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A unified Gentzen-style framework for until-free propositional linear-time temporal logic is intro-

duced. The proposed framework, based on infinitary rules and rules for primitive negation, can han-

dle uniformly both a single-succedent sequent calculus and a natural deduction system. Furthermore,

an equivalence between these systems, alongside with proofs of cut-elimination and normalization

theorems, is established.

1 Introduction

Linear-time temporal logic (LTL) and its fragments and variants have been studied extensively [29, 20,

10, 3, 4, 5, 15, 11, 14, 7, 8, 19, 16, 9]. In particular, many of Gentzen-style sequent calculi for LTL and

its until-free fragment have been introduced and investigated [20, 24, 28, 32, 4, 15, 11, 14, 16]. Some

natural deduction systems for LTL and its until-free fragment have also been introduced and investigated

[3, 5]. This study considers the until-free propositional fragment of LTL as a target logic. A reason

for considering this fragment is that it is highly compatible with Gentzen’s sequent calculus and natural

deduction systems, LJ and NJ, [12, 30] for intuitionistic logic. Namely, the proposed Gentzen-style se-

quent calculus and Gentzen-style natural deduction system for the fragment can be obtained as modified

extensions of LJ and NJ, respectively.

Gentzen-style sequent calculi for LTL have been considered previously in the literature. A sequent

calculus LTω was introduced by Kawai for first-order until-free LTL, and cut elimination and complete-

ness were proved [20]. A 2-sequent calculus 2Sω for first-order until-free LTL, with a cut elimination

and a completeness proved were given by Baratella and Masini [4]. An equivalence theorem between

the propositional fragments of LTω and 2Sω was proved by Kamide [15], with alternative proofs of cut

elimination as consequence of the equivalence theorem. Embedding-based proofs of the cut-elimination

and completeness theorems for LTω and its propositional fragment were presented by Kamide [16]. The

present study newly introduces a single-succedent version SLTω of LTω .

Gentzen-style natural deduction systems PNK and PNJ for classical and intuitionistic until-free LTLs,

respectively, were introduced by Baratella and Masini [3]. PNK and PNJ were regarded as extensions

of Gentzen’s NK and NJ, respectively, and were called by the authors the logics of positions. A natural

deduction system PLTLND was introduced by Bolotov et al. [5] for a full classical propositional LTL

with the until operator U. PLTLND uses labelled formulas of the form i : α and a temporal induction

rule concerning the next-time operator X and the “globally in the future” operator G. PNK, PNJ, and

PLTLND use an induction rule and do not use infinite premise rules for temporal operators. In contrast,

the proposed natural deduction system uses infinite premise rules and do not use an induction rule. By

using this setting, we obtain a unified framework.

In this study, we introduce a unified Gentzen-style framework for the until-free propositional logic

LTL that can handle Gentzen-style single-succedent sequent calculus and natural deduction uniformly.

We obtain the equivalence among these systems and the fact that cut elimination for the single-succedent

sequent calculus implies normalization for the natural deduction system.
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A unified treatment of the systems of sequent calculus and natural deduction is the main aim and the

original contribution of this study because a treatment of this type for LTL has not been studied to date,

instead, sequent calculus and natural deduction for LTL and its fragments have been studied separately.

A uniform handling of these systems eases the import of meta-results from one formalism to another and

is a clear theoretical bonus for their applications.

To address the problem of the correspondence between cut elimination and normalization, we need a

Gentzen-style single-succedent sequent calculus because the cut-elimination theorem for usual Gentzen-

style multiple-succedent sequent calculi for the standard classical LTL does not imply the normalization

theorem for the corresponding natural deduction system. The same situation occurs when considering

Gentzen’s LK and NK for classical logic. On the contrary, it is known that cut elimination for the single-

succedent calculus LJ implies normalization for NJ. Thus, we try to obtain an LJ-like single-succedent

sequent calculus for the target logic.

To obtain a calculus of this type, we use the following temporal (single-succedent) excluded middle
rule:

Xi¬α,Γ ⇒ γ Xiα,Γ ⇒ γ

Γ ⇒ γ
(ex-middle)

where Xi is an i-times nested next-time operator. By using this rule, we can prove the law of excluded

middle α∨¬α . The non-temporal version of this rule, which has no occurrence of Xi, was originally

introduced by von Plato [25, 21]. Pursuing the idea of correspondence between cut elimination and nor-

malization, he introduced a single-succedent sequent calculus for classical logic, proved cut elimination,

and established normalization for the corresponding natural deduction system. We thus try to extend this

idea to the target temporal logic. Actually, the single-succedent sequent calculus SLTω proposed in this

study can be regarded as a temporal extension of von Plato’s calculus and the cut-elimination result for

SLTω an extension of his cut-elimination result on classical logic.

Moreover, to obtain the corresponding natural deduction system for the target logic, we use the
following rules:

[Xi¬α]
...
.
γ

[Xiα ]
...
.
γ

γ (EXM)
Xi¬α Xiα

γ (EXP)

[Xiα]
.
...

X j¬γ

[Xiα]
.
...

