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Abstract

The logic iGLC is the intuitionistic version of Lob’s Logic plus the completeness principle A — OA. In this
paper, we prove an arithmetical completeness theorems for iGLC for theories equipped with two provability
predicates [J and A that prove the schemes A — AA and OAS — 0OS for S € ¥;. We provide two salient
instances of the theorem. In the first, O is fast provability and A is ordinary provability and, in the second,
[ is ordinary provability and A is slow provability.

Using the second instance, we reprove a theorem previously obtained by M. Ardeshir and S. Mojtaba Mojtahedi
[AMI7] determining the X1-provability logic of Heyting Arithmetic.
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1 Introduction

Around 1930, Kurt Gédel proved his celebrated incompleteness theorems. While these results
can be seen as the culmination of one era of logical research, they also cleared the way for
several new fields within mathematical logic. An example of such a field is provability logic,
a topic that still occupies logicians today. Provability logic takes one of the main ingredients
of Godel’s theorems as its starting point. This ingredient is the formalization of the notion
‘formally provable in a certain arithmetical theory T inside the language of arithmetic itself.
Once this step has been taken, one may wonder what a theory T is able to prove about its
own notion of provability. This object, i.e. what a theory T can prove about its own notion of
provability, is called the provability logic of T. Let us write, as we will below, ‘+p A’ for ‘A is
formally provable in 77, and ‘CJr A’ for the arithmetical formula expressing that A is formally
provable in T'. Then under some reasonable assumptions, the following turn out to hold:

(i) if Fp A, then Fp OpA;
(ii) l_T DT(A — B) — (DTA — DTB);
(iii) l_T DTA — DTDTA.

These are known nowadays as the Hilbert-Bernays-L6b derivability conditions. Using another
key idea from Godel’s theorems, the Diagonalization Lemma, one can derive from these that
Fp Op(O0pA — A) — OpA, aresult known as Lob’s Theorem. In 1976, Robert Solovay proved
that for the theory Peano Arithmetic, the schemes (i)-(iii) and L&b’s Theorem completely
describe its provability logic [Sol76].

Provability logics are not monotone in their corresponding theories. That is, if T is a theory
extending another theory U, then it is not in general true that the provability logic of T
extends the provability logic of U. In light of this, it is all the more surprising that, in the
classical case, provability logics are immensely stable. Solovay’s proof can be modified to
show that any Yi-sound theory interpreting Elementary Arithmetic has the same provability
logic as Elementary Arithmetic. These include theories as strong as Zermelo-Fraenkel Set
Theory (with or without the Axiom of Choice).

Elementary Arithmetic is a classical theory, which is why we made the caveat ‘in the classical
case’ above. In the intuitionistic case, the situation is completely different. Solovay’s proof
simply does not work for intuitionistic theories. This shows itself in the fact that the provabil-
ity logic of Heyting Arithmetic, the intuitionistic counterpart of Peano Arithmetic, contains
principles that the provability logic of Peano Arithmetic does not share. These principles
are somewhat exotic, and it is unknown what the provability logic of Heyting Arithmetic
exactly is. In fact, as far as we are aware, there is presently only one intuitionistic theory for
which a nontrivial provability logic is known, a result due to the first author (see [Vis82] and

Remark [4.2.3]).

In Solovay’s proof, the semantics of (classical) modal logic plays a major role. The larger part
of the proof consists of embedding models for modal logic in a certain way into the theory
T. These models are equipped with an accessibility relation. Solovay uses the predicate Uy
to represent this relation inside the theory 7. One may try to give a Solovay-style proof by
replacing the models for classical modal logic by models for intuitionistic modal logic. The



difficulty about these models, however, is that they also possess an intuitionistic relation, in
addition to the accessibility relation. The main question then becomes how we can deal with
these two relations.

The main goal of this paper is to find interesting situations where we can give a Solovay-style
embedding of a model for intuitionistic modal logic. We zoom in on models of the provability
logic iGLC. This logic is iGL, the intuitionistic version of Lob’s Logic, plus the Completeness
Principle A — OA. This logic is, in a sense, the simplest interesting provability logic. Its
models are pleasantly simple and hence good candidates for embeddability.

The Kripke models for iGLC have two accessibility relations. To make the embedding work
we use two notions of provability each one corresponding to one of the accessibility relations.
As a result we obtain arithmetical completeness results for iGLC in various theories and for
various interpretations of [l.

Our Solovay-style embedding is presented in detail below. The embedding can be used to
obtain a variety of results in provability logic. Among these is the determination of the -
provability logic of Heyting Arithmetic, an object related to the ordinary provability logic of
Heyting Arithmetic. This is not a new result. It was already obtained in 2014 by M. Ardeshir
and S. Mojtaba Mojtahedi [AM17], but the present work arrives at it in a different way.
We stress, however, that our proof could not have been devised without the work from the
paper [AM17]. First of all, it is of course easier to determine a provability logic if one already
knows what it should be. Moreover, even though our proof is different, we do use some key
ingredients from the paper [AMI17], most notably the TNNIL-algorithm.

Let us briefly outline the structure of the paper. First of all, in Section 2 we discuss all the
necessary prerequisite knowledge, and fix our notation. This section contains no essentially
new results, but we do prove some results from the paper [Vis82] under weaker assumptions.
For reasons of space, we will not spell out any specific Gédel numberings or give an explicit
definition of the predicate [Jp. Therefore, it will be useful to have some prior experience
with Godel’s incompleteness theorems and with provability logic (in the classical case) when
reading this paper. A reader that is already familiar with (some of) the concepts discussed
in Section [2 may want to read (a portion of) this chapter only superficially, and refer back
to it if necessary. In Section Bl we present our Solovay-style embedding, and formulate our
central completeness theorem. This theorem will be stated in an abstract way that does
not yet mention any specific theories or provability predicates. In Section [, we will present
several applications of our completeness theorem, among which the determination of the
>.1-provability logic of Heyting Arithmetic.

An earlier version of the current paper was submitted by the second author as a thesis for the
MA degree in philosophy at Utrecht University. This thesis was supervised by the first author.
We would like to thank Rosalie Iemhoff, Lev Beklemishev and Sven Bosman for commenting
on drafts of this thesis and the current paper. We are grateful to Mojtaba Mojtahedi for his
comments on the preprint version.



2 Prerequisites

In this section, we develop some notation and theory that will be used in the later parts of
the paper. First, in Section 1] we fix some basic notions about arithmetical theories and
provability predicates. Then, in Section 2.2] we discuss the T-translation, which will lead
to theories that prove their own completeness. In Section 2.3 we turn our attention to two
nonstandard notions of provability, called fast and slow provability. Finally, in Section 2.4],
we develop some intuitionistic (propositional) modal logic.

2.1 Arithmetic and Provability

All the theories we shall consider will be theories for intuitionistic predicate logic with equality.
As our proof system, we pick natural deduction with equality. An axiom will be viewed as a
special case of an inference rule, namely as an inference rule whose premiss set is empty. For
equality, we have the axiom x = z, and an inference rule involving substitution. The language
in which our theories will be fomulated will be the language of arithmetic L = {0,S,+, x }.
Here 0 is a constant symbol, S is a unary function symbol and + and x are binary function
symbols. For each n € N, we can define the £-term S...S0, where the S occurs exactly n
times. This term is called the numeral of n, and we denote it just by 7. For terms s and t, we
define s <t as Jx(s+x =1t) and s <t as Jx(s+ Sz = t). Here x should not occur in s or ¢,
of course. We notice that the language £ has a straightforward interpretation in the natural
numbers, yielding the standard model N. We introduce two special classes of formulae.

Definition 2.1.1. (i) The set of Ag-formulae is defined by recursion, as follows:

(a) all atomic L-formulae are Ag-formulae;
(b) the set of Ag-formulae is closed under conjunction, disjunction and implication;

(c) if A is a Ag-formula, and ¢ is an L-term not containing the variable z, then the
formulae 3z (z <t A A) and Vz (x <t — A) are also Ag-formulae.

We write A € Ag if A is a Ag-formula.

(ii) The set of X;-formulae consists of all £L-formulae of the form 3z A, where A € Ay. We
write S € X7 if S is a X1-formula. O

To each L-expression v (which can be a term, a formula or a sequence of formulae), we assign
a Gaodel number "' in some reasonable way. More precisely, we require that elementary
syntactic operations concerning £ are elementary functions (to be defined below) in terms of
their Godel numbers.

Definition 2.1.2. A theory T will be a pair (Th(T"), Axr), where Axr is a 3;-formula in one
free variable, and Th(T') is precisely the set of L-formulae derivable from the axiom set

{A | A an L-formula, N = Axp("A™)}. O

In other words, a theory is a set of L-formulae that is closed under derivability in intuition-
istic predicate logic with equality, together with a ¥;-formula that defines an axiom set for



the theory in the standard model. Usually, we will define a theory by giving its axioms,
understanding that their is some natural ¥;-formulation in £ for axiomhood. For a set of
L-formulae I and an L-formula A, we write I' b1 A to indicate that A is provable using open
assumptions from I' and the axioms of T'. Notice that F7 A just means A € Th(T'). Now we
define three theories that will be of great interest to us.

Definition 2.1.3. (i) The theory i1, called intuitionistic X1 -induction, has the axioms

—=(Sz = 0) Sx=Sy—z=y
x+0=0 z+Sy=S(z+y)
xx0=0 rXSy=xxy+ax

and, for each L-formula S € Y1, the induction aziom

S[0/xz] AVx (S — S[Sx/x]) — Vz S.

(ii) The theory HA, called Heyting arithmetic, has all the axioms of iI¥;, together with full
induction: for each L-formula A, we have the axiom

Al0/z] ANVx (A — A[Sx/z]) — Vz A.

(iii) The theory PA, called Peano arithmetic, has all the axioms of HA, together with the
Law of the Excluded Middle: AV —A, where A is an L-formula. O

Even though the axiom set we presented for iI¥; is infinite, the theory iI¥; is actually
finitely axiomatizable. This is because the induction scheme for 3;-formulae follows the
single induction axiom for the X;-truth predicate, which is itself a ¥;-formula. The finite
axiomatizability of I3 is verifiable in iI3; itself. It is also well-known that iI3;, and hence
any theory extending it, is Xi-complete. That is, every Xi-sentence true in the standard
model can be proven inside iIX;.

Even though iI¥4 is an intuitionistic theory, we do have the following result, which can be
shown using induction on complexity.

Proposition 2.1.4. If A € Ay is a formula, then Fix, AV —A.

We also have the following result, that we shall not prove.

Proposition 2.1.5. Let F: N¥ — N be a primitive recursive function. Then there ezists a
Y1-formula Ap(Z,y) satisfying:

(i) Fits, Ap(ii, F()) for all it € N¥;

(i) Fire, YV (AR(Z, 2) <y = 2).

Moreover, this formula can be chosen in such a way that the definition of F' as a primitive
recursive function is verifiable in i1X.

We have a primitive recursive function Subst: N> — N that is defined as follows. If a is
the Godel number of some formula A(v) in one free variable v, then Subst(a,b) = "A(b)™;
otherwise, Subst(a,b) = 0. We can represent this function in iI¥; using Proposition 215l



If A(v) is a formula with one free variable, we will write "A(z)™ for Subst("A(v)™, z), which
makes sense when working in a theory extending iI3;. We apply similar conventions for
multiple free variables. We will need the following famous result, that we will not prove.

Theorem 2.1.6 (Diagonalization Lemma). Suppose A(Z,y) is an L-formula. Then there
exists an L-formula B(Z) such that Firs, B(Z) < A(Z,"B(Z)").

Now suppose we have a theory T. Using the X{-formula Axp, we can construct a X;-formula
Bewr(x) that expresses ‘z is the Godel number of some formula A such that F7 A’ in a natural
way. We can write Bew(z) as JyPrfr(y, z) for some Ap-formula Prfz. We think of Prf(y, z)
as expressing the fact that y codes a T-proof of the formula that has z as its Gédel number.
For a formula A = A(xy,...,z,), we write OpA for Bewp("A(Z1,...,%,)"). In particular,
Or A has the same free variables as A. Now we can define certain relations between theories.

