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Abstract

In this paper, we investigate proof-theoretic aspects of the logics of evidence and
truth LET; and LETEF. These logics extend, respectively, Nelson’s logic N4 and
the logic of first-degree entailment (FDE), also known as Belnap-Dunn four-valued
logic, with a classicality operator o that recovers classical logic for formulas in its
scope. We will present natural deduction and sequent systems for LET; and LETF,
together with proofs of normalization and cut-elimination theorems, respectively. As
a corollary, we obtain decidability for both logics.
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1 Introduction

Logics of evidence and truth (LETSs) are paracomplete and paraconsistent logics that
extend the logic of first degree entailment (F'DE), also known as Belnap-Dunn four-
valued logic [3, [10], with a classicality operator o that recovers classical negation for
sentences in its scope by means of the following inferences:

(1) oA, A, A+ B,
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(2) oA+ Av -A.

LETs developed from logics of formal inconsistency (LFIs, see |6, 4]), and both LET's
and LFTs are part of an evolutionary line that begins in the 1960s with da Costa’s work
on paraconsistency [|9]. The intended intuitive interpretation of LET's can be in terms of
evidence, which can be either conclusive or non-conclusive, or in terms of information.
In the latter case, the intuitive reading of a formula oA is that the information conveyed
by A, positive or negative, is reliable, and when oA does not hold, it means that there is
no reliable information about A. LETSs, thus, can be interpreted as information-based
logics, i.e. logics that are suitable for processing information, in the sense of taking a
database as a set of premises and drawing conclusions from those premises in a sensible
way, an idea that can be traced back to Belnap-Dunn’s papers of the 1970s, in particular
to |3, pp. 35-36][1

The logic LETY, introduced in [7], extends Nelson’s logic N/ [1] with the inferences
(1) and (2) above. N4 extends FFDE with a constructive implication: Peirce’s law does
not hold, but the equivalence between —(A - B) and A A =B holds. The logic LETp,
introduced in [15], extends FDE with (1) and (2) above plus the following inferences:

(3) oA, —-0A + B,
(4) B+ oAV -0A.

Natural deduction systems for LET; and LETE together with sound and complete val-
uation semantics have been presented in [7] and [15], respectively, and Kripke semantics
for both logics in [2].

In this paper, we investigate the proof theory of the logics LET; and LETF. Section
presents the natural deduction systems NLET; and NLETr, and in Section [3] we
prove normalization theorems for both systems. In Sections 4 and B we present a sequent
calculus system for LET; and the corresponding cut-elimination theorem, and in Section
these results are extended to LETF.

2 Natural deduction systems

The language L of LET; is composed of denumerably many sentential letters py,po, ...,
the unary connectives o and -, the binary connectives A, v, and —, and parentheses.
The set of formulas of L7, which we will also denote by Lz, is inductively defined in the
usual way. Roman capitals A, B,C, ... will be used as metavariables for the formulas of
Ly, while Greek capitals I', A, X, ... will be used as metavariables for sets of formulas.

The proof system NLET; will be defined following the notational conventions given
in |18]. Deductions in the system of natural deduction are generated as follows.

Definition 1. (The system NLET})
Deductions in NLET; are inductively defined as follows:

IFor historical and conceptual aspects of LET's see [14, 116].



Basis: The proof-tree with a single occurrence of an assumption A with a marker is a
deduction with conclusion A from open assumption A.

Inductive step: Let D, Dy, Do, D3 be deductions. Then, they can be extended by one
of the following rules below. The classes [-A]", [-B]Y, [A]", [B]” below contain open
assumptions of the deductions of the premises of the final inference, but are closed in
the whole deduction.

