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Abstract

A logic family is a bunch of logics that belong together in some way. First-

order logic is one of the examples. Logics organized into a structure occur in

abstract model theory, institution theory and in algebraic logic. Logic families

play a role in adopting methods for investigating sentential logics to first-order

like logics. We thoroughly discuss the notion of logic families as defined in the

recent Universal Algebraic Logic book.
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1 Introduction

This paper is about a notion of a family of logics. A family of logics is a bunch of logics
that belong together in some way. A typical example is first-order logic. One defines
first-order logic by first specifying the similarity type and after this one defines first-
order logic of that similarity type. Thus, the similarity type is a parameter in defining
first-order logic. The present paper contains a thorough classical style discussion of a
notion of logic families which focuses on the set of atomic formulas being a parameter.

Several notions for logic families occur in the logic literature, e.g., [4], [11], [20], [1].
In all these, one relies on a general notion of logics, and then a logic family is a class
of such logics organized into some structure. Before talking about the motivation for
logic families, let us begin with saying some words about their constituents. Below we
list some situations which call for a general notion of a logic.

—– Often, one says that one property of a logic follows from another one. For
example, it is widely known that there are close connections between Craig’s inter-
polation theorem, Robinson’s consistency theorem and Beth’s definability theorem in
first-order logic (e.g., one can prove one theorem from the other). However, it is just
three facts of mathematics that these properties hold for first-order logic, one needs to
give meaning to statements concerning their relationship.

—– The starting point of algebraic logic is the discovery that in many cases, a
natural logical property corresponds in some way to a natural algebraic property [25].
For making such correspondences meaningful, one needs a general notion of logics.

—– The main aim of abstract model theory was to find a useful extension of first-
order logic: one which is stronger while manageable and expressive [4]. For such an
endeavour one needs a general notion of logics among which one wants to select a good
one.

—– In computing theory, especially in formal specification theory, there was an ex-
plosion of formal logical systems used, and so there was a need for a uniform treatment
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of specification concepts. Institution Theory was created to fulfill this need, but it
reaches much further, it is an axiomatic treatment of classical and non-classical model
theories.1

As seen from the above examples, even those logicians for whom first-order logic
is the one and only may use a general notion of logics in order to make ideas about
first-order logic meaningful. Let us return to logic families.

In Abstract Model Theory, families of logics are used for doing away with variables.2

Institution Theory relies on a general notion of logics 〈F,M,�〉 where F is the set of
formulas, M is the class of models and � is the validity relation between them. An
institution is a class of such logics organized into a category Sig. Thus, the notion of
logic family is central in Institution Theory.3 Abstract Algebraic Logic and Universal
Algebraic Logic are two branches of Algebraic Logic that deal with general notions of
logic. Both grew out of, and was influenced by, Alfred Tarski’s work. The first one
concentrates on sentential logics while the second concentrates more on predicate-like
logics. However, their methods are very similar to each other.4 One benefit of logic
families in these branches is aesthetic: the cardinality of the set of formulas often
shows up in theorems about logics, but this cardinality has no significant meaning.
By using logic families instead of logics, the corresponding theorems can do away
with these cardinalities. Besides this, there are theorems in which the use of logic
families is essential. For example, [1, Theorem 4.3.44] says that a logic family has the
weak Beth definability property if and only if in its counterpart category the class of
maximal elements generates the whole category by limits. In the counterpart category,
all members of the logic family are taken into account and being maximal here cannot
be expressed by using single logics instead of the whole family.

The recent book Universal Algebraic Logic [1] aims at presenting the most impor-
tant theorems and methods of Universal Algebraic Logic. The key feature of logics
treated in Abstract Algebraic Logic is that they are substitutional5 which means that
the atomic formulas do not carry any other information than how many of them are
there. First-order logic, clearly, is not substitutional. Yet, most of the methods of
Abstract Algebraic Logic can be applied to first-order logic, after some modifications.
Two moves are crucial in these modifications. One move is generalizing the notion of
being substitutional to being conditionally substitutional, the other move is refining
the notion of a logic family6 that is used in Abstract Algebraic Logic. Thanks to these
two moves, the algebraic methodology á la [1] can be directly applied to first-order
logic. Thus the definition of a logic family in [1] is important in moving from sentential
logics to predicate-like ones. It may deserve a thorough investigation.

The content of this paper is an addition to [1] while it is self-contained. We expand
and explain some features of the definition of logic families. We carry on a classical
style discussion of [1, Definition 3.3.27]: we simplify it, we present several equivalent
statements for the items occurring in it, we present weaker and stronger statements
for these items; we show that under some hypotheses, some of the distinct statements
become equivalent etc. We hope that these investigations give insight concerning the
definition of a logic family.

The structure of the paper is as follows.
In section 2, we briefly introduce our formal notion of a logic alongside with some of

its basic properties we will need in the paper. We also introduce classical propositional
and first-order logics in this framework.

In section 3, we define two characteristic subclasses of logics. In the first class,
atomic formulas can be replaced (substituted) with any other formulas without affecting
meaning, in the second class, this can be done only with formulas satisfying some
conditions. Propositional logics usually fall into the first class, while classical first-

1See Goguen-Burstall [16], Diaconescu [11], [12].
2See [4]. Papers using the framework of Abstract Model Theory are, e.g., [23], [21].
3See [11], [26], [28].
4See Blok-Pigozzi [8], Font [14], Font-Jansana [15], and [1].
5The word structural is used in Abstract Algebraic Logic, see, e.g., [8], [10], [14].
6This notion is called “general logic” in [1], [2], Font-Jansana [15], Hoogland [20].
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order logic is a typical example of the second class.
Section 4 is the main part of the paper, it contains a detailed discussion of the

notion of logic families. Subsection 4.1 recalls the definition of a logic family from
[1], with slight modifications. This definition contains five items (1)–(5). Of these,
condition (4) is about union of signatures, it is the one that needs most explanation.
Subsection 4.1 contains a discussion of items (1)-(3) and (5). Subsection 4.2 discusses
condition (4) in the general case. For showing the intuition behind (4), we present
three consequently weaker conditions (4a), (4b) and (4). Of these, (4a) is practically
useless because it almost never is satisfied (though, it reflects the intuition best), while
condition (4b) is equivalent to the condition used in [1, Def.3.3.27]. Theorem 4.3 lists six
conditions of different characters all of which are equivalent to (4b). Theorem 4.7 lists
seven conditions that are equivalent to (4) and analogous to the ones that characterize
(4b). These theorems shed light on why our (4) is weaker than (4b) of [1]. Subsection
4.3 investigates characterizations that hold only for conditionally substitutional logic
families. These give a hint for why condition (4) may be more useful in the definition
than (4b). At the end of the subsection it is shown that the notion of logic families is not
restrictive among conditionally substitutional logics: each conditionally substitutional
logic is a member of some conditionally substitutional logic family, while there is a
logic that is member of no logic family at all (Theorem 4.15).

Section 5 is also an important part of the paper. In this section we prove that both
classical propositional and first-order logics are members of natural logic families. It
may come as a surprise that the systems of finite-variable fragments of first-order logic
as defined in this subsection do not satisfy condition (4) (Theorem 5.4).

2 Logics in a general setting

In this section, we briefly introduce the formal notion of a logic alongside with some of
its basic properties we will need in the paper. We also introduce classical propositional
and first-order logics in this framework.

2.1 Definition of a logic and two examples

In this subsection, we recall a general notion of logic from [1] and we cast classical
propositional and first-order logics as examples. Similar but different definitions of a
logic (or, formal system) can be found in, e.g., Blok-Pigozzi [8], Henkin-Monk-Tarski
[19, section 5.6], Tarski-Givant [27, section 1.6]. Reasons for defining such a notion can
be found in the introduction. What we define below is called in [1] a compositional
logic having connectives, see [1, Defs. 3.1.3, 3.3.1, 3.3.2]. There are some differences
though, we mention these in the discussion. For the intuition behind the definition of
a logic below we refer to [1, Sec. 3.1] and also to the two examples that follow the
definition.

2.1 Definition (logic). By a logic we understand a tuple L = 〈F,M,mng,�〉, where
(i)–(iv) below hold.

(i) F , called the set of formulas, is the universe of a term-algebra7 F(P,Cn), which is
an absolutely free algebra over P in the type of Cn. The domain of the type Cn
is called the set of logical connectives and P is called the set of atomic formulas.
We also denote the set of logical connectives with Cn, and the algebra F is many
times referred to as the formula algebra of L.

(ii) M is a class, called the class of models.

(iii) � ⊆ M × F is a relation between models and formulas. It is called the validity
relation. We use the notation M � ϕ instead of 〈M, ϕ〉 ∈ �.

7For the definition of term-algebra see, e.g., [1, Def. 2.4.1]
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(iv) mng is called the meaning function. It is a function with domain M×F (we write
mngM(ϕ) in place of mng(M, ϕ)) such that

• (∀ϕ, ψ ∈ F ) (∀M ∈M)
(

mngM(ϕ) = mngM(ψ) and M � ϕ
)

=⇒M � ψ.

• We assume compositionality, that is, mngM is a homomorphism from the
formula algebra F to some algebra of type Cn.

�

Many well-known logics can be cast in our framework, [1] contains numerous ex-
amples. Throughout this paper we illustrate our definitions with two examples only:
classical propositional logic and first-order logic.

2.2 Example (Classical propositional logic CPL). We define classical propositional
logic CPL as follows.

• The set of logical connectives is {∧,¬,⊥}, where ∧ is binary, ¬ is unary and ⊥
is a constant; and P is an arbitrary set (of atomic propositions) containing no
proper term written up with these connectives8. Then the set FC of formulas is
the universe of the corresponding term-algebra.

• The models, elements of MC , are functions M : P → {0, 1} assigning 0 (false)
and 1 (true) to each atomic proposition p ∈ P .

• We extend any model M : P → {0, 1} to the set of all formulas by

M(⊥) = 0, M(¬ϕ) = 1−M(ϕ), M(ϕ ∧ ψ) = M(ϕ) ·M(ψ). (1)

We let the meaning of a formula ϕ in a model M be M(ϕ), i.e., mngC(M, ϕ) =
M(ϕ).

• A formula is valid in a model iff its meaning is “true”, i.e., M �C ϕ⇐⇒M(ϕ) =
1.

Thus classical propositional logic CPL in our formalism is

CPL = 〈FC ,MC ,mngC ,�C〉.

Next we turn to first-order logic, one of the key examples of our framework.

2.3 Example (First-order logic FOL = FOLt(V )). We formalize first-order logic
of a non-empty relational similarity type t using variables V in the standard way, as
follows. The set Pt(V ) of atomic formulas is

Pt(V ) = {r(v1, . . . , vn) : r ∈ dom(t), t(r) = n, v1, . . . , vn ∈ V }. (2)

The set Ft(V ) of formulas is generated by Pt(V ) using the connectives {∧,¬,⊥, ∃v, v =
w : v, w ∈ V }, where ∧ is binary, ¬, ∃v are unary, and v = w and ⊥ are constants.
Models M = 〈M, rM〉r∈dom(t) and satisfaction �t are defined in the usual manner see,
e.g., Chang-Keisler [9, section 1.3], or Enderton [13, sections 2.0–2.3]. Finally,

mngM(ϕ) = {h ∈ VM : M � ϕ[h]}, (3)

where VM denotes the set of all functions from V to M , and M � ϕ[h] denotes that ϕ
is true in M under the evaluation h of the variables. We define

FOLt(V ) = 〈Ft(V ),Mt,mngt,�t〉. (4)

We note that the pair 〈t, V 〉 and the set Pt(V ) of atomic formulas determine each other.
Classical first order logic is FOLt(V ) where the set V of variables is infinite. When
V is finite, FOLt(V ) is called a finite-variable fragment of first-order logic. We will
see that these finite-variable fragments have properties different from those of classical
first-order logic and so they will serve as insightful counterexamples to statements
about the latter.

8For the name proper term see the next subsection.
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2.2 Some basic properties of logics

In this subsection, we briefly recall some basic definitions connected to logics and some
basic results that we will use in the paper. Let L be a logic in the sense of Definition 2.1.
The sets of connectives, atomic formulas, formulas, models etc of L will be denoted by
Cn(L), P (L), F (L),M(L) etc. Sometimes we write CnL, PL etc. or we omit reference
to L when it is clear from context.

Recall from Definition 2.1 that the formula algebra F of L is the term-algebra over P
of similarity type Cn. This means that the universe of F is the set of terms constructed
by the logical connectives from the atomic formulas, e.g., ¬p is a term if ¬ is a unary
connective and p is an atomic formula. The operations of the term-algebra are the
natural ones imitating this construction, e.g., there is a unary operation in F denoted
by ¬. Note that the operations of the formula algebra are denoted by the connectives.

In the definition of a logic we require that F is an absolutely free algebra over P .
This means that any function f : P → A where A is the universe of an algebra A of
similarity type Cn can be extended to a homomorphism f̄ : F → A. However, the
term-algebra F is an absolutely free algebra over P if and only if no element of P is a
“proper” term written up by Cn from other elements of P , i.e., if p /∈ TrmCn(P r {p}),
for all p ∈ P . We will refer to this property briefly as P does not contain proper terms
by Cn. Similarly, we need that P and Cn are determined by F, this holds when F is
an absolutely free algebra over P . This is why the condition that no element of P is a
proper term by Cn occurs at some places in the paper.

