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Abstract

We present an interpretability logic FIL or Feferman Interpretability Logic.
The ✷ provability modality can occur in FIL with a label, as in ✷

a. Like-
wise the ✄ interpretability modality can occur in FIL with a label, as in
✄

a. The labels indicate that in the arithmetical interpretation, the ax-
iomatisation of the base theory will be tweaked/customised. The base
theory T will always contain the minimum of S1

2 of arithmetic and T will
be approximated by T a in such a way that T is extensionally the same
as T a. However, T a will inherit certain properties reminiscent of finitely
axiomatised theories.

After providing the logic FIL and proving the arithmetical soundness,
we set the logic to work to prove various interpretability principles to be
sound in a large variety of (weak) arithmetical theories. In particular, we
prove the two series of principles from [GJ20] to be arithmetically sound
using FIL. Up to date, the arithmetical soundness of these series had only
been proven using the techniques of definable cuts.

1 Preludium

Interpretability Logic is an approach to the study of interpretability. Un-
like the study of interpretability degrees and categories of theories and
interpretations, the distinctive feature of interpretability logic is the in-
ternalisation and nesting of interpretability viewed as a modal connective.
For example, interpretability logic allows us to study what the internal

verification of the model existence lemma means in formal theories (Prin-
ciple J5; see Section 2.4).

In the case of classical theories, for the primary reading of the modal
connectives, there is a marked difference between provability logic and
interpretability logic. Where provability logic is remarkable stable: no
arithmetical theories with significantly different provability logics have
been discovered, substantially different interpretability logics are realised
in different (classes of) theories.

Interpretability Logic turns out to be a land of two streams. Its Eu-
phrates is the logic ILM and its Tigris the logic ILP. The logic ILM is the
logic of essentially reflexive sequential theories, alternatively characterised
as sequential theories with full induction w.r.t. a designated interpretation
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of a theory of the natural numbers.1 The theory consists of the base logic
IL, given in Section 2.4 plus the principle M: A✄B → (A∧✷C)✄(B∧✷C).
The logic ILP is the interpretability logic of finitely axiomatised theories
that interpret EA+, a.k.a. I∆0 + supexp. The logic is given by IL plus the
principle P: A✄B → ✷(A✄B).

Both logics we introduced around 1987 by Albert Visser. A modal
semantics for the theories was discovered soon after by Frank Veltman.
See, e.g., [dJV90] and [dJV99]. The arithmetical completeness of ILM was
proved by Alessandro Berarducci in [Ber90] and by Volodya Shavrukov
in [Sha88]. The arithmetical completeness of ILP was proved by Albert
Visser in his paper [Vis90]. For more information, see e.g. [Vis97], [JdJ98],
[AB04].

But what happens if we distance ourselves from the rivers? There is a
scarcity of results for specific theories. We do have a Kripke model char-
acterisation of the interpretability logic of EA, aka I∆0 + exp, however,
we do not have an axiomatisation. See [Kal91]. Another case is Primitive
Recursive Arithmetic. This is a theory that is neither finitely axiomati-
sable nor essentially reflexive. Some modest results have been obtained
towards its interpretability logic but the full characterisation is still open
([IJ12, BJJ09]).

The most salient question is: what is the interpretability logic of all
reasonable theories? This is a koan-like question since what is reasonable?
is part of the question. A preliminary study was done in [JV00]. See also
[GJ20] where a list of principles is given and verified. The principles valid
in all reasonable theories will certainly be in the intersection of ILM and
ILP. An example of such a principle is W: A✄B → A✄ (B ∧✷¬A). This
principle has both an ILM- and an ILP-proof. Interestingly, we can gener-
alise the ILM-proof to a wide class of theories, to wit sequential theories
where the interpretation of the theory of numbers satisfies S1

2. The basic
idea here is that we can view the ILM-proof as using the insight that, for
all models M of our sequential essentially reflexive theory T , any internal
model is an end-extension of the M-internal T -models. This insight has
a trace in all sequential theories (as discovered by Pavel Pudlák), to wit
that M and its internal model N share a definable cut (modulo internally
definable isomorphism).

We can also generalise the ILP-proof. To do that we use a trick due to
Feferman ([Fef60]) to make a theory behave as if it were finitely axioma-
tised by modifying the representation of the axiom set. The P-style proof
of W has even wider scope: it holds for all theories (with decent axiom
sets) that interpret S1

2. In analogy to W, many other principles can be
given M-style proofs and P-style proofs with wider scope.

The aim of the present paper is to systematically study the P-style
methodology and Feferman’s trick. We do this by developing a modal
logic that is specifically built to implement this methodology. Our present
paper is a genuine extension of an earlier paper by Joost Joosten and
Albert Visser, to wit [JV04].

1We think that the class of theories realising ILM can be extended to a class of essentially
sententially reflexive sequential theories. We probably need our arithmetical base to be IΣ1.
However, this possibility has not been studied. See [BV05] for some relevant results.
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2 Preliminaries

In this section we revisit the basic definitions and results needed in the
rest of the paper; definitions and results from arithmetic, formalised meta-
mathematics and modal interpretability logics. NB: I only used the macros
where the wrong variable was used and I did this only for Sections 1–4.

2.1 Arithmetic

In this paper we will be using reasoning in and over weak arithmetics. To
this end, let us start by describing the theory S1

2, introduced by Buss in
[Bus86]. This is a finitely axiomatisable and weak first-order theory of
arithmetic.The signature of S1

2 is

(0, s, | · |, ⌊
1

2
·⌋, +, ×, #, =, ≤).

The intended interpretation of | · | is the length of its argument when
expressed in the binary number system. In other words, |n| is (in the
intended interpretation) equal to ⌈log2(n+ 1)⌉. The intended interpreta-
tion of ⌊ 1

2
·⌋ is precisely the one suggested by the notation: dividing the

argument by two and rounding the result downward. The symbol # is
pronounced ‘smash’ and has the following intended interpretation (“the
smash function”):

n#m = 2|n||m|.

The remaining symbols are to be interpreted in the expected way.
The motivation for the smash function is that it gives an upper bound

to Gödel numbers of formulas obtained by substitution: Suppose ϕ is a
formula, x a variable and t a term. Given the Gödel numbers of ϕ and t
(denoted with pϕq and ptq, as usual), the Gödel number of ϕ(x 7→ t) will
not surpass pϕq # ptq. Of course, we need a ‘natural’ Gödel numbering
to make this happen. See below.

Here and in the remainder of this paper, the assumption is that both
the numeral representation and the Gödel numbers we work with are effi-
cient. For example, we can take the Gödel number of a string of symbols
to be its ordinal number in an arbitrary computationally very easy but
otherwise fixed enumeration of all strings in the language of S1

2. As for
the numerals, we use efficient numerals, defined recursively as follows:

0 7→ 0;

2n+ 1 7→ s(ss0 × n);

2n+ 2 7→ ss(ss0 × n).

Clearly, efficient numerals have about the same growth rate as the corre-
sponding binary representations.

We also require that the code of a subterm is always smaller than the
entire term, and, similarly, for formulas. We will consider such codings to
be natural. See [Bus98] for details.

An example of such a natural coding is the Smullyan coding where we
code a string of letters (in a given alphabet of prime cardinality) as its
number in the length-first ordering.
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Before introducing (some of) the axioms of S1
2, we will first define a

certain hierarchy of formulas in the language of S1
2. We will say that a

quantifier is bounded if it is of the form (Qx≤ t) where t is a term2 that
does not involve x.

A quantifier is sharply bounded if it is of the form (Qx≤ |t|) where t
is a term that does not involve x

Definition 2.1 ([Bus98]). Let ∆b
0, Σ

b
0, and Πb

0 stand for the set of formu-
las all of whose quantifiers are sharply bounded. We define ∆b

i , Σ
b
i , and

Πb

i for i > 0 as the minimal sets satisfying the following conditions:

1. If ϕ and ψ are Σb

i -formulas, then (ϕ∧ψ) and (ϕ∨ψ) are Σb

i -formulas.

2. If ϕ is a Πb
i -formula and ψ is a Σb

i -formula, then ¬ϕ and (ϕ → ψ)
are Σb

i -formulas.

3. If ϕ is a Πb
i−1-formula, then ϕ is a Σb

i -formula.

4. If ϕ is a Σb

i -formula, x a variable and t is a term not involving x,
then (∀x≤ |t|)ϕ is a Σb

i -formula.

5. If ϕ is a Σb

i -formula, x a variable and t is a term not involving x,
then (∃x≤ t)ϕ and (∃x≤ |t|)ϕ are Σb

i -formulas.

6. The first five conditions are to be repeated in the dual form: with
the roles of Σ and Π, and ∃ and ∀, swapped in all places.

7. A formula ϕ is a ∆b

i -formula if it is equivalent over predicate logic
both to a Σb

i -formula and to a Πb

i -formula.

Thus, this hierarchy is analogous to the standard arithmetical hierar-
chy, with bounded quantifiers in the role of unbounded quantifiers, and
sharply bounded quantifiers in the role of bounded quantifiers.