Definition 2.1.7. Let U and T be theories. We write:
(i) U CTif Th(U) C Th(T);
(i) U =T if Th(U) = Th(T);
(iii) U < T if Fi1x, Bewy(z) — Bewrp(x);
(iv) U =T if Fi1x, Bewy(x) <> Bewr(x). O

We emphasize that, then we write U = T', we do not mean an equality of the pairs (Th(U), Axy)
and (Th(T'), Axr), but only an equality of the first coordinate. Since iI¥; is sound, we see
that U < T implies that U C T. We also notice that, if U and T are theories such that
Firs, Axp(z) — Axgp(z), then U < T clearly holds. However, this requirement is not neces-
sary: it can also be the case that every U-proof can (verifiably in iI¥;) be transformed into a
T-proof without the one axiom set being contained in the other. Before we can develop more
theory, we need to restrict our investigation to theories that, verifiably in iI3;, can perform
a minimal amount of arithmetic.

Convention 2.1.8. All the theories T" we shall consider, will satisfy iI>; <T. O

Remark 2.1.9. As Definition [Z.1.7] and Convention 2.1.8 make clear, iI¥X; will serve as our
base theory. Most, but not all, of the following goes through for slightly weaker base theories,
such as (intuitionistic) Elementary Arithmetic extended with 3;-collection. We have chosen
iI31 because this yields the most simple and uniform exposition of the material below. O

Notice that this clearly holds for the three theories from Definition ZT.3l With this require-
ment in place, we can state some basic properties of (lp, that we will not prove.

Proposition 2.1.10. Let T be a theory and let A, B and S be L-formulae. Then we have:
(i) Fr A if and only if N = 07 A, if and only if Fis, OrA;

(i) Firs, Or(A — B) —» (OrA — OrB);
(#i) Fire, OrA — Or0OrA;
(i) (Formalized Xi-completeness) if S € ¥y, then iy, S — OpS;
(v) (Lob’s Principle) if U is a theory such that U C T and by OpA — A, then by A;



(vi) (Lob’s Theorem) by, Op(OrA — A) — OpA.

Moreover, (i), (iii), (iv) and (vi) are verifiable in i1¥;.

We remark that for (iii)-(vi), we need Convention 2.8l In the next section, we will need the
following facts.

Proposition 2.1.11. Let U and T be theories.

(i) If U C T, then Fy A implies by Or A for all L-formulae A.
(i) If U < T, then s, Bewy(z) — OyBewr(z). In particular, iy, Oy A — OyOrA for
all L-formulae A.

Proof. (i) If iy A, then also Fr A, so Firx, OrA. Since iI1¥; C U, we also get -y OrA.

(ii) Since U < T, we have 15, Bewy (z) — Bewrp(z). Since iI¥; C U (by Convention 218,
it follows from (i) that Fix, OyBewy(x) — OyBewr(z). We also have ki1, Bewy(z) —
OuBewy (z) by formalized ¥1-completeness, and now the result follows. O

For future use, we state the following definition.

Definition 2.1.12. Let 7" be a theory and let P(x) be a 3;-formula in one free variable. For
an L-sentence A, we write (JA for P("A™). We say that P is a provability predicate for T if
the following hold for all £-sentences A, B and S:

(i) if b7 A, then N = OA;
(ii) |—1121 D(A — B) — (DA — DB);
(iii) if S € X4, then |—i121 S — Ods. O

Observe that the above definition has the following monotonicity property: if 77 C T are
theories and P is a provability predicate for T, then P is also a provability predicate for T".
Using Proposition 2.1.10] we see that Bewy is always a provability predicate for T. In fact,
any provability predicate for T" has properties similar to those of Bewr, as the following result,
whose proof is standard, shows.

Proposition 2.1.13. Let P be provability predicate for a theory T. For L-sentences A, write
OA for P("A™). Then for all L-sentences A, we have:

(Z) |—1121 OA — DDA,‘
(%) if U is a theory such that U C T and Fy OA — A, then by A;
(iii) |—1121 D(DA — A) — OA.

2.2 The Completeness Principle

In this section, we introduce the T-translation, that will allow us to define theories that prove
their own completeness. All results in this section are from the paper On the Completeness
Principle [Vis82], but we have formulated some of them under weaker conditions.



Definition 2.2.1. Let T be a theory. We define the T-translation (-)T from the set of
L-formulae to itself by recursion. For all £-terms s and ¢ and L-formulae A and B, we set:

(i) (s=t)Tiss=tand LT is L;
(i) (Ao B)T is AT o BT for o € {A,V};
i) (A— B)Tis (AT — BT) AOp(AT — BT),
(iv) 3z A)T is Jx AT
(v) (V2 A)T is Vo AT A Op (Vo AT). O

(iii

Based on the T-translation, we can construct new theories out of existing ones.

Definition 2.2.2. Let U and T be theories. We define the theory U’ as the theory whose
axioms are those of iI¥1, together with the set {A | iy AT}, For a theory U, we write U* for
uv. O

We make some remarks on how Ax;r can be defined. The function (-)7: N — N that satisfies
T = TAT7Vif 2 is the Godel number of an L-formula A, and 27 = 0 otherwise, is primitive
recursive. This means that we can represent this function in iI¥; using Proposition
Now we define Ax;r(z) as Axirs, (z) V (Form(z) A Bewy (1)), where Form(x) € X1 naturally
expresses the fact that z is the Gédel number of an L-formula. We study the relation between
provability in UT and provability in U through the following lemmata. Our first lemma is
the raison d’étre for the T-translation.

Lemma 2.2.3. For all L-formulae A, we have =15, AT — Op AT, Moreover, this is verifiable

Proof. We proceed by induction on the complexity of A.
At If A is atomic, then AT = A and the claim follows from Proposition E.T.I0(iv) since A
is a Xp-formula.

A Suppose A = B A C and the claim holds for B and C. Then AT is BT A CT, and we
have
Fis, BT ACT — OB AO7CT — Op(BT A OT),
as desired.

\V Suppose A is BV C and the claim holds for B and C. Then AT is BT v CT, and we
have iy, BT — O7BT — Op(BT v CT) and iy, CT — 0707 — Op(BT v CT),
which together yield 15, BT v OT — Op(BT v OT), as desired.

— Suppose A is B — C and the claim holds for B and C. Then the formula A7 is equal
to (BT — CT) AOp(BT — CT), and we have
Fis, (BT —» Ty AOp(BT - CT) — Op(BT — 07)
— O7(BT — Ty AOrOp(BT — C7T)
— Or((BT = ¢y ADr(BT — C1)),

as desired.



3 Suppose A is 3z B and the claim holds for B. Then AT is 3z BT. It is provable
in intuitionistic predicate logic that BT — 32BT, so we also have Firs, OrBT —
Or(3zBT). We get Firs, 3z BT — 3207BT — Op (32 BT), as desired.

¥ Suppose A is Vo B and the claim holds for B. Then A is Vo BT A Op (V2 B”), and we

have
|—1121 V:EBT VAN DT(VQSBT) — DT(V:EBT)
— Op(Vz BT) A OpOp (Ve BY)
— Op (Ve BT ADOp (Ve BY)),
as desired.

For the second statement, we should carry out this induction inside iI¥;. One should notice
that now we need that clauses (ii)-(iv) from Proposition 2.T.10] are verifiable in iI%;. O

Next we show that, up to equivalence, ¥1-formulae are invariant under the T-translation.

Lemma 2.2.4. If T is a theory and S is a ¥1-formula, then Fix, S < ST . Moreover, this
is verifiable in i1X.

Proof. If A is a Ap-formula, then Fyx, A — OrA, which means that FHin, A AOrA < A.
Using this observation, we can show that 15, A <+ AT for all A € A using a straightforward
induction on the complexity of A. Finally, if S € 3, then write S as dz A with A € A,.
Then ST is I AT, and we see that Fix, 34 < Jz AT, as desired.

For the second statement, we formalize the above in i13;. O

Finally, we collect some technical facts about the interaction between the T-translation and
substitution.

Lemma 2.2.5. Let A be a formula, let x be a variable, and let s be a term. Then:
(i) A and AT have the same free variables;

(i) s is free for x in A if and only if s is free for x in AT;

(iii) if s is free for x in A, then Firs, (AT)[s/z] « (Als/z])T.

Moreover, these are all verifiable in i134.

Proof. All three statements can be proven by an easy induction on the complexity of A. For
the induction steps for implication and universal quantification in statement (iii), one should
observe that, verifiably in iI¥;, we have i1y, (OrA)[s/z] <> Or(A[s/z]) for all L-terms s
and L-formulae A. O

Using these lemmata, we can prove the following crucial result.

Theorem 2.2.6. Let U and T be theories such that by B implies - Op B for all L-formulae
B. For a set of L-formulae T, write I'T = {BT | B € T'}. Then for all L-formulae A, we
have T Fyr A if and only if TT -y AT,
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Remark 2.2.7. (i) By Proposition 2.1.T1](i), the conditions on U and T apply in particular
when U C T. We formulate this theorem (and Corollary 2Z2.10] below) in such a strong
way in order to obtain Proposition [2.3.8 below.

(iil) We warn the reader that, under these conditions on U and T', we cannot necessarily
verify the result ‘I" = A if and only if I'" Fy; AT inside iI¥; see Corollary Z2.10]
below. O

Proof of Theorem [Z.2.6. Suppose that T'7 Fr; AT. Then there exist n > 0and Cy,--- ,C, €T
such that by CT A ... ACL — AT. Then we also have -y (Co A ... A Cp)T — AT and by
our assumption, we also get Fry O7((Co A ... A Cp)T — AT). So by (CoA ... ACp — AT,
and therefore we get v Co A ... A C),, = A. Finally, this clearly yields that I' Fyr A.

For the converse direction, we proceed by induction on the proof tree for I' -+ A. Before
we start, we notice the following: if -y B — C for certain L-formulae B and C, then by our
assumption, Fy Op(B — C). We also have -y Op(B — C) — (OpB — OpC), so we get
Fy OrB — O7rC. We also note: if i1y, B, then Fy B, whence -y OrB.

First, suppose that A is an axiom of UT. That is, we suppose that A is an axiom of iI¥; or
that Fy AT. In the latter case, we are done. So suppose that A is an axiom of iIX;. We
need to show that Fy AT, If A is the axiom = = x or a basic axiom of iI¥;, then A € Aq,
so by Lemma 224 we have iz, A <+ AT. Since ks, A, we also get Fy, AT, and in
particular, iy AT. It remains to prove the claim for the case where A is an induction axiom,
say S[0/x] AVx (S — S[Sz/z]) — V&S with S € ¥;. First of all, we notice that

Fis, (Vo (S — S[Sz/z))T < Va (S — S[Sz/z])T AOr(Va (S — S[Sz/x])T)
—Vz (ST — (S[Sz/z))T) ADp(Ve (ST — (S[Sz/z])T))
< V(ST — (ST)[Sz/x]) ADp(Va (ST — (S7)[Sz/x])).  (2.1)
Furthermore, we know that s, (S[0/z])T « (ST)[0/x] and that (VxS)T is the formula
Vo ST A Or (Ve ST). Define the formulae
C e (SH[0/2]) AV (ST — (ST)[Sz/2]) A Op(Va (ST — (ST)[Sz/x])) — Vo ST A Or (Ve ST),
D & (S[0/z])T A (Vz(S — S[Sz/z]))T — (VzS)T.
Then it follows from (ZI)) that Hn, C — D. Now we also get -y C — D and hence
Fy O7C — OrD. Since AT is the formula D A O7D, we see that Fiy C AOpC — AT, So it
suffices to show that -y C.

Since S € ¥y, we have Fiy, S < ST, This means that the induction axiom for ST is provable
in iI¥, hence in U:

Fo (STY[0/2] AV (ST — (ST)[Sz/z]) — Vo ST. (2.2)
Now it follows that
Fu Or((ST)[0/2]) AOr(Va (ST — (S7)[Sz/z])) = Or(vaST). (2:3)
Finally, since s, (ST)[0/x] <+ (S[0/x])T, we can use Lemma 2.2.3] to see that

Firs, (ST)[0/2] — (S[0/2])" — Or((S[0/2])") — Or((ST)[0/2]). (2.4)

11



From (2.2)), (23] and (24]), we may deduce that C is indeed provable in U, as desired.

