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Abstract

Correspondence results for substructural logics are proved and a series of correspondence al-
gorithms are introduced for relating analytic inference rules of display calculi and first-order
frame conditions. These results and algorithms are obtained thanks to update logic, which is
a generalization of the non-associative Lambek calculus. We characterize all the properly dis-
playable logics without (truth) constant extending update logic (and thus the Lambek calculus).
Our characterization tells us that a logic without constant extending update logic is properly dis-
playable if, and only if, the class of pointed substructural frames on which the logic is based can
be defined by some finite set of specific primitive first-order formulas called prototypic formu-
las. In that case, we provide algorithms to compute the prototypic formulas defining the class of
pointed substructural frames that correspond to the analytic inference rules of the proper display
calculus and, vice versa, we also provide algorithms to compute the analytic inference rules of
the display calculus that correspond to the prototypic formulas defining the class of substruc-
tural frames. Our proofs and algorithms resort to a specific multi-modal tense logic and they use
extensively Sahlqvist’s as well as Kracht’s results and techniques developed for tense logics.
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1 Introduction

Update logic [2] is both a generalization and an extension of the Lambek calculus. The devel-
opment of update logic is motivated by the intention to capture within the logical framework of
substructural logics various logic-based formalisms dealing with common sense reasoning and



logical dynamics. This initiative is based on the key observation that an update can be repre-
sented abstractly by the ternary relation of the substructural framework: the first argument of the
ternary relation represents an initial situation, the second an informative event and the third the
resulting situation after the occurrence of the informative event. In [2], a sound and complete
display calculus was introduced for update logic and we imported some of the correspondence
results obtained for substructural logics to obtain new display calculi for substructural logics,
and in particular for (modal) bi-intuitionistic logic.

In general, correspondence theory investigates to what extent specific properties of accessi-
bility relations can be reformulated in terms of the validity of specific (modal or tense) formulas.
The following kinds of questions are addressed: when does the truth of a given (modal or tense)
formula in a frame corresponds to a first-order property in this frame ? (Sahlqvist correspon-
dence theorem); when does the validity of a (modal or tense) formula on a class of frames
corresponds to the fact that this class of frames satisfies a specific first-order property (and vice
versa) ? (Sahlqvist and Kracht theorems). We refer the reader to [[11] for more details on cor-
respondence theory for modal and tense logic, even if the basics of this theory will be recalled
in this report. Given the general and generic nature of update logic, it seems relevant to develop
a correspondence theory for logics extending update logic. Naturally, we expect this correspon-
dence theory to address the same questions as the correspondence theory that has been developed
for modal and tense logic. Update logic and tense logic both have a relationnal semantics. The
only major difference is that update logic deals moreover with (substructural) binary connec-
tives, whereas modal and tense logics only deal with (modal and tense) unary connectives. At
the semantic level, this difference is reflected by the addition of a ternary relation to provide a
semantics to the (substructural) binary connectives.

In this report, we develop a correspondence theory for logics extending update logic. From a
methodological point of view, we resort to a specific multi-modal tense logic which turns out to
be as expressive as update logic. This multi-modal tense logic plays the role of a lingua franca
and we use the correspondence results already obtained for display calculi of tense logics to
obtain our correspondence results for display calculi of substructural logics (more precisely of
logics extending update logic). In fact, our proofs and algorithms rely extensively on Sahlqvist’s
[45]] as well as Kracht’s [21}22]] results and techniques developed for tense logics. Independently
from our work, Palmigiano & Al [20] have recently applied the tools of unified correspondence
[[L3] to address the identification of the syntactic shape of axioms which can be translated into
analytic structural rules of a display calculus, and the definition of an effective procedure for
transforming axioms into such rules.

Our main contribution is to provide a characterization of all the properly displayable logics
extending update logic (and thus also the Lambek calculus). Our characterization shows that
a logic extending update logic is properly displayable if, and only if, it is sound and complete
with respect to a class of substructural frames defined by some finite set of prototypic first-order
formulas (a subclass of primitive first-order formulas). In that case, we provide algorithms to
compute the prototypic first-order formulas defining the class of frames that correspond to the
structural rules of the proper display calculus and, vice versa, we also provide algorithms to
compute the structural rules of the display calculus that correspond to the prototypic first-order
formulas defining the class of substructural frames.



Weakening: Contraction: Permutation:

UV X, X, UV U, Y, X, VEFW
7WA T -1 <, VA A
X, UFV X, UFV U, X, Y, VFW

Ulv UV,X, X UFV,Y, X, W
7WK T <, -~ UK K
UV, X UV, X UV, X,Y, W

Figure 1: Structural Rules of Classical Logic

Organization of the report. In Section we recall the framework of substructural logics
based on the relational semantics. In Section [2.2] we discuss to what extent the ternary relation
of substructural logics can be interpreted dynamically as a sort of update. In Section |3| after
some preliminary definitions, we motivate and (re)introduce the syntax and semantics of update
logic. In Section 4] we provide a display calculus for update logic. Then, in Section we
define our specific tense logic for which we provide a Hilbert as well as a display calculus.
In Section [5.2] we show that our tense logic is as expressive as update logic and we provide
translation back and forth between update logic and our tense logic. In Sections and
we recall some results about correspondence theory for tense logic adapted to our substructural
framework. In Section |/} we provide correspondence result for inference rules, from analytic
inference rules to first-order frames conditions (Section [7.1), and vice versa (Section [7.2). Our
main result is Theorem it is stated in Section In Section [8] we give some examples of
correspondence translations from inference rules to first-order frame conditions (Section [8.1])
and vice versa (Section [8.2). Some of these examples of correspondence are already known
from the literature, but we will rediscover them by different means.

2 Substructural Logics and Updates

Substructural logics are a family of logics lacking some of the structural rules of classical logic.
A structural rule is a rule of inference which is closed under substitution of formulas [39, Def-
inition 2.23]. In a certain sense, a structural rule allows to manipulate the structure(s) of the
sequent/consecution without altering its logical content. The structural rules for classical logic
introduced by Gentzen [[18] are given in Figure|l}| The comma in these sequents has to be inter-
preted as a conjunction in an antecedent and as a disjunction in a consequent. While Weakening
(W4, Wg) and Contraction (C'4, Ci) are often dropped as in relevance logic and linear logic,
the rule of Permutation (P4, Px) is often preserved. When some of these rules are dropped,
the comma ceases to behave as a conjunction (in the antecedent) or a disjunction (in the con-
sequent). In that case the comma corresponds to other substructural connectives and we often
introduce new punctuation marks which do not fulfill all these structural rules to deal with these
new substructural connectives.



2.1 Substructural Logics

Our exposition of substructural logics is based on [39, 40, [14] (see also [33] for a general in-
troduction) The logical framework presented in [39] is more general and studies a wide range
of substructural logics: relevant logic, linear logic, Lambek calculus, arrow logic, efc. We will
only introduce a fragment of this general framework in order to highlight the main new ideas.
In particular, we will not consider truth sets and we will assume that our logics do not reject
distribution. These other features can be added and our framework can be adapted, following
the exposition of Restall [39]. We will moreover assume that we have multiple modalities (one
for each agent j € G).

The semantics of substructural logics is based on the ternary relation of the frame semantics
for relevant logic originally introduced by Routley and Meyer [41} 42, 43| 144]. Another seman-
tics proposed independently by Urquhart [46, 47, 48] at about the same time will be discussed
at the end of this section.

In the sequel we consider the following set of logical connectives:
Sub = {T,J_,Dj,Oj_,ﬂ,\/,/\,@, 5,C =] j € G}

We also define the set of connectives Sub_ := Sub — {=} (the connective = corresponds to
the intuitionistic implication).

Definition 1 (Languages £(P, Sub) and £L(P, Sub_)). The language L(IP, Sub) is the language
associated to Sub, that is, the language built compositionally from the connectives of Sub and
the set of propositional letters P. More formally, it is the set of formulas defined inductively by
the following grammar in BNF, where p ranges over [P and j ranges over G:

LP,Sub): o == T | L | p | (pAe) | (pVe) | (=9 |
Oje | C5e | (p@9) | (¢Ce) | (D)

The language L£(P,Sub_) is the language L£(P,Sub) without the (intuitionistic) connective
=. O

Definition 2 (Point set, accessibility relation). A point set P = (P,C) is a non-empty set P
together with a partial order C on P. The set Prop(P) of propositions on P is the set of all
subsets X of P which are closed upwards: thatis, if z € X and  C 2’ then 2’ € X. When C
is the identity relation =, we say that P is flat. We abusively write z € P forz € P.

e A binary relation S is a positive two—place accessibility relation on the point set P if, and
only if, for any 2,y € P where xSy, if 2’ T z then there is a ' 3 y such that 2'Sy/’.
Similarly, if Sy and y C ¢/ then there is some 2’ C x such that 2’'Sy/.

e A binary relation S is a plump positive two-place accessibility relation on the point set P
if, and only if, for any w, v, w', v’ € P, where wSv, w' T w and v T v it follows that
w'Sv'.

'We very slightly change the definitions of frames and models as they are defined in [39] (we give the details of
these differences in the sequel). The definitions remain equivalent nevertheless.




e A ternary relation R is a three—place accessibility relation on the point set P if, and only
if, whenever Rxyz and z T 2’ then there are 4/ J y and 2’ J x such that R’y 2.
Similarly, if 2’ C z then there are ' C y and 2’ 3 z such that Ra'y/2’, and if /' C y then
there are ' C x and 2’ J z, such that Raz'y'2’.

e A ternary relation R is a plump three-place accessibility relation on the point set P if, and
only if, for any w, v, u,w’,v',u’ € P such that Rwou, if w' C w, v C vand u C o/,
then Rw'v'v/.

We say that () is an accessibility relation if, and only if, it is either a (positive or negative)

two-place accessibility relation or a three-place accessibility relation. U

Note that plump accessibility relations are accessibility relations. The definitions of acces-
sibility relations relate .S, C, R with C. They are set in such a way that condition
can be lifted to arbitrary formulas of £(IP, Sub) and holds not only for the propositional letters
of P.

Definition 3 (substructural model). A (multi-modal) substructural model is atuple M = (P, Sy,
.. Sm, R, T) where:

e P = (P,C) is apoint set;
e S; C P x Pis a(binary) accessibility relation on P, for each j € G;
e R C P x P x Pisa (ternary) accessibility relation on P;

e 7 : P — 2% is a function called the interpretation function satisfying moreover the con-
dition {w € M | w € Z(p)} € Prop(P), which can be reformulated as follows: for all
w,v € Pandall p € P,

if p€ Z(w) and w C v then p € Z(v). (Persistence)

We abusively write w € M for w € P and (M, w) is called a pointed substructural model.
The class of all pointed substructural models is denoted £-. A (pointed) substructural frame is a
(pointed) substructural model without interpretation function. The class of all pointed substruc-
tural frames is denoted Fr. The class of all pointed substructural models (frames) where point
sets are flat is denoted & (resp. F). O

Definition 4 (Evaluation relation). We define the evaluation relation |- C E- x L(IP,Sub) as
follows. Let M be a substructural model, w € M and ¢, € L(P, Sub). The truth conditions



for the atomic facts and the connectives of Sub are defined as follows:

M,wl-T always;
Myw|-L never;
M,wl-p it peZ(w)

Mowl-eAy iff  M,wl|-¢and M, w |- 1;
MwlFevey iff M,w |- or M,w |- 1;
M, w |- Oje iff forall v € P, such that wS;v, M,v - o
M,w |- Ol iff there is v € P such that vSjw and M, v |- ¢;
M,w|-¢o® iff thereare v,u € P such that Rvuw,
M, vl ¢ and M, u |- ;
M,wl-¢ > iff forallv,u € P such that Rwvu,
if M, v | ¢ then M, u |- 1;
M,wl-v C ¢ iff forallv,u € P such that Rvwu,
if M, v |l then M, u |- 1;
M,wl-p =1 iff forallv € P, if w C v then not M, v |- ¢ or M, v ||-1.

We extend these definitions to the class of pointed substructural frames. We define the
evaluation relation |- C Fr x L(IP,Sub) as follows. Let (F,w) be a pointed frame and let
¢ € L(P,Sub). Then, we have that

F,w|~¢ iff for all interpretation functions Z such that (F,Z) satisfies
(F,I),w ‘F P

O

A substructural model stripped out from its interpretation function corresponds to a frame as
defined in [39, Definition 11.8] and without truth sets. In [39]], a model is a frame together with
an evaluation relation.

Urquhart’s semantics. The Urquhart’s semantics for relevance logic was developed indepen-
dently from the Routley—Meyer’s semantics in the early 1970’s. An operational frame is a set
of points P together with a function which gives us a new point from a pair of points:

U:PxP—=7P. )

An operational model is then an operational frame together with a relation \F which in-
dicates what formulas are true at what points. The truth conditions for the implication D are
defined as follows:

w|f- ¢ D ¥ iff for each v, if v |- ¢ then w L v |- Q)

As one can easily notice, an operational frame is a Routley-Meyer frame where Rwwvu holds
if and only if w Ll v = w. Hence, the ternary relation R of the Routley—Meyer semantics is a
generalization of the function LI of the Urquhart’s semantics. Because it is a relation, it allows
moreover to apply w to v and yield either a set of outcomes or no outcome at all.



2.2 Updates as Ternary Relations

The ternary relation of the Routley and Meyer semantics was introduced originally for technical
reasons: any 2-ary (n-ary) connective of a logical language can be given a semantics by resorting
to a 3-ary (resp. n + l-ary) relation on worlds. In fact, this may be the most general and abstract
way of providing a semantics for two-ary conditionals of the form ¢ D . Subsequently, a
number of philosophical interpretations of this ternary relation have been proposed and we will
briefly recall some of them at the end of this section (see [9} 40, |29] for more details). However,
one has to admit that providing a non-circular and conceptually grounded interpretation of this
relation remains problematic [9]]. In this article we propose a new dynamic interpretation.

Our proposal is based on the key observation that an update can be represented abstractly as
a ternary relation: the first argument of the ternary relation represents the initial situation/state,
the second the event that occurs in this initial situation (the informative input) and the third
the resulting situation/state after the occurrence of the event. With this interpretation in mind,
‘Rzyz reads as ‘the occurrence of event y in world x results in the world 2” and the corresponding
conditional x D ¢ reads as ‘the occurrence in the current world of an event satisfying property
x results in a world satisfying ¢’.