Definition 2.2 (The polynomial induction schema [Bus98]). Let Φ be a
set of formulas which may contain zero or more free variables. We define
Φ-PIND axioms to be the formulas

ϕ(x := 0) ∧ (∀x)
(
ϕ(x := ⌊

1

2
x⌋) → ϕ

)
→ (∀x)ϕ,

for all ϕ ∈ Φ and all variables x.

Thus, when proving facts using the schema of polynomial induction,
in the inductive step we are allowed to refer to the property obtained for
⌊ 1
2
n⌋. This is, of course, faster than the standard schema of mathematical

induction where we can use the property obtained for n − 1. The price
we pay is a stronger antecedent in the induction principle.

We obtain S1
2 by extending a certain list of 32 quantifier-free formulas

(dubbed BASIC, see e.g. [Bus98]) with all Σb
1-PIND axioms.

This somewhat unusually axiomatised theory has a nice connection to
computational complexity, as the next theorem shows.

Theorem 2.3 ([Bus86]). We have the following.

• Suppose S1
2 ⊢ (∀x)(∃y)ϕ(x, y) for some Σb

1-formula ϕ. Then there is

a PTIME-computable function fϕ such that if fϕ(x) = y then ϕ(x, y)
holds (fϕ is a witnessing function for ϕ), and S1

2 ⊢ (∀x)ϕ(x, fϕ(x)).

2By “(Qx≤ t)” we mean “(∃x)(x ≤ t ∧ . . . )”, if Q is ∃, and (∀x)(x ≤ t → . . . )” if Q is ∀.
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• Conversely, suppose f is a PTIME-computable function. Then there

is a Σb
1-formula ϕf such that ϕf (x, y) holds if and only if f(x) = y,

and S1
2 ⊢ (∀x)(∃y)ϕf (x, y).

Theories in this paper will be ∆b
1-axiomatised theories (i.e. having

PTIME-decidable axiomatisations). Moreover, we will always assume that
any theory we consider comes with a designated interpretation of S1

2.
That is, when we say “a theory”, we mean a pair of an actual theory

together with some singled-out and fixed interpretation of S1
2.

A principle similar to induction is that of collection, in particular Σ1-
collection.

Definition 2.4 (Σ1-collection). The schema

(∀n)
(
(∀x < n)(∃y)ϕ(x, y) → (∃m)(∀x < n)(∃y <m)ϕ(x, y)

)

where ϕ is restricted to Σ1-formulas possibly with parameters, is the Σ1-
collection schema.

Collection is occasionally useful, however we will have to find ways to
avoid it as it is not available in S1

2.

2.2 Interpretability

We refer the reader to [Vis91] or [Vis18] for the definitions of translation
and interpretation.

There is one point specific to this paper. We want to treat a transla-
tion k as an interpretation, in a given theory T , of an unspecified target
theory in a given target signature Θ. To fulfill this role, T needs to prove
at least the k-translations of the axioms of identity for signature Θ. How-
ever, generally, this may fail. The reason is that, even if identity as a
logical connective, we treat it in translation simply as a symbol from the
signature. In other words, we translate identity not necessarily to identity.
Also, we need the guarantee that the domain is non-empty to satisfy the
axiom ∃xx = x. In fact, the usual treatment of interpretations fits free
logic without identity best.

We consider only finite signatures, so the theory of identity for signa-
ture Θ will be given by a single axiom, say idΘ. Thus, what we need for
the translation k to carry an interpretation at all is that T ⊢ id

k
Θ.

We implement a simple hack to ensure that every translation carries
an interpretation to some theory. We fix a default translation m that
interprets idΘ in T . We can take as the domain of m the full domain
of T and translate identity to identity. The translation of the predicate
symbols can be arbitrarily chosen. We can now replace k by the disjunc-
tive interpretation k∗ that is k in case id

k
Θ and m otherwise. Clearly, we

will always have T ⊢ id
k∗

Θ . Moreover, if T ⊢ id
k
Θ, then k and k∗ coincide

modulo T -provable equivalence. The idea is now simply that the trans-
lation we quantify over are really the k∗, so that they always carry some
interpretation.

We note that, in the context of interpretability logics, we are interested
in translations from a signature Θ to itself. In that context, we can take
as the default translation m simply the identity translation on Θ.
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In Section 5.1, we will strengthen our demand on translations some-
what to ensure that we do have coding in all theories we consider.

2.3 Formalised provability and interpretability

Before introducing formalised interpretability, let us say a few words on
formalised provability. For a given signature, we fix a natural formalisation
aproof(p, x) of proof from assumptions. We usually leave the signature
implicit. We assume that a proof from assumptions is given, Hilbert-
style, as a sequence of pairs of a number giving the status of the inference
step and a formula.3 Say a tells us that the formula is an assumption.
We can make aproof a ∆b

1-predicate. A theory T comes equipped with
a representation α of its axiom set. We will write axiomsT for α. The
default is that α is ∆b

1. We write:

• proofT (p, x) for:
aproof(p, x) ∧ (∀i < length(p)) ((p)i0 = a → axiomsT ((p)i1)).

• PrT (x) for ∃p proofT (p, x)

We note that, if α is ∆b
1, then so is prfT (p, x).

Let us denote the efficient numeral of the (natural) Gödel number of
A by pAq. Sufficiently strong theories (such as S1

2) prove the Hilbert–

Bernays–Löb derivability conditions ([HB13]):

1. for all ϕ, if T ⊢ ϕ, then T ⊢ PrT (pϕq);

2. for all ϕ, T ⊢ PrT (pϕ → ψq) → (PrT (pϕq) → PrT (pψq));

3. for all ϕ, T ⊢ PrT (pϕq) → PrT (pPrT (pϕq)q).

These conditions, in combination with the Fixed Point Lemma, suffice to
show that T ⊢ PrT (p0 = 1q) and, consequently, T ⊢ 0 = 1 follows from
T ⊢ ¬PrT (p0 = 1q), i.e. Gödel’s second incompleteness theorem. These
conditions also suffice to show that the following holds:

if T ⊢ PrT (pϕq) → ϕ, then T ⊢ ϕ.

Thus T is only “aware” that PrT (pϕq) implies ϕ in case the conditional is
trivially satisfied by the provability of its consequent. This entailment is
known as Löb’s rule. In fact, T is “aware” of this limitation (formalised

Löb’s rule):
T ⊢ PrT (pPrT (pϕq) → ϕq) → PrT (pϕq).

We can read e.g. the formulised Löb’s rule as a propositional scheme
by replacing PrT with ✷ and the variable ϕ that ranges over T -formulas
by the variable A that rangesover propositional modal formulas. The
provability logic GL is the extension of the basic modal logic K with an
additional axiom schema representing Löb’s formalised rule:

✷(✷A → A) → A.

3Of course, we do not really need the Hilbert format. However, the definition would be
somewhat more complicated for, say, Natural Deduction.
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In his well-known result, Solovay [Sol76] established arithmetical com-
pleteness for this logic. Upon inspection, this result works for all c.e.
extensions of EA, a.k.a. I∆0 + exp, that are Σ1-sound.

4

The predicate PrT satisfies the following property, which is known as
the Kreisel Condition, for ∃Σb

1-sound theories:

T ⊢ ϕ if and only if N |= PrT (pϕq). (1)

We can find alternative axiomatisations of PrT , that satisfy Property
(1), but behave differently w.r.t. consistency. One such axiomatisation is
given in [Fef60]. Say the original axiomatisation is α. We write αx(y) for
α(y) ∧ y ≤ x. Let the theory axiomatised by αx be Tx. We take: ̥(x) iff
α(x) ∧ Con(Tx).

We note that we diverge from our default here: ̥ is Π1. We take
T̥ to be the theory axiomatised by ̥. We need that the theory T is
Σ1-sound and reflexive to make (1) work for PrT̥ .

Let us call this notion Feferman-provability. As we are interested only
in consistent theories, clearly this predicate has the same extension as
the predicate PrT . However, it is provable within PA that 0 = 1 is not
Feferman-provable. This is, of course, not the case with PrPA, as that
would contradict Gödel’s second incompleteness theorem.

If we are dealing with a theory T with a poly-time decidable axiom set,
by Theorem 2.3, there is a Σb

1-predicate (actually ∆b
1) verifying whether

a number codes a T -proof of a formula. This implies that the provabil-
ity predicate, claiming that a proof exists for some given formula, is a
∃Σb

1-predicate. This is convenient because for S1
2 we have provable ∃Σb

1-
completeness:

Theorem 2.5. For any ∃Σb
1-formula σ we have

S
1
2 ⊢ σ → ✷Tσ.

We now move on and consider interpretability. There are various no-
tions of formalised interpretability5 Here we are interested in theorems-

interpretability, i.o.w. we say that k is an interpretation of V in U (we
write k : U✄V ) if and only if, (∀ϕ) (✷V ϕ→ ✷Uϕ

k). Here ✷V and ✷U are
the provability predicates of V and U , respectively. We remind the reader
that theorems-interpretability is S1

2-provably transitive —unlike axioms-
interpretability.

