Notes for the Logic and Metaphysics course

May 17, 2017

1 Propositional modal logic

1.1 Classical Propositional Logic: a Brief Remainder

Language In these notes V will denote a fixed infinite set, whose all el-
ements can be arranged in an infinite sequence whose positions are given
by natural numbers (such sets are called countable; there are sets that do not
have this property, e.g. the set of real numbers. They are called uncountable).
Elements of V' are called propositional variables and are denoted p, p1, p2, . . .,

q,91,---3T,T1y....

Definition 1 (Formulae of CPL). The set of formulae F,,,, of CPL is the
least set P such that

1.V C Fprop

2. if ¢, ¢ are any elements of F},,, then so are (¢ A9), (¢ V 1), (—¢) and
(¢ — ).

The clause "F),qp is the least set P such that conditions 1. and 2. hold"
means that F},,, satisfies 1 and 2 and it is a subset of every set which satisfies
1. and 2.

Semantics Now we proceed to the semantics of C PL. Definition is sur-
prisingly simple and we will explain its meaning in a moment.

Definition 2 (Models for CPL). A model M for CPL is a subset of V.

Interpretation: Definition becomes more intuitive if we think of elements
of V' as atomic facts that can hold independently of each other. A model is
then a specification which atomic facts hold (i.e. elements of M) and which
do not (i.e. those left outside M).



Let us note that to define a subset of V' is essentially the same as to define
a function f mapping each element of V' either to 0 or 1 (the choice of 0
and 1 is purely conventional - any two distinct object will do). Indeed, if
a subset M of V is given then function f can be defined as sending the
elements of M to 1 and the elements not belonging to M to 0. In the other
direction, if f is given, then a subset of V' can be defined as the set of all
those elements which are sent by f to 1. Sometimes we will make use of
this double characterization, treating a model M as a function, which we
will call a valuation.

Definition 3 (Satisfaction relation). Let M be a model for C PL and ¢ be a
formula of C'PL. We shall say that M |= ¢ iff

1. ¢ =pforsomep € Vandp € M, or

2. ¢ =11 ANpgand M = 1y and M |= 1), or

3. ¢ =11 Vipgand M = 1 or M = 4o, or

4. ¢ =11 — Y9 and if M |= 1)y, then M = 1)9, or
5. ¢ = ) and it is not the case that M = 1.

Example 4. Let M = {p, ¢} then
MppA((p—7)—=q)

since:

1. MEp
2. MEr
3. M ¥ p — r (because of the two above observations)

4. M E ((p — r) — q) (because the antecedent is false)

Proof System

Definition 5 (Hilbert-Style Proof System). Axiom is any sentence of the form
L =6 = (¢ =)
2.0 % —9)



3. (=) = (=g = ) =)
4 (p—= W —=0) = (¢ =) = (¢ —0))

more precisely: any formula resulting from substituting elements of F'p,.,
for ¢, 1, 0 in one of the above is our axiom. For example

(=(p—p)—((p—p)— (PAQ)

is an axiom because it results from the substitution ¢ — (p — p), ¥ — (pAq).
We adopt also a single rule of reasoning - Modus Ponens

b0 —
(G

A proof of ¢ is any sequence
¢1a¢27~--7¢n

of elements of F'p,,, such that

1. each of 91, ...,1, is either an axiom or can be obtained via Modus
Ponens rule from previous elements in our sequence;

2. ¢hp = 9.

Sentence ¢ is provable if and only if there exists a proof of ¢. We shall denote
the symbol

F¢
to denote that ¢ is provable.

It can be checked that Hilbert-Style Proof System as defined above matches
the natural semantics that we gave earlier. More precisely it holds that:

Theorem 6 (Completeness theorem for Hilbert-Style Calculus). For every ¢
from Fppop
- ¢ if and only if for every model M, M = ¢

The left-to-right part of the above theorem states that the proof system we
defined is sound - whatever can be deduced in it is true in every "possible
world" (i.e. every model for our language). The right-to-left direction states
that it is complete: whatever is true in every possible world can be justified
by reasoning formalized in this calculus.



Example 7. The calculus we defined is not very convenient to work in. For
example the following sequence of formulae is a proof of p — p:

. p—=((p—=p) —p)—(p— (p—0p)— (p— p) (instantiation of
axiom 4 with ¢ — p, ¥ — (p = p), 0 — p)

2. (p— ((p — p) — p)) (instantiation of axiom 2 with ¢ — p, ) — (= p))

3. ((p = (p = p)) = (p — p)) (application of Modus Ponens to the two
formulae above)

4. (p — (p — p)) (insantiation of axiom 2 with ¢ — p, ¥ — p)
5. (p — p) (application of Modus Ponens to the two above formulae.)

However it is often used because of the very short definition and some ad-
ditional theoretical features. We will give a more convenient decision pro-
cedure (algorithm) for deciding whether a formula is valid.

Let us observe that if we have two models M C V, N C V that agree on
set of variables {po,...,pn}, i.e. for each i, p; belongs to M if and only if
pi belongs to N, then for every formula ¢ which uses only {po,...,p,} as
propositional variables

M E ¢ifandonly if N = ¢

For example if M = {po,p1,p2}, N = {po,p1,qo} then these models satisfy
the same formulae with propositional variables py, p1, p3. For example

M = (po — —p1) A —ps if and only if N = (pg — —p1) A —p3

It follows that to check whether a formula ¢ is satisfied in a model M we
need only finitely many informations about M: for each propositional vari-
able which occurs in ¢ (there are finitely many of them!) we have to know
whether it belongs to M or not. Hence it is enough to check each of finitely
many possible cases. For example let ¢ = (p A ¢) — 7. Then it is sufficient
to check what happens if

1. all three p, ¢, belong to our model.
2. from p, ¢, r only p belongs to our model. (similarly for ¢, )
3. from p, ¢, only p, g belong to our model (similarly for (g, ), (p, 7))

4. none of p, ¢, r belongs to our model.
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Let us note that this corresponds to considering all possible assignmets of
0,1 (0 for "does not hold", 1 for "holds") to {p, ¢,}. This gives rise to the
method of "truth tables": to check whether formula is valid (provable in our
Proof System) it is enough to check whether every valuation of its proposi-
tional variables satisfies it.

Example 8. Let us check that one of axioms of the Hilbert-Style Proof Sys-
tem is valid by checking all valuations. Let us consider

¢=p—(a—p)
¢ contains only two propositional variables p, g. There are four valuations
that we have to consider

{
1.
q

(this corresponds to the situation in which model contains both p and
q)

p—1
z{qHO

(this corresponds to the situation in which our model contains p but
not q)

3 {p»—>0
q—1

(this corresponds to the situation in which a model contains ¢ but not
p)

p—=0
4{qu

(this corresponds to the situation in which our model contains neither
P NOT q)

It is easy to verify that each valuation which sends p to 1 makes ¢ true,
since it makes true the implication in the succedent of ¢. Moreover each
valuation which sends p to 0 makes ¢ true since it makes the antecedent of
¢ false. Hence every valuation makes ¢ true, hence ¢ is valid.

The following formula

v=(pVaqg —pAq

is not valid since the following valuation
pr—1
g—0

5



makes 1) false.

In the next exercise p «+» g abbreviates (p — q) A (¢ — p).

Exercise 1. Check whether the following formulae are valid. In case they
are not valid (i.e. there exists a falsifying valuation) check whether there
exists a valuation which makes them true.

1.

