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ABSTRACT

We show how interval-based temporal separation on the extension of Moszkowski’s
discrete time interval temporal logic (Moszkowski, 1986) by the neighbourhood
modalities (ITL-NL) and a lemma which is key in establishing this form of sep-
aration in (Guelev and Moszkowski, 2022) can be used to obtain concise proofs of
an interval-based form of the reactivity normal form as known from (Manna and
Pnueli, 1990), the inverse of the temporal projection operator from (Halpern, Manna
and Moszkowski, 1983), the elimination of propositional quantification in ITL-NL
and, consequently, uniform Craig interpolation and Beth definability for ITL-NL.
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Introduction

In [GM22] we established a separation theorem for the extension of Moszkowski’s
discrete time ITL Interval Temporal Logic (ITL, [HMMS83, Mos85, Mos86, CMZ])
by the neighbourhood modalities, which are known from Halpern-Shoham logic (HS,
[HS86]) and Neighbourhood Logics (NLs). The latter are systems of interval-based
temporal logic with them as the only temporal operators, cf. e.g., [MGMS11]. The
separation theorem was formulated on the model of Gabbay’s separation theorem for
Linear Temporal Logic with past PLTL [Gab89]. We have since ported the result to
a subset of the Duration Calculus (DC) [Gue22|, which is an interval-based real-time
logic based on a related chop operator [ZHR91, ZH04]. In [GM24] we applied separation
to establish the expressive completeness of ITL-NL, the considered extension of ITL,
wrt the monadic theory of (Z, <). This is the first order theory for ITL-NL with just O,
chop and the neighbourhood modalities as the temporal connectives, and the second
order theory, if chop-star, the iterative form of chop of ITL, is included. The expressive
completeness proof in [GM24] is established on the model of the proof of expressive
completeness of PLTL from [GHR94], which is a major improvement on the proof of
the seminal result of Kamp [Kam68]. The expressive completeness of the subset of DC
from [Gue22] was established in [Rab00] well before separation was established, by
another method.
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In this paper we show how separation helps establish some more results in ITL-NL,
whose variants in point-based discrete time propositional temporal logics are known
for their many uses. This includes the normal form for reactivity properties from the
hierarchy of temporal properties of Manna and Pnueli [MP90], and the companion
theorems of Craig interpolation and Beth definability.

The hierarchy of Manna and Pnueli in PLTL [MP90] is the inclusion ordering of a
finite number of classes of w-languages also termed (temporal) properties. In ascend-
ing order, the classes are known as satefy and its dual guarantee, aka reachability,
followed by the intermediate class of obligation properties, which are finite combina-
tions of safety and guarantee ones by U and N, followed by the classes of recurrence,
aka response, and persistence properties, which are about an event occurring infinitely
many times or ultimately always, respectively, followed by their finitary combinations
by U and N, which form the top class, which is called reactivity. In [MP90], the hi-
erarchy is given in the notation of topology, involving up to Gg-sets and F,-sets in
the topological space of infinite sequences, the notation of regular w-languages, and
PLTL. Normal forms of the regular expressions and PLTL formulas are known for the
properties of each of the classes, in case these properties are w-regular or expressible
in PLTL, respectively. Further insight on the study can be found in [CMP93], where
earlier results about the individual classes such as [Lan69, Wag79] on the definability
of recurrence and reactivity by their corresponding types of w-automata have been
both referred to and included for the sake of self-containedness. In this paper we use
interval-based separation to establish an interval-based normal form for the top class
of reactivity in ITL-NL. The scope of this normal form is greater than that of the
PLTL ones and equals the scope of the regular expression normal form because the
expressiveness ITL-NL matches w-regular languages.

The II operator was introduced in [HMMS83]. Given temporal formulas A and B,
AIIB means that B is true in the interval obtained by selecting some of the states
of a reference interval, namely the states which satisfy A. II has proven to have mul-
tiple applications, including some we made in [MG17], stemming from the fact that
interleaving concurrency is about partitioning processing time between concurrent
processes, and that the first operand A of AIIL... can be used to select the time allo-
cated to a process. II is known to not increase the ultimate expressive power of ITL:
every formula in ITL with II has an equivalent one without, and the latter can be
obtained by a compositional translation. In terms of our application to concurrency,
that translation can be seen as giving an explicit and therefore much more verbose
and lower-level account of how interleaving works.

In this paper we introduce the inverse II™! of II wrt its second operand B, while
assuming the first operand to be fixed. Intuitively, o = AII~!B means that o, which
is supposed to satisfy A in all of its suffix subintervals, can be expanded by inserting
non-A states to obtain an interval which satisfies B. This can be seen as determining
whether the reference o consists of the ‘observable’ states of a longer interval that
accommodates a process which fits the description B. We stick to the case of A being
a state formula, that is a temporal connective-free formula, in this paper for the sake
of simplicity.

We use separation to show that II™! is expressible in ITL too. Along with that,
we use separation to obtain a specific normal form of propositional ITL formulas. We
find this normal form interesting because, given an arbitrary formula B, the normal
form makes it easy to read the conditions that an interval o satisfying B must satisfy
in terms of the properties of the subintervals of o that are maximal either wrt the
condition of satisfying w all along, or the condition of satisfying —w all along.



