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Abstract

In this paper we shall define semantically some families of propositional modal
logics related to the interpretability logic IL. We will introduce the logics BIL
and BIL™ in the propositional language with a modal operator 0 and a binary
operator = such that BIL C BIL" C IL. The logic BIL is generated by the
relational structures (X, R, N), called basic frames, where (X, R) is a Kripke
frame and (X, N) is a neighborhood frame. We will prove that the logic BIL™
is generated by the basic frames where the binary relation R is definable by the
neighborhood relation N and, therefore, the neighborhood semantics is suitable
to study the logic BIL™ and its extensions. We shall also study some axiomatic
extensions of BIL and we will prove that these extensions are sound and complete
with respect to a certain classes of basic frames. Finally, we prove that the
logic BIL™ and some of its extensions are complete respect with the class of
neighborhood frames.

Keywords: interpretability logic, Kripke frames, neighbourhood frames, Veltman
semantics.
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1. Introduction

The logic GL is known as the logic of provability and it is well known that
GL is complete with respect to the class of all transitive and conversely
well-founded finite Kripke frames [1, 2]. Interpretability logics is a family
of classical propositional logics that extends the provability logic GL with
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a binary modal operator t> used for study formal interpretability . Among
these logics, the interpretability logic IL plays an important role [6, 7, 10].
The logic IL extends the provability logic GL by adding the binary modal
operator connective > and the following axioms:

J1 O(A— B) = (A> B);

J2 (A B)A(B>C)— (A>C);

JB3 A>C)AN(B>C)— ((AVB) > 0);
J4 (A> B) = (0A = OB);

J5 OAD> A

Here the connective ¢ is defined as 0 A := -[0-A.

The most commonly used semantics for IL and its extensions is the
Veltman semantics (or ordinary Veltman semantics) [6, 7, 10, 11]. A Velt-
man frame is a relational structure (X, R, {S, : € X}), where X is a non-
empty set, R is a transitive and converse well-founded binary relation on X,
and for each x € X, S, is a binary relation on R(z) = {y € X : (z,y) € R}
satisfying additional conditions. The relation R is used to interpret modal
formulas JA, and the collection of binary relations {S, : * € X}, together
with the binary relation R, is used to interpret formulas of type A > B. De
Jongh and Veltman proved that the logic IL is sound and complete with
respect to all Veltman models [6]. Other semantics utilized for the study
of IL is the called generalized Veltman semantics or Verbrugge semantics
[9, 7]. In Verbrugge semantics the modal operator O is interpreted as be-
fore, but the binary modality > is interpreted by means of a collection of
neighborhood relations {N, : N, C R(z) x P (R(z)) \ {0}},cx satisfying
additional conditions.

One of the main objectives of this paper is to present a family of logics
that extends the normal modal logic K in the vicinity of the interpretability
logic IL. We will study a logic, called basic interpretability logic (BIL),
defined semantically by means of structures (X, R, N), called basic frames,
where X is a non-empty set, R is a binary relation defined on X, and N is
a neighborhood relation, i.e, N C X x P(X) [4, 8]. The binary relation R
is used to interpret the modal operator [J, and the neighborhood relation
N is used to interpret a binary operator = defined as A = B := =B > —A.
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An important difference from Verbrugge’s semantics is that we will
not define a neighborhood relation for each point. We will use a single
neighborhood relation for all points. We will treat initially the modalities
O and > independently. Thus, in principle, there is no connection between
the relations R and N. In the interpretability logic IL the formulas (JA
and L > —A are deductively equivalent, that is A — (L > —A) and
(L > —A) — OA are theorems of IL. In this paper these formulas are
theorems in the extension BILT = BIL + {J1, J4}. We will see that BIL™
is complete with respect to special basic frames (X, R, N) satisfying the
condition: for all z,y € X, (x,y) € R iff there exists Y € N(z) such
that y € Y. In other words, in the basic frames (X, R, N) of BIL" the
binary relation R is definable by means of the neighborhood relation N
as R(z) := J{Y :Y € N(x)}. This condition corresponds precisely to
the fact that in this logic the formulas A and L > —A are deductively
equivalents. Therefore to study extensions of BIL™ is enough to consider
neighborhood frames instead of basic frames.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 will define the basic
interpretability logic BIL, and the basic frames. We will prove that BIL
is sound with respect to the class of all basic frames. We shall study some
axiomatic extensions of BIL and we will prove that these extensions are
sound with respect to a certain classes of basic frames. In Section 3 we
will prove that the logic BIL and the extensions defined in section 2 are
complete. In Section 5 we shall prove that the logic BILT and some of
its extensions are complete respect with the class of neighborhood frames
(3, 8].