—_
e

1.2

Y ® N e » DN

po — po) — ((—po) — po)
Po — ~Po) = Qo
poV p1)Vp2) V(psV (paV —ps))
poV p2) A —p2) = p3
—q) = ((pAr) = q)

V(ger)Viperr)

)-
—7r)=((p—=r)A(g—r))
—7r)=((p—=r)Vig—r)
=) = (

(p—=>r)vig—r))

The syntax of the propositional modal logic

Propositional modal logic is an extension of the classical propositional logic
in which to the connectives —, A, V, = add two unary (i.e. syntactically be-
having like a negation) operators [, {) with the intended reading ”it is nec-
essary that...” and ”it is possible that...” respectively.

Formally, the set of propositional modal formulae over the set of propo-
sitional variables V' is defined as the smallest set ' with the following prop-
erties:

1.
2.

Any element of V belongs to F.
If p € F,then —¢ € F.

3. Ifboth¢ € Fandy € F,thenp A € F,¢ Vi € Fand ¢ — 1 € F.

4.

Ifp € F,then¢ € F, ¢ € F.



Slightly unwinding the formal definition, we see that propositional modal
formulae look like the usual propositional formulae, but we allow to write
additional symbols OJ, { in front of formulae, like negations. We will write
the elements of V' with the letters p, ¢, r, s, ... or sometimes with subscripts
P1,D2,---, 41,92, - - .. S0 as an example of the modal formula we have:

O(Op — —O-g)

or
O(q v OOr) V (p1 — GO0ps).

1.3 Kripke models
We will now describe the semantics of the propositional modal logic.
Definition 9. By a Kripke model we mean a tuple (K, R, f), where
1. K is an arbitrary nonempty set.
2. R C K?is an arbitrary relation.

3. fis an arbitrary function with the domain V/, which assigns to every
letter p € V a subset of K.

The above definition is probably somewhat unenlightening, so let’s try
to elaborate on it. Typically, when we define something as a tuple, we think
of such an object as a set with some additional structures: relations, func-
tions etc. defined on this set. In our case, we usually call the elements of
K the possible worlds, R is called the accessibility relation and f is called
the valuation function.

We should think of Kripke models as of sets of worlds for which the
relation between w and v holds if and only if v is possible from the point of
view of w. For each of these worlds w, we explicitly indicate which atomic
facts hold in these worlds — this is what the valuation function does. If a
world w belongs to f(p) this intuitively means that the atomic fact p holds
in the world w.

We capture this intuition, when relating Kripke models to propositional
modal formulae.

Definition 10. Let K = (K, R, f) be an a arbitrary Kripke model and w a
world in this model. We define what does it mean for a modal formula ¢
to be satisfied in the model K in the world w (which we write IC, w |= ¢) by
induction on complexity of ¢.



1. If p is a propositional variable, then K, w = piff w € f(p).

K, w = —¢ iff it is not the case that I, w = ¢.

K,wkE oA iff C,w = ¢and K, w E 4.
K,wEoVyiff C,w = ¢or K,w = 1.

K,w = ¢ — v iff it is not the case that K, w = ¢ or K, w |= 1.
K,w = 0O¢iff K, v = ¢ for all v such that R(w, v).

N o ke » N

K,w k= $¢iff K, v = ¢ for some v such that R(w, v).

Thus for example in a model K = (W, R, f) with two worlds w, v such
that the relation R holds only between pairs (w, w), (w, v), (v, v) and the val-
uation function f which assigns {w, v} to pand {v} to ¢ we have for example:
K, w = -Oq A Op A O$q. This model can be depicted

p
L

Let us verify that IC, w = O<¢g, the rest of cases being rather easy. Un-
folding the definition we get that X', w = O¢¢q if and only if for every world
w’ which is in relation R with w there exists a possible world w” in relation
R with w' such that w” satisfy ¢. This is true in the model given above since
only w and v are in the relation with w and each of them sees world v which
satisfies q.

Exercise 2. Check whether given formulae hold in the given model at world

w:
1.
p.q p~ Ny
W —> v U
~__
formulae: Op, OOp, OOOp, OOV q).
2.
NP



(w, k,1,vareworlds and p, ¢, r are propositional variables). Formulae:

(@) OOp,

(b) GOp,

(©) ¢ — (O—p— OOp),
(d) &r — g

r q
TfHk
q/m
w

0
Formulae:

(a) Or
(b) Ooq
(c) &g — Or
(d) ¢g— OOq

Exercise 3. Check whether given formulae hold in the given model at world
w:

q
vV —1U
/ \ P
w h
\ p /
m—-sn
formulae:

(a) OOp — Op
(b) OOp = OOq



(@) OOOOq = OOOq
(b) &GO — OOG0q

Exercise 4. Give an example of Kripke structures M; and worlds w; such
that:

My, wi EO(p V) A~(0Op Vv Og).

Ma,wa ¥ p — $p.

Ms, ws = Op A =0O0p.

My, wy = Op A =OG6p.

Ms,ws =0(p — q) — (Op — Ug)

Mg, we = GOOOP A (0P A (=OOP A =OO0D))
M7, w7 I GG00(p A —p)

8. Mg, ws ¥ OOp — Op

Exercise 5. Check whether the following formulae are tautologies of Modal
Logic, i.e. whether they hold in all Kripke models.

- HOp = OOp

(@OCp A Og) — OO
(OOp A OOq) — OOp
O(pAg) —Op

O(p Ag) — (Op A Ug)

Olp Vv a) = OpVOg
(OpA G = G Aq)
(Op=0qg) = (Cr=<9)
Op — Uop

. O00p —p)—Op
O(Op v O-p).

- O((CpAOp — q) = ¢q)
OO ADp = q) = ©q)
- O(leA(p—q) = 0q)

N o ke N =

—_

© ® N o Gk » DN

Sy
>J>UJI\J!—\O
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1.4 Proof system and the most important theories

The next definition introduces a Hilbert-style proof system for modal logic.
It is a proper extension of the proof system defined for Classical Proposi-
tional Calculus.

Definition 11 (Hilbert-style proof system for ML). Hilbert-style proof sys-
tem for ML contains as axioms

1. allinstantiations of tautologies of Classical Propositional Calculus with
formulae of modal logic.

2. all instantiations of the following scheme
O(¢ = ¢) = (0¢ = D)
with formulae of modal logic.
We have two rules of reasoning;:
1. Modus Ponens (the same as for Classical Propositional Calculus)

2. Godels Rule, or Necessitation

0
Do
Definition of a proof and provability is the same as previously.

Example 12. If ¢ is an instantiation of a tautology of Classical Propositional
Calculus, then O¢ (and O0O¢, O0¢...) is provable. For example a proof of
O(p — p) is the following sequence of length two

p— p,0(p — p).

The above proof system "matches" the semantics for modal logic we in-
troduced earlier - more precisely we have the following theorem. Before
stating it it will be convenient to introduce one more definition:

Definition 13. Let £ = (K, R, f) be a Kripke model and ¢ a formla of modal
logic. We shall say that ¢ is true in /C and write

Ko

if for every world w € K we have

Kow bk ¢

11



Theorem 14 (Completeness Theorem for modal logic). For every formula ¢
of modal logic

¢ is provable if and only if for every Kripke model I, K = ¢

This theorem can be strengthened. Let us introduce one natural gener-
alization of the standard provability relation.

Definition 15. Let Th be a set of modal formulae and ¢ a modal formula.
We shall say that ¢ is a consequence of Th (or that Th proves ¢) and write
Th = ¢ if and only if there is a proof of ¢ in which formulae from Th can
occur as axioms.

We say that a Kripke model K satisfies a set of formulae Th (and write
it K |= Th) if it satisfies every formula from Th.