D, Dy D D
A B AANDB AAB
i~ M 4 TR
[A]" (B]"
D D
p B D, D, Dy
avB Y1 aAvEB AvB C’C ¢ VE,u,v
[1;] D, Dy
B A—-B B SR
—=Lu B
A—-B
AP LB
D
A DB Dl D2 D3
~ N — -
~(AnB) M S(AnB) (47 B) . ¢ C B
D, D, D D
A -B ~(Av B) ~(Av B)
~(Avp) V! e
D, Dy D D
A B S(A>B) (A~ B)
—|(A—>B) A - —|B
D D
A ——A
AT 4 P
o b D Af [y
oA A A . D Dy Ds
B EXP oA BB B pEM° uw

The notions of major and minor premises of the o-free rules are defined as usual. oA
is the major premise of PEM?®, the other premises are minor premises. There are no
notions of major and minor premises of £X P°.

Let I'u {A} be a set of formulas of £;. We say that the conclusion A is derivable from
a set I' of premises, I' =7, ET, A, if and only if there is a deduction in NLET; with
final formula A and whose open assumptions are in I'.



Remark 2. Note that we can consider the symbol L (it behaves here as an arbitrary
unprovable propositional constant) as an abbreviation of oA A -A A A, for any formula
A. Then, it is clear that the following rule is derivable in NLET}:

= (1)

Now we turn to the logic LETr. The natural deduction system NLETFp can be
defined by adding to the implication-free fragment of LET; rules corresponding to the
inferences (3) and (4) mentioned in the introduction.

Definition 3. (The system NLETF)

Let Lr be the language obtained from L£; by dropping the binary connective —. The
calculus NLETF results from adding the following rules to the rules of NLET; and
dropping the rules —I and —E:

o A e
OA —-OA 1 2
B CONS BB compuu

We will use +, ETy to denote the derivability relation generated by NLETE.

3 Normalization theorems for NLET; and NLETF

We use the term del-rule (from “disjunction-elimination-like”) as in |18]. We consider
rules VE, -AE, PEM® and COM P as del-rules.

Let D be a deduction in LET). Recall that a segment (of length n) in the deduction
of D is a sequence Aq,..., A, of consecutive occurrences of a formula A in D such that:

(i) for 1 <n,i<n, A;is a minor premise of a del-rule application in D, with conclusion
Ai+17

(ii) A, is not a minor premise of a del-rule application,
(iii) Aj is not the conclusion of a del-rule application.

A segment is mazimal, or a cut (segment) if A, is the major premise of an elimination
rule (E-rule), and either n > 1, or n = 1 and A; is A, and A, is the conclusion of an
introduction rule (I-rule) or EXP°. The cutrank cr(c) of a maximal segment o with
formula A is the complexity of A, |A|. The cutrank cr(D) of a deduction D is the
maximum of the cutranks of cuts in D. If there is no cut, the cutrank of D is zero. A
critical cut of D is a cut of maximal cutrank among all cuts in D. We shall use o, ¢’ to
designate segments. A given deduction D is normal if it contains no cuts.



Detour conversions
We first show how to eliminate cuts of length 1. The conversions for the connectives
A, v and — are the same as those for the respective connectives in the natural deduction

system for intuitionistic logic.

“A-CONVErsion

D; A1l [-A2] D;
) / ’ —A:
~Ai Dy Dy converts to )
-(A; A Ag) C C D;
C C

=V -conuversion

D1 Do
M converts to D
~(Ar1vA) -4
- —>-Cconversion
D1 Do
Al —|A2 Dl
—_— converts to
-(A41 > Ag) Ay
Ay
and
Dy Dy
Al —|A2 D2
_— converts to
—|(A1 b d AQ) —|A2
E X P°-conversion
D1 Do D3 D, D, Dy
OA A —|A
, converts to oA A A
B = D (E-rule) C (E-rule)



CON S-conversion

Dy Dy
OA —|OA
B

Dy D,
(CONS) converts to oA —o0A

c 124 (E-rule) C (CONS)

Permutation conversions
In order to remove cuts of length > 1, we permute E-rules upwards over minor
premises of VE and —AE. The v-permutation conversion is the same as the respective

permutation conversion in the intuitionistic logic.