A logic has the Craig interpolation property if, for any valid implication A D B,
there exists an interpolating formula C built using only the non-logical symbols that
appear in both A and B such that A D C and C D B are valid too. First order
predicate logic is known to have this property. Despite being expressively equivalent
to a monadic first-order theory, propositional Linear Temporal Logic (LTL, cf. e.g.,
[Pnu77]) does not have Craig interpolation [Mak91] but some subsets of LTL have it
[GtC09]. ITL and ITL-NL have these theorems thanks to the possibility to express
propositional quantification using chop-star. Since propositional quantification enables
writing strongest consequences, which are also uniform interpolants, temporal logics
with point-based Kripke semantics where propositional quantification is either present
or expressible as in, e.g., the propositional p-calculus [Koz83, GtC09], have the prop-
erties too. The linear time p-calculus (cf. e.g., [Kai95]) and ITL have it too thanks to
the expressibility of propositional quantification. Interpolants C' can be derived from
just one of the given A and B in these logics. This stronger form of interpolation
is called uniform. (To the best of our knowledge, first-order predicate logic does not
have uniform interpolation.) In logics with Kripke semantics, uniform interpolation is
generally closely related to bisimulation as seen on the example of the propositional
p-calculus again [DHOO].

Craig interpolation is closely related to two more model-theoretic properties: Robin-
son consistency and explicit (Beth) definability, both enjoyed by first order predicate
logic, cf. e.g., [Sho67]. Once a logic is shown to have one of the three properties, the
other two often follow by standard arguments. Let [p//p]A stand for the substitution
of p/ for p in A. Sentence A implicitly defines non-logical symbol p, which is assumed
to appear in A, if, given some fresh symbol p’ of the type of p, A A [p’/p]A implies
that p and p’ are semantically equivalent. For p being a predicate letter in first order
predicate logic this can be written as

= AN /plAD (p(T) = p'(T)) (1)

where T is a sequence of individual variables. Beth’s work shows that implicit defin-
ability implies the existence of a predicate formula C with T as the list of free variables
such that

= A5 (p(@) = O),

that is, the existence of a C' which explicitly defines p so that A is satisfied.
Beth definability can be formulated in LTL as follows. Propositional variable p is
implicitly defined by formula A, if

= OAAOR /plA D O(p =p). (2)

The O of A corresponds to the requirement on A of the predicate logic case to be a
sentence. The O of (p = p’) states that p and p’ are equivalent at all times, that is, the
unary predicates on time they stand for are equivalent. The corresponding first order
case VT is omitted because it can be derived by generalization, and the O of O(p = p/)
can be omitted for the same reason too. The counterexample from [Mak91] indicates
that p which ‘count’ can be implicitly defined, whereas ‘counting’ is known to be not
expressible in LTL (cf. e.g. [Zuc86]); hence a formula C such that =0A D O(p = C)
is not bound to exist. Hence companion Craig property fails too.

Surveys on interval-based temporal logics can be found in [GMS04, MGMS11]. In



ITL, formulas generally define properties of sequences of consecutive states, which are
called intervals, but atomic propositions are restricted to depend only on the initial
state of the reference interval. This convention is known as the locality principle. It
bridges the gap between ITL’s interval-based semantics and state-based models such
as sequences of observations, and Kripke models. ITL’s temporal connectives O, chop
and chop-star provide reference only to the subintervals of the reference interval. To
indicate this, these connectives are called introspective, unlike many of the connectives
in Halpern-Shoham logic (HS, [HS86]), which provide access outside the reference
interval and are therefore called expanding. In introspective ITL, [J stands for in all
suffix subintervals, and the universal modality [GP92] can be defined by combining [J
with GJA £ =(=A4; true), which means A in all prefix subintervals.

The locality principle restricts the class of properties which an atomic proposition p
can be defined to express explicitly by putting OG(p = C') for a temporal C with intro-
spective connectives only to properties of the initial states of reference intervals (which
is also a degenerate 1-state intervals). The use of introspective connectives is vacuous
in such intervals because they are their only own subintervals: e.g., C'; C" simplifies
to C" A C". Hence the scope of Beth’s theorem is very limited. The neighbourhood
modalities are expanding. They are written (A) and (A) in HS, whose modalities have
Allen’s system of binary relations on time intervals [All83] as their Kripke semantics.
(A) and (A) evaluate their operand in adjacent intervals on the left and on the right of
the reference one, respectively. Nested occurrences enable properties of the entire time-
line to be specified from the viewpoint of a single (degenerate) time interval. With the
neighbourhood modalities allowed in ITL-NL explicit definitions p = C', the expressive
completeness of ITL-NL implies that atomic propositions p can be defined to stand
for (the ITL-NL-translation of) any unary predicate that is definable in MSO(Z, <).

As mentioned above, systems based on (A) and/or (A) only are known as Neigh-
bourhood Logics (NLs). Importantly chop, which is binary, and is basic in systems such
as Venema’s CDT [Ven91], Signed Interval Logic [Ras99], Moszkowski’s ITL and its
extension by the neighbourhood modalities in this paper, is not expressible in propo-
sitional HS and NL. Together with chop-star, also available in ITL, chop is key to the
result in this paper. Hence the results in this paper, simple to establish separation as
they are, assert the choice to work in ITL-NL as we did by establishing separation
after Gabbay [Gab89] and expressive completeness of the extension of ITL by the
neighbourhood modalities in [GM22, GM24].

Structure of the paper: Section 1 overviews propositional ITL-NL, the extension
of ITL by the neighbourhood modalities, and separation for ITL-NL as known from
[GM22]. ...

In this paper we first show that Craig interpolation propagates to ITL-NL together
with the expressibility of propositional quantification, and then derive from it Beth de-
finability by an appropriate modification of the standard argument, which uses ITL-NL
separation for getting around the use of [J in O(p = p’). Our main technical tool is our
separation theorem for ITL-NL and some auxiliary propositions used for establishing
it from [GM22].