Theorem 16 (Completeness Theorem for modal logic, 2). For every formula
¢ of modal logic and every set of modal formulae Th,

Th ¢ if and only if for every Kripke model K, if K |= Th, then K = ¢

Moreover we have the following very useful theorem (analogous to the
one known from the First Order Logic)

Theorem 17 (Deduction Theorem). Let ¢, 1) be modal formulae and Th a set of
modal formulae. We have that

Tht ¢ — ¢ if and only if ThU {¢} - ¢

Modal logic introduced so far is a very general tool and can be adapted
to model different notions. Proof calculus gives us an easy way to adapt the
current formalism to new situations - we might simply add new axioms and
investigate into so formed systems. Let us give some examples of systems
of modal logic which can be found in the literature:

Definition 18. 1. System K contains all the sentences provable in the
Hilbert-style proof calculus for ML.

2. System T contains all the sentences provable in the Hilbert-style proof
calculus for ML in which all instantiations of the scheme

O¢ — ¢ (T)

can be taken as axioms.

12



3. System S4 contains all the sentences provable in the Hilbert-style proof
calculus for ML in which all instantiations of the schemes

Lo — ¢ (T)
o — g 4)
can be taken as axioms.

4. System S5 contains all the sentences provable in the Hilbert-style proof
calculus for ML in which all instantiations of the schemes

O¢ — ¢ (T)
O¢ — O0¢ (4)
0o — 009 )

can be taken as axioms.

5. System D contains all the sentences provable in the Hilbert-style proof
calculus for ML in which all instantiations of the scheme

Op — $o (D)
can be taken as axioms.

Example 19. Every sentence of the form

¢ — 00e (B)
is in S5 (i.e. it is provable from axiom schemata (T),[) and (). Indeed, let
us fix any ¢. We shall show that S5 U {¢} - O0¢ which clearly suffices by
Deduction Theorem (Theorem . We have ¢ — ¢ by the contraposition
of (I) axiom for —¢. Hence by Modus Ponens we have {¢. Using the instan-
tiation of (5) axiom schema for ¢ we get that (¢ — OO ¢. Hence by Modus
Ponens again we get [J{¢, as wanted.

Exercise 6. Show that for arbitrary Kripke model K = (K, R, f) such that R
is symmetricﬂ and arbitrary formula ¢ = ¢ — [0 ¢ we have
KEY

Exercise 7. Show that for arbitrary Kripke model K = (K, R, f) such that
R satisfies: for every w € K there exists w’ such that wRw' and arbitrary
formula ¢ = O¢ — ¢ we have

K=

li.e. if a world w sees a world w’ then w’ sees w too. Formally: for every w, w’, if wRw’,
then w’' Rw.

13



1.5 Kripke Frames and connections with basic systems of Modal
Logic

In the previous section we have seen that for some classes of formulae it is
possible to determine whether they hold in a given Kripke model basing on
appropriate properties of the accessibility relation only. In this paragraph
we shall demonstrate a converse to this phenomenon: we will prove that if
certain formulae holds in a Kripke model regardless of the chosen valuation,
then the accessibility relation has appropriate property. The following def-
inition is a translation of the sentence "formula ¢ holds in a Kripke model
regardless of the chosen valuation" to a formal language.

Definition 20. A Kripke Frame is a nonempty set K (the universe) and a
relation R C KZ2. In other words: it is a Kripke model with no valuation
function. A formula ¢ is satisfied in a Kripke frame (K, R) if and only if
for every valuation f : V' — P(K) (recall that V' is a set of propositional
variables) we have

(KR, f) = ¢

Abusing the notation a little bit we will use symbol = for satisfiability in a
frame.

Example 21. Let K = {a,b} and R = {(a,a), (a,b), (b,a)(b,b)} (hence R =
K?; such a graph is also called a clique). Then the formula Op — OOp
is satisfied in (K, R), because we have already showed that it is satisfied in
every Kripke model in which the relation is transitive. The formula {>p is not
satisfied in (K, R) because for a valuation f(¢q) = ) for every propositional
letter we have

(KR, f),a ¥ O

(to give a counterexample for a satisfiability on a frame it is sufficient to find
one valuation and one world such that the resulting Kripke model falsify the
formula at a chosen world).

Example 22. The formula Op is satisfied in a Kripke Frame K = {a,b, ¢, d}
and R = () because for every valuation f, (K, R, f) is a Kripke model in
which every world satisfies ¢ for every formula ¢.
Let K be as previously and R = {(a,b), (a,a), (c,d)}. Then the formula
Op — pis not satisfied in (K, R) since for f such that
f(p) ={d}

and f(p) = 0 for the rest of propositional variables we have

(K,R, f),cEOp—p

14



Generalising the (second part of the) above example we might show the
following

Proposition 23. A frame (K, R) satisfies Up — p if and only if R is reflexive, i.e.
for every k € K it holds that kRk.

Proof. To be added. O

It turns out that we can find similar properties of the accessibility rela-
tion for the rest of additional modal properties we introduced in Definition
We will summarize them in the following proposition. By saying that
the principle X holds in ' we mean that every instantiation of the respective
scheme holds at F'.

Proposition 24. Let F' = (V, R) be a Kripke frame

1. The principle (1)) holds in F iff R is reflexive, i.e. for any w € W we have
R(w,w).

2. The principle @) holds in F iff R is transitive, i.e. for any wy, we, w3 € W
ZfR(wl, U]Q) and R(U)Q, wg), then R(wl, ’wg).

3. The principle (B) holds in F iff R is symmetric, i.e. for any w,w' € W if
R(w,w"), then R(w', w) as well.

4. The principle (B) holds in F iff R is Euclidean, i.e. for any wi,ws,ws if
R(wl, ’u}g) and R(wl, ’wg), then R(U)Q, wg).

5. The principles (T),@),(B) hold jointly in F iff R is an equivalence relation,
i.e. it is symmetric, reflexive and transitive.

Exercise 8. Prove the above proposition.

Putting the above proposition with the second version of Completeness
Theorem (Theorem [16) we get the following Completeness Theorem for the
modal systems introduced above.

Theorem 25. Let ¢ be a modal formula.

1. T proves ¢ if and only if for every Kripke model K = (K, R, f) such that R
is reflexive we have K = ¢.

2. B proves ¢ if and only if for every Kripke model K = (K, R, f) such that R
is symmetric we have K |= ¢.
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3. S4 proves ¢ if and only if for every Kripke model K = (K, R, f) such that R
is reflexive and transitive we have K = ¢.

4. S5 proves ¢ if and only if for every Kripke model I = (K, R, f) such that R
is an equivalence relation we have IC |= ¢.

1.6 Tableaux for propositional modal logic

In the previous subsection we have defined semantics for the propositional
modal logic. We can also introduce this logic via a proof system, i.e. by
syntactically defining what constitutes a correct proof of a formula. In our
case, the proof system to be defined will have one more feature: for any
provable formula we will be able to algorithmically find its proof, not only
check whether something is a proof. Let us first introduce a few (very stan-
dard) preparatory notions:

Definition 26. By a (directed) graph we mean a pair (V, E), where V is any
nonempty set and E is any binary relation on V. A tree is a graph in which
there is no element v such that for some two elements v1, v2 both E(vy,v)
and E(v2,v) holds and there is exactly one element v such that for no v’
E(v,v). A chain is a subset {v1,...,v,} C V such that F(v1,v2), E(ve, v3),
E(v3,v4),..., E(vy—1,vy). A chain in a tree is called a branch if no element
can be added to it so that it remains a chain (so it is a maximal chain). By a
labelled graph with labels from the set A we mean a pair (V, E, f), where
(V,E) is a graph and f is a function whose domain is V' and whose values
are elements of A.