2. The basic logic BIL and some extensions

We consider a language £ which consists of a set Var of countably many
propositional variables p, q,r, ..., logical constants 1, T, and propositional
connectives =, A, V, and —. The language £(0) of modal logic consists of
the language £ and a unary modal operator [J. The language £(OJ,>) of
interpretability logic is the language £ with a unary modal operator [J, and
a binary operator >. In the usual interpretability logics the modal operator
O can be defined as =A > L. But in our basic logic the connectives
> and [0 are primitives , i.e, [0 is not definable by L and t>. In the
presence of classical negation, we can define a binary connective = as
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A = B:=-B > -A. We can also work with the language £(0J, =), and
in this case the connective > is defined as A > B := =B = —A. In view of
this interdefinability, it is necessary to consider only one of the connectives.
In this paper we are going to work mainly with the language £(0, =). The
set of all formulas is denoted by F'm.

We consider the following list of formulas and rules:

C All tautologies of Propositional Calculus;
K O(A — B) — (0A — OB);
L O0OA— A) - OA;
J1 O(A — B) —» (A= B);
J2 (A= B)A(B=C)— (A= 0C);
JB3(A=B)ANA=C)—= (A= (BANO));
J4 (A= B) — (0A — OB);
J5 A= 04,
M (A= B) - ((OC - A) = (OC — B));
MO (A= B) — ((HC = A) = (OC — OB));
P (A= B) - 0O(A= B);
PO (0DA= B) - 0O(A= B);

AA—B

MP ——;
B b

A
OA’
A—B
A= B’
A basic interpretability logic is any consistent set of formulas A of £(OJ, =)
which contains the axioms C, K, J2, J3, and is closed under the rules MP, N
and RI, and uniform substitution. The minimal basic interpretability logic
is denoted by BIL. We also consider the logic BIL™ := BIL + {J1,J4}.

N

RI
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As we will see later, BIL is the set of all valid formulas in the basic frames
defined in Definition 2.1. The logic defined as IL := BIL" + {L,J5} is
known as the interpretability logic [10].

Let A be a basic interpretability logic. If A is a theorem of A we write
A € A or o A. If there is no risk of confusion we will write I instead of
Fa. If I' is a set of formulas we write I' b A iff there exist A{,..., A4, €T
such that - (A; A ... A A,,) — A. We shall say that two formulas A and B
are deductively equivalents, in symbols A <> B,if- A — B and - B — A.
It is easy to see the following equivalences and derived rules

1. A= (BAC)) < (A=B)AN(A=C);
2. O(AAB) < OAADOB;

3.07 & T;

A— B

Y eSS 0SB

5 A—B
" (B=0)—=(A=0)

6. If Al < By and A2 4 327 then (A1 = Az) 4 (Bl = Bg)

Consider the logic BILT. By the axiom J1 we have that Fg, + O(T —
A) = (T = A), and by the axiom J4, we get Fg; + (T = A) - O(T — A).
As (T — A) & A, we get that JA < (T = A).

Let X be a non-empty set. The power set of a set X is denoted by P(X).
Given a binary relation R on a set X, let R(z) = {y € X | (z,y) € R},
forz € X. For Y C X, let R[Y] =J{R(y) : y € Y}. Define the operator
Ogr: P(X) = P(X) as

Or(U) = {z € X | R(z) C U},

for each U C X. A Kripke frame is a pair (X, R) where X is a non-empty
set and R is a binary relation on X.
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A neighbourhood frame is a structure F = (X, N), where X is a non-
empty set and N C X x P(X). Neighbourhood frame were initially intro-
duced to define a semantics for non-normal modal logics [8]. The elements
of N(z) are called neighbourhoods.

Given a neighborhood frame (X, N) we define the binary operator

=n: P(X) xP(X) > P(X)

as
U=syV:i={zeX:VYeN) (Y CUthnY CV)}.

We note that the structure (P(X),U,N, —=,°,=n,0g) is a Boolean algebra
with a unary modal operator [z and with a binary operator =, where
the boolean negation is defined as U¢ := X \ U, and the implication — is
defined as U — V :=U°UV  for all U,V € P(X). Thus, (P(X),=n,0r)
is a particular case of Boolean algebras with operators [1].

DEFINITION 2.1. We say that a triple 7 = (X, R, N) is a basic inter-
pretability frame if (X, R) is a Kripke frame and (X, N) is a neighborhood
frame.

LEMMA 2.2. Let (X, R, N) be a basic frame. Then the algebra (P(X),=n,
Og) satisfies the following identities

(1) Or(X) = X;

2) Or(U = V) COgRU) — On(V);

3) U=nU=X;

5

) O
(2)
(3)
4) U=nV)N(V=2yW)CU =8 W,
BG) U=nV)NU=2nW)=U=y(VnNW);
(6)

6) FUCV,then W=NUCW=NV andV=2yWCU=yW.