This interpretation is coherent with a number of interpretations of the ternary relation pro-
posed in substructural logic. In substructural logics, points are sometimes also called worlds,
states, situations, set-ups, and as explained by Restall:

“We have a class of points (over which w and v vary), and a function U which gives
us new points from old. The point w U v is supposed, on Urquhart’s interpretation,
to be the body of information given by combining w with v.” (40, p. 363]

and also, keeping in mind the truth conditions for the connective D of Expression (2):

“To be committed to A D B is to be committed to B whenever we gain the infor-
mation that A. To put it another way, a body of information warrants A O B if and
only if whenever you update that information with new information which warrants
A, the resulting (perhaps new) body of information warrants B.” (emphasis added)
(40, p. 362]

Moreover, as explained by Restall, this substructural “update” can be nonmonotonic and
may correspond to some sort of revision:

“[Clombination is sometimes nonmonotonic in a natural sense. Sometimes when
a body of information is combined with another body of information, some of the
original body of information might be lost. This is simplest to see in the case mo-
tivating the failure of A B O A. A body of information might tell us that A.
However, when we combine it with something which tells us B, the resulting body
of information might no longer warrant A (as A might with B). Combination might
not simply result in the addition of information. It may well warrant its revision.”
(emphasis added) [40, p. 363]



Our dynamic interpretation of the ternary relation is consistent with the above considera-
tions: sometimes updating beliefs amounts to revise beliefs.

The dynamic reading of the ternary relation and its corresponding conditional is very much in
line with the so-called “Ramsey Test” of conditional logic. The Ramsey test can be viewed as the
very first modern contribution to the logical study of conditionals and much of the contemporary
work on conditional logic can be traced back to the famous footnote of Ramsey [37]EI Roughly,
it consists in defining a counterfactual conditional in terms of belief revision: an agent currently
believes that ¢ would be true if i) were true (i.e. v D ¢) if and only if he should believe ¢
after learning ). A first attempt to provide truth conditions for conditionals, based on Ramsey’s
ideas, was proposed by Stalnaker. He defined his semantics by means of selection functions over
possible worlds f : W x 2 — V. As one can easily notice, Stalnaker’s selection functions
could also be considered from a formal point of view as a special kind of ternary relation, since a
relation Ry C W x 2W 5 W can be canonically associated to each selection function f E| So, the
dynamic reading of the ternary semantics is consistent with the dynamic reading of conditionals
proposed by Ramsey.

This dynamic reading was not really considered or investigated by substructural logicians
when they connected the substructural ternary semantics with conditional logic [9]]. On the other
hand, the dynamic reading of inferences has been stressed to a large extent by van Benthem [50),
51]] and also by Baltag & Smets [4} 15, 6]. Our dynamic interpretation of the ternary semantics
of substructural logics is consistent with the interpretations proposed by substructural logicians.
In fact, our point of view is also very much in line with the claim of Géirdenfors and Makinson
[L7, 277]] that non-monotonic reasoning and belief revision are “two sides of the same coin”: as
a matter of fact, non-monotonic reasoning is a reasoning style and belief revision is a sort of
update. The formal connection in this case also relies on a similar idea based on the Ramsey
test.

To summarize our discussion, our dynamic interpretation of the ternary relation of substruc-
tural logic is intuitive and consistent, in the sense that the intuitions underlying this dynamic
interpretation are coherent with those underlying the ternary semantics of substructural logics,
as witnessed by our quotes and citations from the substructural literature.

Other interpretations of the ternary relation. One interpretation, due to Barwise [8]] and
developed by Restall [38]], takes worlds to be ‘sites’ or ‘channels’, a site being possibly a channel
and a channel being possibly a site. If x, y and 2 are sites, Rxyz reads as ‘z is a channel between
yand z’. Hence, if ¢ D 1) is true at channel z, it means that all sites y and z connected by channel
x are such that if ¢ is information available in y, then v is information available in z. Another
similar interpretation due to Mares [28]] adapts Israel and Perry’s theory of information [34] to

’Here is Ramsey’s footnote: “If two people are arguing ‘If p, then ¢?° and are both in doubt as to p, they are
adding p hypothetically to their stock of knowledge and arguing on that basis about ¢; so that in a sense ‘If p, ¢’
and ‘If p, ¢’ are contradictories. We can say that they are fixing their degree of belief in ¢ given p. If p turns out
false, these degrees of belief are rendered void. If either party believes not p for certain, the question ceases to mean
anything to him except as a question about what follows from certain laws or hypotheses.”’[37, 154—155]

*Note that Burgess [12] already proposed a ternary semantics for conditionals, but his truth conditions and his
interpretation of the ternary relation were quite different from ours.



the relational semantics. In this interpretation, worlds are situations in the sense of Barwise and
Perry’s situation semantics [7]] and pieces of information — called infons — can carry information
about other infons: an infon might carry the information that a red light on a mobile phone
carries the information that the battery of the mobile phone is low. In this interpretation, the
ternary relation R represents the informational links in situations: if there is an informational
link in situation x that says that an infon o carries the information that the infon 7 also holds,
then if Rayz holds and y contains the infon o, then z contains the infon 7. Other interpretations
of the ternary relation have been proposed by Beall & Al. [9], with a particular focus on their
relation to conditionality. For more information on this topic the reader is invited to consult [30]
which covers the material briefly reviewed in this paragraph.

3 Update Logic

In this section, we define update logic. After introducing some mathematical definitions in
Section 3.1} we motivate in Section the introduction of three triples of logical connectives.
These connectives generalize the triple (®, D, C) of substructural logics and will be given a
semantics based on cyclic permutations in Section[3.3]

3.1 Preliminary Definitions

The general definitions of this section will be used in the rest of the article.
Definition 5 (Logic). A logic is a triple L := (£ (P,F), E, |=) where

o L (P,F)is alogical language defined as a set of well-formed expressions built from a set
of logical (and structural) connectives F and a set of propositional letters IP;

e Fis a class of pointed models or frames;

e |= is a satisfaction relation which relates in a compositional manner elements of £ (P, F)
to models of E/ by means of so-called truth conditions. U

Note that the above semantically—based definition of a logic is also used by French et Al.
[L6].

Example 1. The triples (£(P, Sub), &, | ) and (£(P,Sub_),&, |- ) are logics. We list in
Figure 2 logics that we deem to be ‘classical’. O

Definition 6 (Expressiveness). Let two logics L = (£, E, =) and L' = (£, E, =) be given
(interpreted over the same class of models ). Let ¢ € £ and ¢’ € £'. We say that ¢ is as
expressive as ¢’ when {M € E | ME ¢} = {M € E | M= ¢'}. We say that L has at least
the same expressive power as L', denoted L > L', when for all ¢/ € £/, there is ¢ € £ such that
(@ is as expressive as . When L has at least the same expressive power as L’ and vice versa, we
say that L and L have the same expressive power and we write it L = L’. Otherwise, L is strictly
more expressive than L' and we write it L > L. O

Example 2. It holds that (£(P, Sub), &c, |- ) > (£(P,Sub_), &, |- ). a



Models E . .
L ‘ g ‘ = Connectives F | Logic (£ (P,F), E, |-)
- A Propositional Logic
° - A L Modal Logic
= . ® DC Lambek Calculus
=|e| e | - A[L;® DC | Modal Lambek Calculus

Figure 2: ‘Classical’ Logics

3.2 Talking about Ternary Relations

If we want to reason about updates, we must be able to express properties of updates. In other
words, we need a language for talking about updates. Since we represent them by ternary rela-
tions, it seems natural to require that our language be able to express properties that relate what
is true at each point of the ternary relations, that is, what is true at: 1. the initial situation (ex-
pressed by a formula ¢), 2. the event occurring in this situation (expressed by a second formula
X), 3. the resulting situation after the event has occurred (expressed by a third formula )):

1a904>27X4>37w

This leads us to the following general question: assume that we stand in one of these three
time points x (be it 1, 2 or 3), what kind of property can we express and infer about the other
time points y and z? Here is a non-exhaustive list of the possible and most natural expressions
that we would want to state:

(a) For all y, if  satisfies o then for all z, z satisfies 1 “x = VyVz(p(y) — ¥(2))”.

For example, in the initial state 1, is it the case that any event satisfying x will always lead
to a state 3 satisfying ¢? Or, in state 3, is it the case that before the occurrence of any
event satisfying x, ¢ held in all initial states 1?

(b) There exist y and 2 such that y satisfies ¢ and z satisfies 1: “x = JyTz(p(y) A ¥(2))”.

For example, in state 1, is it the case that there exists an event satisfying x that may lead
to a state where ) holds ? Or, in state 3, is it possible that our current state might have
been the result of an event satisfying x in an initial state where ¢ held?

(c) For all y satisfying ¢, there exists z satisfying 1: “z = Vy3z(p(y) — ¥(2))”.

For example, in state 1, is it the case that any events satisfying y may lead possibly to a
state where ¢ holds ? Or, in state 3, is it the case that an event satisfying x might have
occurred so that any former situation before this event satisfied ¢?

This list of expressions is obviously non-exhaustive. Providing formal tools that answer
these kinds of questions leads to applications in artificial intelligence and theoretical computer
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science, and as it turns out, some of these questions have already been addressed in dynamic
epistemic logic and other logical formalisms (see the companion article [3, Sect. 7.2] for more
details and examples). Typically, most of the works about conditionals and belief dynamics deal
with the first kind of statements (a) or (b). In fact, the conditionals D and C of substructural
and relevance logics of the previous section are of the form (a), whereas the substructural con-
nective ® is of the form (b). The language that we will define will only deal with the first two
kinds of expressions (a) and (b) (Section [3.3)). This language is intended to capture the various
conditionals and belief change operators which have been introduced in the philosophical and
artificial intelligence literature. As shown in [3]], it captures very well the operators of Dynamic
Epistemic Logic.

3.3 Syntax and Semantics of Update Logic

We define formally formulas, structures and then consecutions (sometimes called sequents in
the literature). This is an incremental definition and each of these objects is defined on the basis
of the previous one. Moreover, in the sequel, we will view sets of formulas, sets of structures
and sets of consecutions as logical languages.

Notation 1. In the rest of this article, we will use the following logical connectives Form and
structural connectives Struc:

Form := {Dj,oj_,oj,l:'j_?_'?\/?/\?_))@h i, Ciy B, <, > ’ (S {1’2’3} ’j € G}
Struc .= {*,'j, 50 ‘ 1€ {0515253}aj € G}

The connectives N/, N\, =, @, Di, Ciy Biy <iy =iy » 05 5 (Where i ranges over {1,2,3}) are binary
connectives and [}, <>j_7 <&y, Dj_, -, %, ®, are unary connectives (where j ranges over G). The
structural connective , , will often simply be denoted , .

Definition 7 (Formula, structure and consecution).

e Let F C Form be a non-empty set of logical connectives. The language associated to
F, denoted L (P, F), is the language built compositionally from the connectives of F and
the set of propositional letters P. Elements of the language £ (P, F) are called £ (P, F)-
formulas and are generally denoted ¢, x, v, . ..

e Let S C Struc and F C Form be non-empty sets of structural connectives and logical
connectives. The set of structures associated to F and S, denoted S (P,F,S), is the
language built compositionally from the structural connectives of S and the set £ (P, F).
Elements of the language S (P, F,S) are called S (P, F, S)—structures and are generally
denoted X, Y, Z, . ..

The structural connectives associated to F, denoted Struc(F), is the set of structural con-
nectives {x*, ,, } together with { ,, , ,,, ,; }if FN{®;, D\, &, &, <i, = | i € {1,2,3}} #
() and with {e;} if F N {Dj, 07,005 1€ (G} # (). We denote by S (P, F) the set of
all S (P, F, Struc(F))-structures.
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e Let S C Struc and F C Form be non-empty sets of structural connectives and logical
connectives. A S (P, F, S)—consecution is an expression of the form X - Y, X |- or
Y, where X,Y € S(P,F,S). The S (P, F, S)-structure X is called the antecedent and
the S (P, F, S)—structure Y is called the consequent. We denote by C (I, F) the set of all
S (P, F, Struc(F))—consecutions.

To avoid any ambiguity, every occurence of any binary connective is surrounded by brackets.
O

Example 3. If F = {—, A, ®;, D, C,}, then the language £ (P, F) is defined by the following
grammar in BNF, where p ranges over P:

LPF): ¢ u=p | 20 | (pAe) | (p@50) | (¢D19) | (¢ o)

Then, we have that Struc(F) = {x, ,,, ,, |7 € {1,2,3}}. So, the language S (P,F) := S (P, F, Struc(F))
is defined by the following grammar in BNF, where ¢ ranges over £ (P, F) and ¢ ranges over
{1,2,3}:

SP,F): X o= ¢ | *X | (X,,X) | (X,X)

O

Notation 2. To save parenthesis, we use the following ranking of binding strength: ®;, D;, C;
A\, V,— (where i ranges over {1,2,3}). For example, (1—p A ¢ — —r ®; s stands for
((O1(=p)) A q) — ((—r) ®; s) (additional brackets have been added for the unary connec-
tives U1 and —, even if they are not needed and will not appear in any formula anyway). For

every binary connective x, we use the following notation: X1 x ... * X, == ((... (X1 *... %
Xn—2) * Xp_1) * Xy,). For example, o1V ...V ¢p = ((... (1 V...V on_2)Von_1)V ¢n)
and X1, ..., Xp = ((... (X1, ..., Xn-2), Xn_1), Xp). Moreover, if U :== {p1,...,on}isa

finite set of formulas and x is a binary connective over formulas, we use the following notation:
*I' = 1 x ... x . For example, \/F = \/...\/Lpnand/\F =1 A A Q.

In the sequel, we assume that the point sets of all substructural models and frames are flat,
i.e. C is the equality relation =. So, the class of pointed substructural models and frames that
we consider are £ and F respectively. This entails that we will not consider the connective =
of substructural logics.

Definition 8 (Update logic). Let F be an arbitrary set of three elements. For each i € {1, 2,3},
we define the cyclical permutations o; : E° — E? as follows: for all z,y, z € E,

o1(r,y,2) = (2,9, 2) oa(w,y,2) = (2,2,y) o3(z,y,2) = (y, 2, 7).

e We define the evaluation relation |- C & x L (P,Form) inductively as follows. Let
(M, w) € & be a pointed substructural model and let ¢ € £ (P, Form). The truth condi-
tions for the connectives L5, <>j_, A,V are defined like in Definition @ The truth condition
for the Boolean negation is defined as follows:

M, wl—¢ iff itisnot the case that M, w |- .
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The truth conditions for the connectives ®;, D;, C; are defined as follows: for all ¢+ €
{1, 2, 3}, we have that

M,wl-¢®;¢ iff there are v,u € P such that o;(w, v, u) € R,
M, vl ¢ and M, u |- 1;

M,wl-¢ D¢ iff  forall v,u € P such that o;(w,v,u) € R,
if M, v |- ¢ then M, ul|;

M,wl-¢ C ¢ iff  forall v,u € P such that o;(w, v, u) € R,
if M, u|f- 1 then M, v |- ¢.