The k-translation of ϕ is denoted as ϕk. If V is a finitely axiomatisable
theory, then U ✄V is in fact a ∃Σb

1 sentence. This is due to the fact that,
for finitely axiomatised theories V , their interpretability in U boils down
to the provability of the translation of the conjunction of their axioms and
the fact that the translation function is P-TIME. As the theories studied
in this paper are all ∆b

1-axiomatisable, the aforementioned statement is
∃∆b

1, in particular ∃Σb
1.

4In a wide range of cases, we can, given the theory, redefine the representation of the axiom
set in such a way that one can drop the demand of Σ1-soundness. See, e.g., [Vis21].

5see Theorem 1.2.10. of [Joo04, Joo16a] for a discussion on their relationships.
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2.4 Modal interpretability logics

There are many different interpretability logics in the literature. The
language of interpretability logics is that of propositional logic together
with a unary modal operator ✷ and a binary modal operator ✄. We adhere
to the binding convention that the Boolean operators bind as usual and
that ✷ binds as strong as ¬ with all Boolean operators except → binding
stronger than ✄ and ✄ binding stronger than →. Thus, for example,
A✄B → ✸A ∧✷C ✄B ∧✷C will be short for:

(A✄B) →
(
(✸A ∧✷C)✄ (B ∧✷C)

)
.

Most interpretability logics extend a core logic called IL.

Definition 2.6. The logic IL has as axioms all tautologies in the modal
propositional language containing ✷ and ✄ together with all instances of
the following axioms.

L1 ⊢ ✷(A→ B) → (✷A→ ✷B)
L2 ⊢ ✷A→ ✷✷A
L3 ⊢ ✷(✷A → A) → ✷A

J1 ⊢ ✷(A→ B) → A✄B
J2 ⊢ (A✄B) ∧ (B ✄ C) → A✄ C
J3 ⊢ (A✄C) ∧ (B ✄C) → A ∨ B ✄ C
J4 ⊢ A✄B → (✸A→ ✸B)
J5 ⊢ ✸A✄ A

The only rules are Necessitation Nec : ⊢ A ⇒ ⊢ ✷A and Modus ponens.

We will consider extensions of IL by adding axiom schemes to IL. These
logics will be named by appending the names of the new schemes to IL.
For example, the principle P is given by ⊢ A✄B → ✷(A✄B) and the logic
ILP arises by adding this scheme/principle to IL. Likewise, the principle
P0 is given by ⊢ A✄✸B → ✷(A✄B) and the logic ILP0 arises by adding
this scheme/principle to IL.

For later use, we prove the following easy observation.

Lemma 2.7. If we replace in IL the axiom schema J5 : ⊢ ✸A ✄ A by

J5
′ : ⊢ B ✄✸C → B ✄C, then the resulting logic will be equivalent to the

original logic IL.

Proof. Any formula ✸A ✄ A is obtained from B ✄ ✸C → B ✄ C by
instantiating in the latter formula B by ✸A and C by A. Thus, we get
✸A✄✸A→ ✸A✄A since the antecedent is clearly provable without using
J5

′.
For the other direction, we reason in IL and assume B ✄ ✸C. Now,

by J5 we get ✸C ✄ C so that by the transitivity axiom J2 we obtain the
required B ✄ C. ⊣

8



3 Tweaking the axiom set

For finitely axiomatised theories V , we have:

S
1
2 ⊢ U ✄ V → ✷S12

(U ✄ V ),

by ∃Σb
1 completeness because U ✄ V is a ∃Σb

1-sentence. Recall that, in
this paper, as a default, all theories are assumed to be ∆b

1-axiomatised.
If this were not the case, U ✄ V need not, of course, be a ∃Σb

1-sentence,
even for finitely axiomatised theories V . To mimic the P-style behaviour
for an arbitrary theory V , we will modify V to a new theory V ′ that
approximates V to obtain S1

2 ⊢ U ✄ V → ✷S12
(U ✄ V ′). Of course, the

new theory V ′ should be sufficiently like V to be useful. Thus, we define
a theory V ′ that is extensionally the same as V , but for which U ✄ V ′ is
a statement that is so simple that under the assumption that U ✄ V , we
can easily infer ✷S12

(U ✄ V ′).

3.1 The approximating theory defined

We start with a first approximation. Given some translation k, let us
define the set of axioms V ′ as consisting of just those axioms ϕ of V such
that U ⊢ ϕk. Note that, if k : U ✄ V , then V and V ′ have the same
axioms. However, when V is not finitely axiomatisable, in general, we
cannot take the insight V ≡ V ′ with us when we proceed to reason inside
a box. In formulas: we do have k : U ✄ V ⇒ V ≡ V ′ but in general we
do not have k : U ✄ V ⇒ ✷(V ≡ V ′).

Notwithstanding, defining V ′ as above is useful and works modulo
some trifling details. Firstly, the definition of the new axiom set does not
have the right complexity. Secondly, if the argument is not set up in a
careful way, we may seem to need both Σ1-collection and exp. We shall
use a variation of Craig’s trick so that the axiom sets that we consider
will remain to be ∆b

1-definable. The same trick makes the use of strong
principles, like Σ1-collection and exp, superfluous.

Definition 3.1. Let U and V be ∆b
1-axiomatised theories. Moreover,

let k be a translation of the language of V into the language of U that
includes a domain specifier.

We remind the reader of Smoryński’s dot notation. e.g., pṗ = ṗq func-
tions as a term that is the arithmetisation of the map p 7→ p = p. Here is

our definition of V [U,k].

axiomsV [U,k](x) := (∃ p, ϕ < x)
(
x = conj(ϕ, pṗ = ṗq) ∧

axiomsV (ϕ) ∧ proofU (p,ϕ
k)
)
.

We note that this is a Σb
1-formula. We can see that is equivalent to a

∆b
1-formula by describing a procedure for deciding whether ψ is a V [U,k]-

axiom.

step 1. Is ψ a conjunction? If not, ψ does not qualify. Otherwise, proceed
to the next step.

9



step 2. Is the first conjunct of ψ, say χ, a V -axiom? If not, ψ does not
qualify. Otherwise, proceed to the next step.

step 3. Is the second conjunct of the form p = p and do we have proofU (p, χ
k)?

If not, ψ does not qualify. If so, ψ will indeed be a V [U,k]-axiom.

The following lemma tells us that S1
2 verifies that k : U ✄ V implies

that V and V [U,k] are extensionally equal. Actually, V ✄ V [U,k] always
holds and does not depend on the assumption k : U ✄ V .

Lemma 3.2. Let U and V be ∆b
1-axiomatised theories. We have

1. S1
2 ⊢ (∀k) (id : V ✄ V [U,k]).

2. S1
2 ⊢ (∀k) (k : U ✄ V → id : V [U,k]

✄ V ).

Proof. Ad (1). Reason in S1
2. We have to show: ✷V [U,k]ϕ → ✷V ϕ. This

is easily seen to be true, since we can replace every axiom ϕ ∧ (p = p)

of V [U,k] by a proof of ϕ ∧ (p = p) from the V -axiom ϕ. The resulting
transformation is clearly p-time.

Ad (2). Reason in S1
2. Suppose k : U ✄ V and ✷V ϕ. We set out to prove

✷V [U,k]ϕ. Let p be a proof of ϕ from V -axioms τ0, . . . , τn. (Note that
n need not be standard.) We would be done, if we could replace every
axiom occurrence of τi in p by

τi ∧ (qi = qi)

τi
∧E, l

where qi would be a U -proof of τki , so that we would obtain a V [U,k]-proof
r of ϕ. Clearly, for each τi we have that ✷V τi, so that by our assumption
k : U ✄ V we indeed obtain a U proof qi of τki . However, these proofs qi
may be cofinal and, thus, we would need a form of collection to exclude
that possibility to keep the resulting syntactical object r finite.

It turns out that we can perform a little trick to avoid the use of
collection. To this end, let τ be the (possibly non-standard) conjunction
of these axioms τi. Note that, by the naturality conditions on our coding,
τ is bounded by p. Since, clearly, we have ✷V τ we may find, using k :
U ✄ V , a U -proof q of τk. Here it is essential that we employ theorems

interpretability in this paper! We may use q to obtain U -proofs of qi of
τi

k. Clearly, we can extract appropriate qi from q in such a way that |qi|
is bounded by a term of order |q|2. We can now follow our original pland
and replace every axiom occurrence of τi in p by

τi ∧ (qi = qi)

τi
∧E, l

and obtain a V [U,k]-proof r of ϕ. We find that |r| is bounded by a term of
order |p| · |q|2. So, r can indeed be found in p-time from the given p and
q. ⊣

For the previous lemma to hold it is essential that we work with ef-
ficient numerals p. The reader may find it instructive to rephrase the
lemma in terms of provability.
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Corollary 3.3. For U and V being ∆b
1-axiomatised theories we have

1. S1
2 ⊢ (∀k) (∀ϕ) (✷V [U,k]ϕ→ ✷V ϕ);

2. S1
2 ⊢ (∀k)

(
k : U ✄ V → ∀ϕ (✷V [U,k]ϕ ↔ ✷V ϕ)

)
.

