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Connecting abstract logics and adjunctions in the theory of
(7-)institutions: some theoretical remarks and applications
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Abstract

In the present work, a natural sequel to , we further discuss the existence of adjunctions between
categories of institutions and of w-institutions. This is done at both a foundational and an applied level.
Firstly, we reformulate and conceptually clarify such adjunctions in terms of the 2-categorical data involved
in the construction of categories of institution-like structures. More precisely, we remark that the process
used for passing from rooms to institutions ([Diac2]) can be extended, due to its 2-functoriality, to more
general room-like and institution-like structures in such a way that the aforementioned adjunctions are all
seen to arise from simpler adjunctions at the room-like level. Secondly, and mostly independently, we provide
some applications of such adjunctions to abstract logics, mainly to the setting of propositional logics and filter
pairs ([AMP1]); we also generalize the process of skolemization, a classical device from predicate logic, to
the institutional setting.

Keywords: (7-)institutions, abstract logics, adjunctions

Introduction

The concept of institution was introduced by J. A. Goguen and R. M. Burstall (see [GB]) in order to present a
unified mathematical formalism for the notion of a formal logical system, i.e. it provides a “...categorical abstract
model theory which formalizes the intuitive notion of logical system, including syntaz, semantic, and satisfaction
relation between them...” ([Diac2]). This means that it encompasses the abstract concept of universal model
theory for a logic: it contains a satisfaction relation between models and sentences that is “stable under change
of notation”. The are several natural examples of institutions, and a systematic study of abstract model theory
based on the general notion of institution is presented in Diaconescu’s book [Diac2].

A proof-theoretical variation of the notion of institution, the concept of w-institution, was introduced by
Fiadeiro and Sernadas in [F'S]: it formalizes the notion of a deductive system and “..replace the notion of model
and satisfaction by a primitive consequence operator (4 la Tarski)”. Categories of propositional logics endowed
with natural notions of translation morphisms provide examples of m-institutions. Voutsadakis has developed an
intensive study of abstract algebraic logic based on the concept of m-institution, see for instance [Voul.

Certain relations between institutions and 7-institutions were established in [FS] and [Vou|. On the other
hand, it seems that the explicit functorial connections between the category of institutions (with comorphisms)
and that of m-institutions (with comorphisms) first appeared in : indeed, the category of m-institutions
is isomorphic to a full coreflective subcategory of the category of institutions. In the present (ongoing) work,
we expand the study initiated in [MaP1il] by establishing new adjunctions concerning categories of institution-
like structures and sketching new connections between these and abstract logics. Thus the goal of the article
is twofold: firstly, a categorical analysis in the setting of the abstract theory of models (respectively, theory of
proof) given by institution theory (respectively, m-institution theory); secondly, applications to presentations of
propositional logics (abstract logics, filter pairs) and abstract predicate logic devices (skolemization).
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Overview of the paper:

In Section 1 we recall, for the reader’s convenience, the definitions of institution and of w-institution, as well
as their respective notions of (co)morphism. In Section 2 we expand the work in [MaPil] by presenting new
adjunctions involving categories of categories, diagrams, institutions, and 7-institutions. Section 3 is devoted to
extending the construction of the category of rooms — as presented in [Diac2] — in a way that applies to more
general categories of institution-like structures. This is done by applying classical 2-categorical machinery (such
as the 2-Yoneda embedding and the Grothendieck construction) and, although being relatively straightforward
from a technical point of view, its 2-functoriality allows us to provide a crucial conceptual simplification of the
aforementioned adjunctions between categories of institution-like structures: they are seen to arise as images
(under a 2-functor of institutional realization) of adjunctions between their generating categories of room-like
structures. In Section 4, we present some institutions and 7-institutions of abstract propositional logics, not
only the ones obtained by the former adjunctions, useful for establishing an abstract Glivenko’s theorem for
algebraizable logics regardless of their signatures associated ([MaPi3]). We have also defined a institution for
each filter pair -general and finitary version (see [AMP1])- in fact, we provide a functor from the category of
filter pairs to the category of institutions that can be restricted to a functor from the category of propositional
logics to the category of institutions and, moreover, that can be extended to a functor from the “multialgebraic”
setting (logics and filter pairs), useful to deal with complex logics, as Logics of Formal Inconsistency (LFIs)
([CCM]), thought non-deterministic semantics of matrices (JAZ]). Section 5 introduces a new institutional
device: skolemization; which is applied to get, by borrowing from FOL, a form of downward Léwenheim-Skolem
for the setting of multialgebras. Section 6 finishes the paper presenting some remarks and perspectives of future
developments.

1 Preliminaries: categories of institutions and m-institutions

In this first section we recall, for the reader’s convenience, the definition of institution and m-institution with
their respective notions of morphisms and comorphisms, consequently defining their categories. We also add
a subsection recalling the main results in [MaPil]: the adjunction between the categories of institutions and
m-institutions endowed with its comorphisms.

1.1 Categories of institutions

Definition 1.1. An institution I = (Sig, Sen, Mod, =) consists of

Sig

Mod W

(Cat)°P = Set

1. a category Sig, whose the objects are called signature,

2. a functor Sen : Sig — Set, for each signature a set whose elements are called sentence over the signature
3. a functor Mod : (Sig)°? — Cat, for each signature a category whose the objects are called model,
4.

a relation =xC [Mod(X)| x Sen(X) for each X € |Sig|, called ¥-satisfaction, such that for each morphism
h:YX — X' the compatibility condition

M' sy Sen(h)(¢) if and only if Mod(h)(M') s ¢
holds for each M' € |Mod(¥')| and ¢ € Sen(X)

Example 1.2. Let Lang denote the category of languages L = ((Fy,)nen, (Rn)nen), — where Fy, is a set of symbols
of n-ary function symbols and R, is a set of symbols of n-ary relation symbols, n = 0 — and language morphism.

IThat can be chosen “strict” (i.e., Fr +— F/, Rn + R.) or chosen be “flexible” (i.e., Fn — {n — ary — terms(L’)}, Rn >
{n — ary — atomic — formulas(L’)}).



For each pair of cardinals Ry < k, A\ < ©, the category Lang endowed with the usual notion of L, x-sentences
(= Ly x-formulas with no free variable), with the usual association of category of structures and with the usual
(tarskian) notion of satisfaction, gives rise to an institution I(k,\).