The truth conditions for the connectives &;, <;,>; are defined as follows: for all i €
{1,2,3}, we have that

M,w|-¢ @ iff forallv,u € P such that o;(w,v,u) € R,
Mol or M, u |- 1);

M,wl-¢ <1 iff there are v,u € P such that o;(w, v,u) € R,
M, u |- ¢ and not M, v |- 1);

M,wl|-¢ > iff there are v,u € P such that o;(w, v,u) € R,
M, v| v and not M, u |- .

The truth conditions for the connectives <, Dj_ are defined as follows:

M,w |- iff  thereis v € P such that wRv and M, v |- ¢;
M,w |- O iff  forall v € P such that vSw, M, v - .

e We extend the scope of the evaluation relation |- simultaneously in two different ways in
order to also relate points to S (P, Form)—structures. The antecedent evaluation relation
- C € x S (P, Form) is defined inductively as follows: for all i € {1,2,3},

Mwlt e iff - M, wl-
Mow |t * X iff itis not the case that M, w [~ X;
M,w|* o X  iff thereisv € M such that vS;w
and it holds that M, v > X;
wlX,Y iff M,w|* X and M,w|*Y;
;2w X, Y iff  there are v, u € M such that o;(w,v,u) € S,
M, v |+ X and M, u|*Y.

The consequent evaluation relation |~ C & x S (P,Form) is defined inductively as
follows: for all i € {1, 2,3},

M, w|F ¢ iff M, wl-¢;
M,w| * X iff itis not the case that M, w > X;

M,w|* o X iff forallv € M such that wS;v,
it holds that M, v [~ X;
MawlFEX Y iff Myw X or Mw Y
M,w|=X Y iff forall v,u € M such that o;(w,v,u) € R,

M,v = X or M, ulFEY.
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M,w|-x®, ¢ iff thereare v,u € P such that Rwvu,
M, vl x and M, u |-
M,w|-x D¢ iff forallv,u € P such that Rwou,
if M, v |~ x then M, u |- ;
M, w \FX C, v iff forall v,u € P such that Rwou,
if M, u |1 then M, v |- x;
M,wl-v¢ ®,p iff there are v,u € P such that Ruww,
M, u |- and M, v |- ;
M,w|-1 D, iff  forall v,u € P such that Ruwv,
if M, v |1 then M, u |- ¢;
M w1 C, ¢ iff  forall v,u € P such that Ruww,
if M, u |- o then M, v |15
M,w|-¢®;x iff there are v,u € P such that Rouw,
M, v| ¢ and M, u |- x;
M,wl-¢ D x iff forall v,u € P such that Rvuw,
if M, v |- ¢ then M, u | x;
M,wl-¢ Cy x iff forall v,u € P such that Rvuw,
if M, u |~ x then M, v |- ¢.

Figure 3: Spelling out the Truth Conditions

e We extend the scope of the relation |- to also relate points to S (P, Form)—consecutions.
Depending on the form of the S (P, Form)—consecution, that is, whether it is of the form
XFY,FYor X}, wehave:

Mwl-XEFY iff if M,w|* X, then M, w|FY;
Mwl|- Y iff M, w|Y;
Mw|-XF iff it is not the case that M, w [+ X.

So, for all F C Form, the triples (£ (P,F),&, |-). (S (P,F),&, |*), (S (P,F),&, |F=) and
(C(P,F),&, |F) are logics (as defined in Definition . The triple (£ (P,Form),F, |- ) is
also a logic, called update logic. [l

Spelling out the truth conditions for the connectives ®;, D; and C; for i € {1,2,3}, we
obtain the expressions of Figure [3] The indices 1, 2 and 3 of our connectives indicate when
formulas are evaluated. The connectives D,, C, and &, express properties of updates before
the event, the connectives C,, D, and ®, properties during the event and the connectives D, Cs
and ®; properties after the event. Typically, the formula ¢ deals with the initial situation, the
formula x deals with the event and the formula ¢/ deals with the final situation. The direction
of the arrow (C or D) indicates the conditional direction in which the formula should be read.
For example, the formula ¢y D, ¢ tells us that it should be evaluated during an event (2) and
reads as “if the final situation will satisfy 1) then the initial situation must necessarily satisfy
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©”, whereas ¢ C,  reads as “if the initial situation satisfies ¢ then the final situation will
necessarily satisfy 1. The formula x D, 9 reads as “y will hold after the occurrence of any
events satisfying x” and the formula ¢ C; x reads as “¢ held before the occurrence of any events
satisfying x”’. The connectives ®,, ®,, ®; are of the form (b) and the connectives D, C,, D,, C,
, D3, C; are of the form (a) (see page[I0). Note that the classical substructural connectives ®, D
and C of the previous section correspond to our connectives ®s;, D, and C,. So, our language
L (P, Form) extends the language £(P, Sub_) of substructural logics presented in Section
and the logic (£ (P, Form), &, |- ) is therefore at least as expressive as (£(P,Sub_), &, |- ).
In fact, (£ (P,Form), &, |- ) is strictly more expressive than (£(P, Sub_), &, |- ), as proved
in [12]].

4 Display Calculus for Update Logic

Extending Gentzen’s original sequent calculi with modalities has turned out over the years to be
difficult. Many of the interesting theoretical properties of sequent calculi are lost when one adds
modalities (see for example [35, Chapter 1] for more details). A number of methods have been
proposed to overcome these difficulties: display calculi, labelled sequents, tree hypersequents
(see [36] for an accessible introduction to these different sorts of calculi). In this section, we
provide a display calculus for our update logic. This display calculus is a generalization of the
display calculus for modal logic introduced by Wansing [52]] and the sequent calculus will be a
generalization of the non-associative Lambek calculus NL [25, 26].

4.1 Preliminary Definitions

The general definitions of this section will be used in the rest of the article. Our definition of a
proof system and of an inference rule is taken from [31].

Definition 9 (Proof system and sequent calculus). LetL = (£, E, F ) be alogic. A proof system
P for L is a set of elements of L called axioms and a set of inference rules. Most often, one can
effectively decide whether a given element of £ is an axiom. To be more precise, an inference
rule R in L is a relation among elements of £ such that there is a unique / € N* such that, for
all p,¢1,...,¢; € L, one can effectively decide whether (1, ..., ¢, ¢) € R. The elements
©1, ..., are called the premises and ¢ is called the conclusion and we say that ¢ is a direct
consequence of ©1,...,p; by virtue of R. Let I' C £ and let ¢ € L. We say that ¢ is provable
(from I') in P or a theorem of P, denoted -p ¢ (resp. I' Fp ), when there is a proof of ¢ (from
I') in P, that is, a finite sequence of formulas ending in ¢ such that each of these formulas is:

1. either an instance of an axiom of P (or a formula of I');
2. or the direct consequence of preceding formulas by virtue of an inference rule R.

If S is a set of L—consecutions, this set S can be viewed as a logical language. Then, we call
sequent calculus for S a proof system for S. (|
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Definition 10 (Truth, validity, logical consequence). LetL = (£, F, |=) be alogic. Let M € E,
¢ € Land R, R inference rule in £. If T is a set of formulas or inference rules, we write M =T
when for all z € T", we have M F x. Then, we say that

e o is true (satisfied) at M or M is a model of ¢ when M = ¢;

e o is a logical consequence of T', denoted I = | o, when for all M € E, if M |=T then
M=
@ is valid, denoted F L, when for all models M € E, we have M F 05

Ris true (satisfied) at M or M is amodel of R, denoted M |= R, when for all (¢1, ..., ¢, p) €
R,if M= p; foralli € {1,...,1}, then M= .

e R is equivalent to R', denoted R = R’, when for all M € E, M F R if, and only if,
MER. 0

Definition 11 (Soundness and completeness). Let L = (£, F, F ) be a logic. Let P be a proof
system for £. Then,

e P is sound for the logic L when for all ¢ € L, if Fp ¢, then = .

o P is (strongly) complete for the logic L when forall p € £ (and all T C L), if F Ly, then
Fp @ (resp. if T |= L, then T Fp ). O

Definition 12 (Parameter, congruent parameter and principal formula). A parameter in an infer-
ence rule is a structure (or formula) which is either held constant from premises to conclusion or
which is introduced with no regard to its particular (formulas introduced by weakening are also
parameters). A principal formulas in an inference rule is a non—parametric formula occurring
in the conclusion. Congruent parameters in an inference rules are parameters that occur both
in the premise(s) and the conclusion of that inference rule and that correspond to the same for-
mula/structure. In our display calculi (like the display calulus UL of Figures 4 and [6)), principal
formulas are represented by Greek formulas ¢, 1) and parameters are denoted by the Latin letters
X,Y, Z. Congruent parameters are denoted by the same Latin letter (be it X, Y or Z). O

See [[10} 53] for more detailed explanations of the conditions (C'1) — (C8) listed below.

Definition 13 (Proper display calculus and analytic inference rule). An inference rule is analytic
when it satisfies the following eight conditions (C1) — (C8). A sequent calculus is a proper
display calculus when each of its inference rules satisfies the following eight conditions (C'1) —
(C8):

(C1) Preservation of formulas. Each formula occurring in a premise of a rule is the subformula
of some formula in the conclusion of that rule.

(C2) Shape-alikeness of parameters. Congruent parameters in a rule are occurrences of the
same structures.
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(C3) Non-proliferation of parameters. Each parameter of any rule is congruent to at most one
parameter in the conclusion of that rule.

(C4) Position-alikeness of parameters. Congruent parameters are either all antecedent or all
consequent parts of their respective consecutions.

(C5) Display of principal constituents. A principal formula of any rule is either the entire
antecedent or the entire consequent of the conclusion of this rule.

(C6) Closure under substitution for consequent parts. Each rule is closed under simultaneous
substitution of arbitrary structures for congruent formulas which are consequent parts.

(CT) Closure under substitution for antecedent parts. Each rule is closed under simultaneous
substitution of arbitrary structures for congruent formulas which are antecedent parts.

(C8) Eliminability of matching principal formulas. If there are inferences inf; and infy with
respective conclusions (1) X |- ¢ and (2) ¢ |- Y with ¢ principal in both inferences, and
if cut is applied to obtain (3) X |- Y, then either (3) is identical to (1) or (2), or there
is a proof of (3) from the premises of inf; and inf, in which every cut-formula of any
application of cut is a proper formula of . ([

Definition 14 (Displayable logic). A logic L = (£, E, |=) is (properly) displayable when there
is a (proper) display calculus P which is sound and complete for L. ([

4.2 A Generalized Modal Display Calculus

In this section, we introduce a display calculus for our update logic. It generalizes the modal
display calculus of Wansing [52].

Definition 15 (Display calculus UL(F)). Let F C Form. The display calculus for C (P, F),
denoted UL(F), is the display calculus containing the rules of Figure [l mentioning the logical
connectives of F and the rules of Figure |4{ mentioning the structural connectives of Struc(F) (a
double line means that the rule holds in both directions). When F = Form, the display calculus
UL(F) is denoted UL. In these rules, U and V' can be empty structures and in that case U, X
denotes X. Moreover, in rule ®' (for i € {1,2,3}), the consequent of one of the premises
can also be empty and in that case the consequent of the conclusion is also empty. For better
readability, the brackets for binary connectives are omitted. U

Admissibility of the Cut Rule.  Theorem [I| below shows that UL is a display calculus: each
antecedent (consequent) part of a consecution can be ‘displayed’ as the sole antecedent (resp.
consequent) of a structurally equivalent consecution.

Definition 16 (Antecedent and consequent part). Let X be a S (P, Form)-structure and let Y’
be a substructure of X. We say that Y occurs positively in X if it is in the scope of an even
number of *. Otherwise, if Y is in the scope of an odd number of * in X, we say that Y occurs
negatively in X. If X |- Y is a S (P, Form)—consecution, then X is called the antecedent and
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Classical Rules:

ULV « X,XFUWI Y,X%UCI (X,Y),ZkUBc
U, XV XFU X, YU X,(Y,2)FU
UhY U, Y|

= ¥4 = [

U, xY |- Ul Y

Display Rules: Cut Rule:

X, Y2z ZF-X,Y

XF Y Z Y 7 X Xl oY Ube oFV
YHZ, X Z, xXFY XY Ukv
(i,7,k) € {(0,0,0),(1,2,3),(2,3,1),(3,1,2)} and j € G

Figure 4: Display Calculus UL: Structural Rules

Y is called the consequent. Let Z be a substructure of X or Y. We say that Z is an antecedent
part of X |- Y if Z occurs positively in X or negatively in Y. We say that Z is a consequent
part of X |- Y if Z occurs positively in Y or negatively in X. (]

Theorem 1 (Display Theorem [2]). For each S (P, Form)—consecution X =Y and each an-
tecedent part (respectively consequent part) Z of X |- Y, if X |- Y then there exists a L (P, Form, Struc)—
structure W such that Z |- W (respectively W |- Z).

Theorem 2 (Strong cut elimination [2]]). The display calculus UL is a proper display calculus.
Hence, UL enjoys strong cut-elimination and therefore the cut rule is an admissible rule of UL.

S Tense Logic as a Lingua Franca

Our second language is a multi-modal language. We break down the ternary relation R into
two binary relations R1 and R2 and define modalities that allow us to quantify at each point of
the ternary relation over the next points or the previous ones. A similar approach was already
followed in [23l 24]. This increases the expressivity of our language since we have more flex-
ibility for combining the modal operators, in particular we can alternate existential modalities
J1,32,37, 35 and universal modalities V1, V2, V|, Y, .

W——>V——>U

R1 Ra
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X% *cp_|K *goFX .

X X

Xbe . Xbv o, obX vbX
Xpvy XFovy F PVl X
Xbe XE9 eEX VX
Xfony N pnpbx M pnvlx M
X.obv Xy oY

Xhp—v p oYl XY

Modal Connectives:

X o 0 X 0

— = Uk —— U4

XFDOje Djol- o X

Xy oo X

— - ©K — 1 < 4

o X |07 OTek X

Dual Modal Connectives:

Ul xoxp _ o X .