PROOF: As example, we will prove the condition (4). Let z € (U =5 V)N
(V=nW). Let Y € N(z) and such that Y CU. Asz € U =5 V, we
get Y CV,and since zx € V =x5 W we have Y C W. Thus, (U =y V)N
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DEFINITION 2.3. A wvaluation on a basic frame F = (X, R, N) is a function
V:Var — P(X). A valuation V can be extended recursively to the set of
all formulas F'm by means of the following clauses:

L V(T)=X, V(L) =0,
Vipng)=V(p)NV(g),
Vipva)=V(p)UVi(g
V(
V(

p—q)=V(p)uVlig),
Op) = {z € X | R(z) € V(p)},
6. V(p=¢q)={x:VY € N(z) (Y C V(p) implies Y C V(q))}.

A model is a pair M = (F,V), where F is a basic frame and V is a
valuation on it.

2 )
3 )
4. V(
5 )

It is easy to see that V(OA) = OrV(A), and V(A = B) = V(A) =x
V(B), for any formulas A and B. A formula A is valid in a model (F, V)
if V(A) = X. A formula A is valid in a basic frame F, in symbols F F A,
if V(A) = X, for all valuation V defined on it. A set of formulas I" is
valid in a basic frame F, in symbols F =T, if F = A for all A € . The
class of all basic frames validating the set of formulas I will be denoted
by Fr(I'). For any class of basic frames F, a formula A is valid in F,
notation =g A, if F = A for all F € F. The set of all formulas valid in
Fis Th(F) = {A € Fm:=r A}. It F = {F} ,we write Th(F) instead of
Th({F}).

Let P be a first or higher-order frame condition in the language {R, N'}.
We say that the condition P is valid in a basic frame F, in notation F I P,
if it is valid in the sense of a first or higher order structure. We shall that
a frame condition P characterizes a formula A if for every basic frame F,
FlI-Piff F E A.

A logic A is sound with respect to a class of basic frames F if A C Th(F).
A logic A is complete with respect to a class of basic frames F if Th(F) C A.
A logic A is characterized by a class F of basic frames or is complete relative
to a class of basic frames F if A = Th(F). Moreover, it is frame complete
if A =Th(Fr(A)). It is clear that a logic A is frame complete if and only if
it is characterized by some class of frames.

We first prove that the logic BIL is sound with respect to the class of
all basic frames.
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PROPOSITION 2.4 (Soundness). Let Fr be the class of all basic frames.
Then BIL C Th(Fr) and Fr(BIL) = Fr.

PrOOF: By Lemma 2.2 (4) and (5) we have that J2 and J3 are valid in
all basic frames, and it is clear that the rules Modus Ponens preserve the
validity. Then it suffices to prove that the rule RI preserve the validity. But
this also follows from Lemma 2.2 (6). Thus, we have that every theorem
of BIL is valid in every basic frames, i.e., BIL C Th(Fr). On the other
hand, it is clear that Fr(BIL) = Fr. O

Now we are going to introduce certain relational conditions defined in
basic frames and we are going to prove soundness of extensions of BIL re-
spect to these relational conditions. Let us consider the following relational
conditions:

RJ1 Y) e N, then Y C R(z).

(
RJ4 If (x,y) € R, then there exists Y C X such that (z,Y) € N,
CR(z)and y €Y.

RJ5 If (z,Y) € N, then R(y) CY forany y € Y.

RP If (z,y) € Rand (y,Y) € N, then (x,Y) € N.

RPO If (z,y) € R and (y,Y) € N, then there exists Z C X such that
yeZ, R[Z]CY C Z and (z,7) € N.

RM If (,Y) € N and y € Y, then there exists Z C X such that
(r,Z) € N,ye Z CY and R[Z] C R(y).

RMO If (z,Y) e N,y €Y and (y,2) € R, then there exists Z C X such
that (z,Z) € N, z€ Z CY and R[Z] C R(y).

THEOREM 2.5 (Soundness of extensions of BIL). Let F = (X,R,N) be a
basic frame.

1. FIFRILiff F = O(A — B) — (A = B).

2. FIF R4 iff F |= (A= B) — (OA — OB).

3. FIFRIS iff FE A= UA.

4. F I RP implies that F = (A= B) — UO(A = B).
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5. F IF RPO implies that F = (DA = B) — O(A = B).
6. F I RM implies that F E (A= B) —» ((OC — A) = (OC — B)).

7. F I RMO implies that F = (A = B) — ((OC — A) = (OC — OB)).

PrROOF: 1. Suppose that F = 0(A — B) — (A = B). Let Y € N(x).
Consider the subset U = R(z). Then x € Or(U) =0r(X - U) C X =y
U. AsY C X, weget Y CU = R(x).

Assume that F satisfies RJ1. Let U,V € P(X). Let z € Or(U — V)
and Y € N(z) such that Y CU. Then Y C R(z). AsY C R(z)NnU CV,
we have Y C V. Thus, 2 € U =y V. Then F = 0(A — B) —» (A= B).