V-permutation conversion

[A1] [A2] [A1] [A2]
D D1 Do D1 Do
A1 \% A2 C C c. to D C D’ C D’
c D) AL v Ay —5 B 5 (R)
B B
-~ A-permutation conversion
[-A1] [-A2] [-A1] [-A2]
D Dy Day Dy Do
-(A1 A As) e} e} c. to D C D’ C D’
c L= (A1 A Ag) B (R) 5 R)
B (R) 5

PEM?®-conversion

[-A] [A] [-A] [A]
D D, D, D, Dy
oA C C c.to p C D’ C D’
C D’ R oA B (R) B (R)
B ( ) B
COM P-conversion
[0A] [0 A] [0A4] [oA]
Dl Dg Dl Dl
C C converts to C D' C D’
et v, € D m) 2" )
B B

Simplification conversions

As usual, applications of VE with major premise A; v Ay, where at least one of
[A1],[A2] is empty in the deduction of the first or second minor premise, are redundant.



Similarly, an application of -AE, PEM® with major premise ~(A; A Ag), oA (respec-
tively) where at least one of [~A4;] ,[-A2] and [-A], [A], (respectively) is empty in the
deduction of the first or second minor premise, is redundant. Redundant applications
of VE can be removed as in the intuitionistic case. Similarly, redundant applications of
-AE can be remove easily as follows

A1l [HA9]
D Dy Dy converts to Di
—|(A1 AN AQ) C C C
C

where no assumptions are discharged by —AE in D;. The other cases are treated similarly.

Lemma 4.

Let D be a deduction of A from I' (in LET). Then, there is a deduction D’ of A from I'
in which the consequence of every application of EX P° is either a literal (i.e. an atomic
formula or its negation) or a formula of the form oB or —oB.

Proof. Let ¢ be the highest complexity of a consequence of an application of EX P° in
D. Let B be the consequence of an application of EX P° of complexity ¢ and that no
consequence of an application of EX P° en D that stands above B, is of complexity c.
Then, D has the form

D, Dy Dy
oA A A
B

DI

DII
Suppose that B is not a literal and that it is not of the form oC' nor —oC. Then,
B is of the form CA D, Cv D, C - D, -(C A D), -(Cv D), --C. We remove this

application of EX P° easily as follows.
If Bis C A D the

Dy D, D D, D, D3 D, D, D3
a4 j oA A A oA A A
° ~ converts to C D
CAD D Al
Dy D,

Dy Do D3
oA A -A
converts to -C
-(C'AD)
Dy

D Dy D3
oA A -A
-(CAD)

Dy

Al



D, Dy Dy
oA A A

converts to D
C—-D

D,
In this last proof the set of assumptions [C] is empty. The rest of the cases are similar. So,
the new applications of EX P° that arise from these transformations have consequence
with complexity < c¢. Thus, by successively repeating the transformation we obtain a
proof fulfilling the desired properties. U

Dy Dy Dy
oA A -A
C-D
Dy

e |

Theorem 5. (Normalization for LETY)

Each derivation D in LET; reduces to a normal derivation.

Proof. Let D be a deduction fulfilling the conditions of Lemma [ and such that every
redundant application of any del-rule as well as detours with maximal formula has been
removed as indicated in the simplification conversions section. As usual, the proof is by
double induction on the cutrank n of D and the sum of lengths of all critical cuts, m, in
D. By a suitable choice of the critical cut to which we apply a conversion we can achieve
that either n decreases, or that n remains constant but m decreases.

We say that o is a top critical cut in D if no critical cut occurs in a branch of D,
above ¢. Let o be the rightmost top critical cut of D with formula A. If the length of &
is 1 and it is the only maximal segment in D, we apply a conversion to ¢ in D obtaining
a new deduction D’ that has a lower cutrank. If the length of o is 1 but it is not the
only maximal segment of D, then the cutrank of D’ is equal to the cutrank of D but the
sum of lengths of all critical cuts in D’ is lower than the same sum in D. If the length
of o is > 1, we apply a permutation conversion to D obtaining the deduction D’ which
has the same cutrank as D, but with a lower value for m. O

Similarly, it is possible to eliminate cuts of any derivation in LETp.