L 0= Yk - U4
UFngo Dj‘PF*’j*X
Xt + o x| U

Sl NS S 9%

*.j*X}*ngD QJW}*U

where j € G

Figure 5: Display Calculus UL: Logical Rules for Propositional and Modal Connectives
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Substructural Connectives:

XF‘:O Y}i/l/) i 9071ka i

QK — 7 ®a
XnYF(P&w 80®i1/1FX
Xaebv Xk oY |
73[( DA
XFoDv SODHﬁF*Xan
()071X}717/) k ¢FY X}isp k
> - - Kk Ca
XFy Gy YooY, x X
Dual Substructural Connectives:
Ube.v pEX YHY
— Pk Da
Ulbeo v p&Y-X, Y
Yy obX Ve X

~p — <
*X,jYFQb*_MP w*ﬁPFX
X Yy oo Yo, X

e —_— Y
Y»k*XFSD*H/) ‘P*k@DFX

where (i, 7, k) € {(1,2,3),(2,3,1), (3,1,2)}

Figure 6: Display Calculus UL: Logical Rules for Substructural Connectives
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Notation 3. Ler Form{ := {ﬁ, 0;,05,0;,07,V,A | j € G} and Struc) := {x, e, ,,|j € G}.
We will use the following logical connectives:

Form; := Form{ U {¥,;,3;,¥;,3; | i € {0,1,2}}

()

Struc; := Struc?! U {e, | i € {0,1,2}}

If F C Formy, the structural connectives associated to F, denoted Struc(F), is the set of
structural connectives {x, ,, } together with {e;} if FN {Dj, 0,005 1€ G} # 0 and
with {e} if FN {V;,3;,V;,3; |i€{0,1,2}} # 0. We denote by S (P, F) the set of all

1771

S (P, F, Struc(F))-structures.

5.1 Substructural and Restricted Tense Logics

In this section, we define substructural and restricted tense logics. Their semantics are based on
the class of pointed substructural frames viewed as Kripke frames. The core idea is to break the
ternary relation into two binary relations and to consider the relation C as a binary relation as
well. Then, any substructural frame can be viewed as a multi-modal Kripke frame whose three
of its binary relations satisfy specific properties.

Notation 4. For all substructural frames F = (P, S1,...Sm, R), we introduce the following
notations:

Ry :={(z,y) € P X P | thereis z € P such that (x,y,z) € R}
Ry :={(z,y) € P X P | thereis z € P such that (z,z,y) € R} .

Substructural Tense Logic

Definition 17 (Substructural tense logic). If ' = (P, Sy,...Sn, R) is a substructural frame, a
valuation for F is a function V : P — 28 A pointed multi-modal substructural model is a pair
((F,V),w), where (F,w) is a pointed substructural frame and V' is a valuation for F'. It is also
denoted (M, w) where M = (F, V). The class of all pointed multi-modal substructural models
is denoted £~ . We define a (canonical) tense logic based on £~ .

e The valuation relation = C £~ x L (P,Formy) is defined inductively as follows. Let
(M, w) € F be a pointed multi-modal substructural model and let ¢ € £ (P, Form;). The
truth conditions for the connectives —, A, V are defined like in Definition[d] We define the
truth conditions for the other connectives of Formy as follows: for all ; € G and all
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ie{1,2},

M,wkp iff peV(w)

/\/l,wFDjap iff  for all v € P such that ijv,M,vFgo
M,wE<Cjp  iff  thereis v € P such that wSjv and M, v = ¢
M,wFDj_cp iff forall v € P such that vS;w, M, v|= ¢

M, wil= Oj¢ iff  thereis v € P such that vSjw and M, v =%
M, wEVYp  iff forall v € P such that R;wv, M, v= ¢
M,wEJip  iff  thereis v € P such that R;wv and M, v |= ¢
M, w szﬂp iff for all v € P such that R;vw, M,v = ¢
M,wkE37¢ iff thereis v € P such that R;ow and M, v = ¢
M,wEYep iff forallv € P suchthatw C v, M,vf=¢
M,wk3gp  iff thereis v € P such thatw = vand M,vf=¢
M,wFV(ﬂp iff forall v € P such thatv C w, M,vf=¢
M,wkE35¢ iff thereisv € P suchthatv C wand M,v}=¢

e We extend the scope of the evaluation relation = simultaneously in two different ways in
order to also relate points to S (P, Form;)—structures. The antecedent evaluation relation
K= C £~ xS (P, Formy) and the consequent evaluation relation F= C £~ xS (P, Formy)
are defined inductively as follows. The truth conditions for the formulas, the structural
connectives x, o; and ,, (where j € G and i € {0, 1,2,3}) are defined like in Definition
The truth conditions for the connectives o, are defined as follows: for all i € {1,2},

M, w }é e, X iff thereisv € M such that R;vw
and it holds that M, v = X

M, w }é e, X iff forallv € M such that R;wv,
it holds that M, v = X

M,wE= ey X iff thereis v € M such that v C w
and it holds that M, v = X

M,wk= eg X iff forallv € M such that w C v,
it holds that M, v = X.

e We extend the scope of the relation = to also relate points to consecutions of C (P, Formy)
like in Definition

We extend these definitions to the class of pointed substructural frames. We define the
valuation relation |= C F x L (P, Formy) as follows: if (F,w) is a pointed substructural frame
and if p € L (P, Formy), then

F,wl= iff forall valuations V, it holds that (F, V), w | ¢.
The triple (/J (P, Formy) , F, F ) is a (multi-modal) logic, called substructural tense logic. [

Note that a valuation is a function V : P — 2% which does not necessarily fulfill the
condition of Definition [3]
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Propositional Logic

O(p — ¢) — (Op — Og) Distributivity
p—0UO™p Converse
p—~ U Op Converse’
vﬂp —p TO
Yop — YoVop 4
3ip— FI I p 3
Jop — E|1_E|1§|2p 3/
FFp =TI 2-
Hlaap — 3631]) 2/
353, p — Jodyp 24
Jodop — 35 Jop 2+
0;36]9 — 300;]9 2+j
<>j30p — 30_<>jp 2+;

b P

DT@ O o Necessitation
where (0, 07) € {(Dj,o;),(vi,a;) |j€G,ic {0,1,2}},

(O7,0) e {(@7,0,),(,3) | j € Gii € {0,1,2}],
and j € G.

Figure 7: Hilbert Calculus K
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Structural Rules:

oW X U oW X U

LS e
XFU Oo.oX}*U
*oz*ozolXFU OI*OIOZ*X}*US/

o XU x o, xX U

xegxe XU oo x XU

— o 2+ —— o 2+
oo XU xo 0% XU
°0°1XFU2 *o,*oOXFUz,
o o XU ) e x XU )
Display Rules:

XF oY

— 9,

o X|Y

Modal Connectives:

oiXFgo v (p}*X v
1 ., VK - 1 - VA
XFVZ‘QO vi@}i.iX

Xe pleX
— - g 7 < 24
X3 o FeX
Dual Modal Connectives:

UF ek goFX _
va 7—VA
UV, Vol xex X
Xt x o xp |- U

di 34
o xX |- Jip JipU

where i € {0,1,2} and k € G U {2}

Figure 8: Additional Inference Rules ¥ for the Display Calculus Dy
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Definition 18 (Hilbert and display calculi for tense logic). The Hilbert calculus for L (P, Formy),
denoted Kj, is defined in Figure [7l The display calculus for C (P, Formy), denoted Dy, is the
display calculus containing the rules of Figure [} [5] and [§] which mention only the logical con-
nectives of Form; or the corresponding structural connectives. U

Definition 19. A pointed substructural Kripke model (M, w) = (W,C, S1,...Sn, R1, Ra, V,w)
is a pointed Kripke model where S1, . . . .S, are binary accessibility relations (as defined in Def-
inition[2)) and T, R, R are binary relations over TV that moreover satisfy the following condi-
tions: for all w,v € P,

1. if Rjwv then there is © € P such that Rovu;

2. if Rovw then there is © € P such that Rquv;

3. R, is a negative two-place accessibility relation;

4. R, is a positive two-place accessibility relation;

5. Cis areflexive, transitive and antisymmetric binary relation on P.

A pointed substructural Kripke frame is a pointed Kripke frame without valuation. The class of
all pointed substructural Kripke frames is denoted K. The class of pointed substructural Kripke
frames whose relation C is only reflexive and transitive (and not necessarily antisymmetric) is
denoted K°*. The language £ (P, Formy) is interpreted canonically over K~ by means of a
valuation relation, also denoted |=. g

Lemma 3. Let Fy be a class of pointed substructural frames and let K, be its (canonically) as-
sociated class of pointed substructural Kripke frames. Then, the sets of validities of (C (P, Form)
Ky, ) and (C (P, Formy) , Fo, | ) are the same.

Proof. 1t is due to the fact that any pointed substructural Kripke model can be mapped to a
pointed substructural frame satisfying the same formulas of £ (P, Form), and vice versa. [

Lemma 4. Let /Cg 4 be a class of pointed substructural Kripke frames whose relation C is reflex-
ive and transitive but not necessarily antisymmetric and which is defined by a set St of primitive
Sformulas of L (P, Formy) or LroL(R1,R2) (see Definition or by a set of analytic inference
rules of Ct. Let K, be the subclass of frames of ng? 4 whose relation T is also antisymmet-
ric (and therefore a partial order). Then, the sets of validities of (C (P, Formy) ,ICg 4 ) and
(C (P, Formy) Ky , |= ) are the same.

Proof. Since the sets of validities with respect to pointed frames or pointed models coincide, it
suffices to prove that every pointed model of IC()';4 can be transfomed into a pointed model of Ky
that satisfy the same formulas of £ (P, Form;). We resort to the techniques of unraveling [11,
Section 4.5] and product update. Because we deal with tense logics, we need to make explicit
the converse relations &7, 5, ,...,5,,, R and R, . Adapted to our setting, the unraveling of
(M,w) = (W,C,S1,...5%,R1,R2, 7,57 ,...,5,, Ry, Ry, V,w) is the pointed Kripke

- = =

- - = — — N
model <M,w> = (W, C,S5q,... Sm,Rl,Rg,V,w> defined as follows:
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e W is the set of sequences of points (w, ws, ..., w,), denoted w, such that Wi,y ..., Wy €
W and there are Ry, ..., R, € {E, Sty Sm, R1, Ra, E7,57, ..., S;L,RI,RQ_} such
that wRiw1 Ry . .. Rywy;

ﬁ
e for all R € {E,Sl,...,Sm,Rl,Rg,Ef,Sl_,...,S;@,RI,RQ_}, we set Rwv when

there is some v € W such that Rw,v (where W= (w1, ..., wp));
— —
o V(p) = {(w,wl,...,wn) eW|w,e€ V(p)};

o W= (w).

H
We already know that (M, a) satisfies the same formulas of £ (P, Form;) as (M, w) by [11}
Lemma 4.53] and [11, Proposition 2.14]. Yet, this is not over. On the one hand, the binary

relation 2 of this unraveled model is reflexive, transitive and antisymmetric. On the other hand,
the other conditions of the other relations may not be necessarily preserved by the unraveling
(they are spelled out in Definition [I9). However, these other conditions are satisfied by the
original pointed Kripke model (M, w). Hence, we define a third Kripke model (M’ w') =
W' 'S, ... S, Ry, RE, V! w') which combines all the desired conditions in a single model
by means of a product update, as follows:

— —
W= {(x;g) |z €W, 7 € Wandforallp e P, z € V(p)iff 7 € V(p)};

forall R € {C,S1,..., 59, R1,R2,C 7, 57,...,5,, R, Ry }, we set R(z,7)(y, y)

_>
when Rzxy and R?Z;

o (z,z) € V'(p)iffz € V(p).

o w = (w,w).

Now, we check that the conditions of Definition are indeed fulfilled. Clearly, C" is a
partial order (reflexive, transitive and antisymmetric). Let R be a positive two-place accessibility
_>
relation of {Sy,...,Sm, Ra}. Assume that R (w, w)(v, v) and (v, v) T’ (v/,v'). Then we
— -
have both that Rwv, v C v’ () and RJ?, v C 2/, by definition of R’ and C’. By definition
of (*) and because R is positive, there is w' € W such that w' C w and Rw'v’. Let us
—

define w' := (w,w') and let us consider the point (w',w’), which belongs to W' by definition.
s — —

Because Rw'v’, we have that Rw'v’ and therefore also that R'(w’, w')(v',v") by definition of
— —

N

R’. Moreover, because w' T w, we have that w’ C w0 and therefore also that (w',w') C (w, 1_[))

by definition of C’. This partly proves that R’ is positive, we need to prove the second part of the
_>

definition. Assume that R'(w, 5)(1], 5)) and (w',w") T’ (w, Z) Then we have both that Rwwv,

, PG _>, - .. f ’ ..
w' C w (%) and Rwv, w' C w, by definition of R and C'. By definition of (x) and because
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R is positive, there is v/ € W such that v C v’ and Rw'v'. Let us define v’ := (v, v’) and let
—

us consider the point (v, v"), which belongs to W' by definition. Because Rw’v’, we have that
A —

R'w'v' and therefore also that R'(w', w")(v', v ) by deﬁmtlon of R'. Moreover, because v C v/,

we have that v E v’ and therefore also that (v, v) c' (v, ) by definition of C’. This proves
the second part of the definition of a positive two-place accessibility relation. The proof that R
is a negative two-place accessiblity relation is completely similar. O

Theorem 5 (Soundness and completeness). The proof systems K; and Dy are sound and complete
for the logics (L (P, Formy) , F, =) and (C (P, Formy) , F, |= ) respectively.