X jγ

Xi¬α
(¬I)

where (EXM) corresponds to (ex-middle). As mentioned above, the non-temporal version of (EXM),

which has no occurrence of Xi, was originally introduced by von Plato [25, 21] and the non-temporal

version of (EXP) and (¬I) were originally introduced by Gentzen. For more information on these rules,

see [26, 27]. (EXP) has also been used by Bolotov and Shangin [6] for constructing the paracomplete

logic PCont, by Kürbis and Petrukhin [23] for developing some natural deduction systems for a family

of many-valued logics including N3, and by Kamide and Negri [17, 18] for formalizing Gurevich logic

[13] and Nelson logic [22, 2]. Some similar rules to (EXP) were proposed by Priest [31] for constructing

natural deduction systems for logics in the FDE (First Degree Entailment) family. (EXP) is regarded

as a counterpart rule of (EXM) and is useful for appropriately handling natural deduction systems with

negation as a primitive connective (instead of negation defined through implication and the falsity con-

stant). The proposed natural deduction system NLTω in this study can thus be regarded as a modified

temporal extension of von Plato’s classical system with the addition of the use of (EXP) and (¬I), and the

normalization result for NLTω an extension of the normalization result by von Plato for classical logic.
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2 Sequent calculus and cut elimination

Formulas of the logic discussed in this study are constructed using countably many propositional vari-

ables, the logical connectives → (implication), ¬ (negation), ∧ (conjunction), ∨ (disjunction), G (glob-

ally in the future), F (eventually in the future), and X (next-time). We use small letters p,q, ... to denote

propositional variables and Greek small letters α ,β , ... to denote formulas. We use Greek capital letters

Γ,∆, ... to denote finite (possibly empty) sets of formulas. For any ♯ ∈ {G,F,X}, we use an expression

♯Γ to denote the set {♯γ | γ ∈ Γ}. The symbol ≡ is used to denote definitional equality. The symbol ω is

used to represent the set of natural numbers. An expression Xiα for any i ∈ ω is defined inductively by

X0α ≡ α and Xn+1α ≡ XnXα . We use lower-case letters i, j and k to denote any natural numbers.

We will define Kawai’s sequent calculus LTω [20] and a new alternative single-succedent sequent

calculus SLTω . Prior to defining these sequent calculi, we need to define some notions and notations.

Definition 2.1 A sequent for LTω is an expression of the form Γ ⇒ ∆, and a sequent for SLTω is an

expression of the form Γ ⇒ γ where γ is a formula or the empty set. We use the expression L ⊢ S to

express the fact that a sequent S is derivable in a sequent calculus L. We say that a rule R is admissible

in a sequent calculus L if the following condition is satisfied: For any instance S1···Sn

S
of R, if L ⊢ Si for all

i, then L ⊢ S. The height of a derivation in L is the number of nodes in a maximal branch of a derivation

minus one. A rule R is height-preserving admissible if whenever the premises S1 · · ·Sn are derivable with

height at most n then also the conclusion S is derivable with the same bound on the derivation height.

Furthermore, we say that R is derivable in L if there is a derivation in L of S from S1, · · · ,Sn.

Definition 2.2 (LTω ) In the following definitions, i and k represent any natural numbers.

The initial sequents of LTω are of the form Xi p ⇒ Xi p for any propositional variable p.

The structural rules of LTω are of the form:

Γ ⇒ ∆,α α,Σ ⇒ Π

Γ,Σ ⇒ ∆,Π
(cut)

Γ ⇒ ∆
α,Γ ⇒ ∆

(we-left)
Γ ⇒ ∆

Γ ⇒ ∆,α
(we-right).

The logical rules of LTω are of the form:

Γ ⇒ ∆,Xiα Xiβ ,Γ ⇒ ∆

Xi(α→β ),Γ ⇒ ∆
(→left)

Xiα,Γ ⇒ ∆,Xiβ

Γ ⇒ ∆,Xi(α→β )
(→right)

Γ ⇒ ∆,Xiα

Xi¬α,Γ ⇒ ∆
(¬left)

Xiα ,Γ ⇒ ∆

Γ ⇒ ∆,Xi¬α
(¬right)

Xiα,Xiβ ,Γ ⇒ ∆

Xi(α∧β ),Γ ⇒ ∆
(∧left)

Γ ⇒ ∆,Xiα Γ ⇒ ∆,Xiβ

Γ ⇒ ∆,Xi(α∧β )
(∧right)

Xiα ,Γ ⇒ ∆ Xiβ ,Γ ⇒ ∆

Xi(α∨β ),Γ ⇒ ∆
(∨left)

Γ ⇒ ∆,Xiα,Xiβ

Γ ⇒ ∆,Xi(α∨β )
(∨right)

Xi+kα,Γ ⇒ ∆

XiGα,Γ ⇒ ∆
(Gleft)

{ Γ ⇒ ∆,Xi+ jα } j∈ω

Γ ⇒ ∆,XiGα
(Gright)

{ Xi+ jα ,Γ ⇒ ∆ } j∈ω

XiFα ,Γ ⇒ ∆
(Fleft)

Γ ⇒ ∆,Xi+kα

Γ ⇒ ∆,XiFα
(Fright).

