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Abstract

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

1 Introduction

Our concernin this paper is the satisfiability problem foriisagments of the interval temporal (or modal)
logic introduced by Halpern and Shohem|[27] and known sihea inder the monikéiS. Syntactically,
‘HS is a classical propositional logic with modal diamond opensof the form(R), whereR is one of
Allen’s [1] twelve interval relationsAfter, Begins Ends During, Later, Overlapsand their inverses. The
propositional variables of.S are interpreted by sets of closed intervalg] of some flow of time (such as
Z, R, etc.), and a formuldR) ¢ is regarded to be true i, j] if and only if ¢ is true in some intervdt’, ;']
such thati, j]R[¢, /] in Allen’s interval algebra.

The elegance and expressive powetH# have attracted attention of the temporal and modal commu-
nities, as well as many other areas of computer science Mlbgophy and linguistics; e.gl.l[2, 14,116, 19,
21,[41]. However, promising applications have been hantbeyehe fact, already discovered by Halpern
and Shohani[27], tha{S is highly undecidable (for example, validity ov&randR is I1}-hard).

A quest for ‘tame’ fragments oHS began in the 2000s, and has resulted in a substantial body of
literature that identified a number of ways of reducing thgregsive power ofS:

— Constraining the underlying temporal structurédontanari et al.[[3/7] interpreted their Split Logic
SL over structures where every interval can be chopped intaat enconstant number of subinter-
vals. S L shares the syntax witHS andCD7T [47,[28] and can be seen as their decidable variant.

— Restricting the set of modal operatoiSomplete classifications of decidable and undecidable frag
ments of LS have been obtained for finite linear orders (62 decidablgnfients), discrete linear or-
ders (44)N (47),Z (44), and dense linear orders (130). For example, over fingar orders, there
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are two maximal decidable fragments with the relatidnd, B, B andA, A, E, E, both of which are
non-primitive recursive. Smaller fragments may have loe@mplexity: for example, thg, B, L, L
fragment is NP-complete), A is NExPTIME-complete, whileA, B, B, L is ExPSPACE-complete.
For more details, we refer the readertol[36, 9,10, 11] areteefces therein.

— Softening semanticAllen [1] and Halpern and Shoham [27] defined the semanfigsterval re-
lations using the irreflexivec: for example,[z, y|L[2',y'] if and only if y < z’. By ‘softening’
< to reflexive< one can make the undecidalidefragment of HS [33] decidable and PE\CE
complete([35].

— Relativisations.The results of Schwentick and Zeumel[43] imply that some aiuddle fragments
of HS become decidable if one allows models in which not all thesiids intervals of the underlying
linear order are present.

— Restricting the nesting of modal operatoBsesolin et al.[[12] defined a decidable fragment®f7T
that mimics the behaviour of the (NP-complete) Bernaysé8alfinkel fragment of first-order logic,
and one can define a similar fragment¢§.

— Coarsening relations Inspired by Golumbic and Shamir’s [25] coarser intervaedra, Mufioz-
Velasco et al[[39] reduce the expressive powek st by defining interval relations that correspond
to (relational) unions of Allen’s relations. They propogea coarsening schemata, one of which
turned out to be PS\CE-complete.

In this article, we analyse a different way of taming the egsive power of logic formalisms while re-
taining their usefulness for applications, viz., takingreléragments. Universal first-order Horn sentences
V(AL A ... AN A, — Ap) with atomic 4; are rules (or clauses) of the programming language Prolog.
Although Prolog itself is undecidable due to the availéypihif functional symbols, its function-free subset
Datalog, designed for interacting with databases,X® EBME-complete for combined complexity, even
PSrace-complete when restricted to predicates of bounded aritg, B-complete in the propositional
case [[20]. Horn fragments of the Web Ontology Langu@i#&L 2 [48] such as the tractable profiles
OWL 2 QL and OWL 2 EL were designed for ontology-based data access via quertirepand appli-
cations that require ontologies with very large numbersropprties and classes (e.g., SNOMED CT).
More expressive decidable Horn knowledge representationdlisms have been designed in Description
Logic [29,[30], in particular, temporal description logisee[32, 5] and references therein. Horn fragments
of modal and temporal logics have also been considéered B2, 7 40| 4].

In the context of the Halpern-Shoham logic, we observe firgt anyHS-formula can be transformed
to an equisatisfiable formula tlausal normal form

o 2= A | oA | UI(EAM Vo VoAV Ap 1 VeV dngm) | @1 A pa, Q)

whereU is theuniversal relation(which can be expressed via the interval relationfag = Ag(¥ A

[R]¥ A [R])), and X and the); are positive tempordlliterals given by
Au= T [ L[ p [ (RA ][R 2

with R being one of the interval relations apé propositional variable We now define thélorn fragment
HShorm Of HS as comprising the formulas given by the grammar

o = X | UM AAX—=N) | 01 Apa. 3)

The conjuncts of the form\ are called thenitial conditionsof ¢, and those of the formU](Ay A -+ A

A — A) theclausesof . We also consider th@té‘ﬁom fragment of HShom, Whose formulas do not
contain occurrences of diamond operattRs, and theHSr,, fragment whose formulas do not contain
box operator$R]. We denote byHScore (HSoore OF HS o) the fragment of{ Spom (respectivelyHShom

or HSf,m) With only clauses of the fornfU](A\; — A2) and[U](A; A X2 — L). We remind the reader
that propositional Horn logic is P-complete, while the @dogic of binary Horn clauses is NAGSPACE-
complete.



Table 1: Horn and coré{S-satisfiability over various linear orders.

Irreflexive semantics Reflexive semantics
HShom undecidable (Thm.[9)
HS core undecidablé (Thm.[10) PSracE-hard (Thm.[7)
HSrorm undecidablée (Thm.[9)

HS e

discrete: undecidable (Thin.]11)
Hsﬁom P-complete (Thni.J4)
dense: P-complete (Thim. 4)

discrete: P8aAcehard (Thm[B)

HS core decidable? in P (Thm[3)
dense: in P (Thni]4)

*actually holds for any class of linear orders containingrdimite order.

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

[U]({D)MorningSessiom AdvancedCourse> 1)
says that advanced courses cannot be given during the maessions defined by
[U]((B)LectureDayA (A)Lunch<s MorningSession

The clause
[U](teaches— [D]teache$

claims thatteacheds downward hereditaryor stative in the sense that if it holds in some interval, then
it also holds in all of its sub-intervals. If, instead, we wam state thateachess upward hereditary(or
coalescellin the sense thdaeachedolds in any interval covered by sub-intervals where it Bptden we
can use the clause

[U]([D]((O)teaches/ (D)teache$ A (B)teaches\ (E)teaches— teaches.

By removing the last two conjuncts on the left-hand side o thause, we make sure thatchess both
upward and downward hereditary. For a discussion of theSensoin temporal databases, consult[7, 45].
Note also that all of the above example clauses—apart fr@mntiplication«+ in the second one—are
equisatisfiable t¢{S,-formulas (see Sectidn 2 for details).

Our contribution In this article, we investigate the satisfiability probleon the Horn fragments of.S
along two main axes. We consider:



— both the standard ‘irreflexive’ semantics fS-formulas given by Halpern and Shoheml[27] and its
reflexive variant

— over classes of discrete and dense linear orders (su@ &9 and(R, <)).

The obtained results are summarised in Table 1. Most singiisthe computational behaviour B£Sy,,
which turns out to be undecidable over discrete orders uthgeirreflexive semantics (Theoréml 11), but
becomes tractable under all other choices of semantico(&€he4). The tractability results, coupled with
the ability of HSho,-formulas to express interesting temporal constrainiggests that{S,,, can form
a basis for tractable interval temporal ontology langudbatcan be used for ontology-based data access
over temporal databases or streamed data. Some prelinstegry in this direction have been made by
Artale et al. [6].

On the other hand, the undecidability 2£Sy,,,, over discrete orders with the irreflexive semantics
prompted us to investigate possible sources of high contplex

— What is the crucial difference between irreflexive diseaid other semantic choices? In irreflexive
models one can single out punctual intervals (with coingiéadpoints) with a very simplé{Sg,,
formula[R]_L, whereR can be any ok, B, D. Looking atHS-models from the 2D perspective as in
Fig.[, we can see that punctual intervals fordiagyonal If in addition the underlying linear order is
discrete, then such a unique diagonal might provide us witheskind of ‘horizontal’ and ‘vertical’
counting capabilities along the 2D grid, even if horizoraadl vertical ‘next-time operators’ are not
available in theHS-language directly. It is well-investigated in 2Dodal product logicshat if such
a ‘unique controllable diagonal’ is expressible in a lodien high complexity of its satisfiability
problem follows [23]. It turns out that if{Sy,,, sufficient counting can be expressed to show
undecidability (Theorern11), while the seemingly very tieai expressive power G{Sg, is still
enough to prove PR\cE-hardness (Theoreim 8).

— When<-operators are available, even if the models are reflexidéoamiense, one can generate a
unigue sequence of ‘diagonal-squares’ (like on a chesdpaad perform some horizontal and ver-
tical counting on it. In particular, bimodal logics over grects of (reflexive/irreflexive) linear orders
[34,[42] and also over products of various transitive (natassarily linear) relations [24] are alll
shown to be undecidable in this way. It follows that full Beah{S-satisfiability with the reflexive
semantics over any unbounded timelines is undecidables Wergeneralise this methodology and
show that undecidability still holds even within th&Sy,,-fragment (Theorerfl9).

— We also analyse to what extent the above techniques carpbedwithin corefragments having>-
operators. We develop some ‘tricks’ that encode a certainedeof ‘Horn-ness’ to prove intractable
lower bounds forHSqre-Satisfiability: undecidability with the irreflexive semars (Theoreni_10)
and P®AcE-hardness with the reflexive one (Theofgm 7).