Define a congruence relation ∼L on the formula algebra F by

(∀ϕ, ψ ∈ F )
(

ϕ ∼L ψ ⇐⇒ (∀M ∈M) mngM(ϕ) = mngM(ψ)
)

, (5)

that is, ∼L =
⋂

{ker(mngM) : M ∈ M}, where ker(f) denotes the kernel of the
function f : A → B, i.e., ker(f) = {〈a, b〉 : a, b ∈ A, f(a) = f(b)}. ∼L is called
the tautological congruence relation of L. It is a congruence relation because all the
meaning functions are homomorphisms. Two formulas are related by the tautological
congruence iff their meanings coincide in all models, i.e., if no model can distinguish
them based on their meanings.

The quotient algebra F/∼L of F factorized by ∼L is called the tautological formula

algebra, or the Lindenbaum–Tarski algebra of L. In many logics, e.g., in CPL and
FOL, the tautological congruence relation corresponds to the set of formulas valid
in all models. In more detail, coincidence of meanings of formulas and the validity
relation are interdefinable in these logics. For example, mngM(ϕ) = mngM(ψ) holds
iff M � ϕ↔ ψ in CPL.9.

In any logic, there are certain properties that hold for all formulas in place of the
atomic ones. For example in FOL, the formula ∀x[∃yR(x) → R(x)] does not hold for
all formulas in place of R(x), but R(x) → R(x) does. This motivates the following
definition.

A function s : P → F is called a formula-substitution, or just a substitution. Since
s extends uniquely to a homomorphism s̄ : F → F, all homomorphisms h : F → F are
also called substitutions. The substitution-invariant part of ∼L is defined as

si(∼L) = {〈ϕ, ψ〉 : (∀h : F→ F) 〈h(ϕ), h(ψ)〉 ∈ ∼L}. (6)

For a model M ∈ M , the algebra mngM(F) is called the concept algebra or the
meaning algebra of M. The name concept algebra reflects that the meanings of for-
mulas in M can be considered to be the concepts of M expressible in L. Let Mng(L)
and Algm(L) denote the classes of all meaning functions and all meaning algebras,
respectively:

Mng(L) = {mngM : M ∈M} and Algm(L) =
{

mngM(F) : M ∈M
}

. (7)

Both Mng(L) and Algm(L) are counterparts of models. Usually, but not always, mngM

has all the information about the model, i.e., if M,N are distinct, then mngM and mngN

9In general logic, this property of a logic is called the filter property see, e.g., [1, Def. 3.3.18]
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are also distinct. A concept algebra retains all information the meaning function has,
except that the information about which formula is atomic is “forgotten” (deliberately).

Theorem 2.4 below connects the notions introduced so far. In the theorem, just
as in the paper, two notions related to that of the term-algebra will be extensively
used: the notions of free algebras and conditionally free algebras. In the following, we
omit reference to the similarity type since this can be determined by the algebra. Let
F(X) denote the term-algebra of some similarity type over a set X , let K be a class of
algebras of the same similarity type and let S ⊆ F × F be a binary relation over the
universe F of F(X). Let Hom(F,K) denote the class of all homomorphisms from F to
members of K, and let

Hom(F,K, S) = {h ∈ Hom(F,K) : S ⊆ ker(h)}. (8)

The X-freely generated K-free algebra Fr(K, X) is defined as

Fr(K, X) = F(X)/Cr(K, X), where Cr(K, X) =
⋂

{ker(h) : h ∈ Hom(F(X),K)}. (9)

Similarly, let

Cr(K, X, S) =
⋂

{ker(h) : h ∈ Hom(F(X),K, S)} (10)

and the X-freely generated conditionally K-free algebra with conditions S is defined as

Fr(K, X, S) = F(X)/Cr(K, X, S). (11)

For a class K of similar algebras, let SPK and HSPK denote the classes of algebras ob-
tained from elements of K by the algebraic constructions of products and subalgebras,
and the algebraic constructions of products, subalgebras and homomorphisms, respec-
tively. The term-algebra and the free algebra are special cases of the conditionally free
algebra, namely Fr(K, X) = Fr(K, X, ∅) and F(X) = Fr(M, X) where M is the class of
all algebras of the similarity type of F(X). We will use that Fr(K, X) = Fr(HSPK, X)
and Fr(K, X, S) = Fr(SPK, X, S). For more about the conditionally free algebras see
[19, 0.4.65].

Theorem 2.4 below states that the tautological formula algebra of any logic is the
P -freely generated ∼L-conditionally Algm(L)-free algebra,10 and the formula algebra
factored by the substitution-invariant part of ∼L is the P -freely generated Algm(L)-
free algebra. For ϕ, ψ ∈ F , let [ϕ = ψ] denote the equation in the language of Algm(L)
where the elements of P are the algebraic variables. Theorem 2.4(iii) states that the
substitution-invariant part of ∼L is the equational theory of Algm(L) such that the
atomic formulas are the algebraic variables. Thus, the equational theory of the concept
algebras can be recovered from the tautological congruence by syntactical means, in
any logic.

2.4 Theorem. Let L be any logic in the sense of Definition 2.1. Then (i)-(iii) below
hold.

(i) F(L)/∼L= Fr(Algm(L), P (L),∼L)

(ii) F(L)/si(∼L) = Fr(Algm(L), P (L))

(iii) si(∼L) = {〈ϕ, ψ〉 : Algm(L) � [ϕ = ψ]}

Proof. (i) We show that ∼L equals Cr(Algm(L), P (L),∼L), that is,
⋂

{ker(mngM) : M ∈M(L)} =
⋂

{ker(h) : h ∈ Hom(F(L),Algm(L),∼L)} . (12)

For h ∈ Hom(F(L),Algm(L),∼L), we have ∼L ⊆ ker(h), therefore ∼L is a subset of
the intersection in the right-hand side of (12), i.e., ∼L ⊆ Cr(Algm(L), P (L),∼L). For
the inclusion ⊇ note that for each M ∈M(L) we have ∼L ⊆ ker(mngM), hence

mngM ∈ Hom(F(L),Algm(L),∼L), (13)

10In [1, Cor. 3.3.16] this is stated only for conditionally substitutional logics, but the statement
holds for all logics.
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and thus Cr(Algm(L), P (L),∼L) ⊆ ∼L.

(ii) Here we need to prove si(∼L) = Cr(Algm(L), P (L)), that is,

{〈ϕ, ψ〉 : ∀h ∈ Hom(F,F) (∀M ∈M) mngM(h(ϕ)) = mngM(h(ψ))}

=
⋂

{ker(k) : k ∈ Hom(F,Algm(L))} .
(14)

Take any k ∈ Hom(F,Algm(L)), that is, k : F → mngM(F) for some M ∈ M . To
prove (14) it is enough to show that there is a homomorphism h : F → F such that
k = mngM ◦ h. To obtain such h, note that for each p ∈ P (L) there is ψp ∈ F such
that k(p) = mngM(ψp). Let h be the homomorphic extension of the mapping p 7→ ψp.

F mngM(F)

F

k

h
mng

M

(iii) Let A = mngM(F) for some M ∈M . By definition, A � [ϕ = ψ] holds iff for all
evaluations (homomorphism) e : F → A we have A � [ϕ = ψ][e], that is, the equality
holds in A under the evaluation e. Part (ii) of this proof shows that e = mngM ◦ h for
some homomorphism h : F → F. Conversely, for each h : F → F the homomorphism
mngM ◦ h gives rise to an evaluation over A. Therefore,

A � [ϕ = ψ] iff (∀h : F→ F) 〈h(ϕ), h(ψ)〉 ∈ ker(mngM). (15)

To complete the proof recall that

〈ϕ, ψ〉 ∈ si(∼L) iff (∀M ∈M)(∀h : F→ F) 〈ϕ, ψ〉 ∈ ker(mngM ◦ h) . (16)

�

Recall the notion of a deductive system from [8], [14], [7]. A deductive system ⊢
is called 2-dimensional when H ⊢ Φ implies H ∪ {Φ} ⊆ F × F . We will deal only
with 2-dimensional deductive systems in this paper, so we will omit the adjective 2-
dimensional. When ⊢ is a deductive system and Σ ⊆ F × F , we say that Σ is closed

under ⊢ when 〈τ, σ〉 ∈ Σ whenever H ⊢ 〈τ, σ〉 and H ⊆ Σ. The ⊢-closure of Σ is defined
as the smallest set containing Σ and closed under ⊢. We call a deductive system sound

if ker(mngM) is closed under ⊢, for all models M ∈ M . A deductive system is called
substitutional when H ⊢ 〈τ, σ〉 implies f(H) ⊢ 〈fτ, fσ〉 for all f : F→ F. Define ⊢L as
follows. For all H ⊆ F × F and τ, σ ∈ F ,

H ⊢L 〈τ, σ〉 ⇔ (∀f : F→ F)(∀M ∈M)
[

f(H) ⊆ ker(mngM) ⇒ 〈fτ, fσ〉 ∈ ker(mngM)
]

,
(17)

where f(H) = {〈f(ϕ), f(ψ)〉 : 〈ϕ, ψ〉 ∈ H}.
The following theorem says that each logic L contains a largest substitutional and

sound, but not necessarily finitary, (2-dimensional) deductive system in it. This deduc-
tive system is ⊢L defined above and it corresponds to the infinitary quasi-equational
theory of Algm(L) such that the atomic formulas are considered as algebraic variables.

2.5 Theorem. Let L be any logic in the sense of Definition 2.1. Then (i)-(ii) below
hold.

(i) ⊢L is the largest substitutional and sound deductive system in L.

(ii) ⊢L corresponds to the infinitary quasi-equational theory of Algm(L), i.e., for all
H ⊆ F × F and ϕ, ψ ∈ F we have

H ⊢L 〈ϕ, ψ〉 iff Algm(L) � ∧H → [ϕ = ψ]. (18)

7



Proof. (i) ⊢L is sound, if ker(mngM) is closed under ⊢L for all models M, that is,
for H ⊆ ker(mngM) if H ⊢L 〈τ, σ〉, then 〈τ, σ〉 ∈ ker(mngM). This follows from (17)
with f being the identity mapping. The composition f ◦ g of two homomorphisms
f, g : F→ F is a homomorphism, which yields substitutionality of ⊢L.

By way of contradiction, suppose that ⊢ is a substitutional and sound deductive
system in L, and ⊢L(⊢. Then there are H ⊆ F ×F and τ, σ ∈ F such that H ⊢ 〈τ, σ〉,
but H 0L 〈τ, σ〉. The latter implies that there are f : F → F and M ∈ M so that
f(H) ⊆ ker(mngM) but 〈f(τ), f(σ)〉 /∈ ker(mngM). Substitutionality of ⊢ ensures
f(H) ⊢ 〈f(τ), f(σ)〉. By assumption, f(H) ⊆ ker(mngM). Soundness of ⊢ implies
〈f(τ), f(σ)〉 ∈ ker(mngM), yielding a contradiction. Therefore, ⊢L is the largest among
the substitutional and sound deductive systems in L.

(ii) The proof of Theorem 2.4(iii), in particular (15) shows that

Algm(L) � ∧H →[ϕ = ψ] ⇔ (∀f : F→ F)(∀M ∈M)
[

f(H) ⊆ ker(mngM) ⇒ 〈fτ, fσ〉 ∈ ker(mngM)
]

.
(19)

The right-hand side of (19) is the definition of H ⊢L 〈τ, σ〉. �

We finish this subsection with defining the notions of isomorphism between logics
and reduct of a logic. In the next two definitions, let LP = 〈FP ,MP ,mngP ,�P 〉 and
LQ = 〈FQ,MQ,mngQ,�Q〉 be logics with atomic formulas P,Q and formula algebras
FP ,FQ respectively..

2.6 Definition (isomorphism between logics). An isomorphism between LP and LQ

is a pair fF , fM of bijections such that

(a) fF is an isomorphism from FP onto FQ,

(b) fM is a bijection between MP and MQ, and

(c) for all ϕ ∈ FP and M ∈MP

mngP
M(ϕ) = mngQ

fM (M)

(

fF (ϕ)
)

, (20)

M �P ϕ ⇐⇒ fM (M) �Q fF (ϕ). (21)

We say that a bijection f : P → Q induces an isomorphism between LP and LQ if
there is an isomorphism fF , fM between LP and LQ such that fF extends f . We say
that LP is an isomorphic copy of LQ if there is an isomorphism between them. �

Note that isomorphic logics have the same class of meaning algebras, this is imme-
diate from the definition of an isomorphism.

2.7 Definition (reduct and conservative extension of a logic). We say that LP is a
reduct of LQ if there is a function fM such that

(a) P ⊆ Q and FP is a subalgebra of FQ,

(b) fM maps MQ onto MP , and

(c) for all ϕ ∈ FP and M ∈MQ

mngQ
M

(ϕ) = mngP
fM (M)(ϕ), (22)

M �Q ϕ ⇐⇒ fM (M) �P (ϕ). (23)

We say that LQ is a conservative extension of LP when LP is a reduct of LQ. We will
often omit the adjective “conservative”. �

The following proposition says that the tautological congruence of a reduct is the
natural restriction of that of the extension, and thus the tautological formula algebra of
a reduct is naturally embeddable in the tautological formula algebra of the extension.
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2.8 Proposition. Assume that LP is a reduct of LQ. Then (i)-(ii) below hold.

(i) ∼P= ∼Q ∩ (FP × FP )

(ii) f : FP /∼P→ FQ/∼Q is an embedding, where f(ϕ/∼P ) = ϕ/∼Q for all ϕ ∈ FP .