Now we treat the rules of inference. Since the T-translation commutes with conjunction,

disjunction and existential quantification, the induction steps for rules of inference for these

operators are trivial. It remains to check the rules for implication and universal quantification,

and the substitution rule.

—E Suppose that I'7 -y (B — )T and I'" -y BT. We need to show that I'" -y CT. But
this is obvious since i1y, (B — C)T — (BT — OT).

—1 Suppose that I'", BT ki CT. We need to show that I'" Fy (B — C)T. We certainly
have I'" -y BT — CT. But then we also have O7I'7 Fy Op(BT — CT), where
O7T7T = {O7D7 | D € T}. Since Fix, DT — OpDT for all D € T, we get I'T kg
Or(BT — CT). Combining our results, we find

'’y (BT — ¢y nOp(BT — CT),

as desired.

VE Suppose that I'T" -y (VzB)T. We need to show that I'" - (B[s/z])T. Since iy,
(VzB)T — VaxBT, we see that I'7 Fy (BT)[s/x]. Since we also know that s,
(BT)[s/x] <+ (B[s/z])T, we get I'T iy (B[s/z])7, as desired.

VI Suppose that I'" -y BT, where the variable  does not occur anywhere in I'. We need
to show that I'" -y (Vo B)T. First of all, we certainly have I'"' -y Vo BT, since = does
not occur free anywhere in I'". By applying the same reasoning as in the —I-case, we
find T7 -y O (Va BT). We conclude that T'7 -y Vo BT A Op (Ve BT), as desired.

Subst Suppose that I'" Fy; (B[s/x])T and TT ki (s = t)T. We need to show that I'"
(B[t/z])T. We have I'" I~y s = t and by Lemma E25(iii), we get "7 -y (BT)[s/z].
This yields T'7 Fy (BT)[t/z], and thus T'7 - (B[t/x])T, as desired.

This completes the induction. O

From (the proof of) this theorem, we can deduce a number of results. Our first result says
that under the assumption of Theorem 2.2.6] our construction does not build inconsistent
theories out of consistent ones.

Corollary 2.2.8. If U and T are theories such that -y A implies by Op A for all L-formulae
A, then the theories U and UT prove the same X1-formulae. In particular, UT is consistent
if and only if U is consistent.

Proof. The first statement follows immediately from Lemma 2.2.4] and Theorem 2.2.61 The
second statement now follows since L € 3. O

Our next corollary tells us that the T-translation respects equivalence over iI1¥;.

Corollary 2.2.9. Let T be a theory and let A and B be L-formulae. If A 1w, B, then
AT |—i121 BT,

Proof. 1If A t1s, B, then also A 5, v B. By applying Theorem with U = iI¥;, we
find that AT |—1121 BT, |
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The following result is the formalized counterpart of Theorem 2.2.6]

Corollary 2.2.10. Let U, V and T be theories such that -y Bewy(x) — OyBewp(x). Then
v OyrA < Oy AT for all L-formulae A.

Remark 2.2.11. By Proposition 2Z.I.11[(ii), the requirement on U, V' and T is satisfied when
U<T. v

Proof of Corollary (22210 The ‘<’-direction is immediate as it follows from the definition of
UT, and it does not need the requirement on U, V and T. Concretely, we have

Firs, Form(z) A BewU(xT) — Axyr(z) — Bewyr (z).

From this, the desired result follows.

For the ‘—’-direction, we formalize the proof of the left-to-right direction of Theorem
inside V. We need that the statements of Proposition 2.1.10, Lemma 2.2.3] and Lemma
are verifiable in iI¥, hence in V. If we restrict the result to the case where I' is empty, we
get vy Bewyr(z) — Bewy (z7), from which the desired result will follow. O

Finally, we discuss the relationship between HA and the T-translation.
Corollary 2.2.12. Let U, V and T be theories.

(i) If HA C U, and -y A implies -y Or A for all L-formulae A, then HA C UT.
(ii) If HA < U and by Bewy(z) — OyBewr(x), then we have Fy OypaA — Oyr A for all
L-formulae A.

Proof. In the proof of Theorem [2.2.6] we have shown the following: if A is the induction
axiom for a certain formula B and U proves the induction axiom for BT, then Fy AT. If
HA C U, then U proves all induction axioms, so U also proves AT for all induction axioms
A. We can conclude that HA C UT.

Statement (ii) follows by formalizing this argument in V. O

Next, we isolate a special class of L-formulae that behaves well with respect to the T-
translation.

Definition 2.2.13. The set A is the smallest set of £-formulae such that

(i) A contains all atomic L-formulae;

ii) A is closed under conjunction, disjunction, and both existential and universal quantifi-
J J
cation;

(iii) if S € 31 and A € A, then S — A € A. O
Lemma 2.2.14. Let T be a theory and let A € A. Then s, AT — A.

Proof. We proceed by induction on the complexity of A. Only clause (iii) in the definition
of A is nontrivial. Suppose that A is S — B, where S € ¥, and that we already know the
result for B. Then kix, S < ST and Fix, BT — B, so

Fis, (S — B)T — (8T — BT) - (S — B),

as desired. 0
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At the beginning of this section, we promised to construct theories that prove their own
completeness. We now make this precise.

Definition 2.2.15. Let P(x) be a provability predicate for a theory 7. Again, if A is an
L-sentence, we write A for P("A™).

(i) The completeness principle CPp is the axiom scheme A — A, where A is an L-
sentence.

(ii) The strong Léb principle SLPp is the axiom scheme ((JA — A) — A, where A is an
L-sentence.

We will also write CP instead of CP p. This is actually a slight abuse of notation, because [ is
merely an abbreviation and CPq really depends on P(x). We write CP7 for CPr,, = CPgew,-
Similar conventions holds for SLP. O

It turns out that the two schemes introduced above are two guises of the same principle.

Lemma 2.2.16. Let P(x) be a provability predicate for a theory T. Then the CPp and SLPp
are interderivable over i1¥.

Proof. Define [ as above, and let A be an L-sentence. First, we show that s, +cpy SLPo.
By Proposition ZT.T3|(iii), we have

l_iIEH—CPD (DA — A) — D(DA — A) — DA,

from which s, 4+cpy (HA — A) — A follows.
Now we show that iz, +supy CPo. Clearly, we have iy, O(A AOA) — OA, so

l_iIEl-i-SLPD A— (D(A ANOA) — AN DA)
— ANDOA
— A,

as desired. O

Finally, here is the result we promised.
Lemma 2.2.17. For all theories U and T, we have by CPr«. In particular, Fy+ CPr-.

Proof. Let A be an L-sentence. Since O AT € 31, we have that Fis, OpAT — (DTAT)T.
So we get iy, AT — OpAT — (OpAT)T, and also iy, O7(AT — (OpAT)T). So we
find 1y, (A — O7rAT)T. This means that Fy (A — O7rAT)T as well, so we find that
Fyr A — OpAT — Op+ A, as desired. The second statement follows by taking U = T.. O

Remark 2.2.18. We remark that the proof of 22217 also goes through if we replace the first
line with ‘Let A be an L-formula.” We will not need this greater generality. %
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2.3 Fast and Slow Provability

In this section, we introduce two nonstandard notions of provability. The first of these is
fast provability, which can be seen as iterated provability. The second is slow provability, a
notion of provability that puts a certain size restriction on the axioms that may be used in a
proof. For developing the theory of fast provability, the following technique, that is also used
in [Henl6], will prove useful.

Lemma 2.3.1 (Reflexive induction). Let U C T be theories. Suppose A(x) is an L-formula
in one free variable such that by Al0/z] and by OrA — A[Sz/x]. Then by A.

Proof. 1t is provable in intuitionistic predicate logic that Vo A — A. So from our assumptions,
it follows that -y OpVax A — OpA — A[Sz/z]|. Since we also know that Fy A[0/x], we get
Fy OpVae A — Vo A. Using Lob’s Principle, we can conclude that Fy Vax A, so Fy A. O

Definition 2.3.2. Let T be a theory.

(i) We define IBewrp(u, x) as a formula satisfying
Firs, 1Bewr(u, z) < ((u =0 A Bewr(z)) V Jv(u = Sv A OrlBewr (v, x)))

as provided by the Diagonalization Lemma.
(ii) For an L-formula A = A(x1,...,2,), we write O% A for IBewp(u,"A(Z1, ..., 5,)7)

(iii) We write Bew%(aj) for JulBewr(u, ). Furthermore, for an £-formula A, we write D%A
for EIUD%HA. O

Remark 2.3.3. As we shall see shortly, BeW:J; is a provability predicate for T'. This notion of
provability is called fast provability and was introduced by Parikh in [Par71]. In this paper,
fast provability is introduced in a different way, namely by closing the set of theorems of T’
under Parikh’s rule ‘from - Op A, infer - A’, where A is an L-sentence. This yields, verifiably
in HA, the same notion of provability we defined here. If T is ¥j-sound, then Parikh’s rule
does not lead to any new theorems, so the notions of ordinary provability and fast provability
coincide. However, the use of Parikh’s rule can lead to much shorter proofs, which explains
the name ‘fast provability’. Later in this section, we will show that, if T is consistent, it is
never verifiable in iI1X; that fast provability coincides with ordinary provability. O

We notice that IBewy is equivalent, over iI¥, to a ¥q-formula. Informally, IBewy(u,z) can
be thought of as the formula Bewrp(--- (Bewp(x))---), where the Bewp occurs u + 1 times,
so we can see |IBewp as representing ‘iterated provability’. Notice that we write ‘u 4+ 1’ in
the superscript of Oy, to indicate that the Oy ‘occurs’ u + 1 times. We prove a number of
technical facts about DE}H and DZ}.

Lemma 2.3.4. Let T be a theory and let A and B be L-formulae. Then we have:
(4) Firg, Or0% A < O3 A < 0% 0pA;
(i) ks, u < v — (OFTTA - O A);
(#4i) Firs, 0% (A — B) — (0% A — 0% B),
) F

(z’v i1 DTA — DgwA,
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(v) BeW:J; is a provability predicate for T';

) if T is 3q1-sound, then N |= D:J;A if and only if N |= OpA, if and only if Fp A;
(vii) Firg, OFO7A < OF A
(viig) if T is consistent, then ¥Firx, D%J_ — Opl.

(vi

Proof. (i) From the definition of IBewrp, it follows that Firx, OrlBewr(u, ) <> IBewp(Su, z),
so the first equivalence is immediate. For the second equivalence, we proceed by reflexive

induction. First of all, we have %, D?FO'HA > DTD?F'HA — Op0rA < D%'HDTA. Fur-
thermore,
Fis, Or(O37 A & 0% 07 A) —
[D%SU-HA o DTD%U_HA

< Or08H0OrA

& O3 Or A,
which completes the proof.
(ii) Since D;L«HA is a ¥;-formula, we have s, D;L«HA — DTD?FHA — D%“HA. Now the

claim follows by induction on v inside iI3;.
(iii) We proceed by reflexive induction. First of all, we have

Fis, 077 (A = B) ¢ Or(A = B) - (OrA — OrB) ¢ (07 A - 071 B).
Furthermore,

Fis, Or(O%T (A — B) — (O4T'A - 05 B)) —
(O34 (A — B) +» 070%™ (A — B)
— Op(O4M A — O4B)
— (OrO4H A — Op0% B)

o (O3 A— O3B,

which completes the proof.

(iv) This is immediate as Fipyn, OrA < D%HA.

(v) This follows easily from (ii), (iii) and (iv).

(vi) The second equivalence was already asserted in Proposition ZT.I0(i). So we prove the
first equivalence. The right-to-left direction follows from (iv). For the converse, suppose that
N |= O A for a certain n € N. If n = 0, then we are done. So suppose that n = m + 1
for a certain m > 0. Then N DTD?HA, so Fr Dg?‘HA. Since T is X1-sound, we see that
N E D;f"HA. By repeating this argument, we find N = OpA, as desired.