The undecidability of{Shom under the irreflexive semantics was established in the cenée papef[13],
and the tractability of{Sy,,, over(Z, <) under the reflexive semantics i [6].

2 Semantics and notation

‘HS-formulas are interpreted over the set of intervals of angdr ordét T = (T, <) (where< is a
reflexive, transitive, antisymmetric and connected birratgtion on7T’). As usual, we use < y as a
shortcut for & < y andx # y. The linear ordef¥ is

— densdf, forany z,y € T with z < y, there existg such thatr < z < y;

— discreteif every non-maximak € T has an immediate-successor, and every non-minima& 7'
has an immediate-predecessor.

10riginally, Halpern and Shohami [27] also considered momaplex temporal structures based on partial orders Virigsar
intervalssuch that, whenever < y, then the closed intervdlz € T | z < z < y} is linearly ordered by<. In particular, trees are
temporal structures in this sense.



Thus, the rational$Q, <) and reals(R, <) are dense orders, while the integ€¥s <) and the natural
numbergN, <) are discrete. Any finite linear order is obviously discrétée denote byL.in the class of
all linear orders, byin the class of all finite linear orders, Iis the class of all discrete linear orders, and
by Den the class of all dense linear orders. We say that a linear ealgains an infinite ascendir(ge-
scending chainif it has a sequence of poinis,, n < w, such thateg < 1 < ...z, < ... (respectively,
xo > x1 > ...xy > ...). Clearly, any infinite linear order contains an infinite @sding or an infinite
descending chain.

Following Halpern and Shoharn [27], by amterval in ¥ we mean any ordered pajt, y) such that
x <y, and denote bint(T) the set of all intervals iff. Note thatint(¥) contains all theounctual intervals
of the form(z, x), which is often referred to as tlen-strictsemantics. Under thatrict semantics adopted
by Allen [1], punctual intervals are disallowed. Most of aesults hold for both semantics, and we shall
comment on the cases where the strict semantics requiresciakpreatment. We define the interval
relations oveint(¥) in the same way as Halpern and Shoham [27] by taking (se€]Fig. 1

— (@1, y1)A(x2, y2) iff y1 = 22 ANdz2 < y2, (After)
= (21,91)B(z2,92) iff 21 = 22 andys < y1, (Begins)
= (21, y1)E(w2, y2) iff 71 < 22 @ndy; = yo, (Ends)
— (z1,91)D(w2, yo) iff 1 < 22 andys < y1, (During)
= (z1,y1)L{(z2, 92) iff y1 < 22, (Later)
= (@1,y1)0(x2, y2) iff 21 <22 <y1 <2, (Overlaps)

and denote by, B, E, D, L, O the inverses oA, B, E, D, L, O, respectively. Observe that all of these
relations are irreflexive, so we refer to the definition abas¢heirreflexive semanticsAs an alternative,
we also consider theflexive semanticsvhich is obtained by replacing eaehwith <. We writeT (<) or
% (<) toindicate that the semantics is reflexive or, respectjuebflexive. When formulating results where
the choice of semantics for each interval relation does radten we use the terarbitrary semantida

As observed by Venema [46], if we represent intenals)) € int(%) by points(z, y) of the ‘north-
western’ subset of the two-dimensional Cartesian pro@ugt?’, thenint(¥) together with the interval
relations (under any semantics) forms a multimodal Kripleerfe (see Fid.]1). We denote it B¢ and
call anHS-framéd Given a linear orde®, an#S-model based of is a paif = (F<,v), wheregz is
anHS-frame andv a function from the seP of propositional variables to subsetsiof(¥). Thetruth-
relation O, (z, y) = ¢, foranHShom-formulay, is defined inductively as follows, wheReis any interval
relation:

- M, (z,

E T andM, (z,y) K L, forany(z,y) € int(%);

- M, (z,

{z,y)
(x,y) E piff (z,y) € v(p), foranyp € P;
- M, (z,y) E (R)Xiff there exists(z’, y’) such thatz, y)R{z’,y') andI, (z’,y') = \;
(z,y)
( y>

- M, (z

= [RIAIff, for every («/, y') with (z, y)R(z’, y'), we havedt, (', y") = A;

) B UM A - A Xy — ) ff, for every (2, y') € int(T) with 9, (a/,y') = A; for
L.k, we hav@)t, &y E XN

- M, (z,y) | o1 A iff M, (2, y) = p1 andM, (z,y) = o2.

A modeln based or¥ satisfiesy if M, (x,y) = ¢, for some(z, y) € int(T). Given a clasg of linear
orders, we say that a formulais C-satisfiable(respectively( (<)- or C(<)-satisfiablg if it is satisfiable
in an HS-model based on some order frafnunder the arbitrary (respectively, reflexive or irreflejive
semantics.

To facilitate readability, we use the followirgyntactic suggrwherey = Ay A -+ A Ag:

)

- M, (x

1=1,.

2|t may be of interest to note that the query language SQL:2@%lseven interval temporal operators three of which arenthe
reflexive semantics and four under the irreflexive one [31].

3Note that if we consideR = (T, <) as a unimodal Kripke frame, thefint(%), E, B) with the reflexive semantics is an
expanding subframe of thmodal product fram& x ¥; seel[23, Section 3.9].
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Figure 1: The interval relations and their 2D representatio

— [U](x» — =) as an abbreviation fdt)](¢) A A — L);

- [U](¥ = AL A--- A X,) as an abbreviation for

n

AU (w = X))

i=1
- [U](¥ = [RIA{ A--- A X, — X)) as an abbreviation for
(Ul = [Rlp) A [Ul(p ANy A= AN = A),
wherep is a fresh variable, and similarly f¢R) in place of[R].

Note also thafU]((R)A A ¢ — X) is equivalent tqU](A — [R](y» — X')). This allows us to us¢R)
on the left-hand side of the clauses##S ,,-formulas, andR] on the right-hand side of the clauses in
HSE -formulas.

3 Tractability of HS,,,

LetT = (T, <) be a linear order{a, b) € int(T), and lety be anHS,,-formula. Suppose we want to
check whether there exists a mofiglsuch thadt, (a, b) |= ¢ under the reflexive (or irreflexive) semantics,
in which case we will say thap is (a, b)-satisfiable inT(<) (respectivelyT(<)). Let< € {<, <}. We
set

B, = {\Q(a,b) | A aninitial condition ofp}

and denote byl(U,,) the result of applying non-recursively the following rukes%,,, whereR is any
interval relation in¥(<):

cll) if [R]\@(x,y) € U, thenwe add t@3, all \Q(z’, y') such thatz’,y’) € int(T) and{x, y)R{z', y');
¥ ¥

(cl2) if xa(a',y") € Y, forall (',y’) € int(T) such thatz, y)R(z’,y’) and[R]\ occurs iny, then we
add[R]A\Q(x, y) to V,;

(€I3) if [UJ(A1 A--- AN, — A)is aclause of and);Q(x,y) € U, for1 < ¢ < k, then we addh@(z, y)
toY,,.



Now, setcl’(U,,) = U, and, for any successor ordinak- 1 and limit ordinal3,

d*TH(B,) = cl(cd*(Vy)), (W)= | (D) and (W)= (] (D).

a<fB ~ an ordinal
Define aerS-model,(?tf(,“’b> = (=, v) based orf (<) by taking, for every variable,

v(p) = {(z,y) | pQ(z,y) € cI"(Vy)}.

Theorem 1. AnHSp-formulagp s (a, b)-satisfiable ir (<) if and only if L@Q(z, y) ¢ cI*(V,,). Further-

more, if some modét over¥ (<) satisfiesp at (a, b}, thenﬁfﬁ’w, (a,b) = ¢ and, for any(z, y) € int(%)

and any variable, 85" (z,y) k= p impliesi, (x,y) [= p.

Proof. Supposel@(z,y) ¢ clI*(,,). Itis easily shown by induction that we ha¥@(x, y) € cl*(Q,,) iff
&P (2 y) = A Itfollows that&™ | (a,b) = ¢. Suppose also tha, (a,b) = ¢, for some modedt
over¥(<). Denote by the set of\Q(z, y) such that\ occurs inp, (z,y) € int(T) andM, (z,y) = .
Clearly,J is closed under the rules fat, and socl*(0,,) € . This observation also shows thatfis

(a, b)-satisfiable it (<) then LQ(x, y) ¢ cl* (V). O

If LQ(z,y) ¢ cI"(V,), we calljoié,"’b> the canonical model ofp based onE(<1). Our next aim is to
show that if () T € Disand< is <, or (i) ¥ € Den and<1 € {<, <}, then there is a finite multi-modal
Kripke frame3 () with a set of wordsZ and an accessibility relatioR, for every interval relatiofk, and
a surjective mayf : int(¥) — Z such that the following conditions hold:

(p1) if (z,y)R(2", y') thenf((z,y)) Rf((«",y));
(p2) if zR2' then, for every(z, y) € f~1(z), thereis(z’,y’) € f~1(z") with (x,y)R(z’,v');
(p3) for any variable and anyz € Z, eitherf~1(z) Nv(p) = D or f~1(2) C v(p).

In modal logic, a surjection respecting the first two projesrts called gp-morphism(or bounded mor-
phisn) from §< to 3(*t) (see, e.qg.[[15, 26]). It is well-known that ffis a p-morphism fron§< to 30
andy is f((a,b))-satisfiable in3(**) theny is (a, b)-satisfiable inT(<1). Moreover, if the third condi-
tion also holds andié,“’w, (a,b) = ¢, theny is f((a,b))-satisfiable in3(>:*). Indeed, in this casg is a
p-morphism from the canonical modﬁj;"b> onto the mode(3**) "), wherev/(p) = {z | f~1(z) C
v(p)}-

To construc‘** andf, we require a few definitions. i < b, we denote bgecs (a, b) the set ohon-
emptysubsets of of the form(—co, a), [a, a], (a, b), [b, b] and(b, o), where(—oco,a) = {z € T | z < a}
and(b,00) = {z € T | = > b}. If a = b, thensecz (a, b) consists of non-empty sets of the fo(moo, a),
[a,a] and(a, c0). We call eacly € secx(a, b) an(a, b)-sectionof ¥. Clearly,secz (a, b) is a partition of7".
Giveno, o’ € secx(a,b), we writeo < ¢’ if there existz € o andz’ € ¢’ such thatz, 2’) € int(¥). The
definition of 3¢} depends on the type of the linear or@eand the semantics for the interval relations.