As mentioned before, even though we have extensional equivalence of
V and V [U,k] under the assumption that k : U ✄ V , we do not neces-
sarily have this under a provability predicate. That is, although we do
have ✷S12

(✷V [U,k]ϕ → ✷V ϕ) we shall, in general, not have k : U ✄ V →

✷
S12
(✷V ϕ → ✷V [U,k]ϕ).

3.2 A P-like principle for the approximated the-
ory

The theory V [U,k] is defined precisely so that it being interpretable in U
is true almost by definition. This is even independent on k being or not
an interpretation of V in U . The following lemma reflects this insight.

Lemma 3.4. For U and V , ∆b
1-axiomatised theories we have

S
1
2 ⊢ (∀k) (k : U ✄ V [U,k]).

Proof. Reason in S1
2. Suppose p is a V [U,k]-proof of ϕ. We want to con-

struct a U -proof of ϕk. As a first step we transform p into a V -proof p′of
ϕ as we did in the proof of Lemma 3.2,(1): replacing all axioms ϕ∧(s = s)
of V [U,k] by a proof of ϕ ∧ (s = s) from the V -axiom ϕ.

Next we transform p′, using k, into a predicate logical proof q of ϕk

from assumptions τki , where each τi is a V -axiom. It is well known that
this transformation is p-time.

Finally, each axiom τi extracted from p, comes from a V [U,k]-axiom
τi ∧ (ri = ri), where ri is a U -proof of τki . So our final step is to extend
q to a U -proof q′ by prepending the U -proofs ri above the corresponding
τki . This extension will at most double the number of symbols of q, so
q′ ≈ q2. ⊣

As a direct consequence of this lemma, we see via necessitation that
S1
2 ⊢ ✷S12

(∀k) (k : U ✄V [U,k]) so that in a trivial way we obtain something
that comes quite close to the P-schema:

S
1
2 ⊢ U ✄ V → ✷S12

(∀k) (k : U ✄ V [U,k]). (2)

However, Equation 2, is somewhat strange, since the antecedent of the
implication does no work at all. In this paper, we are interested in finite
extensions. Fortunately, a minor modification of Equation 2 does give
information about finite extensions.

Theorem 3.5. Let U and V be ∆b
1-axiomatised theories. We have:

S
1
2 ⊢ (∀k) (∀ϕ) k : U ✄ (V + ϕ) → ✷S12

(k : U ✄ (V [U,k] + ϕ)).

11



Proof. We reason in S1
2. Suppose U✄ (V +A). It follows that ✷UA

k, and,
hence, ✷U✷UA

k.
We reason inside the ✷U . We have both ✷Uϕ

k and k : U ✄ V [U,k].
We prove U ✄ (V [U,k] + ϕ). Consider any V -sentence B and suppose
✷V [U,k]+ϕψ. It follows that ✷V [U,k](ϕ → ψ). Hence, ✷U (ϕ → ψ)k. We

may conclude that ✷Uψ
k, so we are done. ⊣

We will need the following thinned version of Theorem 3.5, which shall
be the final version of our approximation of the principle P.

Theorem 3.6. Let T be a ∆b
1-axiomatised theory and let χ and α be

T -sentences. We have:

a. S1
2 ⊢ (∀k) (k : (T +α)✄ (T + β) → ✷S12

k : (T +α)✄ (T [T+α,k] + β)),

b. S1
2 ⊢ (∀k) (k : (T + α) ✄ (T + β) → ✷S12

k : (T + α) ✄ (T [T,k] + β)).

Proof. For (a), we apply Theorem 3.5 to T + α in the role of U , T in the
role of V , and β in the role of ϕ. Claim (b) follows from (a), since, clearly,
T [T+α,k] extends T [T,k] ⊣

3.3 Iterated approximations

We will need to apply our technique of approximating theories to theories
that themselves are already approximations6. To this end we generalise
the definition of approximated theories to sequences of interpretations as
follows.

Definition 3.7. Let V [〈U,k〉] := V [U,k]. We recursively define

V [〈U0,k0〉,...,〈Un,kn〉,〈Un+1,kn+1〉]

for n ≥ 0 to stand for
(
V [〈U0,k0〉,...,〈Un,kn〉]

)[Un+1,kn+1]

, i.e.:

axioms
V

[〈U0,k0〉,...,〈Un,kn〉,〈Un+1,kn+1〉](x) :=

(∃ p, ϕ < x)
(
x = pϕ ∧ (ṗ = ṗ)q ∧

axiomsV [〈U0,k0〉,...,〈Un,kn〉](ϕ) ∧

proofUn+1
(p,ϕkn+1)

)
.

If x denotes a finite sequence 〈U0, k0〉, . . . , 〈Un, kn〉, then we understand
V [x,〈Un+1,kn+1〉] as V [〈U0,k0〉,...,〈Un,kn〉,〈Un+1,kn+1〉].

Theorem 3.6(a) can be adapted to this new setting, so that we get the
following.

Lemma 3.8. Let T be a ∆b
1-axiomatised theory and let α and β be T -

sentences. Let the variable x range over codes o sequences of pairs 〈Ui, ki〉.
We have:

S
1
2 ⊢ (∀x)(∀k) (k : (T +α)✄ (T [x]+β) → ✷S12

((T +α)✄T [x,〈T+α,k〉]+β)).

6An example can be found in the proof of Lemma 7.3.
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Proof. This is immediate from Theorem 3.5, noting that the parameter x
does not affect the proof of that theorem. ⊣

Again, it seems that there is no need to keep track of the formulas γ
in the T [T+γ,k] definition. Therefore, we shall, in the sequel, simply work
with sequences of interpretations of T in T rather than sequences of pairs
of theory and interpretation. The corresponding definition is as follows
where 〈〉 denotes the empty sequence and for a sequence x, we use x ⋆ k
or sometimes simply x, k to denote the concatenation of x with 〈k〉.

Definition 3.9. For T a ∆b
1-axiomatised theory we define T [〈〉] := T and

T [x⋆k] :=
(
T [x]

)[T,k]

.

From now on, we shall write T [k] instead of T [〈k〉]. With the simplified
notion of iteration we can formulate a friendlier P-flavoured principle.

Theorem 3.10. Let T be a ∆b
1-axiomatised theory and let α and β be

T -sentences. Let x range over sequences of interpretations. We have:

S
1
2 ⊢ (∀x)(∀k)

(
(T + α)✄ (T [x] + β) → ✷S12

(
k : (T + α) ✄ (T [x,k] + β)

))
.

4 A modal logic for approximation

In this section, we will present a modal logical system to reason about
interpretations and approximations based on them.

4.1 The logic FIL

We proceed to articulate modal principles reflecting facts about approx-
imations. The main idea is to label our modalities with sequences a of
interpretation variables. Of course, in the arithmetical part, these se-
quences a will indeed be interpreted via some map κ as a sequence κ(a)
of translations from the language of T to the language of T . In the next
subsection we shall make the arithmetical reading precise but the idea is
that A✄

a B will stand for T + α✄ T [κ(a)] + β, whenever A is interpreted
by the T -sentence α and B by β. Likewise, ✷aA will be interpreted as
✷T [κ(a)]α. In the next section, we will see how we can avoid nonsensical
interpretations k so that the theories T k will always contain a minimum
of arithmetic.

As in [JV04], we will call our modal system FIL even though the system
presented here slightly deviates from the one in [JV04]. We first specify
the language. We have propositional variables p0, p1, p2, . . .. We will use
p, q, r, . . . to range over them. Moreover, we have interpretation variables
k0, k1, k2, . . .. We have one interpretation constant id. The meta-variables
k, ℓ,m, . . . will range over the interpretation terms (i.e. interpretation vari-
ables and id). The meta-variables a, b, c, . . . will range over finite sequences
of interpretation variables.

The modal language of FIL is the smallest language containing the
propositional variables, closed under the propositional connectives, includ-
ing ⊤ and ⊥, and, given an interpretation term k, the modal operators
✷

k and ✄
k, and closed under the following rule.
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• If A ✄
a B is in the language and k is an interpretation term not

contained in a, then A ✄
a,k B is in the language. Similarly, for

✷
a,kA.

We let ✸
aA abbreviate ¬✷

a¬A. We write ✄ for ✄
id, and analogously

for ✷ and ✸. The logic FIL has axioms ⊢ A for any propositional logical
tautology A in the extended language. Moreover, FIL has the obvious
interchange rules to govern interaction between both sides of the turnstyle
⊢ based on the deduction theorem so that ∆,Γ ⊢ C ⇔ ∆ ⊢

∧
Γ → C.

Apart from modus ponens, FIL has the following axioms and rules.