(vii) This follows from iy, D%HDTA — D%“HA and iy, D%HA — D%“'H — D%HDTA.
(viil) Suppose that s, D%J_ — OpL. Then by (iv) and (vii), we have

Fisy OrOrL — OF07L — OLL — Or L,
so by Lob’s Principle, we get Firy, OrL. Since iI¥; is ¥;-sound, we conclude that Fp L. O

Remark 2.3.5. It seems that in item (ii) above, we really need the presence of induction
over Y1-formulae. The formula D?FHA — D?F“H even provable in an intuitionistic version of
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Elementary Arithmetic. This means that passing from a witness of D?FHA to a witness of
D%“HA is quite manageable, since this process is bounded by an elementary function. When
producing a witness of D%HA from a witness of D%HA, however, we need to iterate this
process v — u times, which means that the bound becomes a lot larger: possibly too large for
weaker theories to handle. O

Now we prove the analogue of Corollary 2.2.10] for fast provability.

Lemma 2.3.6. Suppose U < T are theories and let A be an L-formula. Then we have
Fis, D?]';lA & D?]HAT. In particular, i, D{]TA > D{]AT

Proof. We proceed by reflexive induction. First of all, by Corollary 2210, we have
i, OVH A« Opr A < Oy AT < OPF1 AT
Furthermore, by Lemma [2.2.4], Corollary 2.2.10] and Lemma [2.3.4(vii), we have

i, Ou (05 A < Op A7) —
[P5F1 A+ OprOP3 A
& Op(Op4' A)T
+ OpOptta
& OpOgtt AT

VRN D%u-l—lAT] .

This completes the proof. O

Now we turn to slow provability. We will not give as many details as we did for fast provability,
but instead we will refer to the paper [HP16]. There are two reasons for this. First of
all, developing the theory of slow provability is rather involved, so reasons of space do not
permit us to provide all the details. The second reason involves our intended usage of fast
and slow provability. In Section 4, we will obtain results about the provability logic of fast
provability. In order to understand and appreciate these results, it is important to know what
fast provability is, exactly. Slow provability, on the other hand, will only be used as a tool to
obtain results that themselves do not mention slow provability. In order to understand these
results, it is not necessary to know all the details about slow provability.

In the paper [HP16], the authors define a certain ‘fast-growing’ total recursive function
F: N — N. There exists a Xj-formula ¢p(z,y) representing F' in HA. This means that
the definition of F' as a recursive function is verifiable in HA, and we have

Fua Yy (er(n,y) <>y = F(n)) for alln € N.

The ¥;-formula F(x)], which we read as ‘F'(z) is defined’, is shorthand for Jypr(z,y). We
clearly have that Fya F(n){ for all n € N. However, the fast-growing function F is constructed
is such a way that F' is not provably total. That is, we do not have Fya F(x)|. Now we are
ready to define slow provability.
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Definition 2.3.7. The theory slow Heyting Arithmetic, denoted sHA, is given by the axiom
formula

AXSHA(JJ) = AX;IEl(l’) \Y (AXHA(l’) AN F(:E) l) O

Intuitively, we demand that the axioms we use must not be ‘too large’: they must not
be so large that they are beyond the domain of F. Since F' is in fact total, we see that
N E Axgua(x) <> Axpa(z), which means that HA = sHA. We also clearly have that
Firs, Axsia(z) — Axpa(z), so sHA < HA. However, as we shall show shortly, we do not
have HA < sHA. So from the viewpoint of HA, the requirement that the axioms must not be
too large is a genuine one.

Even though the base theory used in the paper [HP16] is the classical theory PA, many results
carry over to the present case. The most important of these is:

Proposition 2.3.8. We have Fya Bewya(z) — OyaBewsya(z), and in particular, we have
Fra Oyasia A < OnaAsHA for all L-formulae A.

Proof. The first statement is proven as in [HP16], Corollary 15, taking S,, to be the theory
axiomatized by the axioms of HA having Godel number at most n. The second statement
follows from Corollary 22210 with U = V = HA and T = sHA. O

The converse of this result, which is valid for the classical case, does mot carry over to the
current setting, because the authors of [HP16] use a model theoretic argument to derive this
result. However, we will only need a very weak version of this converse, which we can ‘steal’
from the classical case.

Proposition 2.3.9. (i) For all ¥1-sentences S, we have Fya OuadsyaS — OpaS.
(1i) We have ¥yp OnaL — Osual. In particular, HA £ sHA.

Proof. (i) We define the analogue of slow provability for PA, e.g. by setting
Axspa () > Axits, (2) V (Axpa(z) A Jy > 2 (F(y)l)).

Since Firs, Axpa(z) — Axpa(z), it is clear that HA < PA and sHA < sPA. We know from
[HP16], Theorem 4, that Fpa OpalspaS — OpaS. So we get

Fpa UualsHaS — UpaldspaS — UpaS — UaS,

where the final step holds since PA is, verifiably in HA, 3i-conservative over HA. We notice
that Oya0syaS — OpaS is equivalent, over HA, to a Ils-sentence, that is, a sentence of
the form Va R(z), where R € ;. Since PA is IIy-conservative over HA, we also find that
l_HA DHADSHAS — DHAS, as desired.

(ii) Suppose that Fya OnyaLl — Ogyal. Since L € X5, we have

Frua OnabnaL — Opalsia L — Opal,

so by Lob’s Theorem, we get Fya Oya L. But then HA is inconsistent, contradiction. For the
second statement, we observe that HA < sHA would imply that Oya Ll — Ogya L is provable
in iI¥1, hence also in HA. U

Remark 2.3.10. There is an alternative approach to slow provability suggested by Fedor
Pakhomov in conversation to Albert Visser. In this approach we can prove the analogue of
Proposition 2:3.9(i) without the detour over PA and without the restriction to ¥;-sentences.
See [Vis1§]. O
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2.4 Intuitionistic Modal Logic

In this section, we briefly review intuitionistic modal logic, abbreviated IML, and we define
the system of IML that will be relevant to us. The language £ of IML has a countable set of
propositional constants, the absurdity sign L, the usual binary connectives A, V and —, and
the unary sentential operator [1. We shall also use £ to denote the set of all Lg-sentences.
As our proof system, we pick a Hilbert-style system that has two inference rules:

A A— B A
5 —E and A Nec .

Definition 2.4.1. (i) The set iK C L is the smallest set that contains:
(a) all (Lo-substitution instances of) tautologies of intuitionistic propositional logic;
(b) all £Lg-sentences of the form (A — B) — (HA — OB), where A, B € Ln,
and is closed under —E and Nec.
(ii) A theory for IML will be a set T that satisfies iIK C T' C L5 and is closed under —E

and Nec. If A € Lo and I' C Lo, we write I' b7 A if there exists a finite subset I'o C T’
such that ATy - Aisin 7.

(iii) The theory iGL is the smallest theory for IML that contains iK and all sentences of the
form O(OA — A) — OA, where A € L.

(iv) The theory iGLC is the smallest theory for IML that contains iGL and all sentences of
the form A — JA, where A € L. O

We now proceed to define the semantics of intuitionistic modal logic.

Definition 2.4.2. (i) Consider a triple (W, <, ), where W is a nonempty set and < and
C are binary relations on W. We say that this triple satisfies the model property if
< o [C is a subrelation of . That is, for all w,v,u € W we should have: if w < v C u,
then w C .

(ii)) A frame for IML is a triple (W, <,C), where W is a nonempty set and < and C are
binary relations on W, such that: (W, =) is a poset and (W, <, C) satisfies the model
property.

(iii) A model for IML is a quadruple (W, <,Z, V), where (W, <,C) is a frame for IML and
V is a relation (called the wvaluation) between W and the proposition letters from £
satisfying:

w = v and wVp implies vVp,

for all w,v € W and proposition letters p.

(iv) Let M = (W,=,C,V) be a model for IML, let w € W and let A € L. We define the
forcing relation M, w I+ A by recursion on A, as follows. For all B,C € L, we set:
(a) M,w IF p iff wVp for all proposition letters p;
) M,wl- BAC iff M,w IF B and M,w I C,
(¢) MywlF BV Ciff M,wlF B or M,wl+ C,
(d) M,w Ik B — C'iff for all v € W such that w < v and M, v IF B, we have M,v I+ C;
) M,w |- 0OB iff for all v € W such that w C v, we have M, v I- B.
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If M is understood, we just write w IF A instead of M,w IF A. We write M |F A
if M,w IF A for all w € W, in which case we say that A is wvalid on M. Given a
frame (W, <,C) for IML, we say that A € £ is valid on this frame iff for all models
M = (W,=<,, V) for IML, we have that A is valid on M. O

Usually, one writes ‘R’ for the modal relation we call ‘C’ here. Our notation has certain
advantages that will become apparent in the next section. We impose the model property on
our frames because we want the following result:

Proposition 2.4.3 (Preservation of Knowledge). Let M = (W, <,C, V) be a model for IML.
If we have w,v € W and A € Lo such that wl- A and w < v, then v I A.

Proof. We proceed by induction on the complexity of A. The base case and the induction
steps for conjunction, disjunction and implication are trivial. So suppose that A is (OB and
that we have w,v € W such that w < v and w IF OB. Consider any u© € W such that v C u.
Then w =< v C u, so since (W, <, C) has the model property, we get w C u. Since w IF OB, it
follows that w |- B. Since u was arbitrary, we can conclude that v I OB, as desired. O

For our purposes, the relevant frame properties are the following.
Definition 2.4.4. Let (W, <,C) be a frame for IML.

(i) We say that this frame is irreflezive if C is irreflexive, that is, if =(w C w) for all w € W.

(ii) We say that this frame is transitive if C is transitive, that is, if T o C is a subrelation
of C.

(iii) We say that this frame is semi-transitive if T o C is a subrelation of T o <.
(iv) We say that this frame is realistic if C is a subrelation of <.
(v) We say that this frame is conversely well-founded if C is conversely well-founded, that

is, if every nonempty subset of W has a maximal element w.r.t. .

We say that a model for IML has one of the properties mentioned above if the underlying
frame has it. O

The terminology from (iii) is not standard and was suggested by R. Iemhoff. The idea behind
it is as follows. We can view [ as an accessibility relation that is relative to the various
worlds, while =< represents the ‘real’ accessibility between worlds. If, in a realistic frame, a
world w thinks that some world v is accessible, then v is also really accessible from w. We
observe that, due to the model property, a realistic frame is automatically transitive. Indeed,
suppose that (W, <,C) is a realistic frame for IML and suppose we have w,v,u € W such
that w C v C uw. Then we also have w < v C u, so w C u follows, as desired.

Now we relate our frame properties to the axioms of iGLC.
Proposition 2.4.5. Let F' = (W, <,C) be a frame for intuitionistic modal logic.

(i) The sentence O(Op — p) — Op is valid on F if and only if F is semi-transitive and
conversely well-founded.

(ii) The sentence p — Op is valid on F if and only if F is realistic.
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In particular, all theorems of iIGLC are valid on all realistic and conversely well-founded frames.

Proof. (i) This result is known from the literature. We refer the reader to the paper [lem01],
Lemma 8.

(ii) First, suppose that F' is realistic. Let V' be a valuation on F', and suppose we have w € W
such that w IF p. If v € W is such that w C v, then also w =< v, so by preservation of
knowledge, we get v IF p. We conclude that w I+ Op, and thus that p — Op is valid on F.
Conversely, suppose that F' is not realistic. Then there exist w,v € K such that w C v, but
also w A v. We define a valuation V on F such that

xzVp if and only if w =< .

Then wVp, but since w C v and —~(vVp), we also have w ¥ Op. We conclude that w ¥ p — Op
and thus that p — Op is not valid on F'.
The final statement is easily proven by an induction on iGLC-proofs. O

In order to get a completeness theorem, we need the following terminology.

Definition 2.4.6. Let T be a theory for intuitionistic modal logic.

(i) A set X C Lqis called adequate if it is closed under taking subsentences.

(ii) Suppose X C L is adequate. A set S C X is called X -saturated if the following hold:
(a) S is consistent, that is, S ¥p L;
(b) if Ae X and Skp A, then A € S;
(¢c)if AvBe S,then Ae Sor BeS. O

Notice that the converse of item (b) also holds: if A € S, then clearly A € X and S Fp A.
We will need the following result.

Lemma 2.4.7 (Extension Lemma). Let T' be a theory for intuitionistic modal logic and let
X C Lo be an adequate set. Suppose we have R C X and A € Lo such that R¥r A. Then
there exists an X -saturated set S O R such that S ¥ A.