Case% (<), for ¥ € DisU Den. If ¥ = (T, <) is a linear order fronDis or Den and the semantics is
reflexive, then we dividint(¥) into zonef the form

= (oor = {(z,2") €int(T) | z € 0, 2" € o'}, whereo, ¢’ € secz(a,b) ando < o’.

Fora < b (ora = b), there are at most 15 (respectively, at most 6) disjoint-@ampty zones covering
int(%); see FiglR. These zones form the Zedf worlds in the frame(»-?, and for any, ¢’ € Z and any
interval relationR, we set( R¢ iff there exist(z, y) €  and(a2’,y’) € ¢’ such thatz, y)R(z’, y’). Finally,
we define a mayf: int(¥) — Z by taking f((z,y)) = ¢ iff (z,y) € ¢. By definition, f is ‘onto’ and
satisfies (p1). Condition (p2) is checked by direct inspextif Fig[2, while condition (p3) is an immediate
consequence of the following lemma:

Lemma 2. For any zone¢ and any literal A in ¢, if ﬁfj’j>7 (x,y) E X for some(z,y) € ¢, then
RO (z,y) = Aorall (z,y) € ¢.
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Figure 2: Zones in the canonical models oldés(<) andDen(<).

Proof. It suffices to show that ik@(z, y) € cl*™'(V,,) for some(z, y) € ¢, thenh@(z',y') € cI*T' (V)
for all (z’,y’) € ¢, assuming that|*(U,,) satisfies this property, which is the case do# 0.

Suppos€z, y) € ¢ and\@(zx,y) € cI*t(Y,) is obtained by an application of (cl1) {B]\(u, v) €
c“(Y,) with (u,v)R(x,y) and(u,v) € ¢'. Take any(z’,y’) € ¢. By (p2), there isiw’,v") € ¢’ such
that(u/, ") R(z’, y). By our assumptionR]A(u’, v") € cl*(D,), and so an application of (c1) to it gives
Az’ y') € cd*TH (D).

Suppose next thatr,y) € ¢ and[R]AQ(z,y) € cla“(%) is obtained by an application of (cl2).
Then(u, v) € cl*(U,,) for all (u,v) with (z,y)R(u,v). Take anyz’,y’) € ¢. We show that\(v’, v") €
cl*(,,) for every (v, v') with (z’,y")R(u’, '), from which[R]A@(z/, y/') € cI*T!(3,,) will follow. Let
(u',v"y € {'. By (p1),CR¢’ and, by (p2){x, y)R{u,v) for some(u,v) € ¢’ such thatx, y)R{u,v). Then
Xu,v) € c*(D,) and, by our assumption(u’, v") € cl*(J,,).

The case of rule (cl3) is obvious. O

Note that Lemmal2 does not hold f@f<). Indeed, we may have punctual intervélsy) (for y ¢
{a,b}) such thatr’™" | (y, y) = [E]L but & (z,y) b [E]L for z < y, with (z, y) from the same zone

as(y, y).

Case¥(<), for ¥ € Den. If T is a dense linear order and the semantics is irreflexive, wdelint(¥)
into zones of three types:

= (oor = {{z,2") €int(T) | « € 0, 2’ € o'}, whereo, o’ € secz(a,b), c <o’ ando # o’;
- ¢ ={{z,2") €int(T) | x,2' € 0, x # o'}, whereo € secz(a, b);
- ={{z,x) €int(T) | = € o}, whereo € secz(a,b).

Now, fora < b (ora = b), we have at most 18 (respectively, at most 8) disjoint nmpty zones covering
int(T); see Fig[B. It is again easy to see that the nfiaimt(¥) — Z defined by takingf ((z,y)) = ¢
iff (x,y) € ¢ satisfies (p1)—(p3). The fact th@tis dense is required for (p2). For discr&gecondition
(p2) does not hold. For example, f@r= (Z, <), a = 0 andb = 3, we haveg('a_’b)l_ig(a_,b)y(ayb) but for

(2,2) € o) there is no(z’, y') € (a,p),(a,p) SUCh that(2, 2)E(z’,y') as shown in the picture below:

Thus, in both cases the constructed functfonint(¥) — Z satisfies conditions (p1)—(p3), and so,
using Theorerfll1, we obtain:
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Figure 3: Zones in the canonical models olden(<).

Theorem 3. Suppos& € Dis and<iis <, or T € Den and< € {<, <}. Then arH{S,,-formulay is
(a, b)-satisfiable inZ (<) iff o is f({a, b))-satisfiable in3(*.

To check whethep is f((a, b))-satisfiable in3(+:*, we take the set
Uy, ={AQ@f({a,b)) | A an initial condition ofp}
and apply to it the following obvious modifications of ruletl)—(cl3):
if [R]x@Q¢ € U, then we add tal, all A\Q¢" such that R(';
if x@¢" € U, forall ¢’ € Z with (R¢" and[R]\ occurs ingp, then we addR]AQ( to 4l,;
if [UJ(A1 A--- A A — ) oceurs ing and\; Q¢ € i, 1 < i < k, then add\@( to &L,.

Itis readily seen that at most | -|¢| applications are enough to construct a fixed pdif(tl,,). Similarly to
Theorenti 1L, we then show thatis f((a, b))-satisfiable in3‘* iff cI*(4l,) does not contait Q f ({a, b)).

Theorem 4. For any classDis’ of discrete linear orders and any clagen’ of dense linear orders,
Dis’(<)-, Den’(<)- andDen’ (<)-satisfiabily ofH{Sp,,,-formulas are allP-complete.

Proof. Observe first that, for each d@is’(<), Den’(<), Den’(<), there are at most 8 pairwise non-
isomorphic frames of the for3(**. As we saw above, checking whetheris satisfiable in one of
them can be done in polynomial time. It remains to apply Tee®B. The matching lower bound holds
already for propositional Horn formulas; see, elg.] [20ediem 4.2] and references therein. O

Remark 5. In the context of potential applications, it would be moreiesting to allowHS,,, formulas
with initial conditions of the formp@(a, b), where(a,b) € int(¥) for the linear ordef® under consider-
ation. The initial conditions would represent temporalgathile the clauses formalise the background
knowledge. The zonal representation of canonical modaiseaban be extended to this case. However,
the number of zones will be quadratic in the number of théahionditions; se€ [6].

4 Lower bounds

In this section, we show that tractability results such aeorbnl# are not possible when some kind of
‘controlled infinity’ becomes expressible in the formalisivhen simulating complex problems #S-
models, we always begin by singling out those intervals+thamunits—that are used in the simulation.
It should be clear that if ai(S-fragment is capable of

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



(i) passing polynomial-size information from one unit to thext)

then itis P®AcE-hard (because polynomial space bounded Turing machinpetations can be encoded).

It is readily seen that{Shorn Can easily do bothiY and {i). We show that, in certain situations, we can
encode Horn clauses by means of core clauses, and thusa@hiand (i) already in the core fragments.

In particular, this is the case:

— for HScore OVer any class of unbounded timelines under arbitrary séosafTheoreni]7), and even

— for HSq,,e Over any class of unbounded discrete timelines under teéerive semantics (Theo-

rem(8).
Further, if a fragment is expressive enough to
(iii) force anw x w-like grid-structure of units, and

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

then it becomes possible to encode undecidable problerhsasucx w-tilings, Turing or counter machine
computations. We show this to be the case for the followingrnents:

— HSsm Over any class of unbounded timelines under arbitrary séosaTheorenib),
— HScore OVer any class of unbounded timelines under the irreflex@neastics (Theorefn 10), and
— HShym Over any class of unbounded discrete timelines under teféerive semantics (Theoréml11).

Although#S-models are always grid-like by definition, it is not straiginward to achieveiif )—(iv)
in them. Even if we consider the irreflexive semantics andrdige underlying linear order#{S does not
provide us with horizontal and vertical next-time operatdrhe undecidability proofs for (Boolea®)S-
satisfiability given by Halpern and Shoham[27] and Marx amgiolds [34] (for irreflexive semantics),
by Reynolds and Zakharyaschev[42] and Gabbay et al. [2B8fffoitrary semantics), and by Bresolin et
al. [8] (for the BE, BE and BE fragments with irreflexive semantics) all employ the follog/solution
to this problem:

(v) Instead of using a grid-like subset of &&-model as units representing grid-locations, we use some
Cantor-style enumeration of either the whalex w-grid or its north-western octamw,, .., (see
Fig.[4), and then force aniqueinfinite (or unbounded finite) sequence of units represgrttins
enumeration (or an unbounded finite prefix of it).

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

Here, we follow a similar approach. The proofs of TheorghfEIRdiffer in how ) and i) are achieved
by the capabilities of the different formalisms. In partam

— The way used in the proof of Theorin 9 is similar to how it inel [34]42[ 28] where the x w-
grid is encoded in modal products of linear orders, and if) {&#ere thew x w-grid is encoded by
modal products of various transitive (not necessarilydimeelations, in all cases regardless whether
the relations in question are irreflexive or reflexive. Itsiout that, using some additional ‘tricks’,
this technique is applicable @Sy, -formulas.

— It is not clear whether the above method can be applied te¢dke ofHHScore. In the proof of
Theoreni_ID we achieve (for the irreflexive semantiegpad i) in a different way, similar to the
one in [27].