Let us elaborate a bit on the above definitions. When talking about pairs
(V, E) we really simply think of a set V' with some additional structure: in
our case ' means that we join some elements of V' with arrows. So: we have
a set with a couple of arrows from one element to the other. We often call
elements of graphs vertices and pairs in £ edges. When graph is labelled
we simply put another layer of structure on a graph: on some vertices we
write some notes containing extra information.

Intuitively a tree is simply a graph, where from one vertex more than
one arrow can go, but no two arrows meet together again in one element.
On top of that we require, that there is only one vertex which is not pointed
at by any arrow. We call it the root of the tree.

Let us define first de Morgan form ¢ of a propositional modal formula
¢ by induction on the shape of ¢:

)M

1. pM = p and (—p)™ = —p for all propositional variables p.

16



2. (pAPYM = oM A M.

3. (p V)M =M vyt

4. (Op)M =DM,

5. (0p)M = QoM.

6. (¢ = )M = (=p)M v .

7. (=(p AN = ()M Vv (=)™
8. (=(o VYN = ()M A (=)
9. ()M = oM.

10. (=0¢)M = &(=)M

1. (=¢¢)M = DO(=p)M

The definition may seem quite awkward, but in fact it is extremely natu-
ral: we simply rewrite a give formula so that all negations occur only in front
of the propositional variables using de Morgan laws. We also eliminate all
occurring implication symbols.

If ¢ = ¢M, then we say that ¢ is already in de Morgan form.

Now, instead of giving a proper definition of what we mean by tableaux
for the propositional modal logic we will present a procedure of creating
tableaux in a somewhat informal way. We have written above that tableaux
are used to prove some propositional modal formulae. Actually we use this
method to refute them. As a by-product of doing so, we construct a model
in which the formula in question fails to hold.

So suppose we are given a formula ¢ in de Morgan form we would like
to refute. We draw a box around the formula (some more formulae will be
written inside the same box, so it is good to actually draw the box gradually).

At each point of the construction we will have a tree labelled with for-
mulae, some of which will be grouped in boxes. Now, at every step we may
enlarge the tree in the following way:

1. Whenever you see both p and —p for some propositional variable p on
the same branch and in the same world, you may write L at the bottom
of that branch in the same box as the last element of the branch. We
say that this branch is closed.
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2. Whenever at some vertex you see a formula ¢ A ¢ write ¢ and ¢ sub-
sequently at the end of each branch in the same box in which ¢ A ¥
is placed (i.e. at each vertex v in the same box as the node labelled
with ¢ A ¢ that points to no element in the same box you draw two
new nodes v' and v” with arrows from v to v' and from v’ to v”. If
additionally v pointed at some nodes vy, ... v, in another boxes you
erase these old arrows going from v and draw new arrows from v” to
v1, ... 0y). Cross out the instantiation of the formula ¢ A ) you used.

3. Whenever you see a node labelled with a formula ¢V 1) you may draw
at the same world at the end of each branch passing through the node
with this occurrence of ¢ V1) two new vertices v’, v” labelled with ¢ and
1 respectively and draw new arrows going from the last node v of the
respective branch to v’ and v” (so that v has now two new children).
If there were some arrows going from v to nodes vy, ..., v, in other
boxes, you erase these arrows draw a duplicate of each labelled tree
starting at v; and you draw arrows from v’ to vy, ..., v, and from v”
to the respective vertices in the duplicate (in practice you may simply
draw arrows both from v and v” to v1, ..., v,). Cross out the instan-
tiation of the formula ¢ V 1 you used.

4. Whenever you see a vertex v labelled (¢, then for any node v" which
lies in the same branch, but in another box joined by an arrow with
the box in which the vertex v was located and which points at no ver-
tex within the same box, you may draw a node v” pointed at by v’
and labelled with ¢. If additionally v" was pointing at some vertices
v1,..., Uy in other boxes, then you may erase these arrows and draw
the new arrows from v” to v1, ..., v,.

5. Whenever you see a vertex v labelled with ¢, then for any vertex v’
in the same branch which points to no other vertex in the same branch
you may draw a new box and a new vertex v” pointed at by an arrow
going from v’ and labelled with ¢. This is the only way in which new
boxes are introduced.

You call a formula ¢ Tableaux-refutable iff there exists a tree formed ac-
cording to the above rules, whose root is labelled with (—¢)™ and in which
there is a branch which does not close. This means that there exists a Kripke
structure in which the formula does not hold.

Now the following fact holds:

Fact 27. A formula is provable iff it is not Tableaux-refutable.
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Exercise 9. Find Tableaux for the following formulae:
L. O(pVvq) — (OpVvUq)

p—DO¢p

O(Cp — p) = Op

O0p — ¢0p

O(p = ¢(p A Dp)) = (Op — $p)

06 Aq)

Olp A —p) = Dy

OOp = Op

(OOp A Op) — Op

- OlpAD(p = ¢)) = (Bp — 00g)

© *® N G bk » N

—_
e}

2 First-Order Modal Logic

2.1 First-Order Logic

Syntax A (relational) signature (with constants) o is a pair of nonempty
sets R, C called the sets of relations and constants respectively and a function
p : R — N which assigns arities to symbols of R. Intuitively p says how
many objects can stand in the relation from R.

We define relational formulae of the first-order logic by induction on
complexity of formulae. Namely, we assume that we have fixed some set
of first-order variables V which we will denote x, y, z and occasionally also
T1,%2y - Y1, Y2,---,21,22,--.. Lhen we define relational formulae of the
fist-order logic over the language £ as the smallest set F* satisfying the fol-
lowing conditions:

1. R(v1,...,v,) € F, where v; are either variables from V or constants
from C and R is some relation symbol such that p(R) = n

2. v1 = v9 where v1, vo are either variables from V or constants from C.
3. Ny € F,when ¢ € Fand ¢ € F.
4. oV € F,when ¢ € Fand ¢y € F.
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5. =¢ € I/, when ¢ € F.
6. Vv ¢, whengp € FoeV.
7. v ¢, whenop € F,oeV.

Example 28. Suppose R = {P, R}, C = {c}, p(P) =1, p(R) = 2. Then
R(z1,c¢)

and
P(x2)

are well built formulae. If so, then so are
R(:L’l, C) AN P(CIZQ)

and
Ju1 Voo (R(z1, ¢) A P(x2)).

Semantics Let us recall how semantics for first-order logic is defined. Then
we will try to use these ideas to define semantics for some first-order version
of the modal logic.

Definition 29. Let 0 = (R,C, p) be a signature. By a relational model M
we mean any tuple (M, 1), where M is a nonempty set called the domain
or the universe of M and 7 is a function with domain R U C such that

1. for every R € R, if p(R) = n, then 7(R) C M"
2. foreveryce C, 7(c) € M.

A model can be thought of as a description of how many basic individ-
uals exist (which objects form the universe) and how are the basic relations
from our signature to be interpreted.

Example 30. Let 0 = (R,C,p) be such that R = {R} U{P;, | i € N},
p(R) = 2, p(P;) = 1forevery i and C = (. Let M = {w;, w2, w3} and
7(R) = {(w1,w2), (w1, w1), (ws,ws), (wi,ws)} and 7(Fy) = a, 7(P;) = 0 for
i > 0. Then M can be depicted as a Kripke model

20



with P thought of as a propositional variable.
Let us define something more complex: working over the same signa-
ture put:

M = N
T(R) = {(m,n) | m<n}
7(P;) = {neN | idividesn}

Try drawing the above model.