Proof. We fix an enumeration By, By, Bo, ... of the formulae in X such that every element of X
occurs infinitely many times in the enumeration. We define the sequence Sy C 51 C Sy C ...
by recursion. First of all, we set So = R. Now suppose that S, has been defined. If S, ¥1 By,
then Sy,41 is just S,. If S, Fr By, then

Sp, U{Bn} if B), is not a disjunction;
Spy1 =1 S, U{B,,C} if B,is CV D, and S, U{C} Fr A;
S, U{B,,D} if B,is CV D, and S, U{C} Fr A;

We define S as |J,,cy Sn- Clearly, we have S,, € X foralln € N, so § C X.

Now we use induction on n to prove that S, ¥r A for all n € N. For n = 0, this holds by
assumption. Now suppose that S, ¥1 A for a certain n € N; we need to show that S,+1 Fr A.
If S, ¥ By, then this holds trivially. So suppose that S, -7 B,. Then we must have that
Sp U{B,} ¥r A, so if B, is not a disjunction, then we are also done. So suppose that B,
is CVv D. If S, U{C} Fr A, then we also have S,,11 = S, U{B,,C} ¥r A, so we are done.
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Finally, suppose that S,, U{C} Fr A. Then we cannot have S, U{D} Fr A. Indeed, if we
have both S, U{C} Fr A and S,, U{D} k¢ A, then also S, U{C Vv D} Fr A, which is not
the case. So S, U{D} ¥r A, and it follows that S,,11 = S, U{B,, D} ¥ A, as desired. This
completes the induction.

It follows that S ¥p A, and in particular, S is consistent. We check that S is X-saturated.
Now suppose that C' € X and S Fp C. Then there must be an n € N such that S, b C. Let
m > n be minimal such that B, is C. Then S,, -1 By,, so we get B, € Si,+1 C 5, that is
C € S. Finally, supppse that C'V D € S. Then there must be an n € N such that CVvV D € S,.
Let m > n be minimal such that B,, is C V D. Then B,, € S,, C S,,, so we certainly have
Sm Fr B It follows that C € S;;,41 € S or D € S;, 11 C 5. This concludes the proof. [

Using the Extension Lemma, we can prove a sound- and completeness theorem for iGLC. This
result also appears, in a stronger form, as Theorem 4.25 in [AM17].

Theorem 2.4.8. Let A be an Lo-sentence. Then bigLe A if and only if A is valid on all
finite irreflexive realistic frames.

Proof. 1t is well-known that any finite irreflexive transitive frame is conversely well-founded.
So if Figc A, then A is indeed valid on all finite irreflexive realistic frames, by Proposi-
tion Conversely, suppose that FigLc A. Let Xy be the set of subsentences of A, and
let X; = {OB | B € Xp}. Then X := X, U X; is an adequate set. We let W be the set
of all X-saturated sets. Clearly, W is finite, and we have the subset relation C on W. For
w,v € W, we write w C v if:

(i) whenever B € L and OB € w, we have B € v;
(ii) there exists a C' € L such that OC ¢ w and OC' € v.

For w € W and p a proposition letter, we say that wVp if and only if p € w. We clearly
have: if wVp and w C v, then vVp. It is also not difficult to check that (W, C, ) satisfies
the model property. Finally, since FigLc A, there exists a wg € W such that wg ¥ A, by
the Extension Lemma. In particular, W is nonempty, so M = (W, C,C,V) is a model for
intuitionistic modal logic.
We claim that the frame (W, C,C) is irreflexive and realistic. Irreflexivity is immediate from
the definition. Now suppose we have w,v € W such that w C v, and B € w. If B € X, then
OB € X7 € X and w FigLc UB, so OB € w. Since w C v we get B € v. Now suppose that
B € Xq. Then B is OC for some C' € Xy. Since w C v, we get C' € v. This means that
v FigLc B, so B € v. In both cases, we get B € v, so we conclude that w C v, as desired.
Now we show that w I+ B if and only if B € w, for all w € W and B € X. We proceed by
induction on the complexity of B.

At For proposition letters, the result holds by the definition of V.

A Suppose that B is C' A D and that the result holds for C' and D. If w € W, then
wlFCADiff wlkCandwl D, iff C €wand D € w. Now suppose that C' € w and
D € w. Then wFijg,c CAD and CAD € X, s0o C AN D € w. Conversely, suppose that
CAD € w. Then whkigc C,D and C,D € X, so we get C € w and D € w.

V Suppose that B is C'V D and that the result holds for C' and D. If w € W, then
wlFCVDiffwlkCorwl D,iff C € wor D &€ w. Suppose that C' € w or D € w.
Then in both cases, we have w Fig.c CV D. Since CV D € X, we get CV D € w.
Conversely, if C'V D € w, then C € w or D € w since w is X-saturated.
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— Suppose that B is C — D and that the result holds for C' and D. If w € W, then
w Ik C — D iff for all v O w, we have that v I C implies v I+ D. And this holds iff for
all v O w, we have that C' € v implies D € v. Now suppose that C' — D € w and that
we have v O w such that C € v. Then also C — D € v, so v bFigLc D. Since D € X,
we get D € v. Conversely, suppose that C' — D & w. Since C' — D € X, this means
that w ¥igLc C — D, and hence w U {C'} FigLc D. Since w U {C} C X, we can use the
Extension Lemma to find a v € W such that w U {C} C v and v FigLc D. Then w C v,
C €wv,and D € v, so it follows that w ¥ C' — D.

[ Suppose that B is [JC and that the result holds for C. If w € W, then w IF OC iff for
all v 3 w, we have v I- C'. And this holds iff for all v T w, we have C € v. Now suppose
that OJC' € w and that we have v 1 w. Then by the definition of C, we get C' € v. Con-
versely, suppose that 0C ¢ w. Consider the set R = {D € Lg | 0D € w}u{0OC} C X.
Suppose that R Figic C. Then {D € Lo | OD € w} Figc OC — C, so we also get
{OD € Lo | OD € w} Fiee O(OC — C). In particular, w Fig.c O(OC — C), which
yields w FigLc OC. However, we also have JC € X, so we get [JC € w, contradiction.
So R FigLc C. By the Extension Lemma, there exists a v € W such that R C v and
v Fictc C. We have {D € Lg | OD € w} C v, OC ¢ w and OC € v, so w C .
Furthermore, we have C ¢ v, so w ¥ OC.

This completes the induction. Since wg ¥igLc A, we have A € wg. Since A € X, we can apply
the above result to conclude that wg ¥ A. So A is not valid on the finite irreflexive realistic
frame (W, C,C). O

3 An Abstract Arithmetical Completeness Theorem

In this section, we prove a completeness theorem for certain kinds of provability logics. We
prove the theorem in a rather abstract form, not yet mentioning any specific provability
predicates. In Section [B.1], we introduce the general framework and define the required Solovay
function along with the intended realization of the propositional letters of L. Section [B.2lis of
a rather technical nature and forms the heart of the proof. Here we show that the realization
we defined commutes with the logical operators of £5. In Section B.3] we formulate the
completeness theorem and use the preceding material to prove it.

3.1 Definition of the Solovay Function

The general setting of this section is given by the following definition.

Definition 3.1.1. Let T be a theory and let P(z) and Q(z) be Xj-formulae in one free
variable. If A is an L-sentence, we write JA for P("A™). We also write AA for Q("A7). We
say that (P, Q) is a good pair for T if the following conditions are satisfied:

(i) P and @ are provability predicates for T
(ii) if N =0A, then Fr A, for all L-sentences A;
(iii) 7 SLPA (or equivalently, 7 CPa);
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(iv) Fr OAS — OS for all 3;-sentences S. O

We immediately observe that, if these clauses apply and S is a 3-sentence, then we also have
Fr AS — OAS — 0OS. We also notice that i1n, A implies F7 A, which implies i1y, OA
and iy, AA for all L-sentences A.

Remark 3.1.2. We remark that the definition of a good pair does not occur anywhere in
the literature. This definition is extremely artificial and tailor made to obtain the result of
this section. O

In the remainder of this section, we suppose that a theory 7" and a good pair (P, Q) for T are
given. We also use [J and A as defined above.

Let My = (Wpy, =0, Co, Vo) be a finite irreflexive realistic model for IML such that Wy has a
least element w.r.t. <g. Let 7 > 0 be the cardinality of W. We assume that Wy = {1,...,r}
and that the node r is the least element of W w.r.t. <y3. Now we expand M, to a new model
M = (W, =<,Z, V) for IML. Intuitively, we append a copy of 14 w°P (in the C-order relation)
to the node r. Formally, we do this as follows. We take W = N D W,. The relation =< is
defined by:

i1 =7 iff 1<4d,j<randi=j,
ort>randl1<j<q,
or 1 =0,
for all 4,j € N. The relation C is defined by:
iC g iff 1<4,j <randiCoJ,
ori>randl1<j<i,
ori=0and j >0,

for all 7,5 € N. Finally, V is defined by:
WVp iff 1<i<randiVyp,

for all ¢ € N and proposition letters p.

We can prove that M is again a realistic irreflexive model for IML; but of course M is no longer
finite. However, M is conversely well-founded, so M still validates all theorems of iGLC. Since
<o and Cg are finite relations, we can give Ag-definitions of these relations inside iI¥;. Now
we can formalize the definitions of < and C given above in order to obtain Ag-definitions of
=< and [ inside iI¥X;. Then iI¥; verifies the relevant properties of M: that (N, <) is a poset,
that C is irreflexive, that (W, =<, C) has the model property, and that this frame is realistic.
E.g. by verification of the model property we mean that Fjx, * KT yAy C z = z C z.
Since < is defined by a Ag-formula, we have: if i < j, then Fiy, @ < j, and if i £ j, then
Firs, —(7 < 7). A similar result holds for . Moreover, by Proposition 2.1.4] we can safely
make case distinctions like z < y V =(x < y) inside iI¥;. Observe that these remarks also
apply in T instead of iIX;.

For an A € L, we define the set [A] as {i € N|ilF A}. The model M is constructed in such
a way that the following result holds.
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Lemma 3.1.3. If A € Ln, then [A] is finite or [A] = N.

Proof. We have to show the following: if i € [A] for all ¢ > 0, then 0 € [A]. We proceed by
induction on the complexity of A. The atomic case clearly holds, and the steps for A and Vv
are trivial. Now suppose that A is B — C and that the claim holds for B and C. Suppose
that ¢ € [B — (] for all i > 0, and that 0 ¢ [B — C]. Then we must have 0 € [B] and
0 ¢ [C]. By the induction hypothesis, i ¢ C' for some ¢ > 0. However, since 0 =< i, we also
have i € [B], so i ¢ [B — C], contradiction. Finally, suppose that A is OB and that the
claim holds for B. Suppose that i € [OB] for all i« > 0. We should show that 0 € [JB]. By
preservation of knowledge, it suffices to show that j € [B] for all j > r. But for such j, we
have j + 1 € [OB] by assumption, and j + 1  j, so we indeed have j € [B]. O

We now proceed to define the Solovay function. Our models are equipped with two relations,
as opposed to just one in the classical case, and we need to find some way to incorporate
this into the Solovay function. We will use two separate provability predicates to take care
of the relations < and C. This is where our good pair comes in. Since P(x) and Q(z) are
Y;-formulae, we can write P(z) as JyPrfg(y,z) and Q(x) as JyPrfa(y,x), where Prfg and
Prf A are Ag-formulae.

Let (-,-): N2 — N be a primitive recursive pairing function that can be formulated inside iI%;
using a Ag-formula. Let pg: N — N be the elementary function that gives the projection onto
the first coordinate. By replacing Prfg(y,z) with 3z < y(y = (z,2) A Prfg(z,z)), we may
assume without loss of generality that

Firs, Prio(y, z) — = = po(y). (3.1)

We do the same for Prfa.