— Both techniques above make an essential ugR)ebperators. In order to achieve) @nd i) using
HShorm-formulas with the irreflexive semantics and discrete liraders, in the proof of Theoreml11
we provide a completely different encoding of the,, ,.,-grid.

10
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Figure 4: An enumeration of then, «.,-grid.

4.1 Turing machines

As all of our lower bound proofs use various problems for igmnachines, we begin by fixing the notation
and the terminology about them. single-tape right-infinite deterministic Turing MachiGEM, for short)

is atupled = (Q, %, g0, g7, 0.4), WhereQ) is a finite set oStatescontaining, in particular, thimitial state

go and thehalt stategy, ¥ is thetape alphabefwith a distinguishedblanksymbolu € ), andé 4 is the
transition functionwhere we use the symbdl ¢ 3 to mark the leftmost cell of the tape:

da:(Q@—{qr}) x (BU{£}) = Q@ x (BU{LR}).
The transition function transforms each pair of the fdyms) into one of the following pairs:
- (¢, s") (write s’ and change the state ¢6);
— (¢’,L) (move one cell left and change the statejo
- (¢’,R) (move one cell right and change the state')o

wherelL andR are fresh symbols. We assume that i£ £ (i.e., the leftmost cell of the tape is active) then
dalq,s) = (¢',R) (that is, having reached the leftmost cell, the machine ydwaoves to the right). We
setsizd A) = |Q U X U § 4]. Configurationf A are infinite sequences of the form

CZ(80,81,...,Si,...,sn,l_l,...),

where eithes, = £ and allsy, ..., s,, Save one, say;, are inX, while s; belongs taQ x 3 and represents
theactive celland thecurrent stateor sy = (¢, £) for someg € Q (s is the active cell), and all;, . . ., s,
are inX. In both cases all cells of the tape located to the right,afontainLl. We assume that the machine
always starts with empty tape (all cells of which are blaak)] so thenitial configurationis represented
by the sequence

Co = ((q0, £), U, L, ...).

We denote byC,, | n < H) the unique sequence of subsequent configuratiosstérting with the empty
tape —the uniqueomputation of4 with empty input-where

g_dn +1, nisthe smallest number witfy, s) occurring inC,, for somes,
] w, otherwise

If H < w, we say that4 halts with empty inpytand callC_; thehalting configuration ofA. If H = w,
we say thatd diverges with empty inputVe denote by,,(m) themth symbolinC,,.
In our lower bound proofs, we use the following Turing maehimoblems[[38]:

11



HALTING: (X9-hard)
Given a Turing machingl, does it halt with empty input?

NON-HALTING: (I19-hard)
Given a Turing machingl, does it diverge with empty input?

P SPACE-BOUND HALTING: (PSPACE-hard)

Given a Turing machingl whose computation with empty input uses at nm:jy(size{A)) tape cells for
some polynomial functiopoly(), doesA halt on empty input?

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

Given a Turing machingl whose computation with empty input uses at rmmy(size(A)) tape cells for
some polynomial functiopoly(), doesA diverge on empty input?

4.2 PSPACE-hardness of corefragments

As we have already observed, provingfA8Ee-hardness in the case ®fShom IS relatively easy. In order
to do this in the cas@(Sqore, We use the followindpinary implication trickto capture at least some of the
Horn features ifH{Score. FOr any literalsh;, Ao, and\, we define the formul#)\l Ao =g /\} as the
conjunction of

U\ = (A)A1) A U] (A2 = (A)Aa), (4)
[Ul(A2 = ~(B) M), (5)
[UJ(Ar = AA [BIA) A [UJ(A2 — [B]A), (6)
[UI([A] A — ), (7

where);, X2, and) are fresh variables. The following claim holds for arbiyraemantics:

CLAIM 4.1. Suppostis anHS-model based on some linear ordéand satisfying{)\l Ao =g /\]. For
all y in %, if there existry, z2 < y such thati, (z1,y) = Ay andd, (x2,y) | A2, thend, (z,y) = A
forall x <y.

Proof. Supposeél, (z1,y) = A andM, (z2,y) = Xo. Take somer < y. By (4), there existy, 2o > y
such thatn, (y, z1) E Ar and9, (y, z2) = Aa. Thenz, < z; by (B). S0, (y, z) E Aforall z > y by
(6), and thereforélt, (z,y) = A by (@). O

Soundnes®bserve that in order to satisfyxl A Xy =g )\] the following are necessary:
— Xis horizontally stablefor everyy, we havedt, (z, y) = X iff 9, (2, y) = A forall 2;

—if M, (z',y) ¥ A (and so9, (z,y) ¥ A for all ) andD, (=", y) &= A1 for somex’, 2", then
M, (x,y) = A2 should hold for allx.

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

Theorem 6. (HScore, arbitrary semanticy
(i) For any classC of linear orders containing an infinite orde€-satisfiability of Scoe-formulas is
P Space-hard. (i) Fin-satisfiability ofHScore-formulas isP SPACE-hard.

Proof. (i) We reduce ‘PSpace-bound non-halting'Gesatisfiability. Let.A be a Turing machine whose
computation on empty input usespoly(siz&.A4)) tape cells for some polynomial functigoly(), and let
N = poly(size(A)). Then we may assume that each configurafiai .4 is not infinite but of lengthV,
and.A never visits the last cell of any configuration. et = X U {£} U (Q x (X U {£})). For each
i < N andz € T4, we introduce two propositional variablesll? (to encode that ‘the content of thith
cellis z") and its ‘copy’ cell, .

12



Then we can express the uniqueness of cell-contents by

A A [Ul(celly — —cell?), (8)
i<N z#z' €Ly
and initialise the computation by
cell ™A N celly. (9)
0<i<N

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

(U] (cell ™) — (A)celll™),  fori < N, (g,5) € (Q— {qr}) x (SU{£}), (10)
[cell{ ™ A cell? =4 (Aeell;],
fori,j < N,(q,s) € (Q—{qs}) x BU{L}),ze ZU{L}, (11)
(U] (cells™ — ~(B)cell?). (12)
We can force that a@iq’s)-intervals are different (meaning none of them is punctimlthe conjunction
of, say,
U] (cell™ — unit),  fori < N, (q,5) € Q x (SU{£}), (13)
[U](unit — —[D]unit). (14)

Finally, we can ensure that the information passed in facbées the computation steps 4df by the
following formulas. For allg, s) € (Q — {qs}) x (EU{£}) andz € TU{£},

— ifd4(q,s) = (¢, ), then take the conjunction of

U] (celll™ = cell @), fori < N, (15)

4 i

[celll ™ A (B)cells =y cell?],  fori,j < N,j#is (16)

— if 6.4(q,s) = (¢',R), then take the conjunction of

U] (cell™ = cell?),  fori< N —1, (17)
[celll ™ A (B)cellZ,, =u cell@?)],  fori< N —1, (18)
[celll™) A (B)cell: =y cell?],  fori< N—1,j<N,j#i,i+]1; (19)

— if d4(q, s) = (¢, L), then take the conjunction df (82) for< i < N and

[celll™ A (Bcell, | =y cell ], foro<i< N, (20)
[celll ™ A (B)cells =y cell?],  for0<i<N,j<N,j#ii—1 (1)

Finally, we force non-halting with
U (cell!®” = 1), fori< N,seSuU{£}). (22)

CLAIM 4.2. Let®4 be the conjunction of23)-(37). If &4 is satisfiable in ar{S-model, then4 diverges
with empty input.

13



Proof. Take anyHS-modelDt based on a linear ord@&r. Supposén, (r,r') = ®4. Thenitis not hard to
show by induction om that there is an infinite sequengg < u; < us < -+ < u, < ... of pointsin¥
such thatyy = r, uy = ¢/, and for alln < w, the interval(u,,, u,1) ‘represents’ theith configuratiorC,,
in the infinite computation af with empty input in the following sense:

M, (Un, uny1) = cell? iff  Cn(i) = 2,
foralli < Nandz € I'4. 0

On the other hand, 4 diverges on empty input, then take some linear offleontaining an infinite
ascending chaity < ¢; < ... and define af{S-modelt = (F<,v) by taking, foralli < N andz € T4,

v(unit) = {{tan, tant2) | n < w},
vicell?) = {{z,tanta) | Cn(i) = 2, n < w, & < tapia},

(—”z) {<t2n+2,t2n+3> |Cn(Z) =z, n<w}, IfZEEU{.f},
v(cell,) = . .
{(tan+2,tonta) | Cn(i) = 2, n < w}, fzeQ x (ZU{L}).
It is easy to check thaD, (¢, t2) = P4 with arbitrary semantics. The case whErontains an infinite
descending chain requires ‘symmetrical versions’ of treifermulas and it is left to the reader.

(i) In the finite case we reduce ‘PSpace-bound haltind®itesatisfiability. To achieve this, we just
omit the conjunc(37) fron® 4. Now (23), together with the finiteness of the models forescthmputation
to reach the halting state. O

We use this trick to prove the following:

Theorem 7. (HScore, arbitrary semanticy
(i) For any classC of linear orders containing an infinite orde€-satisfiability of Scoe-formulas is
P Space-hard. (i) Fin-satisfiability ofHScore-formulas isP SPACE-hard.

Proof. (i) We reduce ‘PSpace-bound non-halting'Gesatisfiability. Let.A be a Turing machine whose
computation on empty input usespoly(size&.A4)) tape cells for some polynomial functigoly(), and let
N = poly(size(A)). Then we may assume that each configurafiai .4 is not infinite but of lengthV,
and.A never visits the last cell of any configuration. et = X U {£} U (Q x (X U {£})). For each
i < N andz € T4, we introduce two propositional variablesll? (to encode that ‘the content of thith
cellis z") and its ‘copy’ cell, .