2. Assume that F = (A = B) —» (DA — 0OB). Let z,y € X such
that (z,y) € R. Consider the subsets U = R(z) and V = {y}° = X — {y}.
Then z € Ogr(U) and as R(z) € {y}°, we get that x ¢ Or(V). So, z ¢
DR(U)C UDR(V) = DR(U) — DR(V) AsU =NV C DR(U) — DR(V),
we have © ¢ U =y V. Then there exists Y € N(z) such that Y C U and
Y ZV={y}° ie,YCR(z)andyeY.

Assume that F satisfies RJ4. Let U,V € P(X) and z € U =5 V.
Suppose that € Og(U). We prove that x € Og(V). Let y € R(x) . By
hypothesis there exists Y € N(z) such that Y C R(z) and y € Y. As
R(z) CU,wehave Y CU,and asz € U =5 V, we get Y C V. Thus,
yeV, ie,x € DR(V)

3. Assume that F = A = OA. Let Y € N(z) and y € Y. Suppose that
R(y) ¢ Y. Then there exists z € R(y) such that z ¢ Y. Let U = {z}°.
So, Y CU,andasz € X =U =y Og(U), we get Y C Or(U). Then
R(y) C U = {z}°, which is a contradiction. Thus, R(y) C Y.

Assume that F satisfies RJ5. We prove that U =y Or(U) = X for any
UCX. Letze X,UC X andY € N(z) such that Y CU. Let y € Y.
Then R(y) CY C U, ie., y€Ogr(U). Thus, Y C Ogr(U).

4. Assume that F | RP. Let U,V € P(X), z € X, and suppose that
x €U =N V. We prove that R(z) CU =x V. Let y € X and Y C X
such that (z,y) € R, (y,Y) € N and Y C U. Then (z,Y) € N, and as
x€e€U=nV,wehave Y CV. Thus, x € Og(U =5 V).

5. Assume that F I RP0. Let U,V € P(X) and « € X. Suppose that
x € OrU =x V. We prove that © € Og(U =5 V). Let y € X and
Y C X such that (z,y) € R, (y,Y) € N, and Y C U. By hypothesis there
exist Z C X such that y € Z, R[Z] CY C Z and (z,Z) € N. Since
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R[Z]CY CU,wehave Z CORU. Asx € OrU =N V, Z C V. Now, by
the inclusion Y C Z we get Y C V. Thus,y e U =y V.

6. Assume that FIF RM. Let U, V,W € P(X) and # € X such that
xeU=ynV. Let Y C X such that (z,Y) € N and Y C Or(W) — U,
ie,YNOr(W) C U. We prove that YNOr(W) C V. Lety € YNOgr(W).
By hypothesis, there exists Z C X such that (z,Z7) € N,y € Z CY and
R[Z] C R(y). Asy € Or(W), we have R[Z] C R(y) C W, ie., Z C
Or(W). Then Z CY NOr(W) CU. Since (z,Z) e Nandz € U =y V,
we get Z C V. Finally, as y € Z, we have y € V.

7. Assume that F IF RMO. Let U,V,W € P(X) and = € X such that
xeU=nV.LetY C Xsuchthat (z,Y) € NandY COr(W) = U, i.e.,
YNOgr(W) C U. We prove that YNOr(W) C Ogr(V). Lety € YNOr(W).

We need to prove that y € Or(V). Let z € X such that (y,z) € R.
By hypothesis, there exists Z C X such that (z,Z2) € N, 2 € Z CY
and R[Z] C R(y). Since, y € Or(W), we have R[Z] C R(y) C W,
ie, Z C Or(W). Then Z C Y NOr(W) C U. Since (z,Z) € N and
reU=nV,weget Z CV. Finally, as z € Z, we have z € V, i.e.,
Yy € DR(V) O

From Theorem 2.5 we have that a logic A obtained by extending BIL by
any subset of formulas of the set {J1,J4,J5, M, M0, P,P0} is sound respect
with an adequate class of basic frames.

3. Canonical models and completeness theorem

In this section we introduce the canonical basic frame and model for BIL
and some its extensions. Throughout this section A will denote any logic
such that BIL C A.

We follow the standard strategy: in order to prove completeness of a
logic A with respect to a class of models M, we define the canonical frame
Fa and the canonical model (Fp,Vy) and we prove that (Fa,Va) € M,
and for any formula A, A € A iff A is valid in (Fj,Vj). This means that
logic A is canonical. From this fact we have that the completeness of A
with respect the class M immediately follows.