Definition 1.3. Let I and I' be institutions.

a) An institution morphism h = (®, o : I — I consists of:
(a) P ,Q,

Sig
Sen (Mod)°?
N l e
@ .
Set Sig’ Cater
Sen’ Mod’'°?

e a functor ® : Sig — Sig’
e a natural transformation o : Sen’ o ® = Sen

e a natural transformation : Mod = Mod' o ®°P

Such that the following compatibility condition holds:

m by ax(¢') iff Bs(m) '::P(Z) ¢’
For any X € Sig, any X-model m and any ®(X)-sentence ¢'.

(b) A triple f ={¢,a,B): I — I is a comorphism between the given institutions if the following conditions
hold:

e ¢:Sig — Sig’ is a functor.

e natural transformations a : Sen = Sen' o ¢ and B : Mod' o ¢°P = Mod satisfying:
m' Eys) ase) if f Bs(m) Fx ¢

For any X € Sig, m’ € Mod'(¢(X)) and ¢ € Sen(X%).

Given comorphisms f : I — I’ and f': I — I”, notice that f'e f := (¢/ o p,a’ e, 5" e 3) defines a comorphism
flef:I—I" where (¢/ e a)y = a;@) oayg and (B e f)y = fs 065;5(2)' Let Idy = (Idg;g,Id,Idy : I — I.
It is straightforward to check that these data determines a categoryg. We will denote by Ins., this category
of institution comorphisms. Of course, using analagous methods one can also define Ins,,,—the category of
institution morphisms.

Example 1.4. Given two pairs of cardinals (i, A;), with X < ki, N; < 00, i = 0,1, such that ko < k1 and
Ao < A1, then it is induced a morphism and a comorphism of institutions (®,a, ) : I(ko,No) — I(K1,A1),
given by the same data: Sigy = Lang = Sig1, Mody = Mod;y : (Lang)°? — Cat, Sen; = Ly, x,, © = 0,1,
® = Idrang : Stgo — Sig1, B :=1Id: Mod; = Modi_;, a := inclusion : Seng = Sen;.
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1.2 Categories of m-institutions

Definition 1.5. A m-institution J = (Sig, Sen, {Cs}sesig)) 15 a triple with its first two components evactly the
same as the first two components of an institution and, for every ¥ € |Sig|, a closure operator Cyx, : P(Sen(X)) —
P(Sen(X)), such that, for every f : 31 — 3o € Mor(Sig), the following holds:

Sen(f)(Cx,(T)) € Cs,(Sen(f)(T)), for all T < Sen(Xy).

Definition 1.6. Let J and J' be m-institutions.

2As usual in category theory, the set theoretical size issues on such global constructions of categories can be addressed by the use
of at least two Grothendieck universes.



(a) A morphism between J and J' is a pair (P, a) such that:
e ®:Sig — Sig’ is a functor

o a:Sen'® = Sen is a natural transformation

And, for all T U {p} S Sen/(®X), the following holds:
p € Cox(T') = ax(p) € Cs(ax(I))
(b) {(®,a):J — J is a comorphism between m-institution if:
o & :Sig — Sig’ is a functor

e «:Sen = Sen'® is a natural transformation

Such that, for all T u {¢} < Sen(X), we have:
p e Cx(l) = as(p) € Cox(as(l))

Given 7-institution morphisms (respec. comorphisms) (F,a): J — J and {(G,8): J' — J", g - f is defined
as (GF,« - BF) (respec. (GF,BF - «)), routine calculations show the composition is well defined. The identity
morphism and comorphism are both given by (1s;g, 1sen). These remarks lead us to define 7Ins,,,, and wIns,,
the categories of, respectively, institution morphisms and comorphisms.

Remark 1.7. It is easy to see that w-institution can be equivalently described by a triple (Sig, Sen, {-s}se|sig))
where the first two components are simply the ones used for m-institutions and the third component is a family,
indexed by ¥ € |Sig|, of tarskian consequence relations -y € P(Sen(X)) x Sen(X) such that for every arrow
f X1 — 32 in Sig the induced function Sen(f) : Sen(X1) — Sen(32) € Mor(Set) is a logical translation, i.e.
for each T' U {p} < Sen(%4)

['ts, ¢ = Sen(f)[I] 5, Sen(f)(p)

1.3 An adjunction between Ins., and 7lIns,,

For the reader’s convenience, we recall here the adjunction between Ins., and wlIns., established in [MaPil];
thus all the proofs will be omitted.

Let I = (Sig, Sen, Mod, =) be an institution. Given X € |Sig|, consider
I ={me Mod(X); mx ¢ forall pe T} and
M* ={pe Sen(X); mEs ¢ for all me M}
for any T' € Sen(X) and M < Mod(X). Notoriously, these mappings establish a Galois connection. Thus

CL(T) := I'** defines a closure operator for any ¥ € [Sig| ([Vou]). We can now define the first part of our
adjunction:

F
Ins.,, ——————— wlns,,

I ——— (Sig!, Senl, {Cé}z€|gig|>
<¢7a,5>l — |@e

J ——— (Sig”’, Sen”, {Cé}ze\SigO

For the other side of the adjunction consider the application:



mlns., - ¢ Ins.,

J ——— (Sig’, Sen’, Mod’, ")
<¢>,a>l —_ l<¢,a,a*1>
J' ——— (Sig”", Sen”’, Mod”" | ="

Where:

e Mod’ is taken as:

J
Sigo? —Mod” , Cat

Y — {Cx(): T < Sen(X)}
fl — TSen(f)_l
Y —— {Cx(T): T < Sen(X)}
With Mod” (X)) being viewed as a “co-discrete category”.
e For each X we let =4S [Mod(X)| x Sen(X) as the relation:

mEg e iff pem
For any m € Mod(X) and ¢ € Sen(X)

Theorem 1.8. The functors F : Ins., — wlns., and G : mIns., — Ins,., defined above establish an adjunction
G — F between the categories Ins., and mIns.,. Moreover, F o G = Idxins,, and the unity of this adjunction,
the natural transformation 1 : Idzins,, — F o G, is the identity. Thus the category mIns., can be seen to be a
full corefilective subcategory of Ins .