Proof. The result follows from the fact that the additional axioms Ty, 49, 3, 3°, 2+, 2+°, 2+,
2+;’, 2- and 2-* are in fact primitive formulas of £ (I, Formy). Their first-order translations
correspond to the conditions of Definition [I9] except for the condition of antisymmetry. Their
corresponding inference rules obtained by applying Kracht’s algorithm are the structural rules
of Di. Then, by [22, Theorems 16-17], DLM. + ¥ is sound and complete for the logic
(C (P,Formy), K54, =), where DLM, is the multi-modal version based on C (P, Formy) of
the display calculus DLM defined in [22]. However, by Lemma [4] the sets of validities of
(C (P, Formy) K54, =) and (C (P, Formy), K™, |=) are the same, and, by Lemma the sets
of validities of (C (P,Formy),K~, =) and (C (P,Form),F, =) are also the same. So,
DLM. + X is sound and complete for the logic (C (P, Formy),F, |=). Since every infer-
ence rule of DLM. + X is derivable in Dy and vice versa, we have that Dy is also sound and
complete for the logic (C (P, Formy) , F, |=). O

Restricted Tense Logic

Definition 20 (Restricted tense logic). The restricted tense language Ly and the restricted tense
sets of structures StA and StK are defined inductively by the following grammars in BNF:

Li: ¢ u= Jop | —p | (e A o) | Cje | Oi¢ |
JilpnTep) | CGrendee) | FleAdie)
St X = @ | « X y (X, X) | eX |

(0, X,X) | (X, xe,xX) | xo x(X, x0,%X)

SK. vy u= @ | xY | (Y,Y) | X |
oV, oY) | (xe,xY oY) | xe,x(Y, xe,xY)

where j ranges over G and, in StA and StK , ¢ ranges over L and ¢ ranges over G U {0, 1, 2}.

We denote by C; the set of consecutions of the form X |- Y, X |- or |- Y, where X € S;* and
Y € SE. The triple (Cy, F, | ) is a logic, called the restricted tense logic. O

5.2 Update Logic and Restricted Tense Logic: Equal Expressiveness

We will use extensively the following translations 71 and 7, between update and tense formulas.
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Definition 21 (Translations 7 and 7; : formulas). We define the mapping 7, : £ (P, Form) —
L inductively as follows:

71(p) = Jop

(e =) = =(ri(p) A-T(Y)) T1(—p) = —7(p)

(e AY) = Ti(e) ATi() (VYY) = =(=mi(e) ATi(Y))
m1(0;0) = Oymi(e) T1(j¢p) = O;mi(p)

(Cr ) = O Tmi(p) n;e) = O n(e)

mi(x® ) = J(ni(x) AFn()) n(x @ Y) = =310 A F2-1(Y))
(x> ¢) = ~FH(M)AT2 @) nx-y) = () AJn())
n(x C ) = 2 AT2n(Y) nlx<ay) = F(ni(x) AJ-mi(Y))
(e ®x) = T (ml)AFi(e) e @ x) = 3 () AT Ti(e)
e G x) = ~H M) AF () nlesx) = ) AIT)
(e D3 x) = ~HEnO)AITIR) Tilerx) = T (0D AT mi(e)
(Y @) = F1i(p) AIri(Y) (Y @ ) = (3] i) AF2mmi(Y))
WY G p) = G @) AR2n®) T <) = 3 (e) AFomi(Y)
(Y D) = A(F () AT(Y) (W) = 3 T(e) A Femi(Y)

We define the mapping 7; : £t — £ (P, Form) inductively as follows:

7 (FoP) = p

T (P AY) = n@rn @) (o) = 7 (¥)

7 (L) = U (o) 7 (O ) = O (9)
TR T IGIRg T - et

O

Remark 1. If we deal with flat point sets in substructural frames (that is with point sets of the
form (P, =)) then the translation 7 for propositional letters is simply 71 (p) := p. In that case,
the tense modalities Jo, 3, Vo, V|, can be removed from our translations.

Proposition 6 (Equal expressiveness of update logic and restricted tense logic: formulas). Re-
stricted tense logic is as expressive as update logic. More precisely, for all pointed substructural
frames (F,w) € F and all ¢ € L (P, Form), all @i € Ly, it holds that

Fowl-¢ iff F,wEmn(e) FowkEer iff F,wl-1 (¢ A3)
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Hence, for all ¢ € L (P, Form) and all ¢t € Ly,

(i) = ¢ (1 (¢1) = o

Proof. We only prove Expression (3). Every valuation V' of a substructural frame F can be
extended into an interpretation V= of that very substructural frame F' such that for all ¢ €
L (P,Form), (F,V),w |= () iff (F,VE),w = 11(p) (). Indeed, if V is such a valua-
tion, it suffices to define V=(p) for all p € P as follows: VE(p) := {w € P | thereisv €
P such that v C w and v € V(p)}. Moreover, for all interpretation functions Z of F’ (which is
also a Valuation of F'), we can easily prove that for all p € L (P,Form), (F,T),w = 71(p 1ff
(F,Z),w | ¢ (**). Thus, we have that F, w = 71 (¢) iff for all Valuatlons V, (F V w = 7'1

by deﬁnltlon iff for all interpretations Z we have that (F,T),w=71(p) by (%), iff for all 1nter—
pretations V= we have that (F, VE ), w \F @ by (), iff Fw \F by definition. This proves the
first item of Expression (3)), the second item being proved similarly. O

Then, we lift these translations 71 and 7, to structures and consecutions.

Definition 22 (Translations 7 and 7, : structures and consecutions). We define the translations
t1: S (P,Form) — St and t, : S (P, Form) — SX inductively as follows: forall j € G,

ti(e) = T1(p) ta(e) = 71(p)

t1(8X) = ot1(X) to(e;X) = etg(X)

tl(*X) = *tQ(X) (*X) = xip (X)

t(X,Y) = t1(X),t1(Y) t2(X,Y) = taX), ta(Y)

(X, Y) = xepx(t1(X), xeaxt1(Z)) t2( X, Y) = e1(t2(X), e2ta(Y))

tl(X . Y) = Oltl(X), * @9 X tl(Y) (X " Y = X e *tQ(X), L D) tQ(Y)
11(X ,Y) = ey(e1t1(X),t1(Y)) ta(X ,, Y) = xeyx(ta(Y), x e xta(X))

We extend the translations to consecutions. We define the translation 7 : C (P, Form) — C; as
follows: for all X |- Y € C (P, Form), we set

n(XFY):=t1(X)ta(Y

We define the translations t; : S{* — S (P, Form) and t; : S — S (P, Form) inductively
as follows: for all j € G,

ty (9) = 71 () ty () = 7 ()

ty (xX) = xt, (X) ty (xX) = ] (X)

ty (9X) = oty (X) ty (6X) = oty (X)
t(X,Y) = 4 (X), () HL(X,Y) =ty (X), 5 (
ty (e:(e X, Y)) = (X)Lt (Y) ty(xex(X, xe,xY)) = #,(X) ;85 (
t; (0, X, xe,xY) = (X)), t7(Y) ty(xe xX, 0,Y) = 1, (X),,t5(
ty(x o x(X, xexY)) = t7(X), 7 (Y) t5(e(X, e Y)) =ty (X) 5 (

We extend the translations to consecutions. We define the translation 7; : Ct — C (P, Form) as
follows: for all X |- Y € Ci, we set

T (X EY) =t (X) 15 (V). O
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Proposition 7 (Equal expressiveness of update logic and restricted tense logic).

o We have that (S{*, F, =) = (S(P, Form), F, |~ ) and (S, F, =) = (S(P, Form), F, < ).
More preczsely, for all pointed substructural frames (F,w) and all X € S(P, Form), all
Xt e St ,all Yy € SE, it holds that

Fwl* X iff F,wt(X) FowkE Xy iff Fwlt7 (X))
Fowl X if Fwf=t(X) Fwb=Y: iff Fowlty (v
o We have that (Ct, F, %) = (C (P, Form), F, |- ) More precisely, for all pointed sub-

structural frames (F,w) and all X Y € C (P, Form), all X;} Y; € C (P, Formy), it
holds that

FuwlFXEY iff FuEn(XEY) FwuEX=Y if Fwl-m (XY

Proof. By induction on the structures X € S(P,Form) and X; € S,Y; € SK and on the
consecutions X F Y € C (P,Form) and X} F Y; € G, using Proposition@for the base case. [

Finally, we lift these translations 7 and 7, to inference rules.

Definition 23 (Translations 74 and 7, : inference rules). Let R be an inference rule in C (IP, Form)
and let Rt be an inference rule in C (P, Formy). We define the inference rules 71 (R) in C (P, Formy)
and 71 (R) in C (P, Form) as follow:

Tl(R) = {(Tl(Cl), ... ,Tl(Cl),Tl(Cl+1)) | (C1, .. .,CZ,C1+1) c R}
1 (Ry) := { (1 (C1),.... 71 (C1), 71 (Ci11)) | (C,.. ., CZ;CHl) € Ri}.

If ¥ is a set of inference rules, then 71 (X) := {r(R) | R € S}and 7 () := {r{ (R) | R € E}.

Example 4. Below are the display rules dry, dry, drs, dry of UL, for (7,7, k) = (3,1,2), and
their respective translations 7 (dry), 71 (drz), 71 (dr3) and 71 (dry) in Dy.

X, Y27 ZFX .Y
—dn — dry
Xk*y VA Y ZF X
lo - dl’4
YFZ, X Z,*xX}FY
e X,Y)FZ Z xeaxY, xe1 %X
Tl(drl) 7'1(d|'3)
XP o (Y, &3 Z) * o1 x(xY, *QQ*Z)FX
7'1<dl’2) 7'1(dl’4)
YFQQZ,*olX ol*X,*og*ZFY

O

Proposition 8. Let R be an analytic inference rule in C (P, Form) and let R be an inference
rule in Cy, both in the special form of Expression (9). Then,

(i (R)) =R ™ (r (Ry) = Ry
Proof. 1t follows from Propositions [6] and [7] O
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6 Correspondence Theory for Tense Logics

In this section, we recall the main results of correspondence theory adapted to our (restricted)
substructural tense logic. Roughly speaking, correspondence theory investigates to what extent
specific properties of accessibility relations can be reformulated in terms of the validity of spe-
cific formulas. Correspondence theory addresses the following kinds of questions: when does
the truth of a given (modal or tense) formula in a frame corresponds to a first-order property
in this frame ? (Sahlqvist correspondence theorem); and when does the validity of a (modal or
tense) formula on a class of frames corresponds to the fact that this class of frames satisfies a
specific first-order property (and vice versa) ? (Sahlqvist and Kracht theorems) (see [11} 149]]
for more details on correspondence theory for modal and tense logic). Sahlqvist and inductive
formulas are modal formulas which have a first-order correspondent (every inductive formula
is equivalent to a Sahlqvist formula with converse tense modality). These first-order correspon-
dents are called Kracht formulas (see [[11, Section 3.6] for a formal definition).

6.1 Preliminary Definitions
Definition 24 (Languages £FOL (Rl, RQ), ACSOL (Rl, Rg) and EFOL (R), £SOL (R)).

e The (binary) first-order substructural frame language, denoted Lror (R) (resp. LroL(R1, R2)),
is the first-order language that has the identity symbol with m + 1 binary relations St . . .,
Sm, E and a ternary relation R (resp. with m + 3 binary relations Sy, ..., Sp, Ri1, Ro
and ).

e The (binary) second-order substructural frame language, denoted Lsor,(R) (resp. LsorL(R1, R2)),
is the second-order language obtained by augmenting Lror(R) (resp. LroL(R1,R2))
with a collection of monadic predicate variables P, P», . . . associated to each p1, pa, ... €
P.

The satisfaction relations |= gor, and = sor for the languages Lror (R1, R2), LroL(R) and
Lsor(R1,R2), LsoL(R) respectively on the class of all substructural frames F~ are defined as
usual (see [31] for example). O

Notation 5. Like in [22l], we introduce the following abbreviations: for all k € G U {1, 2},

(Vy > 2)a(y) = Vy(Srry — a(y)) (Vy <k 2)a(y) = Yy(Sryz — a(y))
(Fy >k v)a(y) = y(Skry A a(y)) (Fy <k )a(y) = y(Skyz A a(y))
(Vy o 2)a(y) == Vy(r Ey — a(y)) (Vy <o 2)a(y) == Vy(y C =z — a(y))
(Fy o z)a(y) == Fy(zr Sy A a(y)) (Fy <o 2)a(y) == Fy(y Tz A a(y))

Besides, we also introduce the following abbreviations: for all i € {1,2,3},

Rlzyz iff oi(z,y,2) €R “)

(Vyz > 2)a(y, 2) == Yyz(Rizyz — a(y, 2)) (yz > z)a(y, 2) == Jyz(Rizyz A aly, 2))
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We call the constructs (Vy >y ), (Yy <, x), (Vyz &' x) and Sy >y ), 3y < z), Gyz >°
x) restricted universal (resp. existential) quantifiers (where k € GU {0,1,2} and i € {1,2,3}).
They are generally denoted (Vy > z), (Vy < z), (Vyz > z), (Vyz < z) and (3yz > x),
(Fy < x), 3y > ), (Fyz < z).

Remark 2. The restricted quantifiers (Vy > z), (Vy < z) and (3y > z), (3y < x) of Notation
5 could be defined like our notations (Vyz > ), (Vyz < z) and (Jyz > z), (Jyz < z) if we
introduced the following notations: for all i € {1, 2},

Stzy iff 7i(z,y) €S 5)

where 71 (z,y) = (z,y) and 72(z,y) = (y,x). Expression [5|is the binary counterpart of Ex-
pression[d] Now, let us define for all i € {1, 2},

(Vy &' z)aly) == Vy(S'zy — a(y)) By ' 2)aly) == 3y(S'zy A aly)).

), (Vy 2 z)a(y) = (Vy < 2)a(y) and
Jy < z)a(y).

Then we have that (Vy >! 2)a(y) = (Vy > z)a(y
By > w)aly) = By > v)aly), By >° z)aly) = (

Definition 25 (Definability and local substructural frame correspondence). Let (L, Fo, F ) be
a logic defined on a class Fg of substructural frames. Let o € L, let X be a set of inference
rules in £ and let O(x) be a (set of) formula(s) of Lror(R1,R2) (or of Lror(R)) such that =
is supposed to be the only free variable of ©.

e We say that O(z) defines a class of pointed substructural frames Fy or that Fy is defined
by O(x) when the following holds:

Fo = {(F,w) | (F,w) € ]-"andFFFOLG[w]}

e We say that ¢ (resp. X)) and O(z) are local substructural frame correspondents when for
all pointed substructural frames (F,w) € F,

FowkE g iff FEpoLOw]
FwkEY iff FEroLO[w]

where F' = por©[w] means that ©(z) is interpreted in F' with respect to an assignment that
assigns w to the free variable x. ]
6.2 Correspondence Theory for Substructural Tense Logic

Correspondence for Axioms

In this section, we deal with the problem of how specific properties of accessibility relations
can be expressed in terms of the validity of specific kinds of formulas. Every formula of
L (P, Form;) can be translated in Lsor,(R1, R2) by the standard translation:
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Definition 26 (Standard translation). For all (free) variables x, we define the standard transla-
tion ST, : L (P,Form;) — LsoL(R1,R2) inductively as follows:

ST, (p) = P(x)

STo(pA®) = STo(p)ASTy()

STe(—p) = ~STu(e)

ST (Cp) = (Fy>2)ST,(v)

ST, (Oy) = (Vyo x)ST,(¢)

ST, (O7¢) = (Fy<x)STy(p)

ST,(O7¢) = (Vy<z)STy(p)
where (1, O, >) € {(T;, O, >5), (Vi 3i,>0) | 1 € G,i € {0,1,2}}, (07,07, <) € {(T;, 05, <
), (V. ,3;,<4) | j€G,ie{0,1,2}} and P is a monadic predicate variable. O

Then, one can easily show that if ¢ € £ (P, Formy) holds in a pointed substructural frame
(F,w), then ST, () holds as well in (F, w):

Fact 1. Let (F,w) be a pointed substructural frame and let ¢ € L (P, Formy). Then,
Fwkye iff FiroLSTa(p)w)]

where F |= roL ST, (p)[w] means that ST, () is interpreted in F with respect to an assignment
that assigns w to the free variable x.