1. Preliminaries

Reactivity as in the hierarchy of temporal properties from [MP90] Given
a statespace X, a discrete time temporal property is a set of infinite sequences o :
w — 2. Such sequences are also called w-words, and a properties are also called w-
languages over Y. as the alphabet. The set of all w-words over ¥ is written X¢. (In
general “ is a unary operation from finite-or-infinite word languages to w-ones that
generalizes Kleene star *: given M C ¥*, M“ is the set of the infinite concatenations
0o - 01 - ... of words from M.) The notion of regularity as known about finite word
formal languages has been generalized to w-languages (cf. e.g. [Tho90]) and has since
become a cornerstone in the verification of reactive systems. Reactivity is the top class
of the hierarchy of temporal properties which was proposed in [MP90]. Given a o € ¥,
pref(0) = {o¥...0" : k < w} is the set of its (finite) prefixes. The properties from that
hierarchy are defined in terms of pref(.) on the w-words o of the respective languages.
Let L C X¥. L is a reactivity property, if

there exist some finite number of pairs of finite word languages M/, M/
n =1,...,N such that o € L iff, for some n € {1,...,N}, pref(o) \ M/ is  (3)
finite and pref(o) N M/ is infinite.

In case M), M) are regular, this definition implies that L is w-regular. Using the
De Morgan laws and the closedness of the classes of all w-regular languages and all
(finite word) regular languages under complementation, the above definition can be
formulated as a conjunction on conditions on some finite number of (some possibly
different) finite word languages M/, M/ as follows:

There exist some finite number of pairs of finite word languages M), M),
n=1,...,N such that o € Liff, for alln € {1,..., N} such that pref(c)NM]  (4)
is finite pref(o) N M) is finite too.

In the notation of formal languages, w-regular properties of the various classes from
the hierarchy admit normal forms, which are obtained by showing that the languages
of finite words involved in the classes’ definitions are regular. LTL-definable properties
admit normal forms in LTL with past according to their belonging to the respective
classes of the hierarchy too. The forms are given in [MP90]. Detailed proofs can be
found in [CMP93]. The proofs start from the assumption that an w-regular language L
is accepted by an appropriate Streett automaton. Then it is shown that, for each of the
classes, a Streett automaton accepting L with its accepting condition appropriately
specialized exists. Finally, the relevant regular languages M, M{, M{, ... M}, My,
are defined as the sets of words which take the specialized Streett automaton to a
state from one of the sets used to formulate its specialized accepting condition.

ITL with the neighbourhood modalities An in-depth introduction to proposi-
tional ITL, which has O, chop and chop-star as the temporal operators, can be found
in [Mos86, CMZ]. In ITL, formulas are evaluated at finite or right-infinite sequences
o = 0" ... of subsets o* of the chosen vocabulary V of propositional variables, which
are called states. The term intervals is used for such sequences in ITL its extensions.

ITL-NL’s neighbourhood modalities are written (A) and (A) in Halpern-Shoham

logic HS and its subsets such as propositional NL. In this paper we avoid overloading

A by adopting the symbols ¢; and ¢, from the predicate real-time logics based on the



neighbourhood modalities in [CH97, BRZ00] in ITL-NL:
A= false |[p|AD A| OA|AA[AY [ O/A| OA

where p stands for a propositional variables. We write Var(A) for the set of proposi-
tional variables occurring in formula A.

Satisfaction in the form o = A as in ITL does not account for the possibility that
time extends beyond the endpoints of o as necessary to define ; and ¢,. Therefore,
with o : Z — X satisfaction has the form o,4,j = A. Here i,j € Z and i < j, define
a reference interval within o. This is equivalent to o%...07 = A in the standard ITL
notation for A with no neighbourhood modalities. For the sake of simplicity we fix
dom o = Z and rule out infinite reference intervals, where i = —o0, or j = oo, in this
paper. Generalizing the results to dom ¢ being any interval in Z and allowing infinite
reference intervals as in [GM22] can be achieved by straightforward modifications,
which, however, would make the presentation more complicated.

The defining clauses for |= are as follows:

o,1,7 W~ false

o, EDP iff peot

o,i,jEADB iff o,i,jEBoro,i,jlEA

0,1, EOA iff i<jandoyi+l,jEA

oi,j=EA;B iff o,i,kE Aando,k,jE B for some k € {i,...,j}
0,1, E O1A iff  there exists a k < ¢ such that o,k,i = A

0,1, | OrA iff  there exists a k > j such that 0,5,k = A

The definitions of = for A* (chop-star) and propositional quantification IpA, whose
interplay is key to establishing uniform Craig interpolation for I'TL-NL in this paper,
are as follows:

0,1, E A* iff i =j, or there exists a sequence kg =i < k1 <...<ky =17
such that o, ky, kpt1 E Aforn=0,...,N — 1.

0,i,j = IpA iff there exists a o’ : Z — X such that o* \ {p} = (¢/)*\ {p}
forallk € Z and o’,i,j E A

The connectives of ITL-NL include chop-star but quantification, which is shown to be
expressible below, is not included. Formula A is valid, written = A, if 0,4, = A for
all o and all pairs i, j € Z, such that ¢ < j. We write ITL-NL for ITL with {; and ..

The definitions of true, =, A, V and = are as usual in ITL-NL. We use the following
defined temporal constants and derived operators below:

empty = = O true - a single state interval

skip & O empty - a length 1 (2 states)

OA £ A; skip A at the interval minus the last state

OA £ true; A, GA £ A:true A in some suffix subinterval, A in some prefix subinterval

OA £ ~0-A, A £ -$—A A in all suffix subintervals, A in all prefix subintervals
A & =04, 0,A2 =0,—-A A in all adjacent intervals on the left, resp. on the right
fin A 2 O(empty D A) A in the single state suffix subinterval, i.e., at the last state

Here are the ITL-NL connectives, basic and derived, listed in decreasing order of their



binding strength:
-, 0, ©, 0, Or, O, 0,,0,0, and ()5 (5.); A; V5 D and = .