When reading the following definition it is good to keep in mind that
what we try to capture is our informal notion of a sentence true of some
given structure. This is to be understood in a very straightforward manner
in which Vz3y = < y is true in the set of natural numbers with its natural
order but Vz3y y < z is not (why?).

Definition 31. By a valuation « on a first-order model (M, 7) we mean any
function whose domain is the set of all first-order variables V' and which
takes values in the domain of M. It will be convenient to assume that « is
defined also on constants from our signature and that for every ¢ € C we
have a(c) = 7(¢). We define what does it mean for a formula ¢ to hold in
a model M under valuation «, in symbols M, «a |= ¢, by induction on the
complexity of formulae:

1. M,a = R(vy,...,vp) iff (a(vy),...,a(v,)) € T7(R) or, in other words,
the elements assigned to vy, . . . , v, by a satisfy the relation R as inter-
preted in the model M.

2. M, = vy = v iff a(v1) = a(vy).
3. M,alE (o NY)iff M,a = ¢pand M, o = ).
4 M,al=(oVy)iff Mo |=dor M, o = 1.
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5. M, a = —¢ iff it is not the case that M, o = ¢.

6. M,« = Ju ¢ iff there exists a valuation o which may differ from « at
most in what it ascribes to the variable v such that M, o/ = ¢.

7. M,a |=Yv ¢iff M, o' |= ¢ for all valuations o/ which may differ from
o at most in what it ascribes to the variable v.

The above inductive definition may seem scary, but it really captures
the most intuitive notion of a sentence being true in some structures. We
consider the more general case: namely formulae like R(z,y) A 3z P(z). In
order to say, whether this formula is satisfied or not in a given model, we
have to specify what do we mean by = and y — and this is precisely what
the valuations do: they are specification of what variables “mean”. It might
be confusing that we require valuations to be defined for all variables, not
only the ones that actually occur in the formula, but this is a purely technical
detail to simplify our considerations.

Additionally, we say that a formulae is true in a given model iff it is
satisfied under all valuations. We denote it M = ¢ (i.e. similarly to the
above definition, but omitting the reference to a valuation). It is valid iff
it is true in all models. Observe that if ¢(z) is a formula in which z is not
within the scope of any quantifier (we say that z is a free variable in ¢) then
it is true in a model M if and only if Vz¢(z) is true in a model M.

Sometimes we will use the following convention: if ¢ contains exactly
one free variable, then we instead of writing a model and a valuation on the
lefthandside of the satisfiability relation we will be writing simply a model
and an individual from the universe, meaning that ¢ is satisfied in a model by
the valuation which assigns the chosen individual to the only free variable

of ¢.

Example 32. Let (M, 7) be the first model from Example[30} Then (M, 7) =
Jz(R(z,z) A Py(x)). Indeed, let a be an arbitrary valuation and o’ be such
that

o) = wp
od(y) = a(y)fory#a

Then (M, 7),¢' = R(z,x) A Py(x). Indeed, the latter holds if and only if
(o/(z),d(z)) € T7(R) and &/ (z) € 7(Fy) which is true since o/ (z) = w;.

Let now (M, 7) be the second model from the same example. We shall
show that (M, 7) |= Va3y(R(z,y) A Ps(y)). Let o be an arbitrary valuation.
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Let o' be an valuation which differs from « at most on the value assigned
to . We shall show

(M,7),d | Jy(R(z,y) A Ps(y))

So we have to find a way of assigning the value to variable y such that for
the resulting valuation /" we have

(M,7),d" = (R(x, y) A Pg(y))

The above is true if and only (by the definition of our model!) o (z) < o (y)
and 3| (y). So for example we can put o’ (y) = 3(a(z) + 1).

It is easy to see that the sentence 3z R(x,x) is not true in the above
model. However this sentence is true in the first model from Example
since for example (wq,w1) € T(R).

Exercise 10. Let 0 = (R,C,p), where R = {R} and p(R) = 2. Check
whether given sentences are true in given models

3. M =Nand (m,n) € 7(R) if and only if m divides n.

(@) JzVyR(z,y)
(b) Fx3y(—(z = y) AVz(=R(z,2) A R(z,y))

4. Let (M, 7) be the first model from Example

(@) VazIy(R(z,y) A Po(y))
(b) 3z3y(~(z =y) A R(z,2) A R(y,y))
(¢) JaVyR(x,y).
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2.1.1 The standard translation

We will show that the propositional modal logic (pml) is a part of the clas-
sical first order logic (cfol). Obviously this is not literally true, since both
logic use different symbols. However we can define a translation * of for-
mulae of pml to formulae of cfol. To do this it will be convenient to assume
that the only propositional variables we use in formula of modal logic are of
the form p;, where 7 is a natural number. This translation will be truth pre-
serving in the following sense: if ¢ is a formula of pml, then its translation,
denoted ¢* will be a formula of cfol over a signature

({R'},{P; | iisanatural number }), p(R) = 2,p(P;) =1

(R will represent the accessibility relation, while P/s- propositional vari-
ables) with precisely one free variable x such that for arbitrary Kripke model
K= (K,R, f)and a world w € K we will have

K,w = ¢ if and only if £*, w = ¢™.

Where K* denotes the natural counterpart of K in cfol, i.e. the model (X, 7)
such that

r(R) = R

T(P) = {weK | K,wEpi}
Let us unravel this definition: K* results from K by taking possible worlds
(i.e. elements of K) to be individuals (i.e. the universe of Kripke model form
now the universe of first order model) and interpreting R’ as the accessibil-

ity relation. Moreover each P; is interpreted as the set of those worlds w
which are labelled with p; in K.

Example 33. Let K = (K, R, f) be the following model

w/

/]l

W <~ w/l

P1,P0
then £* = (K, 7) and
7(R) {(w, w), (', w"), (w”, w)},
T(R) = {ww'}
T(P) = {w},
T(P) = 0, fori>1.
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To define the translation it will be convenient to assume that the individ-
ual variables we use are numbered with natural numbers: we will denote
them by zo,x1,z2.... Let us finally define *. The translation will be com-
positional, i.e. the translation of a formula will be fully determined by its
main connective (or modal operator) and the translations of its immediate
subformulae. We will define it by induction on the structure of a formula:
we start with the simplest formulae possible, i.e. propositional variables,
and then show how to compute the translations of more complex formulae
once the translations of their immediate subformulae have been fixed.

Definition 34 (The standard translation). For every p;,
(pi)" = Pi(zo).
If the translation of ¢ has already been defined, then
(=9)" = =(¢)*.
If the translations of 1, § have already been defined, then
@A) = (0 AW

@vy)y = ) V@)
O =) = ) =)

Suppose now the translation of 1) has been defined and let n be the number
of modal operators used in 7). Then

(O)* = Fzng1 (R(xo, Tag1) A () [#ng1/T0])
(O0)* = Vani1 (R(zo, Zns1) = (¥)*[Tnt1/70])

where ¢[z,,+1/x0] denotes the result of replacing in ¢ every occurrence of
variable x( with variable x,, ;1.

*

It would be best to see how this definition works on a concrete example:

Example 35. We will compute the translation of O0py — $UOpg. The main
connective in this formula is the implication, so

(OGpo — ¢Opo)* = (OOpo)* — (GOpo)*

Let us compute (<Opg)* first. The main connective is (J and $py contains
exactly one modal operator. So

(O0po)* = Vaa (R(zo, z2) = (Opo)*[x2/z0]).

