iff x = x′ = ui for somei < ω.

Further, it is easy to pass information from oneunit-interval to the next, as we have a ‘next-time
operator w.r.t.’ the aboveunit-sequence. Namely,

[U]([B]λ→ [E]λ′)

forcesλ′ to be true at aunit-interval, wheneverλ is true at the previous one.
To replace the binary implication trick with one using onlyHS✷core-formulas, we use the following

binary implication trick for the diagonal. For any literalsλ1, λ2 andλ, we define the formula
[

λ1∧λ2 ⇒d
H

λ
]

as the conjunction of

[U]([B]λ1 → [E] [B̄]λ̃),

[U]([B]λ2 → [E] λ̃),

[U]([A] λ̃→ λ),

whereλ̃ is a fresh variable. Then we clearly have the following:

CLAIM 4.4. SupposeM satisfies
[

λ1 ∧ λ2 ⇒d
H λ

]

. If M, 〈un, un〉 |= λ1 ∧ λ2 thenM, 〈x, un+1〉 |= λ for
all x ≤ un+1.

Soundness: Observe again that to satisfy
[

λ1 ∧λ2 ⇒
d
H λ

]

it is necessary thatλ is horizontally stable in the
model, andλ1, λ2 also satisfy certain conditions.

Now suppose thatA is a Turing machine whose computation with empty input uses< poly
(

size(A)
)

tape cells for some polynomial functionpoly(), and letΦd
A be the conjunction of (23), (24), (37), (38), (39),

and the following formulas:

[U]
(

cell
(q,s)
i → unit

)

, for i < N , (q, s) ∈ Q× (Σ ∪ {£}),

and for all(q, s) ∈ (Q− {qf})× (Σ ∪ {£}) andz ∈ Σ ∪ {£},

– if δA(q, s) = (q′, s′), then take the conjunction of

[U]
(

[B]cell
(q,s)
i → [E] cell

(q′,s′)
i

)

, for i < N,
[

cell
(q,s)
i ∧ cellzj ⇒

d
H cellzj

]

, for i, j < N , j 6= i;

– if δA(q, s) = (q′,R), then take the conjunction of

[U]
(

[B]cell
(q,s)
i → [E] cellsi

)

, for i < N − 1, (40)
[

cell
(q,s)
i ∧ cellzi+1 ⇒

d
H cell

(q′,z)
i+1

]

, for i < N − 1,
[

cell
(q,s)
i ∧ cellzj ⇒

d
H cellzj

]

, for i < N − 1, j < N , j 6= i, i+ 1;
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– if δA(q, s) = (q′, L), then take the conjunction of (40) for0 < i < N and

[

cell
(q,s)
i ∧ cellzi−1 ⇒

d
H cell

(q′,z)
i−1

]

, for 0 < i < N,
[

cell
(q,s)
i ∧ cellzj ⇒

d
H cellzj

]

, for 0 < i < N , j < N , j 6= i, i− 1.

We then clearly have the following:

CLAIM 4.5. If Φd
A is satisfiable in anHS-model based on a discrete linear order, thenA diverges with

empty input.

On the other hand, it is straightforward to see that ifA diverges with empty input, thenΦd
A is satisfiable

(using the irreflexive semantics) in anyHS-model that is based on a discrete linear orderT containing an
infinite ascending chain of subsequent points. The case whenT contains an infinite descending chain of
immediate predecessor points requires ‘symmetrical versions’ of the used formulas and is left to the reader.

(ii ) We reduce ‘PSpace-bound halting’ toFin(<)-satisfiability. To achieve this, we omit the conjunct
(37) fromΦd

A above, and replace (39) with

[U]
(

cell
(q,s)
i → ¬[A] unit

)

, for i < N , (q, s) ∈ (Q − {qf})× (Σ ∪ {£}),

in order to force the computation to reach the halting state. ❑

4.3 Undecidability

In our undecidability proofs, we ‘represent’ Turing machine computations on thenwω×ω-grid as follows.
Given any Turing machineA, observe that for any computation ofA in thenth step the head can never
move further than thenth cell. IfA starts with empty input, this means thatCn(m) = ⊔ for all n < H and
n < m < ω. Because of this we may actually assume thatCn is not of infinite length but offinite length
n + 2. (This wayC0 =

(

(q0,£),⊔
)

, andA never visits the last cell of anyCn, so it is always⊔.) So we
can place the subsequent finite configurations of the computation on the subsequent horizontallinesof the
nwω×ω-grid, continuously one after another (until we reachCH−2, if H < ω), as depicted in Fig. 5.

r

r r

r r r

r r r r

r r r r r

❅
❅
❅

❍❍❍❍❍❍

PPPPPPPPP

. . .

C0 on line1 →

C1 on line2 →

C2 on line3 →

C3 on line4 →

Figure 5: Placing the computation ofA on thenwω×ω-grid.