Remark 2.3 The calculus LTω introduced here is a slightly modified propositional version of Kawai’s

sequent calculus [20] for until-free first-order linear-time temporal logic. The following cut-elimination

theorem holds for LTω . The rule (cut) is admissible in cut-free LTω . We will use this theorem in the

following discussion. The cut-elimination theorem for (the original first-order) LTω was proved by Kawai

in [20].

Next, we introduce SLTω . We use the same names for the rules of SLTω as those of LTω , although

the forms of the rules are different.

Definition 2.4 (SLTω) In the following definitions, i and k represent any natural numbers and γ repre-

sents a formula or the empty set.

The initial sequents of SLTω are of the form Xi p,Γ ⇒ Xi p for any propositional variable p.
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The structural rules of SLTω are of the form:

Γ ⇒ α α ,Σ ⇒ γ

Γ,Σ ⇒ γ
(cut)

Γ ⇒
Γ ⇒ α

(we-right).

The logical rules of SLTω are of the form:

Γ ⇒ Xiα Xiβ ,Γ ⇒ γ

Xi(α→β ),Γ ⇒ γ
(→left)

Xiα ,Γ ⇒ Xiβ

Γ ⇒ Xi(α→β )
(→right)

Γ ⇒ Xiα

Xi¬α,Γ ⇒
(¬left)

Xiα,Γ ⇒

Γ ⇒ Xi¬α
(¬right)

Xi¬α,Γ ⇒ γ Xiα ,Γ ⇒ γ

Γ ⇒ γ
(ex-middle)

Xiα,Xiβ ,Γ ⇒ γ

Xi(α ∧β ),Γ ⇒ γ
(∧left)

Γ ⇒ Xiα Γ ⇒ Xiβ

Γ ⇒ Xi(α ∧β )
(∧right)

Xiα,Γ ⇒ γ Xiβ ,Γ ⇒ γ

Xi(α ∨β ),Γ ⇒ γ
(∨left)

Γ ⇒ Xiα

Γ ⇒ Xi(α ∨β )
(∨right1)

Γ ⇒ Xiβ

Γ ⇒ Xi(α ∨β )
(∨right2)

Xi+kα,Γ ⇒ γ

XiGα,Γ ⇒ γ
(Gleft)

{ Γ ⇒ Xi+ jα } j∈ω

Γ ⇒ XiGα
(Gright)

{ Xi+ jα ,Γ ⇒ γ } j∈ω

XiFα ,Γ ⇒ γ
(Fleft)

Γ ⇒ Xi+kα

Γ ⇒ XiFα
(Fright).

Proposition 2.5 Let L be LTω or SLTω . The sequents of the form Xiα ,Γ ⇒ Xiα for any formula α and

any natural number i are derivable in L.

Proof. By induction on α .

Proposition 2.6 The following rule is height-preserving admissible in cut-free SLTω:

Γ ⇒ γ

α,Γ ⇒ γ
(we-left).

Proof. By straightforward induction on the height of the derivation since weakening is in-built in initial

sequents and all the rules have an arbitrary context on the left.

Next, we show the cut-elimination theorem for SLTω using the method by Africk [1]. We also prove

a theorem that establishes an equivalence between SLTω and LTω . Prior to proving these theorems, we

show the following proposition and lemmas.

Proposition 2.7 The following rule is derivable in cut-free SLTω:

Xi¬α,Γ ⇒

Γ ⇒ Xiα
(¬left−1).

Proof. By using (ex-middle), (we-right), and Proposition 2.5.

Lemma 2.8 For any sequent Γ ⇒ ∆, if LTω − (cut) ⊢ Γ ⇒ ∆, then SLTω − (cut) ⊢ ¬∆,Γ ⇒.

Proof. By induction on the derivations D of Γ ⇒ ∆ in cut-free LTω . We distinguish the cases according
to the last inference of D . We show only the case of (∨right) as follows. The last inference of D is of
the form:

Γ ⇒ ∆,Xiα,Xiβ

Γ ⇒ ∆,Xi(α∨β )
(∨right).

By induction hypothesis, we have SLTω − (cut) ⊢ ¬Xiα ,¬Xiβ ,¬∆,Γ ⇒. Then, we obtain the required
derivation:

.... Ind.hyp.

¬Xiα ,¬Xiβ ,¬∆,Γ ⇒

¬Xiβ ,¬∆,Γ ⇒ Xiα
(¬left−1)

¬Xiβ ,¬∆,Γ ⇒ Xi(α∨β )
(∨right1)

¬Xi(α∨β ),¬Xiβ ,¬∆,Γ ⇒
(¬left)

¬Xi(α∨β ),¬∆,Γ ⇒ Xiβ
(¬left−1)

¬Xi(α∨β ),¬∆,Γ ⇒ Xi(α∨β )
(∨right2)

¬Xi(α∨β ),¬Xi(α∨β ),¬∆,Γ ⇒
(¬left)
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where ¬Xi(α∨β ),¬Xi(α∨β ),¬∆,Γ ⇒ is equivalent to ¬Xi(α∨β ),¬∆,Γ ⇒ (because the antecedent of

the sequent is a set of formulas) and (¬left−1) is derivable in cut-free SLTω by Proposition 2.7.