A set of formulas T" is a theory of A, or an A-theory, if A C T, it is
closed under Fy, i.e., A € T'and A b, B, then B € T', and it is closed
under A, i.e., if A;B € T', then AA B € I". A theory I' is A-consistent if
L ¢ T'. When there is no risk of confusion, we will directly say that I is a
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theory instead of I is a A-theory. The set of all theories of A is denoted by
T(A). A theory T' is complete if it is consistent and for every formula A,
A €T or A €T. A consistent theory I' is maximal if for any consistent
theory A such that I' € A we have that I' = A. It is clear that a theory
I" is complete if and only if it is maximal if and only if it is consistent and
for all formulas A, B,if AVBeIl'then AT or BeT.

Let X4 be the set of all maximal A-theories. By the Lindenbaum’s
lemma, for every consistent theory T there exists a maximal theory I' such
that T C I'. Moreover, for each formula A, if A ¢ T, then there exists a
maximal theory I" such that T C T" and A ¢ T". The set of maximal theories
determined by a theory T is the set

T:={l'eX,:TCT}.

Similarly, the set of maximal theories determined by a formula A is the set
A={I'c€ X, : AeT}. We note that if T and H are two theories, T C H
iff H CT. This fact will be used in several proofs.

For each I' € X, and for each non-empty set Z of formulas we define
the set of formulas:

Dr(Z):={A€ Fm:3Cy,...,C,L, € Z (Cy1A...... NCy) = AeT}.

LEMMA 3.1. For any I' € Xa and for any non-empty set Z of formulas,
Dr(Z) is a theory such that Z C Dr(Z), and for all A,B € Fm, if A =
B el and A € Dr(Z), then B € Dr(Z).

PrOOF: Let I' € X, and let Z be a non-empty set of formulas. As C =
C €T, for each C € Z, we get Z C Dr(2).

Since Z is a non-empty set, there exists C € Z. As C — T € T', we
have C = T €T. So, T € Dr(2).

Let A,B € Dr(Z). We prove that AA B € Dp(Z). Then there ex-
ist Cy,...,Cp,D1,...D,, € Z such that (C1A...AC,) = A € T and
(DyAN...ADp)=BeTl. Let C=C1A...ANCpand D =Dy A...A Dy,
Then (CAD)= C el and (CAD)= D eT. So, by axiom J2 we have
(CAD)=AeT and (CAD)=Bel.BylJ3, (CAD)= (AAB)eTl.
Thus, AA B € Dr(Z).

We prove that Dr(Z) is closed under . Let A € Dr(Z) and A + B.
Then there exist Cy,...,C,, € Z such that (C1 A...ACp,) = A€T. Ast
A — B, by the rule R1 and the axiom J2 we have - ((C1 A ... ACy) = A)
— ((C1A...NCy) = B). Since I is a theory, (C1 A...ANC,) = B €T.
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Therefore, B € Dp(Z).

Let A,B € Fm such that A = B € T' and A € Dr(Z). Then
there exist C4,...,C, € Z such that (C;A...ANC,) = A € T. So,
(CrAN...ANCp)=A)N (A= B) € I. By axiom J2, (C1 A...ANC)) =
BeT,ie, BeDp(Z). O

We are now in position to define the canonical model of any logic A
that extends the logic BIL.

DEFINITION 3.2. The canonical basic frame of A is the relational structure
.7:/\ = <XA,RA,NA> y

where

1. X is the set of all maximal theories;
2. Ry is a binary relation defined on X by
(T,A) € Ry iff O71(T) C A,
where O°}(T)={4A € Fm:0OA €T}
3. N, is a subset of X5 X P(X,) defined by

(T,Y) € Ny iff 3T € T(A) (Y =7 and Dp(T) C T) .

Since the image of the relation Ny is the family
{YQXA:HTET(A)(Y:T)},
we can also define the relation N, as
(F,T) € Ny iff VA, B € Fm (A= Band Ae T then BeT).

We define the canonical valuation Vj given by Va(p) = {I' € X : p € T'},
for every propositional variable p. We note that V (p) = p, for each variable
p.

In the following result we need recall that for any formula A and for
any consistent theory T, Ac Tiff Ae T, forany I' € T'.
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LEMMA 3.3. Let A, B € Fm. LetT" be a mazimal theory. Then A= B ¢ T’
iff there exists a consistent theory T such that (I',T) € Np, A € T and
B¢T.

PROOF: Assume that A = B ¢ I". Let us consider the theory
T=Dr({4})={CeFm:A=CeT}.

By Lemma 3.1 (F,T) € Np, A€ T,and B ¢ T. The proof of the other
direction is immediate. O

LEMMA 3.4. For every mazimal theory I and for any formula A,
FeVa(A) iff AcT.