Expressiveness of ITL and ITL-NL The expressive completeness of introspec-
tive ITL on finite intervals was investigated in [Mos83]. With either chop-star or
propositional quantification, or both, introspective ITL is expressively complete wrt
the monadic second order theory of finite sequences, or (w, <), if infinite intervals are
allowed. With none of these connectives, expressive completeness holds wrt the respec-
tive monadic first order theories. The same holds about ITL-NL wrt (Z, <) [GM24],
where infinite intervals are included. Other results on ITL-NL such as separation ap-
ply to its 3- and chop-star-free subset too as shown in [GM22]. However, our proof of
Craig interpolation as a corollary to the existence of strongest consequence formulas
in this paper hinges on the expressibility of quantification with the use of chop-star.
We do not have this result for the chop-star-free subset.

Guarded Normal Form (GNF) Temporal logics and process algebras commonly
admit guarded normal forms which are case distinctions featuring a full system of first

state/initial process step options and the respective possible continuations. In both
LTL and ITL the form of formula A reads

Ae/\empty\/\/Ak/\OA/ , (5)
k

the key difference being that temporal connectives that, unlike O, are not shared by
LTL and ITL can appear in the designated formulas. A. and the A-s are supposed to
be state, i.e., modality-free, pairwise inconsistent, and can be guaranteed to be a full
system, which we assume below, possibly at the cost of writing a O 1. as the O Ag 1

K
for an Ag 1 2 —|( \ AK). The finest (and costliest to process) GNF commences, if
k=1

every conjunction of the form AN\ epp appears as an Aj. Here ¢, is the optional
peVar(A)

negation allowed to precede p. The coarsest GNF satisfies the additional condition that

no two Ajs are equivalent. This GNF can be obtained by any other one by merging

disjuncts with equivalent Ays. It is unique up to equivalence of the Ays and the Ajs.

Since the Ag-s form a full system, the equivalence of (5) to A implies

= A= (empty D Ac) A /\(Ak A —empty) D O A}, (6)
k

Optional Negations In the sequel, given an optional negation e, we write € for its
alternative optional negation.
Reversing (aka mirroring) time Observe that © is the time inverse of O because:

0,1,j |E A;skip iff i < j and 0,i,7 — 1 E A.

This kind of symmetry lets us avoid repeats by referring to the time in-
verses A~! of ITL-NL formulas A after Section 6 from [Ras99]. By definition,
cooF ket i ATV L okt lekeR 1 5 i = A Hence = A and = A7!
are equivalent. In ITL-NL, A~! can be expressed by replacing in A the occurrences
of O and ¢, by ©, and {;, respectively, and vice versa, exchanging the operands



of chop, and replacing propositional variables p by finp to account of the fact that
propositional variables are evaluated at the leftmost state of reference intervals, and
fin p refers to p’s value at the rightmost state.

The separation theorem for ITL-NL [GM22] Formulas with no occurrences of
Q1 or ¢, are called introspective in ITL-NL. Along with introspective formulas, this
theorem refers to past and future ITL-NL formulas.

Definition 1.1. An ITL-NL formula F is (non-strictly) future if it has the syntax
Fu:=C|-F|FVF|),F

where C denotes the class of introspective, that is, ITL, formulas. The syntax of non-
strictly past formulas is similar, with ¢, replaced by ¢;.

Strictly future and strictly past formulas have designated occurrences of skip to
restrict the conditions on adjacent intervals they express not to refer to the end-states
of the reference interval:

Definition 1.2. An ITL-NL formula is strictly future (past), if it has the form
Or(skip; F) (O1(P; skip)) where F' is future (P is past).

Syntactically, strictly future (past) formulas are not future (past) in the sense of
Definition (1.1). However, every strictly future (past) formula is equivalent to a future
(past) one [GM22].

A strictly separated formula is a Boolean combination of strictly past, introspective
and strictly future formulas.

Theorem 1.3 (Corollary 2.6 in [GM22]). Let A be an ITL-NL formula. Then there
exists a strictly separated S such that = A=S.

Importantly, the proof of Theorem 1.3 in [GM22] is based on syntactical transfor-
mations by means of valid equivalences. Hence the equivalence of any given formula
and its separated form can be easily made part of a proof in any complete proof system
for ITL-NL. These transformations are valid in this paper’s variant of ITL-NL where
infinite reference intervals are excluded too. Therefore the theorem applies without
change.

Along with Theorem 1.3, in this paper we use one more proposition from [GM22],
which can be described as an introspective form of separation as it is about writing an
ITL, that is, ;- and {,-free, formula as a combination of conditions on the possible
choppings of reference intervals into prefix and suffix parts, with these conditions

n
written in ITL too. Formulas Ay, ..., A, form a full system, if = \/ Ay and, if 1 <
k=1
k1 < kg < n, then }: _‘(Akl VAN Ak2)

Proposition 1.4 (Lemma 3.2 in [GM22]). Let A be an ITL formula. Then there exists
a K <w and some ITL formulas Ay, A}, k=1,..., K, such that Ay,..., Ax is a full
system and

K K
A=\ A4 A= /\ (Ap; —AL). (7)

k=1



The time-inverse statement holds too:

Proposition 1.5 (Lemma 3.4 in [GM22]). Let A be an ITL formula. Then there exists
an K < w and some ITL formulas Ay, A}, k =1,...,K, such that Ay,..., Ak is a
full system and

K K
EA= \/A%;Ak E/\ (—AL; A).
k=1 k=1

In [GM22], these two propositions are part of the proof of Theorem 1.3, which covers
expanding modalities. Importantly, the equivalence (7) from Proposition 1.4 admits
the following strict form:

—(Ay; skip; 2 Aj).