2 Adjunctions between Inst, 7-Inst, Cat, Diag

In this section we continue and expand the analysis of categorical relations between categories whose objects
are categories endowed with some extra structure like categories of (7-)institutions, categories of categories and
categories of Set-based diagrams.

2.1 An adjunction between Ins,,, and 7nlns,,,,

It is natural to ask whether we could achieve a similar adjunction considering morphisms instead of comor-
phisms, that is, taking Ins,,,, and 7lIns,,,, instead of Ins., and nIns.,. In this subsection, we sketch a proof
that the category of w-institutions and morphisms is isomorphic to a full coreflective subcategory of the category
of institutions and morphisms: this is a natural variant of the results in [MaPil] which were recalled in subsection

3
Let I = (Sig, Sen, Mod, =) be an institution. Given X € |Sig| let:
I'*:={me Mod(X): ms ¢ for all p €T}
and
M*:={peSen(X):m s ¢ for all me M}

for any I € Sen(X) and M < |[Mod(X)|. These mappings cleary define a Galois connection between P(Sen (X))
and P(|Mod(X)|). Therefore, Conk(T') := I'** defines a closure operator on P(Sen(X)) for any ¥ € [Sig]|.

31.e., a class of objects C' endowed with the trivial groupoid structure of all ordered pairs, C' x C.



Lemma 2.1. Let (p,,B): I — I' be an arrow in Ins,,or and o € |Sig|. Given T € Sen(X) and M < |Mod(X)|
the following holds:

e fel(ag[I)*] = T

o ax[(Bs[M])*] = M*

Proof: The proof is similar to the one of Lemma 2.8 in [MaPil]

Consider now the following functor:
F :Ins,,o, — 7mIns,,or
I — (Sig, Sen, {Coné}ge‘gigp

The proof that F is well defined on objects can be found on [MaPil]. The action on morphisms is defined as
follows:

I {(p,c,8) Vi

F(I) 22, (1)
Consider now the following application,
G : nIns,,or — Ins,or
J — (Sig, Sen, Mod’ ="
Where:

o Mod’ : Sig°? — Cat is defined as:
2L s o (Co (1) T € Sen(D)} 2 (Co (D) : T < Sen(8)}

e For each X € [Sig|, FLS |[Mod’(o)| x Sen(X) is defined such that, give m € |[Mod(X)| and ¢ € Sen(o),
m =4 o iff pem.
The proof that Mod” is well defined and that G(.J) satisfies the compatibility condition and is indeed an
institution can be found in [MaPil]

Given a morphism f = {(¢,a):J — J' in 7Ins,,., define, for ¥ € [Sig| and m € |Mod”’ (2)|, fs(m) := ag'(m).
Let us prove that fx : Mod” (X) — Mod” (¢(X)).
P(Sen(S)) ——— P(Sen’ (¢(5)))
Sen(f)lT TSen(%zﬁ(f))l
P(Sen(X')) =— P(Sen’(¢(X)))

Ot):,

Let us register prove the compatibility condition for morphisms. Given ¥ € [Sig|, m € Mod’(X) and ¢ €
Sen(¢(X)) we have:

m Y as(p) <= as(p)em
= peag'(m)
< pe fxu(m)
— fPx(m) |=$<z) ®

It follows that G(f) = (¢, a, 8) is a morphism of institutions. To prove G a functor simply notice that, given
f={p,a) : J - J and f = (¢',a/) : J — J"in nlns;or, G(f' - f) = {(¢' - ¢, - ag, (o - ag)™t) =
(¢ ¢, -ap,a ¢ o'~y = G(f') - G(f) and, for any 7-institution J, routine calculations show G(1;) = lg(s).

In fact, as in [MaPil], we have the following:



F
Theorem 2.2. The functors Ins,,,, 7—— wIns,,, establish and adjunction G 4 F. Moreover, since FoG =
G

Idrins,,,,. and the unity of this adjunction, the natural transformation 1 : Idxins,,,. — F o G, is the identity.
Thus the category mIns,,,, can be seen as a full coreflective subcategory of Ins,, oy

2.2 Adjunctions between CAT and nlns,,

In this section we detail left and right adjoints for the forgetful functor from 7Ins., to CAT. Something of
notice here is the similarity between the functors shown here and the adjoints to the forgetful functor from Top
to Set. Indeed, we describe a left adjoint that associates categories to their “discrete” m-institution, where every
set is closed, and a right adjoint that maps to their “codiscrete” m-institution, where the only closed sets are the
empty set and the entire set of formulas. The place of these two constructions in the theory of 7-institutions
is then similar to the place of the “(co)discrete” topology in point set topology. That is to say, as illustrative
examples of pathologies.

Let us commence by the right adjoint. We begin by defining an action on the objects of CAT; given a
category A let TA := (A, *,{Conc}qe|.4)) Where * : A — Set is the constant functor to the singleton set and,
for each object a in A and T" € {*}, we define Con,(T') = {*}. It is clear that Con, is closure operator on {}.

Moreover, for any arrow a L din Aand T {*}, we have that = f(Cony(I")) = Cong (+f(I")) and thus TA is a
m-institution.

We can now extend T to morphisms. Given some functor F' : A — B, we see that there is a unique ! : % = *F;
furthermore, routine calculations show ¢ € Cong(I') =!,(¢) € Conpy(lo(T')) for {¢} U T < {+}. Define then
TF = (F,!) the remarks above showing it a comorphism between T.A and TB.

To prove that T behaves functorially notice, firstly, that the lone arrow * = xis 1, s0 T(14) = (14, 14y = L14.
Finally, the below diagram guarantees that the composition is well behaved.

xc— — =*xFc— — =+GFc
| | |
| | |
\ \ \

xc — — > +Fc — — = +GF(

Theorem 2.3. Let U : nIlns., — CAT the forgetful functor, taking each m-institution to its signature category
and each comorphism to its first coordinate. The functors T : CAT — wlns., and U : wlns., — CAT establish
an adjunction T U with counit ng = 14.