Theorem 6. (Normalization for NLETF)

Each derivation D in LETF reduces to a normal derivation.

Proof. We proceed as in the proof of Theorem Bl Details are left to the reader. O

4 Sequent calculus for LET)

Let us start by considering the following single-conclusion sequent calculus, which is
a sort of ‘direct translation’ of the rules of NLET; into sequent rules, where the rule
EXP° of NLETj corresponds to an axiom with the same name. As usual I', A, etc. are
finite sets of formulas. Besides, we shall identify the sequent I' = with the sequent
I'= 1.



Definition 7.

The sequent calculus GB consists of the following axiom and rules:

Azxioms:
AsAald  AA-ArTsC EXPT
Structural rules:
r=cC I'=
7A,I‘:>CLW 7F:>ARW
I'=s=A AT=C
Ir=<~C Cut
Logical rules:
A BT =C I I'=> A F:>BR
ANBI=C "™ " T=Arp
Al'=C BI=C I'=>A4 R I'=RB
AVvB,L = C V TAvB'WT=AvE
_'A7_‘B7P:>C L-v I'=-A F:>—|BR y
~(AvB),I=>C 7" I'=>-(AvB)
I'=>A BI'=C I''A=1B
A-BT=>C L~ T=a-pf~
I'A,-B=C I I'=A F:>—|BR N
I-(A-B)=C """ I'=>-(A-B)
_‘A7PZ>C _‘B7PZ>C I'=>-A R I'=> -B
(AAB)T=C N TS S(AAB) T = (AAB)

AT=C -AT=C

AT e PEM

We will see that the system G B, although equivalent to NLET;, does not enjoy the
cut-elimination property.

Note 8. If G is a sequent calculus and (r) is an arbitrary sequent rule, we shall denote
by G4(r) the sequent calculus obtained by adding the rule (r) to the rules of G.
Similarly, we denote G +(r1)+---+(ry) the calculus obtained from G by adding the
rules (r1),... (ry). Similarly, if (1) is a rule (or axiom) of G we denote G- (r) the system
obtained from G by dropping (7).



Then,

Lemma 9.

Let 'u{C} a set of formula. The following conditions are equivalent:
(i) I'= C is provable in GB,
(ii) there is a deduction of C' from I' in NLET).

Proof. (i) implies (ii). Let P a proof of I' = A in GB. We shall use induction on the
number n of rule applications in P, n > 0.

If n = 0 then we have that ' = Ais (1) A= A or (2) 04,-A,A,T' = C. In case (1), it
is clear that A~y pp, A. In case (2),

oA -A A
C

is a deduction of C' from {oA,-~A, A}. Then, using the rules Al and AE, we can construct
a deduction of C from I'u {0 A, -A, A}.

Now, (I.H.) suppose that “(i)=-(ii)” holds for n < k, k > 0. Let n = k, that is P is a
derivation in GLET); with last rule (r) of the form

EXP°

P
'=A (r)
: . I'=sC
If (r) is left weakening, then the last rule of P has the form ———(r). By (L.H.),
r"A=~c=C

there exists a deduction D of C from I", then

D
< A
CAA

C AE

is a deduction of C' from IV u {A}. If (r) is right weakening, then (r) has the form

r
T :>C (r), then by (I.H.) there is a deduction D of L from I'. Then, using AE and
=

EXP°, we can construct the desired deduction.
I'=A ATl=2RH
If (r) is the cut rule, then (r) is i g

cut. By (L.H.), there are

I'=2HB
deductions Dy and D; of A from I" and B from I' u { A}, respectively. Then
Dy
A
Dy
B

10



is a deduction of B from I'.