=

K
EA= Ae/\empty\/\/ Ay; skip; A}, E A= (empty D A)A

k=1 k=1

(8)
A similar form can be derived from Proposition 1.5. The strict form (8) of (7) avoids
both Ay and Aj imposing a condition on the state that is shared by the prefix and
suffix chop witness intervals. Using some arbitrary GNF's

Ly,
Gje N empty V \/ Gri NO Gy,
lx=1

of the Ajs, k =1,..., K, a strict variant (8) of (7) can be written as

K K Ly
empty A (\/ Gk@) Vv \/ \/ (Ar A fin Gy, ); skip; Gr,, -
k=1 k=11,=1

The Projection Operator II in ITL [HMMS83] Given a sequence o of type
I =%, %2 PV),and S C %, we write o|s for the sequence obtained by deleting
the states o' € S, i € I from o and organizing the remaining states into a sequence
with its elements’ subscripts ranging over some (generally shorter) interval I’ such
that min I’ = min I. For state formulas s, 0|, = 0l{zesics}y- Given a state formula s
and an [TL formula A,

o= slA if o, = A.
This tacitly implies that o & sILA for o with no s-states in them. With its left operand
s fixed, Il is a D¢-modality (cf. e.g. [HC96]) because o + ols is a partial function.
It admits a weak dual sITA £ —(sII(=A)), which is trivially true, if o, is the empty
sequence.

2. A Normal Form for Reactivity in ITL-NL

This is one of the most straightforward applications of Proposition 1.4. It is known
that given an w-regular language L C X%, ¥ = P(V) there exists an ITL formula



F 2 Fy in the vocabulary V such that L = {o € ¥ : ¢ |= F'}, and vice versa. The
same applies to languages of nonempty finite words and ITL on finite intervals. Given
the regular language form (3) for reactivity from [MP90], we can assume that there
exist some ITL formulas F7 ,..., F7 v and FY |,..., F] y such that

o€ Liff forsomen=1,...,N,
there exist only finitely many [ such that %! = —|Fl’m
and infinitely many [ such that 0% = F} .

K

Let C be any ITL formula, and let \/ Cj;C}. meet the requirements of Proposition
k=1

1.4. Then

Proposition 2.1. The number of the prefizes of a o : w — X which satisfy F is finite
K

iff any extension o’ : Z — X of o satisfies 0/,0,0 = Or \ (Cx AO,CY).

k=1
Proof. Observe that, if 0% |= Cy, then, for any I’ > I to satisfy %! = C, it is
necessary that ol! = C}, and this is denied by 0,—=C}. On the other hand, since

Ci,...,Ck form a full system, for any [ > 0, a unique k € {1,..., K} exists such that
ol = Cy. O

In the setting of Proposition 2.1, we need ¢’ here just to conform with the definition
of = in ITL-NL; no reference to the states in o on the left of 0 is to be made. Given
a regular language of nonempty words X, we let

K
Fin(X) £ ¢, \/ (Cx e ANO=C 1)
k=1

where Cx is some arbitrary fixed ITL formula which defines X and Cx j and C}Qk
are as above. Using this notation, the form (3) translates into the following defining
equivalence for the considered w-regular L by an I'TL-NL formula:

N
o € Liff ¢,0,0 = \/ Fin(S*\ M}) A =~Fin(M)))
n=1

where ¢’ is an arbitrary extension of ¢ as in Proposition 2.1. Similarly (4) translates
into

N
o€ Liff,0,0 = )\ Fin(M;) > Fin(My). (9)
n=1

3. The Finiteness of Closing under Separation

Consider sets F of ITL formulas which satisfy the following condition:

If A € F, then there exist some A}, ..., A% which, together with some A¢, A;,..., Ak
satisfy (8) and the condition on Aj,...,Ax to be a full system, and, furthermore,

10



Al Al € F

Let Cl(B) stand for an arbitrary fixed minimal F such that B € F and F has the
above closedness condition.

By virtue of the fact that, on o with domo = [0;00), ITL, and the {;-free subset
of ITL-NL, define languages which are definable by w-automata, it follows that, given
an A, finite F such that A € F exist. The details are as follows. Consider a determin-
istic w-automaton A £ (Q, qo,d, Acc) with ¥ as the input alphabet which defines the
language of the w-words o € ¥“ such that o = A for ITL formula A. The form of A’s
acceptance condition Acc may vary depending on the precise type of w-automaton, cf.,
e.g., [Far01]. Given any ¢ € @, A, can be chosen to be the (finite time) ITL formula
which defines Ly, = {0 € St : ¢ = 6(qo,0)}. Here § is overloaded to denote the
function which maps a source states such as gy and a finite input word such as o to
the unique destination state ¢ where A arrives if fed o starting from the source state.
Let L, similarly denote the set of the w-words accepted by A, £ (Q, q,d, Acc). Then,
since A is deterministic, we can conclude that Lg, 4, ¢ € @ are pairwise disjoint. Fur-

thermore, |J Ly, = ¥*, and the w-language Lg,, which A accepts, can be expressed
qeqQ
as |J Lgy,q - Lq. Hence we can write
qe@

= A=A, A empty V \/ Ag; skz’p;A; (10)
q€Q

where A, is a state formula which defines all the single state o satisfied by A, A,
is some ITL formula which defines L, , and A is some ITL formula which defines
the w-language L. Since A = Ay, and A, ¢ € @, are the same, except possibly for
their initial states, A, which is equivalent to Aflo, (10) can be written with any of the
formulas A; in the position of A using the same automaton A, and therefore the same

set of tail formulas on the RHS of skip;. Hence we can put F = {4, g€ Q}.