Then we can express the uniqueness of cell-contents by

A A [Ul(cellf — —cell?), (23)

i<N z#2' €0y

and initialise the computation by
cell ™A A celly. (24)
0<i<N
Now we pass information from one configuration to the nexingithe ‘copy’ variables and the ‘binary
implication trick’:

[U] (celll™” — (Aycell,"”),  fori < N, (g,5) € (Q — {ar}) x (SU{£}), (25)
[cell{ ™) A cell? =4 (Aeell;],

fori,j < N,(q,s) € (Q—{qs}) x BU{L}),zeZU{L}, (26)
[U] (cells™ — ~(B)cell?). (27)

14



We can force that aliell. "’

of, say,

-intervals are different (meaning none of them is punctirathe conjunction

U] (cell ™ — unit),  fori <N, (q.5) € Q x (SU{£}), (28)
[U](unit — —[D]unit). (29)

Finally, we can ensure that the information passed in facbées the computation steps 4f by the
following formulas. For allg, s) € (Q — {qs}) x (EU{£}) andz € TU{£},

— ifda(q,s) = (¢,s), then take the conjunction of

Eqas) R Ce”(qlvsl))7 fori < N, 30)

i

[U] (cell
[celll ™) A (B)cell: =y cell?],  fori,j < N,j #is (31)

— ifd.4(q,s) = (¢',R), then take the conjunction of

U] (cell™” — cell?),  fori< N —1, (32)
[cell. ™ A (Bcells,, =y cell ], fori< N —1, (33)
[Celll ™) A (B)cell: =y cell?],  fori< N—1,j<N,j#i,i+1; (34)

— if d4(q, s) = (¢, L), then take the conjunction df (82) for< i < N and

cell ™) A (B)cell:_, = cell”;?)],  foro<i<N, (35)

el ™ A (Bycell: =y cellZ],  for0<i<N,j<N,j#i i1 (36)

—

—

Finally, we force non-halting with
U] (cell!®™ = 1), fori < N,seSU{£}. (37)

CLAIM 4.3. Let®4 be the conjunction of23)-(31). If &4 is satisfiable in ar{S-model, then4 diverges
with empty input.

Proof. Take anyHS-modelDt based on a linear ord@&r. Supposén, (r,r') = ®4. Thenitis not hard to
show by induction om that there is an infinite sequencg < u; < us < -+ < u, < ... of pointsin¥
such thatiy = r, uy = ¢/, and for alln < w, the interval(u,,, u,1) ‘represents’ theith configuratiorC,,
in the infinite computation af with empty input in the following sense:

M, (Un, uny1) = celly iff  Cn(i) = 2,
foralli < N andz € I'4. 0

On the other hand, i diverges on empty input, then take some linear offleontaining an infinite
ascending chaity < ¢; < ... and define af{S-modelt = (F<,v) by taking, foralli < N andz € T4,

v(unit) = {{ton, toant2) | n < w},
v(cellf) = {{z, tans2) [ Cnli) = 2, n <w, & <tanya},
(—”z) {<t2n+2,t2n+3> |Cn(2) =z, n<w}, IfZEEU{.f},
v(cell;) = ) .
{(tant2,tonta) | Cn(i) = 2, n <w}, fze@x (ZU{L}).
It is easy to check thaD, (¢, t2) = P4 with arbitrary semantics. The case whErontains an infinite
descending chain requires ‘symmetrical versions’ of trexlifermulas and it is left to the reader.

(i) In the finite case we reduce ‘PSpace-bound haltind®itesatisfiability. To achieve this, we just
omit the conjunc(37) fron® 4. Now (23), together with the finiteness of the models forescthmputation
to reach the halting state. O
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Theorem 8. (HSqy discrete orders, irreflexive semantics
(i) For any classDis™ of discrete linear orders containing an infinite ordé&)js* (<)-satisfiability of
HSg,-formulas isP SPACE-hard. (i) Fin(<)-satisfiability ofH S, -formulas isP SPACE-hard.

Proof. (i) We again reduce ‘PSpace-bound non-halting’ to the sdtififiaproblem. Take any{S-model
M based on a discrete linear orderand consider the irreflexive semantics of the intervaltiats. In
this case there is no need to ‘generate’ an infinite sequehneetintervals (which we cannot do without
positive(R)s), as we obtain such ‘out of the box’ with the conjunctiontaf following formulas:

[U](unit — [E] L) A [U]([E] L — unit), (38)
[U](unit = —[A] unit). (39)

It should be clear that 1 =@8)A (39), then there is an infinite sequenge< u; < -+ < u, < ...
of subsequent points i® such that for allz, 2’ with z < u,, 2’ < u,, for somen,m < w, we have
M, (z,2') E unitiff z = 2’ = u,; for somei < w.

Further, it is easy to pass information from omét-interval to the next, as we have a ‘next-time
operator w.r.t.” the abovenit-sequence. Namely,

[UI((B]A — [E]X)

forces)’ to be true at anit-interval, wheneven is true at the previous one.

To replace the binary implication trick with one using oS5, -formulas, we use the following
binary implication trick for the diagonalFor any literals\;, A» and), we define the formul@\l Ao :>;3[
)] as the conjunction of

[UI([B]A: — [E] [B]V),
[U]([B]A2 — [E]N),
[UI([A] A = X),

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

CLAIM 4.4. SupposéN satisfies A1 A Ao =& A]. If M, (wy, un) = AL A X2 thendN, (z, un11) = A for
all z < upy.

Soundnes®Observe again that to satisfyl Ao =& )\] itis necessary that is horizontally stable in the
model, and\;, )\ also satisfy certain conditions.

Now suppose thatl is a Turing machine whose computation with empty input usqsmly(size(/l))
tape cells for some polynomial functigoly(), and letd¢ be the conjunction of (23)_(24]. (B7). (38).139),
and the following formulas:

U] (cell®” — unit),  fori < N, (g,5) € Q x (SU{£}),
andforall(g,s) € (Q —{qs}) x (ZU{£})andz e TU{£},

— ifd.4(q,s) = (¢, s), then take the conjunction of

U] ([Bleell'™ — [E]celll” "), fori < N,

(

[cell ™ Acell? =4 cellZ],  fori,j < N,j#i;

— if 0.4(q,s) = (¢',R), then take the conjunction of

[U]([Blcell** — [E]cell?),  fori< N —1, (40)
[cell ) Acellf,; = celll ], fori< N —1,
[celll ™) Acell? =8 cellZ],  fori< N—1,j<N,j#ii+1;
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— if 5.4(q,s) = (¢, L), then take the conjunction df (40) for< s < N and

[celll® A cell?_ = celll”37],  for0 <i< N,

[cell ™) A cellz =g cellZ],  for0<i<N,j<N,j#i i1

We then clearly have the following:

CLAIM 4.5. If ®¢ is satisfiable in ar{S-model based on a discrete linear order, thdndiverges with
empty input.

On the other hand, it is straightforward to see that liverges with empty input, theh¢ is satisfiable
(using the irreflexive semantics) in afiS-model that is based on a discrete linear offi@ontaining an
infinite ascending chain of subsequent points. The case Whmmtains an infinite descending chain of
immediate predecessor points requires ‘symmetrical @essof the used formulas and is left to the reader.

(i) We reduce ‘PSpace-bound halting’ kin (< )-satisfiability. To achieve this, we omit the conjunct
(37) from®4 above, and replacE (89) with

[U](cell™® — —[Alunit),  fori < N, (g,s) € (Q — {gs}) x (TU{£}),

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

4.3 Undecidability

In our undecidability proofs, we ‘represent’ Turing maahitomputations on thew,, ,-grid as follows.
Given any Turing machinegl, observe that for any computation 4f in the nth step the head can never
move further than theth cell. If A starts with empty input, this means ttiat(m) = U foralln < H and

n < m < w. Because of this we may actually assume thais not of infinite length but ofinite length

n + 2. (This wayCy = ((qo, £),U), and.A never visits the last cell of an§,, so it is always 1.) So we
can place the subsequent finite configurations of the cortipntan the subsequent horizonlkiales of the
NnwW,, »,-grid, continuously one after another (until we re&gh o, if H < w), as depicted in Fid.]5.

Csonlingg — e

Czonlingg —
Cionling —

Coonling —

Figure 5: Placing the computation @f on thenw,, . ,-grid.

Observe also that only the active cell and its neighboursheachanged by the transition to the next
configuration, while all other cells remain the same. Soedtof using the transition functiaty, we
can have the same information in the form of a ‘triples todilinction 4 defined as follows. Let
La=SU{£}U(Qx (SU{£}))andletiWy C I'y x I'4 x I'4 consist of those triples that can occur as
three subsequent cells in the continuous enumeration aithiéggurations of the computation, that is, let

Wa=(Q xI)xELxT)U(EX(Q™ xT)xT)U (T x T x (Q~ xX))U
(LEndx ¥ x ) U ({U} x LEndx ) U (£ x {U} x LEnd) U {((qo, £),, £) },
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whereQ~ = Q — {qs} andLEnd= { £} U (Q~ x {£}). We define a functiom, : W4 — I'4 by taking,
forall (z,y,z) € Wy,

(¢',y), ifeitherz € (Q — {qs}) x (SU{£}) andda(z) = (¢, R),
orz € (Q —{qr}) x Zandéa(z) = (¢, L),

TA(z,y,2) = (¢hy), fye(Q—{q}) xTandis(y) = (¢,v'), (41)
y' if y=(q,v')anddéa(y) = (¢',M)forM =L,R,
Y, otherwise

Then it is easy to see tha, indeed determines the computation.df that is, for all0 < n < H,
Cn(n+ 1) =Uand forallm < n,

T.A(‘—lycnfl(o)acnfl(l)), if m = O,
Cn(m) =< 74(Cro1(m —1),Cr1(m),Crr(m +1)), ifO<m<n,
74(Co—1(n —1),1,Cn(0)), if m = n.