If () is any of the logical rules Rv, Lv, RA, LA, R -, L -, Rv, R-Vv, L=V, R-A, L-A,
R- — and L- —; it is not difficult to find the desired deduction. We shall show it just

I''A,-B=C
. L-—. Then, b
[, (A>-B)y=C W
(I.LH), we have a deduction D of C from I'U {A,-B}. Then

for L- - and R— —. If the last rule application is

—a "By --F
D
C
is a deduction of C' from I'u {~(A - -B)}.
AT SA,T
Finally, suppose that (1) is PEM®, 2L =C L= C pEM© . Then, by (LIL),
oA, I'=C

we have deductions D; and D3 of C from I'u{A} and C from I"U {-A}. Then

[A]" [-A]"
D, D,
oA % ¢ PEM®, u, v

is a deduction of C from I'u {0 A}.

(ii) implies (i). Let D be a deduction of C' from I in NLET;. As before, we use induction
on the number n of rule instances in the deduction D. If n = 0 the proof is trivial. (I.H.)
Suppose that “(ii) implies (i)” holds for n < k, k > 0; and let (r) the last rule instance
in D. Suppose that (r) is one of the introduction/elimination rule of Al, AE, —Al, -AE,
vl, VE | =vI, =VvE, =1, -E, = -1, = =E, -=I or =—E. We shall show the construction of
the desired sequent proof just for —AE

[-4] [-B]

D3 D1 Do

~«(ArB) C C
C

By (L.H.), the sequents I'y = (A A B), I'y,-A = C and I's,-B = C are probable in
GB where 't ul's uI's3 =T'. Then, I' = C is also probable. Indeed,

F27—|A:>C P3,—|B:>C
Di=~(AnB)  T,=A=C LW r,ﬁB:,cLLW
T = ~(AADB) T,(ArB)=C A
I'=C cut

If (r) is EXP°, then D is of the form

11



Dy Dy D3
oA A -A
C

By (I.H.), we know that the sequents I'jy = oA, I'y = - A and I's = A are probable in
GB, where 'yuI’'suI's =T'. Then, I' = C' is also probable in GB. Indeed,

EXP°

Fl = oA o
Iy = —A A AT 5o0AC oA-AAT=C PXP
s> A AT = -AC AAT SO cut
T=A4.C AT =>C cut
== cut
If (r) is PEM?®, then the proof goes similarly to the previous case. O

Remark 10.

The system GB does not enjoy the cut-elimination property. Indeed, the following
probable sequent does not have a cut-free proof:

o(pAgq),p,q,—p =

where p and ¢ are propositional variables.

— Id
-p = -
71)(?)]%—\/\ D P T D EXP°
S - -p=-(prg o(pAqg),pAg-(PAg) =
p=p 14 7=q 1 LW's : : RW
=, LW =g LW o(pAq),pAg-p=~(pPArq) o(pAq),pAG-p,~(PAq) =
D,q = D D,q=q cut
RA
pP,q=DpAq o(pAQq),pAg,-p=
: LW : : LW
o(pAQ),p,¢,—P=DPAq o(pAQ),PAGD,q D= cut

o(pAq),p,q,—p=

The last rule in any proof of it has to be an instance of cut.

Now, we replace the sequent rule EX P° with the rule EXP; below, obtaining a
system equivalent to GB, which is equivalent to NLET, but enjoys cut-elimination.

Proposition 11.
Let G be a sequent calculus containing the structural rules of (left and right) weakening

and the cut rule and consider the rule

I's>A I'=>-A
oA, I' =

EXP?

Then, EX P° is derivable in G4+ EXP; and EXP, is derivable in G4+ EXP°.

Proof.
Asalt  TAasoall
-AA=> A A A= -A DX Pe
OA,ﬁA,A=> 1

12



I'=A
[ A A-AT=>A™W A AAT=
oA, I'=-A oA, -A T =

EXP°
cut, A

cut,-A

oA, T =

Definition 12. (Sequent calculus for LETY)
The sequent calculus GLET} is the calculus (GB -EX P°) + EXPy. That is, GLET}
is the system obtained from GB by dropping the axiom FX P° and adding the rule:

I's>A TI'=>-A
oA, ' =

EXP?