Proof. For proving (i), let ϕ, ψ ∈ FP . Assume that (ϕ, ψ) /∈ ∼P . Then there is
M ∈ MP such that mngM(ϕ) 6= mngM(ψ). There is N ∈ MQ such that mngM =
mngN ↾ FP since LP is a reduct of LQ. Thus mngN(ϕ) 6= mngN(ψ) and therefore
(ϕ, ψ) /∈ ∼Q. The other direction is completely analogous: assume that (ϕ, ψ) /∈ ∼Q.
Then there is N ∈ MQ such that mngN(ϕ) 6= mngN(ψ). Let M ∈ MP be such that
mngM = mngN ↾ FP , there is such M since LP is a reduct of LQ. Thus mngM(ϕ) 6=
mngM(ψ) and therefore (ϕ, ψ) /∈ ∼P . This proves (i). Now, (ii) is a direct consequence
of (i). �

3 Propositional- and predicate-like logics

In this section, we define two characteristic subclasses of logics. In the first class,
atomic formulas can be replaced (substituted) with any other formulas without affecting
meaning, in the second class, this can be done only with formulas satisfying some
conditions. Propositional logics usually fall into the first class, while classical first-
order logic is a typical example of the second class.

The substitution property formalizes a “total (or unconditional) freedom” of the
propositional variables and is as follows.

3.1 Definition (substitution property). We say that L has the substitution property11

or that L is substitutional if for any s : P → F and any model M ∈M there is a model
N ∈M such that for all p ∈ P we have

mngN(p) = mngM(s(p)). (24)

The model N is called the substituted version of M along substitution s. �

The following is proved in [1, 3.3.11].

3.2 Claim (equivalent forms of being substitutional). The following are equivalent.

(i) L is substitutional.

(ii) MngL is the class of all homomorphisms from the formula algebra F to members
of Algm(L), i.e.,

MngL = Hom(F,Algm(L)). (25)

(iii) There is a class K of algebras such that MngL is the class of all homomorphisms
from the formula algebra to members of K, i.e.,

MngL = Hom(F,K) for some K. (26)

The substitution property implies that the tautological congruence relation is sub-
stitutional, i.e., it is its own substitutional part.

3.3 Proposition (syntactic substitution). If L has the substitution property, then
si(∼L) = ∼L.

Proof. Assuming that 〈ϕ, ψ〉 ∈ ∼L and h : F → F is a substitution, we have to show
that 〈h(ϕ), h(ψ)〉 ∈ ∼L. Let M ∈ M be a model, then h ◦ mngM = mngN for some
model N, by 3.2(ii). Then 〈ϕ, ψ〉 ∈ ker(mngN) by 〈ϕ, ψ〉 ∈ ∼L, so 〈h(ϕ), h(ψ)〉 ∈
ker(mngM). Since M ∈M was chosen arbitrarily, this means that 〈ϕ, ψ〉 ∈ ∼L. �

11This is called semantical substitution property in [1, 3.3.10]. The syntactic substitution property
of [1, 3.3.9] corresponds to the tautological congruence being substitutional, see Proposition 3.3.
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3.4 Example. Classical propositional logic CPL is substitutional (cf. [1, 3.3.13]).

Proof. For any set P of propositional variables and any homomorphism h : FP → 2,
the mapping M = h ↾ P is a model in LPC . As P generates FP , the extension mngM of
M to FP coincides with h. Thus, any homomorphism h : FP → 2 is a meaning function
of some model. Applying Claim 3.2(ii) finishes the proof. �

3.5 Example. First-order logic FOLt(V ) is not substitutional, whenever t is nonempty
and |V | > 1.

Proof. An easy counterexample is the following. Let r be any relation symbol, and
x, y ∈ V be distinct variables. In the example below we assume that r is unary, the
case t(r) > 1 is completely analogous. We have

� r(x) ←→ ∃y(x = y ∧ r(y)) (27)

6� r(y) ←→ ∃y(x = y ∧ r(y)). (28)

Therefore the substitution that maps r(x) to r(y) and r(y) to r(y) does not preserve
the tautological congruence. Applying Proposition 3.3 finishes the proof. �

3.6 Remark. Let us discuss the cases |V | ≤ 1 concerning 3.5.

• If V = ∅, then Pt(∅) is empty for any similarity type t. The set of formulas
Ft(V ) is generated by ⊥ and the ∧, ¬. This is because we did not allow nullary
relation symbols. The logic FOLt(∅) is therefore classical propositional logic
without propositional letters, and is substitutional by 3.4. We note that if nullary
relations were allowed, then FOLt(∅) would be the same as propositional logic
CPL.

• If |V | = 1, then FOLt(V ) is basically the same as modal logic S5, which is
substitutional (see [1, Example 3.2.5]).

Though first-order logic is not substitutional, it has an analogous and just as useful
substitution property. Namely, an atomic formula r(v1, . . . , vn) represents any formula
with free variables v1, . . . , vn in the sense that we can substitute r(v1, . . . , vn) with any
formula with free variables v1, . . . , vn in a model, and we get another model. In first-
order logic as formalized in Example 2.3, there is another feature coded in the set of
atomic formulas. Though an atomic formula r(v1, . . . , vn) can take the meaning of that
of any formula ϕ(v1, . . . , vn) with free variables v1, . . . , vn, there are connections be-
tween the meanings of r(v1, ..., vn) and the same relation symbol followed by a different
sequence of variables, say, r(v2, v1, . . . , vn). Namely the meaning of r(v2, v1, ..., vn) is
determined as soon as we know the meaning of r(v1, v2, . . . , vn). Luckily, in FOLt(V )
with V infinite, all these connections can be expressed in the language, and so they
are present in the tautological congruence. The following weaker substitution property,
conditional substitutional property, is intended to capture this feature of a logic.

3.7 Definition (conditional substitution property). We say that the logic L has the
conditional substitution property, or that L is conditionally substitutional, if for any
homomorphism s : F→ F and any model M ∈M ,

∼L ⊆ ker(mngM ◦ s) =⇒ (∃N ∈M)(∀p ∈ P ) mngN(p) = mngM(s(p)). (29)

The model N is called the substituted version of M along the substitution s. �

The following is proved in [1, 3.3.15],

3.8 Claim (equivalent forms of being conditionally substitutional). The following are
equivalent.

(i) L is conditionally substitutional.
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(ii) MngL = Hom(F,Algm(L),∼L).

(iii) MngL = Hom(F,K, S) for some K and S.

3.9 Theorem. For an infinite set V of variables, first-order logic FOLt(V ) is condi-
tionally substitutional.

Proof. Let us introduce some notation. We fix a one-to-one enumeration v = 〈vi :
i ∈ |V |〉 of the variables, i.e., V = {vi : i ∈ |V |}. For a relation symbol r of arity n we
write

S(r) =
{〈

r(v0, . . . , vn−1), ∃vjr(v0, . . . , vn−1)
〉

: j ≥ n
}

. (30)

For r(vi0 , . . . , vin−1
) let r∗(vi0 , . . . , vin−1

) denote the formula

∃vj0 · · · ∃vjn−1

[

∧

k<n

vik = vjk ∧ ∃v0 · · · ∃vn−1(
∧

k<n

vk = vjk ∧ r(v0, . . . , vn−1))
]

(31)

where the variables vj0 , . . ., vjn−1
are the first in the enumeration that are not among

v0,. . ., vn−1, vi0 , . . ., vin−1
. Write

E(r) =
{〈

r(vi0 , . . . , vin−1
), r∗(vi0 , . . . , vin−1

)
〉

: vi0 , . . . , vin−1
∈ V

}

. (32)

Note that in the definition of E(r) we used that there are infinitely many variables
available. Finally, for a similarity type t let us write

D(t) =
⋃

{

S(r) ∪E(r) : r ∈ dom(t)
}

. (33)

The set S(r) expresses that the relation r(v0, . . . , vn−1) depends only on the variables
v0, . . ., vn−1, while E(r) expresses that the meaning of r(v0, . . . , vn−1) determines the
meaning of r(vi0 , . . . , vin−1

) for any sequence of variables.
By rules of first-order logic for any similarity type t, the set D(t) is a subset of the

tautological congruence of FOLt(V ).
Let L denote FOLt(V ) and F denote the formula algebra of L. We are going to

show that the class of meaning functions of L is the class of homomorphisms from F

to Algm(L) whose kernels contain D(t):

MngL = Hom(F,Algm(L), D(t)). (34)

The inclusion ⊆ in (34) is clear by D(t) ⊆∼L. To prove the other direction, let
h : F → A ∈ Algm(L) be such that D(t) ⊆ ker(h), we want to show that h ∈ MngL.
Let M ∈Mt be such that A = mngM(F). Let us define the model N = 〈M, rN〉r∈dom(t)

as follows: for r ∈ dom(t), t(r) = n write

rN =
{

〈e(v0), . . . , e(vn−1)〉 : e ∈ h(r(v0, . . . , vn−1))
}

. (35)

We claim that h = mngN. For this it is enough to check that

mngN(p) = h(p) (36)

holds for each p ∈ Pt(V ) since Pt(V ) generates F. Before proceeding, we introduce a
property of A. For a ∈ A let

∆(a) = {x ∈ V : (∃x)A(a) 6= a}. (37)

We say that a ∈ A is regular in A iff e ∈ a depends only on its behaviour on ∆(a), i.e.,

e ∈ a iff e′ ∈ a for all e, e′ ∈ VM such that e ↾ ∆(a) = e′ ↾ ∆(a). (38)

Now, it is not difficult to prove that

all elements of A are regular. (39)
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To prove (36), let r ∈ dom(t) and n = t(r). Take first p = r(v0, . . . , vn−1) and let
e : V → N . Note that S(t) ⊆ ker(h) means that

∆(h(p)) ⊆ {v0, . . . , vn−1}. (40)

Now,

e ∈ mngN(p) iff 〈e(v0), . . . , e(vn−1)〉 ∈ rN (by def. of mngM)

iff 〈e(v0), . . . , e(vn−1)〉 = 〈e′(v0), . . . , e′(vn−1)〉

for some e′ ∈ h(p) (by def. of rN)

iff e ∈ h(p) (by(39), (40)).

We have shown that mngN(p) = h(p) for p = r(v0, . . . , vn−1). Take now q = r(vi0 , . . . , vin−1
).

Then q∗ is a formula depending only on p, so mngN(q∗) = h(q∗) by mngN(p) = h(p),
since both mngN and h are homomorphisms. We have mngN(q) = mngN(q∗) by
E(t) ⊆∼L and also h(q) = h(q∗) by E(t) ⊆ ker(h). Hence, mngN(q) = h(q). We have
show that mngN and h agree on Pt(V ), so mngN = h, i.e., h ∈MngL and we are done
with proving (34).

Finally, (34) implies that FOLt(V ) is conditionally substitutional, by 3.8(iii). �

One of the key steps of the proof was to show that if V is infinite, then every formula
of FOLt(V ) is equivalent to a restricted formula (this is expressed by the sets E(r) in
(32)). Let us make this idea more precise. For a similarity type t consider the following
set

P r
t (V ) =

{

r(v0, . . . , vn−1) : r ∈ dom(t), t(r) = n
}

, (41)

called the set of restricted atomic formulas. The set of restricted formulas F r
t (V ) is

generated by P r
t (V ) using the first-order connectives ∧, ¬, ⊥, ∃vi and vi = vj (for

i, j < |V |). Applying an inductive argument using the construction in (31) we get that
any formula in Ft(V ) is equivalent to a restricted formula in F r

t (V ), provided V is
infinite.

However, if |V | = α is finite and there is a relation symbol of arity α, then not every
formula is equivalent to a restricted one. For example, in the case V = {v0, v1}, the
non-restricted atomic formula r(v1, v0) is not equivalent to any restricted formula (as
permutation of variables cannot be expressed by quantification and identities without
reference to an extra variable), see, e.g., the proof of 3.10 below.

We note that it is not the arity of the relation what matters but whether the atomic
formula uses up all the variables available. As an illustration, below we show how to
express r(v1, v0, v0) with a restricted formula, when V = {v0, v1, v2} (thus, we have 3
variables, and r is ternary; but r does not use all the 3 variables).

r(v1, v0, v0) ⇐⇒ ∃v2(v2 = v0 ∧ r(v1, v2, v2))

⇐⇒ ∃v2(v2 = v0 ∧ ∃v0(v0 = v1 ∧ r(v0, v2, v2)))

⇐⇒ ∃v2(v2 = v0 ∧ ∃v0(v0 = v1 ∧ ∃v1(v1 = v2 ∧ r(v0, v1, v1)))).

The assumption that there are infinitely many variables available was crucial in
Thm.3.9. We have seen in 3.5 that FOLt(V ) is not substitutional (for |V | > 1). The
next claim shows that FOLt(V ) with a finite and at least two-element set V of variables
is not even conditionally substitutional. We note that 3.10 below follows, for complex
enough t, also from Theorems 4.13, 5.2 and 5.4.

3.10 Example. If 2 ≤ |V | < ω and t has at least one |V |-ary relation symbol then
FOLt(V ) is not conditionally substitutional.

Proof. We exhibit a model M and a homomorphism h : F→ mngM(F) such that the
kernels of mngM and h coincide, but h is not the meaning function for any model N.
By 3.8(ii) this shows that FOLt(V ) is not conditionally substitutional. We present the
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example for |V | = 2 and when t has two binary relation symbols, R and S. The model
M is defined as follows.

