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Abstract. Hybrid logic is a modal logic with additional operators spec-
ifying nominals and is highly expressive. For example, there is no formula
corresponding to the irreflexivity of Kripke frames in basic modal logic,
but there is in hybrid logic. Irreflexivity is significant in that irreflex-
ive and symmetric Kripke frames can be regarded as undirected graphs
reviewed from a graph theoretic point of view. Thus, the study of the hy-
brid logic with axioms corresponding to irreflexivity and symmetry can
help to elucidate the logical properties of undirected graphs. In this pa-
per, we formulate the tableau method of the hybrid logic for undirected
graphs. Our main result is to show the completeness theorem and the
termination property of the tableau method, which leads us to prove the
decidability.

Keywords: Hybrid logic · Tableau calculus · Termination · Undirected
graph · Orthoframe.

1 Introduction

Hybrid logic is an extension of basic modal logic with additional propositional
symbols called nominals and an operator called a satisfaction operator @. A
nominal is a formula that is true only in a single possible world in a Kripke
model. Nominals are regarded as syntactic names of possible worlds. Hybrid
logic is highly expressive because nominals allow arbitrary possible worlds to be
designated. Hybrid logic was first invented by Prior [17, 18] and has developed
in various ways since then (see [1, 5, 9, 10, 15]).

One of the advantages of hybrid logic compared to basic modal logic is that
we can treat the irreflexivity of Kripke frames. In basic modal logic, no axiom
corresponds to the irreflexivity of the model [12]. In hybrid logic, however, we
have a simple axiom, @i¬♦i, where i denotes a nominal [6].

This advantage makes hybrid logic well-suited for dealing with undirected
graphs, namely relational structures with irreflexivity and symmetry. There are
some logics whose semantics are given by undirected graphs; for example, or-
thoframes used in (the minimal) quantum logic [13] and social networks used in
Facebook logic [20, 21] can be regarded as undirected graphs.

http://arxiv.org/abs/2405.09162v1
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The main result of this paper is to propose a tableau calculus that is sound
and complete with respect to the class of irreflexive and symmetric frames. More-
over, we show that any tableau can be constructed within a finite time, called
termination property. For a given logic, if its tableau calculus is terminating, we
can derive that it is decidable. That is, whether an arbitrary formula is valid
or not is automatically shown. In addition, if the formula is not valid, we can
construct a countermodel from the tableau to refute the validity of the formula.

We proceed as follows: Section 2 introduces the semantics of hybrid logic,
and Section 3 shows the tableau system of basic hybrid logic. After that, we
introduce the tableau calculus corresponding to undirected graphs in Section 4.

Related Work

Tableau Calculi for Hybrid Logic. Bolander and Blackburn [7,8] studied tableau
calculi for hybrid logic. Bolander & Blackburn (2009) [8] proposed a tableau
calculus for hybrid logic based on K4, and claimed that the loop-checking ap-
proach can be extended in it to the hybrid logics based on S4 and S5. This study,
however, addressed a combination (namely, the combination of (irr) and (sym))
that they have not conducted because they considered them challenging: in [8],
they wrote, “But then we are faced with the task of combining such conditions
as (irr), (sym), (asym), (antisym), (intrans), (uniq) and (tree) with (trans), and
here matters are likely to be much trickier.” As we have already mentioned, we
have paid particular attention to the combination of (irr) and (sym) because it
characterizes undirected graphs as Kripke frames and is, therefore, significant
from a graph-theoretic point of view.

Hybrid Logic for Graph Theory. Examples of research on graph theory using
hybrid logic can be found in [2, 3, 11]. They studied hybrid graph logic, a hy-
brid logic with a special operator ♦+, as a tool for analyzing some properties of
graph theory. In particular, for undirected graphs, [16] discussed how to express
the planarity of undirected graphs (note that [16] also showed the decidability of
hybrid logic for undirected graphs). All of these studies adopted Hilbert-style ax-
iomatization as their proof system. On the other hand, we adopt tableau calculus
as the proof system. As is well known, tableau calculi have an advantage com-
pared to Hilbert-style axiomatizations in that the proof construction procedure
is automatic.