PrOOF: The proof is by induction on the construction of A. For atomic
and propositional formulas the proof is standard. The case of formulas (JA
is usual (see for example [1]). Let A, B € Fm. Let I' be a maximal theory.
Let A= B € T'. We need to show that I' € V(A = B). Suppose that
T € No(l) and T' C Vo(A). Then, AcT. As A= Bel, AeT and
T e N (T), we get B € T. By the induction hypothesis, T CVa (B). Thus,
I'e VA(A = B)

On the other hand, if A = B ¢ T', then by Lemma 3.3 there exists a
consistent theory T such that (T, T) € Np, A€ Tbut B ¢ T. By induction
hypothesis, ' C Va(A) and T ¢ Vo(B), i.e., T ¢ VA(A = B). O

THEOREM 3.5 (Completeness of BIL). Let Fr be the class of all basic
frames. Then, BIL = Th(Fr).

PRrROOF: If A is a formula such that A ¢ BIL, then there exists a maximal
theory T such that A ¢ T'. By Lemma 3.4, T ¢ V(A4). Then A is not valid
in the canonical model (Fgir,, Vi) of BIL. Thus, A is not valid in the
canonical frame Fpyr, of BIL. i.e., A ¢ Th(Fr). O

4. Completeness of extensions of BIL

Our next aim is to prove the completeness for several extensions of BIL.
To prove the completeness of the extensions of BIL we will proceed in the
usual way. That is, we are going to prove that the canonical basic frame
of each logic A such that BIL C A is a basic frame of A.
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PROPOSITION 4.1. Let A be a logic such that BIL C A. Then
(1) O(A— B) » (A= B) € Aiff F5 IFRJL.

(2) (A= B) —» (0A — 0OB) € Aiff F) IF RJ4.
(3) A= DA € A iff 5 IF RJ5.

PROOF: (1) =) Let I' € X, and let T be a theory such that (I',7") € Nj.
Let Ac O M) AsO(T — A) = (T = A) € T and (T — A) + UA,
we have T = A € I. Since T € T and (I',T) € Np, A € T. Thus,
O~-1(T') € T, and this is equivalent to the inclusion 7' C R (T).

<). Suppose that Fp IF RJ1 and that there exist formulas A and B
such that O(A — B) — (A = B) ¢ A. Then there exists a maximal
theory I" such that O(A — B) - (A= B) ¢ T". So, (A — B) € T and
A= B ¢T. By Lemma 3.3 there exists a theory T such that (T, T) € Ny,
A €T but B¢ T. By hypothesis, J"}(I') CT. So A — B € T and by
MP, B € T, which is a contradiction. Thus, J(A — B) — (A = B) € A.

(2) =) Let I';A € X). Suppose that (I', A) € Rjy. Let us consider
the theory T = OY(T'). We prove that (I,7) € Ny. Let A= B e T
and A € O°(T"). SoOA - OB €T and 0JA € I'. Then OB € I'. Thus,
(T,T) € Np. It is clear that A € T and T C Ra(T).

<) Suppose that Fp I RJ4. We suppose that there exist formulas
A and B such that (A = B) — (DA — OB) ¢ A. Then there exists
a maximal theory T such that A = B € T', JA € T and OB ¢ T'. By
Lemma 3.4 there exists A € X such that A € Rp(T") and B ¢ A. By
hypothesis, there exists a theory T such that (F,T) € Np, A € T and
T C Ry(l). So, Ac O () CTCA AsA=Bel, AecT
and (F,T) € Np, we get B € T. So, B € A, which is a contradiction.
Therefore, (A = B) — (JA — OB) € A.

(3) =) Let I' € X, and let T’ be a theory such that (I',T") € Ny. We
prove that for any A € T, Ry(A) C T, T C OY(A). Let A € T. As
A=0OAeTl, and (I,T) € Ny, we get DA€ T C A, ie., Ac O (A).

The direction <) is easy and left to the reader. O
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COROLLARY 4.2. Let A be any logic such that BILT C A.
For all T', A € Xj,

(T, A) € Ry iff there exists a theory T such that (T, T) € Np and T C A.

According to this result we have that in any extension of the logic
BIL" the canonical relation R is definable by means of the canonical
neighborhood relation Nj. This fact will be used in Section 5 to propose
a simplify semantics for extension of BIL™.

LEMMA 4.3. Let A be a logic such that BIL C A.

(1) If (A= B) — ((OC — A) = (OC — B)) is an azxiom schema of A,
then (AANDOC) = B) —» (A= (OC — B)) € A.

(2) If (A= B) —» ((0C - A) = (OC — OB)) is an aziom schema of
A, then (AANDOC) = B) —» (A= (OC — OB)) € A.