Observe also that only the active cell and its neighbours canbe changed by the transition to the next
configuration, while all other cells remain the same. So instead of using the transition functionδA, we
can have the same information in the form of a ‘triples to cells’ function τA defined as follows. Let
ΓA = Σ ∪ {£} ∪

(

Q× (Σ ∪ {£})
)

and letWA ⊆ ΓA × ΓA × ΓA consist of those triples that can occur as
three subsequent cells in the continuous enumeration of theconfigurations of the computation, that is, let

WA =
(

(Q− × Σ)× Σ× Σ
)

∪
(

Σ× (Q− × Σ)× Σ
)

∪
(

Σ× Σ× (Q− × Σ)
)

∪
(

LEnd× Σ× Σ
)

∪
(

{⊔} × LEnd× Σ
)

∪
(

Σ× {⊔} × LEnd
)

∪
{(

〈q0,£〉,⊔,£
)}

,
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whereQ− = Q− {qf} andLEnd= {£} ∪
(

Q−× {£}
)

. We define a functionτA :WA → ΓA by taking,
for all (x, y, z) ∈ WA,

τA(x, y, z) =























(q′, y), if eitherx ∈ (Q − {qf})× (Σ ∪ {£}) andδA(x) = (q′,R),
or z ∈ (Q − {qf})× Σ andδA(z) = (q′, L),

(q′, y′), if y ∈ (Q− {qf})× Σ andδA(y) = (q′, y′),
y′ if y = (q, y′) andδA(y) = (q′,M) for M = L,R,
y, otherwise.

(41)

Then it is easy to see thatτA indeed determines the computation ofA, that is, for all0 < n < H ,
Cn(n+ 1) = ⊔ and for allm ≤ n,

Cn(m) =











τA
(

⊔, Cn−1(0), Cn−1(1)
)

, if m = 0,

τA
(

Cn−1(m− 1), Cn−1(m), Cn−1(m+ 1)
)

, if 0 < m < n,

τA
(

Cn−1(n− 1),⊔, Cn(0)
)

, if m = n.

Theorem 9. (HS✸horn, arbitrary semantics)
(i) For any classC of linear orders containing an infinite order,C-satisfiability ofHS✸horn-formulas is
undecidable.(ii ) Fin-satisfiability ofHS✸horn-formulas is undecidable.

Proof. (i) We reduce ‘non-halting’ toC-satisfiability. We discuss only the case whenC contains some
linear orderT having an infinite ascending chain. (The case whenT contains an infinite descending chain
requires ‘symmetrical versions’ of the used formulas and itis left to the reader.)

To make the main ideas more transparent, first we assume theirreflexive semanticsfor the interval
relations, and then we show how to modify the proof forarbitrary semantics. Take anyHS-modelM
based on some linear orderT. We begin with forcing auniqueinfinite unit-sequence inM, using the
conjunction of (29) and

unit ∧ [U](unit→ 〈A〉unit), (42)

[U](unit→ ¬〈E〉unit ∧ ¬〈B̄〉unit ∧ ¬〈D〉unit ∧ ¬〈O〉unit). (43)

Then it is straightforward to show the following:

CLAIM 4.6. Let φenum be the conjunction of(29), (42) and (43), and suppose thatM, 〈r, r′〉 |= φenum.
Then there is an infinite sequenceu0 < u1 < . . . < un < . . . of points inT such that for allr ≤ x and all
r′ ≤ x′, we haveM, 〈x, x′〉 |= unit iff x = un andx′ = un+1 for somen < ω.

Next, we use thisunit-sequence to encode the enumeration of thenwω×ω-grid depicted in Fig. 4.
Observe that for the this particular enumeration the right-neighbour of a grid-location is the next one in
the enumeration. As we generated ourunit-sequence with (42), we have access from oneunit-interval to
the next by theA interval relation. So, to encode thenwω×ω-grid, it is enough to use ‘up-pointers’. We
force the proper placement of ‘up-pointers’ in a particularway, by using the following properties of this
enumeration:

(a.1) 0 is on the diagonal, andup neighbour of(0) = 1.

(a.2) Ifn is on the diagonal, thenup neighbour of(n) + 1 is on the diagonal, for everyn < B.

(a.3) Ifn is the up-neighbour of some location, thenn is not on the diagonal, for everyn < B.

(a.4) If n is not on the diagonal, thenup neighbour of(n + 1) = up neighbour of(n) + 1, for every
n+ 1 < B.

(a.5) Ifn is on the diagonal, thenup neighbour of(n+1) = up neighbour of(n)+2, for everyn+1 < B.

CLAIM 4.7. Properties(a.1)–(a.5)uniquely determine4 the enumeration in Fig. 4.

4among those that contain the enumeration of the diagonal locations as(0, 0), . . . , (1, 1), . . . , (2, 2), . . .
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Proof. We prove by induction onn < B that for everyk ≤ n,

(i) k = 〈x, y) is like it should be in Fig. 4.

(ii ) k is on the diagonal iffk = (x, x) for somex.

Indeed, forn = 1 (i) follows from (a.1), and (b) follows from (a.3). Now supposeinductively that (i)–(ii )
hold for allk ≤ n for some0 < n < B, and letn+ 1 < B. There are three cases.

If n is on the diagonal, then by IH(ii),n = (x, x) for somex > 0. Let m = (x − 1, x− 1). Then
m < n by IH(i) and so by IH(ii),m is on the diagonal. So by (a.5),n + 1 = up neighbour of(m + 1),
proving (i). Now (ii ) follows from (a.3).

If n is not on the diagonal andn = (x, y) for somey andx < y − 1, then letm = (x, y − 1). Then
m < n by IH (i) and so by IH (ii ),m is not on the diagonal. So by (a.4),n+1 = up neighbour of(m+1),
proving (i). Now (ii ) follows from (a.3).