Theorem 9. (HSf,m, arbitrary semanticy
(i) For any classC of linear orders containing an infinite orde€-satisfiability of #Sg,-formulas is
undecidable(ii) Fin-satisfiability ofH{Sp,-formulas is undecidable.

Proof. (i) We reduce ‘non-halting’ t&-satisfiability. We discuss only the case whértontains some
linear order¥ having an infinite ascending chain. (The case wRBemntains an infinite descending chain
requires ‘symmetrical versions’ of the used formulas ansllft to the reader.)

To make the main ideas more transparent, first we assumieréfiexive semanticfor the interval
relations, and then we show how to modify the proof &bitrary semantics. Take anjS-modelt
based on some linear ord&r We begin with forcing auniqueinfinite unit-sequence ifi, using the
conjunction of[(2B) and

unit A [U](unit = (A)unit), (42)

[U](unit — =(E)unit A =(B)unit A =(D)unit A =(O)unit). (43)
Then it is straightforward to show the following:

CLAIM 4.6. Let ¢enum be the conjunction off29), (42) and (@3), and suppose thabt, (r,r') = denum
Then there is an infinite sequengg < u; < ... < u, < ... of points inT such that for allr < 2 and all
r’ <z, we haveil, (z,2’) = unitiff © = u,, andz’ = u,,4+1 for somen < w.

Next, we use thisinit-sequence to encode the enumeration ofrthe . ,-grid depicted in Fig[K.
Observe that for the this particular enumeration the riggighbour of a grid-location is the next one in
the enumeration. As we generated auit-sequence with (42), we have access from eme-interval to
the next by theA interval relation. So, to encode timey,, ,-grid, it is enough to use ‘up-pointers’. We
force the proper placement of ‘up-pointers’ in a particuay, by using the following properties of this
enumeration:

(a.1) 0is on the diagonal, angp_neighbour_of(0) = 1.
(a.2) Ifnis on the diagonal, themp_neighbour_of (n) 4+ 1 is on the diagonal, for eveny < B.
(a.3) Ifnis the up-neighbour of some location, thers not on the diagonal, for every < B.

(a.4) If n is not on the diagonal, themp_neighbour_of (n + 1) = up_neighbour_of(n) + 1, for every
n+1<B.

(a.5) Ifnis onthe diagonal, thewp_neighbour_of (n+1) = up_neighbour_of(n)+2, foreveryn+1 < B.
CLAIM 4.7. Properties(a.1)—(a.5uniquely determirfkthe enumeration in Fig.l4.

4among those that contain the enumeration of the diagonafitos ag0, 0), ..., (1,1),...,(2,2),...
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Proof. We prove by induction on < B that for everyk < n,
(i) k = (z,y) is like it should be in Fig. 4.
(i) kis on the diagonal ifk = (x, z) for somex.

Indeed, forn = 1 (i) follows from (a.1), and (b) follows from (a.3). Now suppdeductively that {)—(ii)
hold for allk < n forsome0 < n < B, and letn + 1 < B. There are three cases.

If n is on the diagonal, then by IH(ii; = (z,x) for somez > 0. Letm = (x — 1,2 — 1). Then
m < n by IH(i) and so by IH(ii),m is on the diagonal. So by (a.5),+ 1 = up_neighbour_of (m + 1),
proving (). Now (i) follows from (a.3).

If n is not on the diagonal and = (z, y) for somey andx < y — 1, then letm = (z,y — 1). Then
m < n by IH (i) and so by IH {{), m is not on the diagonal. So by (a.4);+ 1 = up_neighbour_of (m + 1),
proving (). Now (i) follows from (a.3).

If n is not on the diagonal and = (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), + 1 is on the diagonal, so it should be the next
‘unused’ diagonal location, which {g/, y), proving both {) and i). O

Next, given a unique infinitainit-sequencé/ = ((un,un+1> | n < w) as in Claim[4.b above,
we express ‘horizontal’ and ‘vertical next-time’ it ‘with respect td{’. Given literals\; and Xz, let
grid_succ_,[A1, \2] denote the conjunction of

Ul = =(B)A) A [UJ(A2 = =(E)A2), (44)
[Vl = (B)A2),
[U](A1 = [E] ((E)A2 — —(B)unit)),

and similarly, lefgrid_succ,[\1, 2] denote the conjunction of

U]\ = ~(B)A1) A [U](A2 — =(B)A2), (45)

[U](A — [B]((B)A\2 — —(E)unit)).

It is straightforward to show the following:

CLAIM 4.8. SUppOSEN, (u,, u,) = A1 for somem,n < w.

— Supposeén satisfiesgrid_succ_, [A\1, A2]. Then, for allz, M, (z,u,) E A2 iff x = w41, and
M, (x,un) = A Iff 2 = wpy,.

— Supposet satisfiesgrid_succy[A1, A2]. Then, for ally, M, (unm,y) = A2 iff y = upy1, and
M, (um, y) E M\ iff y = w,.

Now we can encode (a.1)—(a.5) as follows. We use a propoaltiariableup to mark up-pointers,
variablesliag anddiag to mark those respectivait-points that are on the diagonal and not on the diagonal,
and further fresh variablesow, up;, up_,, up™ (see Fig[b for the intended placement of the variables).
Then we express (a.1) by the conjunction of

unit A diag A now, (46)
grid_succ;[now, up], 47)
(a.2) by the conjunction of
grid_succ, [up, up,], (48)
u] (unit A diag — [B] (up; — [E] (unit — diag))), (49)
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U2 up
Uil
U10
U9
us
Uy
JUP
Ug up+
us Um+2 ®
Uy oUP e = unit A diag tmi UI% .up_)
U3 O = unit A E Um UF;
’LL2 : —_— ..
Up Unp+1
up
® }
now Up U1 U2 U3 U4 U5 Ue U7 U U9 Ul UL
Figure 6: Encoding thaw,,«,-grid in anHS-model — version 1.
(a.3) by the conjunction of
[U](up — [E] (unit — ﬁ)), (50)
[U](diag A diag — L), (51)
(a.4) by
[U] (unit A diag — [E_%](up/r — [E] (up_, — up)))7 (52)
and (a.5) by the conjunction of
grid_succ_, [ups, up_, ], (53)
grid_succ,[up_,, up™], (54)
u] [unit A diag — [B] (upT — [E] (up_, — [B](up™ — up)))] (55)

It is not hard to show the following:
CLAIM 4.9. Suppose, (r,7") = ¢genum/\ Pgrid, Whereggriq is the conjunction ofld8)-(55). Thennow,
diag, diag andup are properly placedsee Fig[®.

Given a Turing machingl, we will use the functiorr4 (defined in[(41)) to force a diverging compu-
tation of A with empty input as follows. We introduce (with a slight abusf notation) a propositional
variablex for eachz € T'4. Then we formulate general constraints as

[U](z — unit), forz € T4, (56)
Uz = —y),  forz#y, x,y € La, (57)
and then force the computation steps by the conjunction of
(A)(qo, £), (58)
[U](diag — L), (59)

[U] (y A{A)z A (A — [B](up — [E] (unit = T4(z, ¥, z)))), for (z,y,2) € Way. (60)
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Finally, we force non-halting with
[U]((qs,s) = L), fors e YU{L£}. (61)
Using Claim$4.6=4]9, now it is straightforward to prove fibiéowing:

CLAIM 4.10. LetW,4 be the conjunction afenum ¢gria and GE)HET). If ¥ 4 is satisfiable in arH{S-model,
then.A diverges with empty input.

On the other hand, Fil] 6 shows how to satigfyum A ¢gria (Using the irreflexive semantics) in an
‘HS-model that is based on some linear ordehaving an infinite ascending chaip < u; < .... If A
diverges with empty input, then we can add, foral T'4,

v(x) = {(tn—1,un) | n>0,C;(i) =
and thenth pointin the grid-enumeration g, + 1)} (62)

to obtain ar{S-model9t = (F<, v) satisfying [56)1(61) as well.

Next, we show how to modify the formul, above in order to be satisfiable with arbitrary semantics
of the interval relations. ‘Uniqueness forcing’ consttaitike (43), [(44), and(45) above are clearly not
satisfiable with the reflexive semantics. Expanding on aa iofe[44], [42,[23)24] use the following
chessboard tricko solve this problem and kind of ‘discretise’ th&S-model. Take two fresh propositional
variablesHtick andVtick, and make thé{S-modelMt ‘chessboard-like’ by the formula

[U](Htick — [B]Htick) A [U](Vtick — [E] Vtick). (63)

However, to make it a real chessboard, we also need to haver'day these variables and their negations,
that is, for every interval ift, Htick vV —=Htick andVtick VV —=Vtick should hold. In order to express these by
HSE -formulas, we use the followingover trickof [3, p. 11]. For any literals\ and2\, let Cover.. [\, A]
denote the conjunction of

[UJ(T = (B)(Myx A (E)Xx A (E)Y)), (64)
U (X)\ AYy\ — J_)
U] (<B }(My A (E)(Ya A (E)Xy)) — /\),
( (My A (E)(X A (E)Y,)) —>X),
[UJ(AAX = 1),

whereM,, X,, andY, are fresh variables.
SoundnesObserve tha€over., [\, A] forces the model to be infinite. Also, it always implies thattb
A andA are vertically stable, that is,

[UJ(A = [B]A) A [UI(X — [BJA).
holds. We can defin€over; [, A] similarly, for horizontally stable\ andX. Now we take fresh variables
Htick andVtick, and defineChessboard by taking
Chessboard := Cover,, [Htick, Htick] A Covery[Vtick, Vtick]. (65)

Then [63) and the similar formula féttick andVtick follow. Suppose tha®t is an#HS-model based on
some linear ordef = (7, <) satisfyingChessboard. We define two new binary relations™ and<?‘ on
T by taking, for allu,v € T,

u<9_jfv iff Elz(ugzgvand
Wy (if (2,y) isin 9, then (9, (u, y) k= Htick < 9, (,9) k= ﬁHtick)));
U <T v iff 3z (u v and

Var (if (2, u) is in 90, then (M, (z, u) = Vtick < M, (x, 2) |= ﬂVtick))).
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Then it is straightforward to check that bo# and<%" imply <, and both are transitive and irreflexive.
(They are not necessarily linear orders.) We call a non-grapbset/ C T a horizontal 9i-interval
(shortly, anh-interval), if I is maximal with the following two properties:

— forallz,y,z e T,if x <y < zandx,z € I theny € I;

— either, (z,y) | Htick, forallz € I andy € T such thatiz, y) is in 01, or M, (x,y) = —Htick,
forall z € I andy € T such that(z, y) is in 9.