Lemma 2.9 For any sequent Γ ⇒ γ , if SLTω ⊢ Γ ⇒ γ , then LTω ⊢ Γ ⇒ γ .

Proof. By induction on the derivations D of Γ ⇒ γ in SLTω . We distinguish the cases according to the

last inference of D . An initial sequent of SLTω , i.e. of the form Xi p,Γ ⇒ Xi p, is derived from an initial
sequent of LTω using weakening steps. Next, we show only the critical case of (ex-middle) as follows.
The last inference of D is fo the form:

....
Xi¬α ,Γ ⇒ γ

....
Xiα ,Γ ⇒ γ

Γ ⇒ γ
(ex-middle).

By induction hypotheses, we have LTω ⊢ Xi¬α,Γ ⇒ γ and LTω ⊢ Xiα ,Γ ⇒ γ . We then obtain the
required derivation:

.... Prop. 2.5

Xiα ⇒ Xiα

⇒ Xiα,Xi¬α
(¬right)

.... Ind.hyp.

Xi¬α,Γ ⇒ γ

Γ ⇒ γ ,Xiα
(cut)

..

.. Ind.hyp.

Xiα,Γ ⇒ γ

Γ ⇒ γ
(cut)

Theorem 2.10 (Cut elimination for SLTω) The rule (cut) is admissible in cut-free SLTω .

Proof. Suppose SLTω ⊢ Γ ⇒ γ . Then, we obtain LTω ⊢ Γ ⇒ γ by Lemma 2.9. Thus, we have LTω

− (cut) ⊢ Γ ⇒ γ by the cut-elimination theorem for LTω [20, 15]. Thus, we obtain SLTω − (cut) ⊢
¬γ ,Γ ⇒ by Lemma 2.8. We thus obtain the required fact SLTω − (cut) ⊢ Γ ⇒ γ by applying (¬left−1)

to ¬γ,Γ ⇒, where (¬left−1) is derivable in cut-free SLTω by Proposition 2.7.

Theorem 2.11 (Equivalence between SLTω and LTω) For any formula α , SLTω ⊢ ⇒ α iff LTω ⊢
⇒ α .

Proof. (=⇒): By Lemma 2.9. (⇐=): Suppose LTω ⊢ ⇒ α . Then, we obtain LTω − (cut) ⊢⇒ α by the

cut-elimination theorem for LTω [20, 15]. We then obtain SLTω − (cut) ⊢ ¬α ⇒ by Lemma 2.8. Thus,

we obtain the required fact SLTω ⊢⇒ α by applying (¬left−1) to ¬α ⇒, where (¬left−1) is derivable in

cut-free SLTω by Proposition 2.7.

3 Natural deduction

As usual in the definition of a natural deduction system, the notation [α ] denotes that the formula α is a

discharged assumption by the underlying logical inference rule.

We define a Gentzen-style natural deduction system NLTω for until-free propositional LTL.

Definition 3.1 (NLTω) Let i and k be any natural numbers. The logical rules of NLTω are of the follow-
ing form, where in (→I) the discharge can be vacuous:

[Xiα ]
..
..

Xiβ

Xi(α→β )
(→I)

Xi(α→β ) Xiα

Xiβ
(→E) Xi¬α Xiα

γ (EXP)

[Xi¬α]
...
.
γ

[Xiα]
...
.
γ

γ (EXM)
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[Xiα]
....

X j¬γ

[Xiα]
....

X jγ

Xi¬α
(¬I)

Xiα Xiβ

Xi(α∧β )
(∧I)

Xi(α∧β )

Xiα
(∧E1)

Xi(α∧β )

Xiβ
(∧E2)

Xiα

Xi(α∨β )
(∨I1)

Xiβ

Xi(α∨β )
(∨I2) Xi(α∨β )

[Xiα]
...
.
γ

[Xiβ ]
...
.
γ

γ (∨E)

{ Xi+ jα } j∈ω

XiGα
(GI)

XiGα

Xi+kα
(GE)

Xi+kα

XiFα
(FI) XiFα

[Xi+ jα ]
.
...

{ γ } j∈ω

γ (FE).

Remark 3.2 (EXP), (EXM), and (¬I) are characteristic rules in NLTω . The rule (EXP) and (¬I) are
temporal generalizations of the original rules introduced by Gentzen. The rule (EXM) is a temporal
generalization of the original rule introduced by von Plato [25, 21]. The non-temporal versions of
(EXP), (EXM), and (¬I) were also used by Kamide and Negri in [18] for constructing natural deduction
systems for logics with strong negation. Using (EXP) and (EXM), we can prove the formulas of the form
(¬α∧α)→γ and ¬α∨α , respectively. Using (¬I) and (EXP), we can prove the formulas of the form
α→¬¬α and ¬¬(α→α) by:

[¬α]2 [α ]1

¬α (EXP)
[¬α]2 [α]1

α (EXP)

¬¬α (¬I)2

α→¬¬α (→I)1

[α]3

α→α (→I)3
[¬(α→α)]1

α→α (EXP)

[α]2

α→α (→I)2
[¬(α→α)]1

¬(α→α)
(EXP)

¬¬(α→α)
(¬I)1.