Proof: Given some a m-institution J and a functor F : Sig” — A, consider the below diagram:

A UTA TA
rF\ TF — <F,O¢>T
Sig” J

Where « is the single arrow Sen = =F. Given {¢} uT < Sen(X) we have that ¢ € Cx(T') = axn(p) = =*.
As Conps(ax(T)) = {+} it follows that ¢ € Cx(T') = ax(p) € Conps(ax(T')) and thus (F,«) is indeed a
comorphism between J and DA. As (F, ) is clearly the only arrow that makes the diagram commute, the result
follows. o

We can now describe the left adjoint. Consider the following functor:

1:CAT ——— mIns.,

Ar— <A7 g, (Cona)ae\fl\>
FJ, _ l(F,!>

B ——— (B, &, (Cony)pe|5|)



Where ¢J is the constant functor to the empty set, Con, is the single closure operator on the empty set and
lis the unique natural transformation § = JF. By vacuity, (F,!) satisfies the comorphism condition. Proving
that L is indeed a functor uses similar arguments to the ones given above.

Theorem 2.4. Let U as above. The functors L and U establish an adjunction L 4 U with unit e4 = 1 4.

Proof: Given some a 7-institution J and a functor F : A — Sig”, consider the below diagram:

A5 ULA LA
R lF i <F,oz>l
Sig” J

Where « is the only natural transformation ¢ = Sen’F. We argue by vacuity to show that (F,a) is a

comorphism. Since (F) ) it is clearly the only arrow that makes the diagram commute, the result follows.
O

Remark 2.5. It is easy to see how one would go on defining the mIns,o, versions of the functors T and L.
This, of course, prompt us to question if these functors still define an adjunction. Routine calculations show that
the directions would be reversed, that is, in the wIns,,.. case we have: L +— U+ T

Remark 2.6. Let us consider a generalization of mIns., for a moment. Given a concrete category C, i.e. a
faithful functor | —|: C — Set, a C—r—institution is a triple of the form (Sig, Sen : Sig — C, (Cx : P|Sen(X)| —
P|Sen(X)|)sec|) where Sig is a category, Sen a functor and Cs. a closure operator on P|Sen(X)| satisfying
structurality; furthermore, one can easily generalize a version of comorphisms for C—m—institutions. Consider
then C—mlns.,— the category of C—m—institution comorphisms.

Let 1 a terminal object in the concrete category C. We can now define a functor T¢ : CAT — C—nlns,, as

F,a
AL B (A1, (Cong)acon(ay) L, 8,1, (Con)veon(B))

Where 1 is the constant functor to the terminal object, Cong(T") = |Sen(a)| for each a € Ob(A) and T' < |Sen(a)]
and a is the unique 1 = 1F. Using the methods analogous we see that T¢ = forgetful. Suppose now that C had
a nitial object 0, one can easily see how to define Lc — the left adjoint to the forgetful — mimicking L.

It is common, specially when dealing with propositional logics, to define the syntax as an algebraic structure
instead of a set. This remark could be of use in that scenario.

2.3 Adjunctions Diag., = nlns,,

We begin this section by describing Diag.,(C) and Diagmer(C), the categories of diagrams for a given category
C. Diagrams for Set can be initially seen as m-institutions minus the consequence relation and the 2-categorially
minded will recognize diagrams for C' as the Grothendieck construction for CAT(—, C). After this introduction,
we proceed to obtain right and left adjoints to the the forgetful Diag.,(Set) — nInsc,. Finally, we further this
result to categories adjoint to Set. In this sense the purpose of this section is twofold:

e Firstly, it may serve as a path to the theory of “generalized” m-institutions, that is, m-institutions having
sentence functors over any arbitrary category, not only Set. This practice of taking sentences in categories
different of Set is common in logic, a notorious example being that of propostional logic where sentences
are taken as free algebras.

e Secondly, it introduces, albeit tacitly, the 2-categorial ideas which will be used in the next section. Indeed,
the idea of diagrams will be explored again in section

Let C be a category. Denote Diag.,(C) the category whose objects are pair (A, F'), where F : A —» C'is a
covariant functor and such that Hom((A4, F), (A’, F")) is the (meta)class of all pairs (T, «) where T : A — A’
is a functor and « : F' — F' o T is a natural transformation. Let id4 ) := (ida,idr) and if (T7,a') €



Hom((A',F"), (A", F")), then (T7,&/) e (T, ) := (T" o T, o/ 0 &). Diagmor(C) denotes the category with the
same objects as Diag.,(C) and, for arrows, (T,«a) € Hom((A,F), (A, F")) if T : A — A’ is a functor and
a: F'oT — F is a natural transformation; identities are the same as in Diag.,(C) and compositions are adapted
accordingly: (IT7,¢/) ¢ (T,a) := (T" o T, cx 0 fp).

Now consider the category wIns,, and the obvious forgetful functor U : wIns., — Diag..(Set) given by:

nIns,, —— 2 Diageo(Set)

<S7'g7 S€n7 (CE)E€|Sig|> — <SZg7 Sen>
<F,a>l emm— l<F,oc>
(Sig’, Sen’, (C5)sesig)) — (Sig’, Sen’)
The main result of this subsection is that U has a left adjoint L : Diag.,(Set) — wIns,, and a right adjoint

R : Diageo(Set) — mIns.,. Thus U : wIns., — Diag.,(Set) preserves all limits and all colimits.

We will provide just the definitions of the functors, since the proof of the universal properties are straightfor-
ward.

L : Diage,(Set) — wIns,, is given by: L(A, F) := (A, F, (CJ"")4e|4)), where CJ*™ : P(F(a)) — P(F(a)) is
such that:

I'e P(F(a)) — C™™(I') :=T
It is ease to see that L(A, F) satisfies the coherence condition in the definition of m-institution.
The action of L on morphisms is very simple:

T,« min T,« min
LA, F) ) (A7) = (A F (C™)aeya)) ) (A F(C0) weyar);

a a’

this clearly determines a morphism of 7-institutions.

For each (A, F) € |Diage,(Set)|, we have the identity arrow id(a,r) : (A, F') — U(L(A, F')) and this is a initial
object in the comma category (A, F') | U. Thus L is left adjoint to U and we have just described the component
(A, F) of the unity of this adjunction.

Similarly, we have a functor R : Diage,(Set) — wlns., with action R(A, F') := (A, F, (C"*")4e|a|), where
cmer . P(F(a)) — P(F(a)) is such that:

I'e P(F(a)) — CI**(T') :== F(a)

With the obvious action on arrows, R becomes the right adjoint to U.