One would want instead to have an equivalent first-order formula of Lror(R1, R2) and not
a second-order formula of Lsor(R1,R2). This cannot be the case in general and we therefore
introduce a fragment of the formulas of £ (P, Formy) called the Sahlqvist fragment which con-
sists of formulas for which we can always find a first-order equivalent. Larger fragments exist,
such as the class of inductive formulas [19], but they will not be needed here.

Definition 27 (Boxed atom, positive and negative formula, Sahlqvist formula).

e A boxed atom is a formula of the form L; ... Lyp where Ly, ..., L, € {0J;, iy Vi, V|
j € G,i € {0,1,2}} (they are not necessarily distinct). In the case where k& = 0, the
boxed atom L ... Lgp is just the proposition letter p.

e An occurrence of a proposition letter p in a formula of £ (P, Form) is a positive occur-
rence if it is in the scope of an even number of negation signs; it is a negative occurrence
if it is in the scope of an odd number of negation signs. A formula of £ (P, Formy) is
positive in p (negative in p) if all occurrences of p in ¢ are positive (negative). A formula
of £ (P, Formy) is positive (negative) if it is positive (negative) in all proposition letters
occurring in it.

o A Sahlqvist antecedent is a formula built up from boxed atoms, negative formulas and the
connectives {T, 1,04,07,3u3; |j €G,ie{o,1, 2}} of Formy. A Sahlgvist impli-

1
cation is an implication ¢ — 1) in which v is a positive formula of £ (P, Form;) and ¢ is
a Sahlqvist antecedent of £ (IP, Formy). A Sahiqvist formula of £ (P, Formy) is a formula
built up from Sahlqvist implications by freely applying boxes and conjunctions, and by

applying disjunctions only between formulas that do not share any proposition letters. [
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Definition 28 (Translations 73 and 757 ). The Sahlgvist algorithm for Sahlqvist formulas of the
form ¢ — 1), denoted T3, is defined below. The Kracht algorithm, denoted 75, can be found in
[T, p. 169-178].

Step 0: Translate the formula ¢ — 1 in LsorL(R1, R2) (Definition .

Step 1: Pull out diamonds and pre-process.

We can rewrite the second-order translation of ¢ — 1) into a conjonction of formulas of
the form

VP, ... VPV .. Vom(REL N BOXAT AN NEG — ST,(1)) (6)

where RE L is a conjunction of atomic first-order statements of the form Rxy correspond-
ing to occurrences of diamonds and other existential modalities, BO X AT is a conjunction
of (translations of) boxed atoms, and N EG is a conjunction of (translation of) negative
formulas. We must show that each formula of the form displayed in Formula (6)) has a
first-order equivalent. This is done by using the equivalence

((e NNEG) = B) +» (o« — (B V-NEG))

where =N EG is the positive formula that arises by negating the negative formula N EG.
Using this equivalence we can rewrite Formula (6) to obtain a formula of the form

VP, ...VPNa; ... Vo, (REL A BOXAT — POS) )

Step 2: Read off instances.

Let P be a unary predicate occurring in Formula (7)), and let 7 (z;,), ..., mx(x;,) be
all the (translations of the) boxed atoms in the antecedent of Formula in which the
predicate P occurs: 7;(x;;) := [y, ...[0;p. Observe that every 7;(z;,) is of the form
Vy(Rg,wi;y — Py), where B; := ji1 ... j; and Rg ry is an abbreviation for

3@/;‘1 (Rj1 Y N 3Z/jz (Rjzyj1 Yjo Ao A Elyjlfl(leflyjlfQlefl A leyjlfly) .- ~))

If I = 0, B is the empty sequence ¢; in this case the formula Rcz;;y should be read
as z;; = y. Let Py;,_,,...,Py;,, be all the occurrences of the predicate P in the
antecedent of Formula (7). Define

o(P) := Mu.(Rg,xyuV ...V Rg xyuVy,, , =uV...Vy =u)

o(Py),...,0(P,) form the minimal instances making the antecedent BOX AT true.

We can assume that every unary predicate P that occurs in the consequent of Formula (/)
also occurs in the antecedent of Formula (7). Otherwise Formula (7)) is positive and we
can substitute A\u.u # u for P: we will obtain an equivalent formula without occurrences
of P.

34



Step 3: Instantiating.

We now use the formulas of the form o (P) found in Step 2 as instantiations; we substitute
o(P) for each occurrence of P in the first-order matrix of Formula (7). This results in a
formula of the form

[0(P)/Pr,...,0(Py)/Pa]Vay ... Vam(REL A BOXAT — POS).

Now, there are no occurrences of monadic second-order variables in RE L. Furthermore,
observe that by our choice of the substitution instances o (P), the formula [0 (P;)/Py], . . .,
o(P,)/P,|BOX AT will be trivially true. So after carrying out these substitutions we end
up with a formula that is equivalent to one of the form

Va1 ... Vam(REL = [0(P)/Py,...,0(Py)/P,]POS). (8)

Formula (8)) is a first-order formula involving only = and the relation symbol S. It remains
to show that Formula is equivalent to Formula (6). The implication from Formula
(6) to Formula (8) is simply an instantiation. For the implication from Formula (8) to
Formula (6), let M be a substructural model and assume that M =Vz; ...V, (REL —
[0(P)/Py,...,0(P,)/P,]POS) and M= REL N BOX AT [ww . . . w,,]. We need to
show that M = POS[wwy . . . wy,]. First of all, it follows from the above assumptions that
ME[o(P)/Py,...,0(P,) /Py POS[ww; ... wy). As POS is positive, it is upwards
monotone in all unary predicates occurring in it, so it suffices to show that for all P €
{Py,...,P,}, it holds that M = Yy (o (P)(y) — Py)[ww; ... wy]. If M o(P)(y),
then either (1) M = Rg,xi;y or (2) M = i, = y, and we have to show that M = Py.
In the first case (1), this entails that M [= Vy(Rg, i,y — Py) also holds. Hence, we can
conclude that M = Py. In the second case (2), because M = Py;., yi; = yand Mis a
substructural model, we have that M = Py. U

Theorem 9 (Correspondence). Let ¢ € L (P, Form;) be a Sahlgvist formula. Then, ¢ and
73 (@) are local substructural frame correspondents.

Proof. 1t suffices to apply the Sahlqvist algorithm to ¢. The result then follows from [11,
Th. 3.54]. O

Theorem 10 (Canonicity). Let S C L (P, Formy) be a set of Sahlgvist formulas. Then, the proof
system Ki + X is sound and strongly complete for the logic (E (P, Formy) , Fo, = ), where F
is the class of pointed substructural frames defined by the set of first-order formulas 15 (S) :=

{3 () | p € S}
Proof. The result follows from [[11, Th. 4.42]. O

Example 5. We did not impose any particular restriction upon the accessibility relation S;.
So, there is no reason that it captures the notion of knowledge and belief as they are usually
represented in epistemic and doxastic logics [} (15} 32]]. Usually, the notion of knowledge is
captured by the fact that the epistemic accessibility relations .S; are (at least) reflexive and tran-
sitive. We say that a substructural frame F' is transitive when for all accessibility relations S,
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for all w,v,u € F, if Sjwv and S;vu then Sjwu. We say that I is reflexive when for all acces-
sibility relations S, for all w € F, Sjww. We denote by F4 (resp. F7) the class of transitive
(resp. reflexive and transitive) pointed substructural frames. Let us consider the following axiom
schemata: for all j € G,

;00— O 4 =00 T

Axiom schemata 4 and T are Sahlqvist axioms. Their first-order translations are YwVoVu(SjwuA
Sjvu — Sjwu) and YwSjww. So, by Theorem[10} the Hilbert calculus Ki+-{4} (resp. Ki+{T})
is sound and strongly complete for (£ (P, Formy) , Fu, = ) (resp. (E (P, Formy) , Fr, E )). O

Correspondence for Inference Rules

We recall the main results of Kracht [22]], adapted to our substructural tense logic.

Definition 29 (Primitive formulas of £ (P, Formy)). A primitive formula of L (P, Form;) is a
formula of £ (P, Formy) of the form ¢ — v, where p, ¢ € L (P, F) with F := {T, AV, 05,07,

3,37 | 7 € G,i € {1,2}} and such that ¢ contains each propositional variable at most once.
O

Note that a primitive tense formula is a Sahlqvist formula.

Definition 30 (Translations 75 and 7, ). Let R be an analytic inference rule in C (P, Form). It
can be represented in this special form (U, V, Uy, ..., U, can be empty structures):
UV ... UV R
ULV ©)

We define the primitive formula of £ (P, Form;) associated to R as follows where each structure
variable in U, Uy, . . ., U, has been uniformly replaced by a propositional letter:

T2 (R) = tl(U) — 1 (Ul) V...Vt (Un>

The converse algorithm 7, can be found in [22, p. 106-107]. It transforms any primitive
formula of £ (P, Form;) into an analytic inference rule in C (I, Form) which has the same de-
ductive power as the formula. U

Definition 31 (Inherently universal variable). We say that an occurrence of a variable y in a
formula « is inherently universal if either y is free, or else y is bound by a restricted universal
quantifier which is not in the scope of a (restricted) existential quantifier. U

Definition 32 (Primitive formulas of Lror(R1, R2)).

e A Kracht formula of Lror(R1,Rz2) is built up from atomic formulas of the form x = y,
x C y, Sjzy (where j € G), Rizy or Roxy with the help of A,V and the restricted
quantifiers in such a way that in a subformula x = y, v C y, S;2y, R12y or Raxy at least
one of x or y is hereditary universal.
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e A primitive formula of Lror(R1, R2) is a Kracht formula of Lpor.(R1, R2) in which no
universal quantifier is in the scope of an existential quantifier. U

Theorem 11. Let Fy be a class of pointed substructural frames. There exists a finite set
of analytic inference rules ¥t in Cy such that Dy + Xy is sound and complete for the logic
(C (P, Formy), Fo, =) if, and only if, there exists a finite set ©(x) of primitive formulas
of LroL(R1,R2) with one free variable x that defines Fy. Moreover, ¥t is effectively com-
putable from ©(x) and, vice versa, ©(z) is effectively computable from 4, as follows: ©(z) :=
73 (12 (31)) and ¢ := 15 (15 (O())).

Proof. As shown in the proof of Theorem 5| DLM; + X is sound and complete for the logic
(C (P,Formy), F, =), where DLM. is the multi-modal version based on C (P, Formy) of the
display calculus DLM defined in [22]]. Moreover, by Theorem 5| Dy is also sound and complete
for the same logic (C (P, Formy) , F, |=). Thus, for any class of substructural frames Fy, it holds
that Dt + ¥t is sound and complete for the logic (C (P, Formy) , Fo, =) iff DLM; + Yo + St is
sound and complete for the logic (C (P, Formy) , 5o, = ). So, by Lemma D¢+ % is sound and
complete for the logic (C (P, Formy), Fo, |= ) iff DLM. + ¢ + X is sound and complete for
the logic (C (P, Formy), Ky, =) (we recall that Ky is the class of pointed substructural Kripke
frames associated to ). The result then follows from [22, Theorems 16-17]. ]

Proposition 12 ([22]). Let R be an analytic inference rule in C (P, Formy), let ¢ be a primi-
tive formula of L (P, Formy) and let (F,w) be a pointed substructural frame. Then, we have
F,w k= R if, and only if, F,w = 12(R), and, vice versa, we have F,w |= ¢ if, and only if,
F,wl= 1, (). Moreover,

F72(ry (0) € ¢ 7 (12 (R)) = R

6.3 Correspondence Theory for Restricted Tense Logic

In this section, we adapt the results of the previous section (in particular Theorem to our
restricted tense logic. We proceed in two steps. In Section[6.3] we provide a translation between
primitive formulas of £t and specific first-order formulas of Lrop.(R1, R2) based only on binary
relations. In Section we provide a translation between the formulas of Lror,(R1,R2) and
other first-order formulas where the two binary relations R; and Ro have been combined and
replaced by the ternary relation R. We show in Theorem |17|that these two translations preserve
the expected properties.

Translations between Prototypic Formulas of £ (P, Form;) and Lror,(R1, R2)

Definition 33 (Prototypic formula of £ (P, Formy)). A prototypic formula of L (P, Formy) is a
primitive formula of £ (P, Form;) which belongs moreover to L. U

Definition 34 (Inherently universal variable). We say that an occurrence of a variable y in a
formula « is inherently universal if either y is free, or else y is bound by a restricted universal
quantifier which is not in the scope of a restricted existential quantifier. (]
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Definition 35 (Prototypic formulas of Lror.(R1,R2) and Lror(R)).

e A Kracht formula of Lror(R) is built up from atomic formulas of the form z = y, z C y,
S;xy (where j € G), Rxyz with the help of A,V and the restricted quantifiers in such a
way that in a subformula z = y, x C y, Sjxy at least one of = and y is hereditary universal
and in a subformula Rzyz either y is hereditary universal or x and z are both hereditary
universal (inclusive or).

e A prototypic formula of Lror(R) is a Kracht formula of Lror (R) in which no universal
quantifier is in the scope of an existential quantifier.