PROOF: We prove only (1). The proof of (2) is similar.
Suppose that (A = B) — (OC — A) = (OC — B) is an axiom schema
of A. Then the following formula is an instance of this axiom

(AANDOC) = B) — ((OC — (ANDOC)) = (OC — B)).
As (OC — (AANDQ)) «+» (BC — A), we have
(ANOC)=B)—= ((0C - A)= (OC — B)) € A. (4.1)
Since A — (OC — (AADC)) € A, by rule RI
A= (0OC - (ANDQ)) € A,

and consequently
A= (OC — A) e A. (4.2)

By axiom J2 we get
(A= (0C - A)A((OC - A)= (OC - B))] = (A= (OC — B)) € A,
and by (4.2) we have

(0C—-A)=(0C—-DB)) = (A= (0C — B)) € A. (4.3)
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Finally, by (4.1), (4.3) and axiom J2 we get
((ANOC)= B) - (A= (OC — B)) € A. O

For each theory T, define 0T := {JA: A € T}. The following lemma
is necessary in the proof of Theorem 4.5.

LEMMA 4.4. Let H be a consistent theory and let A be a mazimal theory.
Then, Ry[H| C Ra(A) iff O71(A) € O(H).

PROOF: Suppose that Ry[H] C Rx(A) but O-'(A) ¢ O~Y(H). Then
there exists 00D € A such that OD ¢ H. So, there are maximal theories G
and K such that H C G, 0D ¢ G, (G,K) € Ry and D ¢ K. Then G € H
and K € Ry(G) C Ry[H]. Hence, K € Ry(A), ie., 071 (A) C K. But this
implies that D € K, which is a contradiction. Thus, O~*(A) C O~(H).
Suppose that 071(A) C O7(H). Let K € Ry[H]. Then there exists
G € H such that (G,K) € Ry, ie, H C G and O'(G) C K. So,
O-YH) COYG) C K. Thus, O Y(A) C K, ie., K € Ry(A). O

THEOREM 4.5. Let A be a logic such that BIL C A. Then
(1) (A= B)— ((OC — A) = (OC — B)) € A iff FAo IF RM.
(2) (A= B)— ((OC - A) = (OC — 0OB)) € A iff Fa IF RMO.

PROOF: (1) =) Let ', A € X, and let T be a theory such that (I',T") € Ny
and T C A. Consider the set O(07*(A)) = {0A: Ae O (A)} and the
theory Dp (T'UO(O7!(A))). We prove that

Dr (TUO(O1(A) € A.

Let B € Dp (TUDO(O7*(A))). Then there exists A € T and there exists
C1,...,C, € O71(A) such that

(ANOCLA...ADOC,)= BeT.
Since OCy A ... AOC, <> O(C1L A ... AC,) , we get
(ANOCLA...ANCy))= BeT.

By Lemma 4.3 (1) we have A = (O(Cy A...AC,) = B) €. As (I, T) €
Np and A € T, we have O(C1 A ...ANC,) — B € T C A. Finally, as
OC1 A...ACy) € A, we get B € A. Thus Z = Dp (TUD(O71(A))) is
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a consistent theory such that Z C A and (I',Z) € Nj. By construction,
T C Z C A. Since J(O71(A)) C Z, we have O°1(A) C O71(2), ie,
RA[Z} C RA(A). AsT C Z C A, we have that A € ZCT. Thus, we have
found a theory Z such that (T, Z) € Ny, A € Z C T, and Ry[Z] € Ra(A),
ie. Fa lF RM.

(1) <) Suppose that F, IF RM and there exists formulas A, B and C
such that (A = B) — ((OC — A) = (OC — B)) ¢ A. Then there exists a
maximal theory I' such that (A = B) — ((OC — A) = (OC — B)) ¢ T.
So, A= B €T and (OC — A) = (OC — B) ¢ T'. Then there exists a
theory T such that (F,T) € Np,OC 5 AeTandOC — B ¢ T. So, there
exists a maximal theory A such that JC € A and B ¢ A. By hypothesis,
there exists a theory H such that

(T,H) € No,A € HC T and Ry[H] C Ra(A).
By Lemma 4.4 we have
(T,H) € N\,TC HC A and O7Y(A) C O Y(H).

As OOC € A, we get OC € H. Moreover, OC — A € T C H, and by
Modus Ponens, A € H. Since A = B € T, (F,ﬁ) € Ny and A € H,
we deduce B € H C A, i.e., B € A, which is a contradiction. Thus,
(A= B) - ((OC — A) = (OC — B)) € A.

(2) The proof is very similar to the proof of (1). We prove only the
direction =). Let T, A,© € X, and let T be a theory such that (I',T) €
Ny, A € T, and (A, ©) € Ry. We prove that there exists a theory H such
that (0, H) € Ny, © € H C T and Ry\[H] C Rx(A). Consider the theory
H =Dr (TuD(O7!(A))). We prove that H C ©. Let B € H.