M = {0, 1, 2, 3, 4}, (42)

RM = {〈u, v〉 : v = u+ 1 mod 5}, (43)

SM = {〈u, v〉 : v = u+ 2 mod 5}. (44)

Then
mngM(R(v1, v0)) = {〈u, v〉 : v = u+ 4 mod 5} (45)

and
mngM(S(v1, v0)) = {〈u, v〉 : v = u+ 3 mod 5}. (46)

Define the homomorphism h so that h agrees with mngM on R(v0, v1) and S(v0, v1), but
h(R(v1, v0)) = mngM(S(v1, v0)) and h(S(v1, v0)) = mngM(R(v1, v0)). Let A denote
the concept algebra of M, i.e., A = mngM(F). It is not hard to check that there is an
automorphism α of A which leaves mngM(R(v0, v1)) and mngM(S(v0, v1)) fixed and
interchanges mngM(R(v1, v0)) and mngM(S(v1, v0)). Then h = α ◦mngM since both
are homomorphisms and they agree on the atomic formulas. So, ker(h) = ker(mngM)
but h is not the meaning function of any model N. �

Let us now move on to the main topic of the paper.

4 Logic as a scheme – logic families

In section 2.1, our example logics were defined in a way that there was a parameter P
which stood for the set of atomic formulas. This parameter was either an arbitrary set
(e.g., in the case of classical propositional logic CPL) or was given by a similarity type
as in the case of first-order logic FOLt(V ). Thus, in first-order logic the parameter P
had further structure, not all sets could be considered to be the set of atomic formulas.
In the next definition we capture the aspect of a logic where the set of atomic formulas
is a parameter — we define what could be called a logic scheme, reflecting that the
parameter P can vary but the rest of the definition is of the same pattern. Schemes of
logics are called general logics in [1] and [3]. In the present paper we use the terminology
logic family.

In subsection 4.1, we define the notions of logic family and pre-family of logics, and
we discuss the conditions in the definition. In subsection 4.2, we begin discussing the
least natural condition in a logic family, that which concerns union of signatures. In
subsection 4.3, we discuss this condition in the special case of conditionally substitu-
tional pre-families and we show that each conditionally substitutional logic is a member
of a logic family.

4.1 Logic families and discussion of logic pre-families

In what follows we give the definition of a logic family. This definition basically is the
same as [1, 3.3.27], but there are differences which we mention in the discussion that
follows. Of the conditions given in the definition, conditions (4) and (5) are specific
for first-order-like logics, they are not present in the families of logics as specified so
far for propositional-like logics. In this subsection we discuss condition (5) and in the
next subsections we discuss condition (4).

4.1 Definition (Logic family, logic pre-family). A logic family is a family L = 〈LP :
P ∈ Sig〉, where Sig is a class of sets, LP is a logic in the sense of Definition 2.1 for each
P ∈ Sig, and conditions (1)–(5) below are satisfied for any sets P,Q ∈ Sig.

(1) P is the set of atomic formulas of LP .

(2) Cn(LP ) = Cn(LQ).

(3) If P ⊆ Q, then LP is a reduct of LQ.
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(4) If P is the disjoint union of Pi ∈ Sig, i ∈ I, then the tautological formula algebra
of LP is the conditionally Algm(LP )-free algebra, with conditions the union of the
tautological congruences of LPi , i.e.,

FP /∼P = Fr(Algm(LP ), P, ∪i∈I ∼
Pi). (47)

(5) The class of signatures is big enough in the following sense.

(a) For any P ∈ Sig and set H , there is a P ′ ∈ Sig such that P ′ is disjoint from H
and LP

′

is an isomorphic copy of LP .
(b) For sets Pi, i ∈ I from Sig, where I is nonempty, there exist P ′

i ∈ Sig such that

P ′
i , i ∈ I are pairwise disjoint, LP

′

i is an isomorphic copy of LPi and the union
∪i∈IP

′
i belongs to Sig.

(c) Sig contains at least one nonempty set.

For a class L as above, ∼P denotes the tautological congruence relation of its member
logic LP . We write

Algm(L) =
⋃

P∈Sig

Algm(LP ). (48)

A pre-family of logics is a system of logics which satisfies (1)–(3) and (5), i.e., it may
not satisfy (4). A system L of logics is called substitutional when all its members are
substitutional, and likewise L is called conditionally substitutional when all logics in it
are such. �

We begin discussing Definition 4.1. First we clarify that by a family L = 〈LP :
P ∈ Sig〉 we mean a function with domain Sig such that this function assigns LP to a
member P ∈ Sig.12 Thus, we can write L(P ) in place of LP . Condition (1) expresses
that the parameter P ∈ Sig stands for the set of atomic formulas in the individual
logics of the family. Condition (2) is in harmony with the aim that the members of
a family of logics differ only in the set of atomic formulas. In this, a family of logics
differs from the systems of logics treated in combining logics13, where the emphasis is
in changing the set of connectives of a logic.

Discussion of condition (3) concerning reducts. Condition (3) requires that
the subset relation in Sig be reflected in the assigned logics as being a reduct. This
condition is quite extensively used in [1] (e.g., Thms. [1, 4.1.5, 4.2.20, 4.3.6]; cf. Remark
[1, 3.3.30]). It expresses that when we add new atomic formulas to a logic in the family,
meaning and validity of old formulas are not changed: the logic with the extended set
of atomic formulas is a conservative extension, see Proposition 2.8. This expresses a
kind of uniformity of logics in the family.

In [1, Definition 3.3.27], a weaker condition is used. Namely, in place of LP being
a reduct of LQ when P ⊆ Q, only LP being a sublogic of LQ is required, which means

{mngPM : M ∈MP } = {mngQ
M

↾ FP : M ∈MQ}. (49)

The difference is that in being a sublogic, only the meaning functions are used, validity
is not mentioned. Further, in principle, several models may have the same meaning
functions, which may prevent the existence of the reduct function fM : MQ → MP

with the required properties. However, the two notions coincide in most cases, because
usually the meaning functions determine models and validity in the following sense.

4.2 Definition (referential transparency, meaning-determined). Let L = 〈LP : P ∈
Sig〉 be a system of logics.

(i) We say that L is referentially transparent if for all A ∈ Algm(L) there is T ⊆ A
such that the following hold for all P ∈ Sig and M ∈MP :

mngM(FP ) ⊆ A ⇒ (∀ϕ ∈ FP )[M � ϕ⇔ mngM(ϕ) ∈ T ]. (50)
12This function is a class-function, since Sig is a proper class in logic families, as we will see soon.
13For this field see, e.g., Gabbay [18], Beziau-Coniglio [6].
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(ii) We say that a logic L is model-slim, if mngM = mngN implies that M = N, for
all models M,N ∈ M . We say that L is model-slim if LP is model-slim for all
P ∈ Sig.

(iii) We say that L is meaning-determined if it is both referentially transparent and
model-slim. �

Referential transparency of L expresses that the meaning functions determine valid-
ity of formulas uniformly in all logics of the system. Most logic families are referentially
transparent. In particular, both LC and LFOL defined in section 5 are transparent.
More generally, all logic families with the filter property as defined in [1, 3.3.27] are
transparent. Similarly, most logics are model-slim, too.

In [1, Definition 3.3.27], we require a condition similar to (3) about isomorphisms:

(6) Any bijection f : P → Q that extends to a bijection between the tautological
formula algebras of LP and LQ induces an isomorphism between LP and LQ.

Condition (6) expresses that the tautological formula-algebras of the logics in the sys-
tem determine their logics, up to isomorphism. In a meaning-determined system of log-
ics, isomorphism between member-logics is equivalent to a simpler statement, namely

fF : FP → FQ induces an isomorphism iff MngP = {g ◦ fF : g ∈MngQ}. (51)

Let us say that fF induces a meaning-isomorphism between LP and LQ iff MngP =
{g ◦ fF : g ∈ MngQ}. Thus, inducing a meaning-isomorphism is weaker than inducing
an isomorphism, but they are equivalent in meaning-determined families of logics. Let
us formulate the corresponding weaker form of (6) as:

(6a) Any bijection f : P → Q that extends to a bijection between the tautological
formula algebras of LP and LQ induces a meaning-isomorphism between LP and
LQ.

We omitted condition (6) in this paper, because (6a) follows from conditions (1)-(5)
used in this paper, in the case of conditionally substitutional logic families. See Theo-
rem 4.14. At the same time, in [1], condition (6) above is used only in case of condition-
ally substitutional logics, and only in the form of (6a) because in all properties discussed
in [1], of isomorphisms only their meaning-isomorphism parts are used. Therefore, all
theorems proved in [1] for logic families are true for the present slightly weaker notion
of a logic family, too.

Discussion of condition (5) on signatures. In substitutional logics, the natural
thing is that Sig is the class of all sets not containing proper terms, or all infinite such
sets. The role of Sig is more important in first-order like logics.

Condition (5)a ensures a flexibility in renaming atomic formulas so that the logic re-
mains unchanged. Condition (5)a rules out, e.g., Sig = {{pi : i < α} : α is an ordinal}.
In the latter, there are no disjoint sets at all, so neither (5)a nor (5)b is satisfied.

Condition (5)b is the requirement that certain signatures can be merged. In propo-
sitional logics usually P ∪Q ∈ Sig for P,Q ∈ Sig since there the parameter P can be any
set. However, not every logic has this feature: in first-order logic, for example, it might
happen that a relation symbol appears with different ranks in different similarity types.
In such case one might not want to have the union of the two signatures as a signature.
The problem can be dissolved by taking isomorphic copies, that is, “renaming” the
atomic formulas. This is exactly what (5)b expresses: after appropriate “renamings”
the union of the signatures will be a signature.

In formulating (5)b, the condition that I is nonempty cannot be omitted, because
without this condition (5)b would imply that the empty set is always in Sig but we do
not want to require this. Indeed, if I = ∅, then

⋃

{Pi : i ∈ I} =
⋃

∅ = ∅.
An important feature of Sig is that it contains arbitrarily large elements. Indeed,

let I be a arbitrary non-empty set and let P ∈ Sig be nonempty. Such P is provided
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by (5)c. For i ∈ I let Pi = P . By (5)b there are pairwise disjoint P ′
i ∈ Sig for i ∈ I

such that the union ∪i∈IP
′
i belongs to Sig. This union must be as large as I.

Condition (5)c is included to ensure arbitrarily large elements of Sig. Without (5)c,
we would have two completely different cases: one in which Sig ⊆ {∅} and one in which
Sig has arbitrarily large elements. Item (5)c is a natural assumption even though it
could be omitted. Sig = {∅} is possible even in the first-order logic case when the set
of variables is empty. (Cf. Remark 3.6.) The reason we added (5)c to the definition
is to avoid adding the line “assuming Sig 6= {∅}” to numerous statements about logic
families.

We note that in many cases, Sig is closed under taking subsets. However, this is
not always a feature of Sig. Consider classical first-order logic FOL (Definition 2.3).
Given a similarity type t, Pt consists of atomic formulas of the form r(v1, . . . , vt(r))
for a relation symbol r. Not every subset of Pt is of form Pt′ for some t′ because if
r is of rank n, then the atomic formulas r(v1, . . . , vn) have to be in Pt for all choices
v1, . . . , vn ∈ V . For example, the singleton {r(v1, . . . , vt(r))} is not of form Pt′ for any
t when |V | ≥ 2.

General logics as defined earlier. We finish this subsection with making a com-
parison with the formerly used notion of a logic family that got refined in [1, 3.3.27].
The notion of a logic family has formerly been defined in a somewhat different way
in [2, Def.3.2.16], [3, Def.39], [7, Def.22], [15, p.63]. All these definitions are basically
equivalent with each other, for substitutional logics. Let us recall that definition for
comparison with the one presented in this paper. In [2, Def.3.2.16] a general logic is
defined to be an indexed family

L = 〈LP : P is a set〉 (52)

where LP is a logic in the sense of Def.2.1 and the following further stipulations hold.

(i) P is the set of atomic formulas of LP .

(ii) Cn(LP ) = Cn(LQ).

(iii) Any bijection f : P → Q induces an isomorphism between LP and LQ.

(iv) For P ⊆ Q, the logic LP is a sublogic of LQ.

The main striking difference is that L is defined on the class all sets rather than on a
distinguished class Sig. Items (i), (ii) and (iv) are respectively the same as (1), (2) and
(3) from Definition 4.1.14 Condition (5) automatically holds by (iii) and Sig being all
sets. We will see that (4) always holds for substitutional logic families (Corollary 4.6).
Therefore, any substitutional general logic in the old sense is a logic family in the new
sense, too.

4.2 Discussion of condition (4) in the general case

In this subsection, we formulate a stronger version (4b) of (4) and we characterize
both by giving several equivalent statements shedding light to different aspects of the
intuition behind (4). These equivalent statements prove to be quite useful later, e.g.,
in showing that (4b) is indeed stronger than (4).