Therefore, we have the following;:

Corollary 13. Let 'u{C} a set of formula. The following conditions are equivalent:
(i) the sequent I' = C' is probable in GLETY,
(ii) there is a deduction of the C' from I' in NLET}.

Remark 14. The sequent considered in Remark [0 has a cut-free proof for
o(pAq),p,q,—~p = in GLET]. Indeed,

= 1 =g 1) p=p
na,p=p W pop=g¢ R‘f/ peP=-p
D4, D= PAq P,¢,~p=~(pAq)

EXP?
o(pAq),p,q,—p =

5 Cut—elimination and applications

In this section we shall prove the admissibility of the cut rule in the system GLET}.
Recall that a literal is an atomic formula or a negated atomic formula.

Definition 15.

1. The weight of a formula is defined as follows:

(a) w(l) =0, where [ is a literal;
(b) w(-nA) = w(A) + 1
(¢) w(Ax*B)=w(A)+w(B) +1, for x € {=,A,V};

13



(d) w(=(A* B))=w(-A)+w(=B) +1, for x € {=,A,V};
(e) w(oA) =w(A)+w(-A) +1;
(f) w(-0A)=w(cA)+1.

2. Generalized subformula

(
(

a) A is a generalized subformula of —A;

)
b) A and B are generalized subformulas of both A x B, * € {—>,Vv,A};
(c) =A and -B are generalized subformulas of —=(A * B), * € {—,Vv,A};
)

(d) A and -A are generalized subformulas of o A.

In the sequel, we shall prove that GLET; enjoys the cut-elimination property, follow-
ing the proof given by Gentzen (see [17]). It is easy to check that the following version
of the cut rule is equivalent to the one stated in GLET).

I'=A II=C
P,HA=>C

cut, A

where A eIl and 114 =11 - {A}; A is said to be the cut formula.
Let P be a proof which contains only a cut in the last inference, we refer the left and
right upper sequents as S7 and Ss, respectively, and to the lower sequent as S.

% cut, A

We call a left thread of P (right thread) to any thread of P which contains the sequent
Sy (S2). As usual, the rank of a left (right) thread is the number of consecutive se-
quents (counting upward from S; (S2)) which contains the mix formula in its succedent
(antecedent). We call rank;(P) (rank,(P)) to the maximum of all ranks of left (right)
threads in P; and let rank(P) = rank;(P) + rank,(P). Note that rank(P) > 2. Besides,
we call the weight of P, noted w(P), to the weight of the mix formula.

Lemma 16. If P is a proof of the sequent S which contains only a cut in the last
inference, then there is a proof of S without any cut.

Proof. We use double induction on the weight n, and the rank m of P (i.e., transfinite
induction on w-n +m).

Case I : m = 2. That is to say, rank;(P) = 1 = rank,(P).

Let S7 and Sy the left and right upper sequent of the mix in P. We shall analyze different
subcases.

(a) If S; (or S2) is an initial sequent (an instance of (Id)), it is clear that the theorem
holds.

14



A=A I=C
Ally=C

cut, A

This proof can be replaced by the next cut-free proof (o, 14 is II, since A € II)

=7
(b) Sz is an initial sequent. Analogous to (a).
(c) Then, suppose that neither S; nor Ss is an initial sequent. If S} (or S2) is the lower
sequent of weakening, it is easy to check that the theorem holds. Since rank;(P) =1, «
cannot appear in the succedent of the upper sequent of the weakening, therefore, P has
the form

I'=>

I'= A R~ II=C cut
INilg=C
Then, we can eliminate this cut as follows:
I'=> ,
Lo LWVs- AW

(d) Suppose that both S; and Sy are the lower sequents of logical inferences. Since
rank;(P) = 1 = rank,(P) we know that the mix formula on each side must be the
principal formula of the logical inference. Let A be the mix formula of P. If A is of the
form BAD or Bv D or B— D the proof goes as in the classical case.