The set of prototypic formulas of Lror(R) is denoted Lp(R).

e A Kracht formula of Lror(R1,Rz2) is built up from atomic formulas of the form z = y,
x C y, Sjzy (where j € G), Rixy, Roxy with the help of A,V and the restricted
quantifiers in such a way that in a subformula x T y, Rizy, Roxy, Sjzy or x = y, at
least one of x and y is hereditary universal.

e A prototypic formula of Lror(R1, R2) is a primitive formula of Lror (R1, R2) such that:
(P1) Every (Vy > x) is immediately followed by a (Vz >2 y);

(P2) Every (Vx < y) is immediately preceded by a (Vy <12 z) or immediately preceded
or followed by a (Vz >3 y) (exclusive or);

(P3) Every (Vz 9 y) is immediately preceded by a (Vy t>1 z) or immediately preceded
or followed by a (Vx <; y) (exclusive or);

(P4) Every (Vy <13 z) is immediately followed by a (Vz <1 ¥);
(P5) Every (Jy t>1 z) is immediately followed by a (3z >3 y);

(P6) Every (3z <1 y) is either immediately preceded by a (Jy <3 z) or immediately
followed or preceded by a (3z >4 y) (exclusive or);

(P7) Every (3z >9 y) is either immediately preceded by a (Jy > z) or immediately
followed or preceded by a (3 <; y) (exclusive or);

(P8) Every (Jy <2 z) is immediately followed by a (3x <; y).

(R) Every atomic formula Rixy or Rexy which is not in a restricted quantifer appears
under the form Rixy A Raoyz or Rizx A Roxy (for some 2) respectively.

The set of prototypic formulas of Lror(R1, R2) is denoted Lp(R1, R2). O

If R1xy and Royz are two atomic formulas of a primitive formula of Lror (R1, R2), then,
by definition of a primitive formula, if y is not hereditary universal, both = and z must be
hereditary universal. Now, every atomic formula Rzyz in a formula of Lror (R) translates
into such a pair of atomic formulas Rjzy and Royz in a prototypic formula of Lp(R). So,
this explains why in the definition of a Kracht formula, in every subformula Rxyz, either y is
hereditary universal or x and z are both hereditary universal.
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Lemma 13. If ¢ is a prototypic formula of L (P, Formy), then 15 () is equivalent on the class
of pointed substructural frames to a prototypic formula of Lror(R1, R2). Vice versa, if O(x) is
a prototypic formula of Lro1(R1, R2), then T4 (©(x)) is a prototypic formula of L (P, Formy).

Proof. A prototypic formula of £ (P, Form;) is a specific instance of primitive formulas of
L (P,Form;). So, 73 () is a primitive formula of Lror(R1,R2). Moreover, because ¢ € Ly,
its standard translation ST (i) is such that it fulfills the 8 conditions P/—P8. It turns out that
the Sahlqvist algorithm preserves these conditions P/—P8. Hence the formula 73(¢) fulfills the
8 conditions P1—P8 as well, and 73(¢) is a prototypic formula of Lror.(R1, R2). Vice versa, the
version of the algorithm 75" that we use in Section is such that the formula 75 (¢) obtained
from a prototypic formula ¢ of Lror(R1,R2) via this algorithm belongs to L, besides being a
primitive formula of £ (P, Form;). Hence, 75 (¢) is a prototypic tense formula. O

Proposition 14 ([11, 22]). Let ¢ be a prototypic formula of L (P, Formy;) and let ©(x) be a
prototypic formula of Lror.(R1,R2). Then,

=73 (5 (O(2))) < O(x) 73 (13(9) ¢

Translations between Prototypic Formulas of Lyoy,(RR1,R2) and LrorL(R)

Definition 36 (Translations 74 and 7, ). We define the translation 74 : Lp(R1,R2) = Lp(R)
and its converse 7, : Lp(R) — Lp(R1, R2) by the following correspondence, which relates
atomic formulas and each restricted quantifer of Lror(R) to one or two pairs of restricted
quantifiers of Lror(R1,R2), and vice versa.

=: (Fy>12)(3z>2v)
o (Jy >o z)(Fz <1 )
o (Fz <1 2)(Fy >2 )
(Hz < x)(Jy <1 2)
= (Vypi1z)(Vz>2v)
o {(Vy >o ) (Vz <1 )
(Vz <1 z)(Vy >2 x)
=: (Vz<a2)(Vy <1 2)
Rzxyz = Rizy AN Royz

For the restricted quantifiers (3yz > =) and (Vyz t>2 z), note that two translations are possible.
(]

Proposition 15. The logics (Lp(R1,Rz2),F, = roL) and (Lp(R),F, = roL) are equally
expressive. More precisely, for all p € ﬁp(Rl, R2) and all (F,w) € ]:, we have F,w = ¢ if,
and only if, F,w |= 74(p), and, vice versa, for all 1) € Lp(R), we have F,w =) if, and only if,
M, wl= 7, (). Hence,

(s (¥) ¢ ¢ =7y (Ta(0)) <> o
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Proof. By induction on the number of restricted quantifiers in the given formula of Lp(R1, R2)
or Lp(R). O

Theorem 16. Let R be an analytic inference rule in Ct. Then, R and 14 (73 (12 (R))) are local
substructural frame correspondents.

Proof. 1t follows from Theorem [9)and Propositions[12] and [T5] O

Theorem 17. Let Fy be a a class of pointed substructural frames. There exists a finite set
of analytic inference rules ¥t in Cy such that Dy + Xy is sound and complete for the logic
(C (P, Formy) , Fo, |=) if, and only if, there exists a finite set ©(x) of prototypic formulas of
LroL(R) that defines Fy. Moreover, ¥t is effectively computable from ©(x) and, vice versa,
©(x) is effectively computable from Xy, as follows: ©(z) = 14 (13 (12 (X4))) and ¥t =
75 (15 (14 (©(2)))).

Proof. Let X be a finite set of analytic inference rules in C;. Then, by Theorem D; + Xy is
sound and complete for (C (P, Formy) , Fy, =) if, and only if, 7 can be defined by some finite
set ©g(z) of primitive formulas of Lror,(R1, R2) computable as follows: O¢(z) := 73 (12(X4)).
However, by Proposition O¢(x) is equivalent on the class of pointed substructural frames to
a finite set of prototypic formulas O(z) := 74 (Og(z)) of LroL(R). Hence, Dt+ % is sound and
complete for (C (P, Formy) , Fo, |= ) if, and only if, Fo can be defined by some finite set O(x)
of prototypic formulas of Lror (R). Moreover, again using Proposition > is effectively
computable from O(x) and, vice versa, ©(x) is effectively computable from X, as follows:
O(z) := 74 (13 (12 (X)) and Bt := 75 (75 (74 (©(2)))). O

7 Correspondence Theory for Update Logic

The shape of update logic combined with correspondence results for tense logics will allow us
to characterize the class of properly displayable logics which extend update logic. Update logic
being a generalization of the non-associative Lambek calculus, this will subsequently provide
a characterization of all properly displayable logics without (truth) constants that extend the
non-associative Lambek calculus.

7.1 From Inference Rules to First-order Frame Conditions

Lemma 18. An inference rule R in C (P, Form) (resp. Cy) is analytic if, and only if, 71 (R) (resp.
71 (R)) is analytic in Cy (resp. C (P, Form)).

Proof. 1t suffices to observe that the inductive steps in the translations 7y and 7, in Definition
[22] when viewed as inference rules (the input is viewed as the premise and the output is viewed
as the conclusion of the rule, and vice versa), fulfill conditions (C'1) — (C8). O

Lemma 19. Let X be a set of analytic inference rules in C (P, Form) and let X =Y €
C (P, Form). If X |- Y is provable in UL + X then 71(X |- Y) is provable in D + 11 (X).
Moreover; the proof of T1(X |- Y) in Dt + 71(X) is effectively computable from the proof of
XFYinUL+ %
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Proof. We first prove the left to right direction. If X F Y is provable in UL + ¥, then X F Y is
valid in (C (P, Form) , Fo, |- ), where Fy is the class of pointed substructural frames defined by
the inference rules of X. Therefore, by Proposition (X FY)isvalidin (C (P, Formy), Fo, &),
where Fy is also the class of pointed substructural frames defined by the inference rules of
71(X). Moreover, by Lemma|[I8] 71(X) is a set of analytic inference rules and, by Theorem
it locally corresponds to the set of prototypic formulas 74 (73 (72 (71(X)))) of LroL(R). So,
Fo is also the class of pointed substructural frames defined by the set of prototypic formulas
74 (13 (72 (11(X)))) of LroL(R). Hence, by Theorem 71 (X |- Y) is provable in Dy + 71 ().

For the left to right direction, it suffices to prove that every inference rule R of UL is such
that 7; (R) is derivable in D;. We only prove it for the display rules for the case where (i, j, k) =
(3,1,2). In the derivations below, we write CSr when one or more classical (structural) rules are
applied.

(X ,3YFZ n(X ,YF2)
o (01t1(X), t1(Y)) |-t2(2) Djf o (0111 (X), t1(Y)) |-t2(Z
111 (X), t Y) F o 12(Z x o1t1(X), ti(Y) |- e2t2(2)
o 1t1(X) | xt1(Y), o tQ(Z) t1(Y) | e ta(Z), » e1t1(X)
HX)E o1 (+#1(Y), #2£2(2)) :ef HOV)E e2t2(Z), %1 % ta(+X) ;Se:
Xk *Y, 2) nYH2Z, *xX)
n(ZFX,Y) oo
t1(2) F x o9 % (t2(Y), * e x to(X)) i
n(ZFX,Y) oo ok (t2(Y), * *tg(Xﬁ) - *t1(2) .
t1(Z) |- + o3 x (ta(Y), * o1 x 19(X)) #(ta(Y), * @y t2(X)) |- e %71(Z)
o+ (ta(Y), x @1 xto( X)) |- xt1(2) K * o9 11 (Z) - ta(Y), * @1 xt2(X)
(ta(Y), 501+ ta(X) | o2 511(Z) wta(Y), * o3 t1(Z) | % o1 * ta(X)
ot (Z) (V) xorita(X) o et ta(X)| % (da(Y), xeartr(Z))
o1 xto(X), *x 09 xt1(2) th(Y) CCSSF sto(X) F o1 x(xta(Y), * 09 xt1(2)) esf
o111 (xX), e xt1(Z) - ta2(Y) oo x o1 %(xta(Y), * e xt1(2)) F-ta(X) Dot
n(Z ., *XFY) n(xY , ZF X)
]

Theorem 20 (Correspondence for inference rules). Let X be a finite set of analytic inference
rules in C (P, Form). Then, ¥ and O(z) := 73 (12(11(X))) are local substructural frame corre-
spondents.

Proof. From Theorem [9]and Propositions [6] and [I2] it follows directly that if ¥ is a finite set of
analytic inference rules in C (P, Form), then ¥ and ©(z) := 73 (72(71(X))) are local substruc-
tural frame correspondents. O
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Theorem 21 (Canonicity for inference rules). Let F C Form and let X be a finite set of
analytic inference rules in C (P, F). Then, UL(F) + X is sound and complete for the logic
(C (P, F), Fo, |- ) where JFy is the class of pointed substructural frames defined by the set of
prototypic formulas ©(z) := 14 (13 (T2(71(X)))) of LroL(R).

Proof. We first prove completeness. Let X |- Y € C (P, F) and assume that X |- Y is valid
in (C(P,F),Fo, |-). Then, 7(X |- Y) is valid in (C (P,Formy),F, |=) by Proposition
Moreover, 71(X) is a set of analytic inference rules by Lemma So, by Theorem
71(X |- Y) is provable in Dy 4 74(X). Thus, X |- Y is provable in UL + X by Lemma |19} and
therefore also in UL(F) + X (we recall that UL + ¥ admits the cut rule and therefore any proof
of X |- Y in UL + ¥ will resort to logical rules where only the connectives of X |~ Y occur).
Now, we prove soundness. Assume that X |- Y is provable in UL(F) + X. Then, by Lemma
71 (X | Y) is provable in Dy + 71 (X). Moreover, 71(X) is a set of analytic inference rules
by Lemma So, by Theorem Tl(X =Y is valid in (C (P, Formy) , o, |= ). And finally,
X|-Yisvalidin (C(P,F), %o, [-) by Proposition O

Corollary 1. The display calculus UL is sound and complete for the logic (C (P, Form), F, |- )

On the one hand, a more general result than Corollary []is proved in [2], namely the strong
completeness of UL and some of its extension with respect to substructural models (which im-
plies completeness with respect to frames). On the other hand, Theorem 21| extends the (weak)
completeness result to all the extensions of UL with analytic inference rules and this result is
systematic, whereas the completeness result of [2]] was proved on a case by case basis from the
completeness results of [39].

7.2 From First-order Frame Conditions to Inference Rules

Theorem 22. Let Fy be a class of pointed substructural frames defined by a set O(x) of pro-
totypic formulas of LroL(R) with one free variable x. Then, the logic (C (P, Form), Fo, |-)
is properly displayable. Moreover, the set of analytic inference rules 3. of the proper display
calculus which is sound and complete for (C (P, Form) , Fo, |- ) is effectively computable from
O(z) as follows: ¥ := 1 (15 (75 (14 (0(2))))).

Proof. By Theorem Dt + X is sound and complete for (C (P, Formy) , Fo, |= ), where Xt :=
75 (15 (14 (©(2)))). Now, &t = 71 (14 (Et)ny Lemma and 7, (%t) is a set of analytic
inference rules in C (I, Form). So, by Theorem 21} UL + 7, (%) is sound and complete for the
logic (C (P, Form), Fo, |- ), where Fy is the class of pointed substructural frames defined by
the following set of prototypic formulas of Lror(R):

7y (73 (12 (11 (71 (73 (75 (74 (©(2)))))))))

which is equivalent to ©(x) on the class of pointed substructural frames, by Propositions
O
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7.3 Characterization Theorem

Here is the main theorem of this report.

Theorem 23. Let F C Form. A logic (C (P, F),Fo, | ) based on a class Fo of pointed
substructural frames is properly displayable by a set of analytic inference rules 3. if, and only if,
Fo is defined by some finite set ©(x) of prototypic formulas of LroL(R) with one free variable.
Moreover, X is effectively computable from ©(x) and, vice versa, ©(x) is effectively computable
from %, as follows: O(xz) := 74 (13 (12 (11 (£)))) and ¥ := 1 (75 (75 (74 (©(2))))) (see
Figure[9).