We turn to discussing condition (4) which concerns union of signatures. This is the
condition that is most restrictive and needs most explanation. This condition is not
needed in all investigations. For example, it is not used in investigations connected to
completeness of logics, but it is heavily used in investigations connected to compactness
and definability issues. See, e.g., [1, Sec. 4.3, 4.4] and [17, 24]. For the rest of this
subsection, assume that Pi, P ∈ Sig for i ∈ I and P =

⋃

{Pi : i ∈ I}.
The intuition behind (4) is that the logic belonging to the union P does not in-

troduce any new relation between the atomic formulas. A bold formulation of this
intuition would be

∼P = ∪i∈I ∼
Pi . (4a)

14For simplicity, assume here that all logics discussed are meaning-determined.
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So why is (4) more complicated than this?
The reason is that (4a) holds in very few logics, it does not hold even in classical

propositional logic CPL. Let us take two disjoint sets Q and R from Sig. The tau-
tological congruence ∼Q∪R might not even be generated in FQ∪R by the union of ∼Q

and ∼R. For instance, in classical propositional logic if Q = {q} and R = {r}, then
the formula (q → r) ∨ (r → q) is a tautology, i.e., it is ∼Q∪R equivalent to ⊤. On
the other hand, it is not generated by tautologies using the propositional letters q or r
only. Thus,

∼Q∪R 6= CgF
Q∪R

(∼Q ∪ ∼R). (53)

In the above, and later in the paper, CgA(X) denotes the congruence relation of A

generated by X ⊆ A×A, i.e., CgA(X) is the least congruence of A which contains X .
This example explains why our requirement in (4) is not even that the tautological

congruence of the logic belonging to the union P = ∪Pi is generated as a congruence
by the union of the tautological congruences of the logics belonging to the Pi’s.

In place of (4a), we need to say that LP does not introduce any connection be-
tween the atomic formulas of different parts that is not compulsory for all formulas
in LP . There are several ways of expressing what we mean by compulsory connec-
tions. One way is to say that 〈τ, σ〉 is compulsory when it holds for all formulas in
place of the atomic ones. A connection 〈τ, σ〉 ∈ FP × FP holds for all formulas in LP

when (hτ, hσ) ∈ ∼P for all substitutions h : FP → FP . Thus, the set of compulsory
connections in this sense is just the substitution-invariant part si(∼P ) of ∼P . The
next condition (4b) expresses that in the logic belonging to the union of the signatures
only such compulsory connections hold between atomic formulas coming from different
signatures of the union. That is, (4b) says that ∼P is generated as a congruence by
∪i∈I ∼Pi ∪ si(∼P ) in FP ,

∼P= CgF
P

(∪i∈I ∼
Pi ∪ si(∼P )). (4b)

Theorem 4.3 below lists some statements equivalent to (4b). Among others, it states
that (4b) is equivalent to condition (6) in the definition of a general logic in [1, Definition
3.3.27].

Condition (4) in the definition of a logic family in the present paper is somewhat
weaker than (4b) above, see Theorem 4.10. Our reason for using in this paper the
weaker condition is that it turns out that the weaker (4) suffices in almost all situations,
in particular, in the proofs in [1] we always use the weaker (4) in place of the stronger
(4b). Further, Theorem 4.13 may suggest that (4) is more useful than (4b) in logic
families.

Before stating Theorem 4.3, we recall condition (6) from [1, Definition 3.3.27]. The
condition says that ∼P and ∪i∈I ∼Pi generate the same congruences in the P -freely
generated Algm(LP )-free algebra Fr(Algm(LP ), P ). We need to clarify this condition,
because ∼P and ∪i∈I ∼Pi are not binary relations on Fr(Algm(LP ), P ), they are binary
relations on the formula algebra FP .

The most natural way of transferring a binary relation R on an algebra to its ho-
momorphic image, say by f , is to define f(R) = {〈f(a), f(b)〉 : 〈a, b〉 ∈ R}. Using this,
the tautological congruences of the formula algebras can be transferred to congruences
of the Algm(L)-free algebra as follows.

For any Q ∈ Sig let µQ : FQ → Fr(Algm(LQ), Q) be the homomorphic extension
of the identity mapping id : Q→ Q, i.e., µQ(τ) = τ/C, where Fr(Algm(LQ), Q) is the
factor-algebra of FQ by the congruence C. Define ∽Q as the µQ-image of ∼Q, that is,

∽Q= {〈µQ(ϕ), µQ(ψ)〉 : ϕ ∼Q ψ}. (54)

Observe the difference between the symbols ∼ and ∽. The surjective homomorphic
image of a congruence is not necessarily a congruence, as transitivity can be violated.15

15In general, surjective homomorphic images of congruences are only tolerance relations: reflexive,
symmetric and compatible.
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However, in the present case ∽Q is a congruence, because the kernel of µQ is contained
in ∼Q as ∼Q is defined by the intersection of kernels of meaning homomorphisms,
which are homomorphisms from the free algebra to members of Algm(LQ). Indeed, an
alternative way would be to define ∽Q as follows. As Fr(Algm(LQ), Q) has the universal
mapping property with respect to the class Algm(LQ), for any model M ∈MQ there is

a homomorphism mQ
M

: Fr(Algm(LQ), Q)→ mngQ
M

(FQ) such that mQ
M
◦ µQ = mngQ

M
,

i.e., the diagram below commutes.

FQ Fr(Algm(LQ), Q)

mngQ
M

(FQ)

µQ

mngQ

M
mQ

M

It is not hard to check that

µQ(ϕ) ∽Q µQ(ψ) if and only if (∀M ∈MQ) mQ
M

(µQ(ϕ)) = mQ
M

(µQ(ψ)), (55)

that is, ∽Q is
⋂

M∈MQ ker(mQ
M

). Notice that ϕ ∼R ψ if and only if µR(ϕ) ∽R µR(ψ).

We turn to characterizing conditions (4b) and (4). By characterizing we mean
listing equivalent conditions that highlight different aspects. The notion of a K-free
product of algebras will be used in the characterizations. A free product is a special
conditionally free algebra, see [19, end of 0.4.65], it is introduced in [22]. Let K be a
class of similar algebras and let Ai for i ∈ I be algebras. An algebra A is the K-free

product of 〈Ai : i ∈ I〉 if the following three conditions hold: (a) Ai is a subalgebra
of A, for all i ∈ I, (b) A is generated by the union of the universes of Ai, i ∈ I and
(c) for any B ∈ K any family of homomorphisms fi : Ai → B can be extended to a
homomorphism f : A → B such that f ⊇ ∪{fi : i ∈ I}. It can be checked that A is
unique up to isomorphism when A ∈ K is required.

We begin with characterizing the stronger condition. The following theorem lists
some conditions equivalent to (4b). In it, (i) is the same as (4b) and (ii) is the same as
(6) in [1, 3.3.27]. Note that (i) is a condition that is formulated in terms of syntactic-
oriented notions, without the use of Algm(L).

4.3 Theorem (characterization of (4b)). Let L = 〈LP : P ∈ Sig〉 be a pre-family of
logics. Let Pi ∈ Sig be sets for i ∈ I such that the union P =

⋃

i∈I Pi belongs to Sig.
Conditions (i)-(iv) below are equivalent. Further, (i) holding for all Pi ∈ Sig such that
∪i∈IPi ∈ Sig is equivalent to (v) holding for all such Pi, i ∈ I, and to (vi) holding for
all such Pi, i ∈ I.

(i) ∼P= CgF
P

(∪i∈I ∼Pi ∪ si(∼P )).

(ii) CgFr(Algm(LP ),P )(∽P ) = CgFr(Algm(LP ),P )(∪i∈I ∽Pi).

(iii)
(

∀h ∈ Hom(FP ,HSPAlgm(LP ))
)(

∪∼Pi⊆ ker(h) =⇒ ∼P⊆ ker(h)
)

.

(iv) FP /∼P is an HSPAlgm(LP )-free product of the FPi/∼Pi for i ∈ I.

(v)
(

∀h ∈ Hom(FP ,HSPAlgm(L))
)(

∪∼Pi⊆ ker(h) =⇒ ∼P⊆ ker(h)
)

.

(vi) FP /∼P is an HSPAlgm(L)-free product of the FPi/∼Pi for i ∈ I.

Proof. Note first that ∪i∈I ∼
Pi⊆ ∼P by Proposition 2.8(i) and Definition 4.1(3), and

thus ∪i∈I ∽Pi⊆ ∽P . We start with a general lemma that we will make use of in this
proof and also in the proof of Theorem 4.7 below.

4.4 Lemma. For any class K of similar algebras, (a) and (b) below are equivalent.

(a)
(

∀h ∈ Hom(FP ,K)
)(

∪∼Pi⊆ ker(h) =⇒ ∼P⊆ ker(h)
)

.

(b) FP /∼P is a K-free product of the FPi/ ∼Pi for i ∈ I.
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Proof of Lemma 4.4. Proof of (a)⇒(b): By Proposition 2.8(i), FPi/∼Pi for i ∈ I
can be considered as subalgebras of FP /∼P that generate FP /∼P . Take any B ∈ K

and homomorphisms fi : FPi/ ∼Pi → B. Let qi : FPi → FPi/ ∼Pi be the quotient
mappings. By the universal mapping property of FPi there are hi : FPi → B such that
hi = fi ◦ qi for i ∈ I.

FPi

FPi/∼Pi B

hiqi

fi

FP

FP /∼P B

hq

f

Let h : FP → B be the homomorphic extension of ∪i∈Ihi. As ∼Pi⊆ ker(hi) for each
i ∈ I, it follows that ∪i∈I ∼Pi⊆ ker(h). By (a), ker(q) = ∼P⊆ ker(h). Thus, there is
f : FP /∼P→ B such that f ◦ q = h. Clearly ∪{fi : i ∈ I} ⊆ f .

Proof of (b)⇒(a): Take any h : FP → A ∈ K and suppose ∪i∈I ∼Pi⊆ ker(h).
Write hi = h ↾ FP

i , hi : FPi → A. Clearly ∼Pi⊆ ker(hi), and thus (by the second
isomorphism theorem, see e.g. [5, Thm. 3.5]) there are surjective homomorphisms
fi : FPi/∼Pi→ A. Using (b) and properties of the free product, there is a surjective
f : FP / ∼P→ A such that f ⊇ ∪{fi : i ∈ I}. If q : FP → FP / ∼P is the quotient
mapping, then f ◦ q = h, showing that ∼P⊆ ker(h). �

Let us continue the proof of Theorem 4.3. The equivalences (iii)⇔(iv) and (v)⇔(vi)
follow from Lemma 4.4 with K being HSPAlgm(LP ) in the first equivalence, and
HSPAlgm(L) in the second. In what follows, we write K = Algm(LP ) and Fr

P =
Fr(Algm(LP ), P ).

Proof of (ii)⇒(iii): Let h : FP → A ∈ HSPK be a homomorphism and write
µ : FP → Fr

P for the quotient mapping (cf. the lines above (54)). Fr
P has the uni-

versal mapping property with respect to the class HSPK, thus there is f : FrP → A

such that h = f ◦ µ. Now, if ∪i∈I ∼Pi⊆ ker(h), then CgFr
P

(∪i∈I ∽Pi) ⊆ ker(f). By
(ii) then ∽P⊆ ker(f) and thus ∼P⊆ ker(h).

Proof of (i)⇒(ii): We prove the following more general statement. Suppose Ψ ⊆ Π
are binary relations over an algebra A and Σ is a congruence of A. Let q : A → A/Σ
be the quotient mapping. Then

CgA(Π) = CgA(Ψ ∪ Σ) ⇒ CgA/Σ(q(Π)) = CgA/Σ(q(Ψ)). (56)

From Theorem 2.4(ii) we know that FrP equals FP /si(∼P ), therefore applying (56) with
A = FP , Π = ∼P , Σ = si(∼P ), and Ψ = ∪i∈I ∼Pi yields the proof of (i)⇒(ii). Let us

prove (56). Assume that CgA(Π) = CgA(Ψ ∪ Σ) holds. The inclusion CgA/Σ(q(Π)) ⊇

CgA/Σ(q(Ψ)) is straightforward from the assumption Ψ ⊆ Π. For the converse inclusion

pick x, y ∈ A and assume 〈x/Σ, y/Σ〉 ∈ CgA/Σ(q(Π)). Then 〈x, y〉 ∈ CgA(Π) and thus
〈x, y〉 ∈ CgA(Ψ ∪ Σ). Universal algebra shows (see e.g. [5, Exercise 3.9/2])

q
(

CgA(Ψ ∪ Σ)
)

= CgA/Σ(q(Ψ)). (57)

Therefore 〈x/Σ, y/Σ〉 ∈ CgA/Σ(q(Ψ)) as desired.

Proof of (iv)⇒(i): As we noted at the very beginning of this proof, ∪i∈I ∼Pi⊆ ∼P ,
and by definition si(∼P ) ⊆ ∼P . Hence, the inclusion ⊇ in (i) is straightforward. To
prove the reverse inclusion, take an arbitrary congruence ϑ ⊇ ∪i∈I ∼Pi ∪ si(∼P ). We
need to show that ∼P⊆ ϑ. Using that si(∼Pi) ⊆ ϑ, by the second isomorphism theorem,
FP /ϑ is a homomorphic image of FP /si(∼P ), which latter algebra is the free algebra
Fr

P (by Theorem 2.4(ii)). In particular, FP /ϑ belongs to HSPK. Similarly, using that
∼Pi⊆ ϑ for i ∈ I, there are surjective homomorphisms fi : FPi/ ∼Pi→ FP /ϑ. Let

19



f : FP /∼P→ FP /ϑ be the homomorphism from the free product property satisfying
f ⊇ ∪{fi : i ∈ I}. As the FPi/∼Pi , taken as subalgebras, generate FP /∼P (by the
free product property), f must be surjective. Therefore, ∼P⊆ ϑ, as desired.

FP FP /ϑ

FP /si(∼P )

q

µ

FPi FP /ϑ

FPi/∼Pi

q

µi
fi

Finally, that (iii) holding for all Pi ∈ Sig such that P = ∪Pi ∈ Sig is equivalent
to (v) holding for all such Pi, i ∈ I follows from the lemma below with the choice
T = HSP.

