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Abstract

This article has two parts. In Part I, we briefly outline the analysis of ‘contrary-to-duty’ obligation sentences presented in
our 2002 handbook chapter ‘Deontic logic and contrary-to-duties’, with a focus on the intuitions that motivated the basic
formal-logical moves we made. We also explain that the present account of the theory differs in two significant respects from
the earlier version, one terminological, the other concerning the way the constituent modalities interconnect. Part II is the
principal contribution of this article, in which we show that it is possible to define a complete and decidable axiomatization for
the Carmo and Jones logic, a problem that was still open. The axiomatization includes two new inference rules; we illustrate
their use in proofs, and show that on the basis of this axiomatization we can recover all the axioms and rules considered in
‘Deontic logic and contrary-to-duties’, and used there in the analysis of contrary-to-duty conditional scenarios.
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1 Partl

Part T of this article rehearses in outline the principal considerations that motivate the analysis of
‘contrary-to-duty’ obligation sentences (CTDs) presented in [1]. In the course of this outline, we
also indicate that there are two significant differences between the [1] version of the theory and the
one presented here. The first difference is terminological: what we earlier called ‘ideal obligations’
will now be referred to as ‘primary obligations’. The second difference pertains to the way in which
primary and actual obligations are conceptually connected: we here adopt a logical principle that was
discussed in [1], but to which we did not there commit.

The ‘dog and warning sign’ example (D&WS), due to [9, 10] provides a suitable point of departure.
(The example is a variant of the Chisholm set [3], which initiated the discussion of CTDs in deontic
logic.)

(D&WS)

(a) There ought to be no dog.

(b) If there is no dog, there ought to be no warning sign.
(c) If there is a dog, there ought to be a warning sign.
(d) There is a dog.

Any attempt to give an appropriate formal-logical analysis of sets of this kind must be able to give
an answer to the questions: what is the actual obligation, in the circumstances described, of the agent
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586 A logic of CTDs

to whom the norms apply ? Is his actual obligation to put up a warning sign ? Or is it, rather, to get rid
of the dog ? The key to the theory developed in [1] is that the appropriate answer to these questions
turns on the starus assigned to the fact described in line (d), in the following sense: if the fact that
there is a dog is not a fixed, unavoidable feature of the situation, then the actual obligation on the
agent concerned is that expressed by line (a). However, if—for one reason or another—the presence
of the dog is a necessary, fixed, unavoidable feature of the situation, so that the practical possibility of
complying with the obligation expressed by line (a) has to all intents and purposes been eliminated,
then the actual obligation applying in the circumstances is to put up a warning sign.

There are various different sorts of reasons why the facts of a given situation might be deemed
to be fixed. In our view, those deontic logicians who proposed temporal solutions to CTD problems
focussed on one common type of reason for fixity; for instance, if the books ought to be returned
by date due, then there is no way one can meet that obligation after the due-date has passed: the
practical possibility of satisfying that obligation has been eliminated. (Depending on the content of
the library’s regulations, the actual obligation that then applies, in the circumstances, might be, for
instance, to pay a fine.)

We believe that one useful way of viewing the [1] theory is to see it as a kind of generalization
of the insight contained in the temporal approach to CTDs. The need to generalize arises because
temporal reasons, although very common, are not the only reasons why facts become fixed. An
obvious example here is that the deed of killing, once performed, cannot be undone—not for reasons
of temporal necessity, but rather causal necessity. But less obvious, perhaps, are cases in which
fixity arises as a result of agents’ decisions; consider, again, the dog example: it may be practically
impossible in the situation to remove the dog because, for instance, the dog owner stubbornly refuses
to do so, and everyone else in the vicinity has decided to keep well away from the animal, knowing
it to be savage. The presence of the dog is a fixed fact because nobody is willing to get rid of it. From
the practical perspective, the main point is that the possibility of satisfaction of the requirement that
there be no dog has been effectively eliminated. Of course, that obligation has been violated, and as a
consequence the dog owner may be liable to sanction. But in the circumstances the actual obligation,
in virtue of line (c) of (D&WS), is to erect a warning sign.

Two lines from the example of the ‘considerate assassin’ (CA), also due to [10], allow us to develop
these points further:

(CA)

(a) You should not kill Mr X.

() T
(c) Butif you kill Mr X, you should offer him a cigarette.

The question is: when does the assassin have an actual obligation to offer Mr X a cigarette ? Not
after killing him, obviously ! A plausible interpretation of the scenario is that the assassin’s actual
obligation to offer a cigarette comes into force when he firmly decides that he is going to kill Mr X,
i.e. when it becomes a fixed, settled fact that Mr X will be killed.

Note that the examples considered indicate that two distinct notions of necessity—and their
associated notions of possibility—will need to be taken into account. The dead cannot be offered
the opportunity to smoke a cigarette, just as a book cannot be returned by date due if the deadline
has passed. But, in contrast, the dog owner may have both the ability and opportunity to remove the
dog, just as the assassin may have both the ability and the opportunity to refrain from killing Mr X.
It was a fundamental feature of the [1] approach that these two species of necessity each had their
respective roles to play in determining which of two types of normative conclusion could validly be
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drawn from a given CTD scenario. We have already referred to one of these two types of normative
conclusion: the actual obligations. For the other type, we used in [1] the label ‘ideal obligations’,
following the terminology employed in [8]. We now believe the term ‘primary obligations’ to be
more suitable, for reasons that should become clearer in due course. We next proceed to outline how
the two concepts of necessity, and the two notions of obligation, hang together in the [1] theory of
CTDs.

Formulae of the form O,A, where A is a place-holder for a sentence, denoted by a box O with
an arrow — inside in [1], represent what is actually fixed, or unavoidable, given—among other
factors—what the agents concerned have decided to do or not to do. So, in (D&WY), if the relevant
agents have decided that the dog is not going to be removed, then the sentence O,dog is true of the
situation, where ‘dog’ abbreviates the sentence ‘there is a dog’. The dual possibility notion, <,A, is
defined by —0,—A. Which actual obligations arise in the dog scenario will depend, in particular, on
whether or not {;—dog is true. We use O,A to represent ‘it is actually obligatory that A’.

Given that the dog owner’s will is firm, and he has stubbornly resolved that the dog stays, it is
not actually possible that there is no dog. However, we nevertheless wish to say that it is potentially
possible that there is no dog, in the sense that the dog owner does have the ability and opportunity
to get rid of the dog and so, if he had decided differently, the dog might have been removed. We
represent this second notion of possibility by <pA, and its dual necessity notion (i.e. =<>p—A) by
OpA, denoted by a box O in [1]. In the dog scenario, which primary obligations, represented by OpA,
are derivable will depend, in particular, on whether or not <>p—dog is true. (We note that Op was
denoted by Oj in [1].)

The discussion in [1] covers a range of CTD scenarios, each of which contained two types of
component: sentences expressing obligation norms (e.g. (D&WS), (a), (b) and (c)) and sentences
expressing facts (e.g. (D&WS), (d)). We represented the former component by means of a dyadic,
conditional obligation operator O(A/B), where A and B are place-holders for sentences. For instance,
(D&WS) (a)—(c) took the form:

(a) O(—dog/T)
(b) O(—sign/—dog)
(c) O(sign/dog)

where ‘dog’ stands for the sentence ‘there is a dog’, ‘sign’ for the sentence ‘there is a warning sign’
and ‘T’ represents the tautologous condition.

Consider first the dyadic conditional obligation operator. How do we wish to interpret a sentence
of the kind ‘if there is a dog then there shall be a warning sign’? On our view, this sentence is to be
understood as saying that in any context in which the presence of a dog is a fixed, unalterable fact, it
is obligatory to have a warning sign, if this is possible. We think of a context as a set of worlds—the
set of relevant worlds for the situation at hand. So the above sentence is to be understood as saying
that, for any context in which there is a dog (i.e. for any context in which there is a dog in each world
of that context), if it is possible to have a warning sign then it is obligatory to have a warning sign.!
And in order to capture this idea we introduce in our models a function ob:p(W)— (5 (W)) (to be
presented in Part IT) which picks out, for each context, the propositions which represent that which is
obligatory in that context. That is, ||B|| € ob(X) (where ||B|| denotes the truth set of B in the model in
question) if and only if the proposition expressed by B represents something obligatory in context X.

'We are here using the term ‘obligatory’ in a weak sense; in a strict sense, for a sentence B to be obligatory in a context
X we would also claim that there must exist at least one world in X where B is false (i.e. we would insist, for the strict sense,
that obligations must be violable). Our actual and primary obligations will be considered in this strict sense.
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Accordingly, we say that a sentence O(B/A) is true in a model if and only if, in any context X where
A is true and B is possible (i.e. in any context having A true in each of its worlds and B true in at
least one of its worlds), it is obligatory that B.>

On the basis of this operator we could now derive the obligations that were applicable in each
context. The question is what are the types of contexts that we need to be able to talk about in our
formal language, taking into account the obligations we want to derive. Our answer is that we want
to be able to talk about the context of what is actually considered open to the agent (formed by the
worlds we call the actual versions of the current world) and about the context of what was potentially
possible/open to the agent (formed by the worlds we call the potential versions of the current world).
The propositions that are obligatory in the former context we call actual obligations and we reserve
the term primary obligations for the propostions that are obligatory in the latter context. And we
use the two above-mentioned necessity operators (and their duals) to express in our formal language
what is true or not true in these contexts.

So, depending on the modal status of line (d), above, as expressed in terms of our two pairs of
notions of necessity and possibility, the logical theory licensed the inference of particular conclusions
concerning primary and actual obligations.?

Primary obligations, we may say, represent what should have been done in a given situation.
Accordingly, we express violation of obligation in terms of primary obligation. We may now outline,
in summary, our analysis of the (D&WS) scenario: if it is a fixed fact that (actually necessary that)
there is a dog (i.e. if O,dog is true), but it is actually possible that a sign may be erected and potentially
possible that there is no dog, then the [1] logic licenses the derivation of the actual obligation to erect
a warning sign (O,sign) and the primary obligation that there is no dog (Op—dog). There is no actual
obligation that there be no dog precisely because we are supposing that removal of the dog is not an
actual possibility. But a violation has nevertheless occurred, as expressed by the conjunction Op—dog
A dog.*

Those, in brief outline, are the basic principles of our approach. For a detailed discussion of their
application to a broad spectrum of CTD scenarios, including those in which more than two levels of
obligations are involved, we refer the reader to [1], especially pp. 298-314.

What remains to be mentioned is the second issue with respect to which the present article differs
from [1]. At p. 319 of the latter we raised the question of how the relationship between actual
obligation and (what we now call) primary obligation is to be characterized. Suppose it to be the case
that there is a primary obligation that A, and that it is still actually possible to fulfill that obligation
and still actually possible to violate it. That is, suppose:

OpANA OaAN Oy—A

Should it not then follow that it is actually obligatory that A ? In [1] we discussed this issue, but
left it unresolved. We now decide in favour of an affirmative answer to the question; the formal

2We also add the further requirement that the conjunction of A and B is not contradictory, in order to avoid some ‘absurd’
vacuous conditional obligations, and to secure the result that if O(B/A) is true then ||B|| € ob(||A]|).

30ne of the reviewers suggested that there is a tendency in the literature to reserve the term ‘primary obligations’ to refer to
unconditional obligations contained in the initial set of premises that describe a given scenario. So we should make it explicit
that our use here of the term ‘primary obligation’ departs from that tendency, since for us primary obligations are among the
obligations that may be derived from a particular scenario. In [1] we used the term ‘ideal obligation’ instead; we now prefer
the term ‘primary obligation’ to designate those derived obligations that concern what first and foremost should have been
done in a given situation; clearly, the circumstances of a given situation may be such that there is a difference between what
should have been done and what is actually required to be done.

4On the distinction between violation and mere non-fulfillment, see [1], pp. 318-319.
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ramifications of that decision are described in Part II. But we conclude this section by noting that the
inclusion of
OpANA OAN Oa—A— OA

as a valid sentence of the logic provides, we think, good reason for not calling ‘actual’ obligations
‘secondary’ obligations.

2 Partll

Part 11 is the technical part of the article, in which we show that is possible to define a complete and
decidable axiomatization for the logic proposed in [1], a problem that was still open.> In Section 1, we
describe the formal language and in Section 2 we describe the semantics. In Section 3, we describe
the proposed axiomatization and show that it is sound and consistent. The given axiomatization
includes two inference rules of a new kind, and in Section 4 we illustrate the use of these inference
rules in proofs and show that within this axiomatization we can recover (prove) all the axioms and
rules considered in [1], and used there in the analysis of the CTD scenarios. Section 5 is devoted
to proving that the proposed axiomatization is complete and satisfies the finite model property. We
omit many of the proofs, or make only a sketch of them. For the details, the reader is referred to the
Appendix A.

2.1 Section 1. Formal language
The alphabet of our formal language consists of:

* An infinite countable set of propositional symbols
AV, >, o

* (,) (parentheses)

e O (in all worlds)

* Op (in all potential versions of the current world)

e O, (in all actual versions of the current world)

* O(/) (dyadic deontic operator)

* Op (monadic deontic operator for primary obligation)
* O, (monadic deontic operator for actual obligation)

Instead of —, A, Vv, —, <>, we could consider as primitive only — and A, or any other adequate
set of propositional connectives. The ‘in all worlds’ necessity operator O was not considered in [1].5
With it we can define an axiomatization that expresses better the underlying semantic intuitions,

5As mentioned in [1] (p. 296, footnote 21), at that time we already had some unpublished completeness results. They
concerned the 0+O(/) fragment of our logic (i.e. without considering O,, O, O,and Op). Specifically, we proved that schemas
1-8 of Section 3 provide a complete and decidable axiomatization for that 0O+O(/) fragment (regarding models of the form
M=<W,o0b,V>). However, the definition of a complete and decidable axiomatization for the whole logic was an open issue. The
adaptation of Cresswell’s mini-canonical model (using the terminology of one of the reviewers) is here non-trivial and much
more complex than for the O+O(/) fragment (in particular, for this fragment the formula ¢ used for building the ‘canonical
model’, in Section 5, could be simply the initial consistent formula ). We also want to mention that, recently (after the
writing of the original version of this article), we discovered that [6] provided a preferential semantics for our system, and
proved an axiomatization of a modification of it to be complete with respect to ranked structures.

%In fact, as we have already mentioned, in [1] the box O was used, but to represent the in all potential versions operator
Op. and the box with an arrow — inside was used to represent O,. And Op, was denoted by O;.
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allowing us to clarify what has to do with all worlds, what has to do with the potential versions of
the current world and what has to do with the actual versions of the current world. The consideration
of O also facilitates the construction of a complete axiomatization.

The rules for construction of well-formed sentences (formulae) are as usual. In writing formulas,
we may omit parentheses assuming the following precedence between the operators: 1st) the unary
operators; 2nd) A; 3rd) V; 4th) — and <. We will use (the first Latin capital letters) A, Ay, ..., B,
By, ... to generically refer to sentences (formulas), I',T'(,..., A, ... to denote sets of sentences and
g, 41, -.. to refer to atomic sentences (propositional symbols).

The duals of O, O, and O, are denoted, respectively, by <, <, and <, and defined as usual:

We consider T =4rq—q, for some propositional symbol g, and 1 =4 —T. Sequences of
conjunctions and disjunctions are defined as usual (and AjA... AAp=4T, if n =0, and A1V ...
VA =g L, if n = 0). We consider also conjunctions and disjunctions of finite sets of formulae,
defined as expected (for n> 0): A{A[, ... ,An} =4t A1A ... AAy and V{A1, ... ,An} =¢fA1V ... VA5
In the metalanguage, we also use the usual quantifiers.