25



So let us compute ({p)*: p contains no modal operators, so

(Opo)* = Fw1(R(xo,x1) A (po)*[a1 /o))
= Fa1(R(zo, 1) A (Po(z0))[z1/20])
= Elxl(R(xo,m) /\P0<371))

Now we have to plug in the last formula changing ¢ to z2. We get:
(OOpo)* = Vao (R(zo, z2) — Fz1 (R(x2, 21) A Po(z1))).
Similarly
(O0po)* = Jxa(R(wo, x2) A Va1 (R(w2,21) = Po(z1)))

So the translation of O{py — $Upo is the following formula:

<Vﬂc2 (R(xo, 22) — a1 (R(xg, 1) A P0($1)))> -
N <E|x2(R(JJ0,$2) AVz1 (R(3327331) - PO(“J“))))

Exercise 11. Compute translations of the following formulae:
1. Ops

O(p1 A pi7)

O(po V ~Op13)

U=p2 vV Up2

Opo — GUpo

O(Cpo — po) — Opo

O(ps A p2) — (~OOPs).

O(pa V ==$p3).

® N o ok » D
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3 Quantified modal logic

3.1 Models for the quantified modal logic

We extend the definition of first-order formulae in a natural way, so that our
formulae may contain some modal operators. Let o be a relational signature
and V an infinite set of variables. The set of relational first-order modal formulae
is the smallest set F satisfying the following conditions:

1. Ri(v1,...,v,) € F, where v; are variables and R; is some relation sym-
bol from o of arity n.

oNY e F,when¢ € Fandy € F.
oV e F,when¢ € Fandy € F.
-¢ € F,when ¢ € F.

Yv ¢ € F,wheno¢ € F,v € V.

Jv ¢ € F,wheno¢ € F,v e V.
O¢ € F, when ¢ € F.

¢ € F,when ¢ € F.

® N o kLW N

As before, unwinding this definition, we see that quantified modal for-
mulae look like the regular first-order formulae, but we allow some extra
operators [J and <.

Now we are ready to introduce the models for the first order modal logic.

Definition 36. By a Kripke model W for first-order modal logic over the
signature o we mean the structure (W, R, D, V') such that:

1. W is a nonempty set whose elements we call possible worlds like in
the propositional modal case.

2. Ris a binary relation on W, which we call the accessibility relation
as in the propositional case.

3. D is a function with domain W such that for every w € W, D(w)
is a nonempty set. We think of D(w) as of the domain of the possible
world associated with w. The set theoretical sum of the set of values of
D will be called the set of individuals of W. L.e. the set of individuals

of Wis
J D(w)
weWw
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4. V is a function which takes a world w and a symbol & from the signa-
ture and returns the interpretation of /4 in D(w).

Remark 37. If (W, R, D, V') is a Kripke model for FOML, then for every w €
W (D(w),V(w,-)) isa model for first order logic, as in Definition29] (V (w, -)
denotes the function resulting from V by fixing one of its arguments)

Again, we intuitively think of the elements w € W as of the possible
worlds. Asbefore, the relation R holds between w and v if, intuitively, world
v is possible from the point of view of world w.

Definition 38. Let W = (W, R, D, V') be a FOML model. A valuation « is
any function from the chosen set of first order variables to the set of indi-
viduals of W. For every w € W and every FOML formula ¢ we call « a
w-valuation with respect to ¢ if for every free variable v in ¢, a(v) belongs
to D(w).

Now, we define what is a satisfaction of a formula in a given model for
FOML.

Definition 39. Let W = (W, R, D, V') be any Kripke model over a signature
o. We define what does it mean for a formula ¢ to be satisfied in a world
w € W in the model W under a valuation « by induction on complexity of
formulae.

1. If ¢ = R(z1,...,zp), then W, w, a = ¢iff (a(z1),...,a(zy)) € V(w, R)
Wow,a = (9 AY) if W w, o |= ¢ and W, w, o = 1.

W,w,a = (¢ V) iff W w,a = ¢ or W, w, a = 1.

W, w, a |= —¢ iff it is not the case that W, w, o |= ¢.

AT A

W, w, a |= Ju ¢ iff there exists a w-valuation with respect to ¢ o/ which
may differ from « at most in what it ascribes to variable v such that
W, w,d E .

6. W,w,a |=Yo ¢ iff W, w,d |= ¢ for all w-valuations with respect to ¢
o' which differ from « at most in what they ascribe to variable v.

7. W,w,a = O¢ iff W, v, a0 = ¢ for all worlds v such that R(w,w’) and
« is a w’ valuation with respect to ¢.

8. W,w,a = O iff W, v, a = ¢ for some world v such that R(w, w’) and
a is a v valuation with respect to ¢.
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Similarly to the first-order case, we say that a formula over a signature
o is true in a Kripke model, at a given world w iff it is satisfied there under
all valuations. We say that it is true in a model W, if it is true at all worlds
in W, we say that it is valid, if it is true in all models over the signature o at
all worlds.

Exercise 12. Check whether the following formulae hold in every Kripke
model.

— dx
— (FzOP(2)).
— (O z)).

(V2O P(x)).

P(x).
(

( \/

( -
(OVzOP(z)) — (OOVaP(z)).
( -

(

(

xP(
P
J20P(z)) — (O3zP(z)).

OVrIy(Q(x,y))) = (Ved3yQ(x,y))
OF2VyQ(z,y)) — (320VyQ(z,y))

® N o O o WD

9. | FzdP(2)) A (OVa(P(z) — F(ac)))) — (F2QF ()

10. (OVz(P(z) — F(z)) AOVz(F(z) = G(z))) = Vz(OP(z) — OG(z))
11. 323y(Q(z,y) ADQ(y, x))

Exercise 13. Check whether the following formulae hold in the given mod-
els:

1. Let W and R be as presented:
VR

w——v u
\/

(a) Define the Domain and the interpretation functions as
D(w) ={a,b,c}, D(v) = {a,b}, D(u) = {b, c}
V(P,w) = {a,b,c},V(P,v) = {a,b},V(P,u) = {b}.
Verity whether the following formulae are satisfied

in(W,R,D,V),w
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i. OVxP(x)
ii. V2OP(z)
iii. V2OOP(xz)
iv. Jz(P(z) A O—P(x))
v. dz(P(z) A OO-P(x))
(b) Define the domain and the interpretation functions as
D(w) ={a,b}, D(v) ={a,b,c}, D(u) = {b, c}
V(P,w) = {a,b},V(P,v) = {a,b}, V(P,u) = {b}.

Verify whether the following formulae are satisfied in
(W,R,D,V),w

i. Oz d—-P(x)
ii. V2OP(z) — OVzOP ()
(c) Define the Domain and the interpretation functions as
D(w) = {CL}, D(U) = {av b}7 D(u) = {a7 b, C}
V(P,w) = {CL, b, C}a V(P,’U) = va(P> u) = {b}

Verify whether the following formulae are satisfied in
(W, R, D, V), u (mind that we switched the world from which we
start)

i. 32z0P(z) — O3xP(x).
2. Let the domain D and the relation R be now as follows:

m——-k

e

w=<——2

Define the interpretation function D and the interpretation function
V as follows:

(a)
D(w) = {a,b}, D(m) = {a}, D(k) = {b}, D(v) = {a, b, c}

V(Qa w) = {(aa b)v (b’ a)}v V(Qa m) = {(av a)}’
V(Qa k) = {(b’ b)}7 V(Qa U) = {(a7 b)v (av C)’ (bv C)}
Verify whether the following formulae holds in (W, R, D, V'), w
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i. V2OQ(z, x) — VaQ(z, x)
ii. V2O0Q(z,z) — OOVrIyQ(z, y)

(b)
D(w) = {a7 b}vD(m> = {a}vD(k) = {b7 C},D('U) = {a7 b, C}

V(Q7w) = {(a’7 b)? (b7 a)},V(Q,m) = {(a,a)},
V(Q,k) = {(b7 C)}7V(vi) = {(CL, b)7 (avc)7 (bv C)}

Verify whether the following formulae holds in (W, R, D, V), w

i. 320Q(z, x)

ii. V2OQ(z, x)
iii. (VaVy(Q(z,y) = Qy,x))) = O (Vavy(Q(x,y) = Qy, )))
iv. (Vavy(Q(z,y) = Qy, x))) — O(VaVy(Q(z,y) = Q(y,x)))

Exercise 14. Solve the following puzzle of Quine:

Cyclists are necessarily two-legged, but not necessarily ratio-
nal. Mathematicians are necessarily rational, but not necessar-
ily two-legged. Consider a cycling mathematician. Is he both
necessarily rational and not necessarily rational, with the same
contradiction in his legs?