Remark 2.7. Given category C' and a functor C E, Set with left adjoint Set £ c (respec. right adjoint
Set C) we can form Diage,(C) =E, Diageo(Set) and Diag..(Set) L Diageo(C) by composing:

E(T,0) : (A,F) — (A", F")) = (T, Ec)

and likewise for L (respec. R ). It is straightforward that E has as left adjoint L (respec. right adjoint 7@)

EoU
We can then compose this adjunction with the one obtained above to obtain wIns., « = Diage,(C). (respec.
LoR
RoE
Diageo(C) —— 7Ins., ).
LoU



We summarize below the adjunctions previously presented. It can be described an analogous diagram for
“morphisms” instead of “co-morphism”.

Instc,

I

CAT —— 7 — Inst¢,

il

Diagco(set) % Diagco(c)

3 Adjunctions at the level of room-like structures

Accordding to [Diac2]|, page 47,

“The presentation of institutions as functors was given already in [GBJ and the 2-categorical structure of the
category of institutions has been studied in [Diacll] .”

This section aims at describing how a standard construction from 2-category theory — the Grothendieck
construction, which associates a fibration to a pseudofunctor in a 2-functorial way — allows us to reformulate the
above adjunctions between categories of institution-like structures in a way which is general and systematic, and
which provides conceptually clearer equivalent descriptions of the same phenomena. This is done in two main
steps:

1. We borrow from [Diac2| the definition of the category of rooms, denoted by Room — which can be used to

provide a concise description of the category of institutiond] — and generalize it in a straightforward way (to
categories of room-like structures), so as to obtain analogous reconstructions of categories of institution-like
structures.

2. By using the (non-trivial) facts that (a) the process of associating fibrations to pseudofunctors defines
a 2-categorical equivalence, and (b) the 2-categorical Yoneda embedding is 2-fully faithful, we are able to
conclude that the 2-functorial procedure (described below) which sends categories of room-like structures to
categories of institution-like structures is also 2-fully faithful. As a corollary, any 2-categorical connections
between categories of institution-like objects can be ”pulled-back” to a corresponding construction at the
level of room-like structures. For the purposes of this paper, we shall only be concerned with the particular
case of recovering instutition-level adjunctions in terms of much simpler room-level adjunctions.

The definition of categories of room-like objects is illustrated in terms of three archetypal examples: for
institutions (as usual), for m-institutions (a direct analogous), and for the category of small categories (which
turns out to be an extremal example).

It should also be remarked that the aforementioned procedure comes naturally, and quite generally, in two
variants: one suitable for describing morphisms between institution-like structures, and one suitable for describing
comorphisms between them.

Before introducing the actual definitions, we outline as follows the background to be considered: as described
in [Diac2], the category of institutions and morphisms can be obtained by means of a standard categorical
construction often referred to as the Grothendieck construction. There, a central role is played by the so-
called category of rooms, denoted by Room: individually, an institution having Sig as its category of signatures
corresponds to a functor Sig — Room; on the other hand, (co)morphisms of institutions should also take into
account base-change functors between different categories of signatures. The Grothendieck construction provides
an adequate framework for studying this kind of phenomena. More precisely, given a 1-category C (regarded as
a strict 2-category with trivial 2-cells), the Grothendieck construction, which we shall denote by —¢, associates
to each pseudofunctor F : C —> CAT a l-category F* together with a structure (projection) functor F¥ — C
onto the base category. Most importantly, it constitutes a pseudofunctor

41n [Diac2], this description is used to show that Insor is a complete category.
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—#.[C,CAT] — CAT/C,

where:

e [C,CAT] denotes the 2-category of pseudofunctors C — CAT, pseudonatural transformations, and mod-
ifications.

e CAT/C denotes the slice 2-category defined in the obvious way.

Our main interest will be the case where C is Cat, the 1-category of categories. We shall also need to consider
the 2-categorical Yoneda (pseudo)functor

Y : C — [C?, CAT]
cH— C(fv C)

associated to a (possibly weak) 2-category C, and variations thereof. A pseudofunctor equivalent to one
of the form C(—,c) is called a representable 2-presheaf. We will be concerned with (restrictions to CAT of)
2-presheaves on a (suitably large) 2-category of categories which are represented by variations of Room. For
instance, Ins,, is described in [Diac2] as the Grothendieck construction CAT(—°P, Room)* of the Yoneda-like
2-presheaf CAT(—°?,Room) on CAT. Our goal in this section will be to provide an alternative description of
the above adjunctions between categories of institution-like structures (such as institutions and 7-institutions),
by noticing that (i) it is easy to describe Room-like categories from which other categories of institution-like
structures can be obtained through a similar Yoneda-followed-by-Grothendieck procedure, and (ii) the notion of
adjunction is available for any 2-category, and adjunctions in this sense are preserved by pseudofunctors.

As for categorical prerequisites, we restrict ourselves to providing quick (and mostly ad-hoc) descriptions of
some of the necessary constructions from 2-category theory, including the Grothendieck construction; hence the
reader is strongly encouraged to have a prior basic knowledge on these topics. For that purpose, we refer to
[Diac2] and [nLab] for a brief introduction, and to [Jo] for a more detailed discussion.

The present section does not aim at completeness; instead, it consists in a brief introduction, including
basic constructions a few functioning examples, to the idea of canonically producing new (resp. recovering well-
known) 2-categorical information on categories of institution-like structures in terms of their simpler counterparts:
categories of room-like structures.

3.1 2-categorical preliminaries

We start by fixing some notations and defining the 2-categorical constructions alluded to above. The basic
language of 2-category theory will be freely used. Unless otherwise specified, by a 2-category we mean a strict
2-category. If C is a l-category, we regard it as a 2-category whenever necessary. We denote by CAT the 2-
category of categories, functors, and natural transformations, and by Cat the 1-category of categories and functors.
Given 2-categories C and D, we denote by [C, D] the corresponding category of pseudofunctors, pseudonatural
transformations, and modifications. If C is a 2-category, we denote by C°? (resp. C, C“°P) the 2-category
obtained by reversing the 1-cells (resp. 2-cells, both 1-cells and 2-cells). By a contravariant pseudofunctor from

C to D we mean a pseudofunctor C°? — D. By a 2-presheaf (resp. category of 2-presheaves) we mean a
pseudofunctor C? — CAT (resp. a 2-category [C?, CAT]).