2.2 Section 2. Semantics

Our models are structures M=<W.,av, pv, ob, V>, where:

(1) W is a non-empty set.
(2) Vs a function assigning a truth set to each atomic sentence (i.e. V(q) € W).
(3) ‘av’is a function (where (W) denotes the power set of W)

av: W — p(W)

such that (where w denotes an arbitrary element of W):

(3a) av(w) #0
4) pv: W — (W) is such that:

(4a) av(w) C pv(w)
(4b) w € pv(w)

(5) and ob : (W) — p((W)) is such that (where X,Y, Z designate arbitrary subsets of W):

(5a) B¢ ob(X)
(5b) if YN X =Z N X, then (Y € ob(X) iff Z € ob(X))
(5¢*) Let B C ob(X) and B #4, i.e. let B be a non-empty set of elements of ob(X).
If (NB) N X #¢¥ (where NB = {weW: Vzc4 WeZ})
then (NB) € ob(X)
(5d) if YEX and Yeob(X) and XCZ, then ((Z-X) UY) € ob(Z)
(5e) if Y&X and Zeob(X) and YNZ # @, then Zeob(Y)

7As one of the reviewers has pointed out, the fact that ob(X) is not closed under supersets is relevant to the Ross paradox.
See [1], section 6.1.
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Given a model M=<W, ... >, the elements of W are designated by worlds and (as above) in what
follows we will use w, v, ... to denote arbitrary worlds and X,Y, Z to denote arbitrary sets of worlds.
Intuitively: av(w) denotes the set of actual versions of the world w; pv(w) denotes the set of potential
versions of the world w; and ob(X) denotes the set of propositions which are obligatory in context X.

We write M | =yA to denote that formula A is true in the world w of a model M=<W, av, pv, ob,
V>, and we define ||A|[M= {weW: M|=yA}. In order to simplify the presentation, whenever the
model M is obvious from the context, we write ||A|| instead of ||A||M.

Truth in a world w in a model M=<W, av, pv, ob, V> is characterized as follows:

M |=wp iff weV(p)

(the usual truth conditions for the connectives —, A, VvV, — and <)

M | =y OA iff ||A|l=W

M |=y O.A iff  av(w) C[|A]l

M | =y OpA iff  pv(w) C|A]|

M |=,O(B/A) iff ||A]] N ||B]|#@ and (YVX)(Gf X C ||Al| and X N ||B]| # @, then
[IB|] € 0b(X))

M | =y 0,A iff ||]A]| € ob(av(w)) and av(w) N ||—A|| £

M |=y OpA iff  ||A|| € ob(pv(W)) and pv(w) N ||—A|| # @

A sentence A is said to be true in a model M=<W, av, pv, ob, V>, written M |= A, iff ||A] |M =W;
and A is said to be valid, written |=A, iff M |=A in all models M.

OBSERVATION II-2-1

(1) An alternative to the proposed definition of M|=,O(B/A) would be to define the dyadic
obligation operator in the following strict sense®:
M|=wO(B/A) iff  [|A[|N][B]|#¥ and [|A][N]|—=B]| #¥ and
(VX)X ||A]| and XN||B|| # @ and XN||—B|| # @, then ||B|| €ob(X))
In that case we would require that:
if Yeob(X), then XN(W-Y)# @
and the truth in a world w of O,A (respectively OpA) would be defined simply as follows:
M| =y O, iff ||A|| € ob(av(w)) (resp. M| =wOpAiff ||A]| € ob(pv(w)))
With both approaches we get exactly the same semantics for O;A and OpA.
(2) Condition (5a) is obvious and means that for us a contradiction cannot be obligatory.
(3) Condition (5b) means that if, from the point of view of a context X, two propositions Y and Z
are indistinguishable, then one of them is obligatory (in that context X) iff the other is.
Since YNX = (YNX)NX, from (5b) the condition (5b) follows:

(5b") Yeob(X) iff YNX € ob(X)
And, taking into account (5a), we can deduce that our models also satisfy the following
condition:

(5ab) if Y € ob(X), thenY N X # @

(a condition which in turn implies (5a))
(4) If W is finite, then (5c*) (which means (5c¢) generalized) is equivalent to the following
condition®:
(5¢) if Y, Z € ob(X) and YNZNX # @, then YNZ € ob(X)

81n the strict sense, any obligation should be possible to fulfill and to violate.
9Referred to as (5c-) in [1], p. 323. (In [1] condition (5¢) is “if Y,Z€ob(X), then YNZecob(X)’).
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which means that the conjunction of obligatory propositions (in some context X)
is also obligatory, unless we are in the presence of contraditory obligations (within that
context).

(5) Condition (5d) states that if a subset Y of X is an obligatory proposition in a context X, then in
a bigger context Z it is obligatory to be either in Y or else in that part of Z which is not in X.
The first lemma (below), which can be used to simplify some proofs, states a ‘generalization’
of condition (5d) (implied by (5d), assuming, as we do, condition (5b)).

(6) Condition (5e) states thatif Z is an obligatory proposition in a context X, then Z is also obligatory
in any subcontext Y of Z where it is possible to fulfill Z.

Condition (5e) was discussed in [1], where its adoption was left open. Here we assume it.

(7) It is obvious that M| =y O(B/A) implies ||B|| € ob(]|A]|). As stated below (result 1I-2-2), the
inverse is also true, assuming condition (5e). Thus, besides some other good consequences, the
adoption of (5e) allows us to simplify the definition of M | = O(B/A).

LEmMmA I1-2-1
Assuming condition (5b), the following condition below is equivalent to (5d):
(5bd) if Yeob(X) and XCZ, then ((Z-X) UY) € ob(Z)

REsuLT II-2-1

Let M and M, be two models that differ at most in the valuation of the propositional symbols, i.e.
M| =<W, av, pv, ob, V| > and My =<W, av, pv, ob, V, >.

If V1(q) = V2(q), for any propositional symbol q occurring in A, then
Ywew (Mi|=w Aiff M| =wA)

ProOF. Standard.

RESULT II-2-2 (redefinition of M | = O(B/A))
Adopting, as we are doing, condition (5e) (besides condition (5ab)), then:
M |=wO(B/A) iff ||B|| € ob(||Al])

LEmMmA 11-2-2
With condition (5¢*) (plus conditions (5a), (5b) and (5d)), we obtain:
ob-U*) Let 8 be a non-empty set of subsets of W, and let H=UpB (= {weW: 3zc4 weZ}).
If Vzep Xeob(Z), then Xeob(H)

PRrROOF (sketch).

Let B be a non-empty set of subsets of W, H = UB and suppose that Vzcg X€ob(Z).
Let 8’= {(H-Z)UX: Ze B}.We have that N\g" = (N{H-Z: Ze BH UX = U X=X
We can also prove that: 8’ is non-empty, 8~ C ob(H) and (NS’ )NH#@.

Thus, by condition (5¢*),(NB’) € ob(H), i.e. X € ob(H) (as we wish to prove).

2.3 Section 3. Axiomatization

2.3.1 Axioms and inference rules

In what follows we introduce the axioms and rules for the modal operators. For some of the axioms and
theorems, we introduce special labels—if there is no standard label—in order to facilitate reference
to them.

We assume as axioms all tautologies and we assume the Modus Ponens (MP) inference rule.
And we will use PC (from Propositional Calculus) as reference for the use of any tautology or any
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tautological rule (both the primitive Modus Ponens and the other derivable tautological inference
rules).

Characterization of O:

(D) O is a normal modal operator of type S5 (using Chellas classification, see [2])
Characterization of O: Reference label
2) OB/A) —> OB AA) (0—<)

3 SHAABAC)AOB/A)AOC/A)— OB AC/A) (0-C)
“4) the principle of strengthening of the antecedent:

OA—-B)ASAAC)AOC/B)— O(C/A) (0-SA)
(®)] the ‘RE—axiom’ wrt the antecedent:
O(A < B) — (O(C/A) < O(C/B)) (O-REA)
(6) the ‘contextual RE—axiom’ wrt the consequent:
0C — (A< B)) > (O(A/C) < OB /C)) (O-CONT-REC)
@) OB/A)— OO(B/A) (0O— 00)
&' OB/A)— O(A—>B/T) (0—-0—)

Characterization of Op:
) Op is a normal modal operator of type KT (using Chellas classification)

Characterization of Oy:
(10) O, is a normal modal operator of type KD (using Chellas classification)

Relationships between O, Op and O,:

(1) DA—OpA (O—0Op)
(12)  OpA—T,A (Bp—Ua)
Relationships between Oy (respectively: Op) and Oy (resp.: Op):
(13)  0O,A = (m0,A A —0O,—A) (—0y)
OpA — (=OpA A =Op—A) (=0p)
(14) 0Ou(A < B) > (03A < 0,B) («0,)
Op(A < B) — (OpA < OpB) («<>0p)
Relationships between O, Oy(resp.: Op) and O, (resp.: Op) - factual detachment axioms:
(15)  O(B/A) AORA A $aB AO;—B — O,B (0O,-FD)
O(B/A) AOpA ASpB AGp—B — OpB (Op-FD)

Finally, in order to get a complete axiomatization for the whole logic, we introduce two primitive
inference rules, of a new type, which we refer as rules to consistently add O(/) formulas. This name
comes from the use given to these rules in the completeness proof. Briefly, these rules are used there
to construct the maximal consistent sets, that will be our ‘canonical worlds’, in such a way that

10The weaker version of schema C for the consequent of O(/), which we identify simply by (O-C) (referred to as (O-C-)
in [1], p. 323).

110One of the reviewers has drawn our attention to [6], the content of which was not familiar to us at the time of the original
writing of this article. While there are matters here for further consideration, we agree with the reviewer that the adoption of
schema 8 is the reason—or at least a principal reason—why the incompleteness example presented in [6] is no longer valid.
There is some discussion of schema 8 in [1], at p. 321.



594 A logic of CTDs

whenever a relevant O,4A belongs to one of those worlds, we can also add to that world a formula
O0a9AO(A/q) for an appropriate propositional symbol q (and similarly, if OpA belongs, we can add
OpgAO(A/q) for an appropriate q).

(16)  Rules to consistently add O(/) formulas:

(Oa —O40)-rule: If the propositional symbol q does not occur in any of the formulas By, ..., By, A
and |—BjA ... ABp— —=0(0,A — Oyq A O(A/Q))
then |—BiA ... ABp— —=CO0,A (ie. |—-BiA ... ABp— O-0,A)

(Op — OpO)-rule: If the propositional symbol q does not occur in any of the formulae By, ..., Bp, A
and |-BjA ... ABh— —O(0pA — Opq A O(A/Q))
then [=BjA ... ABp— =OO0pA

2.3.2  Soundness and consistency

Lemma I1-3-1
From conditions (5b) and (5d) (of our models), it follows that:
if M | =wO(B/A) and Z is such that Z N ||A]|N ||B|| #%, then ||[A—B|| € ob(Z)

REesuLT II-3-1

(a) The (O —O,0)-rule preserves validity, i.e.
If the propositional symbol q does not occur in any of the formulae By, ... , By, A
and |=B{A ... ABp— —0(03A — O,q A O(A/q))
then |=B{A ... ABp— —=<00A

(b) The (Op —O,0)-rule preserves validity

PROOF OF (a) (the proof of b) is similar). Suppose that the propositional symbol q does not occur in
any of the formulae By, ..., By, A and that

(1) |=BiA ... ABy— —=0O(0,A — O,q A O(A/qQ))

and suppose, by reductio ad absurdum, that | #B{A ... ABy — —=<CO,A.
Then, there exists some model M = <W, av, pv, ob, V> and some world w € W such that
)M |=wBiA ... ABy
and M | =y, <0O,A, a condition that implies that there exists a world v € W such that
(B) M |=y0,A.
Let X = {yeW: M |=y0,A} = [|0.A| M.
Let M; be the model M| =<W, av, pv, ob, V| > with V| defined as follows:
if q1 #q then V1(q1)=V(q1), and V{(q) = Uxex av(x)
Since q does not occur in any of the formulae By, ... , By, A, by result II-2-1, we have that
@ B IM=[1B ML, ..., [[Ba|M=1[By|M!, [JAIM=]A|M! and X = ||0,A[M =||0,A| M.
And, from (2) and (4) it follows that (5) M{|=wB1A ... ABj.
Let 8 = {av(y): yeX}. We have that:
(1) B#0,since X #@ (by (3), v € X).
(i) UB=V1(q) = q|M.
(iii) For every Ze g, ||A| IMI ¢ ob(Z). (As a matter of fact, if Ze B, then there exists yeX such that
Z = av(y), and yeX=||0,A|M!implies M| | =yO,A, which implies that [|A|[M! € ob(av(y)).)

Thus, from condition ob-U*) (see lemma II-2-2), we conclude that (6) ||A||M! € ob(] lq] M1y,
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Now, let zeW be any world such that M| =;0,A (i.e. zeX).

Since zeX, we have that av(z) CUxex av(x) = Vi(q) = ||q||M1. Thus (7) M| =;0,q
And from (6) (by result II-2-2) it follows that (8) M| =;O(A/q)

Thus, from (7) and (8) (since z was an arbitrary world such that M |=;0,A)

(9) M| =y O(0A — Taq A O(A/Q)

But then, from (5) and (9), we conclude that

M||=wBiA ... ABpA O(0,A — Oyq A O(A/Q))

and so

M| #wBiA ... ABy— —0(0,A — O,q A O(A/Q))

which contradicts (1).

ResuLT 11-3-2
The previous axiomatization is sound (i.e. all theorems are valid).

OBSERVATION II-3-1
The complicated part of the soundness proof was established in result II-3-1, and proved above.
With respect to the rest of the soundness proof, which we have omitted above (and included in the
Appendix A), we make next only some brief comments.
The validity of many of the axioms follows (more or less directly) from the relevant truth conditions.
The semantic condition (5¢*) is needed only to prove result II-3-1. For the rest of the soundness
proof, it suffices to consider condition (5c) (which is used to prove the validity of schema 3 (O-C)).
Lemma II-3-1 is useful to prove the validity of schema 8§ (O—0O—).
In the soundness proof, the semantic condition (5e) is needed to prove both the result II-3-1 and
the validity of schema 8 (O—O0—).

ResuLT 1I-3-3
The proposed axiomatization is consistent, i.e.'> L is not a theorem.

PrOOF. By result 1I-3-2, it suffices to prove that there is (at least) a model for our logic.
Let M=<W, av, pv, ob, V> be defined as follows:

(1) W is any non empty set;

(2) Vs any total function from the set of propositional symbols into p(W);
(3) av: W — (W) is defined as follows: Vyecw av(w) = W,

4) pv: W — ©(W) is defined as follows: Yy ew pv(w) = W; and

(5) ob: (W) — p(p(W)) is defined as follows: Vxcw ob(X) =

It is easy to see that M, so defined, satisfies all conditions of the models of our logic.

2.4 Section 4. Some theorems and derived (proof) rules

In this section we show that we can recover (prove) all the axioms and rules considered in [1], and
used there in the analysis of the CTD scenarios, and we illustrate the use of the new inference rules
in proofs.

The axiomatization proposed here differs from the one considered in [1] in three principal ways.
First, we have included here, in our formal language, the ‘in all worlds’ necessity operator, which

2Which is equivalent to stating that the set of theorems is consistent in the following sense: ‘for any n(>1) theorems
Aq, ..., Ay, 7(A1A .AAY) is not a theorem’.
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has permitted a ‘reformulation’ of some of the axioms and rules in [1]. The list of these axioms and
rules can be seen in result II-4-1 below, where it is stated that they can still be deduced.