Bulldozing Method. Blackburn (1990) [4] used the bulldozing method in proving
the completeness of hybrid logic with the axiom corresponding to irreflexivity.
Our work shows that the bulldozing method also works in dealing with the
tableau calculus for hybrid logic with a rule of irreflexivity. The work of Black-
burn (1990) [4] showed that none of the reflexive points in the model created
by a maximal consistent set has a nominal and checked that there is no matter
to apply bulldozing. In our work, however, all the models created by an open
saturated branch are named — each world makes at least one nominal true. We
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show that this situation causes no problem since all the nominals true in reflex-
ive worlds are not an element that determines the validity of a formula but just
“labels” to point to worlds. In this sense, our work is an extension of [4].

2 Kripke Semantics of Hybrid Logic

Here, we review a hybrid logic with an operator @ (see [9] for more details.)

Definition 1 (language). We have a countable infinite set Prop of proposi-
tional variables1 and another countable infinite set Nom of nominals which is
disjoint from Prop. The set of formulas of hybrid logic is defined inductively as
follows:

ϕ ::= p | i | ¬ϕ | ϕ ∧ ϕ | ♦ϕ | @iϕ,

where p ∈ Prop and i ∈ Nom.
We use the following abbreviations:

ϕ ∨ ψ := ¬(¬ϕ ∧ ¬ψ), ϕ→ ψ := ¬(ϕ ∧ ¬ψ), �ϕ := ¬♦¬ϕ.

Definition 2. A Kripke model (we call it model, in short) M = (W,R, V ) is
defined as follows:

– W is a non-empty set.
– R is a binary relation on W . That is, R ⊆W ×W .
– V is a function V : Prop ∪ Nom → P(W ) such that V (i) = {w} for some w ∈
W for each i ∈ Nom, where P(W ) denotes the powerset of W .

Furthermore, we call F = (W,R) that satisfies the conditions above a Kripke
frame (or shortly frame).

This definition reflects the property of nominals: one nominal is true in only
one world. In this paper, we write wRv to mean (w, v) ∈ R. Moreover, We
abbreviate w ∈ W such that V (i) = {w} by iV .

Definition 3. Given a model M, a possible world w in M, and a formula ϕ,
the satisfaction relation M, w |= ϕ is defined inductively as follows:

M, w |= p iff w ∈ V (p),where p ∈ Prop;

M, w |= i iff w = iV ,where i ∈ Nom;

M, w |= ¬ϕ iff not M, w |= ϕ;

M, w |= ϕ ∧ ψ iff M, w |= ϕ and M, w |= ψ;

M, w |= ♦ϕ iff there is v such that wRv and M, v |= ϕ;

M, w |= @iϕ iff M, iV |= ϕ.

Definition 4. A formula ϕ is valid on M, denoted by M |= ϕ, if M, w |= ϕ

holds for all w ∈ W . Also, if M, w |= ϕ holds for all models M and all of its
worlds w, we say that ϕ is valid, and we write |= ϕ.
1 We suppose that Prop is countable, following [9].
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@i¬j

@jj
[¬]

@i¬¬ϕ

@iϕ
[¬¬]

@i(ϕ ∧ ψ)

@iϕ
@iψ

[∧] @i¬(ϕ ∧ ψ)

@i¬ϕ | @i¬ψ
[¬∧]

@i♦ϕ

@i♦j
@jϕ

[♦]∗1,∗2,∗3
@i¬♦ϕ
@i♦j

@j¬ϕ
[¬♦]

@i@jϕ

@jϕ
[@]

@i¬@jϕ

@j¬ϕ
[¬@]

@iϕ
@ij

@jϕ
[Id ]∗3

*1: j ∈ Nom does not occur in the branch.
*2: This rule can be applied only one time per formula.
*3: The formula above the line is not an accessibility formula. Here, an accessibility

formula is the formula of the form @i♦j generated by [♦], where j is a new formula.