3.1.1 The Grothendieck construction

The Grothendieck construction can be defined in two similar versions: taking as input either a contravariant
CAT-valued pseudofunctor (i.e. a 2-presheaf), or a covariant one.

Definition 1. (Grothendieck construction for contravariant pseudofunctors)

11



Let C be a 1-category. Given a pseudofunctor F' : C°? — CAT, we define its Grothendieck construction or
Grothendieck category, denoted by F*, as the 1-category given by the following data:

e Its objects are pairs (¢, z), where ¢ € Ob(C) and z € Ob(F'(c)).
e An arrow (c,z) — (d,y) is a pair (f, ¢), where f € C(c,d) and ¢ € F(c)(z, Ff(y)).
e The composite of morphisms (f, ®) : (¢, ) — (d,y) and (g,%) : (d,y) — (e, z) is defined as

(g0 f, al?oP(f)®)o0),
where af+9 is the natural isomorphism (associated to F' by the definition of a pseudofunctor) F(f)oF(g) =
F(gof). See

¢ Ff@)
(y) —

v 2 Fi(y Ff(Fg(=)=(Ff o Fg)(z) ~25 F(go f)(2).

The reader will be able to check that composition is associative and that each object possesses an identity
arrow (by using the natural isomorphisms a¢ : 1py == F(id.)). The category F ? is canonically endowed with

a (projection) functor F* — C given by (c,z) — c and (f, ¢) —> f.

Now, suppose given a 1-cell in [C°P, CAT], i.e. a pseudonatural transformation n : F = G. We define a
functor nf : F¥ — G¥ as follows:

o n%((c,x)) = (¢,ne(x)) for each (c,z) € Ob(FY).

e For each (f,¢) : (c,z) — (d,y) in F* we define n*((f, ®)) : (¢,ne(x)) —> (d,n4(y)) as

(f + 7 o ne(9));

where v/ is the natural isomorphism (associated to 7 by the definition of a pseudonatural transformation)

F(d) — G(d)
F()| / Jew
F(c) —— G(o).
See

7e() v

Ne(x) —= ne(F(f)(y)) —— G(f)(na(y))-

The reader will be able to check that n? is indeed a functor. Also, it is clear that it is compatible with the
projections F* — C and G* — C, so that we can regard n® as a 1-cell in the slice 2-category CAT/C.

Finally, suppose given a 2-cell in [C°P, CAT], i.e. a modification u : n = x between pseudonatural transfor-
mations 7, x : I = G. We define a natural transformation p* : n° = x* as follows: for each (c,z) € Ob(F*),
we take

1oy s () = (ene(2) — X (e, 7)) = (¢ xe(@))

s

to be (ide, 85, © (tic)z), where ¢ is the natural isomorphism (associated to G by the definition of a pseud-
ofunctor) 1g() = G(id.). See
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ne(@) L5 o) 22 Glidy) (e ().

The reader will be able to check that pf is indeed a natural transformation. Furthermore, it can be verified
that by sending a pseudofunctor F to a category F¥, a pseudonatural transformation 7 : F = G to a functor
nt . F¥ — G*, and a modification x : 7 = x to a natural transformation pf : n* = ¥, we have defined a
pseudofunctor

—#.[C°P, CAT] — CAT/C.

Definition 2. (Grothendieck construction for covariant pseudofunctors)

Let C be a 1-category. Given some pseudofunctor F' : C — CAT, we define its Grothendieck construction or
Grothendieck category, denoted by Fj, as the 1-category given by the following data:

e Its objects are pairs (¢, z), where ¢ € Ob(C) and z € Ob(F(c)).

e An arrow (¢, z) — (d,y) is a pair (f, ¢), where f € C(c,d) and ¢ € F(d)(F f(z),y).

e The composite of morphisms (f, ®) : (¢,z) — (d,y) and (g,%) : (d,y) — (e, z) is defined as

(gof. voF(g)(d)o(al9)™),

where af+9 is the natural isomorphism (associated to F' by the definition of a pseudofunctor) F(f)oF(g) =
F(gof). See

F(go f)(@) "5 (Fgo Ff)(x) = Fy(Ff(2) 229 Fo(y) —2 .

The reader will be able to check that composition is associative and that each object possesses an identity
arrow (by using the natural isomorphisms a¢ : 1p) == F(id.)). As in the previous definition, F} has a
canonical projection functor Fy — C given by (c,z) — c and (f, ¢) — f. (Here, the reader might recognize
it as what is called in the literature an opfibration, or that it realizes F} as an opfibered category over C).

Suppose given a 1-cell in [C, CAT], i.e. a pseudonatural transformation n : F = G. We define a functor
Mg : Fy — Gy as follows:

o 1n:((c,x)) = (¢, nc(x)) for each (c, ) € Ob(Fy).

e For each (f,¢) : (c,x) — (d,y) in Fy, we define ns((f, ®)) : (¢, ne(z)) — (d,na(y)) as

(f » ma(@) o (v,

where v/ is the natural isomorphism (associated to 7 by the definition of a pseudonatural transformation)

F(d) —— G(d)
F(fﬁ \”i TG(f)
F(c) —— G(o)
See

The reader will be able to check that 7y is indeed a functor. Again, it is clearly compatible with the
projections Fy — C and Gy — C, so that we can regard 7 as a 1-cell in the slice 2-category CAT/C.
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Suppose given a 2-cell in [C, CAT], i.e. a modification u : 7 = x between pseudonatural transformations 7,
X : ' = G. We define a natural transformation py : 7y = x3 as follows: for each (¢, z) € Ob(F}), we take

(1) (e.2) + (€ 2)) = (€5 me(2)) — xa((e; ) = (¢, xe (@)

to be (ide, (te)z © (Bf}c(m))*l), where ¢ is the natural isomorphism (associated to G by the definition of a
pseudofunctor) 1g() = G(id.). See

. (Bre@) e
Glide) (1e(2)) 2= no(w) L2 yo(a).

The reader will be able to check that py is indeed a natural transformation. As before, it can be verified that
by sending a pseudofunctor F' to F}, a pseudonatural transformation n : F = G to 1y : Fy — Gy, and a
modification p : = x to py : 3 = Xy, we have defined a pseudofunctor

—4:[C,CAT] — CAT/C.