Next, we define some notions for NLTω .

Definition 3.3 The rules (→I), (∧I), (∨I1), (∨I2), (¬I), (GI), (FI), and (EXM) are called introduction

rules, and the rules (→E), (∧E1), (∧E2), (∨E), (GE), (FE), and (EXP) are called elimination rules. The

notions of major and minor premises of the rules without (EXM) and (EXP) are defined as usual. If Xi¬α

and Xiα are both premises of (EXP), then Xi¬α and Xiα are called the major and minor premises of

(EXP), respectively. The notions of derivation, (open and discharged) assumptions of a derivation, and

end-formula of a derivation are also defined as usual. For a derivation D , we use the expression oa(D)

to denote the set of open assumptions of D and the expression end(D) to denote the end-formula of D .

A formula α is said to be provable in a natural deduction system L if there exists a derivation of L with

no open assumption whose end-formula is α .

Remark 3.4 There are no notions of major and minor premises of (EXM) and (¬I). Namely, the premises

of (EXM) and (¬I) are neither major nor minor premises. In this study, (EXP) is treated as an elimination

rule, and (EXM) is treated as an introduction rule.

Next, we define a reduction relation ≫ on the set of derivations in NLTω . Prior to defining ≫, we

define some notions concerning ≫.

Definition 3.5 Let α be a formula occurring in a derivation D in NLTω . Then, α is called a maximum

formula in D if α satisfies the following conditions: (1) α is the conclusion of an introduction rule, (∨E),

or (EXP) and (2) α is the major premise of an elimination rule. A derivation is said to be normal if it

contains no maximum formula. The notion of substitution of derivations for assumptions is defined as

usual. We assume that the set of derivations is closed under substitution.
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Definition 3.6 (Reduction relation) Let γ be a maximum formula in a derivation that is the conclu-

sion of a rule R. The definition of the reduction relation ≫ at γ in NLTω is obtained by the following

conditions.

1. R is (→I) and γ is Xi(α→β ):

[Xiα]
...
.

D

Xiβ

Xi(α→β )
(→I)

.... E

Xiα

Xiβ
(→E)

≫

.... E

Xiα...
.

D

Xiβ .

2. R is (EXP):
.... D1

Xi¬δ

.... D2

Xiδ
γ (EXP)

.... E1

π1

.... E2

π2

π R′
≫

...

.
D1

Xi¬δ

...

.
D2

Xiδ
π (EXP)

where R′ is an arbitrary rule, and both E1 and E2 are derivations of the minor premises of R′ if

they exist.

3. R is (¬I), γ is Xi¬α , and β is the conclusion of (EXP):

[Xiα]
.
... D1

X j¬δ

[Xiα]
.
... D2

X jδ

Xi¬α
(¬I)

.

... E

Xiα

β
(EXP)

≫

...

.
E

Xiα.
... D1

X j¬δ

...

.
E

Xiα.
... D2

X jδ

β
(EXP).

4. R is (¬I), γ is Xi¬δ , and Xiδ is the conclusion of (EXP):

[Xiδ ]
.... D1

X j¬β

[Xiδ ]
.... D2

X jβ

Xi¬δ
(¬I)

..

.. E

Xiδ

Xiδ
(EXP)

≫

..

.. E

Xiδ

5. R is (EXM) and γ is Xi(γ1→γ2), Xi(γ1∧γ2), or Xi(γ1∨γ2):

[Xi¬α]
.... D1

γ

[Xiα ]
.... D2

γ
γ (EXM)

..

.. E1

δ 1

..

.. E2

δ 2

δ
R′

≫

[Xi¬α]
.
... D1

γ

.... E1

δ 1

.... E2

δ 2

δ
R′

[Xiα]
.
... D2

γ

.... E1

δ 1

.... E2

δ 2

δ
R′

δ
(EXM)

where R′ is (→E), (∧E1), (∧E2), or (∨E), and both E1 and E2 are derivations of the minor premises

of R′ if they exist.

6. R is (EXM), γ is Xi¬δ , and Xiδ is the conclusion of (EXP):

[Xi¬α]
.... D1

Xi¬δ

[Xiα]
.... D2

Xi¬δ

Xi¬δ
(EXM)

.... E

Xiδ

Xiδ
(EXP)

≫

.... E

Xiδ .
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7. R is (∧I) and γ is Xi(α1∧α2):
..
.. D1

Xiα1

..

.. D2

Xiα2

Xi(α1∧α2)
(∧I)

Xiα i

(∧Ei)
≫

.

... Di

Xiα i where i is 1 or 2.

8. R is (∨I1) or (∨I2) and γ is Xi(α1∨α2):
..
.. D

Xiα i

Xi(α1∨α2)
(∨Ii)

[Xiα1]...
.

E1

δ

[Xiα2]...
.

E2

δ

δ
(∨E)

≫

...

.
D

Xiα i...
.

Ei

δ where i is 1 or 2.

9. R is (∨E):

.... D1

Xi(α∨β )

[Xiα]
...
.