In these rules, the formulas above the line show the formulas that have already occurred
in the branch, and the formulas below the line show the formulas that will be added
to the branch. The vertical line in the [¬∧] rule means that the branch splits to the
left and right.

Fig. 1: The rules of TAB

3 Internalized Tableau Calculus for K(@)

K(@) is an axiomatization of hybrid logic with an operator @, based on the
simplest normal modal logic K (see [5], for example.) We write TAB to indicate
the tableau calculus for hybrid logic K(@). This section is based on [7].

Definition 5. A tableau is a well-founded tree constructed in the following way:

– Start with a formula of the form @iϕ (called the root formula), where ϕ is
a formula of hybrid logic and i ∈ Nom does not occur in ϕ.

– For each branch, extend it by applying rules (see Definition 7) to all nodes
as often as possible. However, we can no longer add any formula in a branch
if at least one of the following conditions is satisfied:
i) Every new formula generated by applying any rule already exists in the

branch.
ii) The branch is closed (see Definition 6.)

Here, a branch means a maximal path of a tableau. If a formula ϕ occurs in a
branch Θ, we write ϕ ∈ Θ.

Definition 6. A branch of a tableau Θ is closed if there is some ϕ and i ∈ Nom
such that @iϕ,@i¬ϕ ∈ Θ. We say that Θ is open if it is not closed. A tableau
is called closed if all branches in the tableau are closed.

Definition 7. We provide the rules of TAB in Figure 1.

Definition 8 (provability). Given a formula ϕ, we say that ϕ is provable in
TAB if there is a closed tableau whose root formula is @i¬ϕ, where i ∈ Nom
does not occur in ϕ.
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[7] shows two significant properties ofTAB. One is the termination property,
and the other is completeness.

Theorem 1 (termination). TAB has the termination property. That is, for
every tableau in TAB, all branches of it are finite.

Theorem 2 (completeness). TAB is complete for the class of all frames.

4 Tableau Calculus for IB(@)

In this paper, we discuss the hybrid logic corresponding to irreflexive and sym-
metric models. We call the models orthomodels, following [13].

Definition 9. An orthoframe is a Kripke frame F = (W,R), where R is ir-
reflexive and symmetric. Also, an orthomodel is M = (F , V ), where F is an
orthoframe.

IB(@) is a hybrid logic corresponding to the class of all orthoframes. We can
construct it by adding the following two axioms to the hybrid logic K(@):

(B) : @i�♦i,

(I) : @i¬♦i.

4.1 Constructing Tableau Calculus

Our aim is to construct a tableau calculus corresponding to IB(@), keeping
termination. First, we add the following rule that reflects the symmetry:

@i�ϕ
@j♦i

@jϕ
[�sym ]

.

However, this rule allows us to build an infinite branch.

Example 1. Consider an example of Figure 2 (formulas with ∗ are accessibility
formulas). In this branch, nominals are generated infinitely as i1, i3, i5, . . . and
i2, i4, i6, . . ..

In this case, the nominals i1, i3, i5, . . . play the same role. For any nominal
i2n+1 (n ≥ 0) occurring in Θ, we have @i2n+1

♦♦p,@i2n+1
♦p ∈ Θ. Then, we have

to prohibit the creation of such redundant nominals.
The solution to this problem has already been proposed in [7, Section 5.2]

and [8, Section 7]. We need to define some concepts and show their properties
to introduce the restriction.

First, we define the notion of quasi-urfather. In a sense, it can be regarded
as a representative of nominals.
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1.@i0(♦♦i ∧@i�♦♦i)

2.@i0♦♦i (1)

3.@i0@i�♦♦i (1)

4.@i0♦i1
∗ (2)

5.@i1♦i (2)

6.@i�♦♦i (3)

7.@i1♦i2
∗ (5)

8.@i2 i (5)

9.@i1♦♦i (5, 6, [�sym ])

10.@ii (8)

11.@i1♦i3
∗ (9)

12.@i3♦i (9)

13.@i3♦i4
∗ (12)

14.@i4 i (12)

15.@i3♦♦i (6, 12, [�sym ])

16.@i3♦i5
∗ (15)

17.@i5♦i (15)

18.@i5♦i6
∗ (17)

19.@i6 i (17)

20.@i5♦♦i (6, 17, [�sym ])

...