If n is not on the diagonal andn = (y − 1, y) for somey, then letm = (y − 1, y − 1). Thenm < n
by IH(i) and so by IH(ii),m is on the diagonal. By (a.2),n+ 1 is on the diagonal, so it should be the next
‘unused’ diagonal location, which is(y, y), proving both (i) and (ii ). ❑

Next, given a unique infiniteunit-sequenceU =
(

〈un, un+1〉 | n < ω
)

as in Claim 4.6 above,
we express ‘horizontal’ and ‘vertical next-time’ inM ‘with respect toU ’. Given literalsλ1 andλ2, let
grid succ→[λ1, λ2] denote the conjunction of

[U](λ1 → ¬〈E〉λ1) ∧ [U](λ2 → ¬〈E〉λ2), (44)

[U](λ1 → 〈E〉λ2),

[U]
(

λ1 → [E] (〈E〉λ2 → ¬〈B〉unit)
)

,

and similarly, letgrid succ↑[λ1, λ2] denote the conjunction of

[U](λ1 → ¬〈B̄〉λ1) ∧ [U](λ2 → ¬〈B̄〉λ2), (45)

[U](λ1 → 〈B̄〉λ2),

[U]
(

λ1 → [B̄](〈B̄〉λ2 → ¬〈E〉unit)
)

.

It is straightforward to show the following:

CLAIM 4.8. SupposeM, 〈um, un〉 |= λ1 for somem,n < ω.

– SupposeM satisfiesgrid succ→[λ1, λ2]. Then, for allx, M, 〈x, un〉 |= λ2 iff x = um+1, and
M, 〈x, un〉 |= λ1 iff x = um.

– SupposeM satisfiesgrid succ↑[λ1, λ2]. Then, for ally, M, 〈um, y〉 |= λ2 iff y = un+1, and
M, 〈um, y〉 |= λ1 iff y = un.

Now we can encode (a.1)–(a.5) as follows. We use a propositional variableup to mark up-pointers,
variablesdiag anddiag to mark those respectiveunit-points that are on the diagonal and not on the diagonal,
and further fresh variablesnow, up↑, up→, up+ (see Fig. 6 for the intended placement of the variables).
Then we express (a.1) by the conjunction of

unit ∧ diag ∧ now, (46)

grid succ↑[now, up], (47)

(a.2) by the conjunction of

grid succ↑[up, up↑], (48)

[U]
(

unit ∧ diag→ [B̄]
(

up↑ → [E] (unit→ diag)
)

)

, (49)
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Figure 6: Encoding thenwω×ω-grid in anHS-model – version 1.

(a.3) by the conjunction of

[U]
(

up→ [E] (unit→ diag)
)

, (50)

[U](diag ∧ diag→ ⊥), (51)

(a.4) by

[U]
(

unit ∧ diag→ [B̄]
(

up↑ → [E] (up→ → up)
)

)

, (52)

and (a.5) by the conjunction of

grid succ→[up↑, up→], (53)

grid succ↑[up→, up
+], (54)

[U]
[

unit ∧ diag→ [B̄]
(

up↑ → [E]
(

up→ → [B̄](up+ → up)
)

)]

. (55)

It is not hard to show the following:

CLAIM 4.9. SupposeM, 〈r, r′〉 |= φenum∧ φgrid, whereφgrid is the conjunction of(46)–(55). Thennow,
diag, diag andup are properly placed(see Fig. 6).

Given a Turing machineA, we will use the functionτA (defined in (41)) to force a diverging compu-
tation ofA with empty input as follows. We introduce (with a slight abuse of notation) a propositional
variablex for eachx ∈ ΓA. Then we formulate general constraints as

[U](x→ unit), for x ∈ ΓA, (56)

[U](x→ ¬y), for x 6= y, x, y ∈ ΓA, (57)

and then force the computation steps by the conjunction of

〈A〉(q0,£), (58)

[U](diag→ ⊔), (59)

[U]
(

y ∧ 〈A〉z ∧ 〈Ā〉x→ [B̄]
(

up→ [E] (unit→ τA(x, y, z))
)

)

, for (x, y, z) ∈ WA. (60)
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Finally, we force non-halting with

[U]
(

(qf , s)→ ⊥
)

, for s ∈ Σ ∪ {£}. (61)

Using Claims 4.6–4.9, now it is straightforward to prove thefollowing:

CLAIM 4.10. LetΨA be the conjunction ofφenum, φgrid and(56)–(61). If ΨA is satisfiable in anHS-model,
thenA diverges with empty input.

On the other hand, Fig. 6 shows how to satisfyφenum∧ φgrid (using the irreflexive semantics) in an
HS-model that is based on some linear orderT having an infinite ascending chainu0 < u1 < . . .. If A
diverges with empty input, then we can add, for allx ∈ ΓA,

ν(x) = {〈un−1, un〉 | n > 0, Cj(i) = x

and thenth point in the grid-enumeration is(i, j + 1)} (62)

to obtain anHS-modelM = (FT, ν) satisfying (56)–(61) as well.