4.5 Lemma. Let T ∈ {SP,HSP} be a class operator. The following are equivalent.

(a) For every Pi ∈ Sig for i ∈ I such that P = ∪i∈IPi ∈ Sig,

(

∀h ∈ Hom(FP ,TAlgm(LP ))
)(

∪∼Pi⊆ ker(h) =⇒ ∼P⊆ ker(h)
)

(58)

(b) For every Pi ∈ Sig for i ∈ I such that P = ∪i∈IPi ∈ Sig,

(

∀h ∈ Hom(FP ,TAlgm(L))
)(

∪∼Pi⊆ ker(h) =⇒ ∼P⊆ ker(h)
)

(59)

Proof of Lemma 4.5. The direction (b)⇒(a) is immediate from Algm(LP ) ⊆
Algm(L). Conversely, for the (a)⇒(b) direction, let h : FP → A ∈ TAlgm(L) be such

that ∪i∈I ∼
Pi⊆ ker(h). There are Q′′

j ∈ Sig and Aj ∈ Algm(LQ
′′

j ) for j ∈ J such
that A ∈ T{Aj : j ∈ J}. Without loss of generality we can assume that I = J . By
Def. 4.1(5), for each i ∈ I there are P ′

i , Q
′
i ∈ Sig such that P ′

i ∪ Q
′
i ∈ Sig and P ′

i , Q
′
i

are isomorphic copies respectively of Pi and Q′′
i . Apply 4.1(5) again to P ′

i ∪Q
′
i to get

Qi ∈ Sig such that ∪i∈IQi ∈ Sig and Qi contains an isomorphic copy of Pi and Q′′
i . To

simplify notation we do not denote the isomorphisms between these respective logics,
but instead we can assume that for i ∈ I,

Qi ∈ Sig, Pi ⊆ Qi, Q = ∪i∈IQi ∈ Sig, A ∈ TAlgm(LQ). (60)

Let hi = h ↾ FPi : FPi → A. By assumption, ∼Pi⊆ ker(hi). As Pi ⊆ Qi and FQi

is an absolutely free algebra, there are ki : FQi → A such that ∼Qi⊆ ker(ki) and
ki ↾ F

Pi = hi for i ∈ I. Let k : FQ → A be such that k ⊇ ∪{ki : i ∈ I}. Then

k : FQ → TAlgm(LQ), and ∪i∈I ∼
Qi⊆ ker(k), (61)

and we assumed that (a) holds whenever Qi ∈ Sig are such that ∪Qi ∈ Sig. Therefore,
∼Q⊆ ker(k). Notice that k ↾ FP = h, and by Proposition 2.8, ∼P=∼Q↾ FP . Hence,
∼P⊆ ker(h). �

The proof of Theorem 4.3 is completed. �

Theorem 4.3(i) yields that condition (4) is not needed in the substitutional case.

4.6 Corollary. Substitutional pre-families of logics are always families of logics with
the stronger condition (4b).

Proof. That ∼P= si(∼P ) when LP is substitutional, by Proposition 3.3, together
with that ∪i∈I ∼Pi⊆ ∼P , by Proposition 2.8(i) and Definition 4.1(3), immediately
imply (4b). �

We turn to formulating some conditions equivalent to the weaker condition (4).
Recall the notion of the largest sound and substitutional deductive system ⊢L belonging
to a logic L, from above Theorem 2.5. Note that (i) is analogous to Theorem 4.3(i)
and (ii) is equivalent to (4) by Theorem 2.4(i).
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4.7 Theorem (characterization of (4)). Let L = 〈LP : P ∈ Sig〉 be a pre-family of
logics. Let Pi ∈ Sig be sets for i ∈ I such that the union P =

⋃

i∈I Pi belongs to
Sig. Conditions (i)-(vi) are equivalent. Further, (i) holding for all Pi ∈ Sig such that
∪i∈IPi ∈ Sig is equivalent to (vii) holding for all such Pi, i ∈ I, and to (viii) holding
for all such Pi, i ∈ I.

(i) ∼P is the ⊢LP -closure of ∪i∈I ∼Pi .

(ii) Fr(Algm(LP ), P, ∪∼Pi) = Fr(Algm(LP ), P, ∼∪Pi).

(iii)
(

∀h ∈ Hom(FP ,Algm(LP ))
)(

∪∼Pi⊆ ker(h) =⇒ ∼P⊆ ker(h)
)

.

(iv)
(

∀h ∈ Hom(FP ,SPAlgm(LP ))
)(

∪∼Pi⊆ ker(h) =⇒ ∼P⊆ ker(h)
)

.

(v) FP /∼P is an Algm(LP )-free product of the FPi/∼Pi for i ∈ I.

(vi) FP /∼P is an SPAlgm(LP )-free product of the FPi/∼Pi for i ∈ I.

(vii)
(

∀h ∈ Hom(FP ,SPAlgm(L))
)(

∪∼Pi⊆ ker(h) =⇒ ∼P⊆ ker(h)
)

.

(viii) FP /∼P is an SPAlgm(L)-free product of the FPi/∼Pi for i ∈ I.

Proof. Note first that ∪i∈I ∼
Pi⊆ ∼P by Proposition 2.8(i) and Definition 4.1(3).

Proof of (i)⇔(iii): Let h : FP → A ∈ Algm(LP ) be a homomorphism. We claim
first that ker(h) is ⊢LP -closed.

4.8 Claim. ker(h) is ⊢LP -closed for every h : FP → A ∈ Algm(LP ).

Proof of Claim 4.8. Recall that ⊢LP -closedness of ker(h) means that if H ⊆ ker(h)
and H ⊢LP 〈τ, σ〉, i.e.

(∀f : FP → FP )(∀N ∈MP )
[

f(H) ⊆ ker(mngN)⇒ 〈fτ, fσ〉 ∈ ker(mngN)
]

, (62)

then 〈τ, σ〉 ∈ ker(h). Let M ∈MP be such that A = mngM(FP ). There is a homomor-
phism s : F → F such that h = mngM ◦ s. To obtain such s, note that for each p ∈ P
there is ψp ∈ FP such that h(p) = mngM(ψp). Take then s to be the homomorphic
extension of the mapping p 7→ ψp.

FP mngM(FP )

FP

h

s
mng

M

Let now H ⊆ ker(h) and assume H ⊢LP 〈τ, σ〉. Then (62) with f = s and N = M

gives

s(H) ⊆ ker(mngM) ⇒ 〈sτ, sσ〉 ∈ ker(mngM),

that is,

H ⊆ ker(mngM ◦s)⇒ 〈τ, σ〉 ∈ ker(mngM ◦s).

As mngM ◦s equals h, and H ⊆ ker(h) by assumption, we get 〈τ, σ〉 ∈ ker(h). �

Let us continue proving the equivalence (i)⇔(iii). Assume (i) and let h : FP →
Algm(LP ) be such that ∪ ∼Pi⊆ ker(h). As ker(h) is ⊢LP -closed, by Claim 4.8, and ∼P

is the smallest ⊢LP -closed set containing ∪ ∼Pi , we get ∼P⊆ ker(h). For the converse
direction, assume (iii) holds. It is enough to show that

∪ ∼Pi ⊢LP 〈τ, σ〉 for each 〈τ, σ〉 ∈ ∼P . (63)

Indeed, if ∪ ∼Pi ⊆ Σ is closed, then (63) ensures that ∼P⊆ Σ. To prove (63), let
〈τ, σ〉 ∈∼P and take arbitrary f : FP → FP and M ∈MP . We need to check that

if ∪ ∼Pi⊆ ker(mngM ◦f), then 〈τ, σ〉 ∈ ker(mngM ◦f). (64)

But mngM ◦f is a homomorphism from FP into Algm(LP ), and thus (64) is ensured
by (iii).

To prove the rest of the equivalences we make use of the following lemma.
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4.9 Lemma. For any class K of similar algebras, (a) and (b) below are equivalent.

(a) Fr(K, P, ∪∼Pi) = Fr(K, P, ∼∪Pi).

(b)
(

∀h ∈ Hom(FP ,K)
)(

∪∼Pi⊆ ker(h) ⇐⇒ ∼P⊆ ker(h)
)

.

Proof of Lemma 4.9. (b) is equivalent to Hom(K, P,∪ ∼Pi) = Hom(K, P,∼P ),
while (a) is equivalent to Cr(K, P,∪ ∼Pi) = Cr(K, P,∼P ). The statement follows from
that Fr(K, P, S) = FP /Cr(K, P, S) and Cr(K, P, S) = ∩{ker(h) : h ∈ Hom(K, P, S)}. �

With the choice K = Algm(LP ), Lemma 4.9 gives (ii)⇔(iii) and Lemma 4.4 gives
(iii)⇔(v). Recall that Fr(K, X, S) = Fr(SPK, X, S) (see e.g. [1, 2.5] or [19, 0.4.65]).
Hence, by letting K = SPAlgm(LP ), Lemma 4.9 yields (ii)⇔(iv) while Lemma 4.4 gives
(iv)⇔(vi). The equivalence (vii)⇔(viii) follows from Lemma 4.4 with K = SPAlgm(L).
Lemma 4.5 with T = SP infers the equivalence (vi)⇔(vii). �

Comparing Theorems 4.3(iii) and 4.7(iii) immediately yields that (4b) implies (4). The
following theorem states that (4) is indeed weaker than (4b). We will see later that
the natural pre-family formed from FOLt(V ) when 2 ≤ |V | < ω does not satisfy even
condition (4), see Theorem 5.4. These show that the conditions (4a), (4b), (4) are
strictly weaker in this order, and (4) is still not vacuous. Thus we have

(4a) ⇒
6⇐

(4b) ⇒
6⇐

(4) . (65)

4.10 Theorem ((4) is weaker than (4b)). There is a conditionally substitutional pre-
family of logics which satisfies (4) but which does not satisfy (4b).

Proof. For any sets I, J let P (I, J) = {Ni : i ∈ I} ∪ {Dj : j ∈ J} and let Sig =
{P (I, J) : I, J are sets}. Let Cn consist of one unary connective ¬. Let B be the
algebra with universe B = {T, F,D} and with unary operation ¬B interchanging T
and F and leaving D fixed. For sets I, J , let Mng(I, J) be the set of all homomorphisms
f : F(I, J) → B such that f(Dj) = D for all j ∈ J . For sets I, J we define the logic
L(I, J) such that its set of atomic formulas is P (I, J), its only connective is ¬ and the
class of its meaning functions is Mng(I, J). The class of models of L(I, J) is defined
to be Mng(I, J) and the validity relation is defined so that M � ϕ iff M(ϕ) ∈ {T,D}.
This finishes the definition of the logics L(I, J) for all I, J . Intuitively, there are two
kinds of atomic formulas in L(I, J), the “normal” Nis for which the negation ¬ can
have its “normal” meaning, and the “dialectic” Djs whose intended meaning is that
their negations are themselves. Let

L = 〈L(I, J) : P (I, J) ∈ Sig〉. (66)

First we show that L is a conditionally substitutional pre-family of logics. Clearly,
Algm(L(I, J)) = {B} and Mng(L(I, J)) = {f ∈ Hom(F(I, J),B) : S(I, J) ⊆ ker(f)}
where S(I, J) = {〈Dj,¬Dj〉 : j ∈ J}. Thus, L(I, J) is a conditionally substitutional
logic, for each pair of sets I, J , by Claim 3.8(iii).

Conditions (1)-(2) in the definition of a family of logics are clearly satisfied by L.
To check (3), notice first that P (I, J) ⊆ P (I ′, J ′) exactly when I ⊆ I ′ and J ⊆ J ′, and
it is clear that L(I, J) is the natural restriction of L(I ′, J ′) in the latter case. For (5),
notice first that a bijection b : P (I, J)→ P (I ′, J ′) extends to an isomorphism between
the corresponding logics if and only if b takes I to I ′ and J to J ′. Notice also that
Sig is closed under taking arbitrary unions and under taking subsets. From these, it is
easy to check that L satisfies (5). Therefore, L is a pre-family of logics.

To show that L satisfies (4), first we check what ∼P is. Let P = P (I, J). Let ω
denote the set of nonnegative integers and let ¬kp denote p preceded by k copies of ¬,
for k ∈ ω and p ∈ P . Now, it is easy to check that

∼P= {〈¬kNi,¬
k+2nNi〉 : k, n ∈ ω, i ∈ I} ∪ {〈¬kDj ,¬

nDq〉 : k, n ∈ ω, j, q ∈ J}. (67)
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See Figure 1. Let h : FP → B. Then ∼P⊆ ker(h) iff h(Dj) = D for all j ∈ J . This
shows that Theorem 4.7(iii) holds, thus L satisfies (4).

To show that L does not satisfy (4b), we use Theorem 4.3(iii). Let A be the
homomorphic image of B via the homomorphism taking D to a and taking T as well
as F to b where a, b are distinct. Thus, in A, both a and b are fixed points of the unary
operation. Clearly, A ∈ HSP{B} and ∼P⊆ ker(h) for a homomorphism h : FP → A

iff h(Dj) = h(Dq) for all j, q ∈ J . Let Pi = {Di} for i = 1, 2, let Q = {D1, D2} and let
h : FQ → A be such that h(D1) = a and h(D2) = b. Then ∼Pi⊆ ker(h) for i = 1, 2,
but ∼Q is not a subset of ker(h) by a 6= b, showing that Theorem 4.3(iii) fails. �
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Figure 1: Illustration of the algebras A, B, and the free and conditionally free algebras
Fr({B}, P (I, J)), and Fr({B}, P (I, J), S(I, J)).