Fig. 2: Non-terminating tableau of TAB with only [�sym ]

Definition 10 (quasi-subformula). Given two formulas of the form @iϕ and
@jψ, @iϕ is a quasi-subformula of @jψ if one of the following conditions holds:

– ϕ is a subformula of ψ.
– ϕ has the form ¬χ, and χ is a subformula of ψ.

Lemma 1. Let T be a tableau. For every formula of the form @iϕ in T , it is
either a quasi-subformula of the root formula of T or an accessibility formula.

Proof. See [7, Lemma 6.1].

Definition 11. Let Θ be a branch of a tableau. For every nominal occurring in
Θ, the set of true formulas at i, denoted by TΘ(i) is defined as follows:

TΘ(i) = {ϕ | @iϕ ∈ Θ and @iϕ is a quasi-subformula of a root formula}.



Completeness and Termination of Tableau Calculus for Undirected Graphs 7

Second, we define a generating relation on nominals.

Definition 12. Let Θ be a branch of tableau and let i and j be nominals occur-
ring in Θ. If j is introduced by applying [♦] to a formula @i♦ϕ, we say that j
is a generated nominal from i (denotation: i ≺Θ j).

Note that the only rule generating a new nominal is [♦]. Since all the acces-
sibility formulas emerge in a branch if and only if [♦] is applied to some formula
in the branch, i ≺Θ j is equivalent to there being an accessibility formula @i♦j
in Θ.

Definition 13 (quasi-urfather, [7, Definition 5.7]). Let Θ be a branch of
a tableau. We call nominals i, j twins in Θ if TΘ(i) = TΘ(j). Also, we call a
nominal i quasi-urfather on Θ if there are no twins j, k such that j 6= k and
j, k ≺∗

Θ i. Here, ≺∗

Θ is a reflexive and transitive closure of ≺Θ.

Then, we can declare the restriction, which keeps the termination property
of our tableau calculus.

(D) The rule [♦] can only be applied to a formula @iϕ on a branch Θ if i is a
quasi-urfather.

Example 2. With (D), the tableau in Figure 2 stops before adding 16. @i3♦i5.
In this branch, up to 15. @i3♦♦i, nominals i1 and i3 are twins, since TΘ(i1) =
TΘ(i3) = {♦i,♦♦i}. Then, i3 is not a quasi-urfather, so we can no longer apply
[♦] to 15. @i3♦♦i.

The next thing to do is the addition of rules that address irreflexivity. The
solution, which is quite similar to that of [8], is straightforward: we add the form
of @i¬♦i to the branch for every nominal i.

(I) For any nominal i occurring in Θ, we add a formula @i¬♦i.

Example 3. Consider an example of Figure 3. The branch with the root formula
@i♦(i ∧ p) is closed owing to (I).

Now, we are ready to construct the tableau calculus for IB(@).

Definition 14. TABIB(@) (or simply TABIB) is the tableau calculus made by
adding [�sym ], (D), and (I) to TAB. Moreover, if there is a closed tableau in
TABIB whose root formula is @i¬ϕ where i ∈ Nom does not occur in ϕ, we
say that ϕ is provable in TABIB.

4.2 Termination and Completeness

First, we show the termination property.

Theorem 3. TABIB has the termination property.
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1.@i♦(i ∧ p)

2.@i¬♦i (I)

3.@i♦j
∗ (1)

4.@j(i ∧ p) (1)

5.@j¬♦j (I)

6.@j¬i (2, 3)

7.@ji (4)

8.@jp (4)

×

Fig. 3: A closed tableau owing to (I)

Proof. Suppose there is an infinite branch Θ. Then, there is an infinite row of
nominals as follows (for more detail, see the proof of [7, Lemma 6.5]):

i0 ≺Θ i1 ≺Θ i2 ≺Θ · · · .