Next, we show how to modify the formulaΨA above in order to be satisfiable with arbitrary semantics
of the interval relations. ‘Uniqueness forcing’ constraints like (43), (44), and (45) above are clearly not
satisfiable with the reflexive semantics. Expanding on an idea of [44], [42, 23, 24] use the following
chessboard trickto solve this problem and kind of ‘discretise’ theHS-model. Take two fresh propositional
variablesHtick andVtick, and make theHS-modelM ‘chessboard-like’ by the formula

[U](Htick→ [B̄]Htick) ∧ [U](Vtick→ [E]Vtick). (63)

However, to make it a real chessboard, we also need to have ‘cover’ by these variables and their negations,
that is, for every interval inM,Htick∨¬Htick andVtick∨¬Vtick should hold. In order to express these by
HS✸horn-formulas, we use the followingcover trickof [3, p. 11]. For any literalsλ andλ, letCover↔[λ, λ]
denote the conjunction of

[U]
(

⊤ → 〈B̄〉(Mλ ∧ 〈E〉Xλ ∧ 〈E〉Yλ)
)

, (64)

[U]
(

Xλ ∧ Yλ → ⊥
)

,

[U]
(

〈B̄〉
(

Mλ ∧ 〈E〉(Yλ ∧ 〈E〉Xλ)
)

→ λ
)

,

[U]
(

〈B̄〉
(

Mλ ∧ 〈E〉(Xλ ∧ 〈E〉Yλ)
)

→ λ
)

,

[U]
(

λ ∧ λ→ ⊥
)

,

whereMλ, Xλ, andYλ are fresh variables.
Soundness: Observe thatCover↔[λ, λ] forces the model to be infinite. Also, it always implies that both

λ andλ are vertically stable, that is,

[U]
(

λ→ [B̄]λ
)

∧ [U]
(

λ→ [B̄]λ
)

.

holds. We can defineCoverl[λ, λ] similarly, for horizontally stableλ andλ. Now we take fresh variables
Htick andVtick, and defineChessboard by taking

Chessboard := Cover↔[Htick,Htick] ∧ Coverl[Vtick,Vtick]. (65)

Then (63) and the similar formula forHtick andVtick follow. Suppose thatM is anHS-model based on
some linear orderT = (T,≤) satisfyingChessboard. We define two new binary relations≺M

→ and≺M
↑ on

T by taking, for allu, v ∈ T ,

u ≺M

→ v iff ∃z
(

u ≤ z ≤ v and

∀y
(

if 〈z, y〉 is in M, then
(

M, 〈u, y〉 |= Htick ↔ M, 〈z, y〉 |= ¬Htick)
)

)

;

u ≺M

↑ v iff ∃z
(

u ≤ z ≤ v and

∀x
(

if 〈x, u〉 is inM, then
(

M, 〈x, u〉 |= Vtick ↔ M, 〈x, z〉 |= ¬Vtick)
)

)

.
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Then it is straightforward to check that both≺M
→ and≺M

↑ imply ≤, and both are transitive and irreflexive.
(They are not necessarily linear orders.) We call a non-empty subsetI ⊆ T a horizontalM-interval
(shortly, anh-interval), if I is maximal with the following two properties:

– for all x, y, z ∈ T , if x ≤ y ≤ z andx, z ∈ I theny ∈ I;

– eitherM, 〈x, y〉 |= Htick, for all x ∈ I andy ∈ T such that〈x, y〉 is in M, orM, 〈x, y〉 |= ¬Htick,
for all x ∈ I andy ∈ T such that〈x, y〉 is inM.

For anyx ∈ T , let h int(x) denote the unique h-intervalI with x ∈ I. We definev-intervalsandv int(x)
similarly, using≺M

↑ . A setS of the formS = I × J for some h-intervalI and v-intervalJ is called a
square. For any〈x, y〉 in M, let square(x, y) denote the unique squareS with 〈x, y〉 ∈ S.

Now we define horizontal and vertical successor squares. Given propositional variablesP andQ, let
succ sq→[P,Q] be the conjunction of

[U]
(

P ∧ Htick→ 〈E〉(Q ∧ Htick)
)

, (66)

[U](P ∧ P→ ⊥),

[U](P ∧ Htick→ [E]P′), (67)

[U]
(

P′ ∧ Htick→ (P ∧ [E]P)
)

,

[U](Q ∧ Q→ ⊥),

[U](Q ∧ Htick→ [E]Q′),

[U]
(

Q′ ∧ Htick→ (Q ∧ [E]Q)
)

,

[U]
(

P′ ∧ Htick ∧ 〈E〉(Q ∧ Htick)→ P
)

, (68)

[U](P′ ∧ Htick ∧ 〈E〉Q→ Q), (69)

[U](Q ∧ 〈E〉+P→ ⊥), (70)

plus similar formulas for the ‘P ∧ Htick’ case (hereP, Q, P′ andQ′ are fresh variables). One can define
succ sq↑[P,Q] similarly. Finally, we let

fill[P] = succ sq→[Pl,P] ∧ succ sq→[P,Pr] ∧ succ sq↑[Pd,P] ∧ succ sq↑[P,Pu],

wherePl, Pr, Pd, andPu are fresh variables.

CLAIM 4.11. SupposeM satisfiesChessboard andsucc sq→[P,Q]. Then the following hold, for allx, y,
z, w:

(i) If M, 〈x, y〉 |= P, then there isv such thatx ≺M
→ v andM, 〈v, y〉 |= Q.

(ii ) If M, 〈x, y〉 |= P andx ≺M
→ z, thenM, 〈z, y〉 6|= P.