For anyz € T, leth_int(x) denote the unique h-intervalwith = € I. We definev-intervalsandv_int(z)
similarly, using<$". A setS of the formS = I x J for some h-interval and v-intervalJ is called a
square For any(z, y) in 91, let squaréx, y) denote the unique squafewith (z,y) € S.

Now we define horizontal and vertical successor squaresen@vopositional variableB andQ, let
succ.sq_, [P, Q] be the conjunction of
[U](P A Htick — (E)(Q A Htick)), (66)
[UJ(PAP — 1),
[U](P A Htick — [E] P), (67)
[U](P" A Htick — (P A [E] P)),
UQAQ — 1),
[U}(Q A Htick — [E] Q),
[U](Q" A Htick — (Q A [E] Q).
[U](P" A Htick A (E)(Q A Htick) — P), (68)
[U](P" A Htick A (E)Q — Q), (69)
V@

A(E)TP — 1), (70)

U

plus similar formulas for theP A Htick’ case (here?, Q, P’ andQ’ are fresh variables). One can define
succ_sq4 [P, Q] similarly. Finally, we let

fill[P] = succ.sq_, [P, P] Asuccsq_, [P, P.] A succ_sq;[Pa, P] A succsq[P, P.],

wherePy, P,., P4, andP,, are fresh variables.

CLAIM 4.11. Supposé satisfiesChessboard andsucc_sq_, [P, Q]. Then the following hold, for alt, v,
Z, W

(i) If M, (x,y) = P, then there iz such thatr <™ v anddN, (v,y) = Q.
(i) If M, (z,y) = Pandz <™ 2, thend, (z,y) % P.
(i) 19, (z,9) = Qandz <™ z, thendN, (z,y) I~ Q.
(iv) If M, (z,y) E P, z € hint(x), z < z, thend, (z,y) = P.
(V) IF9M, (z,y) =P, M, (z,y) = Q, w € hiint(z) andw < z, thend, (w, y) = Q.
(vi) If M, (z,y) = P anddM, (z,y) = Q, thenz <™ > and there is nd with z <™ ¢ <™ »
Similar statements hold %t satisfiesucc_sq, [P, Q]. Therefore,
(vii) if o satisfiedill[P] and9n, (z,y) = P thend, (z',y’) = P for all (z/,y’) € squardz, y).

Proof. It is mostly straightforward. We show the trickiest casa) {Ve haver < z by (Z0). Suppose, say,
thatOn, (z,y) = Htick. By (i), there isv such thatr <™ v and9)t, (v, y) |= Q, and sdN, (v,y) = Htick.
Thenz € h.int(v) follows by (iii), and sar <™ 2. Now lett be such that < ¢ < z. If M, (¢,y) = Htick,
then, (¢,y) = P by (€7) and[(€B), and sbe h.int(z) by (ii). If M, (¢, y) = Htick, thend, (¢, y) = Q
by (64) and[(6R), and sbe h_int(z) by (iii). O
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SoundnesslIf 9 satisfiesfill[P] thenP must be both ‘horizontally and vertically square-uniquethe
following sense: ifon, (x,y) = P and9M,(«',y') = P for somexz <™ 2’ andy <* ¢/, then
squaréz,y) = squaréz’, y') must follow.

Now, using this ‘chessboard trick’, we can modify the forenily above for any semantical choice of
the interval relations. To begin with, instead of usihgum we force a unique infinite sequencewiit-
squares by introducing a fresh variabkxt, and taking the conjunctiog,,,,of the following formulas:

Chessboard A fill[unit] A fill[next],
unit A succ_sq_, [unit, next], (71)
succ_sqq[next, unit].

Then we have the following generalisation of Claim| 4.6:

CLAIM 4.12. Supposén, (r,r') = ¢i,.m Then there exist infinite sequenges | n < w) and(y,, | n <
w) of paints inT such that the following hold:

(i) r=20 <%y <™ ... < q, <M ... andr’ =y, <¥ﬁy1 <¥ﬁ <%ﬁyn <%ﬁ
(i) Thereis nar with z,, <™ x <™ z,,,1 and there is ngy with y,, <" y <™} y, 11, foranyn < w.
(ii) Forall z,y, M, (x,y) = unitiff (x,y) € squaréz,, y,) for somen < w.

In order to show the soundness¢f,,, let® = (T, <) be a linear order containing an infinite ascend-
ing chainug < u; < ....

CLAIM 4.13. ¢g,umis satisfiable in ar{S-model based o under arbitrary semantics.

Proof. For eachn < w, we let
Upo={2€T|up, <x < tUps1}

It is straightforward to check that the followirigS-model9t = (F<, v) satisfiesCover., [Htick, Htick]:

v(Htick) ={(z,y) € int(%) | = € U,, nis ever},
v(Htick) ={(z,y) € int(%) | « € U,, nis odd},
v(Mutick) ={{(z,y) € int(T) | x € Uy, y € U,, bothm, n are even, or botm, n are odd,
v(Xuick) ={{x,y) € int(T) | 2 € Up, y € Upy1 UUp42, nisever},
v(Yuiek) ={{z,y) € int(T) | x € Uy, y € Upy1 UUp42, nisodd.
Covery[Vtick, Vtick] can be satisfied similarly. The rest is obvious. O

Next, consider the formulagiq defined in Claini4.19. Letyig be obtained frompgyig by replacing
each occurrence @fid_succ_, bysucc_sq_, and each occurrence gfid_succ, by succ_sq;, and adding the
conjunctsill[P] for P € {now, unit, diag, diag, up, up;, up_,, up™ }. Using Claini4.1R, itis straightforward
to show that we have the analogue of Claini 4.9 for squares.

Finally, given a Turing machingl, let ¥; be the conjunction of 0%, ¢giq, (B6)-[61), andill[z]
for eachz € T'4. Then we have:

CLAIM 4.14. If U7 is satisfiable in arf{S-model, thenA diverges with empty input.

On the other hand, using Figl. 6, Claim 4.13 and (62) it is eashbw how to satisfy?; in an HS-
model that is based on some linear ordehnaving an infinite ascending chaify < u; < ..., regardless
which semantics of the interval relations is considered.

(if) We reduce ‘halting’ td-in-satisfiability. We show how to modify the formul; above to achieve
this. To begin with, ‘generating’ conjuncts like (64) ansl itertical’ version inChessboard, and [66) and
its Htick version insucc_sq_, [unit, next] of (71) are not satisfiable i*S-models based on finite orders.
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In order to obtain a finitely satisfiable version, we introdwucfresh variablend, replace[(6ll) with the
conjunction of

[U](end — unit), (72)
[Ul(end Az — 1), forz e SU{L}IU(Q™ x (BU{£})), (73)

then replace conjundi(b4) @over.. [\, \] with the conjunction of
[U]((R)end — (B)(Mx A (E)Xx A (E)Y»)), forR € {A,B,D,L,0},

(and similarly inCovers [, A]), and then replace conjunEi{66)sincc_sq_, [unit, next] with the conjunction
of
[U]((R)end A unit A Htick — (E)(next A Htick)),  forR € {A,B,D,L,0}

(and do similarly for theHtick-version’, and for the ‘generating’ conjunctssticc_sq, [next, unit]). [

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

Proof. (i) We reduce ‘non-halting’ t@ (< )-satisfiability. Given ar{S-modelt based on some linear
order¥, observe that the formulénum (defined in Claini4J6) that forces a unique infinitét-sequence
((tn, un1) | 0 < w) in M is within HScore. However, the formulagiq (defined in Claini419) we used
in the proof of Theorer]9 to encode they,.,-grid in 9t with the help of properly placedp-pointers
contains several seemingly ‘n@iScore-able’ conjuncts. In order to fix this, below we will force theoper
placement ofip-pointers in a different way.

Consider again the enumerationrof,, ., in Fig.[4. Observe that the enumerated points can be or-
ganized in (horizontallines line; = (1,2), line; = (3,4,5), lines = (6,7,8,9), and so on. Consider
the following properties of this enumeration (differerarr the ones listed as (a.1)—(a.5) in the proof of
Theoreni ® above):

(b.1) start_of (line;) = 1, andup_neighbour_of (0) = 1.

(b.2) start_of (line;+1) = end_of(line;) + 1, for all i > 0.

(b.3) Every line starts with someon the wall and ends with some on the diagonal.
(b.4) Ifnisinline;, thenup_neighbour_of(n) is in line;; 1, for all 7.

(b.5) For everym,n, if m < n thenup_neighbour_of (m) < up_neighbour_of (n).

(b.6) Forevenn > 0 on the wall, there isn with up_neighbour_of(m) = n.

(b.7) Forevery, if nis neither on the wall nor on the diagonal, then there igith up_neighbour_of (m) =
n.

Observe that (b.1) and (b.2) imply that everyn the enumeration belongs time; for somei. Also, by
(b.2) and (b.3), for every there is a uniquen in line; that is on the diagonal (its last according to the
enumeration). Asip_neighbour_of is an injective function, by (b.4) we have that

number of points idine; < number of points iine; ;1.
Further, by (b.4), (b.6) and (b.7),
number of non-diagonal points iime; 1 < number of points itine;.