For Θ and its root formula @iϕ, define Q and n as follows:

Q = {ψ | @iψ is a quasi-subformula of @iϕ},

n = |Q|.

Also, let Θ′ be a fragment of Θ up to, but not including, the first occurrence
of i2n+1. Then i2n+1 is generated by applying [♦] to some @i2n♦ϕ. Taking (D)
into consideration, i2n is a quasi-urfather.

However, since all of TΘ′

(i0), T
Θ′

(i1), . . . , T
Θ′

(i2n) are subsets of Q and n is
the cardinality of Q, there is a pair 1 ≤ l,m ≤ 2n such that TΘ′

(il) = TΘ′

(im)
(pigeonhole principle). Therefore, we find the twins il and im such that il, im ≺∗

Θ

i2n , but that contradicts that i2n is a quasi-urfather.

Next, we prove completeness. The basic strategy is the same as in [7, Section
5.2]. That is, define an identity urfather (see [7, Definition 5.10]) and use it to
create a model from an open saturated branch of tableau (when constructing
the model, make sure that the relation RΘ is symmetric). Then, we can obtain
the model existence theorem, which ensures that if we have a tableau with a
root formula @i0ϕ0 one of whose branches is open and saturated, there exists a
model which falsifies ϕ0.

Lemma 2 (model existence theorem of TABIB). Let Θ be an open satu-
rated branch of a tableau in TABIB and @iϕ be a quasi-subformula of the root
formula @i0ϕ0 of Θ where i is an identity urfather. Then we have the following
proposition:

if @iϕ ∈ Θ, then MΘ, vΘ(i) |= ϕ.

Particularly, MΘ, vΘ(i0) |= ϕ0.
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Using this lemma, the completeness theorem forTABIB seems to be proved—
however, an obstacle still remains. The problem we are now facing is though the
symmetry of MΘ is obvious, it is doubtful whether MΘ is always irreflexive.
Unfortunately, the answer is no (consider the model created by the branch in
Figure 2.)

To solve this problem, we “bulldoze” all the reflexive points and turn them
into an irreflexive frame. For modal logic, the bulldozing method was first used
in [19] (see also [14]). For hybrid logic, [4] shows that bulldozing works well
in proving the completeness of Hilbert-style axiomatization of irreflexive hybrid
logic. Our following lemmata claim that the method also works in tableau cal-
culus.

Definition 15. Given a model M = (W,R, V ) and Wr = {w ∈W | wRw}, the
bulldozed model MB = (WB , RB, VB) is defined as follows:

. . . For if we take any reflexive world in any model, i.e., any world
which can see itself, and replace it with a pair of worlds, each able to
see the other but neither able to see itself, and we give each variable the
same value in each world in the new pair as it had in the original world,
. . . [14, p. 176]

The different point is how we define V (i) where i is nominal: If V (i) = {w} and
w ∈Wr, then VB(i) = {(w, 0)}.

This construction cannot preserve the satisfaction completely: let i hold in
w ∈W , and w is a reflexive point. Then we have M, w |= ♦i, but MB, (w, 0) |=
♦i does not hold. However, if we consider only the quasi-subformulas of the root
formula, this method works well.

First, we divide all the identity urfathers into three groups.

A) There is another identity urfather j such that @ij ∈ Θ.
B) There is another identity urfather j such that i and j are twins but TΘ(i)

has no nominal.
C) The others.

Intuitively, each group satisfies the following condition:

– An identity urfather in group A has another identity urfather that points to
the same world.

– An identity urfather in group B has another identity urfather such that
they point to possibly different but indistinguishable worlds up to quasi-
subformulas of the root formula.

– Group C is the rest. A member of this group has no identity urfather that
points to the same or indistinguishable world.

Using this splitting, we can show the following lemma.