Second, we have assumed here semantic condition (5e), whose adoption was left open in [1].
Without (5e), schema (O—O—) is not valid and should be replaced, in our axioms, by the schemas

O(B/A) ASL(AAB) AGa(AA—B) — O,(A—B) (0—0,—)

OB/A) AOp(AAB) AGp(AA—B) — Op(A—B) (0—=0p—)

(schemas that can be deduced from (O— O—): see observation II-4-2 below).

Finally, we have extended semantic condition (5c) (referred to as (5c-) in [1, p. 323]) to condition
(5¢*), an extension that seems uncontroversial and that, together with the adoption of condition
(5e), has allowed us to ‘validate’ the two new primitive rules, which are the main innovation of this
axiomatization as compared with the one in [1]. These rules are essential to our completeness proof,
as will be clear in the next section. In this section, we illustrate the use of these rules in proofs,
showing, in particular, that they allow us to deduce, as theorems, the following schemas

Sa(AAB) AOZA A OB — O,(AAB) (0,-0)

Op(AAB) A OpA A OpB — Op(A A B) (0p-C)
which are valid assuming condition (5c), and were assumed as axioms in [1], as well as

OpA A=A AOA — OA (Op—0a,)

The latter is an important schema, relating primary and actual obligations; it is valid assuming
(5e) (and would be assumed as an axiom, if we were to adopt (5e) and if we did not adopt the new
primitive rules).

LEMMA 11-4-1
Let C[A/B] denote a formula that we can obtain by replacing in formula C one or more occurrences
of formula A by formula B. Then:

|-0(A < B) > (C < C[A/B]) (REQ) - theorem (theorem of replacement of equivalents)

PrOOF. The proof is standard and uses (besides PC) the fact that O is an S5-operator and axioms
(O-REA), (O-CONT-REC), (O — Op), (Op — Oy), («<»0y) and («>Op).

OBSERVATION II-4-1

(a) By O-necessitation and PC, from the (REQ)-theorem, above, it follows trivially the following
rule of replacement of equivalents (where the notation C[A/B] means the same as in the previous
lemma)

If |- A <> B then |- C <+ C[A/B] (REQ) —rule

(b) Similarly, by O-necessitation and PC, from axiom (O-SA) it follows the rule
If |- A—B then | —<>(AAC) A O(C/B) — O(C/A)

(c) From axiom (O— OO) and the normality of O (i.e. the fact that O is a normal modal operator),
it follows | — <>O(B/A) — <$OO(B/A). But, since of O is of type S5, | —<OO(B/A) — TO(B/A).
Thus, the following theorem follows:

| —<0O(B/A) — OO(B/A) label: (O— OO)
And from this theorem, the normality of O and PC, the following theorem also follows:
| —<>—0(B/A) — O—-0(B/A) label: (G—0— O—0)

As discussed in [1], p. 294, axiom (O— OO) and these theorems reflect the fact that norms which
comprise the deontic component of a CTD scenario are themselves taken to be fixed. This is a
reasonable assumption to make, given that our concern is not with the dynamics of normative systems,
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but with the determination of which primary and actual obligations may be derived from a fixed set
of norms, given the facts of the case.

REesuLT 11-4-1
(a) The following schemas (which are axioms in [1]) can be deduced as theorems:

e —O(L/A)

Cp(AABAC) A O(B/A) A O(C/A) — OBAC/A)
O(B/A) — O(B/AAB)

OpO(B/A) — O,0(B/A)

Op(AABAC) A O(C/B) — O(C/AAB)

(b) The following rules (which are primitive in [1]) can be derived:

* If |—A <> B then |- O(C/A) <> O(C/B)
¢ If |-=C — (A <> B) then |- O(A/C) <> O(B/C)

OBSERVATION I1-4-2
That (O— O, —) can be deduced from (O—O—) (and other axioms), can be seen as follows:

(1) |- O(B/A) ACa(A A B) ACa(A A =B) = O(B/A) ACa(A — B) AG;—(A — B)
using PC and known properties of normal operators

2) -O0B/A)— O(A—B/T) (0—>0—-)
3) |-O(A—=B/T) AO,T A $a(A — B) AO;—(A — B)

— 04(A— B) (0O4-FD)
4) |—0,T O, is a normal operator
(5) |-O(A—B/T) A a(A — B) AO,—(A — B) - Oa(A — B) from (3) and (4) by PC
(6) |- OB/A) ACL(AAB) AC(AA—=B) — Oy(A— B) from (1), (2) and (5) by PC

Analogously we can derive (O—Op —) from (O—O—) and (Op-FD).
LEMMA 11-4-2

(a) With the (O, —O,0)-rule, we can deduce the following derived proof rule:
label: (— —O,)-rule

If the propositional symbol q does not occur in any of the formulae By, ... , By, A
and |[—=B{A ... ABpA OA — —(Oyq A O(A/Q))
then |—BiA ... ABy— —0A

(b) With the (Op —8p0)-rule, we can deduce the following derived proof rule:
label: (— —Op)-rule

If the propositional symbol q does not occur in any of the formulae By, ..., By, A
and [=BiA ... ABnA OpA — —(8pq A O(A/q))
then [=BiA ... ABy— —OpA

PROOF OF (a) (the proof of (b) is similar). Suppose that the propositional symbol q does not occur in
any of the formulae By, ..., By, A and that

|— BiA ... ABpAO A — —(Oaq A O(A/q))

Then |—BjA ... ABp— —0,A, as detailed below:
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() |=BiA ... ABpA OA — —=(O3q A O(A/Q)) assumption

(2) |-BiA ... AByA OA — (0OA A =(Oaq A O(A/Q))) from (1) by PC

(3) |-BiA ... AByA OA — —=(04A — O,yq A O(A/Q)) from (2) by PC

@) |——(0,A —0O3q A O(A/q)) = —O(0,A — Oyq A O(A/q)) by the properties of O

(5) |-BiA ... AByA O4A — —=0O(04A — Oyaq A O(A/Q)) from (3) and (4) by PC

6) |—BiA ... ABpA O A — =C0A from (5) by the (O4 —O,0)-rule
(considering the following n + 1 B’s in the (O3 —0,0)-rule: By, ..., By and B, 1= O4A)

(7 |——=C0,A — —0A by the properties of O

@®) |-BiA ... ABp—>—0A from (6) and (7) by PC

REesuLT I1-4-2

(a) With the (Op —Op0)-rule we can derive (the following theorem schema)

[— OpA ASa—A ACA — OA (Op—0,)
(b) With the (O, —O0,0)-rule we can derive

| —<a(AAB) AOA A OB — Oy(AAB) (0,-0)
(c) With the (Op —Op0)-rule we can derive

| —<p(AAB) A OpA A OpB — Op(A A B) (NS

PROOF. (a) Let A be any formula and suppose that q is any propositional symbol that does not occur
inA.

(1) |—O(A/q) AOaq AA A=A — OA (O,-FD)

(2) | =<CaA AC—A — (—0,A — —(0,q A O(A/Q))) from (1) by PC

(3) |—=0pgq A O(A/q) — Oag A O(A/q) (Op— 0y) and PC

@) |—<CaA AC—A — (=0,A — —=(0pq A O(A/Q))) from (2) and (3) by PC

(5)  [=<aA A=A A=0A A OpA — —(Opq A O(A/q))  from( 4) by PC

6) | A ACR—A A=OA — —0OpA from (5) by the (— —Op)-rule
(see previous lemma I1-4-2, considering n = 3 and B; =<3A, By =<3—A and B3 =—0,A)

(M) |- OpA A=A N $CaA — OA from (6) by PC

(b) Let A and B be any two formulas and suppose that q and r are two distinct propositional symbols
that do not occur in A or B.

* We will start by proving that
| —<Ca(AAB) A OaA A O(B/q) AOaq — Oa(AAB)

The detailed proof is as follows:

1) |-rAq —> g PC

(2) |—<@AgAaB) A O(B/q) — OB/rAQ) from (1) using the rule in observation 1I-4-1-(b)
(3) |—<a(AAB) AOaq AQgr — Oa(tAQAAAB) using properties of normal operators and PC
@) |—<a(rtAgAAAB) — O(rAgQAAAB) from (0 — Op), (Op — Oy) and PC

5) |—S(AgAAAB) — S(rAgAB) using properties of normal operators and PC
(6) | —<a(AAB) AOaq AOar A O(B/q) — O(B/rAQ) from (3), (4), (5) and (2) by PC

analogously we get
(7) | —<a(AAB) AOaq AOar A O(A/r) — O(A/rAQ)

8) | =< (AgAAAB) A O(A/rAq) AO(B/rAq) — O(AAB/rAQ) (0-0)
9) |—0Oaq AOar — Oa(rAQ) using properties of normal operators
(10) |[—O(AAB/rAQ) AOa(rAQ) A (AAB) A —(AAB) — O4(AAB)  (04-FD)
(11) |—0A — $Op—A from (—O,) and PC using the properies of O, (is a normal operator)

(12) |—<a—A — <$3—(AAB) using PC and the properies of O, (is a normal operator)
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(13) |—Oa(AAB) A OaA A O(B/Q) ADlaq ADar A O(A/r) — Oa(AAB)
from (11), (12), (9), (7), (6), (3), (4), (8) and (10) by PC
(14) |—<a(AAB) A O(B/Q) A Oaq A—O4(AAB) A 04A — —(T,r A O(A/r))  from 13) by PC

(15) |—<a(AAB) A O(B/q) A Oy,q A—Oyx(AAB) — —0,A from 14) by the (— —O,)-rule
(see lemma II-4-2: note that r does not appear in any formula in the antecedent of (14))
(16) |—<>a(AAB) A O,A A O(B/q) AOaq — Oa(AAB) from (15) by PC

* And using this last theorem we can prove that | — >4 (AAB) A O4A A O3B — O,4(AAB).
The detailed proof is as follows:

(1) |=<a(AAB) A O3A A O(B/q) AOaq — Oa(AAB) just proved

2) |=<a(AAB) A OA A =0, (AAB) — —(O,q A O(B/q)) from (1) by PC

3) |—=<a(AAB) A OA A =0, (AAB) A O3B — —(0,q A O(B/q))  from (2) by PC

@) |—<a(AAB) A OA A =04(AAB) — -0, B from (3) by the
(— —=0,)-rule

B5) |—<a(AAB) A O3A A OB — O,(AAB) from 4) by PC

(c) The proof of (c) is similar to the proof of (b).

OBSERVATION II-4-3
As can be seen by the examples analysed in [ 1], the theorems that play the dominant role in determining
what may, or may not, be derived from a chosen representation of a CTD scenario, are:

* the ‘factual detachment’ axioms (O,-FD) and (Op-FD);
* axioms (—0y) and (—Op);
¢ axioms (<>0,) and («>Op);
* the theorems (O—0, —) and (O—0Op —);
e the theorems
| —03A — (03B — 04(AAB)) label: (O3 —> O, N)
| —OpA — (OpB — Op(AAB)) label: (Op —OpA)
(Note that (O, — 03 A) follows from (<>0,) and PC, since | — O,A— O,(B<>AAB).
And analogously for Op.)
* and the ‘deontic detachment’ theorems
|— O3A A O(B/A) AOR(AAB) — O,(AAB) label: (O4-DD)
|— OpA A O(B/A) AOR(AAB) — Op(AAB) label: (Op-DD)
(In Appendix A we prove that (Oa-DD) can be deduced from axiom («<>Oj;) and theorems
(04-C) and (O— 0O, —), using the normality of O,, and PC. And analogously for Op.)

Besides these theorems, extensive use is also made of the T-normality of Op, the D-normality of O,
and of axiom (Op — O,) (and of the theorem | — $,A — $pA which follows from it).

2.5 Section 5. Completeness (and decidability)

In this section, we will show that any consistent formula has a finite model where it is satisfiable. In
this way, we show that our axiomatization is complete and has the finite model property, and so our
logic is also decidable.

We start by stating and fixing some general notations and conventions that will be used in the rest
of this article, and we state some preliminary results related with maximal consistent sets. We will use
the standard results for normal modal operators, without giving proofs. The notions of consistency
and maximal consistency are assumed herein to be known and defined as in e.g. the book [7].
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2.5.1 General assumptions and notations

We will reserve i to denote the formula (assumed to be consistent) whose satisfiability we wish to
show (i.e. we want to demonstrate that it is true in some world of some model).

From this initial (fixed, although arbitrary) consistent formula v, we will build another formula,
to be denoted by ¢, that is also consistent (assuming that v is consistent), and whose truth in a world
(of a model) implies the truth of v in the same world. And we build a finite model where ¢ is true
in some world. The way we build ¢ from v will be described later.

We assume a fixed enumeration (without repetitions) of all the formulae, and when we say that By,
Bj, ..., By constitutes an enumeration of a set of formulae I', we assume that By, B, ..., B, is the
enumeration (without repetitions) of the formulae in I" obtained according to the fixed enumeration
of all the formulae.

Subf(A) denotes the set of all the subformulae of A, and it is defined as usual. (Thus, A is a
subformula of A). And Subf(I") =Ucr Subf(A).

The boolean closure of a set of formulae I", will be denoted by be(I') and it is defined, inductively,
as expected, i.e. be(I") is the smallest set of formulae such that:

(i) T C be(I)
(i) if A € be(T") then —A € be(I)
(i) if A, B € be(T") then AAB, AVB, A—>B, A<B € be(I)

If the set I is closed under subformulae, then bc(IN) is also closed under subformulae. (However,
be(I') is not finite, even if I" is finite.)

We use ['* to denote the Lindenbaum extension of I". (We write A* instead of {A}*). I'* can be
defined (e.g. as in [7]) as follows: assuming that By, By, ... is the enumeration of all formulae, then
I'* is the union of all the I'y’s (n > 0), with:

(i) To=T}
(i) I'ye1=TnU {By41}, if [hU {B,41} is consistent; otherwise, I',41 =T'hU {—=B,4+1}.

Since we are assuming a fixed enumeration of the formulae, I'* is uniquely determined.
As is well known, if I" is consistent, I"* is maximal consistent.

NortATION II-5-1

(i) We use Q2 to denote set of all the subformulae of ¢, i.e. 2 = Subf(p).
(i) We use ay,..., ap to denote the subformulae of ¢, i.e. more precisely, we assume that aj,..., a,
(where n = #Q > 0) constitutes an enumeration of 2.
(ii1) We write ‘T" is amc’ or, simply, ‘I" mc’ to mean that I' is a maximal consistent set of sentences.

Informally, we say that a formula A is a Boolean combination of subformulae of ¢, if Aebc(£2).
We will assume that T is an abbreviation of q—q, for some propositional symbol q occurring in
the formula ¢ (and, as already mentioned, L is an abbreviation of —T). Thus, T and L are Boolean
combinations of subformulae of ¢ (i.e. T, L €bc(R2)).

2.5.2  The notion of descriptor
We now define the notion of descriptor according to 2 = Subf(p),
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DEFINITION II-5-1
The set DESCRIPTORS, of all descriptors according to 2 = Subf(g), is defined as follows'3:
DESCRIPTORS = {AjA ... AAy i fori=1, ... ,n, A is either a; or —a; }, where n=#Q

NoTATION II-5-2

(1) By a descriptor we understand a descriptor according to 2 = Subf(g), and we use d, dy, ... to
generically refer to a descriptor.

(2) For adescriptord=AjA ... AA, and a formula B, although d is not a set, we may write ‘Bed’
to mean that there is an 1<i<n such that B is A; (i.e. Bed means that B is a conjunct of d).

(3) For I mc, d(I") denotes the unique element of ' DESCRIPTORS.
(From the properties of the mc sets, it is trivial to see that d(I") is well defined.)

We may see d(I") as the descriptor of I', according to €2, in the following sense:

If we define the following equivalence relation on the set of all the maximal consistent sets ®:

Ti~qlhiff Vacq (AeT| iff Ae )’

then any set in each equivalent class ®/~ will have the same descriptor.