La
1 ⊢ ✷

a(A→ B) → (✷aA→ ✷
aB)

L
a,b
2

⊢ ✷
yA→ ✷

a
✷

svtA
La

3 ⊢ ✷
a(✷aA→ A) → ✷

aA

Ja1 ⊢ ✷
a(A→ B) → A✄

aB
Ja2a ⊢ (A✄B) ∧ (B✄

aC) → A✄
aC

Ja2b ⊢ (A✄
aB) ∧✷

a(B → C) → A✄
aC

Ja3 ⊢ (A✄
aC) ∧ (B✄

aC) → A ∨B ✄
aC

Ja4 ⊢ A✄
aB → (✸A→ ✸

aB)

J
a,b
5

⊢ A✄
a
✸

bB → A✄
b B

(→ ✷)a,k ⊢ ✷
a,kA→ ✷

aA

(→ ✄)a,k ⊢ A✄
aB → A✄

a,kB

Neca ⊢ A⇒ ⊢ ✷
aA

Pa,b,k Γ,∆,✷b(A✄
a,k B) ⊢ C ⇒ Γ,A✄

a B ⊢ C

In the above, the rule Pa,b,k is subject to the following conditions:

1. k is an interpretation variable;

2. k does not occur in a, Γ,A,B,C;

3. ∆ consists of formulas of the form E ✄
a,k F → E ✄

a F and
✷

aE → ✷
a,kE.

4.2 Basic observations on FIL

The first group of axioms La
1-L

a
3 express the straightforward generalisation

of the regular provability axioms. The second group of axioms Ja1-J
a,b
5

are the straightforward generalisations of the interpretability axioms. In
particular, taking all interpretations to be the identity we retrieve all the
regular axioms.

The third group of axioms tells us how we can vary the interpretability
parameters. The Necessitation rule is as usual, and the Pa,b,k encodes the
essential behaviour of approximations.

The following derivation shows how the Pa,b,k rules implies the axiom
version CHANGE THIS WORD:

✷(A✄
a,k B) ⊢ ✷(A✄

a,k B)

A✄a B ⊢ ✷(A✄a,k B)

⊢ (A✄a B) → ✷(A✄a,k B).
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The use of a P-flavoured rule instead of an axiom is suggested since it
better allocates flexibility in collecting all applications of Lemma 3.2 and
Corollary 3.3 in our reasoning. To be on the safe side, we consider that
FIL is presented using multi-sets so that we can allocate for applications
of Lemma 3.2 and Corollary 3.3 after a Pa,b,k rule is applied. Often we
shall not mention all parameters of an axiom and, for example, just speak
of the Pk rule instead of the Pa,b,k rule.

From Section 6 onwards we shall put the logic FIL to work. Rather
than giving formal proofs as a sequence of turnstyle statements we will
describe such formal proofs. In doing so, we will call the licence to use
✷

aE → ✷
a,kE provided by Pa,b,k: (E✷)k, and we will call 7 the licence to

use E ✄
a,k F → E ✄

a F : (E✄)k.
We observe that by taking the empty sequence we get various special

cases of our axioms. For example, a special case of (→ ✷)x,k would be
⊢ ✷

kA → ✷A. Furthermore, successive applications of (→ ✷)a,k yield
⊢ ✷

aA → ✷A. Likewise, a special case of (→ ✄)a,k gives us ⊢ A✄ B →
A✄

kB.
We observe that repeatedly applying (→ ✷)a,k yields a generalisation

of Ja2b: (A✄
aB) ∧ ✷

a⋆y(B → C) → A✄
aC.

Furthermore, we observe that Ja1 follows from the classical J1 principle
since

✷
a(A→ B) → ✷(A→ B)

→ A✄B
→ A✄

aB.

We also observe that, if we drop the superscripts in J
a,b
5

, we get the
formula A✄✸B → A✄B that is equivalent over J1, J2 to the ordinary
version ✸A✄ A of J5 as we saw in Lemma 2.7.

As a first and simple derivation in our system we have the following
strengthening of the principle P0 in FIL (recall that P0 is the scheme
A✄✸B → ✷(A✄B)).

Lemma 4.1. Let a and b be arbitrary sequences of interpretations. Let

∆ consist of formulas of the form E ✄
a,k F → E ✄

a F and ✷
aE → ✷

a,kE
for some k that does not occur in a, Γ,A,B,C. We have the following rule

to be derivable over FIL:

Γ,∆,✷b(A✄B) ⊢ C ⇒ Γ,A✄
a
✸B ⊢ C

Proof. We assume Γ,∆,✷b(A✄B) ⊢ C. By J
a,k,id
5

we know that

⊢ A✄
a,k

✸B → A✄B,

so that we get Γ,∆,✷b(A✄
a,k

✸B) ⊢ C. An application of Pa,b,k yields
the required Γ,A✄

a
✸B ⊢ C. ⊣

7A possible strengthening of Pa,b,k is:

Γ,∆, {✷b(Ai ✄
a,k Bi | i < n+ 1)} ⊢ C ⇒ Γ, {Ai ✄

a Bi | i < n+ 1} ⊢ C

putting the obvious conditions on occurrences of k and on ∆. We will not consider this
strengthening in the paper.
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5 Arithmetical semantics

In order to set up arithmetical semantics, we would like to quantify over
sensible translations. For example, a translation should at least map
a minimum of arithmetic to provable sentences. However, how are we
to separate the sensible from the non-sensical translations? In the first
subsection we shall provide a construction to guarantee that we only use
sensible translations. Then we shall define arithmetical semantics and
prove a soundness theorem.

5.1 A further modification of translations

To do interpretability logic we need that we have sufficient coding possi-
bilities in each theory we consider. Suppose we already have a theory with
coding and translation k from the signature of T to the signature of T .
We want to insure that T [T,k] also has coding. To do this we simply have
to produce an improved version of the modification trick we introduced
in Section 2.2.

We fix our base theory T of signature Θ. Our coding will always
be implemented via an interpretation of S1

2 in T . We also fix such an
interpretation, say N . Let α⋆ be a conjunction of T -axioms that implies
both idA, where A is the signature of arithmetic, and (S1

2)
N . We fix α⋆

for the remainder of this section.
We can now specify our standard modification. Define, for any trans-

lation k of the signature of T to the signature of T , the disjunctive inter-
pretation n(k) that is k if (α⋆)k and idΘ, otherwise. Over predicate logic,
we have, by a simple induction, that, for any Θ-sentence ϕ,

ϕn(k) ↔
(
(α⋆)k ∧ ϕk

)
∨
(
¬(α⋆)k ∧ ϕ

)
. (3)

Since the needed induction to prove this is on the length of ϕ and since
the proof can be uniformly constructed in p-time from ϕ, we have access
to (3) when reasoning inside S1

2.
We observe that, for example, in the formula ∃k✷Uϕ

s(k), the choice
of whether s(k) will be equivalent to idΘ or to k will depend on whether
(α⋆)k holds under the ✷U . In contrast, in the expression ∃k✷U [s(k)]ϕ, the
nature of U [s(k)] depends on whether (α⋆)k holds outside the box.

Let us proceed by making some easy observations on n(k). In the
following lemma, we start by observing that regardless of the nature of
k, the derived s(k) provides us an interpretation of α⋆ in T . Next, we
see that any other interpretation of α⋆ in T will also occur as an image
of s. Thus, modulo T -provable equivalence, n(k) ranges precisely over all
interpretations of α⋆.

Lemma 5.1. We have, verifiably in S1
2, that, for all good translations k

and j,

1. T ⊢ (α⋆)n(k),

2. for any formula ϕ we have T ⊢ (α⋆)k → (ϕn(k) ↔ ϕk),

3. T ⊢ ϕn(idΘ) ↔ ϕ
(i.o.w., n(idΘ) is T -equivalent to idΘ),
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4. T ⊢ ϕn(k◦j) ↔ ϕn(k) ◦ n(j)

(i.o.w., n T -provably commutes with composition of translations).

Proof. Let us prove the first claim. Reason in S1
2 and let k be arbitrary.

Now reason in T or more formally, under the ✷T . We distinguish cases. If
(α⋆)k, then s(k) = k, and (α⋆)k holds by the case assumption. Otherwise,
s(k) = idΘ. The choice of T and α⋆ (see beginning of the subsection)
implies T ⊢ α⋆, as required.

The second claim is immediate by the induction we already discussed.
The third and fourth claims are easy. ⊣

We recall that where the lemma mentions the theory T [T,n(k)] we really
mean the theory axiomatised by

axiomsT [T,n(k)](x) = (∃ p,ϕ < x)
(
x = pϕ ∧ (p = p)q∧

axiomsT (ϕ) ∧ proofT (p,ϕ
n(k))

)
.

(4)

In this formula we can expand ϕn(k) as in (3).

Lemma 5.2. S1
2 ⊢ ∀k ✷T [T,n(k)] (S

1
2)

N .