Therefore,
length_of (line;+1) = length_of(line;) + 1 for all 4.

Finally, by (b.4) and (b.5) we obtain thite; is what it should be in Fig.]4, and so we have:
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CLAIM 4.15. Properties(b.1)—(b.7uniquely determirfethe enumeration in Fig.l4.

Given a unique infinitainit-sequenceé/ = ((un,un+1> | n < w) in 9t as in Clain(4.b above, we
now encode (b.1)—(b.7) as follows. In additionup, diag, andnow, we will also use a variableall
to mark thoseunit-points that are on the wall, and a varialilee to mark lines in the following sense:
M, (z,y) | lineiff £ = up,, y = up and(m+1,...,n)is aline (see Fid.l7 for the intended placement of

the variables).
OUP
- !

U1 ° T
wall
.up

u1io

U12

o line diag

us WP

Uy oUP T
g ,up waIIT

line diag

Uy up

. ® — unit
aIIT
us .up -

s Ilrle diag

wall
ups

diag‘ } ; ; ;
now Uy UL U2 U3 UL U5 U U7 U U Ul UL

Figure 7: Encoding thaw,, «,-grid in anHS-model — version 2.

To begin with, we express thap_neighbour_of is an injective function by
[U](up = =(E)up A =(B)up), (74)

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

now A (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 A (B)wall), (80)

Samong those that contain the enumeration of the diagonatitos ag0, 0), ..., (1,1),...
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(b.4) by the conjunction of

[U](unit — (B)up), (81)
[U](up — (E)unit A (B)unit), (82)
[U](up — —(B)line A —~(D)line), (83)
(b.5) by
[U](up = —~(D)up), (84)
(b.6) by i
[U](wall = (E)up). (85)
Finally, we can express (b.7) by ~ B
[(D)line A unit =5 (A)(A)up], (86)

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

CLAIM 4.16. Suppose, (r,7’) = denum\ dgnd» Whereggat is a conjunction of(74)-(86). Thennow,
wall, diag, line, andup are properly placedsee Fig[J.

On the other hand, using F[d. 7 it is not hard to see (ﬂg%{f is satisfiable (using the irreflexive seman-
tics) in an{S-model that is based on some linear or@draving an infinite ascending chaip < u; < .. ..

In particular, conjunc{{86) is satisfiable because of tiiedong: (A)(A)up is clearly horizontally stable,

and it is easy to check that for everyn with 9%, (z, u,,) = —(A)(A)up, we havedlt, (z,u,) = —(D)line.
Given a Turing machined, consider the conjunctg (66)={61) above, and observe tieabnly non-

HScore CONjuncts among them afe {60) fat, y, z) € W4. In order to replace these witHSore-formulas

we introduce the following fresh propositional variables:

- (y,2) and(y, z), forally, z € T4, and
- (z,y,2) and(z, y, 2), for all (z,y, z) € Wj.

Then we again use the ‘binary implication trick’ of Subsenff.2, and take the conjunction of the follow-
ing formulas, for ally, z € I'y and all(z, y, z) € Wa:

—
—~

A>(yvz) NT =H (x,y,z)],
,y,2) = (A) (2,9, 2)),
x,y,2) = up A <E)TA(x,y,z)).

Fig.[8 shows the intended meaning of these formulas, andhalsato satisfy them in thé{S-modelOt
defined in[[GR).

(i) We reduce ‘halting’ tcFin(<)-satisfiability. In order to achieve this, we introduce sfrevariable
end, replace[(6ll) with the conjunction ¢f([72) and](73), andaeplthe ‘generating’ conjun¢i{42) éfnum
with

unit A [(L)end A unit =g (A)unit], (87)

using the binary implication trick. O

Theorem 11. (HSpym. discrete orders, irreflexive semantics
(i) For any classDis™ of discrete linear orders containing an infinite ordé&)js* (<)-satisfiability of
HShorm-formulas is undecidabléii) Fin(<)-satisfiability ofHSp,,,-formulas is undecidable.
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Figure 8: Encoding the formulB(60) HScore.

Proof. (i) We again reduce ‘non-halting’ to the satisfiability prableWe show how to modify the tech-
nigques used in the proof of Theorehis 9 10 in order to Stk Sy .

Take anyHS-modelt based on a discrete linear ordgrand consider the irreflexive semantics of
the interval relations. We again want to encoderthg «,-grid in 9t using the enumeration in Figl 4. To
begin with, in this case there is no need to ‘generate’ a winfinite unit-sequence (which we cannot do
without positive(R)s), as we obtain such ‘out of the box’ with the conjunctigf,,of

[U](unit — —[B]L), (88)
[U] (unit — —[E] L A [E] [E] 1) A [U]({E)[E] L A [E] [E] L — unit).

It is not hard to see that it satisfiespg,,mthen there is an infinite sequeneg < u; < ... < up < ...

of subsequent points i such that for allz, 2’ with z < u,, 2’ < u,, for somen,m < w, we have
M, (z,2') E unitiff = u; andz’ = u,;11 for somei < w. (Note that this is not the sameit-sequence
as in the proof of Theoref 8.) Thimit-sequence has the useful property of having access to tiké ‘ne
and ‘previous'unit-intervals with theA andA interval relations, respectively. The followimgv-next trick
will also be essential in working with thisnit-sequence. For any finite conjunctigrof literals and any
literal A, we define the formul@p é@)\] as the conjunction of

[Ul(p = AL A [BIA, A [BIA),
[UJ(A A [BIAL = ),

[UI(A = Ao A[E]AS A TE] M),
[UJ(A A [EJ AL = ),

whereA|, Ay, AL, A and), are fresh variables. It is easy to see the following:
CLAIM 4.17. If M |= [ = O N andM, (u;, u;) = ¢, thend, (u;—1,uj41) = .

SoundnessObserve that in order to satisi[ya = ®)\] there are certain restrictions gnand A. For
example, there is no problem whenever they are both ‘hotdtlgnand vertically unique i’ in the
following sense: I, (z,y) E ¢ thenMt, (2/,y) = ¢ andM, (x,y') £ ¢ foranya’ # x, vy’ # y (and
similarly for A).

Next, we force the proper placement of line- and up-poindéthe nw,, ,-grid in Fig.[4 in a novel
way, different from the ones in the proofs of Theorérs 9[addii®epresenting this enumeration by our
unit-sequence, each line will be followed by a ‘mirror’-unitethby a ‘mirrored copy’ of the next line with
its locations listed in reverse order, and then by a progéing of the next line’s locations. In order to
achieve this, we introduce the following fresh proposiéibvariables:
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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 linegtions);

— up andmirror (to mark pointers helping to access the up-neighbour of Escttion);

— first_mirror, last_mirror and last_up (to mark the beginning and end of each ‘north-west going
mirror- andup-sequence, respectively).

See Fig[D for the intended placement of these variablesfarah 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 notijm¢§rid of the following formulas:
init A [init =®last_up],
[U](init — unit A wall),
[U](unit A (E)last_up — diag),
[U](diag — [A] (unit — first_mirror)),
[ﬁrst mirror =® mlrror]
[wall =® up}
[U](unit A (E)up — grid_proper),
[mlrror A (B)grid_proper =>® mlrror] ,
[U](mlrror A (B)wall — last_mirror),
[U](unit A (E)mirror — grid_copy),
[U](unlt A (E)last_mirror — wall),
[u B)grid_copy =® up]
[U](up /\( Mirst_mirror — last_up).

Then it is not hard to show the following:

CLAIM 4.18. If M, (uo, u1) F Penum/\ Pgrig» then all variables are placed as in Figl 9.

Finally, given a Turing machingl, we again place the subsequent configurations of its coniputa
with empty input on the subsequent lines of the, . .,-grid (see Figlh), using the functiar, defined
in @1). We define the formul&} as follows. First, we take the general constraints (56) B, then
initialize the computation with

[U](init — (g0, £)),
and then force the computation steps with the conjunctiq®®f and
[U](first_mirror — £),
[U] (grld proper Ay A (A)z A (A)x — [B](mirror — [E] (unit — 74(z,y, z)))),
for (z,y,2) € Wy,
(wan Ay A (A2 — [B] (mirror — [E] (unit — 74 (L, y, z)))), for (L, y, z) € Wa,
U] (grld_copy A <|§>up Az — [B](up — [E] (unit — a:))), for z € T4

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

CLaIM 4.19. If U} is satisfiable in ar{S-model based on a discrete linear order, thdrdiverges with
empty input.
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Figure 9: Encoding thaw,, «,-grid in anHS-model — version 3.

On the other hand, using F(d. 9 it is not hard to see #af, A ¢§rid is satisfiable (using the irreflexive
semantics) in aft{S-model that is based on some discrete linear ofdesiving an infinite ascending chain
up < up < ...of subsequent points. | diverges with empty input, then it is not hard to modify tHe -
model9t given in [62) to obtain a model satisfyingj;. The case whe® contains an infinite descending
chain of immediate predecessor points requires ‘symnatviersions’ of the used formulas and is left to

the reader.

(i) We reduce ‘halting’ tdFin(<)-satisfiability. In order to achieve this, we oniit{61), aeglacel(8B)

with the conjunction of

[U](unit A z — —[B]L),

This completes the proof of the theorem.

5 Open problems

forz € SULL}U((Q — {ar}) x (BU{£}).

QUESTION 1. Is HSg,.satisfiabilityP SPACE-hard over any class of unbounded timelines under any se-

mantics?

QUESTION2. Is HSg, -satisfiability decidable over any unbounded class of tinesl under any seman-

tics?
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QUESTION 3. Is HScore-Satisfiability decidable over any unbounded class of tinesl under the reflexive
semantics?

QUESTION 4. Is HSqy-satisfiability decidable over any unbounded class of @igctimelines under the
irreflexive semantics?
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