4.3 Condition (4) in conditionally substitutional pre-families

In this subsection, we discuss (4) in the special case when L is conditionally substi-
tutional. We show close connections of (4) with the defining relations of the logics
and with the patchwork property of models. We close with showing existence and
non-existence of logic families containing given logics.

The intuition behind condition (4) is expressed quite nicely in a conditionally sub-
stitutional pre-family of logics. Recall from Claim 3.8(iii) that MngL in a conditionally
substitutional logic can be specified by a condition S. Theorem 4.11 states that (4) is
equivalent to saying that the logic belonging to the union of the signatures is specified
by the union of these conditions. Note that Theorem 4.11(i) is just condition (4).

4.11 Theorem (defining relations and (4)). Let L = 〈LP : P ∈ Sig〉 be a condition-
ally substitutional pre-family of logics. Let Pi ∈ Sig be sets for i ∈ I such that the
union P =

⋃

i∈I Pi belongs to Sig. The following conditions are equivalent.

(i) FP /∼P = Fr(Algm(LP ), P, ∪∼Pi).

(ii) FP /∼P = Fr(Algm(LP ), P, ∪Si) whenever FPi/∼Pi= Fr(Algm(LPi), Pi, Si)
for all i ∈ I.

Proof. We start with the general observation that for any class K of similar algebras,
set P and binary relations R,S ⊆ FP × FP ,

Fr(K, P,R) = Fr(K, P, S) ⇔ Cr(K, P,R) = Cr(K, P, S)

⇔ Hom(K, P,R) = Hom(K, P, S)

⇔
(

∀h ∈ Hom(FP ,K)
)(

R ⊆ ker(h) ⇔ S ⊆ ker(h)
)

Consider now the following three statements.

(A) (∀h : FP → Algm(LP ))
(

∼P⊆ ker(h) ⇔ ∪ ∼Pi⊆ ker(h)
)

.
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(B) (∀h : FPi → Algm(LPi))
(

∼Pi⊆ ker(h) ⇔ Si ⊆ ker(h)
)

for all i ∈ I.

(C) (∀h : FP → Algm(LP ))
(

∼P⊆ ker(h) ⇔ ∪Si ⊆ ker(h)
)

.

Then (i) is equivalent to (A); and (ii) is equivalent to (B)⇒(C). Take any h : FP →
Algm(LP ), and for i ∈ I, write hi = h ↾ FPi : FPi → Algm(LPi ).

Proof of (i)⇒(ii): Suppose (A) and (B) hold. Then

∼P⊆ ker(h)
(A)
⇐⇒ ∪ ∼Pi⊆ ker(h) ⇐⇒ (∀i ∈ I) ∼Pi⊆ ker(hi)

(B)
⇐⇒ (∀i ∈ I) Si ⊆ ker(hi) ⇐⇒ ∪Si ⊆ ker(h),

therefore (C) holds. In this direction we did not use that L is conditionally substitu-
tional.

Proof of (ii)⇒(i): By Claim 3.8(iii), for each Pi, MngPi can be specified by a
condition Si, that is, MngPi = Hom(FPi ,Algm(LPi), Si). By the same claim, MngPi =
Hom(FPi ,Algm(LPi),∼Pi), consequently, (B) holds for the Si’s. As we assumed (ii)
and (B) holds it follows that (C) holds as well. Then

∼P⊆ ker(h)
(C)
⇐⇒ ∪Si ⊆ ker(h) ⇐⇒ (∀i ∈ I) Si ⊆ ker(hi)

(B)
⇐⇒ (∀i ∈ I) ∼Pi⊆ ker(hi) ⇐⇒ ∪ ∼Pi⊆ ker(h),

therefore (A) holds. �

We turn to connections with the quite intuitive patchwork property of models, see,
e.g., [1, Def. 4.3.14].

4.12 Definition (patchwork property). Let L = 〈LP : P ∈ Sig〉 be a class of logics.
L has the patchwork property of models if the following holds. Let Pi ∈ Sig for i ∈ I
be such that P = ∪iPi ∈ Sig. Let Mi ∈ MPi be models such that for any i, j ∈ I
whenever FPi∩Pj 6= ∅, then

mngPi

Mi
↾ FPi∩Pj = mng

Pj

Mj
↾ FPi∩Pj . (68)

Then there is M ∈MP such that

mngP
M ↾ FPi = mngPi

Mi
(69)

for all i ∈ I. �

The next theorem says that in conditionally substitutional pre-families of logics,
the patchwork property implies (4) but the patchwork property and (4b) remain inde-
pendent of each other. These facts suggest that it may be better to have (4) in the
definition of a logic family than (4b).

4.13 Theorem (the patchwork property and (4)). Suppose L = 〈LP : P ∈ Sig〉 is a
conditionally substitutional pre-family of logics. Then (i)-(iii) below hold.

(i) L satisfies (4) if it has the patchwork property of models.

(ii) (4b) is not implied by the patchwork property.

(iii) (4b) does not imply the patchwork property.

Proof. Proof of (i): Assume the patchwork property, we show (4) by checking the
equivalent condition Theorem 4.7(iv). Take signatures Pi ∈ Sig for i ∈ I such that
P = ∪iPi ∈ Sig. Take any homomorphism h : FP → A for some A ∈ Algm(LP )
such that ∼Pi⊆ ker(h) holds for i ∈ I. By the conditional substitution property,
the homomorphisms h ↾ FPi are meaning homomorphisms mngPi

Mi
for some models
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Mi ∈ MPi . Clearly, (68) holds for i, j ∈ I. Therefore, by the patchwork property of
models, there is M ∈MP that fulfills (69). But then h = mngP

M, implying ∼P⊆ ker(h).
Proof of (ii): The conditionally substitutional pre-family of logics L = 〈L(I, J) :

P (I, J) ∈ Sig〉 from Theorem 4.10 does not satisfy (4b) but has the patchwork property
of models.

Proof of (iii): As substitutionality implies (4b) by Corollary 4.6, it is enough to
construct a substitutional pre-family of logics L that lacks the patchwork property.

Let K be a class of similar algebras that does not have the amalgamation property.16

For example, let B1 = 〈{0},∩〉 and B2 = 〈{0, 1},∩〉 be the ∩-reducts of the one and two
element Boolean set algebras respectively, and take K = {B1,B2}. The V-formation
in Figure 2 cannot be completed to an amalgamation diagram in K, showing that K
fails to have the amalgamation property.

B1

B2

B2

Figure 2: The embeddings of B1 into B2 showing the failure of the amalgamation
property in K.

Let Cn be the similarity type of the algebras in K, and Sig be the class of all sets P
not containing proper Cn-type terms. For P ∈ Sig we let MngP = Hom(FP ,K). The
class of models MP is defined to be MngP , and the validity relation is defined so that
M � ϕ always holds. This way we defined the logic LP . Let L = 〈LP : P ∈ Sig〉. That
L is a pre-family of logics is straightforward. By Claim 3.2, L is substitutional, and
thus it is conditionally substitutional, as well. It remained to check that L does not
have the patchwork property. For, take A0,A1,A3 ∈ K such that A0 ⊆ A1, A0 ⊆ A2,
but there is no A ∈ K and embeddings ei : Ai → A (i = 1, 2) with e1(A0) = e2(A0).
Such algebras exist because K lacks the amalgamation property. Now, A1, A2 ∈ Sig and
A1 ∪ A2 ∈ Sig as well. For i = 1, 2, let mi : FAi → Ai be the homomorphic extension
of the identity mapping Ai → Ai. Each mi is a meaning function, and

m1 ↾ FA1∩A2 = m2 ↾ FA1∩A2 , (70)

because A1 ∩A2 = A0. On the other hand, there cannot exist m : FA1∪A2 → K with

m ↾ FA1 = m1, and m ↾ FA2 = m2, (71)

because in this case A = m(FA1∪A2) would be an amalgam in K. �

The next theorem says that in conditionally substitutional families of logic, the tau-
tological formula algebras determine the logics themselves, up to meaning-isomorphisms.
The proof of this theorem uses condition (4) quite inherently.

4.14 Theorem (renaming atomic formulas and (4)). Assume that L = 〈L(P ) : P ∈
Sig〉 is a conditionally substitutional family of logics. Then L satisfies (6a), i.e., any
bijection b : P → Q that extends to a bijection between the tautological formula
algebras of LP and LQ induces a meaning-isomorphism between LP and LQ, whenever
P,Q ∈ Sig.

Proof. Assume that b : P → Q is a bijection between P,Q ∈ Sig that extends to an
isomorphism k between the tautological formula algebras. Let P ′, Q′ ∈ Sig be such
that L(P ′) and L(Q′) are isomorphic copies of L(P ) and L(Q) respectively, say, via
the isomorphisms i and j and such that R = P ′ ∪Q′ ∈ Sig and P ′ and Q′ are disjoint.

16For the definition of the amalgamation property, see e.g. [1, Def. 4.4.17].
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There are such P ′, Q′ by condition (5)b. Assume that f ∈ MngP , we will show that

g = f ◦ (b)
−1
∈ MngQ, where b : FP → FQ is the extension of b to FP .

Let f ′ = f ◦ i, then f ′ ∈ MngP
′

since i is an isomorphism between L(P ) and
L(P ′). Thus ∼P ′⊆ ker(f ′). By P ′ ⊆ R and condition (3), f ′ is the restriction of some
f ′′ ∈MngR. Let f ′′ : FR → A ∈ Algm(LR).

Let now turn to g. Since∼P∈ ker(f) by f ∈MngP , and b extends to an isomorphism
between the tautological formula algebras, we have that ∼Q⊆ ker(g). For details, see
Figure 3. Let g′ = g ◦ j, then ∼Q′

⊆ ker(g′) since j is an isomorphism, and g′ : FQ′

→ A

because the ranges of f and g coincide.
Define h on R such that h is f ′′ on P ′ and h is g′ on Q′. Let us denote also by h

the extension to FR. Then h : FR → A ∈ Algm(LR) such that ker(h) ⊇ ∼P ′

∪ ∼Q′

.
Then ker(h) ⊇ ∼R by condition (4) and Theorem 4.7(iii). Thus, h ∈ MngR since

L(R) is conditionally substitutional. Thus the restriction of h to F (Q′) is in MngQ
′

,
so g ∈ MngQ since j is an isomorphism between L(Q) and L(Q′). We have seen that

MngP ⊆ {g ◦ b : g ∈ MngQ}. Now, MngQ ⊆ {g ◦ (b
−1

) : g ∈ MngP } can be proved the
same way, so MngP = {g ◦ b : g ∈MngQ}. �

R = P ∪Q′

FP ′

FQ′

FP FQ

FP /∼P FQ/∼Q

•

i j

εP εQ

b

k
MngP ∋ f g

⊆ A ∈ Algm(LP )

ker(g) ⊇ ∼Q

⊆
⊇

Figure 3: Illustration for the proof of Theorem 4.14.

We close the section by investigating how restrictive the notion of logic families is.

4.15 Proposition (existence of logic families). The following statements are true.

(i) Each substitutional meaning-determined logic is a member of a substitutional
logic family with class of signatures being all sets not containing proper terms by
the connectives.

(ii) Each conditionally substitutional logic is a member of some conditionally substi-
tutional logic family.

(iii) There is a logic which is not a member of any logic family, but each logic is a
member of a pre-family of logics.

Proof. Proof of (i): Let L be a substitutional meaning-determined logic with Cn as
connectives. Let Sig be the class of all sets not containing proper terms written up
by Cn. For all P ∈ Sig let LP be “the substitutional meaning-determined logic” with
P as atomic formulas, Cn as connectives, with Mng(LP ) = Hom(FP ,Algm(L)) and

26



with validity inherited from L. It is easy to check that L is a substitutional pre-family
of logics, by using that LP is an isomorphic copy of LQ iff P and Q have the same
cardinality. Then L is a family of logics by Corollary 4.6. Clearly, L is a member of
this family.

Proof of (ii): Let L = 〈F,M,mng,�〉 be a conditionally substitutional logic. The
idea is that we make L to consist of all unions of disjoint (almost) isomorphic copies of L.
Let Sig = {P × I : I is a set and P ∩Cn = ∅}. Assume Q = P × I ∈ Sig. Let us define
LQ = 〈FQ,MQ,mngQ,�Q〉 such that its set of atomic formulas is Q, its set of connec-
tives is that of L, and meaning and validity are defined as follows. The models are those
I-sequences of models of L whose meaning functions go to a common A ∈ Algm(L), i.e.,
MQ = {〈M,A〉 ∈ IM × Algm(L) : (∀i ∈ I) mngMi

(F) ⊆ A}. For an 〈M,A〉 ∈MQ the
meaning function is then h : FQ → A such that h(〈p, i〉) = mng(Mi, p) for all 〈p, i〉 ∈ Q.
Validity is defined as 〈M,A〉 � ϕ if and only if ϕ ∈ F (P×{i}) for some i ∈ I and Mi � ϕ

′

where ϕ′ is ϕ such that we replace p ∈ P with 〈p, i〉 in it, for each p ∈ P . This defines
L. Conditions (1),(2) are clearly satisfied and it is not difficult to check that (3) is also
satisfied. Each bijection b : I → J induces an isomorphism between LP×I and LP×J ,
so condition (5) is satisfied. Hence, L is a pre-family of logics. It is not difficult to
check that Mng(LP×I) = Hom(FP×I ,Algm(L), S(I)) where S(I) =

⋃

{ hi(∼L) : i ∈ I}
where hi : FP → FP×{i} is the isomorphism induced by h(p) = 〈p, i〉 for all p ∈ P .
Here, one uses that L is conditionally substitutional together with Claim 3.8. Thus,
L is a conditionally substitutional pre-family of logics. It satisfies condition (4) by
Theorem 4.11(ii). Though, strictly speaking, L is not a member of this family, it is
easy to change L so that this will hold. Namely, LP×{i} may not be isomorphic to L
because the models of the former are {〈M,A〉 ∈M ×Algm(L) : ran(mngM) ⊆ A}, thus
each model of L may appear in LP×{i} in several copies. However, P ×{i} are minimal
elements of Sig, so we can replace their classes of models with M itself.