4. Separation with Additional Conditions

Now consider (8) with a focus on (Ay; skip; A}). Let, given some state w, Ay be addi-
tionally restricted to be satisfied in a Cw-interval and Aj is restricted to be satisfied
at an interval where —w holds (initially). Then we can write

K !
EAANw=ARYAOw v V (AY A DOw); skip; (A A —w)
k=1
()

K !
EAAw=(Ow>D APY) A A —((Ag A Ow); skip; —~(A}" A —|w)>.
k=1

The equivalences (11) can be written with —w in the role of w too. Then the RHS of
the equivalences can be used in = A = AAwV A A —w to obtain an expression for A.
Considerations that are similar to the ones allowing to conclude the existence of finite
closures wrt (8) lead to concluding that equivalences of the form (11) can be written
for any A, and finite closures with respect to (11) taken for both w and —w in the
position of w together exist too. To this end, starting with an w-automaton A which
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defines the same w-language as the given formula A, we can define the automaton
AY 2 QY (g, ~w), 8™, Acc?) where every state (g,ew) € Q¥ 2 @Q x {w,-w} is
meant to keep record of the possible occurrence of letters which satisfy w in the input
words which take the automaton to it. We omit the details of how the rest of the
components of A* are derived from the respective components of A. The use of such
transformations can be seen in, e.g., [SVW87], on the example of the much more
demanding objective of complementing w-automata.

Indeed, given an A, we can conclude the finiteness of a pair of closures of {A}
under (11) for w as written and —w in the position of w. We denote these closures
by CI*(A) and CI™(A), respectively. Sometimes we only need A € CI*(A) and not
necessarily A € CI7"(A), and, for arbitrary B, B € CI*¥(A) has its B,‘iw" € CIFY(A).
Now consider A and an arbitrary B € CI*¥(A).

K%
= BAew= BY" AQew V \/ (B A Oew); skip; (Bzw’, A Ew) (12)
k=1

be the instance of the first equivalence of (11), about ew, with ew appearing on the left
of = instead of Zw appearing on the right as in (11). Let (12) be such that BZ’/ € CI**,
k=1,...,K%. Without loss of generality, the B;" A Uew appearing in (12) can be
assumed to be satisfiable.

These equivalences can be used much like canonical equations to derive a formula
which is equivalent to A and has the syntax:

H = BD&"[D /\ D&‘w
Ro ::=H;skip |Ro V Ro | (Ro;Ro) | RS (13)

R :=H|Rgp;H|RVR

where H ranges over the (BP9 A ew)s from the equivalences (12) involved in identi-
fying the members of CI”(A) and CI™(A). To obtain such a formula for A, along
with formulas of the same form for all B A ew, B € CI*"¥(A), the system (12),
B € CI*”(A), needs to be solved with respect to the tail occurrences of the formulas
B ANew, B € CI*¥(A), respectively. Then we can use = A = AAwV AA—w to obtain
an equivalent to A.

Clearly, a result like the above can be obtained without resorting to separation,
if there is no requirement on the formulas involved to feature the conditions to be
satisfied by the mazimal w-subintervals and —w-subintervals of the respective reference
intervals. This can be done by, e.g., using GNFs with the guard state formulas written
in the forms wA. .. and —wA... instead of using (11). With this maximality condition,
the following specialized syntax can be claimed to be achieved for an arbitrary ITL A.
Consider

He = BYev A Dew 7

RG® = H%; skip |RG" V RS | (RS R5 )

RG® == RG VRS (Ry™:RG ) | (Rg%)” (14)
RS = H®|RG® H |R™° v RS*

R®F =Ry H®|RF v R*F

12



where ¢ and €’ are arbitrary optional negations. The intended use of X5 is to denote
formulas of the syntax X € {Rp, R} which define sets of intervals with an sw prefix
and an £w suffix. Then an arbitrary A can be written in the form w A (A--V A-7) V
—w A (A7~ V A7) where _ stands for ‘no negation’ and A% has the syntax R

For the sake of self-containedness, we do the details of solving the system. The
general form of the equations in the systems obtained at various stages of solving the
system (12) is

L
Bnrew=RV\/ Ri; (B Aew) (15)
=1

where BAew € CI*¥(A), R has the form R®-|R™, R; have the forms R~ |R;"", and
By ANegyw e CIP'"™(A),l=1,...,L.

Consider a particular equation of the form (15).

In case none of the By Agw, Il =1,...,L,is B A ew, this equation can be used to
write the formula for B Acw in terms of whatever formulas are eventually obtained for
BiAgw,l=1,...,L. It imposes no conditions on the rest of the unknowns. Therefore
it can be used to eliminate B; A g;w from the system. Observe that, by virtue of the
distributivity of chop over V, plugging the RHS of the equation wherever its LHS
occurs as the second operand of a chop can be followed by regrouping the disjuncts
that restores the form (15) for the rest of the equations as follows. Let B A ew be
B, Nelw in

L/
B'ANew=RvV \/ Ry (Bl Aejw) (16)
r=1

Then plugging the RHS of (15) for B A ew in (16) and applying distributivity in the
disjunct for I’ = 1 thus affected gives

B'Ne'w= R'V Rj;RV

v / L / !/ / (17)