Proof. Tt follows straightforwardly from Theorems [21]and O

Theorem [23| shows that a logic extending update logic is properly displayable if, and only
if, the class of pointed substructural frames on which it is defined can be defined by some finite
set of prototypic first-order formulas. In that case, we have at our disposal algorithms to com-
pute the prototypic first-order formulas defining the class of pointed substructural frames that
correspond to the structural rules of the proper display calculus and, vice versa, we also have at
our disposal algorithms to compute the structural rules of the display calculus that correspond
to the prototypic first-order formulas defining the class of pointed substructural frames. These
different algorithms are listed in Figure [9]

Remark 3. Our results also hold if we consider ‘plain’ substructural frames instead of pointed
substructural frames and if validity is defined with respect to classes of (plain) substructural
frames instead of classes of pointed substructural frames. This is because Sahlqvist’s and
Kracht’s results hold both with respect to the so-called global and local correspondence.

8 Examples of Correspondence Translations

In this section, we provide examples of correspondence translations that use the algorithms
T4,73,T2,T1 and 7, , 73,7, ,7; defined in the previous sections. The algorithm 75~ that we use
is different from Kracht’s algorithm and has been defined specifically for the kind of prototypic
(in fact primitive) formulas that we consider.

In the rules below, we use the structural connective ,, because its semantics corresponds to
the semantics of the usual structural connective of substructural logic, often denoted *;” [39].
This obviously does not preclude ourselves to apply our algorithms to the other structural con-
nectives like ,, and

71 2

8.1 From Inference Rules to First-order Frame Conditions

We execute the algorithms 74, 73, 72, 71 on three classical inference rules: K, Wl and CI.

Inference Rule K

XU K
X, YU
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Analytic inference rules in C (P, Form) [Def. |13 .

[Def. 1271< 7 [Def.EI23]

Analytic inference rules in C (P, Formy) [Def.[13] .

[Def., [22, p. 106-107] 7-2< 7o [Def.[30], [22, p. 107-109]

Prototypic formulas of £ (P, Form;) [Def.

[Def. 28], [21] 73< 73 [Def.[28], [45]

Prototypic formulas of Lror(R1, R2) [Def. 35} .

[Def. [36] T4< 74 [Def.[36]

Prototypic formulas of Lror (R) [Def. 35}

Figure 9: Translations from analytic inference rules to first-order frame conditions, and vice
versa
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Algorithm 1:
T (X - U)
(X ,Y}D)
XFU
' o, (0, X Y) F U

Algorithm To:

L. tl(.z(.lp7 Q)) — tl(p)

2. L ((FHI AT @ —=Tp
Algorithm 13:

L. VPQ((y (Rayz A (3 (¥ Ey A Q) A3z (Rizy A3 (2 E 2 A P(2)))))) —
32’ (2’ T2z A P(2')))

2. VPQ ((Elyzy’z’ (nga: AR1izyANY CyAZ C2AQY) A P(z’))) —
32’ (' Tz A P(2')))

3. We take o(P) := M.z’ = vand 0(Q) := M.y = u

4, (Elyzy’z' (ngw AR1izyANyY CynzZ Czny =y A = z')) —
(Elx/ (m’ CxzAz = a:’))

5. (Elyzy/z/ (ngx ARizyAyY Cynz E z)) —JCux

6. Vyzy 2 ((ngaz ARizyAyY Cynz z) — 7 C :c)

7. (Vy <9 2)(Vz <1 y) (VY <o y)(V2' <9 2)2' C o

Algorithm T4:
1. (Vyz 3 2)(Vy <o y)(V2 < 2)2' C
Finally, translated into plain Lror(R), we obtain:
Vyzy'2' (Rzyx AN CynZ Cz—2C x) (10)

If R is plump, then Expression (I0) is equivalent to Expression (L)) (for the direction (I0)
to (TT), it suffices to take ' = y and 2’ = 2 and the direction to (T0) holds because we have
RZ'yx since R is plump)

Vyz (Rzyx — 2 C x) (11)

Condition (TT) is indeed the condition given in [39] Table 11.1, p. 250].
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Inference Rule WI

X, XU
XU

Algorithm Ty:

n (X, X}U)

1 (X}*U)
P o X, X)FU
' XFU

Algorithm To:
1. t1(X) — t1(e(e, X, X))
2.3 p—3,3 I pAIp)
Algorithm 13:

1. VP (32’ (2’ Ta A P(2)) —
Jy (ngx A (EIy' (y' CyA P(y')) A3z (Rlzy A3 (z' CzA P(z'))))))
2. VP (32 (' Ca AP(2))) —
Jyzy' 2 (Rzya: ARizy ANy CyAZ T2APEY)A P(z')))
3. VP (Va' (' Tz A P(2) —
Jyzy'z' (Royz AR1zy ANy Ty Az T zAPY)AP(Z))))
4. We take o(P) := \u.2’ = u
5. v (x’ Cx— Jyzy'2 (nga: ARizYAY CyAZ Cznad’ =y A = z’))

6. (Vo' <o 2)(3y <2 2)(Fz <1 y) (' Ty A2’ C 2)
Algorithm 14:
1. (Vo' <o z)(Fyz >3 x)(a’ TyAa' T 2)
Finally, translated into plain Lrop.(R), we obtain:
V! (w' Cz— dyz (Rzym ANt TyAnz' C z)) (12)

If R is plump, then Expression (T2)) is equivalent to Expression (T3)) (for the direction (12)
to @), take 2’ = x and we obtain Rzyx A x C 2z A 2 C y, so Rxax because R is plump; for
the direction to (12), take y = 2’ and 2 = 2'):

Va'(2' C 2 — Ra'z'z) (13)
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Condition (T3) is slightly different from the condition given in [39} Table 11.1, p. 250], which is
the following:

Rxxx (14)

This difference can be explained by the fact that our first-order correspondents are local first-
order correspondent, which means that they have to be evaluated on pointed substructural frames,
whereas the first-order correspondent in [39] are global, which means that they have to be eval-
uated on all the points of the substructural frames. As noted in Remark |3} all our results also
hold if we consider global correspondence and plain substructural frames instead of pointed
substructural frames. In that case, we do have that Expression [13]is equivalent to Expression
(T4), because Yz (V' (2’ C o — Ra'z'z)) is equivalent to VaRzzx.

Inference Rule CI

Y . XU
X, YU
Algorithm Ty:
n (Y, XFU)
T (X Y F U)
(oY, X) FU
o, (0, X,Y) F U

Algorithm 1o:

L t1(e:(0X,Y)) = t1(e(0Y, X))
2.3;(373 pAF Q) >33 I qAT D)
Algorithm T3:
L. VPQ (3y (Reyz A3y (y Cy AQ(Y)) A3z (Rizy A3 (2 E 2 A P())) —
F(Rotz A (' TEAP®E)) AJu (Riut AT (v T uAQu)))))

2. VPQ (Elyzy'z (RQy:):/\Rlzy/\y Cynz C2zAQ(Y) AP ) —
Jtut'n' (Rotz AR1uwt At CTEtAY CulP(t)AQ(u ))

)
3. VPQVyzy’z’(((ng:v/\Rlzy/\y CyAz IZZ/\Q( "YAP(z ))) —
Ftut v (thx/\Rlut/\t CtAu TunPH)A ))

4. We take 0(P) := \u.2’ =uvand 0(Q) := Ay = u

5. Vyzy'? ((Reyz AR1zy Ay Ty Az Ez)) —
Ftut'u’ (Rgtx ARWEAY CtAU Cunz =t Ny = u’))

6. Vyzy'2 (((ng:v ARizyANy CyAz C z)) — dtu (Rgtx ARutANZ CtAy C u))
7. (Vy <2 2)(Vz <1 y) (VY <o y)(V2' <1 2)(3t <2 2)(Fu <1 1) (2 Tt AY E u)
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Algorithm T4:
1. (Vyz >3 2)(Vy <o y) (V2 <0 2)Btu® 2) (2 TtAy Ew)
Finally, translated into plain Lror(R), we obtain:
Vyzy' 2 (((Rzyx Ny Cynz C z)) — dtu (Rutx N CTtAy C u)) (15)
If R is plump, then Expression (I3) is equivalent to Expression (I6) (for the direction (I3)
to (T6), take 4/ = y and 2’ = z; for the direction (T6) to (T3)), take u = y and t = 2’)
Vyz (Rzyxr — Ryzx) (16)

Condition is indeed the condition given in [39] Table 11.1, p. 250].

8.2 From First-order Frame Conditions to Inference Rules

We execute the algorithms 7, , 73,7, ,7; on the corresponding first-order conditions of the
inference rules mMMP, mWI and B€. These first-order conditions are taken from [39, Table 11.1,
p- 250] and it will turn out that our algorithms yield the same inference rules as the ones given
in [39, Table 11.1, p. 250]. The algorithm 75" that we use is different from Kracht’s algorithm
and has been defined specifically for the kind of prototypic (in fact primitive) formulas that we
consider.

First-order Frame Condition of Inference Rule B¢

Vyzwu ((Ryzu A Rzuw) — 3t (Rxyt A Rtzw)) (B
Algorithm 7, :

1. (Vwu >° 2)(Vyz >° u) (3t >° 2)(Rwyt A 2 = 2)
2. (Vu <2 z)(Vw <y u)(Vz <2 u)(Vy <1 2)(32 <0 2)(3t <1 2') (Riwy A Rayt
N = z)

Algorithm 75 :

1. VPQR ((Vu <2 z)(Vw <1 u)(Vz <2 uw)(Vy <1 2) (P(w) A Q(y) AN R(z)) —
(3 <0 2)(Ft <1 23y <2 t) (3w’ <1 y) (P(w') AQY) A R(z'))))

2. VPQR ((Vu <2 z)(Vw <1 u)(Vz <2 u)(Vy <1 2) (P(w) A Q(y) A R(2)) —
(32 <2 2) (R(Z') A (3t <1 2)( Ty <2t) (QW) A (' <1 y') AP(w')))))

3. VPQR ((Vu <2 x)(Vw <1 u)(Vz < u)(Vy <1 2) (P(w) AQ(y) AN R(2)) —
(32 <10 ) (R(z') AFt < 2)(3yY <2 t) (Q(y/) A (Fu' <1 y') A P(w’)))))

4. YPQR ((Yu <2 z)(Yw <1 u)(Vz <2 w)(Vy <1 2) (P(w) A Q(y) A R(2)) —

STe (3 (r A 30 (33 (a1 31p))))))
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. R(2) ATy <1 2)Q(y)) A (Fw <1 u)P(w))) —
ST, (EI (r/\El

(32
6. VPQR (ST (35 (

ST, (35 (r A7 (35
7. VPQR (ST, (35 (
8. 35 ((35 (rn3diq)
Algorithm 1, :

% (1730 (5 (a7 3rp))
3 (G2 (rA37g)) A3rp
o, (Z, o (o,(Y, o X))) F
o.((0,(Z, 0, Y)), o X) |-

1.

~ [—

2.

Algorithm 1, :

T ('2 (Z, o (o, (Y, ® X))) FU)
T (0:((0:(Z, . Y)), ¢ X) |-U)
(X ,Y) ,Z}U
X, 2)FU

C

First-order Frame Condition of Inference Rule mMP

Va'y' 2 (Sja'e A RZy'2" — Fzy(Rezyx A Sj2'z A Siy'y) (mMP)
Algorithm 7, :

1. (V2' <1 2)(V2'y' ° o) 32y &2 2)(S;2'2 A Sjy'y)
2. (V' < ) (Vy' <2 2") (V2" <1 9/) By <2 2)(32 <4 y)(sz’z A Sjy'y)

Algorithm 1 :

1. VPQ ((V2' <; 2)(Vy <0 2') (V2" <1 ) (P( (2') —
(Fy <2 2)(Fz <1 y)(3t 4 y)(3U < 2)(P(t ) ( )
2. YPQ ((V2' <j z)(Vy' <2 o) (V2" <1 y') (P( Q) —
(Fy <2 2)(Fz <1 y) ((Fu <‘a 2)P(t) A (3t <’J y) ( ))))
3. VPQ ((Va' < 2)(Vy' <2 a') (V2" <1 y') (P( 2 —
(Fy <2 2)(Fz <1 ) ((Su < 2 2)P(t) A (3t <1] y) ( ))))
4. YPQ ((V2' <; z)(Vy <0 2') (V2" <1 ) (P( ) —

ST, (35 (0P A IO q))>

(=
VPQ ((32" <j x Hy <z 2') (3 <1 y)(P(y) A Q) —
ST, ( (O7pAIY ))
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6. YPQ (3’ <, )Ty <2 ) (P(y) A (32 <1 ¥)Q(2)) —
ST: (3 (070 A 37 070)))
7. VPQ (STQ; (<>j—32— (p A Ell_q)) ST, (35(<>;p A 31—<>;q))>
8. VPQ (STZ (<>j—3; (pA3rq) = 35 (O5pA afo;q)))
9. 073 (pAIq) = FH (O pATOjq).
Algorithm 15 :
3 (O;pAK O MU
©73 (pA3q) HU

(oY, 0 0 X) U
'oozYol FU

Algorithm 1, :
Tf(o(Y 0 0X) FU)
' T (o o, YV, X FU)
oX,3 OYFU

o™

First-order Frame Condition of Inference Rule mWI

MP

Yy (Sjyz — Fr122 (RT1222 A Sjyx: A Sjyzs))
Algorithm 7, :

1. (Vy <; z)(Fz122 >3 x)(Sjyz1 A Sjyxa)
2. (Vy < x)(3z1 Q2 z)(Fzo <1 21)(Sjyzr A Rjyza)

Algorithm 1 :

p—

. VP ((Vy <j ) (P(y) —

(3ry <2 z)(Fre <1 21) ((Byr <G 21)P(y1) A Fy2 <5 22) P(y2))))

2. VP ((Vy <j z) (P(y) —

(Fz1 <2 @) ((Byr < 1) P(y1) A (Fr2 <1 1) (Fy2 <5 22) P(y2))))

W

P (7 <5 2) (Py) > T2 (35 (0721 3707p))))
4. vP (@ <; 2)P(y) = ST (37 (070 A F707p)))

VP (STa(07p) = ST, (35 (59737 07p)))

b
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6. VP (STx (<>;p ) (<>j_ PAIO; p)))
7. 07p 3 (07 A3 07p)
Algorithm 1, :
= (o7pn3rorp) U
Cip U

, 2(8X, & eX) -U
' XU

Algorithm 1 :
7 (o2 (0X, 0 8X) |- U)
7'1_ (OjX F U)

.jX 3 9 X F U
o XU

2. mWi]
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