Lemma 3. Let Θ be an open saturated branch, @i0ϕ0 be a root formula of Θ,
and @iϕ be a quasi-subformula of @i0ϕ0 such that vΘ(i) exists and vΘ(i) ∈WΘ

r .
Then, ϕ cannot be any nominal i occurring in ϕ0.
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Proof (Sketch). Observe that if vΘ(i) ∈WΘ
r then it belongs to the Group B (the

other cases contradict (I).) Since TΘ(vΘ(i)) has no nominal and so does TΘ(i),
ϕ cannot be any nominal i occurring in ϕ0.

Lemma 4. Let Θ be an open saturated branch, and @i0ϕ0 be a root formula.
For any nominal i ∈WΘ

r and formula ϕ such that @iϕ is a quasi-subformula of
@i0ϕ0, we have

MΘ
B, (i, 0) |= ϕ iff MΘ

B, (i, 1) |= ϕ.

Proof (Sketch). By induction on the complexity of ϕ. Note that we do not have
to consider the case ϕ = j because, by Lemma 3, ϕ cannot be any nominal i
occurring in ϕ0.

Lemma 5. Let Θ be an open saturated branch, @i0ϕ0 be a root formula of Θ,
and @iϕ be a quasi-subformula of @i0ϕ0 such that vΘ(i) exists. Then, we have

MΘ, vΘ(i) |= ϕ implies MΘ
B, (vΘ(i))B |= ϕ,

where

iB =

{

{(i, 0)} if i ∈Wr,

i otherwise.

Proof (Sketch). We prove it by the induction on the complexity of ϕ. We give
the proof sketch only for the cases ϕ = ♦ψ.

Suppose that MΘ, vΘ(i) |= ♦ψ. Then, there is a world j ∈ WΘ such that
vΘ(i)R

Θj and MΘ, j |= ψ.
The proof is easy if j 6= vΘ(i). Otherwise, we have (vΘ(i), 0)R

Θ(vΘ(i), 1),
and MΘ

B, (vΘ(i), 0) |= ψ by the induction hypothesis. However, since @vΘ(i)♦ψ
is a quasi-subformula of the root formula, so is @vΘ(i)ψ. Thus, by Lemma 4, we
have MΘ

B, (vΘ(i), 1) |= ψ. Therefore, MΘ
B, (vΘ(i), 0) |= ♦ψ.

Thus, we have reached our goal.

Theorem 4 (completeness). TABIB is complete for the class of all orthoframes.

Proof. We show the contraposition.
Suppose that ϕ is not provable in TABIB. Then, we can find a tableau in

TABIB, whose root formula is @i¬ϕ where i does not occur in ϕ, and which has
an open and saturated branch Θ. Then, by Lemma 2, we have MΘ, vΘ(i) |= ¬ϕ.
By Lemma 5, we have MΘ

B, vΘ(i)B |= ¬ϕ (vΘ(i)B is (vΘ(i), 0) if vΘ(i) ∈ WΘ
r ,

and vΘ(i) otherwise.) Moreover, by the construction, MΘ
B is an orthomodel.

Therefore, we can find an orthoframe which falsifies ϕ.

Corollary 1. IB(@) is decidable.

Proof. From the termination property of TABIB and the fact that MΘ
B is finite.

Note that Takeuti and Sano (2020) [16] also shows the decidability of IB(@).
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5 Future Work

Besides the satisfaction operator @, hybrid logic can have more operators, such
as the existential operator E and the downarrow operator ↓. Moreover, hybrid
graph logic in [2] contains other modal operators�+ and♦+, and [16] introduced
new modal operators �

∗ and ♦∗ to express the planarity. Since our tableau
calculus contains only the basic language, adding more operators is one of our
further directions.

Another remaining work is to formulate tableau calculi corresponding to
frames with various conditions. Many axioms characterizing some frame condi-
tions are proposed in [8], such as anti-symmetry, trichotomy, and tree-like. If
there is a relational structure that is widely studied, creating tableau calculus
corresponding to it is worthwhile.
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