(iii ) If M, 〈x, y〉 |= Q andx ≺M
→ z, thenM, 〈z, y〉 6|= Q.

(iv) If M, 〈x, y〉 |= P, z ∈ h int(x), x ≤ z, thenM, 〈z, y〉 |= P.

(v) If M, 〈x, y〉 |= P, M, 〈z, y〉 |= Q, w ∈ h int(z) andw ≤ z, thenM, 〈w, y〉 |= Q.

(vi) If M, 〈x, y〉 |= P andM, 〈z, y〉 |= Q, thenx ≺M
→ z and there is not with x ≺M

→ t ≺M
→ z.

Similar statements hold ifM satisfiessucc sq↑[P,Q]. Therefore,

(vii) if M satisfiesfill[P] andM, 〈x, y〉 |= P thenM, 〈x′, y′〉 |= P for all 〈x′, y′〉 ∈ square(x, y).

Proof. It is mostly straightforward. We show the trickiest case, (vi) We havex ≤ z by (70). Suppose, say,
thatM, 〈x, y〉 |= Htick. By (i), there isv such thatx ≺M

→ v andM, 〈v, y〉 |= Q, and soM, 〈v, y〉 |= Htick.
Thenz ∈ h int(v) follows by (iii), and sox ≺M

→ z. Now lett be such thatx ≤ t ≤ z. If M, 〈t, y〉 |= Htick,
thenM, 〈t, y〉 |= P by (67) and (68), and sot ∈ h int(x) by (ii ). If M, 〈t, y〉 |= Htick, thenM, 〈t, y〉 |= Q

by (67) and (69), and sot ∈ h int(z) by (iii ). ❑
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Soundness: If M satisfiesfill[P] thenP must be both ‘horizontally and vertically square-unique’ in the
following sense: ifM, 〈x, y〉 |= P and M, 〈x′, y′〉 |= P for somex ≺M

→ x′ and y ≺M
↑ y′, then

square(x, y) = square(x′, y′) must follow.
Now, using this ‘chessboard trick’, we can modify the formulaΨA above for any semantical choice of

the interval relations. To begin with, instead of usingφenum, we force a unique infinite sequence ofunit-
squares by introducing a fresh variablenext, and taking the conjunctionφrenumof the following formulas:

Chessboard ∧ fill[unit] ∧ fill[next],

unit ∧ succ sq→[unit, next], (71)

succ sq↑[next, unit].

Then we have the following generalisation of Claim 4.6:

CLAIM 4.12. SupposeM, 〈r, r′〉 |= φrenum. Then there exist infinite sequences(xn | n < ω) and(yn | n <
ω) of points inT such that the following hold:

(i) r = x0 ≺M
→ x1 ≺M

→ . . . ≺M
→ an ≺M

→ . . . andr′ = y0 ≺M
↑ y1 ≺M

↑ . . . ≺M
↑ yn ≺M

↑ . . ..

(ii ) There is nox with xn ≺M
→ x ≺M

→ xn+1 and there is noy with yn ≺M
↑ y ≺M

→ yn+1, for anyn < ω.

(iii ) For all x, y, M, 〈x, y〉 |= unit iff 〈x, y〉 ∈ square(xn, yn) for somen < ω.

In order to show the soundness ofφrenum, letT = (T,≤) be a linear order containing an infinite ascend-
ing chainu0 < u1 < . . ..

CLAIM 4.13. φrenum is satisfiable in anHS-model based onT under arbitrary semantics.

Proof. For eachn < ω, we let
Un = {x ∈ T | un ≤ x < un+1}.

It is straightforward to check that the followingHS-modelM = (FT, ν) satisfiesCover↔[Htick,Htick]:

ν(Htick) ={〈x, y〉 ∈ int(T) | x ∈ Un, n is even},

ν(Htick) ={〈x, y〉 ∈ int(T) | x ∈ Un, n is odd},

ν(MHtick) ={〈x, y〉 ∈ int(T) | x ∈ Um, y ∈ Un, bothm,n are even, or bothm,n are odd},

ν(XHtick) ={〈x, y〉 ∈ int(T) | x ∈ Un, y ∈ Un+1 ∪ Un+2, n is even},

ν(YHtick) ={〈x, y〉 ∈ int(T) | x ∈ Un, y ∈ Un+1 ∪ Un+2, n is odd}.

Coverl[Vtick,Vtick] can be satisfied similarly. The rest is obvious. ❑

Next, consider the formulaφgrid defined in Claim 4.9. Letφrgrid be obtained fromφgrid by replacing
each occurrence ofgrid succ→ by succ sq→ and each occurrence ofgrid succ↑ by succ sq↑, and adding the
conjunctsfill[P] forP ∈ {now, unit, diag, diag, up, up↑, up→, up

+}. Using Claim 4.12, it is straightforward
to show that we have the analogue of Claim 4.9 for squares.

Finally, given a Turing machineA, let Ψr
A be the conjunction of ofφrenum, φrgrid, (56)–(61), andfill[x]

for eachx ∈ ΓA. Then we have:

CLAIM 4.14. If Ψr
A is satisfiable in anHS-model, thenA diverges with empty input.

On the other hand, using Fig. 6, Claim 4.13 and (62) it is easy to show how to satisfyΨr
A in anHS-

model that is based on some linear orderT having an infinite ascending chainu0 < u1 < . . ., regardless
which semantics of the interval relations is considered.