Using the terminology of [7, p. 137], for I a mc set, d(I") is the characteristic Q2-formula for [I']
(the equivalence class of I"). (In [7] these formulae are defined from a semantic point of view, but
the idea is similar.)

Given a descriptor d, there exists a mc set I such that d(I") = d iff the descriptor d is consistent.

LEMMA II-5-1

Let I’y and I'; be two mc sets such that d(I";) = d(I").
If Aebc(L2) (i.e. A is any Boolean combination of subformulae of ¢), then
AeT | iff AeTy

PRrROOF. The proof is by induction on the structure of the Boolean combination of subformulae of ¢,
and follows from the properties of the mc sets.

LEMMA II-5-2
If T ismc and A€ T (where A is any formula), there is (at least) one descriptor d such that >(dAA)e T

OUTLINE OF THE PROOF. The desired descriptor d = Aj A ... AAp, can be inductively built as follows
(i=1,...,n, for n=#Q):
if G(ALA ... AA_1AAA)ET, then A= a;; otherwise, A; = —a;.

LeEmMma 11-5-3
Let I' be mc, d a descriptor and A a Boolean combination of subformulae of ¢, i.e. Acbc(€2). Then
if &(dAA)eT then O(d—A)el”

PROOF. The proof is by induction on the structure of the Boolean combination of subformulae of ¢,
and uses the properties of the mc sets and the fact that O is a normal modal operator.

131n general, some descriptors according to §2 = Subf(¢) are inconsistent, and some descriptors contain redundant conjuncts.
(For instance, if some formula —B is a subformula of ¢, then B is also a subformula of ¢, and so there exist descriptors
containing both B and —B as conjuncts, descriptors containing both B and —=—B as conjuncts, descriptors containing —B twice
as a conjunct, and descriptors containing both =B and ——B as conjuncts.)
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2.5.3 The set of worlds W(¢)

Later we will describe how we build our formula ¢ from our initial consistent formula 1, Until then,
in what follows it is only assumed that ¢ is a consistent formula.

DEFINITION II-5-2

(a) O~ ={A: DAeT}.
() s(A) = (D_lcp* U {A})* (for any formula A).
(¢) W(p) = {s(d): de DESCRIPTORS and <>de ¢*}.
In what follows we write simply W, instead of W(¢), assuming ¢ implicit.

REsuLT II-5-1

(a) Each weW is mc.
(b) W is finite.

PROOF.

(a) Standard (using the fact that O is a normal operator).
(b) Obvious, since the set DESCRIPTORS is finite.

NoTATION II-5-3
Al = {weW: Aew}.

2.5.4 Some results that depend only on the properties of the operator O
(and of the mc sets)

LemmA I1-5-4
(Where A and B can be any formulae:)

(a) If |A] £, then GA€ @* (ie. if Aew, for weW, then GAE g*)
(b) If O(A—B)e p*, then |A| C [B|

(c) If O(A<>B)e ¢*, then |A| = |B]

(d) If |- A—B, then |A| C |B|

(e) If |- A<>B, then |A| = |B|

() (YweW) (OAew iff DA€ ¢*)

LeEmMA II-5-5
If A,Bebc(R2) (i.e. A and B are any Boolean combinations of subformulae of ¢), then:

(a) If GAe@*, then |A|# ¥ (i.e. if GA€ * then there exists weW such that Aew)
(b) If |A] C |B|, then O(A—B)e p*
(c) If |A| = |B|, then O(A<B)e ¢*

COROLLARY II-5-1
If Aebc(R2), then: O(A<> L) ep* iff |A|=0

PrOOF. Follows from lemmas I1-5-4 and II-5-5, since L is a Boolean combination of subformulae
of p.

REesuLT II-5-2
There exists (at least) a weW such that ¢ ew.
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PROOF. Since | — ¢ — <o, and ¢ € p*, we conclude that Og € o*. And the result follows from Lemma
11-5-5-(a).

We have defined d(T"), for I a mc set. Since each world w is a mc set, this allow us to talk about
d(w). Now we extend the notation to (finite) sets of worlds.

NortATION II-5-4
For XCW (which implies that X is finite), we define
d(X) = v{d(w): weX} (=Vwexd(w))
Note that d(X) is a Boolean combination of subformulae of ¢, i.e. d(X)ebc(£2).

LEMMA II-5-6
(a) (Where A and B can be any formulae:)

(i) |Av B|=]AJU| B|
@ii) |AAB|=|A|N]| B|
(ii) [—Al=W - A
(®) ()| d(w) | = {w} (for each weW)
(1) | dXUY) | =] d(X) v d(Y) | (for X,YTW)
(iii) | d(X) | = X (for each XCW)
@iv) | dXNY) |=|dX) A d(Y) | (for X, YCW)
(v) [d(W-X) |=]=d(X) | (for XCEW)
COROLLARY II-5-2 (corollary of lemmas II-5-6, II-5-5 and II-5-4)
Let Bebc(€2) (i.e. B is a Boolean combination of subformulae of ¢).

() Od(B))«B) ep*
(i) O(d(|B])<«>B) € w, for any weW

2.5.5 Some results that depend also on the properties of the operator O(/)

LeEmMA I1-5-7
(Where A and B can be any formulae:)
(YweW) (O(A/B)ew iff O(A/B)e ¢*)

PROOF. Consider any world w (i.e. weW).

Suppose O(A/B)e ¢*. Since |-O(A/B)— OO(A/B) (is an axiom), we have that JO(A/B)€ ¢*. But
then O(A/B)ew.

Suppose now that O(A/B)¢ ¢*. Since | — ~O(A/B)— &>—0(A/B) and | — >—0O(A/B)— O0-0(A/B)
(see observation II-4-1-c¢)), we have that 0—O(A/B) € ¢*. Butthen —O(A/B) € w and so O(A/B) ¢ w.

LeEmMMA II-5-8
Let Bebc(€2) (i.e. B is a Boolean combination of subformulae of ¢) and let A be any formula.
(a) (1) O(A/d(|B|)) ep*iff O(A/B) € ¢*
(i) O(A/d(|B|)) € wiff O(A/B) € w, for any weW
(b) (1) OW(|B)/A) ep*iff OB /A) € p*
(i) O(d(|B])/A) e wiff O(B/A) € w, for any weW
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PROOF.

(a-1) Use corollary II-5-2 and axiom (O-REA).
(b-i) Use corollary II-5-2 and e.g. the (REQ) — theorem schema stated in lemma I1-4-1.

(a-ii) and (b-ii) follow from, respectively, (a-i) and (b-i), by lemma II-5-7.

2.5.6 The construction of the relevant formula ¢ from the initial consistent
formula

Let ¢ denote a (any) consistent sentence (which will be assumed fixed from now on).

* We are now going to build a sequence of sets of formulae Ag, Ay,...as follows:
Letqp,,...,qa, ,...be asequence of distinct propositional symbols not occurring in the formula .
(The number of qp, ’s that are needed is equal to or less than the number of subformulae of v of
the form OpA; likewise the number of qaj/ s that are needed is equal to or less than the number
of subformulae of i of the form O,A.)

(@ Ag={y}

(b) Let OpAj, OpAs,...,0pA; (k=0) be the enumeration of the subformulae of v of the form
OpA.
Forj=1,....k:

if A;j_1U{<OOpA;} is inconsistent, define Aj=A;_1U{—=OpA; L
otherwise, define Aj=A;_ U {GOpA;j} U {D(OpA; — Opdgp; A O(Aj/ap; )}
(©)'* Let 04A1, 0,4A,,...,0,A, (r>0) be the enumeration of the subformulae of ¥ of the form
O.A.
Forj=1,....:
if Agyj—1U{<POaA;} is inconsistent, define Ay ;= Ay 1U{= 04}
otherwise, define Ay j=Agj 1U {$GOxAj} U {D(OaA) — Oada; A O(Aj/qaj))}

* Let A= Ag,. Note that A is finite.
e Letp=AA.

The rest of the notations are as before. In particular, 2=Subf(¢) and bc(£2) is the boolean closure
of Q. Note that €2 is finite and contains all the subformulae of the initial formula v (since ¢ belongs
to A).

OBSERVATION II-5-1
(1) Since qp,,....qpy>---»9a;»----dar d0 NOt oCccur in ¥, it follows that:

- if OpA is a subformula of ¥, then qp,,...,qpy,---Ga;s---»dar dO NOt Occur in any of the
formulae A, OpA, GOpA and —=<GOpA;

- and, if O,A is a subformula of v, then qp,,...,qpy--»qa; »---»dar dO NOt OCcur in any of the
formulae A, OzA, $OzA and OO, A.

Thus, since the propositional symbols qp, ,...,qpys---»qa; »---»qar are all distinct, it is easy to see
that, in the construction above:

- each dp; (with j = 1,...,k) does not occur in any of the formulae in Aj_l;

4There is no specific reason to work with the primary obligations before the actual obligations. (We could have done it
the other way around).
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- and each gy (withj = 1,...,r) does not occur in any of the formulae in Ay 4.

(2) Itis also easy to see that if a formula of the form OpA belongs to 2=Subf(¢p) (or to be(£2), since
a formula of the form OpA belongs to be(€2) iff it belongs to €2), then OpA belongs to Subf(/).
Analogously, if a formula of the form O4A belongs to € (or to bc(£2)), then it belongs to
Subf(y).

REesuLT II-5-3

(a) If (i) T is a consistent set of formulae
(i) COA €T (i.e. ~O-0,A €T)
(iii) the propositional symbol q does not occur in any of the formulae in "
then ' U { O(0,A — Oaq A O(A/q)) } is consistent

(b) If (i) " is a consistent set of formulae
(ii) GOpA €T (i.e. =O0-0pA €T)
(iii) the propositional symbol q does not occur in any of the formulae in "
then I' U { O(OpA — Opq A O(A/q)) } is consistent

PROOF OF (a) (the proof of (b) is similar). Suppose that the conditions (i), (ii) and (iii) are verified
and suppose, by reductio ad absurdum, that I' U { O(O,A — O,q A O(A/q)) } is inconsistent.

Then there exist n(>0) formulas By,...,By €" such that | ——=(B{A...ABy AO(O3A — Ouaq A
O(A/))).

But then, by PC, |- B{A...ABy, — —0(0,A — O,q A O(A/q)), which implies, by the (O, — 0,0)-
rule (note that q also does not occur in A, since <>O,A € I" and q does not occur in any of the formulae
in ), that |- B{A...ABy — =<{0,A, ie., by PC, | ——=( B{A...A BLAOOA).

But this contradicts the consistency of I' (since By,...,By, GOaA €10).

REesuLT II-5-4

(a) The set A is consistent.
(b) The formula ¢ is consistent.

PROOF.

(a) We prove below (by simple induction) that each set of formulae Ag, Ay,...,Ax(=A) is
consistent.

(i) By hypothesis, Ag = {¢} is consistent.

(ii) Consider any j = 1,...,k, and suppose that A; 1 is consistent. Then
Either A;_jU{<{OpA;} is inconsistent, and (as is known) Aj=A; 1U{—=GO0pA} is
consistent;
or Aj_1U{<>OpA;} is consistent, and the consistency of
Aj =Aj_1U {<>OpAJ} U {D(OPAJ — qupj/\ O(AJ/ qu))}
follows from result II-5-3, since dp; does not occur in A;_jU{OOpA;} (see observation
1I-5-1).

(iii) Analogously we can show that each Ay ,...,Ag4 is consistent.

(b) Since A is finite, (a) and (b) are equivalent. (Recall that we are following the notion of
consistency in [7]: see page 17 there.)
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2.5.7 Definition of the model M(¢)

DEFINITION 1I-5-3
Let M(¢)=<W(p), av, pv, ob, V> where:

- W(g) is as in Definition II-5-2;
- av: W — p(W), is defined as follows:
v € av(w) iff VA epe()(if DaAew then Aev)
- pv: W — ©(W), is defined as follows:
v € pv(w) iff Vaepe(o)(if OpAew then Aev)
- ob: (W) = p(p(W)), is defined as follows: X € ob(Y) iff O(d(X) / d(Y)) € p*
-weV(iffpew

OBSERVATION II-5-2

In M(¢)=<W(g), av, pv, ob, V> above, in the definition of av and pv we cannot replace the set
bc(€2) by the smaller set 2 (otherwise we cannot make one of the steps in the proof of result II-5-6
below), neither can we replace bc(£2) by the bigger set of all formulas (otherwise we are not able to
do the proof of (a) and (b) of next lemma).

NoOTATION II-5-5
In what follows, we assume ¢ implicit, and write (simply):

- Winstead of W(p)
- M instead of M(¢)
- ||A]| instead of ||A|[M@) (= {weW(p): M(p)| =wA})

LEMMA 11I-5-9

(a) Let weW, Bebc(2) and I' = {C: 0,Cew} U {B}
If T is consistent, then there exists ve W such that veav(w) and Bev

(b) Let weW, Bebe(2) and I' = {C: Op,Cew} U {B}
If T is consistent, then there exists ve W such that vepv(w) and Bev

(c) Let weW and X=av(w). Then O,d(X)ew

(d) Let weW and X=pv(w). Then O,d(X)ew

(e) Let weW and Bebc(2) and suppose that —0,Bew. Then there exists ve W such that veav(w)
and —Bev

(f) Let weW and Bebc(£2) and suppose that =OpBew. Then there exists ve W such that vepv(w)
and —Bev

(g) If Bebe(2) and ||B||=|B]|, then ||O,B]| = |0,B| (even if O0,B¢bc(£2))

(h) If Bebe(£2) and ||B||=|B|, then ||OpB|| = |OpB| (even if OpB¢bc(£2))

REesuLT II-5-5
M (defined as in Definition I1-5-3) satisfies all the conditions of our models.

OUTLINE OF THE PROOF.

» That W+ is a particular consequence of result II-5-2.

* (proof of) condition (3a): use the D-axiom for O, and lemma II-5-9-¢).

¢ condition (4a): use axiom (dp — O,).

¢ condition (4b): use the T-axiom for Oy

 condition (5a): use | — —O(L/d(X)) (see result I1-4-1-a).

¢ condition (5b): use lemmas II-5-6 and II-5-5 and axiom (O-CONT-REC).
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¢ condition (5¢*): since W is finite, M satisfies condition (5c*) iff M satisfies condition (5c).
To prove (5c), use lemmas II-5-6, I1-5-4-(a), II-5-5-(c) and theorem (REQ) (lemma II-4-1).

* condition (5d): assuming condition (5b), by lemma II-2-1, (5d) is equivalent to the condition

(5bd) if Yeob(X) and XCZ, then ((Z-X) UY) € ob(Z)
And, assuming (5b), since (Z-X) UY) N Z = ((W-X) UY) N Z, condition (5bd) is equivalent to
if Yeob(X) and XCZ, then (W-X) U Y) € ob(Z))

Thus, since we have proved that M satisfies condition (5b), we only need to prove that M
satisfies the previous simpler condition. For that, use lemmas I1-5-6-(a), II-5-6-(b), II-5-5-(b),
II-5-5-(¢) and II-5-4-(e), axioms (O— <>), (O—0O—) and (O-SA), and theorem (REQ) (lemma
11-4-1).

* condition (5e): use lemmas I1-5-6, II-5-5-(b) and II-5-4-(a) and axiom (O-SA).

RESULT I1-5-6"°
VaeoVwew M | =y Aiff A € w)

PROOF.

Let *(A) denote ‘Vyew(M |=wAiff Aew)’,ie. ||A]|=]A|
0o(A) denote  ‘if Ae Q(=Subf(p)) then *(A)’

We prove that V4 o(A) by induction on the structure of A.