Quotation after "Modal Logic for Open Minds".

4 Intuitionistic logic

Intuitionistic logic aims to capture patterns of constructive reasoning. In a
way, we assume that nothing is either true or false, until proven to be so. In
particular we do not assume that the law of excluded middle holds.

4.1 Propositional intuitionistic logic

The syntax of propositional intuitionistic logic is almost the same as the syn-
tax of the classical propositional logic. We take v, A, — and L as primitive
symbols, where this last one is a propositional constant. For example

(p—=L)A(gA(rVv 1))
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is a well-built formula. The semantics for Intuitionistic Logic is completely
different. We will translate intuitionistic formulae into some specific class of
modal formulae and then define satisfaction of the intuitionistic formulae
in Kripke models via this translation.

Definition 40. We define a translation of a propositional intuitionistic for-
mula ¢ to a modal formula ¢ by induction on complexity in the following
way:

1. ¢T = ¢ for ¢ propositional variables.

2. (pAY)T =o" AT

3. (pv) =o' vyl

4. (=) =0(" = 7).
(L) =(pA-p)

Definition 41 (Negation). We treat — as defined symbol. We put

5.

¢ i=¢ =L

Now we define the class of models for the intuitionistic propositional
logic. It will consist of Kripke models of particular kind.

Definition 42. Let £ = (K, R, V) be a Kripke model for the propositional
modal logic. We call M a model for the propositional intuitionistic logic iff
the following additional conditions are satisfied:

1. Ris a partial order, i.e. it is antisymmetric, reflexive and transitive.

2. V is monotonous, i.e. for every w, v such that wRv, if K, w |= p, then
KC,v [= p for every propositional variable p.

Now we define, what does it mean for an intuitionistic propositional
formula to be defined in a Kripke model.

Definition 43. Let ¢ be an intuitionistic propositional formula, let K be a
Kripke model for the propositional intuitionistic logic and let w be a world
in K. We say that ¢ is satisfied in the model K at the world w, K, w |=; ¢ iff

Kow bk ¢"

where = is a satisfaction relation for Propositional Modal Logic.
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Remark 44 (Satisfaction conditions for Propositional Intuitionistic Logic).
Let us note that |=; satisfies:

1. K,wlEipiff C,bwlE=p
K,awisi ¢ Viff K,w k= ¢or K,w =
IC,w):Zd)/\v,/;lff/C,w):zd)andlC,w)zzw

K,w =i ¢ — 1 iff for every v such that wRv, if K,w |=; ¢, then
K,w i

5. itis never true that IC, w |=; L

Ll

From the last two it holds that
K, w [=; —¢ iff for every v such that wRv, IC,v ¥; ¢

Definition 45. We say that a formula ¢ holds in a model K = (K, R,V),
K i ¢, if for every w € K it holds that IC, w |=; ¢. We say that a formula ¢
is intuitionistically valid if for every IC ¢ holds in IC. We use |=; ¢ to denote
that ¢ is valid.

Convention 46. When drawing models, to avoid drawing many arrows, we
implicitly assume that the relation is reflexive and transitive. Hence every
time we have

wW—">0—>2T

we mean that also the following pairs are in the accessibility relation:

L {w,w)
2. (v,v)
3. (z,7)
4. (w,z)

Exercise 15. Verify whether given models satisfy given formulae of intu-
itionistic propositional logic:

1. Model (p, ¢ denote propositional variables and w, v, z denote worlds)

wWw—>v —> T
p p,q p,q

Check whether
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(@ K,wkip—q
(b) K,w ki —p
(©) K,w i ~q
(d) K,w i =g

2. Model: (p, g, r, k denote propositional variables and w, v, x, y, z denote

worlds)
v —> T
/p,q P,q
w
p \
Yy — 2
p,r Pf":k
Formulae:

(@ K,wlrVv-r

(b) K,wlig—p

(c) K,w i ~q

d) K,y =i ~q

(e) K,vEip—q

) Kwki(p—4q)—4q

Exercise 16. Check whether the following formulae of propositional intu-
itionistic logic are intuitionistically valid:

1.p—p

(p—q) —p
. p— (=)
(—w) = p

(pANq)—p

o Wk N

(pA-p)—=q
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4.1.1 Hilbert-style proof system for IPL and the Disjunction Property

Let us define the Hilbert-style proof system for Intuitionistic Propositional
Logic. The notion of proof and provability is the same as in the classical case,
see Definitionand we take Modus Ponens as our unique rule of reasoning.
In contrast to classical case we take the following axiom schemes (i.e. every
formula of one of the following shapes is our axiom):

L o= (¥—9)

(0= W —=x) = (¢ —=v) = (= x))
¢ oVY

Y=oV

(¢ —=x) = (¥ —=x) = (9VY—X))
GNP =1

PNy = ¢

¢— (Y= oNY)

1=

L 0 N ok WD

The above system is taken from Proof Theory lecture notes by Benno
van den Berg (available here). Let us use ; ¢ to denote the fact that ¢ is
provable in the above defined system. Then we have

Theorem 47 (Completeness for IPL). For every formula ¢, \=; ¢ if and only if
=i ¢.

On of the distinctive virtues of intuitionistic logic, which witness its con-
structive character, is the following Disjunction Property:

Theorem 48 (Disjunction Property). For every formulae ¢, 1) we have
i ¢ Vo if and only if F; ¢ or ;¢

We shall prove the above using the following monotonicity condition
for intuitionistic Kripke models: it generalizes condition 2 in Definition
to arbitrary formulae:

Lemma 49. Let ¢ be an intuitionistic formula, K = (K, R, V') an intuitionistic
Kripke model. Then we have: for all w,v € K such that wRv

K,w = ¢ implies K,v = ¢ (MON)

Proof. We use induction on the complexity of formulae.
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Base step If pisa propositional variable, then for every w, v € K such that
wRv,[MON]holds by the definition of Intuitionistic Kripke Model.

Induction step Suppose ¢ is a compound formula and let us distinguish
cases.

Case 1 Suppose ¢ = 1)y V 1 and holds for vy and v; and ar-
bitrary w,v € K such that wRv. Let us fix w,v € K such that wRv and

suppose
K:a w ): @ZJO V ¢1

then by definition either I, w = ¢y or K, w = 11. Without loss of generality
suppose the former holds (if the latter holds, then the proof is the same). By
induction assumption for 1y we get

IC7U ‘: ¢0

Hence K, v = 1o V 91 and this step is finished.

Case 2 Suppose ¢ = 19 A ¢1. The proof is as above and we leave it as
an exercise.