D2

π

[Xiβ ]
...
.

D3

π

π (∨E)

.

... En

{ δ n }

δ
R′

≫

.... D1

Xi(α∨β )

[Xiα]
..
.. D2

π

.

... En

{ δ n }

δ
R′

[Xiβ ]
..
.. D3

π

.

... En

{ δ n }

δ
R′

δ
(∨E)

where R′ is an arbitrary rule, and E1, E2, ... , En, ... are derivations of the minor premises of R′ if

they exist.

10. R is (GI) and γ is XiGα:

.... D j

{ Xi+ jα } j∈ω

XiGα
(GI)

Xi+kα
(GE)

≫

.... Dk

Xi+kα where k ∈ ω.

11. R is (FI) and γ is XiFα:

.

... Dk

Xi+kα

XiFα
(FI)

[Xi+ jα ]
..
.. E j

{ δ } j∈ω

δ
(FE)

≫

.... Dk

Xi+kα.... Ek

δ where k ∈ ω.

12. R is (FE):

..

.. D

XiFα

[Xi+ jα ]
...
.

D j

{ π } j∈ω

π (FE)

.

... En

{ δ n }

δ
R′

≫

.

... D

XiFα

[Xi+ jα]
.... D j

π

...

.
En

{ δ n }

{ δ } j∈ω
R′

δ
(FE)

where R′ is an arbitrary rule, and E1, E2, ... , En, ... are derivations of the minor premises of R′ if

they exist.

13. The set of derivations are closed under ≫.

Definition 3.7 If D ′ is obtained from D by the reduction relation of Definition 3.6, we write D ≫ D ′. A

sequence D0,D1, ... of derivations is called a reduction sequence if it satisfies the following conditions:

(1) Di ≫ Di+1 for all i ≥ 0, and (2) the last derivation in the sequence is normal if the sequence is finite.

A derivation D is called normalizable if there is a finite reduction sequence starting from D .
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4 Equivalence and normalization

In the following discussion, a derivation of Γ ⇒ in SLTω is interpreted as a derivation D in NLTω such

that oa(D) = Γ and end(D) = ¬p∧p.

Lemma 4.1 We have the following statements.

1. If D is a derivation in NLTω such that oa(D) = Γ and end(D) = β , then SLTω ⊢ Γ ⇒ β ,

2. If SLTω − (cut) ⊢ Γ ⇒ β , then we obtain a derivation D ′ in NLTω such that (a) oa(D ′) = Γ, (b)

end(D ′) = β , and (c) D ′ is normal.

Proof.

1. We prove 1 by induction on the derivations D of NLTω such that oa(D) = Γ and end(D) = β . We

distinguish the cases according to the last inference of D . We show some cases. Observe that we

shall use (we-left), which is admissible by Proposition 2.6.

(a) Case (→I): We show only the following subcase, which has no discharged assumption [Xiα ].
D is of the form:

Γ.... E

Xiγ

Xi(α→γ)
(→I)

where oa(D) = Γ and end(D) = γ . By induction hypothesis, we have SLTω ⊢ Γ ⇒ Xiγ . Then,

we obtain that SLTω ⊢ Γ ⇒ Xi(α→γ):

.

... Ind.hyp.

Γ ⇒ Xiγ

Xiα ,Γ ⇒ Xiγ
(we-left)

Γ ⇒ Xi(α→γ)
(→right).

(b) Case (¬I): D is of the form:
[Xiα ]Γ1..

.. D1

X j¬γ

[Xiα ]Γ2..
.. D2

X jγ

Xi¬α
(¬I)

where oa(D) = Γ1 ∪ Γ2 and end(D) = Xi¬α. By induction hypotheses, we have SLTω ⊢
Xiα ,Γ1 ⇒ X j¬γ and SLTω ⊢ Xiα ,Γ2 ⇒ X jγ . Then, we obtain that SLTω ⊢ Γ1,Γ2 ⇒ Xi¬α:

.... Ind.hyp.

Xiα,Γ1 ⇒ X j¬γ

...

.
Ind.hyp.

Xiα,Γ2 ⇒ X jγ

X j¬γ ,Xiα,Γ2 ⇒
(¬left)

Xiα,Γ1,Γ2 ⇒
(cut)

Γ1,Γ2 ⇒ Xi¬α
(¬right).

(c) Case (EXP): D is of the form:
Γ1..
.. E1

Xi¬α

Γ2..
.. E2

Xiα

β
(EXP)
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where oa(D) = Γ1 ∪ Γ2 and end(D) = β . By induction hypotheses, we have

SLTω ⊢ Γ1 ⇒ Xi¬α and SLTω ⊢ Γ2 ⇒ Xiα . Then, we obtain that SLTω ⊢ Γ1,Γ2 ⇒ β :

.... Ind.hyp.

Γ2 ⇒ Xiα

.

... Ind.hyp.

Γ1 ⇒ Xi¬α

Xiα ⇒ Xiα

Xi¬α,Xiα ⇒
(¬left)

Xiα,Γ1 ⇒
(cut)

Γ1,Γ2 ⇒
(cut)

Γ1,Γ2 ⇒ β
(we-right).