Proof. Reason in S1
2. Consider any translation k from the language of T

to the language of T . Lemma 5.1 tells us there is a proof in T of (α⋆)n(k).
Hence, we have proofs pi of (αi)

s(k), for (standardly) finitely many T -
axioms α1, . . . , αn. We would like to show that T [T,n(k)] proves each of
these αi, since then T [T,n(k)] proves (S1

2)
N . We take arbitrary αi and put

x = pαi ∧ (pi = pi)q. Clearly, this x witnesses (4), the first two conjuncts

of the body of (4). Furthermore, T proves (αi)
n(k) because pi is a proof

of this formula in T . So, αi ∧ (pi = pi) is an axiom of T [T,n(k)], whence

T [T,n(k)] proves αi. ⊣

Recall that we work with the theories T that interpret S1
2 and that we

fix a designated interpretation N : T ✄ S1
2. We defined a variety of other

theories of the form T [x], but we did not specify what interpretation of S1
2

we are supposed to bundle them with. The preceding lemma tells us that
we can reuse N . Thus, we will take N as the designated interpretation of
S1
2 in the T [x].

5.2 Arithmetical soundness

As before, we fix our base theory T of signature Θ, the interpretation N
of S1

2 in T , the sentence α⋆, and the mapping on translations n. Let us
say that translations in the range of n are good translation. We call the
formalised predicate of being good: good.

As usual, the modal logics are related to arithmetic via realisations.
Realisations map the propositional variables to sentences in the language
of arithmetic. However, we now also have to deal with the interpretation
sequences. Thus, our realisations for the arithmetical interpretation are
pairs (σ, κ), where:

• σ maps the propositional variables to T -sentences, and
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• κ maps the interpretation variables to good translations from the
language of T to the language of T .

We stipulate that the σ maps all but finitely many arguments to ⊤ and,
likewise, that the κ maps all but finitely many arguments to n(idΘ). The
realisations are lifted to the arithmetical language in the obvious way by
having them commute with the logical connectives and by taking:

(✷k1,...,knA)σ,κ := ✷T [ 〈κ(k1),...,κ(kn)〉 ]A
σ,κ, and

(A✄
k1,...,kn B)σ,κ :=

(T +Aσ,κ)✄ (T [ 〈κ(k1),...,κ(kn)〉 ] +Bσ,κ).

Here, in the context of T , we suppress the relativisation to N , it being the
silent understanding that all coding is done inside N . We observe that
the nested modalities make sense because of Lemma 5.2. A central point

here is that we allow κ to be an internal variable. The transformation
T 7→ T [〈κ(k1),...κ(kn)〉] is, in essence, a transformation of indices of theories
and can, thus, be represented internally.

We note that the formula (✷k1,...,knA)σ,κ will not be generally equiv-
alent to ((¬A)✄k1,...,kn ⊥)σ,κ.

A modal formula A will be arithmetically valid in T and N , w.r.t.
our choice of α⋆, iff, for all σ, we have T ⊢ ∀κAσ,κ. We note that it is
necessary that the quantifier over σ is external, since the substitutions
are at the sentence level. However, the internal quantification over the κ
makes sense since these program transformations of of indices for theories.

Theorem 5.3 (Arithmetical Soundness). Let T be a ∆b
1-axiomatisable

theory containing S1
2 via N . We have, relative to a fixed α⋆,

Γ ⊢FIL A ⇒ for all σ, T ⊢ ∀κ
(∧

Γ σ,κ → Aσ,κ
)
.

Proof. We use induction on FIL proofs.
The axiom (→ ✷)a,k: ⊢ ✷

a,kA → ✷
aA is directly obtained by Corol-

lary 3.3.1. and (→ ✄)a,k are immediate from Lemma 3.2. The principles
La
1 to Ja4 are simple.
The principle Ja2b is immediate from the observation that (T + α) ✄

(T [a] + β) and ✷T [a](β → γ) imply (T + α)✄ (T [a] + γ).
The validity of Ja,b

5
follows from the observation that,

S
1
2 ⊢ ∀j, k ∈ good (T [U,k] + con(T [V,j] +B))✄ (T [V,j] +B).

This follows by the usual formalisation of Henkin’s Theorem (see e.g.,
[Vis91, Joo16b, Vis18]).

We now consider Pa,b,k which tells us that from Γ,∆,✷b(A✄
a,k B) ⊢ C

we may derive Γ,A✄
a B ⊢ C.

Consequently, for the closure of arithmetical validity under this rule
we assume that

for all σ, T ⊢ (∀κ)
(∧

Γ σ,κ∧
∧
∆σ,κ∧

(
✷

b(A✄
a,kB)

)σ,κ
→ Cσ,κ

)
(5)
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and will need to prove

for all σ, T ⊢ ∀κ
(∧

Γ σ,κ ∧
(
A✄

a B
)σ,κ

→ Cσ,κ
)
. (6)

To this end, we fix σ. We reason in T . We fix some κ′ and assume

∧
Γ σ,κ′

∧
(
A✄

a B
)σ,κ′

. (7)

We remind the reader that the modal interpretation variable k is supposed
to be fresh. Let κ be as κ′ with the sole exception that

κ(k) : Aσ,κ′

✄
κ′(a) Bσ,κ′

whence also κ(k) : Aσ,κ
✄

κ(a) Bσ,κ.

Note that we can that the existence of a desired choice for κ(k) is guar-

anteed by Assumption (7). By Lemma 3.10 we get ✷
(
Aσ,κ

✄
κ(a,k) Bσ,κ

)
.

Moreover, by Lemma 3.2(2) and by Corollary 3.3 we may conclude
∧
∆σ,κ

so that by (5) we conclude Cσ,κ. Since k does not occur in C we may thus

conclude Cσ,κ′

which finishes the proof of (6) and hence the soundness of
Pa,b,k. ⊣

6 On principles in IL(All)

In this section, we give arithmetical soundness proofs for some well-known
interpretability principles that hold in all reasonable arithmetical theories.
For this purpose we will employ the system FIL.

To avoid repeating too much content from [JV04], here we study only
the following principles, but with proofs written in more detail compared
to [JV04]. For other well-known principles we refer to [JV04].

W ⊢ A✄B → A✄ (B ∧ ✷¬A)
M0 ⊢ A✄B → (✸A ∧✷C) ✄ (B ∧ ✷C)
R ⊢ A✄B → ¬ (A✄ ¬C)✄B ∧ ✷C

6.1 The principle W

We start with the ILP-proof of the principle W, which we will later convert
to an FIL proof of W.

Fact 6.1. ILP ⊢ W.

Proof. We reason in ILP. Suppose A ✄ B. Then, ✷(A ✄ B). Hence, (∗)
✷(✸A → ✸B), and, thus, (∗∗) ✷(✷¬B → ✷¬A).

Moreover, from A ✄B, we have A ✄ (B ∧ ✷¬A) ∨ (B ∧ ✸A). So it is
sufficient to show: B ∧✸A✄B ∧✷¬A.

We have:

B ∧ ✸A ✄ ✸B by (∗)
✄ ✸(B ∧✷¬B) by L3

✄ B ∧ ✷¬B by J5
✄ B ∧ ✷¬A by (∗∗).

⊣

19



To prove arithmetical soundness of W we will essentially replicate the
modal proof of W in ILP. We first give a more formal version of the proof
that uses the rule Px,y,k in the way we formally defined it. Afterwards we
will give a more natural proof.

Lemma 6.2. The following holds:

✷(A✄
[k] B),

(B ∧✸A✄
[k] B ∧✷

[k]¬B) → (B ∧✸A✄B ∧✷
[k]¬B)

⊢FIL B ∧✸A✄B ∧✷¬A.

Proof. Reason in FIL. Some simple uses of rules and axiom schemas of FIL
are left implicit.

✷(A✄
[k] B) assump. (1)

(B∧✸A✄
[k]B∧✷

[k]¬B)→(B∧✸A✄B∧✷
[k]¬B) assump. (2)

✷(✸A → ✸
[k]B) by (1), Jk4 (3)

✷(✷[k]¬B → ✷¬A) by (3) (4)

✸A✄✸
[k]B by (3), J1 (5)

B ∧✸A✄✸
[k]B by (5), J1, J2 (6)

B ∧✸A✄✸
[k](B ∧ ✷

k¬B) by (6), Lk
3 , J1, J2 (7)

B ∧✸A✄
[k] B ∧✷

k¬B by (7), Jk5 (8)

B ∧✸A✄B ∧✷
[k]¬B by (2), (8) (9)

B ∧✸A✄B ∧✷¬A by (4), (9) (10)

⊣

Proposition 6.3. The principle W is arithmetically valid.

FIL ⊢ A✄B → A✄B ∧✷¬A.

Proof. Reason in FIL. By Pk and Lemma 6.2 we get

A✄B ⊢FIL B ∧✸A✄B ∧✷¬A. (∗)

Now assume A✄B. Combining A✄B with (∗) we get

B ∧✸A✄B ∧✷¬A. (∗∗)

Clearly A✄B implies

A✄ (B ∧✷¬A) ∨ (B ∧✸A). (∗∗∗)

From (∗∗) and (∗∗∗) by J3 we obtain A✄B ∧✷¬A. Thus

FIL ⊢ A✄B → A✄B ∧✷¬A,

as required. ⊣
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The proof presented in Proposition 6.3 (and Lemma 6.2) resembles
the proof we gave earlier demonstrating that ILP ⊢ W. However, the
resemblance is not exactly obvious; we had to turn our proof “inside-out”
in order to use the rule Pk (resulting in the contrived statement of Lemma
6.2). This can be avoided by applying the rule Pk in a different way.