In the sequel, we write z <y for z <y A—=(x =y) and x C y for z C y V2 = y. We define
the function h: N — N by A(0) = 0 and

m if h(k) = m and Prfg(k,"3z—(h(x)
hk+1)=4qn if h(k) < n and Prfa(k,"3y—(h(y)
h(k) if neither of these apply.

m)7);

C
=n)7);

Here z and y are two (syntactically) distinct variables, so by our assumption (B.1I) above,
the first two clauses can never apply simultaneously. Using ([B.I]) again, we also see that m
as in the first clause, if it exists, is unique, and similarly for the second clause. Using the
Diagonalization Lemma, we can give a Xj-definition of A inside iI¥;. Then we can prove
inside iI¥X; that h is in fact a function. We also have Fi1s, z <y — h(z) < h(y), which can
be shown by induction on y inside iI13;.

Notice that it is in some sense ‘easier’ to move along [ than it is to move along <. We
have iy, Jy—(h(y) < m) — Jx—(h(x) C m). Since @ is a provability predicate for T,
we also find that iz, AFy—(h(y) = m)) = A(Zz—(h(x) C m)). We also observe that
Jz—(h(x) C m) is equivalent, over iI¥;, to a ¥j-sentence. This means that we also have
Fr A(Gz=(h(x) Em)) — OEFz—(h(z) C m)). We conclude that

Fr A3y =(h(y) = m)) = D@z~ (h(z) Em)), (3.2)
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for any m € N. We will need this in the sequel. We also need the following observation: if
i # 0 is a natural number, then

i, —(z <d) &\ 2=, (3.3)
jeu

where U = {j € N | j £ i} is finite. In other words, if iI¥; knows that x £ i for some
standard ¢ # 0, then iI3; knows that x is some standard number as well. For C, a similar
remark applies.

We close this section with a definition.

Definition 3.1.4. For a sentence A € L, we define the L-sentence [A] as

Viegag 3z (h(x) = i) if [A] is finite;
T if [A] = N.

We observe that [A] is always (equivalent to) a ¥;-sentence.

3.2 Preservation of the Logical Structure

In this rather technical section, we show that [-] commutes with all the logical operators
figuring in £g. The proofs in this section will become increasingly difficult. We adopt all the
notation introduced in the previous section.

Lemma 3.2.1. We have i1y, [BV C| < [B] V [C] for B,C € L.
Proof. This is immediate from the definition of [-]. O
Lemma 3.2.2. We have s, [BAC| < [B] A [C] for B,C € L.

Proof. 1f [B] = N, then [BAC] = [C], so we have Firx, [BAC] <+ [C] <> [B]A[C]. Similarly,
the result follows if [C] = N. So suppose that [B] and [C] are both finite; then [B A C] is
finite as well.

The ‘—’-statement is immediate in this case. For the other direction, we should show that
Firs, 3z (h(x) = i) Ay (h(y) = j) — [B A C] whenever i € [B] and j € [C]. First of all, we
notice that i, Jz(h(x) = i) A Jy(h(y) = j) — i < 7V j = i. Indeed, reason inside iI¥;
and suppose we have z and y such that h(z) = i and h(y) = j. Since 2 < y Vy < x and
x <y — h(z) X h(y), we can conclude that i < jV j <1, as desired.

Now, if @ and j are incomparable w.r.t. <, then Fis, —(i < 7V j < 1), so by the above we
have Firs, =(3z (h(z) = i) A Jy(h(y) = j)), in which case the result is clear. If ¢ and j are
comparable w.r.t. <, then assume without loss of generality that ¢ < j. Then j € [BAC], so

Fis, 3z (h(z) = 4) A3y (h(y) = §) = Jy (h(y) = j) = [BAC],
as desired. O

Lemma 3.2.3. We have -7 [B — C| <> ([B] — [C]) for B,C € L.
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Proof. If [B — C] = N, then [B] C [C], so [B — C] and [B] — [C] are both equivalent to
T, even over iIX;. Now suppose that [B — C] is finite.
We first treat the <—-direction. Let jg,...,js—1 # 0 be the <-maximal elements j of N such
that j € [B — C]. Then for all t < s, we have j; € [B] and j; ¢ [C]. Using the fact that < is
also a conversely well-founded relation, we can show that for all i € N, we have ¢ € [B — (]
if and only if i £ j; for all t < s.
Now we reason inside iI¥;. Suppose that [B] — [C] and A[B — C]. Since [B — C| —
Jy—(h(y) = i), we have A(Fy—(h(y) =< ji)). Now let k; satisfy Prfa(ky,"Iy—(h(y) < j¢)7).
We distinguish three cases (which is constructively acceptable).
1. Suppose that h(k;) < j; for some t < s. Then then by the definition of h, we get
h(ks + 1) = ji. But j; € [B], so [B] holds, so [C] holds, and therefore [B — C] also
holds.

2. Suppose that h(k;) = j; for some t < s. Then [B — C] again follows.

3. Suppose that —(h(k;) =< ji) for all t < s. Let k = max;<s k;. Then we also know that
—(h(k) = ji) for all t < s. Indeed, suppose that h(k) < j; for some ¢. Since k; < k, we
get h(ky) < h(k) < ji, so, since < is (provably) transitive, h(k;) < ji, which we already
excluded. So we indeed have —(h(k) <X j;) for all ¢ < s. But then by (B.3]) applied to
J0s -+ Js—1, we see that \/, ., (k) = j, where U = {j € N | j £ j, for all t < s} is
a finite set. We see (outside iI¥1) that U = [B — (], so (inside iI¥X; again) we get
[B — C].

We conclude that s, ([B] — [C]) = (A[B — C] — [B — C]). Since b SLPA, we may
conclude that 7 ([B] — [C]) — [B — C].

The —-direction is even provable in iI¥;. Notice that [B A (B — C)] C [C], so by
Lemma B.2.2] we have

Fis, ([BJ]A[B — C]) — [BA (B — C)] — [C],

SO |—i121 [B — C] — ([B] — [C]) O

Before we can show that [-] commutes with O, we first need some auxiliary results.

Lemma 3.2.4. Suppose i > 0 is a natural number. Then
Fr 3z (h(z) =i) = O3y (i < h(y))).

Proof. Before we start proving the displayed sentence inside T', we need to verify two auxiliary
facts inside iIX%4. First of all, we claim that

Fis, ((R(y) 2@) Ah(z) =14) =i < h(y).

Reason inside iI¥; and assume the antecedent. If y < x, then h(y) < h(xz) = i, quod non.
So z <y, which means that i = h(z) < h(y). But h(y) cannot be equal to i, so i < h(y), as
desired. Now we also have:

Firs, (Fy—(h(y) =) A 3a(h(z) = i) — Fy (i < h(y)). (3.4)
Secondly, we claim that

Firsy (5(h(y) E i) Ab(z) =iAh(z —1) C i) =i < h(y).
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Again, reason inside iI¥; and assume the antecedent. Suppose that y < x. Then y < x — 1,
so h(y) = h(z — 1) C 4. Since our frame (provably) has the model property, we get h(y) C i,
contradiction. So y > z. But then ¢ = h(z) < h(y) and —(i = h(y)), so i < h(y), as desired.
We also find:

iy, Jy(=(h(y) E0)) Az (h(z) =i Ah(x —1) C i) — Jy(i < h(y)). (3.5)

Now we start the main part of the proof. Reason inside T', and suppose that we have an x
such that h(x) = i. Since h is (provably) a function, we can consider the least = such that
h(z) = 4. Then = > 0, and h(x — 1) < i. Again, we make a constructively acceptable case
distinction.
1. Suppose that =(h(x — 1) C 7). Then A(Jy—(h(y) < i)) (otherwise, we wouldn’t have
moved up to 7). Since Iz (h(z) = i) is a Xj-sentence, we also get A(Jzx (h(z) =1i)). Using
B4) and the properties of A, we can conclude that A3y (i < h(y)). Since Jy (i < h(y))
is a Yq-sentence, we also get (Jy (i < h(y)) by (B:2)), as desired.

2. Suppose that h(x — 1) T 4. Then, from the fact that we moved up to i, we can
deduce that O(Jz—(h(x) C 7)) or A(Jy—(h(y) =< i)). By B2), we can conclude that
OF3y—(h(y) E 7)) in both cases. At this point, we have 3z (h(z) = i A h(x — 1) T ).
Since this is a Xj-sentence, we also get O(3xh(z) =i Ah(x — 1) C 7)). Using (3.3) and
the properties of O, we again find O3y (i < h(y)), as desired. O

Lemma 3.2.5. Let i,j be natural numbers such that i < j and —(i C 7). Then
i, 3z (h(@) = 4) A3y (h(y) = j) = AE=(I < h(2))).

Proof. First of all, we notice that we also know that ¢ < j and —(i C j) inside iI¥;. Now
reason inside iI¥;, and suppose that 3z (h(z) = i) and Jy(h(y) = j). Since h is (provably)
a function, we can consider the least y such that h(y) = j. Then y > 0, and h(y — 1) < j.
Consider an z such that h(x) =i. Suppose that y < x. Then j = h(y) < h(z) =i < j, which
is a contradiction since < is (provably) antisymmetric. So x < y, which also means x < y— 1.
Now we get i = h(x) < h(y — 1).

If h(y —1) C 4, then i < h(y — 1) C j, so i C j. But we also have —=(i C j), so we must
have =(h(y — 1) C j). Now we can use the exact same reasoning as in case 1 in the proof of
Lemma [3.2.4] (with j instead of ¢, and y instead of x) to arrive at A3z (j < h(z)), as desired.
(Observe that we can perform this reasoning inside iI3; instead of 7', since we do not need

B2) here.) n

Now that we have proven these tedious lemmata, we can derive our crucial result.
Lemma 3.2.6. We have ¢ [OB] «» O[B] for all B € Ln.

Proof. 1f [B] = N, then [OB] = N as well, and we see that [[JB] and OJ[B] are both equivalent
to T over iI¥X;. Now suppose that [B] is finite.

We first treat the <—-direction, which can be shown even in iI¥;. Let jg,...,Js—1 # 0 be the
C-maximal elements j of N such that j ¢ [B]. Notice that j; € [OB] for all ¢ < s. Suppose
that we have i € [B] and ¢t < s such that i C j;. Since M is realistic, we get ¢ < j;, so by
preservation of knowledge, j; € [B], contradiction. So if i € [B], then i [Z j;. In particular,
we have ks, [B] — Jz—(h(x) C j;) for all ¢ < s. Using the transitivity of C and the fact

that C is a conversely well-founded relation, we can also show: if i [Z j; for all £ < s, then
i € [B].
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Now we reason inside iI3; and suppose that O[B]. Then O(3z—(h(x) C j;)) also holds. Let
ky satisfy Prfg(ky,"3xz—(h(z) C jy)7). We distinguish three cases.

1. Suppose h(k;) C ji for some t < s. Then by the definition of h, we have h(k; + 1) = ji,
and [OB] follows.

2. Suppose h(k¢) = j; for some t < s. Then [[JB] again follows.

3. Suppose that =(h(k:) C j;) for all t < s. Let k = maxy<s k. If h(k) = j; for some ¢ < s,
then [OB] again follows. Suppose h(k) C j; for some t < s. Since h(ky) < h(k) C j;
and our frame (provably) has the model property, we get h(k;) C j;, which we already
excluded. So we have —(h(k) C j;) for all ¢ < s. But then using the C-analogue of (33)
for jo,...,Js—1, we see that VjeU h(k) =7, where U = {j e N | j [Z j; for all t < s} is a
finite set. We see (outside iI¥;) that U = [B] C [OB], where the inclusion holds since
M is realistic. So (inside iI¥; again), we get [OB], as desired.

Now we treat the —-direction. Consider an i € [(JB]. Then i > 0, since [B] is finite. So by
Lemma B.2:4] we have

Fr 3z (h(z) =1i) = O3y (i < h(y))). (3.6)

Every nonzero node k of M has a finite <-rank, which is the greatest n such that there exists
a sequence k = kg < k1 < --- < k,. Let a € N be the <-rank of . For b € N, we define the
finite set

={jeN|i=<jiljand rank(j) < b}.

We know (inside iI3;) that ¢ < h(y) implies that h(y) is a standard number. Moreover, such

a standard number must have rank smaller than a, so it is either in [B] (if ¢ C h(y)) or in U,
(if i Z h(y)). That is, we have

F i< hy) =\ h(y) =4V \/ hly) =
jEIIB]] jEUa

From this, it follows that

Fis, 3y (@ < h(y \/ Jy (h
Jj€U.