(d) Case (EXM): D is of the form:
[Xi¬α]Γ1.

... E1

γ

[Xiα]Γ2.
... E2

γ
γ (EXM)

where oa(D) = Γ1 ∪ Γ2 and end(D) = γ . By induction hypotheses, we have

SLTω ⊢ Xi¬α ,Γ1 ⇒ γ and SLTω ⊢ Xiα ,Γ2 ⇒ γ. Then, we obtain that SLTω ⊢ Γ1,Γ2 ⇒ γ :

.... Ind.hyp.

Xi¬α,Γ1 ⇒ γ
...
.
(we-left)

Xi¬α,Γ1,Γ2 ⇒ γ

.... Ind.hyp.

Xiα ,Γ2 ⇒ γ
...
.
(we-left)

Xiα,Γ1,Γ2 ⇒ γ

Γ1,Γ2 ⇒ γ
(ex-middle).

(e) Case (GI): D is of the form:
Γ j
.... Pj

{ Xi+ jα } j∈ω

XiGα
(GI)

where oa(D) = Γ =
⋃

j∈ω

Γ j and end(D) = XiGα . By induction hypotheses, we have SLTω ⊢

Γ j ⇒ Xi+ jα for all j ∈ ω . Then, we obtain that SLTω ⊢ Γ ⇒ XiGα :

.... Ind.hyp.

Γ j ⇒ Xi+ jα
..
.. (we-left)

{ Γ ⇒ Xi+ jα } j∈ω

Γ ⇒ XiGα
(Gright).

Note that the induction hypothesis is applied for each of the denumerable set of premises.

(f) Case (FE): D is of the form:

Γ′
.... D ′

XiFα

[Xi+ jα]Γ j
.
... D j

{ γ } j∈ω

γ (FE)

where oa(D) = Γ′∪Γ with Γ =
⋃

j∈ω

Γ j and end(D) = γ . By induction hypotheses, we have

SLTω ⊢ Γ′ ⇒ XiFα and SLTω ⊢ Xi+ jα ,Γ j ⇒ γ for all j ∈ ω . Then we obtain that SLTω ⊢
Γ′,Γ ⇒ γ by the following derivation where the induction hypothesis is applied for each of
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the denumerable set of premises:

.... Ind.hyp.

Γ′ ⇒ XiFα

.

... Ind.hyp.

Xi+ jα ,Γ j ⇒ γ
...
.
(we-left)

{ Xi+ jα,Γ ⇒ γ } j∈ω

XiFα,Γ ⇒ γ
(Fleft)

Γ′,Γ ⇒ γ
(cut).

2. We prove 2 by induction on the derivations D of Γ ⇒ β in SLTω − (cut). We distinguish the cases

according to the last inference of D . We show some cases.

(a) Case (we-right): D is of the form:
..
.. D

′

Γ ⇒
Γ ⇒ α

(we-right)

By induction hypothesis, we have a normal derivation E ′ in NLTω of the form:

Γ..
.. E

′

¬p∧p

where oa(E ′) = Γ and end(E ′) = ¬p∧p. Then, we obtain a required normal derivation E by:

Γ.
... E ′

¬p∧p

¬p (∧E1)

Γ.... E ′

¬p∧p

p (∧E2)

α (Exp)

where oa(E ) = Γ and end(E ) = α .
(b) Case (¬left): D is of the form:

.... D ′

Γ ⇒ Xiα

Xi¬α,Γ ⇒
(¬left).

By induction hypothesis, we have a normal derivation E ′ in NLTω of the form:

Γ.
... E ′

Xiα

where oa(E ′) = Γ and end(E ′) = Xiα . Then, we obtain a required normal derivation E by:

Xi¬α

Γ...
.

E ′

Xiα
¬p∧p

(EXP)

where oa(E ) = {Xi¬α} ∪Γ and end(E ) = ¬p∧p (i.e., ⊥). We remark that the last infer-

ence (EXP) in E cannot be replaced with (→E), because using (→E) entails a possibility of

developing a non-normal derivation. Namely, there is a possibility of the case that the last

inference of E ′ is (→I∗).
(c) Case (ex-middle): D is of the form:

..

.. D1

Xi¬α,Γ ⇒ γ

..

.. D2

Xiα,Γ ⇒ γ

Γ ⇒ γ
(ex-middle).
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By induction hypotheses, we have normal derivations E1 and E2 in NLTω of the form:

Xi¬α,Γ
.... E1

γ

Xiα ,Γ
.... E2

γ

where oa(E1) = {Xi¬α}∪Γ, oa(E2) = {Xiα}∪Γ, end(E1) = γ, and end(E2) = γ . Then, we
obtain a required normal derivation E by:

[Xi¬α]Γ
.... E1

γ

[Xiα ]Γ
.... E2

γ
γ (EXM)

where oa(E ) = Γ and end(E ) = γ .

(d) Case (Fleft): D is of the form:

...

.
D ′

{ Xi+kα,Γ ⇒ γ } j∈ω

XiFα,Γ ⇒ γ
(Fleft).