3.1.2 Representable pseudofunctors

Let C be a 2-category. For each ¢ € Ob(C), we define a pseudofunctor (in fact, a strict 2-functor) C(—,c) :
C? — CAT as follows:
e Each d € Ob(C) is sent to the hom-category C(d, ¢).

e Each 1-cell f:d — e in C is sent to the functor C(f,c) : C(e,c) — C(d, ¢) given by precomposition of
both 1-cells and 2-cells with f.

e Each 2-cell n: f = g between 1-cells f, g : d — e is sent to the natural transformation

C(n,¢): C(f,¢) = Cl(g,0)

given by precomposition with 7, that is, by associating to each 1-cell h : e —> ¢ (i.e. object of C(e,c)) the
2-cell (i.e. morphism of C(d, c))

C(n,e), =hon:hof—>hog.

Next, given a 1-cell p : ¢ —> ¢’ in C, we define a pseudonatural transformation (in fact, a strict 2-natural
transformation) C(—,p) : C(—,c) = C(—, () as follows:

e To each d € Ob(C) we associate the functor (i.e. 1-cell in CAT) C(d,p) : C(d,c¢) — C(d, ') given by
postcomposition of both 1-cells and 2-cells with f.

e As we are only dealing with strict 2-categories, composition of 1-cells in C is strictly associative, hence we
can fill the square diagrams thus obtained with identity natural transformations.

Given a 2-cell n : p = p’ between p, p’ : ¢ — ¢, we define a modification C(—,n) : C(—,p) = C(—,p’)
by associating to each d € Ob(C) the natural transformation C(d,n) : C(d,p) == C(d,p’) given on each
fe0b(C(d,c)) by C(d,;n)g =nof:pof—pof.

Routine diagram chasing shows that the above constructions define a strict 2-functor C — [C°?, CAT],
which we denote by Yo and call the Yoneda embedding associated to C.

Remark 3.1. The above constructions can be adapted to produce a Yoneda embedding for any weak 2-category
C. In this case, Yo will in general only be a (non-strict) pseudofunctor. Also, the term embedding used here may
be misleading in that the 2-categorical statement analogous to the Yoneda lemma, although true, is not nearly
immediate from the above discussion. An elementary but not-so-short proof is given in [Bak1l.
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3.1.3 Adjunctions in a 2-category

Definition 3. Let C be a 2-category. An adjunction in C is a quadruple (f,g,n,¢e), where:

e f and g are 1-cells in C of the form f:c—d, g:d —> c.
e 1 and € are 2-cells of the formn:id. = go f,e: fog = id,.

o These satisfy the identities (ef) o (fn) =15 and (ge) o (ng) = 14.
We denote the existence of such an adjunction by f — g.

For our purposes, the crucial property of adjunctions in 2-categories is that they are (up to isomorphism)
preserved by any pseudofunctor:

Lemma 4. Let F : C —> D be a pseudofunctor, and (f,g,n,€) an adjunction in C. Then F induces an
adjunction (F(f), F(g),7,&) in D.

Proof. Let f:c——d, g:d— c. Take 7 :idpy = F(g)o F(f) to be the composite

. PN S () (a0 ))!
idpy = F(ide) = F(gof) = Flg)oF(f),

where a¢ and a9/ are the 2-cells associated to F' as a pseudofunctor. Analogously, take : F(f) o F(g) =
idp(q) to be the composite

al F(e) N
F(f)oF(g) = F(fog) = F(idyg) = idp(q)-

Now, notice that

(EF(f)) o (E(f) om) = (o)) F(e)al ) F(£)) o (F(£)((a®) ' F(n)a®))
is given by the following composite of 2-cells:

F(f)e’ F(f)F(n)

F() " Ry plid) "LE By o F(go ) TP

F(f)eFlg)o F(f) =

alIF(f) F(e)F(f)

=" F(fog)oF(f) ="' F(ida)o F(f) (@) ()

E(f).

On the other hand, the equality (¢f) o (fn) = 1; implies (by functoriality of C(c,d) — D(F(c), F(d)))
F(ef)o F(fn) = 1p(s). The left-hand side equals the composite of 2-cells

F(f) 22 p(fogo ) ZL p(p),

which (by expanding idp(fo40) through the coherence laws of F' as a pseudofunctor) can be rewritten as

F(fn) (afr90F)=t F(f)(a®l)!
= —

F(f) F(fogof) = F(f)oF(gef) F(f)oF(g) e F(f) =

LD piogyo p(f) T F(fogo ) L F(p).
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Again by using the coherence laws of F, it can be shown (as the reader will be able to do in detail) that the
following equalities hold:

(F(HEm) o (F(fla®) = (ah) " o F(fn) : F(f) = F(f)oF(gof),

(@D)THE(f) o (F(e)F(f)) = F(ef) o a9 F(fog) o F(f) = F(f).

It follows that the two composites of 2-cells above are equal, so that (EF(f)) o (F/(f)on) = 1p(s), which is
the first desired identity. The second one can be shown analogously. O

3.2 Generalized categories of institution-like structures

[Diac2] describes a procedure to recover Ins,,,, as a Grothendieck category. It is done by introducing the
so-called category of rooms, denoted by Room (see below), so that Ins,,,, is canonically equivalent (isomorphic,
in fact) to CAT((—)°?,Room)#. Before recalling this construction, it will be convenient to define (or better,
to fix notation for) a general notion of Room-like category which can be applied to produce other categories of
institution-like objects.

Definition 5.

Let C be a 1-category. We say that a 1-category R is a category of rooms for C if there exists an equivalence
of categories C ~ CAT(—°?, R)*, where the right-hand side denotes the category obtained as in

CAT [CAT??, CAT'] [Cator, CAT'] CAT'/Cat
w w w w

R+—— CAT(—°",R) —— CAT(—, R) — CAT(—°" R)}

where we denote by CAT' a 2-category of categories defined in a Grothendieck universe larger than that of
CAT. As discussed in the previous subsection, both the Yoneda embedding for 2-categories and the Grothendieck
construction are pseudofunctorial. It is then immediate that the above construction gives rise to a pseudofunctor
(in fact, a strict 2-functor)

CAT — CAT’/Cat
R —> CAT(—", R)*.

It will be denoted by ins and called institutional realization.