Then there exist A € T and Ci,...,C, € O 1(A) such that
(ANOCL A ...ADOC,) = B €T Since OCIA...AOC, + O(C1A...ACy)
, we get (AANO(C1A...ACp)) = B €T. Then by Lemma 4.3, A =
(O(C A...ACy) = OB) € I. As (I,T) € Ny and A € T, we get
O(C1A...ANC,) = 0B eT C A. Moreover, as J(Cy A...ACp) € A, we
have OB € A. Then, B € O"}(A) C ©. By construction T C H C O ,
and as O(071(A)) € H C ©, we have O"1(A) C O1(H), i.e.,, Ry[H] C
RA(A). O
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PROPOSITION 4.6. Let A be a logic such that BIL C A. Then
(1) (A= B)—=0O(A= B)ec Aiff F5 IFRP.

(2) (0OA= B) —O(A = B) € Aiff Fx I+ RPO.

PROOF: We prove only (2). The proof of (1) is similar and left to the
reader.

=) Let I'; A € Xpand let T be a theory such that (I'; A) € Ry and
(A, T) € Ny. We consider the theory

Dr(O(T)) = {B€ Fm:3A €T (OA= Bel)}.

We prove that Dp(0O(T')) C T. If B € Dp(0(T)) then there exists A € T
such that JA = B € I'. So, O(A = B) € T, and as (I, A) € Ry,
we get A = B € A. Since (A,T) € Np,we have B € T. Consider the
theory H = Dp(0(T')). Then, O(T) C H C T. Now it is easy to see that
RAJHCTCH.

The direction <) it is easy and left to the reader. O

We denote by BIL(A;, ..., A,) the basic logic BIL together with the
axioms schemata Aq,..., A,.

THEOREM 4.7. Any extension of BIL obtained by adding any subset of the
following set of formulas

{J1,J4,J5,M, MO, P, PO}
is canonical and therefore frame complete.

PRrROOF: Let Ax = BIL(X) be the basic interpretability logic where X is
one of these subsets. Consider the properties that characterize its frames
stated in Theorem 2.5. Then Propositions 4.1 and 4.6, and Theorem 4.5 es-
tablish that the canonical basic frame Fj , has these properties. Therefore
it is a frame of the logic Ax, that is, the logic Ax is canonical. O

5. Pure Neighbourhood semantics

Let us consider the class BFr™ of basic frames satisfying the relational
properties RJ1 and RJ4. By Theorem 2.5 and Theorem 4.7 the logic BIL™
is characterized by the class BFr™, i.e, BILT = Th(BFr™).
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Consider the language £(=-) and with the modal operator O defined
by OA := T = A. Let (X,N) be a neighborhood frame. A valuation
on a neighborhood frame (X, N) is any function V : Var — P(X). A
valuation V' can be extended recursively to the set of all formulas F'm
by means of the same clauses given in Definition 2.3 for the connectives
T,LA, Vand =. As A := T = A, the clause for the modal operator is
V(OA)={zx e X:VY € N(z) (Y CU)}. A neighborhood model is a pair
M = (F, V), where F is a neighborhood frame and V is a valuation on it.
The notions of formula valid in a neighborhood frame and neighborhood
model are defined as in the case of basic frames and basic models (for more
details see [4, 8, 3]).

Let (X, N) be a neighborhood frame. We take the binary relation Ry C
X x X defined by:

(z,y) € Ry iff Y € N(z) such that y € Y. (5.1)
Then it is immediate to see that (X, Ry, N) € BFr' and
(X,N) E Aiff (X,Ry,N)[E A,

for any formula A.

On the other hand, we consider a basic frame (X, R, N). We define the
binary relation Ry C X x X defined by (5.1). We note that Ry(x) =
U{Y :Y € N(x)}. If (X,R,N) € BFr", then by RJ1 we have Ry C R,
and by RJ4 we get that R C Ry. Thus, in the basic frames of BFr™ the
binary relation R and Ry are the same, i.e., R is definable by the relation
N. Consequently if we work in the language £(=) and the modal operator
O is definable as (JA := T = A, then

(X,R,N) = Aiff (X,N)E A,

for any formula A. Consequently we can study extensions of BIL™ by
means of neighborhood frames (X, N) where the operator [J is interpreted
semantically by the relation Ry. Thus, if NFr is the class of all neighbor-
hood frames and Th(NFr) is the set of all formulas valid in the class NFr,
we have the following result.

THEOREM 5.1 (Soundness and Completeness). BIL' = Th(NFr).

Soundness and Completeness for all axiomatic extensions of BIL™' by
means of the formulas RJ5, M0,M,P and PO is proved in the same way as
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in the Theorems 2.5, 4.1 and 4.5 but using the auxiliary relation Ry for the
modality [J. For example, the logic BIL™ 4 {(A = B) — 0(A = B)} is
complete with respect to the class of neighborhood frames (X, N) satisfying
the relational condition RP, where R = Ry. For completeness we state
the following result whose proof is exactly the same as the case of basic
frames.

THEOREM 5.2. Any extension of BIL™ by any subset of {RJ5,M0,M,P,P0}
is canonical and therefore frame complete with respect to pure neighborhood
frames.
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