For the sake of notational convenience, (17) can be rewritten as

B'ANe'w= R'VR|;RV
V  Ry;SB;(BAw) V V 1358, (B A -w)V

BeCI*(A) BeCI™(A)
V Tp_;(BAw) Vv \V Tp~; (B A—w)
BeCl®(A) BeCI (A)

with Sp . £ false for B, e such that no disjunct of the form R}; Rj; (B Acw) is present
n (17), and Tp . £ false, if no disjunct of the form R},; (B A ew). Now combining the
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disjuncts which have the same unknown as the rightmost operand of chop gives

B'ANfw= R'VR|;RV
., C}l/ (A)((Rll; Sp,.)VTp, );(BAw)V
e

V  ((B};88,-) VTp-); (BA-w),
BeCI(A)

which has the form (15).
In case, e.g., B1 Aejw is B A ew, (15) can be replaced by the equation

L
BAaew= (R)*5 RV \/(R1)*; Ri; (B A eyw) (18)
1=2

this new equation no longer has B A ew on the RHS of = and therefore can be used
to define this unknown in terms of B; A gqw, [ = 2,..., L. Therefore it can be treated
like in the case of an equation with no B A ew on the RHS of =.

5. The Inverse of I1
Let the inverse of 11 wrt its second operand be defined as follows:
o |= wII 1A, if there exists a o’ such that o’ = A and ¢'|, = &

where o|,, is as in the definition of II in the Preliminaries section. In words, o =
wII™'A, if o can be obtained by erasing the non-w states from some sequence o’
which satisfies the second operand A. It can easily be shown that

= wll Y (wlA) = A and = A D wIl(wIlI1A) .

wIl(wlI=1A) D A is not valid because wIl(wIl=1A) is true in all intervals whose w-
states form an interval that satisfies wII~' A whereas A may impose conditions on the
—w-parts of such intervals as well.

Theorem 5.1. Given an ITL formula A and a state formula w, a I '-free ITL
formula A’ that is equivalent to wll=*A of the syntax (13) with ¢ standing for no
negation can be found.

Lemma 5.2. Let w denote a state formula. Then

= wl Y (BADw)=BAOw
= —(wl~Y(B A O-w))

. 19)
1 o _ [ false, if = —(BAO-w); (

= w2 (B A Dmw; skip; (AAW)) =\ Um=1(A A w), otherwise.

): wal(Al vV AQ) = (walAl) V (’LUHilAQ)

Proof of Theorem 5.1. Consider the system of canonical equations of the form (12)
for A. To obtain a system of equations for (sw)II~'A from that system, we apply
(ew)II~!. and (Fw)II~'. to all the equations.
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Applying (sw)II~!. and the relevant valid equivalences from (19) to (12), gives
equations of the form

(ew)II™H(B A ew) = BY*Y A Qew v \/(Bk A Oew); skip; (ew)IT™ (B}, A Ew),
k

where the unknowns are (cw)II~'F for F' which appear on the LHS of some equation
of the form (12).
Applying (Fw)IT . gives

EWITYBAew) = \/(éw)l'l_l(B;C A Ew),
k

that is, for B € CI*"(A), we obtain that (Fw)II~(BAew) is equivalent to a disjunction
of formulas of the form (Fw)II~}(B’ A zw) where B’ € CI*¥(A). To conclude this,
recall our assumption that the Bys in the considered equation are all satisfiable. (This
degenerate form of the equations for unknowns of the form (Fw)II"(B A ew) allows
such unknowns to be eliminated almost trivially.)

Just like the original, non-IT"!, system of equations, the system about (&'w)II~!(BA
ew), for B € CI*¥(A) and any pair of optional negations e, &', admits a solution of the
syntax (13), with e from (13) matching the optional negation & from the unknown.
For wII~!A, this solution includes the required A’. ]

6. Expressing Propositional Quantification and Craig Interpolation in
ITL-NL

As stated in the introduction, uniform Craig interpolation can be derived using the
expressibility of existential quantification on the non-logical symbols that may happen
not to be shared between the formulas A and B on the two sides of D in the consid-
ered implication A O B. Propositional quantification is known to be expressible at the
cost of introducing occurrences of chop-star in introspective I'TL. This can be demon-
strated using that, on finite and right-infinite intervals, ITL formulas define regular
and, respectively, w-regular languages with the powerset ¥ = P(V') of the vocabulary
V', which is also the set of states in models, as the alphabet. These two classes lan-
guages are known to be closed under alphabet homomorphisms, and dp is expressed by
the homomorphism h, : s — s\ {p}. Finally given the language L 4 defined by formula
A, a regular expression for h,(L4) in terms of single-letter languages, set theoretic
U, and formal language operations of concatenation - and Kleene star * and, for the
case of w-languages, Kleene star’s ‘infinite-interval’ variant “, can be translated back
to ITL by means of ITL’s O, chop and chop-star. This plan requires some significant
changes to work for ITL-NL. We first need to prove that that strictly future ITL-NL
formulas F', where ¢, can occur along with chop and chop-star, define w-regular lan-
guages Lp to apply h, to. A transition from the w-regular language hy(Lp) back to
the temporal language is possible by a straightforward translation only if infinite in-
tervals are allowed. We do not have infinite intervals in the system of ITL-NL in this
paper. Therefore we take the opportunity to use the fact that, with the neighbourhood
modalities available, infinite intervals are not essential for the definability of arbitrary
w-regular languages in I'TL-NL. This follows from the availability of the normal form
(9) for reactivity.

15



Theorem 6.1. Let A be an ITL-NL formula and p be a propositional variable. Then
dpA is equivalent to an ITL-NL formula.