Case3 Suppose ¢ = ¢y — 11 and holds for v, ¢ and arbitrary
w, v such that wRv. Let us fix w, v € K such that wRv. Assume that

Kaw’:w()%wl-

We have to check whether KC,v = 19 — ;. This amounts to checking
whether for arbitrary u such that vRu

if IC,u = 9o then IC, u |= 1)y (%)

So let us fix arbitrary u such that vRu. We have wRv and vRu, hence, by
transitivity wRu. Hence |+ follows by our assumption that ,w = ¢¥g —

(e O

Now we may proceed to the proof of Theorem (48

Proof of Theorem Let us assume that ¥; ¢ and ¥; ). By Theorem [47|there
exists K = (K, R, V), w € K such that

K, wlE ¢
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and K' = (K’, R', V) and v’ € K’ such that
K w' ¥ .

Without loss of generality assume that X N K’ = () and that w” ¢ K U K.
Let us define K" = (K", R", V") by

K" = {W"}JUKUK'
R" = {{(Ww" w),(w" )} URUR
v = vuVv’

(K" results from "glueing" together models K and K’ using the world w”).
Let us observe that for every formula ¢ we have

K''wkEbf < KwkE0 (*)

and
K'wE0 — K v k0. (xx)

We claim that K", w"” ¥ ¢ Vv ¢, which would end our proof. Indeed, for
suppose the contrary. Without loss of generality assume that K", w” = ¢.
Then by Lemma 49 we have that K", w |= ¢, and by

K,wi=¢

which contradicts our assumption. O

4.2 Intuitionistic First-Order Logic

The syntax of Intuitionistic First-Order Logic is the same as the syntax of
Classical First Order Logic, except for we take all of A, V, =, 1,V and J as
primitive symbols. Let us define the semantics for this logic: we start with
the definition of a submodel.

Definition 50 (Submodel). Let M = (M, 757) and N' = (N, 7n) be two first
order models over constant-relational signature ¢ in the sense of Definition

We say that M is a submodel of N if and only if
1. for every relation R € o, Ty (R) C 7v(R),
2. for every constant ¢ € o, Tar(c) = Tn(c).

If M is a submodel of N then we shall denote it by M C N.
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Example 51. Let o consists of a unary predicate P and a constant c. Let

M={z,y}, N={z,y,2}
TM(P):{x}v TN(P):{J},y,Z}

v(c) =z, n(c) =

Then M = (M, 7p) is a submodel of N' = (N, 7).
If we altered this definition putting 7},(P) = {z,y} and 7, (P) = {z, 2},
then (M, 7},) would not be a submodel of (N, 7}).

As in the case of propositional logic we shall define models for Intuition-
istic First-Order Logic as particular Kripke models for First-Order Modal
Logic. It will be convenient to use one convention

Convention 52. In Definition ?? we defined models as for First-Order Modal
Logic as quadruples (W, R, D, V') such that D is the domain function and V'
is the interpretation function, such that for each w € W,

(D(w), V(w,-))

is a model for First-Order Logic (V' (w, -) denotes the function of one argu-
ment resulting from V' by fixing one particular world w). Equivalently we
can say that we have a family {A, },ecw of models for First-Order Logic
parametrized by elements of W and define First Order Kripke models as

<W7 R, {Aw}UJEW>

where,as previously, W is a non-empty set, R is a binary relation ("acces-
sibility" relation) and {.A,, } ,ew is a family of models for First-Order Logic
parametrized by elements of W. We will use this definition.

Definition 53. An Kripke models for Intuitionistic First Order Logic is a
triple (W, R, {A}wew) where

1. W is a non-empty set.
2. R C W?is a partial order.

3. (W, R, {A}wew) is a family of models for First Order Logic over the
same constant-relational signature o such that for every w,v € W such
that wRv we have

Ay C A,y
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Remark 54. Let W = (W, R, { Ay, }wew) be a Kripke model for First-Order
Intuitionistic Logic, w € W and let ¢ be a formula (of First-Order Logic).
Recall the notion of w-valuation with respect to ¢ introduced in Definition
Observe that for every v such that wRv, if v is a w-valuation with respect
to ¢, then it is also v-valuation with respect to ¢.

Convention 55. Let a be any valuation and x - a variable. For every b, by
afxz — b] we denote the unique valuation 5 defined

Bly) = aly)fory#z
Blz) = b

Le. afz — b] differs from « at most on the value assigned to z, and a[z — b
assigns b to x.

Definition 56 (Satisfaction Relation). LetW = (W, R, { Ay, }wew ) be a Kripke
model for First-Order Intuitionistic Logic. Foreveryv € Wlet A, = (A4,, 7).
By induction on the complexity of first order formula ¢ we define the rela-
tion

W w,a = ¢

where w € W and « is a w valuation with respect to ¢.

1. if ¢ = P(xy,,. .., x;,), where x;, are either free variables or constants
and P is an n-ary relational symbol from the signature, then

W w,a =i P(xig, ..., %i,)
iff (aiy, ..., ai,) € Tw(P) where for each k < n,

@ = Tw (s, ), if @, is a constant,
" a(zi,), if z;, is a variable

2. similarly if ¢ is of the form z;, = x;, then
W,w,a ):’L Tiy = Tn

iff ap = a1 where q; (for I < 1) equals 7, (z;,) iff z;, is a constant and
a(xy,) iff z;, is a variable.

3. if ¢ = 1Yy A 1)1, then
W, w, o =i o A i

iff W,QU,O( ):7, 7/)0 and Wawaa ’:2 ¢1-
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4. if ¢ =g V 11, then
W, w,a =i o Vi
iff W, w, o =i 1o or W, w, a |=; 1.

5. if ¢ = Y9 — 11, then
W, w, a =i Yo — 1
iff for every v such that wRv, if W, w, a |=; ¥o, then W, w, o |=; 1.
6. if ¢ = Jx1), for some variable z, then
W, w, « =i Jap
iff there exists a € Ay, such that W, w, a[z — a] |5, 1.

7. if ¢ = V1), for some variable z, then
W, w, a = Vi
iff for all v such that wRv and all a € A,, W, w,alzx — a] |=; ¢

As usual, if ¢ is a sentence, then we define

W,w =i ¢

iff for every valuation «
Wa w, o ):Z qb

Convention 57. If W = (W, R, { Ay }wew ) is a Kripke model for First-Order
Intuitionistic Logic then for every w € W the universe of A,, will be denoted
with A,, and the interpretation function with 74, .

Remark 58. Let us observe that, for every Kripke model W = (W, R, { Ay }wew)
and every valuation «

W, walx — a] = P(x)

iff a € 7, (P), where Ay, = (Ay, Tw)-
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Example 59. LetW = {’u}(), w1, wg} and R = {<w0, w1>, <w0, w2>, <w0, w0>, <w1, w1>, <w2, w2>}.
Hence W and R might be depicted

w1

/

wo

N

w2

Let us work over signature with one unary predicate P. Define A,,, = {a, b},
Awl = {a’7 b7 C}/ Aw2 - {a, b, d} a]’ld

Two (P) = {a7 b}
Tw, (P) = {a,b,c}
Tws (P) - {av b} 1)

Fmally let Awo = <Aw07 ng)r Awl = <Aw1 > Twn >/ -sz = <A’w27 Tw2>/ and
W= (I/V, R, {Aw}w€W>'

Then W, wg ¥; Vo P(z). Indeed let « be any valuation. Then, unravelling
the definition we have:
W, wy, o =i Vo P(x)

iff
for all v such that woRv and all @ € A, W, v, a[z — a] = P(x)

The above condition holds if and only if each of the three conditions below
is fulfilled

1. Ay = Tw, (P)
2. Ay, = Tu, (P)
3. Ay, = Tu, (P)

The last condition however does not hold, since d € A, \ T, (P).
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