Suppose that A is of the form —=(B v D), then P is as follows.

'=-B TI'=-D -B,-D,11=C
R-v L-v
F:>—|(B\/D) ﬁ(BVD),H:>C

cut, -(Bv D)

il=C
where =(B v D) ¢ II. Then, we can construct the following proof Py:

I'=>-B ﬁB,—!D,H:>C
T,-DIlg=C

cut, -B

Since w(Py) < w(P), by (L.H.) we know that there exists a cut-free proof P} of I', =D, II_p =
C. Then, in turn, we can construct the following proof Ps:

15



P

I'=-D F,ﬁD,HﬁBﬁc

t, =D
P7F—|D7 (H—'B)—'D =>C “

That is, Py is a proof of the sequent T',II — {-B,-D} = C. Since w(P3) < w(P),
by (L.H), there exists a cut-free proof P3 of T',II-{-B,-D} = C, and by means of
weakening, there exists a cut-free proof of I',J1I = C.

If A is of the form —~(B A D), -(B — D) or --B, the proof is analogous. Note that if A
has the form oB, then the sequent S; has to be the lower sequent of RW, since no logical
rule in GLET}; introduce o in the succedent; and this case has been already analyzed in
(c). This same happens if A is of the form —oB.

Case II : m > 2. Then, rank;(P) >1 and /or rank,(P)>1. Here, S7 is I' = A and
So is IT = A. We analyze different subcases.
(L1) rank,(P) > 1

(I.1.1) If AeT or Ais C, then the construction of the desired proof is immediate.
Indeed, we construct the desired proof as follows, respectively.

if Ael if Ais C
II=C I’:‘>A
Ally=C ; I'=sC ,
[l =C LW’s Llg=C LW

(I.1.2) If Sy is the lower sequent of an application of a rule (r) which is not a logical
rule with main formula A. Then, P looks like:

: ’:.>C"
I'=A II=C CEZ)A
Il =C ’

Since rank,(P) > 1, AeII'. Then, the following proof P

Trs4 Oo(

7 . cut, A
r,iu,=c

contains only a cut in the last inference and w(P) = w(P’) but rank(P) < rank(P’).
(Indeed, rankqy(P’) = ranky(P) —1). By the (I.H.), there is a cut-free proof of the
sequent I',II’; = C". Then, using the rule (r) we can construct the desired proof.
(I.1.3) We can assume that A ¢ I" and S5 is the lower sequent of a logical inference
whose principal formula is A. If the A is of the form BA D, Bv D or B - D the proof
goes as in the classical case. Suppose that A is of the form —(B — D), then P looks like

16



ILB,-D=C

s (B-D) T-(B-D)=C 7
cut, -(B - D)

F,Hﬂ(BaD) =C

Since rank,(P) > 1, =(B — D) € II. Then, we can construct proof Pj.

> (B>D) TILB-D=C
FaH—‘(B—)D)aBa_‘D =C

cut, -(B - D)

Clearly, w(P1) = w(P) but rank(P;) = rank(P) - 1. By the (I.H.), there is a cut-free
proof P/ of the sequents T', II_(p-p),B,~D = C. Then, consider the following proof Py

P

P7Hﬁ(B%D)7B7_'D:>C
I'=~(B-D) I p.py,~(B->D)=C L=
T T 1 ap) = c cut, -(B - D)

—

Then, w(P3) = w(P) but ranks(P") =1 < ranky(P). By the (L.H.), there is a cut-free
proof of I' I 4, py = C.

(I1.2) rank,(P) = 1 and the rank;(P) > 1. This case is proved in the same way as (I.1)
above. O

Theorem 17.
GLET; admits cut-elimination.

Proof. By induction on the number of applications of the cut rule in a given LET;-
proof. O

Some consequences of the cut-elimination theorem are the following.