Proof. By separation, we can assume that A is a Boolean combination of strictly
past, introspective and future formulas. A disjunctive normal form (DNF) of such an
A can be written as

\/Pk/\CkAFk (20)
k

where P, Cy and F} are formulas of these three forms, respectively. Then dpA is
equivalent to

\/ 3Py A IpCy A IpF.
k

dp can be distributed over conjunction as above because, given a reference interval 7, j
and 0 :Z — ¥ 0,i,j = Py, 0,1,j = Cy and 0,4, j = Fy is determined from o|(_ ;1
ol and U\U +1,00)» Tespectively, and these parts of o are disjoint. Since the existence
of an d-free equivalent to dpC} is known from the literature, and dpPj is the time
reversal of dpFy,, it is sufficient to show how an J-free equivalent can be found for dpF
where F' is a conjunction of possibly negated strictly future formulas such as Fj.

To find an 3-free equivalent to IpF', we first show that the w-language

Ly £ {0]jge0): 0 € (Z—%),0<4,0,0,j = F}

is regular for arbitrary future F' by a satisfaction-preserving translation t(.) of the
future subset of ITL-NL (see Definition 1.1) into ITL with (right-)infinite intervals,
which is known to have the same expressiveness as w-regular languages. The translation
satisfies the correspondence

00,0 F < o Et(F)

for arbitrary Boolean combinations F' of future {,-formulas, allo : w — X and ¢’ : Z —
¥ such that o'[jg o) = 0. The defining clauses for t(.) below are sufficient for translating
formulas which are disjunctions of conjunctions of introspective and possibly negated
Op-formulas. This form can be achieved just as the common disjuncntive normal form,
if formulas whose main connective is a temporal one are treated as atomic propositions.
The clauses are as follows:

t(F1 \/FQ) = t(Fl)\/t(FZ)
N N
(on AedeB) 2 i A eti)

n=1 n=1

In case N = 0 in the last clause, it is supposed to read t(C) £ C; true.

Now, knowing that t(F'), an ITL formula, defines some w-regular language Lp, it
remains to observe that the language defined by Jpt(F'), which is equivalent to IpF,
is w-regular too. Indeed, this language is obtained by subjecting the words from Lz to
the alphabet homomorphism hy, = s — s\{p}, s € ¥, which renders states s that satisfy
p indiscernible from those which do not. The class of w-regular languages is known to
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be closed under such homomorphisms. Having observed this, we can use an ITL-NL
formula of the form (9) for h,(Lp) to express IpF. The same can be done using time
reversal for IpP for whatever past formulas P appear in (20).

O

Corollary 6.2 (Strongest Consequence in ITL-NL). Let A be a formula in ITL-NL
and p1,...,pn be some propositional variables. Then there exists an ITL-NL formula
C such that Var(C) C Var(A) \ {p1,...,pn} and E A D B is equivalent to = C D B
for every ITL-NL formula B such that Var(B) C Var(A) \ {p1,...,pn}-

A formula satisfying the above requirement on C' is called the strongest consequence

of A in terms of Var(A) \ {p1,...,pn}.

Proof. C can be chosen to be an J-free equivalent to dpy...dpy A such as what is
guaranteed to exist by Theorem 6.1. O

Corollary 6.3 (Uniform Craig Interpolation for ITL-NL). Given ITL-NL formulas A
and B, if = A D B, then there exists a formula C' such that Var(C') C Var(A)NVar(B)
and= A D C, = C D B. C can be determined from A only, and satisfy the requirement
for all B which produce the same Var(A) N Var(B).

Proof. C can be chosen to be any strongest consequence of A in terms of Var(A) N
Var(B). O

7. Beth Definability for ITL-NL

In (2) O works as the universal modality [GP92] in (future only) LTL. To access an
arbitrary finite interval in a o : Z — 3, one can use Oq = 0,0,0;0;. Its unversal
dual O, £ =0, is the universal modality in ITL-NL and enables the same plain
formulation of ITL-NL formula A implicitly defines propositional variable p:

EO AN /p)AD Du(p=7) . (21)

Corollary 7.1 (Beth Definability for ITL-NL). Given ITL-NL formula A such that
(21) holds, there exists a formula C such that Var(C') C Var(A) \ {p} and

= 0,45 Oa(p = O).

Proof. Since = U, AND,[p /p)A D Oo(p=p') and = O, AND,[p'/p]A D (p=p) are
equivalent, we can apply interpolation to = (0, A A p) D (Hu[p'/p]A D p') and obtain
the desired p- and p’-free C, just the way it works for the archetype case of predicate
logic. O

Concluding Remarks
We have shown how interval-based temporal separation on I'TL-NL and a lemma which
is key in establishing this form of separation in [GM22] can be used to obtain concise

proofs of an interval-based form of the reactivity normal form as known from [MP90],
the inverse of the temporal projection operator from ([HMMS83], the elimination of
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propositional quantification in I'TL-NL and, consequently, uniform Craig interpolation
and Beth definability for ITL-NL.

Notably, the LTL-based forms of these results, along with separation on its own, are
well-understood and have shown to be very useful in the literature. Uniform Craig in-
terpolation and Beth definability are an exception; LTL does not have them as pointed
out in [Mak91]. They hold in ITL (without the neighbourhood modalities) too. How-
ever, the availability of the neighbourhood modalities, which make it possible to use
Ou 2 0,0,0:0; as the universal modality, greatly enhance the scope of explicit defi-
nitions O, (p = C): the restriction on the semantics of atomic propositions p imposed
by the locality principle in ITL can be largely compensated for by letting ¢; and ¢,
occur in C.
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