Proof of (iii): Let L = 〈F,M,mng,�〉 be such that |P | ≥ 2 and Algm(L) = {A}
where A is the Cn-free algebra freely generated by a ∈ A and mng(M, p) = a for all
p ∈ P . Assume that L = L(P ) for some logic family L. We will derive a contradiction.
There is Q ∈ Sig disjoint from P such that LQ is an isomorphic copy of L, by (5)a.
There are P ′, Q′ ∈ Sig such that R = P ′ ∪ Q′ ∈ Sig and LP

′

and LQ
′

are isomorphic
copies of LP and LQ respectively, by (5)b. Then mngP

′

(M, p) = mngQ′

(N, q) = a
for all models M,N of LP

′

,LQ
′

respectively, and for all p ∈ P ′ and q ∈ Q′, since
LP

′

and LQ
′

are isomorphic copies of L. By (3), then the same holds for LR, i.e.,
mngR(M, p) = a for all models M of LR and p ∈ R = P ′ ∪ Q′. This means that
P ′ ×Q′ ⊆∼R. Notice now that only “trivial” quasi-equations are true in A because it
is a free algebra, therefore P ′×Q′ is not a subset of the ⊢LR-closure of P ′×P ′∪Q′×Q′.
Therefore, Theorem 4.7(i) does not hold, i.e., L cannot satisfy (4), a contradiction. �

5 The key examples as logic families

In this section, we show that both of our key examples, classical propositional logic and
first-order logic, fit in the scheme of logic family. By this we mean that their definitions
suggest natural systems of logics, and we show that these systems are indeed logic
families. We also show that the systems formed of the finite-variable fragments of the
first-order logic are not all logic families, although they have the patchwork property
of models.

Let CPL(P ) denote classical propositional logic with atomic formulas P , see Ex-
ample 2.2.

5.1 Theorem. For classical propositional logic, the class

LC = 〈CPL(P ) : P is a set not containing proper terms by {∧,¬,⊥}〉 (72)

is a logic family in the sense of Def.4.1.
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Proof. Let Sig be the class of all nonempty sets P which do not contain proper terms
written up by {∧,¬,⊥}. Items (1), (2) of 4.1 are straightforward. For (3), it is easy to
check that CPL(P ) is a reduct of CPL(Q) whenever P ⊆ Q.

As for (5), any bijection f : P → Q for sets P and Q induces an isomorphism
between the corresponding logics CPL(P ) and CPL(Q): fF is the homomorphic ex-
tension of f to fF : FP → FQ, and for a model M : P → 2 let fM assign the model
fM (M) : Q→ 2 defined by fM (M)(x) = M(f−1(x)). From this, (5) follows.

(4) follows now from Corollary 4.6 since CPL is substitutional by 3.4.
�

Let us turn to our main example. For a fixed nonempty set V of variables, LFOL(V )
is defined as follows. Sig(V ) contains the sets Pt(V ) for similarity types t (see Example
2.3). Now, each Pt(V ) determines the similarity type t and thus the logic FOLt(V ).
It follows that the class

LFOL(V ) = 〈FOLt(V ) : Pt(V ) ∈ Sig(V )〉 (73)

is well defined.
In the case V = ∅, for any similarity type t we have Pt(V ) = ∅ but Ft(V ) is

not empty as there is a constant symbol ⊥ among the connectives. Set Sig(∅) =
{∅} and LFOL(∅) = 〈FOL∅(∅) : P∅(∅) ∈ Sig(∅)〉. Then LFOL(∅) is a one-element
sequence. Recall that 4.1(5)c prevents us to call LFOL(∅) a logic family (but this is
only a convention that comes handy in certain situations).

5.2 Theorem. Propositional logic LC and first-order logic LFOL(V ), for any set V
of variables, have the patchwork property of models.

Proof. As for LC , take sets of propositional variables Pi and let P = ∪iPi. Let
Mi ∈ MPi be such that (68) holds. Each Mi is a function Mi : Pi → {0, 1}, and (68)
is equivalent to requiring

Mi ↾ Pi ∩ Pj = Mj ↾ Pi ∩ Pj , (74)

whenever Pi ∩Pj 6= ∅. But in this case the union M =
⋃

i Mi is a well-defined function
M : P → {0, 1}, and clearly (69) holds.

Let us turn to the LFOL(V ) case. If V = ∅, then there is nothing to prove as the
patchwork property holds vacuously. Otherwise, models of LFOL(V ) are determined
by the similarity types t independently of the set V . Fix the nonempty set V .

Take Pi ∈ Sig for i ∈ I such that P = ∪iPi ∈ Sig. Then there are similarity types ti
such that Pi = Pti(V ) for i ∈ I, and t = ∪iti is a similarity type such that P = Pt(V ).
If the ti-type first-order models Mi = 〈Mi, r

Mi 〉r∈dom(ti) satisfy (68), then for each
i, j ∈ I, the interpretations of the symbols belonging to both ti and tj are the same
in Mi and Mj . Also, the constant ⊤ (truth) has the same interpretation in every Mi,
meaning that these models have the same universe M = Mi (i ∈ I). It follows that
the model M = 〈M, rMi 〉r∈dom(ti),i∈I is well defined and the corresponding meaning
function satisfies (69). �

5.3 Theorem. For an infinite set V of variables, the class

LFOL(V ) = 〈FOLt(V ) : Pt(V ) ∈ Sig(V )〉 (75)

is a logic family in the sense of Def.4.1.

Proof. Let V be a nonempty set of variables. Verifying items (1), (2), (5) of 4.1 are
straightforward. As for 4.1(3): if P ⊆ Q and P,Q ∈ Sig(V ), then the similarity type
tQ corresponding to Q is an extension of that of P (i.e., tP ⊆ tQ). Let us define the
reduct function f : MQ → MP such that f assigns to a tQ-type model its tP -type
reduct which is a tP -type model. Every tP -type model can be extended into a tQ-type
one and so

{mngPM : M ∈MP } = {mngQ
M

↾ FP : M ∈MQ}, (76)

28



i.e., f is surjective and meanings are respected by it. Now, referential transparency of
first-order logic provides that also validity is respected by f . Hence, LP is a reduct of
LQ. Thus, LFOL(V ) is a pre-family of logics, for all nonempty V .

To check (4), assume that V is infinite. Then LFOL(V ) is conditionally substi-
tutional by Theorem 3.9, so (4) holds by Theorem 4.13(i) since LFOL(V ) has the
patchwork property of models by Theorem 5.2. �

5.4 Theorem. If V is finite and |V | ≥ 2, then LFOL(V ) is not a logic family but it is
a pre-family of logics.

Proof. We have already seen in the previous proof that LFOL(V ) is a pre-family of
logics. Assume that V is finite and |V | ≥ 2, we have to show that LFOL(V ) does not
satisfy condition (4).

Assume first that |V | = 2, say V = {v0, v1}. Let the similarity type t have three
binary relation symbols R1, R2, R3 and let L denote FOLt(V ). Define the model
M ∈Mt as M = 〈M,RM

1 , RM
2 , R

M
3 〉 with

M = {0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6} and RM
i = {〈j, j + i〉 : j ∈M} ∪ {〈j, j − i〉 : j ∈M} (77)

where + and − are understood as addition and subtraction modulo 7 and i = 1, 2, 3.
Let A = mngM(Ft(V )), the concept algebra of M. Define h : Ft(V )→ A ∈ Alg(L) by

h(Ri(v0, v1)) = RM
i , h(Ri(v1, v0)) = RM

j ∪R
M
k , and (78)

h(Ri(v0, v0)) = h(Ri(v1, v1)) = ∅ for {i, j, k} = {1, 2, 3}.
First we show that ∼L⊆ ker(h) does not hold. Indeed, the pair

〈 ∃v0∃v1(R1(v0, v1) ∧R2(v0, v1)), ∃v0∃v1(R1(v1, v0) ∧R2(v1, v0)) 〉 (79)

is in the tautological congruence of L, but it is not in ker(h). (We note that this pair
expresses that a relation is empty iff its converse is empty.)

Let t = t1 ∪ t2 ∪ t3 where ti is the similarity type with one binary relation symbol
Ri and let ∼i be the tautological congruence relation of Li = FOLti(V ), for i = 1, 2, 3.
We are going to show that ∼i⊆ ker(h) for i = 1, 2, 3, this will show that (4) fails for L
by Theorem 4.7(iii).

To show ∼1⊆ ker(h), we will show that the subalgebra B of A generated by
{h(R1(x, y)) : x, y ∈ V } is isomorphic to the meaning algebra of a model of t1. Clearly,
A is a finite Boolean set algebra with some extra operations, so B is finite, and it is
easy to see by induction, that IdM = h(v0 = v1), R1

M, and R2
M ∪R3

M are atoms of
B. Since their union is the unit of the set algebra, they are all the atoms of B. Each
of these is a binary relation with domain and range M , thus the operations ∃vBj for
j = 1, 2 take all nonempty elements of B to M ×M and take ∅ to itself. Let now
N = 〈N,RN

1 〉 where

N = {0, 1, 2} and RN
1 = {〈0, 1〉, 〈1, 2〉, 〈2, 0〉}. (80)

Let C denote the meaning algebra of N. It is easy to see that C also has three atoms,
IdN = mngN(v0 = v1), mngN(R1(v0, v1)) and mngN(R1(v1, v0)), with all these having
domain and range N . Therefore, {〈h(ϕ),mngN(ϕ)〉 : ϕ ∈ Ft1(V )} is an isomorphism
between B and C. This means that ∼1⊆ ker(mngN) ⊆ ker(h) and we are done. The
proofs for ∼i⊆ ker(h), i = 2, 3 are completely analogous. We have seen that (4) does
not hold for LFOL(V ) if |V | = 2.

Assume now |V | = n ≥ 3, say V = {vi : 0 ≤ i < n}. The proof is analogous but a
bit more complex because we have more variable-substitutions. Let the similarity type
t have three n-place relation symbols R1, R2, R3. Let U0 = U1 = {0, 1, . . . , n+ 6}, for
2 ≤ k < n let Uk = {(k − 1)(n+ 7), (k − 1)(n+ 7) + 1, . . . , (k − 1)(n+ 7) + n+ 6} and
let M =

⋃

{Uk : 0 ≤ k < n}. Let W = {s ∈ nM : (∀k < n)sk ∈ Uk}. Define the model
M = 〈M,RM

1 , RM
2 , R

M
3 〉 as
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RM
1 = {s ∈ W : |s0 − s1| = 1 iff

∑

{sk : 2 ≤ k < n} = 1},

RM
2 = {s ∈ W : |s0 − s1| = 2 iff

∑

{sk : 2 ≤ k < n} = 2},

RM
3 = {s ∈ W : |s0 − s1| ≥ 3 iff

∑

{sk : 2 ≤ k < n} ≥ 3},

where subtraction and sum are meant modulo n + 7. Let A = mngM(Ft(V )), the
concept algebra of M. Let n = {0, 1, ..., n− 1} and let T denote the set of functions
τ : n → n. For τ ∈ T let Ri(τv) denote the formula Ri(vτ(0) . . . vτ(n−1). Then Ft(V )
is freely generated by {Ri(τv) : τ ∈ T, i = 1, 2, 3}. We define h : Ft(V )→ A as follows.
For {i, j, k} = {1, 2, 3},

h(Ri(τv)) = {τ ◦ s : s ∈ RM
i } if τ−1(0) < τ−1(1) and τ is one-one,

h(Ri(τv)) = {τ ◦ s : s ∈ RM
j ∪R

M
k } if τ−1(0) > τ−1(1) and τ is one-one,

h(Ri(τv)) = ∅ otherwise.

The proof for ∼L⊆ ker(h) failing is as before, with the obvious modifications. Let
t = t1 ∪ t2 ∪ t3 where ti is the similarity type with one n-place relation symbol Ri and
let ∼i be the tautological congruence relation of Li = FOLti(V ), for i = 1, 2, 3.

To show ∼1⊆ ker(h), take the subalgebra B of A generated by {h(R1(τv)) : τ ∈ T }.
Let E be the set of all functions ε : {〈i, j〉 : i, j < n} → {0, 1}. For σ ∈ T and ε ∈ E let

U(σ, ε) = {s ∈ nM : (∀i, j < n)(si ∈ Uσ(i) and [si = sj iff ε(i, j) = 0])}. (81)

It is not hard to see that the atoms of B are the nonempty elements of

{h(R1(τv)) : τ ∈ T } ∪ {U(σ, ε) : σ ∈ T, ε ∈ E}. (82)

Let us define the model N = 〈M,RN
1 〉 as

RN
1 = [{s ∈W : s0 < s1}r {〈0, n+ 6〉}] ∪ {〈n+ 6, 0〉}. (83)

It is not hard to see that {〈h(ϕ),mngN(ϕ)〉 : ϕ ∈ Ft1(V )} is an isomorphism between
B and the concept algebra of N, and we are done as in the case of |V | = 2. �

We note that LFOL(V ) is a substitutional logic family for |V | = 1, see Remark 3.6.
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