(ii ) We reduce ‘halting’ toFin-satisfiability. We show how to modify the formulaΨr
A above to achieve

this. To begin with, ‘generating’ conjuncts like (64) and its ‘vertical’ version inChessboard, and (66) and
its Htick version insucc sq→[unit, next] of (71) are not satisfiable inHS-models based on finite orders.
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In order to obtain a finitely satisfiable version, we introduce a fresh variableend, replace (61) with the
conjunction of

[U](end→ unit), (72)

[U](end ∧ x→ ⊥), for x ∈ Σ ∪ {£} ∪
(

Q− × (Σ ∪ {£})
)

, (73)

then replace conjunct (64) inCover↔[λ, λ] with the conjunction of

[U]
(

〈R〉end→ 〈B̄〉(Mλ ∧ 〈E〉Xλ ∧ 〈E〉Yλ)
)

, for R ∈ {A, B̄, D̄, L,O},

(and similarly inCoverl[λ, λ]), and then replace conjunct (66) insucc sq→[unit, next] with the conjunction
of

[U]
(

〈R〉end ∧ unit ∧ Htick→ 〈E〉(next ∧ Htick)
)

, for R ∈ {A, B̄, D̄, L,O}

(and do similarly for the ‘Htick-version’, and for the ‘generating’ conjuncts insucc sq↑[next, unit]). ❑

Theorem 10. (HScore, irreflexive semantics)
(i) For any classC of linear orders containing an infinite order,C(<)-satisfiability ofHScore-formulas is
undecidable.(ii ) Fin(<)-satisfiability ofHScore-formulas is undecidable.

Proof. (i) We reduce ‘non-halting’ toC(<)-satisfiability. Given anHS-modelM based on some linear
orderT, observe that the formulaφenum (defined in Claim 4.6) that forces a unique infiniteunit-sequence
(

〈un, un+1〉 | n < ω
)

in M is withinHScore. However, the formulaφgrid (defined in Claim 4.9) we used
in the proof of Theorem 9 to encode thenwω×ω-grid in M with the help of properly placedup-pointers
contains several seemingly ‘non-HScore-able’ conjuncts. In order to fix this, below we will force theproper
placement ofup-pointers in a different way.

Consider again the enumeration ofnwω×ω in Fig. 4. Observe that the enumerated points can be or-
ganized in (horizontal)lines: line1 = (1, 2), line2 = (3, 4, 5), line3 = (6, 7, 8, 9), and so on. Consider
the following properties of this enumeration (different from the ones listed as (a.1)–(a.5) in the proof of
Theorem 9 above):

(b.1) start of(line1) = 1, andup neighbour of(0) = 1.

(b.2) start of(linei+1) = end of(linei) + 1, for all i > 0.

(b.3) Every line starts with somen on the wall and ends with somem on the diagonal.

(b.4) If n is in linei, thenup neighbour of(n) is in linei+1, for all i.

(b.5) For everym,n, if m < n thenup neighbour of(m) < up neighbour of(n).

(b.6) For everyn > 0 on the wall, there ism with up neighbour of(m) = n.

(b.7) For everyn, if n is neither on the wall nor on the diagonal, then there ismwith up neighbour of(m) =
n.

Observe that (b.1) and (b.2) imply that everyn in the enumeration belongs tolinei for somei. Also, by
(b.2) and (b.3), for everyi there is a uniquem in linei that is on the diagonal (its last according to the
enumeration). Asup neighbour of is an injective function, by (b.4) we have that

number of points inlinei ≤ number of points inlinei+1.

Further, by (b.4), (b.6) and (b.7),

number of non-diagonal points inlinei+1 ≤ number of points inlinei.

Therefore,
length of(linei+1) = length of(linei) + 1 for all i.

Finally, by (b.4) and (b.5) we obtain thatlinei is what it should be in Fig. 4, and so we have:
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CLAIM 4.15. Properties(b.1)–(b.7)uniquely determine5 the enumeration in Fig. 4.

Given a unique infiniteunit-sequenceU =
(

〈un, un+1〉 | n < ω
)

in M as in Claim 4.6 above, we
now encode (b.1)–(b.7) as follows. In addition toup, diag, andnow, we will also use a variablewall
to mark thoseunit-points that are on the wall, and a variableline to mark lines in the following sense:
M, 〈x, y〉 |= line iff x = um, y = un and(m+1, . . . , n) is a line (see Fig. 7 for the intended placement of
the variables).

✉= unit
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Figure 7: Encoding thenwω×ω-grid in anHS-model – version 2.

To begin with, we express thatup neighbour of is an injective function by

[U](up→ ¬〈E〉up ∧ ¬〈B̄〉up), (74)

then we express (b.1) by the conjunction of

now ∧ 〈A〉line, (75)

[U](up→ ¬〈D〉now), (76)

(b.2) by
[U](line→ 〈A〉line), (77)

(b.3) by the conjunction of

[U](wall→ unit), (78)

[U](diag→ unit), (79)

[U](line→ 〈E〉diag ∧ 〈B〉wall), (80)

5among those that contain the enumeration of the diagonal locations as(0, 0), . . . , (1, 1), . . . , (2, 2), . . .
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(b.4) by the conjunction of

[U](unit→ 〈B̄〉up), (81)

[U](up→ 〈E〉unit ∧ 〈B〉unit), (82)

[U](up→ ¬〈B̄〉line ∧ ¬〈D〉line), (83)

(b.5) by
[U](up→ ¬〈D〉up), (84)

(b.6) by
[U](wall→ 〈Ē〉up). (85)

Finally, we can express (b.7) by
[

〈D̄〉line ∧ unit⇒H 〈A〉〈Ā〉up
]

, (86)

using the ‘binary implication trick’ introduced in Subsection 4.2.
Now it is not hard to show the following:

CLAIM 4.16. SupposeM, 〈r, r′〉 |= φenum∧ φcore
grid , whereφcore

grid is a conjunction of(74)–(86). Thennow,
wall, diag, line, andup are properly placed(see Fig. 7).