Base:
(1) Ais an atomic sentence, i.e. A is a propositional symbol q. Thesis: o(A). Proof: standard.
Induction step:

(ii)) A=—B and o(B). Thesis: o(A). Proof: standard.
(iii) A=BAC (orA=BVvC, orA=B—C, orA=B<«>C) and o(B) and o(C). Thesis: o(A). Proof: standard.
(iv) A=0B and o(B). Thesis: o(A). Outline of the proof:
Use lemmas II-5-4-(a) and II-5-5-(f) (and the definition of W).
(v) A=O(B/C) and o(B1) and o(B2). Thesis: o(A). Outline of the proof:
Use lemmas II-5-7 and II-5-8 and result II-2-2 (and the definition of ob).
(vi) A=0,B and o(B). Thesis: o(A). Outline of the proof: use lemma II-5-9-(g).
(vii) A=0pB and o(B). Thesis: o(A). Outline of the proof: use lemma II-5-9-(h).
(viii) A = Oy4B and o(B). Thesis: o(A). Proof:
Suppose O3B eSubf(¢) which implies that BeSubf(¢), and let w be any world.

* Suppose O;Bew. We want to prove that M |=y O3B, i.e. ||B||€ob(av(w)) and
av(w)N||—BJ| #4.
By o(B) (since BeSubf(p)), ||B||=|B|. Thus we need to prove that

(*) |B| € ob(av(w)) and (**) av(w)N|—B| #@.

From axiom (—0O,), we derive that |- O3B— —0,B. Thus —0;Bew and, by lemma
11-5-9-(e), there exists veW such that veav(w) and —Bev. Thus, we have (*%)
av(w)N|—B| #0.
Let us now prove (*) |B| € ob(X), with X = av(w).
We have that O,BeSubf(g) implies that O, BeSubf(y).
Suppose, then, that O, B is the formula number j in the enumeration OyA1, OyAs,...,04A,
of the subformulae of ¥ of the form O,C.

157t is easy to prove that from this result it also follows that Yacpe@)Vwew (M|=wA iff Acw). But this result II-5-6 is
enough for our purposes.
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If Agyj—1U{<>0aA;} is inconsistent, then Ay yj= Ay 1U{—<{0,A} and so =C0,A; €
A Cp*. But then DﬁOaAj =[-0,B € p*, and, by the definition of W, —-0O3B would
belong to all words. Thus O,B would not belong to w, contradicting our assumption that
O,Bew.

Thus Ay 4j—1U{<(0,A;} is consistent, and
Ag4j=Ak+j—1U {$OaAj} U {D(OaAj — Daqa; A O(Aj/ qa))) }

But then D(OaAj — OagaA O(Aj/ da )) € A, and so also, successively:
O(OaAj —> Uada; A oA/ Qaj)) Ep*

OaAj = UagaA O(Aj/ qaj) € W (by the definition of W)
Oaday A oA/ qaj) EW (since OyAj= OB ew)
Uaga; € W and O(B/qa) € W (since B = A;)

And, since q,j is a subformula of ¢, from O, qq; €w, it follows that gq, €V for every veav(w).
Thus X=av(w) C |a |- But |[d(X)| =X (lemma II-5-6-(b)-(iii)) and d(X) and Qa; are Boolean
combinations of subformulae of ¢. Thus, by lemma II-5-5-(b), D(d(X)—)qaj) €¢p*, and so
(by lemma II-5-4-(f)) O@d(X)— qaj) EW.
On the other hand, from axiom (—Q,), it follows that |- O,—B— —0,——B. Thus,
since O;Bew, we have —0,—-B={,Bew. And, by lemma II-5-9-(c), O,d(X)ew. So
<$a(d(X)AB)ew, which implies that >(d(X)AB)ew.
And (axiom (O-SA)) | —O(d(X)—ga)A HA(X)AB) A O(B/qa) = O(B/A(X)).
Thus, from O(d(X)—>qa)ew, G(AX)AB)ew and O(B/gy)ew, it follows that
O(B/d(X))ew. And, by lemmalIl-5-7, O(B/d(X))€ ¢ *, and by lemma II-5-8 (since Bebc(£2))
O(d(|B|/d(X))e ¢*. And, finally, (*) |B| € ob(X) follows, by the definition of ob.

* Suppose now that M | =y O,B. We want to prove that O;Bew.
If M| =y O3B, then ||B|| eob(av(w)) and av(w)N||—B|| #@. Let X=av(w).
By o(B), ||B|| = |B]|. Thus |B| €ob(X) and: (by the definition of ob) O(d(|B|)/d(X))€ ¢*; by
lemma II-5-8 (since Bebc(R2)), O(B/d(X))€ ¢*; and, by lemma II-5-7, O(B/d(X))ew.
By lemma I1-5-9-(c), O,d(X)ew.
On the other hand, since av(w)N||—B|| #@. there exists veav(w) such that M| #,B. Thus
M| #w 03B, and, by lemma II-5-9-(g) (since Bebc(2) and ||B||=|B|), O;B¢w, and so
$a—Bew.
Suppose now that <>,Bé¢w, i.e. O,—Bew. Then (since'® —=Bebc(2)) =Bev for every
veav(w). So X=av(w) C |—B|. But (lemma II-5-6-(b)-(iii)) |d(X)| = X and d(X) and —B are
Boolean combinations of subformulae of ¢. Thus, by lemma I1-5-5-(b), O(d(X)— —B)€ ¢*.
And, by axiom (O— <), from O(B/d(X))e ¢* it follows that G(BAA(X))e o*. But then
—(BAA(X)) ¢ o*, and so O(d(X)— —B)¢ ¢*, and a contradiction results. Thus <,Bew.
But, from O(B/d(X))ew, O,d(X)ew, < ,—Bew, &;Bew and axiom (O,-FD), it follows
that O,Bew (as we wish to prove).

(ix) A =OpB and o(B). Thesis: o(A). Proof: similar to case (viii).

COROLLARY II-5-3
If v is consistent, there is a finite model M=<W,av,pv,ob,V> and a world weW such that M| =y, 1.

PROOF. By results II-5-5 and II-5-6, there is a finite model M=<W,av,pv,0b,V> such that
VaeoVvew M| =vAiff Aev)

161t is this step that does not allow us to replace the set bc(£2) by the smaller set €2 in the definition of ‘av’. As a matter of
fact, Be Q=Subf(¢) does not imply that —-Be Q.
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By result II-5-2, there exists (at least) a we W such that ¢ ew. And, since wisamcsetand | —¢ — ¥
(recall that ¢ = A A and that ¥ belongs to A), we conclude that ¢ ew.
But ¢ € Q=Subf(¢). Thus M| =y ¥ (as we wish to prove).

3 Conclusion

This article has supplemented the work reported in [1] by (a) resolving an issue there left open on
the relationship between actual and primary obligations, and (b) providing a complete and decidable
axiomatization of the logic. It thereby consolidates our earlier work, establishing a firmer foundation
for our formal analysis of CTD scenarios. A next step would be to offer systematic comparisons
between our theory and the recent works of Christian Strafer '7 [12] and by Dov Gabbay and Karl
Schlechta [4-6, 11] on closely related issues in deontic logic, including ranked preferential structures.
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Appendix A
In this appendix, we use = meaning ‘implies’, <= meaning ‘is implied by’ and < meaning ‘iff’.

LEmMmA I1-2-1
Assuming condition (5b), the following condition is equivalent to (5d):
(5bd) if Yeob(X) and XCZ, then ((Z-X) U Y) € ob(Z)

PROOF. (5bd) = (5d): Obvious.
(5d) = (5bd):

Suppose Yeob(X) and XZZ.

We have YNXCX.

Since Yeob(X), from (5b’), we also have that YNX € ob(X).

Thus, from (5d), (Z-X) U ( YNX)) € ob(Z).

But, (Z-X) UY = (Z-X) U (YNX)U(Y-X)) = (Z-X)U(Y-X)) U (YNX) = ((ZUY)-X)) U (YNX)

Thus, (Z-X) UY)NZ = (((ZUY)-X)) U(YNX) NZ = (((ZUY)-X)NZ) U (YNX) N Z)
=(Z-X)NZ)Uu((YNX)NZ)=((Z-X)UXYNX)NZ

That is, ((Z-X) U (YNX)) N Z = ((Z-X) UY) N Z. But then, since ((Z-X) U ( YNX)) € ob(Z),

from (5b), it follows that ((Z-X) U Y) € ob(Z) (as we wish to prove).

REsuLT II-2-1

Let M1 and M; be two models that differ at most in the valuation of the propositional symbols, i.e.
M| =<W, av, pv, ob, V| > and My =<W, av, pv, ob, V5 >.

If V1(q)=V2(q), for any propositional symbol q occurring in A, then Vyew (M| =wA iff M| =wA)

PROOF (standard)
Let *(A) denote ‘Vyew (Mi|=wAiff Ma|=ywA), ie. [|A|M =||A|M?
0o(A) denote ‘Vi(q) = Va(q), for any propositional symbol q occurring in A’
We want to prove that ¥, (o(A)="*(A)). We will prove this by induction on the structure of A.

BASE

(i) A1is an atomic sentence, i.e. A is a propositional symbol q. Thesis: o(A)=*(A). Proof:
Suppose o(A) is the case. Then (where w is any world, i.e. any member of W):
M| =wqiff (by definition of M| =yw) weV(q) iff (V1(q)=V2(q)) weVa(q) iff M| =wq

Induction step:

(ii)) A=—B and o(B)=*(B). Thesis: o(A)=*(A). Proof:
Suppose o(A) is the case, which implies that o(B) is the case, and let w be any world. Then:
M |=w —B iff M| #ywB iff (by *(B), since o(B) is the case) M| #wB iff M| = —B
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(iii) A=BAC and o(B)=*(B) and o(C)=*(C). Thesis: o(A)=*(A). Proof:
Suppose o(A) is the case, which implies that o(B) and o(C) are the case, and let w be any world.
Then:
Mi|=w BACiff M{|=w B and M{| =y, C
iff (by *(B) and *(C) since o(B) and o(C) are the case) M| = B and M| =y, C
iff M| =w BAC
(iv) A=BvVC and o(B)=*(B) and o(C)=*(C). Thesis: o(A)=>*(A). Proof: Similar to case (iii).
(v) A=B—C and o(B)=*(B) and o(C)=*(C). Thesis: 0(A)=>*(A). Proof: Similar to case (iii).
(vi) A=B<«C and o(B)=*(B) and o(C)=*(C). Thesis: o(A)=*(A). Proof: Similar to case (iii).
(vii) A=0OB and o(B)=*(B). Thesis: o(A)=*(A). Proof:
Suppose o(A) is the case, which implies that o(B) is the case, and let w be any world. Then:
M| =y OB iff ||B||MI=W iff (by *(B), since o(B) is the case) ||B||M2=W iff M,|=,, OB
(viii) A=0,B and o(B)=*(B). Thesis: o(A)=*(A). Proof:
Suppose o(A) is the case, which implies that o(B) is the case, and let w be any world. Then:
M | =y OB iff av(w) < ||B||M iff (by *(B), since o(B) is the case) av(w) < ||B||M?2
iff Mp| =y O0,B
(ix) A=0,B and o(B)=*(B). Thesis: 0(A)=*(A). Proof: Similar to case (viii).
(x) A=0(B/C) and o(B)=*(B) and o(C)=*(C). Thesis: o(A)=*(A). Proof:
Suppose o(A) is the case, which implies that o(B) and o(C) are the case, and let w be any world.
Then:
M;|=w O(B/C) iff
ICIMEN [BIM! #£¢ and (vX)(if X < [ICI[M! and X N [|B]M! ), then |[B||M! € 0b(X))
iff (by *(B) and *(C) since o(B) and o(C) are the case)
ICIM2 N [1B] M2 20 and (vX)(f X < [|CIM? and X N ||B|[M? # 0, then ||B|/M? € ob(X))
iff M| = O(B/C)
(xi) A=04B and o(B)=*(B). Thesis: o(A)=*(A). Proof:
Suppose o(A) is the case, which implies that o(B) is the case, and let w be any world. Then:
M| =y OaB iff ||B|[M! € ob(av(w)) and av(w) N (W-||B||M1)£ ¢
iff (by *(B), since o(B) is the case) [1B|IM2 € ob(av(w)) and av(w) N (W-||B||M2) +
iff Mp| =y OB
(xii) A=OpB and o(B)=*(B). Thesis: 0o(A)=*(A). Proof: Similar to case (xi).

REsULT II-2-2 (redefinition of M | =, O(B/A))
Adopting condition (5e) (besides condition (5ab)), then:
M |=wO(B/A) iff ||B]| € ob(||All)

PROOF.
=>: Direction = follows directly from the definition of M | =, O(B/A) (since ||A|| S [|A]]).
<: Suppose now that ||B|| € ob(||Al|). We want to prove that M | = O(B/A), i.e. that
HAIIN [[B]] #¥ and (VX)(if X € [|Al| and X N |[B]|#¥, then ||B|| € ob(X))
That ||B|| € ob(||Al]) implies ||A]|N ||B|| # @ follows from condition (5ab).
Let X C ||A|| and X N ||B|| ##. Then, since ||B|| € ob(||A||), by condition (5e), it follows
that ||B|| € ob(X) (as we wish to prove).

Lemma I1-2-2
With condition (5¢*) (plus conditions (5a), (5b) and (5d)), we obtain:
ob-U*) Let 8 be a non-empty set of subsets of W, and let H=UB (= {weW: Iz weZ}).

If Vzep Xeob(Z), then Xeob(H)
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PROOF. Let B be a non-empty set of subsets of W, H=Up and suppose that Vzcg Xecob(Z).
Let B’= {(H-Z)UX: Ze B}.

(i) Since B is non-empty, §’ is non-empty,
(i) Let Ze B. By condition (5bd), since Xeob(Z) and ZCH, we conclude that ((H-Z)UX)eob(H)
Thus 8’ C ob(H)
(iii) We have that N’ = N{(H-Z)UX: Ze B} =(N{H-Z: Ze pHUu X =B pu X=X
(iv) On the other hand, since § is non-empty, there exists some Y& 8, and by condition (5ab), since
Xeob(Y), we have that XNY#@. Thus XNH#@. That is, (NB°)NH#A.

Thus, from (i)-(ii) and (iv), by condition (5c*), it follows that (NS’) € ob(H), i.e. (by iii) X € ob(H).

LEmMmA I1-3-1
From conditions (5b) and (5d) , it follows that:
if M | =wO(B/A) and Z is such that Z N [|A||N ||B|| #@, then ||]A—B|| € ob(Z)

PROOF. Suppose that M | =, O(B/A) and that Z is such that Z N||A||N||B|| ##, and let X =Z N||A]].
Then X C [|A]] and X N [|B]|| #%@. Thus, from M | =y, O(B/A), it follows that ||B]|| € ob(X).
Thus, from condition (5b’) (see observation II-2-1), XN||B|| €ob(X), i.e. ZN||A||N||B|| €ob(ZN||A]|).
And, since ZN[|A[|N]|B|| € ZN||A]|, ZN[|A]|N]|B|| €ob(ZN]||A||) and ZN||A|| C Z, from condition
(5d), it follows that (Z-(ZN[|A]]))U(ZN]|A]|N||B]]) eob(Z).
But (Z-(ZN[IAIDUEZNIAIINIBID=(Z-[IAINUEZNANIN[BID=(W-[|AIDNZ)U([|AlIN[|IB[INZ)=
((W-IIAIDUCIAITNTBINNZ = (W-[IA[DUTIAIDNW-[JAIDU[BI)NZ
= ((W-lIA[DUIIBIDN Z
Thus (W-[|A[DU]|B||)NZ €ob(Z).
And, from condition (5b"), this implies that (W-||A||))U||B|| €ob(Z), i.e. ||]A—B|| € ob(Z).