By induction hypotheses, we have normal derivations E j for all j ∈ ω in NLTω of the form:

Xi+ jα Γ j
..
.. E j

γ

where oa(E j) = {Xi+ jα}∪Γ j with Γ =
⋃

j∈ω

Γ j and end(E j) = γ . Then, we obtain a required

normal derivation E by:

XiFα

[Xi+ jα ] Γ j
...
.

E j

{ γ } j∈ω

γ (FE)

where oa(E ) = {XiFα}∪Γ and end(E ) = γ.

Theorem 4.2 (Equivalence between NLTω and SLTω) For any formula α , SLTω ⊢⇒ α iff α is deriv-

able in NLTω .

Proof. Taking /0 as Γ in Lemma 4.1, we obtain the required fact.

Theorem 4.3 (Normalization for NLTω) All derivations in NLTω are normalizable. More precisely, if

a derivation D in NLTω is given, then we obtain a normal derivation E in NLTω such that oa(E ) =
oa(D) and end(E ) = end(D).

Proof. Suppose that a derivation D in NLTω is given, and suppose that oa(D) = Γ and end(D) = β .

Then, by Lemma 4.1 (1), we obtain SLTω ⊢ Γ ⇒ β . By the cut-elimination theorem for SLTω , we obtain

SLTω − (cut) ⊢ Γ ⇒ β . Then, by Lemma 4.1 (2), we obtain a normal derivation Q in NLTω such that

oa(E ) = oa(D) and end(E ) = end(D).
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5 Concluding remarks and acknowledgments

In this paper we introduced a unified Gentzen-style framework for the until-free propositional logic LTL.

In this framework, based on infinitary rules and rules for primitive negation, sequent calculus and natural

deduction can be treated in a uniform way, that eases a proof of their deductive equivalence and a proof

of normalization for the natural deduction system. More specifically, natural deduction derivations are

translated to sequent calculus derivations with cuts, and cut-free derivations are translated to normal

derivations in natural deduction. In this way, cut elimination provides the bridge to an indirect proof

normalization. In future work, we plan to improve the correspondence between cut elimination and

normalization to a bi-directional one with the use of general elimination rules (as in [21, Chapter 8]).

This should also address a question posed by one of the referees (who are gratefully acknowledged for

their valuable comments) on the correspondence between steps of cut elimination and reduction steps in

a normalization sequence. Other desiderata for further work include a direct proof of normalization, and

an inquiry on strong normalization and the Church-Rosser theorem.

This research was supported by JSPS KAKENHI Grant Number 23K10990, the project “Infinity and

Intensionality: Towards A New Synthesis” funded by the Research Council of Norway, and “Modali-
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[14] Kai Brünnler & Martin Lange (2008): Cut-free sequent systems for temporal logic. Journal of Logic and

Algebraic Methods in Programming 76 (2), pp. 216-225, doi:10.1016/J.JLAP.2008.02.004.

[15] Norihiro Kamide (2006): An equivalence between sequent calculi for linear-time temporal logic. Bulletin of

the Section of the Logic 35(4), pp. 187–194.

[16] Norihiro Kamide (2015): Embedding theorems for LTL and its variants. Mathematical Structures in Com-

puter Science 25(1), pp. 83–134, doi:10.1017/S0960129514000048.

[17] Norihiro Kamide (2023): Natural deduction with explosion and excluded middle. Proceedings of the

53rd IEEE International Symposium on Multiple-valued Logic (ISMVL 2023), pp. 24–29, doi:10.1109/

ISMVL57333.2023.00016.

[18] Norihiro Kamide & Sara Negri (2024): Unified natural deduction for logics of strong negation. Draft.

[19] Norihiro Kamide & Heinrich wansing (2011): A paraconsistent linear-time temporal logic. Fundamenta

Informaticae 106 (1), pp. 1-23, doi:10.3233/FI-2011-374.

[20] Hiroya Kawai (1987): Sequential calculus for a first order infinitary temporal logic. Zeitschrift für Mathe-

matische Logik und Grundlagen der Mathematik 33, pp. 423-432, doi:10.1002/MALQ.19870330506.

[21] Sara Negri & Jan von Plato (2001): Structural Proof Theory. Cambridge University Press, doi:10.1017/

CBO9780511527340.

[22] David Nelson (1949): Constructible falsity. Journal of Symbolic Logic 14, pp. 16-26, doi:10.2307/

2268973.

[23] Nils Kürbis & Yaroslav Petrukhin (2021): Normalisation for some quite interesting many-valued logics.

Logic and Logical Philosophy 30(3), pp. 493–534, doi:10.12775/LLP.2021.009.

[24] Barbara Paech (1988): Gentzen-systems for propositional temporal logics. Lecture Notes in Computer Sci-

ence 385, pp. 240-253, doi:10.1007/BFB0026305.

[25] Jan von Plato (1999): Proof theory of full classical propositional logic. Manuscript, 16 pages.

[26] Jan von Plato (2014): Elements of Logical Reasoning. Cambridge University Press, doi:10.1017/

CBO9781139567862.

[27] Jan von Plato (2017): Saved from the Cellar: Gerhard Gentzen’s Shorthand Notes on Logic & Foundations

of Mathematics. Springr.
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