So ([B.6) together with the properties of [J implies that
Fr 3w (h(z) =) = O BV \/ Jy(h(y) =j) | - (3.7)
j€Uq
Suppose that j € U, for a certain b > 1. By Lemma B.2.5] we know that
Fisy 3z (h(z) = 4) ATy (R(y) = §) = &3z (5 < h(2))). (3.8)

Furthermore, if j < h(z), then we know (inside HA) that h(z) is some standard number.
Moreover, such a standard number must have lower <-rank than j, so it is either in [B] (if
i C h(z)) orin Uy (if i iZ h(z)). That is, we have

Firs, J < h(z \/h =kV \/ h(z) =
ke[B] keUy_1
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From this, it follows that
Fim, 320 < h(2)) = [B]V \/ 3z(h(z) = k).

So using ([B.8) and the properties of A, we get

keUp_1

Fis, 3z (h(z) =) A Jy(h(y) = §) = A ([B] v 3z(h(z) = k:)) .

This holds for all j € Uy, so

Firsy 3z (h(z) = i) A \/ Gy (h(y) = 7)) = A ([B] v\ y(hy) j)) :

7€y Jj€Up_1

(We changed some bound variables on the right hand side.) Since [B] is equivalent, over iI¥;,
to a Yq-sentence, we also have

JjeUp—1

Fis, [B] = A[B] = A ([B] v\ Fy(hy) = j)) :
So we conclude that
Fire, 3a(h(z) =) A ([B] v\ Gy (h(y) j))) — A ([B] v\ Fy(hy) j)) :

JeU, Jj€Up_1

Since Jx (h(x) = i) is equivalent, over iI¥;, to a ¥;-sentence, we have iy, Jz(h(z) =1i) —
O3z (h(z) =14)). Now we see:

Fiz, Jo(h(z) = i) A ([B] v \/ 3y (h(y) j))

JeUp

J€Ub

— 0O (Ela:(h(a;) =) A ([B] v \/ @y (h(y) j))))
— OA ([B]\/ \ Hy(h(y)j))

JjeUp_1

-0 ([B] v\ 3y(hly) j)) ,

JeEU,_1

where the final step holds since [B] V Ve, | Jy(h(y) = j) is equivalent, over il¥;, to a
Y;-sentence. Now we can apply this repeatedly to (B.7) in order to obtain

Fo 3z (h(z) =i) — O ([B] v \/ Jy(hy) j))

NS
< 0O(B] Vv 1)
+ 0O[B],
where we used that Uy = 0.
Since this holds for all i € [OB], we can conclude that 7 [OB] — O[B], as desired. O
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3.3 The Completeness Theorem

In this section, we formulate and prove our completeness theorem in its abstract form. First,
we define provability logics.

Definition 3.3.1. Let T be a theory and let P(x) be a ¥;-formula in one free variable. If A
is an L-sentence, we write JA for P("A™).

(i) A realization is a function o that assigns, to each proposition letter p in Lg, an L-
sentence o(p). We call o a ¥j-realization if o(p) € X; for all p.

(ii) Given a realization o, we define the function op from L to L-sentences by:
(a) op(L)is L and op(p) is o(p) for every proposition letter p;
(b) op(BoC)isop(B)oop(C) for all B,C € L and o € {A,V,—};
(¢) op(OB) is O(op(B)) for all B € L.
(iii) The logic for P w.r.t. T is defined as the set of all A € £ such that Fp op(A) for every

realization o. The 3;-logic for P w.r.t. T is the set of all A € L such that 7 op(A)
for every >i-realization o.

By abuse of notation, we also write o instead of op, and we say ‘logic for [1’ instead of ‘logic
for P’. We write o7 for og, = 0gew, and JCJ; for oy = og,r- The (31-)logic for O w.r.t.
T T

T is called the (X1-)provability logic of T, and the (31-)logic for DCJ; w.r.t. T is called the fast
(X1-)provability logic of T O

Now, we again adopt the conventions and notation from Section B.Il All the work from
Section now leads to the following result.

Theorem 3.3.2. Define the ¥q-realization o by o(p) = [p] for every proposition letter p.
Then bp on(A) < [A] for all A € Ln.

Proof. This follows by induction on the complexity of A using Lemma [3.2.1, Lemma [3.2.2]
Lemma [3.2.3] and Lemma O

The following result tells us what the ‘real’ behaviour of the Solovay function A is, in the case
that T is >1-sound.

Proposition 3.3.3. Suppose that T is ¥1-sound. Then N = h(z) = 0.

Proof. Since < is conversely well-founded, we know that A must have a certain limit ¢ € N.
Then 3z (h(z) = i) is a true X;-sentence, which means that 7 3z (h(z) = 7). Now suppose
that ¢ > 0. Then Fp Jz(h(z) = i) — O3y (@ < h(y))) by Lemma B.:24] so we must have
Fr O3y (i < h(y))). Since O(Jy (i < h(y))) is a Xj-sentence and T is ¥q-sound, we see that
N E O3y (i 2 h(y))). By requirement (ii) for a good pair, we get Fpr Jy (i < h(y)). Since
Jy (i < h(y)) is a Xq-sentence and T is Xj-sound, we get N |= Jy (i < h(y)). However, this is
impossible as 4 is supposed to be the limit of h. So ¢ = 0, and the result follows. O

Now we can finally formulate and prove our main result.
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Theorem 3.3.4. Let T be a X1 -sound theory. Suppose we have a good pair (P, Q) for T such
that =0 CPp. Then the (X1-)logic for P is equal to the set of theorems of iGLC.

Proof. As before, let us abbreviate P("A™) as A, for L-sentences A. Since P(z) is a prov-
ability predicate for 7', we see that the (Xi-)logic for [J contains the axioms of iGL and is
closed under —E and Nec. Since -7 CPg, we see that the (X;-)logic for O also contains all
sentences of the form A — A, where A € L. So the (¥;-)logic for O contains all theorems
of iGLC.

Now suppose that we have A € L such that iGLC ¥ A. Then by Theorem 2.4.8] there exists
a finite, irreflexive, realistic model My = (Wy, <o, Co, Vo) in which A is not valid. We label
the nodes of My as Wy = {1,...,r} in such a way that My, ¥ A. By shrinking Wy to
{i € Wy | r ¢ i} if necessary, we may assume without loss of generality that r is the <g-least
element of Wj.

Now define the model M, the Solovay function h, and the ¥;-sentences [B] for B € L as
above. It is easy to show that My, IF B iff M,i - B for all B € L and all ¢ with 1 <7 <.
So we have M,r ¥ A, that is, r ¢ [A]. Now define the X;-realization o by o(p) = [p] for
every proposition letter p. By Theorem B.3.2] we have b1 op(B) <> [B] for all B € L.

Now suppose for the sake of contradiction that 7 og(A). Then we also get b [A]. Since [A]
is (equivalent to) a ¥j-sentence and T is ¥;-sound, we see that N = [A]. By Proposition B.3.3],
we also know that N |= h(xz) = 0. This implies that 0 € [A]. However, we also have 0 < r
and r ¢ [A], which yields a contradiction. We conclude that A is not in the (X;-)logic for OJ,
as desired. O

4 Applications of the Completeness Theorem

In the previous section, we proved a completeness theorem in a very abstract form. In this
section, we provide several applications of this theorem. In particular, we will determine the
fast provability logics of the theories U*, for 3-sound theories U, and we will determine the
fast and ordinary X1-provability logics of HA. First of all, we lay some further groundwork in
Section A1l Then, in Section [£2] we determine the fast provability logics mentioned above.
Finally, in Section [£.4] we determine the i-provability logic of HA.

4.1 The Sets NNIL and TNNIL

In the sequel, £, is the language of propositional logic, and for A € £,, we write ‘Fpc A’
to indicate that A is provable in intuitionistic propositional logic. We notice that, if o is a
substitution, A € £, and P(z) is ¥;-formula, then op(A) does not actually depend on P. So
we will just write o(A) instead of op(A). We will also drop the brackets in expressions of the
form o(A) and op(A).

Like the authors of [AM17], we introduce the set of NNIL-sentences.

Definition 4.1.1. The set NNIL C £, (‘no nested implications on the left’) is defined recur-
sively, as follows:

(i) all proposition letters are in NNIL, as is L;
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(ii) if A, B € NNIL, then AA B, AV B € NNIL;
(iii) if A € £, contains no implications and B € NNIL, then A — B € NNIL. O

That is, a NNIL-sentence is a propositional sentence in which no implication occurs in the
antcedent of another implication. In the paper [Vis02], we find the following result, that we
will not prove here.

Theorem 4.1.2. There exists a computable function (-)*: £, — NNIL, called the NNIL-
algorithm, such that for every A € L, the following hold:

(i) |—|pc A* — A,‘
(ii) ifB € NNIL and Fipc B — A, then Fipc B — A*;

(@) if o is a Xy-realization, then Fua Opa(cA) <> Oya(cA*).

Remark 4.1.3. Consider the preorder (£, <), where < is defined by: A < B if and only if
Fipc A — B, for A, B € L,,. Consider also the subpreorder (NNIL, <). Then items (i) and (ii)
above say that the NNIL-algorithm is left adjoint to the inclusion NNIL — L,,. %

We can get an analogue of (iii) for fast provability.

Corollary 4.1.4. Let A€ L, and let o be a X1-realization. Then
Fia Ofia (0 A) & O, (0 4%).

Proof. Since Bewﬂ A Is a provability predicate for HA, we can derive from Theorem E.T.2{iii)
that
Fra Ola(0A) < Ol aOna(0A) < Ol Ona(0A*) & Of 4 (0 A),

where we also used Lemma 2.3.4](vii). O

The NNIL-algorithm behaves nicely with respect to the theories U and ¥;-realizations.

Proposition 4.1.5. Suppose that U and T are theories such that Fya Bewy (z) — OyBewr(z).
Then for all X1 -realizations o and C € NNIL, we have

l_HA DUT(UC) — DU(O'C).

Proof. We notice that, since o is a ¥1-realization and C' € NNIL, we have that oC' is equivalent,
over iI¥X, to a sentence in A. Using Corollary and Lemma 2.2.14] we see that iy,
(O — 0C. We get i1y, Oy(cC)T — Oy(aC). Finally, we notice that the conditions
of Corollary 22101 hold for V = HA, so we get Fnya Oyr(0C) — Oy(cC) — Oy (aC), as
desired. O

Following J[AMI7], we now extend the notion of ‘no nested implication on the left’ to modal
sentences.

Definition 4.1.6. The set TNNIL C £ (‘thoroughly no nested implications on the left’) is
defined by recursion, as follows:
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(i) all proposition letters are in TNNIL, as is L;
(ii) if A, B € TNNIL, then AA B, AV B,JA € TNNIL;

(iii) if A,B € TNNIL and A contains no implications outside the scope of a O, then also
A — B € TNNIL. ¢

We notice that every A € L can, in a unique way, be written as C(p,0Bj,...,0By), for
certain C(p,q1,...,qr) € Ly and distinct By,..., By € Ln. It is easy to show that, with this
notation, we have A € TNNIL if and only if C' € NNIL and B; € TNNIL for 1 < i < k. Now
we define an operation on modal formulae as in [AMI7].

Definition 4.1.7. The TNNIL-algorithm (-)*: Lo — TNNIL is defined by recursion, as
follows. For A € Lg, write A = C(p,0By,...,0By), where C(p,q1,...,qx) € L, and
By, ..., By € L are distinct. Then

At = C*(p,0B;,...,0B}). O

Notice that, since all the B; have lower complexity than A, the operation (-)* is well-defined.
The following lemmata show how certain results about NNIL and (-)* can be transferred to
TNNIL and (-)*. We notice that Lemma FLT.8|(i) also occurs in [AMI7] as Corollary 4.7.1.