REesuLT I1-3-2
The previous axiomatization is sound (i.e. all theorems are valid).

PROOF.

(1) The proof that O is a normal modal operator of type S5 is standard (from its truth condition).

(2) That |=O(B/A) - <(B A A) follows from the relevant truth conditions. More detailed:
Consider a (any) model M and a (any) world w of M, and suppose that M | =y, O(B/A).

Then (by the definition of M |=y, O(B/A)), [|A]|N[|B|| #@. Thus there exists veW such that
M|=y BAA, and so M | =y >(B A A).

(3) That | =0>(AABAC)AOB/A)AO(C/A)— OB A C/A) follows from the relevant truth
condition and semantic condition (5c) (implied by (5c*)). More detailed (and without using
result II-2-2, i.e. true even if we do not assume condition (5e)):

Suppose M | =y C(AABAC) A O(B/A) A O(C/A) (for M any model and w any world of M).
Since M |=w >(AAB A C)then ||IBAC||N [|A]] £ @.

LetX C ||Al|and XN ||BAC||# @. Then X C ||A]| and X N ||B]|| # @, and, from M | =, O(B/A),
it follows that ||B|| €ob(X). Analogously, we get that ||C|| eob(X). And, since XN||B||N||C||=
XN[IBAC|| #4, by (semantic) condition (5c), we get that ||B||N]|C||=||BAC]|| €ob(X).
Thus M | =y O(BAC/A).

18Suppose, by reductio ad absurdum, that there exists x € N{(H-Z): Ze B}. Since B #, there exists some Ye 8. Thus,
we have that xe(H-Y), which, in turn, implies that xeH. But then, since H=Up, there exists some Ve §, such that xeV. But,
since xe N{H-Z): Ze B} and Ve B, we conclude that xe(H-V). Thus xeV and x¢V (a contradiction).
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(4) That |=0(A — B) A O(A A C) A O /B) — O(C / A) follows from the relevant truth
condition. More detailed (and without using result II-2-2):
Suppose that M | =y, O(A — B) A G(A A C) A O(C/ B).
Since M | =y O(A A C), we have that ||A]|N ||C|| #@.
Let XZ||Al| and XN||C|| #@. Then (since M| =y, O(A—B)) XZ||B|| and XN||C|| #4, and,
from M| =, O(C/B), it follows that ||C|| € ob(X).
Thus M | =y O(C/A).
(5) That|=0(A < B) — (O(C/A) <> O(C/B)) follows (trivially) from the relevant truth condition.
(6) That |=0(C — (A < B)) — (O(A/C) <= O(B/C)) follows from the relevant truth condition,
using condition (5b). More detailed (and without using result II-2-2):
Suppose that M | =, O(C — (A < B)).
Then ||C|| S [IA < BJl, and so (*) [|A[|N[|C||=][B[|N]IC]|.
We want to prove that M | = O(A/C) — O(B/C) (the proof that M | = O(B/C) — O(A/C) is
analogous).
Suppose (**) M | =y O(A/C).
Then, in particular, ||A||N]|C|| #@. Thus, by (¥), ||B||N[|C]|| #4@.
Let X C ||C]|| and X N ||B|| #@. Then, by (*), X N [|A]| #@. So, by (¥*), ||A]| € ob(X)).
But, by (*) (since X C ||C]|), [|B||NX = ||A]|NX. Thus, by condition (5b), from |[|A]| € ob(X),
it follows that ||B|| € ob(X)).
Thus M |=y, OB / C) (as we wish to prove).
(7) That |= O(B/A) — OO(B/A) follows (trivially) from the relevant truth conditions.
(8) That |=O(B/A) - O(A—B/T) follows from condition (5e) and condition (5ab), using result
II-2-2 and lemma II-3-1 (plus the relevant truth conditions). More detailed:
Suppose that M | =y, O(B/A). Then ||B]|| €ob(]|A]|) and, by condition (5ab), ||A||N||B]|| #@.
Let Z=||T||=W. Then M|=wO(B/A) and ZNI||A||N||B||#¥. Thus, by lemma II-3-1,
||[A—B|| €0ob(Z), i.e. ||A—B]||€ob(]|T||). And, by result II-2-2, M |=,, O(A—B/T) (as we
wish to prove).
(9) The proof that Op is a normal modal operator is standard (from its truth condition). The validity
of the T-schema follows from condition (4b).
(10) The proof that O, is a normal modal operator is standard (from its truth condition). The validity
of the D-schema follows from condition (3a)
(11) That |=08A — OpA follows simply from the relevant truth conditions.
(12) That |=0pA — O,A follows from condition (4a) (plus the relevant truth conditions).
(13) That |=0aA— (—0aAA—0,—A) (respectivelly |= OpA— (mOpAA—0Op—A)) follows from
condition (5ab). More detailed:
Suppose that M | =, O4A.
Then av(w) C||A]|. Thus av(w)N||—A|| =0, and so M | #wO,A.
And, by condition (5ab), av(w)N||—A|| =@ implies that || —A|| ¢ ob(av(w)). Thus M | #w O, —A.
(14) That | =0,(A<>B)— (0aA<«>0,B) (respectivelly |= Op(A<>B)—OpA<«-OpB)) follows from
condition (5b). More detailed:
Suppose that M | =y, 0,(A <> B). Then (*) av(w) C ||A < BJ|.
We want to prove that M | =,y O3A — O,B (the proof that M | =, 0,B — O,A is analogous).
Suppose M | =y O4A, i.e. ||A|| € ob(av(w)) and av(w) N ||—Al| #@.
By (%), ||=AlIN av(w) = ||—=B||N av(w). Thus av(w) N ||—=B|| #@.
Also by (*), [|A]|N av(w) = ||B||N av(w). Thus, by condition (5b), ||B|| € ob(av(w)).
Thus M |=y, O3B (as we wish to prove).
(15) The validity of (O,-FD) and (Op-FD) follows simply from the relevant truth conditions.
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And, taking into account result II-3-1, we can conclude that every theorem is valid (as we wish).

LEMMA 11-4-1
Let C[A/B] denote a formula that we can obtain by replacing in formula C one or more occurrences
of formula A by formula B. Then:

|—O(A < B) — (C < C[A/B)]) (REQ) — (theorem of replacement of equivalents)

PROOF. Let A and B by any two formulas (fixed from now on, in this proof) and let o(D,C,A/B,n)
denote that formula D can be obtained by replacing, in formula C, n(>0) occurrences of formula A
by formula B.

We will prove the desired result in three steps, by proving:

(a) Ye.p (if o(D,C,A/B,0), then |— (A < B) — (C <> D))
(b) Y¢.p (if o(D,C,A/B,1), then |— (A <> B) — (C < D))
(©) ¥p>1Ve.p (if o(D,C,A/B,n), then | —O (A <> B) — (C <> D))

PROOF OF (a) (obvious). Let C and D be any two formulae, and suppose that o(D,C,A/B,0) is the case.
Then D=C and:

() -C<«C PC
2) |-0(A<B)—> (C« 0O from (1) by PC

PROOF OF (b) We will proof, by induction on the structure of formula C, that
Ve*(C)
where: *(C) means Vp(if o(D,C,A/B,1), then |- O(A < B) - (C < D))

Base:

(i) C is an atomic sentence, i.e. C is a propositional symbol q, and let D be any formula such that
o(D,C,A/B,1) is the case.
In such case we must have that (qg=)C=A and D=B, and, since O is an S5-operator (and so,
satisfies the T-schema), | — O(A <> B) - (A < B)

Induction step:

(ii)) C=—C; and *(Cy). Thesis: *(C). Proof:
Let D be any formula such that o(D,C,A/B,1) is the case.
Then two cases are possible:
Case 1: C=A and D=B, and that | —O(A <> B) — (A < B) follows as in (i).
Case 2: D=—D; and o(D{,C{,A/B,1) is the case. Then
(1)|-0A <« B)— (Ci< D) by *(Cy) (since o(D1,C1,A/B,1) is the case)
2)|—-0(A < B) - (—=C{<—Dy) from (1) by PC
(iii) C=C1AC;y and *(Cj) and *(Cy). Thesis: *(C). Proof:
Let D be any formula such that o(D,C,A/B,1) is the case.
Then three cases are possible:
Case 1: C=A and D=B, and that | —O(A <> B) — (A <> B) follows as in (i).
Case 2: D=D; AD; and o(D;,C{,A/B,1) and o(D;,C,,A/B,0) are the case. Then

(1) |-O0(A < B) = (C; <> Dj) by *Cy) (since o(D,C1,A/B,1) is the case)
(2) |-0A<B) = (C2<>D2) by(a)
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(3) |= (C; < Dy) A (C2 <> Dy)— (C1AC2 <> DjADy)  PC
(4) |—O(A < B) — (C{AC2 <> DiADy)  from (1), (2) and (3) by PC

Case 3: D=D;AD2 and o(D{,C,A/B,0) and o(D,,C;,A/B,1) are the case. Then the desired
theorem follows as in case 2.

C =C;Vv(C; and *(Cyp) and *(C,). Thesis: *(C). Proof:

Similar to case (iii).

C =C; —C; and *(Cy) and *(Cy). Thesis: *(C). Proof:

Similar to case (iii).

C=C;«<(Cy and *(Cy) and *(Cyp). Thesis: *(C). Proof:

Similar to case (iii).

C=0C; and *(Cy). Thesis: *(C). Proof:

Let D be any formula such that o(D,C,A/B,1) is the case.

Then two cases are possible:

Case 1: C=A and D=B, and that | — O(A <> B) — (A <> B) follows as in (i).
Case 2: D=0OD; and o(D,C,A/B,1) is the case. Then

() |-0(A <« B)— (C; < Dy) by *(Cy) (since o(D1,C,A/B,1) is the case)
(2) |-00(A <« B) - 0O(C; < Dy) from (1) since O is a normal (modal) operator
3) |—0(C; <« Dy)— (OC; < 0ODy) using known properties of the normal operators
(4) |-0(A <« B)—> OO(A < B) O is a S5 operator

5) |-0(A < B) > (OC; < 0ODy) from (4), (2) and (3) by PC

C=0,C; and *(Cy). Thesis: *(C). Proof:

Let D be any formula such that o(D,C,A/B,1) is the case.

Then two cases are possible:

Case 1: C=A and D=B, and that | —O(A <> B) — (A <> B) follows as in 1).
Case 2: D=0,D; and o(D{,C{,A/B,1) is the case. Then

() |-0(A <« B)—> (C; < Dy) by *(C1) (since o(D1,C1,A/B,1) is the case)
(2) |-00(A < B) - 0O(C; < Dy) from (1) since O is a normal (modal) operator
(3) |—0(C; <> D1)—0,(C; < Dy) by axioms (O — Op) and (Op — Oy) and PC
(4) |—0,(Cy < Dy)— (O0,Cy < 0,D1)  using known properties of the normal operators
%) |—-0(A <« B) —» OO(A < B) O is a S5 operator

(6) |—O(A < B) — (0,C; < 0,Dy) from (5), (2), (3) and (4) by PC

C=0,C; and *(Cy). Thesis: *(C). Proof:

Similar to case (viii).

C =0(C;/Cy) and *(Cy) and *(Cy). Thesis: *(C). Proof:

Let D be any formula such that o(D,C,A/B,1) is the case.

Then three cases are possible:

Case 1: C=A and D=B, and that | —O(A <> B) — (A < B) follows as in (i).
Case 2: D=0O(D/D) and o(D{,C,A/B,1) and o(D;,C,,A/B,0) are the case. Then

(1) |[-0(A<«< B)— (Ci«< Dy) by *(Cy) (since o(D1,Cy,A/B,1) is the case)
(@) |-0(A < B) > (C2< Dy) by (a)

3) |-00(A <« B)—>0(C;< Dy) from (1) since O is a normal (modal) operator
(4) |—00(A <> B) > 0O(Cy < D») from (2) since O is a normal (modal) operator
(5) |-0(A < B) — OO(A < B) O is a S5 operator

(6) |—O(A <« B)— 0O(C;<« Dy) from (5) and (3) by PC
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(7) |—0(A < B) > O(Cyr <> D) from (5) and (4) by PC

(8) |—O(A <> B) = (O(C/Cy) < O(C1/Dy)) from (7) and (O-REA) by PC

(9) |—-0(Cy <« Dj)— 0Dy —(Cy <> Dy)) using PC and known properties of normal
operators

(10) |—O(A < B) = (O(C1/D;) <> O(D1/Dy))  from (6), (9) and (O-CONT-REC) by PC

(xi)

(xii)

(11) |—O0(A < B) — (O(C/Cy) <« O(D/D3)) from (8) and (10) by PC

Case 3: D=0O(D/D;) and o(D{,C;,A/B,0) and o(D3,C,,A/B,1) are the case. Then the desired
theorem follows as in case 2.

C=0,C; and *(Cy). Thesis: *(C). Proof:

Let D be any formula such that o(D,C,A/B,1) is the case.

Then two cases are possible:

Case 1: C=A and D = B, and that | —O(A <> B) — (A <> B) follows as in (i).

Case 2: D=0,D; and o(D;,C,A/B,1) is the case. Then

(1) |—O0A < B)—> (Cy< Dy) by *(C1) (since o(D1,C1,A/B,1) is the case)
(2) |-00(A < B) > 0O(Cy < Dy) from (1) since O is a normal (modal) operator
(3) |—0(Cy <> D)= 0,4(Cy < Dy) by axioms (O — Op) and (Op — Oy) and PC
4) |-0(A < B) — O0O(A < B) O is a S5 operator

(5) |-0(A <« B) > O4(Cy < Dy) from (4), (2) and (3) by PC

(6) |—0a(C1 <> D1)— (02C1 <> OaDy) («>0a)
(7) |—O0(A < B) = (0,C1 < 0;D1) from (5) and (6) by PC

A=0,C; and *(Cy). Thesis: *(C). Proof:
Similar to case (xi).

PROOF OF (c). We will prove, by (simple) induction on n>1, that
Viz1%*(n)

where: **(n) means V¢, p(if o(D,C,A/B,n), then |— O(A <> B) — (C < D))
Base:

n= 1. We have that **(1), by (b).

Induction step:

Let n>1 and assume that **(n) is the case. We want to prove that **(n+1) is also the case.
Let C and D be any two formulae such that o(D,C,A/B,n+1) is the case.
Then there exists a formula E such that o(E,C,A/B,n) and o(D,E,A/B,1) are the case. But then:

(1) |-0(A < B) — (C«< E) by **(n) (since o(E,C,A/B,n) is the case)
(2) |-O0(A < B) — (E < D) by the base case (i.e. b)) (since o(D,E,A/B,1) are the case)
3) |-0A<«<B)—> (C«< D) from1)and?2)byPC

REesuLT II-4-1

(a) The following schemas (that are axioms in [1]) can be deduced as theorems:

(i) —=O(L/A)
(i) Op(AABAC) A O(B/A) A O(C/A) — O(BAC/A)
(iii) O(B/A) — O(B/AAB)
(iv) ©pO(B/A) — O,0(B/A)
(v) Op(AABAC) A O(C/B) — O(C/AAB)
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(b) The following rules (that are primitive in [1]) can be derived:

(i) If |—=A <> B then |— O(C/A) <> O(C/B)
(i) If |—=C — (A <> B) then |— O(A/C) <> O(B/C)

PRrROOF

(a-i) Follows from axiom (O— <>) and the normality of O (i.e. the fact that O is a normal modal
operator).
(a-ii) Follows from (O-C) and (O — Op).
(a-iii)) We have the following derivation:

(1) |—O(AAB—A) A S(AABAB) A O(B/A) — O(B/AAB)  (O-SA)

(2) |-OB/A) - S>(BAA) (0—<)

(3) |-0O(AAB—A) PC and O-necessitation

@) |—<>(BAA) - S(AABAB) by PC and known properties of normal modal operators
(5) |-0O(B/A) — O(B/AAB) from (2), (4), (3) and (1) by PC

(a-iv) Follows from (¢$O— 0O) and (O — Op).
(a-v) We have the following derivation:

(1) |—O(AAB—B) A G(AABAC) A O(C/B) — O(C/AAB)  (O-SA)

(2) |-8(AAB—B) PC and O-necessitation
3B) |->(AABAC)AOC/B)— O(C/AAB) from (2) and (1) by PC
@ |- Op(AABAC) — H(AABAC) from (0 — Op) (and PC)
o) |- <>p(A/\B/\C) AO(C/B)— O(C/AAB) from (4) and (3) by PC

(b-i) Since O verifies the necessitation proof rule, it follows trivially from (O-REA) and PC.
(b-ii) Since O verifies the necessitation proof rule, it follows trivially from (O-CONT-REC) and PC.