Corollary 18. (Generalized subformula property)

In a cut-free proof P in GLET; all the formulas which occur in it are generalized
subformulas of formulas occurring in the end sequent.

Proof. By induction on the number of inferences in the cut-free proof P. O

Corollary 19. LET} is decidable.
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6 Sequent calculus for LETRr

In this section we shall introduce a sequent calculus for LETy in the language {Vv, A, —,0}.

Definition 20.

The sequent calculus GLETFE consists of the following axiom and rules.

Axioms:
A=A ld

Structural rules:

I'=>A I'=A

AT=>A W T4 A BW

I'=>=AA ATl'=A
I'=>A Cut

Logical rules:

A BT =A I'=AA T'=BA
ANBT = A L T = ArB.A

RA

Al'=A B, I'=A I'=AB,A
AVBT=>A Y T=aveA Y

-A,-B,I'=A 7 I'>-AA T'=-B,A
S(AvB)T=A " T = -(AvB),A

=V

—|A,F:>C —|B,F:>A F:>—|A,—|B,A
~(ArB),I = A N TS -(AArB),A

R-A

I'=>AA I‘:>—|A,AL Al = A —|A,I‘:>AL
AT = A °1 AT = A °2

ATl = A I'=>AA
AT AL T oA A B

I'=>AA AT= A
AT=A F° T= oan ft°

Note that GLETF has left and right rules for the negation connective - interacting
with each connective and that the weight of the lower sequent of every rule us less that
the weight of the upper(s) sequent. This is a desired property for a syntactic proof of the
cut elimination property. So, the cut-elimination property for GLETF can be proved in
a similar way to what was done for LET].

Theorem 21.
GLETFr admits cut-elimination.
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Proof. Analogous to the case GLET}. U

Corollary 22. (Generalized subformula property)

In a cut-free proof P in GLETF all the formulas which occur in it are generalized
subformulas of formulas occurring in the end sequent.

Corollary 23.
LETF is decidable.

7 Final remarks

The logics LET; and LETE were originally presented in |7] and [15] in the form of
natural deduction systems. The main reason for this was to emphasize that the intended
approach was syntactic rather than semantic, since the motivation was to formalize
argumentative contexts in which people make inferences with evidence, both conclusive
and non-conclusive [7, pp. 3793f.]. In |15, Sect. 2.2.1] this intuitive interpretation was
extended to reliable and unreliable information. In addition, the semantics proposed so
far for LET; and LETE are non-compositional, and therefore unable to provide adequate
explanations of the meanings of their formulas. The prospect of explaining the meanings
of the expressions of LET; by means of an inferential semantics was indeed mentioned
in |§], which makes obtaining normalization all the more desirable.

Presenting natural deduction systems without the corresponding normalization theo-
rems has indeed the flavor of an unfinished task. In this paper, the first strictly dedicated
to the proof theory of LET's, we fill this gap and also pave the way for further investi-
gations, including the proof theory of other logics equipped with recovery operators.

Decision procedures for the logic LETE were already provided by its valuation se-
mantics [15] and by analytic tableaux [5], but a decision procedure for LET; had not
yet been presented. Decidability by means of sequent calculus also fills this gap.

Normalization theorems for the o-free fragments of LET; and LETE, namely N and
FDE, have already been presented (see e.g. [13]), as well as cut-elimination theorems
(see e.g. [12]). The central point here was how to deal with the rules for the operator o.
More precisely, the treatment given by Kamide in [11] for explosion and excluded middle
rules inspired us to obtain a suitable normalization theorem. On the other hand, its is
worth noting that a direct translation of the natural deduction version to sequent system
of both logics produced systems which do not enjoy the cut-elimination property. The
corresponding rules for explosion and excluded middle laws in a cut-free sequent system
turn out to be left introduction rules of the o connective. Note that this fits with the
fact that there is no introduction rule for o in the natural deduction systems, which is
motivated by the ideia that the information about realiability of a formula comes always
from outside the formal system.
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