On the other hand, using Fig. 7 it is not hard to see thatφcore
grid is satisfiable (using the irreflexive seman-

tics) in anHS-model that is based on some linear orderT having an infinite ascending chainu0 < u1 < . . ..
In particular, conjunct (86) is satisfiable because of the following: 〈A〉〈Ā〉up is clearly horizontally stable,
and it is easy to check that for everyx, n with M, 〈x, un〉 |= ¬〈A〉〈Ā〉up, we haveM, 〈x, un〉 |= ¬〈D̄〉line.

Given a Turing machineA, consider the conjuncts (56)–(61) above, and observe that the only non-
HScore conjuncts among them are (60) for(x, y, z) ∈ WA. In order to replace these withHScore-formulas
we introduce the following fresh propositional variables:

– (y, z) and(y, z), for all y, z ∈ ΓA, and

– (x, y, z) and(x, y, z), for all (x, y, z) ∈ WA.

Then we again use the ‘binary implication trick’ of Subsection 4.2, and take the conjunction of the follow-
ing formulas, for ally, z ∈ ΓA and all(x, y, z) ∈ WA:

[

〈Ā〉y ∧ z ⇒V (y, z)
]

,

[U]
(

(y, z)→ 〈Ā〉(y, z)
)

,

[U]
(

(y, z)→ unit
)

,
[

〈A〉(y, z) ∧ x⇒H (x, y, z)
]

,

[U]
(

(x, y, z)→ 〈A〉(x, y, z)
)

,

[U]
(

(x, y, z)→ up ∧ 〈E〉τA(x, y, z)
)

.

Fig. 8 shows the intended meaning of these formulas, and alsohow to satisfy them in theHS-modelM
defined in (62).

(ii ) We reduce ‘halting’ toFin(<)-satisfiability. In order to achieve this, we introduce a fresh variable
end, replace (61) with the conjunction of (72) and (73), and replace the ‘generating’ conjunct (42) ofφenum

with
unit ∧

[

〈L〉end ∧ unit⇒H 〈A〉unit
]

, (87)

using the binary implication trick. ❑

Theorem 11. (HS✷horn, discrete orders, irreflexive semantics)
(i) For any classDis∞ of discrete linear orders containing an infinite order,Dis∞(<)-satisfiability of
HS✷horn-formulas is undecidable.(ii ) Fin(<)-satisfiability ofHS✷horn-formulas is undecidable.
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Figure 8: Encoding the formula (60) inHScore.

Proof. (i) We again reduce ‘non-halting’ to the satisfiability problem. We show how to modify the tech-
niques used in the proof of Theorems 9 and 10 in order to stay withinHS✷horn.

Take anyHS-modelM based on a discrete linear orderT, and consider the irreflexive semantics of
the interval relations. We again want to encode thenwω×ω-grid in M using the enumeration in Fig. 4. To
begin with, in this case there is no need to ‘generate’ a unique infiniteunit-sequence (which we cannot do
without positive〈R〉s), as we obtain such ‘out of the box’ with the conjunctionφ✷enumof

[U](unit→ ¬[B̄]⊥), (88)

[U]
(

unit→ ¬[E]⊥ ∧ [E] [E]⊥
)

∧ [U]
(

〈E〉[E]⊥ ∧ [E] [E]⊥ → unit
)

.

It is not hard to see that ifM satisfiesφ✷enum then there is an infinite sequenceu0 < u1 < . . . < un < . . .
of subsequent points inT such that for allx, x′ with x ≤ un, x′ ≤ um for somen,m < ω, we have
M, 〈x, x′〉 |= unit iff x = ui andx′ = ui+1 for somei < ω. (Note that this is not the sameunit-sequence
as in the proof of Theorem 8.) Thisunit-sequence has the useful property of having access to the ‘next’
and ‘previous’unit-intervals with theA andĀ interval relations, respectively. The followingnw-next trick
will also be essential in working with thisunit-sequence. For any finite conjunctionϕ of literals and any
literal λ, we define the formula

[

ϕ⇒ λ
]

as the conjunction of

[U](ϕ→ λ↓ ∧ [B]λ↓ ∧ [B̄]λ↑),

[U](λ↑ ∧ [B]λ↓ → λ∗),

[U](λ∗ → λ→ ∧ [E]λ→ ∧ [Ē]λ←),

[U](λ← ∧ [E]λ→ → λ),

whereλ↓, λ↑, λ→, λ← andλ∗ are fresh variables. It is easy to see the following:

CLAIM 4.17. If M |=
[

ϕ⇒ λ
]

andM, 〈ui, uj〉 |= ϕ, thenM, 〈ui−1, uj+1〉 |= λ.