When we want to conclude something starting from A✄
xB, we intro-

duce a fresh interpretation variable k and get ✷
y(A✄

x,kB) (for whichever
y we find suitable). Now we have to be a bit more careful; we can’t end
the proof before we eliminate this k. We also have to be careful in how
we use the rules (E✷)k and (E✄)k. Essentially, any proof in the new form
must be formalisable in the system FIL as it was defined earlier. Let us
demonstrate this with the principle W.

Reason in FIL. Suppose that A ✄ B. By Pk we have for some k that
✷(A ✄

[k] B). Hence, by Jk4 , we have (∗) ✷(✸A → ✸
[k]B) and, so, (∗∗)

✷(✷[k]¬B → ✷¬A).
Moreover, from A ✄B, we have A ✄ (B ∧ ✷¬A) ∨ (B ∧ ✸A). So it is

sufficient to show B ∧✸A✄B ∧✷¬A. We have:

B ∧✸A ✄ ✸
[k]B by (∗)

✄ ✸
[k](B ∧ ✷

[k]¬B) by Lk
3

✄ B ∧✷
[k]¬B by Jk5 and (E✄)k

✄ B ∧✷¬A by (∗∗).

6.2 The principle M0

Another good test case is the principle M0, since both ILW 0 M0 and
ILM0 0 W. Although we will later demonstrate the method for the princi-
ple R too and ILR ⊢ M0, the proof for R is more complex. For this reason
we include the principle M0.

We start with the ILP-proof of M0: A✄B → (✸A ∧✷C)✄ (B ∧✷C).

Fact 6.4. ILP ⊢ M0.

Proof. Reason in ILP.

A✄B → ✷(A✄B) by P

→ ✷(✸A → ✸B) by J4
→ ✷(✸A ∧✷C → ✸B ∧✷C)
→ ✸A ∧ ✷C ✄✸B ∧✷C by J1
→ ✸A ∧ ✷C ✄✸(B ∧✷C)
→ ✸A ∧ ✷C ✄B ∧✷C by J5.

⊣

Now we adapt this proof to fit FIL. We will not write the more formal
version of the proof (see the commentary in Subsection 6.1).

P-style soundness proof of M0 Reason in FIL.
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A✄B → ✷(A✄
[k] B) by Pk

→ ✷(✸A → ✸
[k]B) by Jk4

→ ✷(✸A ∧✷C → ✸
[k]B ∧✷C)

→ ✸A ∧ ✷C ✄✸
[k]B ∧ ✷C by J1

→ ✸A ∧ ✷C ✄✸
[k]B ∧ ✷

[k]
✷C by Lk

2

→ ✸A ∧ ✷C ✄✸
[k](B ∧ ✷C)

→ ✸A ∧ ✷C ✄
[k] B ∧✷C. by Jk5

→ ✸A ∧ ✷C ✄B ∧✷C by (E✄)k.

6.3 The principle R

As a final example, we will prove that the principle R: A ✄ B → ¬(A ✄

¬C) ✄B ∧ ✷C is arithmetically valid.
Before we see that ILP ⊢ R, we first prove an auxiliary lemma.

Lemma 6.5. IL ⊢ ¬(A✄ ¬C) ∧ (A✄B) → ✸(B ∧ ✷C).

Proof. We prove the IL-equivalent formula (A ✄ B) ∧ ✷(B → ✸¬C) →
A ✄ ¬C. But this is clear, as IL ⊢ (A ✄B) ∧ ✷(B → ✸¬C) → A✄ ✸¬C
and IL ⊢ ✸¬C ✄ ¬C. ⊣

Fact 6.6. ILP ⊢ R.

Proof. We reason in ILP. Suppose A✄B. It follows that ✷(A✄B). Using
this we get:

¬(A✄ ¬C) ✄ ¬(A✄ ¬C) ∧ (A✄B)
✄ ✸(B ∧✷C) by Lemma 6.5
✄ B ∧✷C by J5.

⊣

P-style soundness proof of R Reason in FIL. We first show that
(A ✄

[k] B) ∧ ¬(A ✄ ¬C) → ✸
[k](B ∧ ✷C). We show an equivalent claim

(A✄
[k] B) ∧✷

[k](B → ✸¬C) → A✄ ¬C.
Suppose that A ✄

[k] B and ✷
[k](B → ✸¬C). Thus, A ✄

[k]
✸¬C by

Jk2 b. By Jk5 we get A✄ ¬C, as required. By necessitation,

✷((A✄
[k] B) ∧ ¬(A✄ ¬C) → ✸

[k](B ∧✷C)). (11)

We now turn to the main proof. Suppose A ✄ B. Then, for some k, we
have ✷(A✄

[k] B) and, thus,

¬(A✄ ¬C) ✄ ¬(A✄ ¬C) ∧ (A✄
[k] B)

✄ ✸
[k](B ∧✷C) by (11)

✄ B ∧✷C. by Jk5 and (E✄)k
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7 Two series of principles

In [GJ20] two series of interpretability principles are presented. One series
is called the broad series, denoted Rn (for n ∈ ω). The other series is
called the slim hierarchy, denoted Rn (for n ∈ ω). The latter is actually
a hierarchy of principles of increasing logical strength.

Both series of principles are proven to be arithmetically sound in any
reasonable arithmetical theory. The methods used to prove this soundness
in [GJ20] involve definable cuts and in essence can be carried out in the
system called CuL. In the next two sections we will see how both series
admit a soundness proof based on the method of finite approximations of
target theories as embodied in our logic FIL.

7.1 Arithmetical soundness of the slim hierarchy

As already mentioned, the slim hierarchy Rn defined in [GJ20] is actually
a hierarchy. Thus, to prove arithmetical soundness it suffices to study
a cofinal sub-series. In our case we will study the certain sub-series R̃n.
Let us define the original sequence first; even though we will use the sub-
series for the most part. Let ai, bi, ci and ei denote different propositional
variables, for all i ∈ ω. We define a series of principles as follows.

R0 := a0 ✄ b0 → ¬(a0 ✄ ¬c0)✄ b0 ∧✷c0

R2n+1 := R2n[¬(an ✄ ¬cn)/¬(an ✄ ¬cn) ∧ (en+1 ✄✸an+1);
bn ∧✷cn/bn ∧✷cn ∧ (en+1 ✄ an+1)]

R2n+2 := R2n+1[bn/bn ∧ (an+1 ✄ bn+1);
✸an+1/¬(an+1 ✄ ¬cn+1);
(en+1 ✄ an+1)/(en+1 ✄ an+1) ∧ (en+1 ✄ bn+1 ∧✷cn+1)]

We proceed with defining the sub-series R̃n (see [GJ20], below Lemma

3.1) where the R̃n hierarchy exhausts the even entries of the original Rn

hierarchy:

X0 := A0 ✄B0

Xn+1 := An+1 ✄Bn+1 ∧ (Xn)

Y0 := ¬(A0 ✄ ¬C0)

Yn+1 := ¬(An+1 ✄ ¬Cn+1) ∧ (En+1 ✄ Yn)

Z0 := B0 ∧✷C0

Zn+1 := Bn+1 ∧ (Xn) ∧✷Cn+1 ∧ (En+1 ✄ An) ∧ (En+1 ✄ Zn)

R̃n := Xn → Yn ✄ Zn.

For convenience, define X−1 = ⊤. With this we have Xn ≡IL An ✄ Bn ∧
(Xn−1) for all n ∈ ω. The first two schemas are:

R̃0 := A0 ✄B0 → ¬(A0 ✄ ¬C0)✄B0 ∧✷C0;

R̃1 := A1 ✄B1 ∧ (A0 ✄B0) → ¬(A1 ✄ ¬C1) ∧ (E1 ✄ ¬(A0 ✄ ¬C0)) ✄
B1 ∧ (A0 ✄B0) ∧✷C1 ∧ (E1 ✄A0) ∧ (E1 ✄B0 ∧ ✷C0).

In the proof that FIL ⊢ R̃n (Theorem 7.2) we use the following lemma.
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Lemma 7.1. For all n ∈ ω, and all interpretation variables k:

FIL ⊢ (An ✄
k Bn ∧ Xn−1) ∧ Yn → ✸

k
Zn.

Proof. Let n = 0 and fix k. We are to prove

FIL ⊢ (A0 ✄
k B0 ∧ ⊤) ∧ ¬(A0 ✄ ¬C0) → ✸

k(B0 ∧ ✷C0).

Equivalently,

FIL ⊢ (A0 ✄
k B0) ∧✷

k(B0 → ✸¬C0) → A0 ✄ ¬C0.