OBSERVATION I1-4-3

‘We have the ‘deontic detachment’ theorems
|— OaA A O(B/A) AGR(AAB) — O4(AAB) label: (O,-DD)
[— OpA A O(B/A) Ap(AAB) — Op(AAB) label: (Op-DD)

PRrROOF.
(O4-DD) follows from axioms («<>Q03) and theorems (O4-C) and (O— O, —). In detail:

(1) |—=<a(AA(A—B)) A O3A A O3(A—B) = O,(AA(A—B)) (0,-C)
2) |—<a(AAB) — Oa(AN(A—B)) using PC and known properties of normal operators

3) |—<Ca(AAB) AOA A O (A—B) > Ou(AA(A—B)) from (1) and (2) by PC

@) |—O0a(AAB < AA(A—B)) from PC and O,-necessitation
(5) |—0,(AAB <> AA(A—B)) — (0,(AAB) <> O,(AA(A—B)) («=0y)

(6) |— Oa(AAB) <> O, (AA(A—B)) from (4) and (5) by PC

(7) | —<a(AAB) A O3A A O3(A—B) — 0,(AAB) from (3) and (6) by PC

) |— OB/A) AC(AAB) A Ga(AA—B) — O3(A—B) (0—0,—)

(9) |=<Ca(AA=B) = (0,A A O(B/A) AR (AAB) — Oa(AAB)) from (8) and (7) by PC
(10) |——=<a(AA—B) — Oa(A<>AAB)  using PC and known properties of normal operators
(11) |— Oa(A<>AAB) — (0,A < O4(AAB)) («>0y)
(12) |=—=<Ca(AA=B) = (0aA A O(B/A) AL (AAB) — O4(AAB)) from (10) and (11) by PC
(13) |[—0,A A O(B/A) AL (AAB) — Oa(AAB) from (9) and (12) by PC



618 A logic of CTDs

The proof of (Op-DD) is analogous.

Lemma II-5-1

Let I'; and I'p be two mc sets such that d(I";) = d(I"p).
If Aebc(f2) (i.e. A is any Boolean combination of subformulae of ¢), then
AeTl iff Ae Ty

PrOOF. Let I'1 and I'; be two mc sets such that d(I"{) = d(I").
We will proof, by induction on the structure of the Boolean combination of subformulae of ¢, that
Y aebe()0(A) where o(A) means that ‘Ae 'y iff Ae T,

Base:
(i) A € Q=Subf(¢). Thesis: o(A). Proof:
Suppose A € Q=Subf(p).
If A € Q, then, for any descriptor d, either Aed or (A¢d and) —Aed.
And for any mc set I, by the definition of d(I"), we have that d(I") e T".
Thus (by the properties of the mc sets):
AeT'y iff Aed(I'y) iff Aed(I') iff Ae T

Induction step:

(i) A=—B and o(B). Thesis: o(A). Proof (using standard properties of the mc sets):
—Bel iff B¢y iff (by o(B)) B¢ 1", iff -Bel';
(iii-vi) Similarly, using standard properties of the mc sets, we can prove that o(B) and o(C) imply
o(BAC), o(BVvC), o(B—C) and o(B<«>C).

LEmMMA I1-5-2
IfT" ismc and GAe T (where A is any formula), there is (at least) one descriptor d such that G(dAA)e T

OUTLINE OF THE PROOF
The desired descriptor d = A A...AAp, can be inductively built as follows (i = 1,...,n):
if G(ALA..AA—1 A AA)e T, then A;j= a;; otherwise, A; = —a;.
(That is, we go through the list ay,...,a, of all the subformulae of ¢. We start by checking if &>(a) AA)e
I. If it is, we take a; as the first conjunct Ajof d; if not, we make Al be —a;. And so on.)
The proof that ‘if I is mc and QA€ T, then G(dAA)e T is then as follows:
Assume, by induction hypothesis, that (¥) G(AA...AA;_1AA)eT.
If G(ALA...AA_1AajAA)e T, we are done.
Suppose that G(ATA...AA_1AajAA)ET .
Since I' is mc and O is a normal operator, then =<>(AjA...AAj—1AgAA)e T and so, also
(**) OALA...AA_1ANA — —a))eT.
And, from (*) and (**), it follows that G(AA...AAj—1 A—ajAA)e T (as we wish to prove).

LeEmmMA I1-5-3
Let I" be mc, d a descriptor and Acbc(£2) (i.e. A is any Boolean combination of subformulae of ¢).
Then if "G(dAA)eT then O(d—A)e ™ (property designated by o(A) in the proof below).

PROOF. Let I" be any mc set and d any descriptor. We will proof, by induction on the structure of the
Boolean combination of subformulae of ¢, that V4 epe()0(A).

Base:

(i) A € Q=Subf(¢). Thesis: o(A). Proof:
Suppose A € Q=Subf(¢) and suppose that G(dAA)eT .
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If A € 2, then either Aed or (A¢d and) —Aed

If Aed, then |- d—A. Thus, by O-necessitation, |—O(d—A), and so (since I" is mc)
O(d—A)eT.

If A¢d, then |— d— —A. Thus, analogously, O(d— —A)eI", which contradicts the hypothesis
that >(dAA)e T, Thus, (if G(dAA)eT then) we cannot have the case where A¢d.

Induction step:

(ii)) A=—B and o(B). Thesis: 0o(A). Proof:
Suppose that <>(dA—B)eI™. Then (by the properties of the mc sets and the normality of
0) O(d—B)¢ T, and so (by o(B)) &(dAB)¢ . But then O(d— —B)eT.

(iii) A=BAC and o(B) and o(C). Thesis: o(A).
Suppose that G(AABAC)eT. Then (by the properties of the mc sets and the normality of
0) &>(dAB)eT and <>(dAC)e T, and so (by o(B) and o(C)) O(d—B)eI" and O(d—C)eT'. But
then (by the properties of the mc sets and the normality of O), O(d— BAC)eT.

(iv) A=BVC and o(B) and o(C). Thesis: o(A).
We can prove this directly, or using (ii) and (iii) (since |— BvC < —=(—=BA—C)). Directly:
Suppose that H(AA(BVC))e . Then H(AAB)VO(AAC)e T, and so G>(dAB)eT or H(AAC)eT .
I[f&(dAB)eT, then (by o(B)) O(d—B)e I, and so O(d—BvC)e . If H(dAC)e T, analogously
(using now o(C)) we get that O(d—BVvC)eT.

(v) A=B—C and o(B) and o(C). Thesis: o(A).
Suppose that G(AA(B—C))eT. Then (since |— (B—C) < —=BVvC)), G(AA(—BVC))eT. By
(i1), we have o(—B). Thus, by (iv), O(d— —BVvC)e I, and so O(d—(B—C))eI.

(vi) A=B<>C and o(B) and o(C). Thesis: o(A).
Suppose that G(AA(B<C))el.
Then (since |— (B<>C)<>(B—C)A(C—B)), G(AAB—-C)A(C—B))eI'. By (v), we have
o(B—C) and o(C—B). Thus, by (iii)), O(d—B—->C)A(C—B))el', and so O(d—
B<C))er.

REsuLT II-5-1

(a) Each weW is mc.
(b) W is finite.

PROOF.

(a) Standard (using the fact that O is a normal operator):
Since &de ¢*, and ¢* is consistent (because ¢* is mc), we have that 0~ !g* U {d} is consistent
(see e.g. lemma 2.3a, page 22, of [7]). Thus s(d) = (D_1<p* U {d})* is mc.

(b) Obvious, since the set DESCRIPTORS is finite.

LemMmA II-5-4
(Where A and B can be any formulae:)

(a) If |A|#0, then CGAep*
(i.e. if Aew, for weW, then GAe€ ).
(b) If O(A—B)e ¢*, then |A| € [B].
(c) If O(A<>B)e ¢*, then |A|=|B|.
(d) If |— A—B, then |A|C |B.
(e) If |— A<>B, then |A| = |B|.
) (YweW) (0A € wiff OA € ¢*)
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PROOF.

(a) If GA¢ @*, then O—Aec ¢*. Thus (by the definition of W) —Aew for all weW, and |A| would
be empty.

(b) If it is not the case that |A| C|B|, then there exists weW such that Aew and B¢w. Thus
AA—Bew, which implies that =(A— B)ew. But then we cannot have O(A— B)e€ ¢*, since that
would imply (by the definition of W) that (A—B)ev for all veW.

(c) Follows from (b) (since, by the normality of O and the properties of the mc sets, O(A<>B)e ¢*
implies that both O(A—B) and O(B—A) belong to ¢*).

(d) If |— A—B, then (by O-necessitation) |— O(A— B), which implies (since ¢* is a mc set) that
O(A—B)e ¢*. But then |A| C |B| follows from (b).

(e) Follows from (d).

(f) Consider any world w (i.e. weW).

Since | —OA— OOA, we have that OA € ¢* implies that O0OA € ¢*, which, in turn, implies
that JA € w.

Suppose now that OA ¢ ¢*. Then —0A € ¢* and so $—A € ¢*. But | —<O—A— OO—A. Thus
OOG—A € ¢*, and so O—A € w. But then DA ¢ w.

Lemma II-5-5
If A,Bebce(R2) (i.e. A and B are any Boolean combinations of subformulae of ¢), then:

(a) If CAe€*, then |A|# @" (i.e. if GA€ @* then there exists weW such that Aew).
(b) If |A| € |B|, then O(A—B)e p*.
(¢) If |JA|=|B], then O(A<~>B)ec p*.

PROOF.

(a) By lemma II-5-2, if GAe€ @™, there is (at least) one descriptor d such that >(dAA)e o*. And,
by lemma II-5-3 (since A is a Boolean combination of subformulae of ¢), this implies that
O(d—A)e ¢*. And (by the normality of O) <>(dAA)e ¢* implies that <>de ¢*. Thus, by the
definition of W, there exists w such that {d, d—A}Cw. And, since w is mc (result II-5-1), Aew.

(b) If O(A—B)¢ ¢*, then G(AA—B)e ¢*. Thus, by (a), |]AA—B|#0, i.e. there exists w such that
AA—Bew. But this implies that Aew and B¢w, and so it is not the case that |A] C |B|.

(c) Follows from (b) (using the normality of O and the properties of the mc sets).

LemmA I1-5-6
(a) (Where A and B can be any formulae:)
(i) |Av B|=]AJU| B|

(i) |AAB[=|AIN|B|
(iil) [—Al=W - |A]
() () | d(w) | = {w} (for each weW)
(i) | d(XUY) |=|d(X) v d(Y) | (for X,YCW)
(iii) | d(X) | = X (for each XCW)

(iv) | dXNY) | =] dX) A d(Y) | (for X,YCW)
V) | dW-X) |=|=d(X) | (for XCW)

PROOF.
(a) Follows from the properties of the mc sets.
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(b) (1) Suppose weW. That | d(w) | = {w}, follows from the definition of d(I"), for I" a mc set, and
the definition of W.

As a matter of fact:
By the definition of |A|, we have that: | d(w) | = {veW: d(w)eVv}.
By the definition of d(I"), for I' mc, we have that: d(w)ew. Thus, we [d(w)|.
Suppose now that veW is such that ve |d(w)], i.e. d(w)ev.
Then, by the definition of W, we have that there exists deDESCRIPTORS and <>d€ ¢* and
w=s(d)= (D_1 @* U {d})* (since weW) and there exists dj eDESCRIPTORS and <>d; € ¢*
and v=s(d;) =(E|71<p* U {dq D)* (since veW). And so dew and d; €v.
But, for I' mc, d(I') denotes the unique element of ' DESCRIPTORS. Thus d(w)ew and
dew implies that d(w)=d, and d(w)ev and d; ev implies that d(w)=d;. That is, d(w)=d=d;.
But then, w=s(d) and v=s(d;) implies that w=v.

(i) Let X,YCW. That |[d(XUY)|=|d(X)Vvd(Y)| follows from the properties of the mc sets.
As a matter of fact:
[dXUY)| ={weW: dXUY)ew} ={weW: Vyexuyd(v)ew}
Now, Vyexuyd(v) is equivalent to (Vyexd(v))V(Vyeyd(v)) (i.e. the equivalence between them
is a theorem). Thus, since w is a mc set:
(Vyexurd(W)ew iff (Vyexd(W)V(Vyerd(v))ew iff (dX)vd(Y))ew iff we |d(X)vd(Y)| .
Thus:
[d(XUY)|=|d(X)vd(Y)|
(iii) Suppose XCW. That | d(X) | = X follows from (a-i) and previous (i) and (ii).
As a matter of fact:
[dX)|=|d(Uyvex {v}I = (by (b-iD)) [Vvexd({vD]=|Vvexd(v)| = (by (a-1)) Uvex|[d(v)]|
= (by (b-1)) Uyex{v} =X
(iv) Let X,YCW. That |d(XNY)| = |d(X)Ad(Y)]| follows from (a-ii) and (b-iii).
As a matter of fact:
By (b-iii) (since XNYCW), |d(XNY)| = XNY = |d(X)|N|d(Y)| = (by (a-ii)) |[d(X)AA(Y)]|
(v) Let XCW. That | d(W-X) | =|—=d(X) | follows from (a-iii) and (b-iii).
As a matter of fact:
By (b-iii) (since (W-X)CW), |[d(W-X)| = W-X = W-|d(X)| = (by (a-iii)) |~d(X)]

COROLLARY II-5-2 (corollary of lemmas II-5-6, II-5-5 and 1I-5-4)
Let Bebc(2) (i.e. B is a Boolean combination of subformulae of ¢).
() Od(B))«B) ep*
(i) O(d(|B|)«>B) € w, for any weW

PRrROOF. Let Bebc(£2).

(i) By lemma II-5-6-(b)-(iii)), |d(|B|)|=|B|. On the other hand, by the definition of d(X) (for
XCW), d(X) is always a Boolean combination of subformulae of ¢. Thus d(|B|) is a Boolean
combination of subformulae of ¢. and, by hypothesis, B is also a Boolean combination of
subformulae of ¢. Thus, by lemma II-5-5-(c), O(d(|B|) «<>B)e ¢*.

(i1) Follows from (i), by lemma II-5-4-(f).

LEMMA 1I-5-8
Let Bebc(€2) (i.e. B is a Boolean combination of subformulae of ¢) and let A be any formula.
(a) G) O(A/d(|B])) ep*iff O(A/B) € p*
(i) O(A/d(|B])) € wiff O(A/B) € w, for any weW
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(b) 1) OW(|B])/A) ep*iff OB /A) € p*
(i) Od(|B])/A) e wiff O(B/A) € w, for any weW

PROOF. Let Bebc(£2).