Soundness: Observe that in order to satisfy
[

ϕ ⇒ λ
]

there are certain restrictions onϕ andλ. For
example, there is no problem whenever they are both ‘horizontally and vertically unique inM’ in the
following sense: IfM, 〈x, y〉 |= ϕ thenM, 〈x′, y〉 6|= ϕ andM, 〈x, y′〉 6|= ϕ for anyx′ 6= x, y′ 6= y (and
similarly for λ).

Next, we force the proper placement of line- and up-pointersof the nwω×ω-grid in Fig. 4 in a novel
way, different from the ones in the proofs of Theorems 9 and 10. In representing this enumeration by our
unit-sequence, each line will be followed by a ‘mirror’-unit, then by a ‘mirrored copy’ of the next line with
its locations listed in reverse order, and then by a proper listing of the next line’s locations. In order to
achieve this, we introduce the following fresh propositional variables:
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– grid proper, wall anddiag (to mark thoseunit-intervals that represent line-locations and the respec-
tive wall- and diagonal-ends of each line);

– grid copy (to markunit-intervals representing the mirror-copies of proper line locations);

– up andmirror (to mark pointers helping to access the up-neighbour of eachlocation);

– first mirror, last mirror and last up (to mark the beginning and end of each ‘north-west going’
mirror- andup-sequence, respectively).

See Fig. 9 for the intended placement of these variables, andfor an example of how to access, say, grid-
location(1, 4) from (1, 3), and(1, 3) from (1, 2) with the help of up- and mirror-pointers.

We force the proper placement of these variables by the conjunctionφ✷grid of the following formulas:

init ∧
[

init⇒ last up
]

,

[U](init→ unit ∧ wall),

[U](unit ∧ 〈Ē〉last up→ diag),

[U]
(

diag→ [A] (unit→ first mirror)
)

,
[

first mirror⇒ mirror
]

,
[

wall⇒ up
]

,

[U](unit ∧ 〈Ē〉up→ grid proper),
[

mirror ∧ 〈B〉grid proper⇒ mirror
]

,

[U](mirror ∧ 〈B〉wall→ last mirror),

[U](unit ∧ 〈Ē〉mirror→ grid copy),

[U](unit ∧ 〈Ē〉last mirror→ wall),
[

up ∧ 〈B〉grid copy⇒ up
]

,

[U](up ∧ 〈B〉first mirror→ last up).

Then it is not hard to show the following:

CLAIM 4.18. If M, 〈u0, u1〉 |= φ✷enum∧ φ
✷

grid, then all variables are placed as in Fig. 9.

Finally, given a Turing machineA, we again place the subsequent configurations of its computation
with empty input on the subsequent lines of thenwω×ω-grid (see Fig. 5), using the functionτA defined
in (41). We define the formulaΨ✷

A as follows. First, we take the general constraints (56) and (57), then
initialize the computation with

[U]
(

init→ (q0,£)
)

,

and then force the computation steps with the conjunction of(59) and

[U](first mirror→ £),

[U]
(

grid proper ∧ y ∧ 〈A〉z ∧ 〈Ā〉x→ [B̄]
(

mirror→ [E] (unit→ τA(x, y, z))
)

)

,

for (x, y, z) ∈WA,

[U]
(

wall ∧ y ∧ 〈A〉z → [B̄]
(

mirror→ [E] (unit→ τA(⊔, y, z))
)

)

, for (⊔, y, z) ∈ WA,

[U]
(

grid copy ∧ 〈B̄〉up ∧ x→ [B̄]
(

up→ [E] (unit→ x)
)

)

, for x ∈ ΓA.

Then we force non-halting with (61). Using Claim 4.18, now itis straightforward to prove the following:

CLAIM 4.19. If Ψ✷

A is satisfiable in anHS-model based on a discrete linear order, thenA diverges with
empty input.
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Figure 9: Encoding thenwω×ω-grid in anHS-model – version 3.

On the other hand, using Fig. 9 it is not hard to see thatφ✷enum∧ φ
✷

grid is satisfiable (using the irreflexive
semantics) in anHS-model that is based on some discrete linear orderT having an infinite ascending chain
u0 < u1 < . . . of subsequent points. IfA diverges with empty input, then it is not hard to modify theHS-
modelM given in (62) to obtain a model satisfyingΨ✷

A . The case whenT contains an infinite descending
chain of immediate predecessor points requires ‘symmetrical versions’ of the used formulas and is left to
the reader.

(ii ) We reduce ‘halting’ toFin(<)-satisfiability. In order to achieve this, we omit (61), and replace (88)
with the conjunction of

[U](unit ∧ x→ ¬[B̄]⊥), for x ∈ Σ ∪ {£} ∪
(

(Q − {qf})× (Σ ∪ {£})
)

.

This completes the proof of the theorem. ❑

5 Open problems

QUESTION 1. IsHS✸core-satisfiabilityPSPACE-hard over any class of unbounded timelines under any se-
mantics?

QUESTION 2. IsHS✸core-satisfiability decidable over any unbounded class of timelines under any seman-
tics?
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QUESTION 3. IsHScore-satisfiability decidable over any unbounded class of timelines under the reflexive
semantics?

QUESTION 4. IsHS✷core-satisfiability decidable over any unbounded class of discrete timelines under the
irreflexive semantics?
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