Assume (A0 ✄
k B0) ∧✷

k(B0 → ✸¬C0). By Jk2b, this yields A0 ✄
k
✸¬C0,

whence by Jk5 , A0 ✄ ¬C0.
Let us now prove the claim for n + 1. Fix k. Unpacking, we are to

show that:

FIL ⊢ (An+1 ✄
k Bn+1 ∧ Xn) ∧ ¬(An+1 ✄ ¬Cn+1) ∧ (En+1 ✄ Yn)

→ ✸
k
(
Bn+1 ∧ Xn ∧✷Cn+1 ∧ (En+1 ✄ An) ∧ (En+1 ✄ Zn)

)
.

Equivalently, we are to show that:

FIL ⊢ (An+1 ✄
k Bn+1 ∧ Xn) ∧ (En+1 ✄ Yn)

∧✷
k
(
(Bn+1 ∧ Xn) → ✸¬Cn+1 ∨ ¬(En+1 ✄ An) ∨ ¬(En+1 ✄ Zn)

)

→ An+1 ✄ ¬Cn+1.

(12)

Assume the conjunction on the left-hand side of (12). The first and
the third conjunct imply

An+1 ✄
k Bn+1 ∧ Xn ∧

(
✸¬Cn+1 ∨ ¬(En+1 ✄ An) ∨ ¬(En+1 ✄ Zn)

)
,

whence by weakening,

An+1 ✄
k
Xn ∧

(
✸¬Cn+1 ∨ ¬(En+1 ✄ An) ∨ ¬(En+1 ✄ Zn)

)
. (13)

We now aim to get An+1✄
k
✸¬Cn+1. To this end, we set out to eliminate

the last two disjuncts within (13).
From En+1✄Yn (the second conjunct on the left-hand side of (12)) we

have En+1 ✄¬(An ✄¬Cn), thus En+1 ✄✸An, whence ✷
k(En+1 ✄An) by

the generalised P0 (Lemma 4.1). We now combine ✷
k(En+1 ✄ An) with

(13), simplify and weaken to obtain

An+1 ✄
k
Xn ∧ (✸¬Cn+1 ∨ ¬(En+1 ✄ Zn)). (14)

Thus, we have eliminated the second disjunct within (13), and we are left
to eliminate ¬(En+1 ✄ Zn). We will now use the second conjunct on the
left-hand side of (12), En+1✄Yn, again. We wish to apply the rule P〈〉,k,j ,
so assume ✷

k(En+1 ✄
j Yn). Combining ✷

k(En+1 ✄
j Yn) with (14) and

unpacking Xn, we obtain

An+1✄
k(An✄Bn∧Xn−1)∧(En+1✄

j
Yn)∧(✸¬Cn+1∨¬(En+1✄Zn)). (15)
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Reason under ✷k. We wish to apply the rule P〈〉,j,ℓ with An✄Bn∧Xn−1,
so assume ✷

j(An ✄
ℓ Bn ∧ Xn−1). Combining ✷

j(An ✄
ℓ Bn ∧ Xn−1) with

En+1 ✄
j Yn we obtain (still under the ✷

k) that En+1 ✄
j (An ✄

ℓ Bn ∧
Xn−1) ∧ Yn. Applying this to (15) we may conclude

An+1✄
k
(
En+1✄

j (An✄
ℓBn∧(Xn−1))∧Yn

)
∧(✸¬Cn+1∨¬(En+1✄Zn)).

The induction hypothesis allows us to replace An ✄
ℓ Bn ∧ (Xn−1) ∧ Yn

with ✸
ℓ(Zn).

An+1 ✄
k (En+1 ✄

j
✸

ℓ(Zn)) ∧ (✸¬Cn+1 ∨ ¬(En+1 ✄ Zn)).

By J
j,ℓ
5
,

An+1 ✄
k (En+1 ✄

ℓ
Zn) ∧ (✸¬Cn+1 ∨ ¬(En+1 ✄ Zn)).

By our last application of P〈〉,j,ℓ and (E✄)ℓ, we can substitute ✄ for ✄ℓ:

An+1 ✄
k (En+1 ✄ Zn) ∧ (✸¬Cn+1 ∨ ¬(En+1 ✄ Zn)).

Finally, we can simplify, weaken and apply J
k,〈〉
5

to obtain An+1✄¬Cn+1.
⊣

We can now prove soundness for the slim hierarchy. It suffices to do
this for the cofinal sub-hierarchy R̃n.

Theorem 7.2. For all n ∈ ω, FIL ⊢ R̃n.

Proof. Let n ∈ ω be arbitrary. Assume ✷(An ✄
k Bn ∧ (Xn−1)). Clearly

Yn ✄ (An ✄
k Bn ∧ Xn−1) ∧ Yn.

Now Lemma 7.1 implies
Yn ✄✸

k
Zn,

whence by J
〈〉,k
5

,
Yn ✄

k
Zn.

By the rule Pk, we can replace our assumption ✷
k(An ✄Bn ∧Xn−1) with

Xn. Furthermore, by the same application of Pk, and by (E✄)k, we have

Yn ✄ Zn. Thus, Xn → Yn ✄ Zn, i.e. R̃n. ⊣

7.2 Arithmetical soundness of the broad series

In order to define the second series we first define a series of auxiliary
formulas. For any n ≥ 1 we define the schemata Un as follows.

U1 := ✸¬(D1 ✄ ¬C),

Un+1 := ✸((Dn ✄Dn+1) ∧ Un).

Now, for n ≥ 0 we define the schemata Rn as follows.

R
0 := A✄B → ¬(A✄ ¬C) ✄B ∧✷C,

R
n+1 := A✄B →

(
Un+1 ∧ (Dn+1 ✄ A)

)
✄B ∧✷C.
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As an illustration we present the first three principles.

R0 := A✄B → ¬(A✄ ¬C) ✄B ∧ ✷C;
R1 := A✄B → ✸¬(D1 ✄ ¬C) ∧ (D1 ✄A)✄B ∧✷C;

R2 := A✄B → ✸

[
(D1 ✄D2) ∧✸¬(D1 ✄ ¬C)

]
∧ (D2 ✄ A)✄B ∧ ✷C.

When working with this series it is convenient to also have the following
schemas:

V1 := ✷(D1 ✄ ¬C),

Vn+1 := ✷(Dn ✄Dn+1 → Vn) for n ≥ 1.

Alternatively, we could have defined Vn := ¬Un for n ≥ 1.

Lemma 7.3. For all n ∈ ω \ {0}, and all finite sequences a consisting of

interpretation variables:

FIL ⊢ Dn ✄
a
✸¬C → Vn.

Proof. Let n = 1 and a be arbitrary. We want to prove that FIL ⊢
D1 ✄

a
✸¬C → ✷(D1 ✄ ¬C). This is an instance of the generalised P0

schema as we stated in Lemma 4.1.
Let us now prove the claim for n+1. Thus, we fix an arbitrary sequence

of interpretations a. We are to show that

FIL ⊢ Dn+1 ✄
a
✸¬C → ✷(Dn ✄Dn+1 → Vn).

Thus, reasoning in FIL, we assume Dn+1 ✄
a
✸¬C. We now wish to apply

the rule Pk with this formula, where k is an arbitrary variable not used in
its left or right side or a. So, assume ✷(Dn+1 ✄

a,k
✸¬C). Reason under

a box. Assume Dn ✄Dn+1. Now Dn ✄Dn+1 and Dn+1 ✄
a,k

✸¬C imply
Dn ✄

a,k
✸¬C. By the necessitated induction hypothesis, this implies Vn.

Thus, we find ✷(Dn ✄Dn+1 → Vn), as required. ⊣

Lemma 7.4. For all interpretation variables k we have the following:

FIL ⊢ Un ∧ (Dn ✄ A) ∧ (A✄
k B)✄k B ∧✷C.

Proof. It is clear that the claim to be proved follows by necessitation, J1,
and J

〈〉,k
5

from the following:

FIL ⊢ Un ∧ (Dn ✄ A) ∧ (A✄
k B) → ✸

k(B ∧ ✷C).

This formula is equivalent to

(Dn ✄ A) ∧ (A✄
k B) ∧✷

k(B → ✸¬C) → Vn.

Assuming the left-hand side, we get Dn ✄
k
✸¬C, whence Vn by Lemma

7.3. ⊣

Theorem 7.5. For all n ∈ ω, FIL ⊢ Rn.
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Proof. Case n = 0 is clear. Let n > 0 be arbitrary and let us prove Rn.
Reason in FIL. Assume A ✄ B. We wish to apply the rule Pk here. So,
assume ✷(A✄

k B). We have:

Un ∧ (Dn ✄ A)✄ Un ∧ (Dn ✄ A) ∧ (A✄
k B).

Lemma 7.4 and the rule J2 imply

Un ∧ (Dn ✄ A)✄k B ∧✷C,

and by (E✄)k,
Un ∧ (Dn ✄ A)✄B ∧✷C.

So we are done. ⊣
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