Lemma 4.1.8. Let A € L, and let o be a ¥y-realization. Then the following hold:

(4) Fra Onalonad) < Oua(onaA®);
(i1) Fua Ola(oiAA) & Of L (ol AT).
Proof. (i) We proceed by strong induction on the boxdepth of A. As above, we write A as

C(p,0By,...,0By), where C(p,q1,...,qx) € Ly and By, ..., By € L are distinct. Then all
the B; have smaller boxdepth than A, so we assume by induction hypothesis that

l_HA DHA(JHABi) — DHA(UHAB;—) for 1<i<k. (4.1)

If = p1,...,p;, then we write op’ as a shorthand for o(p1),...,0(p;). Now we take a ;-
realization 7 such that 7p' = op and 7(¢;) = Opya(ouaB;) for 1 < i < k. Now we observe
that

oHaA = C(op,Ona(onaBi), . ... OnalonaBs)) = 7C,
O'HAA+ = C*(Uﬁ, DHA(UHABY), e ,DHA(UHAB;)) and
7C* = C*(op,Ona(onaBi), - . ., Ona(onaBy))

So (1)) gives Fya oua AT <> 7C*. Since Bewpp is a provability predicate for HA, we conclude
that
Fra Ona(0HAA) < OpA(TC) < Opa(TC™) ¢ Oua(onad™),

where we used Theorem .1.2(iii). This completes the induction.
(ii) The proof is completely analogous, but with an appeal to Corollary E.1.4] instead of

Theorem A.T.2(iii). O
Lemma 4.1.9. Let U and T be theories such that HA C U C T.

34



(i) Suppose that we have
Fua O (0C) « Opr(aC) (4.2)
for all C € NNIL and X1 -realizations o. Then
Fua Ou(ovA) < Opr(oprA)

for all A € TNNIL and 31 -realizations o.
(i) Suppose that we have

Fua 07 (0C) < Of 1 (0C) (4.3)
for all C € NNIL and X1 -realizations o. Then
Fua OF (0 A) O (0] 2 A)
for all A € TNNIL and X1 -realizations o.

Proof. First of all, we observe that the conditions of Corollary 2Z.22.12)(i) are satisfied, so we
have HA C U7 as well.

(i) We proceed by strong induction on the boxdepth of A. Write A = C'(p,0By,...,0By),
where C(p,q1,...,qx) € NNIL and By,...,Br € TNNIL are distinct. Then all the B; have
smaller boxdepth than A, so we assume by induction hypothesis that

l_HA DU(O'UBZ') d DUT(O'UTBi) for 1 <i<k. (4.4)

Now we take a j-realization 7 such that 7p'= op'and 7(¢;) = Oy (oyB;) for 1 < i < k. Now
we observe that

ovA = C(op,0u(oyBi),...,0v(oyBy)) =7C  and
O'UTA = O(O'ﬁ, DUT (O'UTBl), N 7DUT(JUTBk))'

So ([@4) gives Fpa oprA > 7C. Since HA C UT | we also get -y oyr A <+ 7C. We also know
that Bewyr is a provability predicate for U7, so we also find Fya Oyr(oprA) « Oyr (10).
Using ([4.2)), we get

Fua DU(O'UA) <~ DU(TC) — DUT(TC) Ad DUT(UUTA),

which completes the induction.
(i) The proof is again completely analogous, but with an appeal to (£3)) instead of (£2). O

4.2 Some Fast (X;-)Provability Logics

Let U be a Xq-sound theory. By Corollary 2.2.8], the theory U* is also X1-sound. In order to
apply the completeness theorem from Section B3] we need to prove the following result.

Lemma 4.2.1. The pair <Bew{ﬁ (z), BeWU*(x)> is good for U*.
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Proof. By Lemma 23.4(v), we know that Bewé* is a provability predicate for U*, and we
also know that Bewg« is a provability predicate for U*.

Since U* is ¥i-sound, we see by Lemma 2.3.4|(vi) that N | ol A implies that N | Oy« A,
which implies Fy+ A, for all L-sentences A.

By Lemma 2.2.17] we have kg« CPy-.

The final requirement for a good pair follows from Lemma 2.3.4|(vii). O

Theorem 4.2.2. Let U be a Xi-sound theory. Then the fast (X1-)provability logic of U* is
equal to the set of theorems of iGLC.

Proof. By Lemma 2217, we have Fy« A — Oy+A — Dg*A for all L-sentences A. Now the
statement follows from Theorem [B.3.4] and Lemma £.2.1] O

Remark 4.2.3. Since PA is a classical theory, we have Fppy BV (B — A) for all L-formulae
A and B. This means that we also have

Fpa DPAAPA — (BPA V ((BPA — APA) A DPA(BPA — APA)))
for all £L-formulae A and B. This, in turn, implies that
Fpar UparA = (BV (B — A)),

for all L-formulae A and B. So the (X1-)provability logic of PA* contains at least the theorems
of iGLC extended with the axiom scheme A — (B V (B — A)). This scheme is called the
propositional trace principle, or PTP for short. The theory iGLC+ PTP for IML is sound and
complete with respect to finite frames (W, <, ), such that w C v iff w < v for all w,v € W.
The first author showed in [Vis82] that the (X;-)provability logic of PA* contains ezactly the
theorems of iGLC+PTP. Since iGLC+PTP is a proper extension of iGLC, we have an example
of a theory for which the fast and ordinary provability logics do not coincide.

Presently, the provability logic for ordinary provability of HA® is unknown. As pointed out
by Mojtaba Mojtahedi to us in correspondence, it strictly extends iGLC. A simple example is
the principle:

O0L—-(—-A—-(Bv()-»00L—-(nA—=B)V(—A—=(0)).

Mohammad Ardeshir and Mojtaba Mojtahedi have a manuscript, soon to be published, that
gives a characterization of the X{-provability logic of HA*. %

We now turn our attention to determining the fast 3;-provability logic of HA.

Theorem 4.2.4. Let A € L. Then A is in the fast Xq1-provability logic of HA if and only if
iGLC I AT,

Remark 4.2.5. This result gives an ‘indirect’ characterization of the fast ¥1-provability logic
of HA, since we first have to apply the TNNIL-algorithm, and then see whether the result is
provable in iGLC. But we can already see that the fast X1-provability logic of HA is decidable,
since iGLC is decidable (this follows from the proof of Theorem [Z4.8]). In the paper [AMI17],
the authors give a direct characterization of the set {A € L | FigLc AT}, by providing an
axiomatization for it. O
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Proof of Theorem [[.27]]. First of all, we show that the conditions of Lemma A.T.9(ii) are
satisfied with U = T = HA. Let C € NNIL and let o be a Xj-realization. We observe that
the conditions of Corollary 2.2.T2)(ii) are satisfied with U = V = T = HA, so we have that
Fra OnaA — OpaxA for all L-formulae A. We also see that the conditions of Proposition [£.1.5]
are satisfied with U =T = HA. Combining these two, we see that

Frha Ona(oC) < Opar (o C).

Since Opya+(0C) is a Xj-sentence, we also have Fpa DHA* (0C) <+ (Oyar(cC))HA. Since
BewHA is a provability predicate for HA, we get Fnya DHADHA(UC) < D A(Opas (0C))HA.
Using Lemma 2.3.4(vii) and 2.3.6 we get
Fra Ol (0C) < O, Opa(00)
& Ofia(Opa- (00) A
— DﬂA*DHA*(O'C)
o Ol (0C),

as desired.
Using Lemma [.T.8(ii) and Lemma [£.T.9(ii), we now see that

Fra Ol (0fiaA) < Ol a0l aAT) < Of e (o]0 AT)

for all A € L and ¥;-realizations 0. Since HA is sound, we see that N = DHA(JHAA) if and

only if N = DHA*(UHA*AJF). We also know that HA* is ¥j-sound, so using Lemma 2.3.4|(vi),
we can now see that

Fua ola A iff N Ofa(ofad) iff NEOL (ol AT) iff Fuas o AT

This means that A is in the fast Yi-provability logic of HA if and only if AT is in the fast
¥1-provability logic of HA*. By Theorem [£.2.2] the latter holds if and only if Fg.c AT. O

4.3 A Theory with iGLC as Provability Logic

In this section, we present an arithmetical theory that has iGLC as its provability logic for
ordinary provability.

Recall the theory slow Heyting Arithmetic sHA, that satisfies sHA = HA and sHA < HA,
but not HA < sHA. We consider the theory H HA := HASHA By Corollary 2.2.12](i), we have
HA C HA and by Corollary 2.2.8] the theory HA is Y1-sound. Moreover, by Proposition 2.3.8],
we know that Fpya Uz A - OpaAsHA for all £-formulae A.

We show that the (31-)provability logic of this theory is equal to the set of theorems of iGLC.
In order to do this, we need to find a good pair for HA. In the previous section, the role
of P(x) was fulfilled by fast provability. In this section, we put ordinary provability for HA
here. For Q(x), we take Bewgya+. We know from Corollary 22210l with U = T' = sHA and
V =il¥; that Fiy, OsparA < Ogup AsHA for all £-formulae A.
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Lemma 4.3.1. The pair (Bewla(a:), Bewa* (a;)) s good for HA.

Proof. We already know that Bew; is a provability predicate for HA. Moreover, since sHA =

HA, we also have sHASMA = HASHA that is, sHA* = HA. Since Bewgsyax(z) is a provability
predicate for sHA*, it must also be a provability predicate for HA.

Next, let A be an L-sentence. We know from Proposition 2ZT.T0(i) that N = O3 A implies
Faa A

Moreover, by 2217 with U = HA and T = sHA, we have Faa CPshax-

Finally, let S be a ¥j-sentence. By Corollary 228, we have ks, S <+ SHA. We also have
that Firs, OepaS < (Ogpa=S)*HA. Now we use Proposition Z:3.9(i) to find that:

Fra Oga0sha=S <> Ona(Dapa-S)* A
< OyalspaxS
& OyaOepaSHA
< OyalspaS
— OyaS
+ OyaSHA

< Dm\S.

Since HA C Fll\, the final requirement for a good pair follows. O

Now that we have our good pair, we can prove the following.
Theorem 4.3.2. The (X;-)provability logic of HA is exactly the set of theorems of iGLC.

Proof. Since sHA < HA, and b3 CPgya-, we see that
Fax A = Osiar A = Oguad™™ = Opa A - 05 A

for every L-sentence A. This means that 53 CPg3, so both statements follow from Theo-

rem B.3.4] and Lemma [4.3.11 O

4.4 The X;-Provability Logic of HA

We use Theorem [A32] to determine the (ordinary) X;-provability logic of HA. This is the
main result of the paper [AMI7], but the authors arrive at it using different methods.

Theorem 4.4.1. Let A € L. Then A is in the Xq-provability logic of HA if and only if
iGLC - AT,

Proof. First, we show that the conditions of [L.1.9(i) are satisfied with U = HA and T" = sHA.
Let C' € NNIL and let o be a Xj-realization. By Corollary 2:2.12)(ii) with U = V = HA and
T = sHA, we have that Fya OpyaAd — D@A for all L-formulae A. We also see that the
conditions of are satisfied with U = HA and T = sHA, so we see that

Fua Ona(0C) <3 Oga(aC),
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as desired.
Now we can use Lemma LT.8|(i) and Lemma [T.9(i) to see that

Fra Ona(onaA) < Opalonad™) < Oga(oqm A7)
for all A € L5 and X;-realizations o. Since HA is sound, we get

Fua onaAd iff N EOpaoppd  iff NFD@(U@A+) iff  Fga O’ﬁA—i_.

This means that A is in the X;-provability logic of HA if and only if AT is in the X1-provability
logic of HA. By Theorem .3.2] the latter holds if and only if kg c AT. O

5 Conclusion

In this paper, our goal was to give a Solovay-style embedding of frames equipped with both an
intuitionistic relation < and a modal relation . In order to approach this task, we considered
theories that prove their own completeness principle. This project has led to the following
results and insights.

(i) We were able to give a Solovay-style embedding of finite, irreflexive, realistic frames for
IML, in the presence of the completeness principle and the principle OAS — S for
S e .

(ii) We reproved the result from [AMI17] that the ¥;-provability logic of Heyting Arithmetic
is equal to the set {A € Lo | FigLc AT}

(iii) We showed that the fast Xj-provability logic of HA is also equal to this set.

(iv) We showed that for any ¥;-sound theory U, the fast (31-)provability logic of U* is equal
to the set of theorems of iGLC.

(v) We found an intuitionistic theory of arithmetic other than PA*, namely the theory I:I\A,
for which we were able to determine the provability logic, to wit iGLC.

(vi) We discovered that for the theory PA*, the fast provability logic and the ordinary
provability logic do not coincide.
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