(a-1) By corollary II-5-2-(i), (since Bebc(£2)) we have that O(d(|B|) «<>B)e p*.
Thus, by the axiom (O-REA), O(A/d(|B|))<>O(A/B)€ ¢*. And so O(A/d(|B]))e ¢* iff
O(A/B)e p*.

(a-ii) Follows from (a-i), by lemma II-5-7.

(b-i) By corollary II-5-2-(i), (since Bebc(£2)) we have that O(d(|B|) <>B)e ¢*.
Thus, by (REQ) — theorem (lemma II-4-1), O(d(|B|)/A)<O(B/A)e p*.
And so O(d(|B])/A)e ¢* iff O(B/A)e ¢*.

(b-ii) Follows from (b-i), by lemma II-5-7.

LEMMA 11-5-9

(a) Let weW, Bebc(RQ) and I' = {C: 0,Cew} U {B}
If I is consistent, then there exists veW such that veav(w) and Bev

(b) Let weW, Bebe(2) and I' = {C: Op,Cew} U {B}
If T is consistent, then there exists ve W such that vepv(w) and Bev

(c) Let weW and X=av(w). Then Oyd(X)ew

(d) Let weW and X=pv(w). Then O,d(X)ew

(e) Let weW and Bebc(£2) and suppose that —=0,Bew. Then there exists v € W such that veav(w)
and —Bev

(f) Let weW and Bebc(£2) and suppose that =O,Bew. Then there exists v € W such that vepv(w)
and —Bev

(g) If Bebe(R2) and ||B||=|B]|, then ||O,B]| = |O,B| (even if O,B¢bc(£2))

(h) If Bebce(£2) and ||B||=|B|, then ||O,B|| = |O,B| (even if O,B¢bc(£2))

PROOF.

(a) Let weW, Bebe(2) and I' = {C: O0,Cew} U {B}, and suppose I is consistent, which implies
that I'* is mc. Let d= d(I").
If there exists ve W such that d(v)=d, then (by lemma II-5-1), for any Debc(2), Dev iff De I'*.
Thus, Bev and (by the same lemma II-5-1),!° for any Cebc(£2) such that 0,Cew, we also have
that Cev (since such C belongs to I'). But then, veav(w) and Bev (as we wish to prove).
Thus, we only need to prove that there exists ve W such that d(v)=d.
If such was not the case, it would mean that?® <>d¢ ¢*. But then O—de ¢*, which implies (by
lemma II-5-4-(f)) that O—dew, which, in turn (since | — O—d— O,—d), implies that Oy —~dew.
But then —deI', which implies that d # d(I"*), contradicting our hypothesis.

(b) The proof of (b) is similar to the proof of (a).

(c) Let weW and X=av(w) and suppose, to reach a contradiction, that O,d(X)¢w, which implies
that =0,d(X)ew.

97¢ is this step that makes it necessary to consider veav(w) iff Vaepe()(if D,Aew then Aev), and not, simply, veav(w)
iff Vo (if O,A€ew then Aev)).

20As a matter of fact, if $de @ then (O~ ' @*U({d}) is consistent and (O~ '@*U{d})* is a member of W (recall definition
II-5-(2). But then, using v to denote such an element of W, we must have d(v) = d, since d(v) denotes the unique element of
vNDESCRIPTORS and devNDESCRIPTORS.
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Then the set I' = {C: 0,Cew} U {—d(X)} is consistent (the proof is standard, since O, is a
normal modal operator). Thus, since —d(X)ebc(£2), by (a), there exists ve W such that veav(w)
and ~d(X)ev.
But d(X) = Vyexd(w) and veav(w)=X. Thus (by the properties of the mc sets) —~d(v)ev, and
so d(v)¢v, and we get a contradiction, since (by definition of d(v)) d(v)ev.
(d) The proof of (d) is similar to the proof of (c).
(e) Let weW and Bebc(£2) and suppose that =00, Bew.
Then the setI' = {C: O,Cew} U {—B} is consistent (the proof is standard, since O, is a normal
modal operator). Thus, since =B ebc(2), by (a), there exists ve W such that veav(w) and =Bev.
(f) The proof of (f) is similar to the proof of (e).
(g) Suppose Bebc(£2) and ||B||=|B|, and let w be any world.
We want to prove that M | =y, O0,B iff 0;Bew

e Suppose O0,Bew. We want to prove that M | =y, O4B.
Let v be any world belonging to av(w). We want to prove that M | =,B.
By the definition of av(w) (since Bebc(L2)), if veav(w) and O,Bew, then Bev, which
implies (since ||B||=|B|) that M | =B (as we wish to prove).

* Suppose now that O,B¢w, which implies that =0,Bew.
Then (since Bebc(£2)), by (e) of this lemma, there exists ve W such that veav(w) and —Bev.
But then B¢v, and (since ||B||=|B|) M | #yB. Thus M| #, 0,B (as we wish to prove).

(h) The proof of (h) is similar to the proof of (g).

REesuLT 1I-5-5
M (defined as in Definition II-5-3) satisfies all the conditions of our models.

PRrROOF. That W# ) is a particular consequence of result II-5-2.

* Condition (3-a), i.e. av(w) # 0 (for any weW). Proof:
Let B € 2 = Subf(p) (there exists one such B, since Subf(p) # ).
Either (1) O;Bew or (2) O,B¢w.
In case (1), by D-axiom, <, Bew, and by lemma I1-5-9-(e), there exists veW such that veav(w)
and ——Bev. Thus av(w) #£ 0.
In case (2), ~0,Bew, and by the same lemma II-5-9-(e), there exists veW such that veav(w)
and —Bev. Thus av(w) #£ .

¢ Condition (4-a), i.e. av(w)Cpv(w) (for any weW). Proof:
Let veav(w) and let B be any Boolean combination of subformulae of ¢. Suppose OpBew.
Then, since |- O,B— U,B (axiom (O, — U,)), we have that O;Bew. But, since veav(w),
this implies that Bev. Thus vepv(w) (as we wish to prove).

* Condition (4-b), i.e. wepv(w) (for any weW). Proof:
Let B be any Boolean combination of subformulae of ¢, and suppose OpBew. Then, since (by
the T-axiom) |- Op,B— B, we have that Bew. Thus wepv(w) (as we wish to prove).

It remains to prove that ob verifies semantic conditions (5-a), (5-b), (5-c*), (5-d) and (5-e).

(5-a) ‘@ ¢ob(X)’. Proof:
Suppose, by reductio ad absurdum, that @ eob(X), i.e. O(d(@)/d(X)) €¢*. Note that

d)=_1.
But | ——=0(L/d(X)) (see result II-4-1-(a)). Thus O(L/d(X))¢ ¢*, and a contradiction
obtains.

(5-b) “if YNX =ZNX, then (Y € ob(X) iff Z € ob(X))’. Proof:
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(5-¢%)

(5-0)

Suppose that YNX=ZNX and that Yeob(X) (the case Z € ob(X) is similar).

Then, by the definition of ob, O(d(Y)/d(X)) € ¢*.

On the other hand (by lemma I1-5-6), |[d(Y)Ad(X)| = |d(YNX)| =|d(ZNX)| = |d(Z)Ad(X)].
Thus, by lemma I1-5-5, O(d(Y)Ad(X)<>d(Z)Ad(X)) € ¢*, and so O(d(X)— (d(Y)<«>d(Z)))e
p*.

So, by the axiom (O-CONT-REC), O(d(Z)/d(X))€ ¢*, i.e. Zeob(X).

Since W is finite, M satisfies condition 5-c*) iff M satisfies condition 5-c). Thus we proof
that M satisfies this simpler condtion.

‘if Y, Z € ob(X) and YNZNX # @, then YNZ € ob(X)’. Proof:

Suppose Y, Z € ob(X) and YNZNX # @.

Then, by the definition of ob, O(d(Y)/d(X))e€ ¢* and O(d(Z)/d(X))e p*.

On the other hand, by lemma II-5-6, YNZNX=|d(YNZNX)| = |d(Y)Ad(Z)Ad(X)|. Thus
|[d(Y)AA(Z)Ad(X)| #0, and so, by lemma II-5-4-(a), >(A(Y)AD(Z)AA(X)) € p*.

Thus, using the axiom (O-C), we conclude that O(d(Y)Ad(Z)/d(X))e p*.

But, by lemma I1-5-6, |d(YNZ)| =|d(Y)Ad(Z)|.

Thus, by lemma I1.5-5-(c), O(d(YNZ)<«>d(Y)Ad(Z))€ p*.

But then, by theorem (REQ) (lemma II-4-1), from O(d(Y)Ad(Z)/d(X))e ¢* it follows that
O(d(YNZ)/d(X))e p*. i.e. YNZ € ob(X).

(5-d) Assuming condition (5-b), by lemma II-2-1, (5-d) is equivalent to the condition

(5-0)

(5-bd) if Yeob(X) and XZZ, then ((Z-X) UY) € ob(Z)

And, assuming (5-b), since ((Z-X)UY)NZ = (W-X)UY)NZ, condition (5-bd) is equivalent
to ‘if Yeob(X) and XCZ, then (W-X) UY) € ob(Z)’.

Thus, since we have proved that M satisfies condition (5-b), we only need to prove that M
satisfies the previous simpler condition.

Suppose, then, that Yeob(X) and XZZ.

Then, by the definition of ob, O(d(Y)/d(X))€ ¢*. And:

- since we have axiom (O— <), this implies that G(d(Y)AA(X)) e p*.

- since we have axiom (O—O—), this also implies that O(d(X)—d(Y)/T)e ¢*.

On the other hand, by lemma II-5-6-(b), |d(Z)|=Z and |d(X)|=X. Thus |d(X)| € |d(Z)|. And
by lemma I1-5-5-(b), O(d(X)—d(Z))€ ¢*. Thus G>(A(Y)AA(Z))€ ¢*, which in turn implies
that O(A(Z)AAX)—d(Y)))e p*.

By lemma II-5-5-(b) (since |T|=W), we also have O(d(Z)—T)e€ ¢*.

Thus we have O(d(X)—d(Y)/T)e ¢*, H(A(Z)AAX)—d(Y)))€ ¢* and O(d(Z)—T)e p*.
Thus, by axiom (O-SA), we conclude that O((d(X)—d(Y))/d(Z))e ¢*.

But (by lemma I1-5-6-(b)-(iii)) |d(X)—d(Y)|=|d(|dX)—d(Y)])|.

Thus, by lemma II-5-5-(c), O((d(X)—d(Y))<>d(]d(X)—d(Y)|))€ ¢*, and so, by theorem
(REQ) (lemma II-4-1), also O(d(|d(X)—d(Y))/d(Z))€ ¢*, i.e. [d(X)—d(Y)| €ob(Z).

But [d(X)—d(Y)| = (by lemma II-5-4-(e)) |—d(X) Vv d(Y)| = (by lemma II-5-6-(a))
|[=d(X)|U|d(Y)| = (by lemma II-5-6-(a)) (W-|d(X)|) U |d(Y)| = (by lemma II-5-6-(b)) (W-X)
uY.

Thus (W-X) UY) € ob(Z).

‘if YCX and Zeob(X) and YNZ # @, then Zeob(Y)’. Proof:

Suppose YCX and Zeob(X) and YNZ # @. Then, by the definition of ob, O(d(Z)/d(X))e ¢*.
By lemma I1-5-6, [d(Y)|=Y and |d(X)|=X. Thus |d(Y)| € |d(X)|. And, by lemma II-5-5-(b),
this implies that O(d(Y)—d(X))e€ p*.

And (similarly to what we have done before), by lemma II-5-6, YNZ = |[d(YNZ)|=
|[d(Y)AA(Z)|. Thus |[d(Y)AA(Z)| # @ and so, by lemma I1-5-4-(a), >(A(Y)AA(Z)) e p*.
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Thus, by axiom (O-SA), O(d(Z)/d(Y))€ ¢*, i.e. Zeob(Y).

REsuLT II-5-6
Vaeo Vwew M |=wAiff A e w)

PROOF.

Let

*(A) denote ‘Vyew M |=wAiff A e w),ie. ||Al|=|Al
0(A) denote ‘if Ae Q(=Subf(p)) then *(A)’

We want to prove that V5 o(A). We will prove this by induction on the structure of A.

Base:

®

A is an atomic sentence, i.e. A is a propositional symbol q. Thesis: o(A). Proof:
In this case we have *(A) even if A is not a subformula of ¢. The proof is standard.

Induction step:

(ii)
(iii)

@iv)

v)

(vi)

A=-B and o(B). Thesis: o(A). Proof: standard.

A =BAC (or A=BVC, or A=B—C, or A= B<C) and o(B) and o(C). Thesis: o(A). Proof:
standard.

A=0B and o(B). Thesis: o(A). Proof:

Suppose OBeSubf(¢), which implies that BeSubf(g), and let w be any world. Then:

— If OBew then (by lemma II-5-4-(f)) OB ¢* and thus (by the definition of W) B belongs to
any world in W, i.e. |B| = W. Thus, by o(B) (since BeSubf(¢)), ||B||=W, i.e. (VZveW)M|=,B,
and so M| =y, OB.

— If OB¢w then (by lemma II-5-4-(f)) OB¢ ¢*. But then G—Be ¢*, and (by lemma II-5-5-
(a)) |[-B| #0, i.e. there exists v such that =Bev. Thus B¢v and, by o(B) (since BeSubf(g)),
M| #yB, and so M | #y OB.

A= O(B/C) and o(B) and o(C). Thesis: o(A). Proof:

Suppose O(B/C)eSubf(¢), which implies that B,CeSubf(g), and let w be any world.

(v-a) e Suppose M | = O(B/C). Then we can prove that O(B/C)ew as follows:

IfM | =wO(B/C), then (see observation [I-2-1-(7)) ||B|| €ob(||C]|). But, by o(B) and o(C) (since
B,CeSubf(p)), ||B||=|B]| and ||C||=|C|. Thus |B| €ob(|C|). But this means (by the definition
of ob) that O(d(|B|)/d(|C|))e ¢*.

And, by lemma II-5-7 and lemma II-5-8 (applicable since B and C are Boolean
combinations of subformulae of ¢, once they are subformulae of ¢), we can conclude that
O(B/C)ew.

(v-b) e Suppose now that O(B/C)ew, which implies, by lemma II-5-7, that O(B/C)e ¢*. We
want to prove that M | = O(B/C).

Suppose, by reductio ad absurdum, that M |#yO(B/C). Then (by result II-2-22')
B[] ¢ob(||C[]).

Then, by o(B) and o(C) (since B,CeSubf(p)), |B|¢ob(|C|), i.e. by definition of ob:
O(d(IBN/A(IC]) ¢ ¢*

But, since B and C are Boolean combinations of subformulae of ¢, by lemma II-5-8, from
O(B/C)e ¢*, we can conclude that O(d(|B|)/d(|C|))€ ¢*, and a contradiction obtains.

A=0,B and o(B). Thesis: o(A). Proof:

Suppose O,BeSubf(p). Then BeSubf(g) (and so also Bebc(£2)).

2'We have already proved that M satisfies all conditions of our models. Thus we can use result II-2-2. We note that we
can prove (v-b), above, without relying on result II-2-2, although the proof becomes a little longer and more complicated.
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Since BeSubf(¢) and o(B) is the case, we have that ||B||=|B]|.
Thus, from lemma II-5-9-(g), it follows that ||0,B||=|0,B| (as we wish to prove).
(vii) A=0,B and o(B). Thesis: o(A).
Proof: similar to case (vi).
(viii) A = 0O,B and o(B). Thesis: o(A). Proof:
The proof of (viii) was included in the article.
(ix) A =0OpB and o(B). Thesis: o(A).
Proof: similar to case (viii).