It often happens that the right Grothendieck construction to be used is that from Definition Bl for covariant
pseudofunctors. We say that R is a category of co-rooms for C if there exists an equivalence of categories
C ~ (CAT(—°P,R)y)°P. See

CAT [CAT®,CAT'| [Cat’,CAT'| CAT'/Cat® CAT'*/Cat
w w w w w

R —— CAT(—", R) — CAT(—°", R)  CAT(—,R); » (CAT(—", R);).?

Once again, we obtain a pseudofunctor (in fact, a strict 2-functor)
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CAT — CAT'*°/Cat
R — (CAT (=", R)y)",
which we denote by coins and call institutional co-realization.

Remark 3.2. It is clear that CAT plays no distinguished role in this construction besides being a 2-category.
The inner op as in CAT(—°?, R) and (CAT(—°?, R)y)° corresponds (see Example[@) to the fact that we wish the
functors sending signatures to categories of models to be contravariant. The outer op as in (CAT (=", R)y4)° (as
well as its absence from CAT (=P, R)) corresponds to the fact that we wish any morphism between institution-
like objects to have the same direction as its corresponding functor between signature categories. The co as in
CAT'®°/Cat is due to the fact that the pseudofunctor taking a category to its opposite reverses the direction
of natural transformations, but not of functors. Since left-right adjunctions in CAT’ correspond to right-left
adjunctions in CAT'®°, Lemmal] implies that coins sends left-right adjunctions in CAT to right-left adjunctions
in CAT'/Cat.

We list below some examples of room categories for some categories of institution-like objects. Proofs will
not be given, but the reader will be able to provide them without difficulty.

Example 6. (Room, a room category for Ins,,o, and Ins.,)

Define a category Room as follows:

e Its objects are triples (S, M, (Ru)meob(n)), Where S is a set, M is a category, and, for each m € Ob(M),
R,, : S — 2 ={0,1} is a function.

e A morphism (S, M, (R )meob(r)) Lo, (8", M',(R),))mcon(mr)) consists of a function ¢ : " — S and a
functor p: M — M’ such that R),,,(s) = Rno(s) for every m € Ob(M) and s € Ob(S5).

e Composition is given by (¢/, ') o (o, 1) = (6 0oo’, 1’ o ).
It is clear that Room is indeed a category. Then, in the terminology introduced above, we have

Ins,,or = ins(Room),

Ins., =~ coins(Room).

Both projections ins(Room) — Cat and coins(Room) — Cat recover the underlying category of signatures
of an institution. For more on this example, we refer the reader to [Diac2].

Example 7. (mRoom, a room category for wIns,,,, and nlns.,)

Define a category mRoom as follows:
e Its objects are pairs (S, C), where S is a set and C : 2° — 29 is a closure operator (we give 2° =~ Z(9)
the canonical ordering).

e A morphism {(S,C) -Z> (S',C") consists of a function o : S’ — S such that o* o C = C' 0 0*, where
o* : 2% — 29 is the function given by pulling back along o (or by taking preimages).

e Composition is given by 0’ oxroom 0 = 0 05¢s 0.
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It is clear that 7Room is indeed a category. It is easily shown that

wIns,,or = ins(7Room),

mlns., =~ coins(mRoom).

Both projections ins(mRoom) — Cat and coins(mRoom) — Cat recover the underlying category of signa-
tures of a m-institution.
Example 8. (The terminal category, a room category for Cat)

Let 1 = {*} denote the terminal category. It is immediate that both ins(1) and coins(1) are canonically
isomorphic to Cat via the projections provided by the Grothendieck construction.
Example 9. (Institution-like structures versus diagrams)

ins and coins are essentially the same, respectively, as the constructions of categories of diagrams Diacy,or
and Diage, given (in an ad hoc way) in Section 2. Indeed, for any category C there are canonical isomorphisms

of categories
ins(C) = Diagmor(CP),

coins(C) = Diag.(C?),
both given on objects by sending a pair (A, F : A — C) to (A, F°P : A — C°P).
Moreover, for each C we have an isomorphism
Diagmor(C) = Diag.,(CP)

also given by sending a pair (A, F : A — C) to (A, F°? : A — C°P). It then follows that for each C we have a
sequence of isomorphisms
ins(C) = Diagmor(CP) = Diageo(C) = coins(C?).

An immediate corollary of this is:

e Room® (resp. mRoom®P) is a category of rooms for Ins., (resp. mIns,,).

o Room®? (resp. mRoom®P) is a category of co-rooms for Ins,,., (resp. mIns,,or).

Although the constructions of categories of diagrams and of institutional realizations are equally expressive,
ins and coins fit better into the institutional framework, while Diagy,,, and Diac., would be more natural from
a general categorical point of view.

3.3 Recovering adjunctions between categories of (7-)institutions

Lemma M] ensures us that ins preserves adjunctions, and that coins reverses adjunctions. As a result, the

adjunctions between categories of institution-like objects described in the previous sections can be given a simple

and uniform treatment as images under ins or coins of certain adjunctions between the room categories attributed
to them in the previous subsection.

Example 10. (Ins,,,, and 7Ins,..)

Define functors .% : Room — mRoom and ¢ : TRoom — Room as follows:

e For each object r = (S, M, (Rmm)meos(ar)) of Room, we define .7 (1) as (S, C"), where C" : Z(S) — 2(9)
is given by sending each S’ < S to

{s € S such that R,,(s) =1 for every m € Ob(M) such that R,,(S") = {1}}.

A morphism (S, M, (Rm)meob()) Low), (8", M, (R, mcon(mr) is sent to o.
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e For each object 7= (S, C) of TRoom, we define ¥ (r) as (S, 2(S), (Xm)meov(2(s))), Where Z(S) is given
the structure of a co-discrete category, and for each m < S, x,, : S — 2 is the characteristic function of
m.

A morphism (S, C) -Z» (S’,C") is sent to (o,0*), where o* : 2(S) — 2(5') is the functor between
co-discrete categories given on objects by taking preimages.

One can then easily describe an adjunction ¥ - % and show that ¢ is fully faithful (hence it realizes TRoom
as a coreflective subcategory of Room). It follows from Lemma[d] and from the fact that pseudofunctors preserve
isomorphisms between 1-cells, that the functors

ins(%) : ins(Room) = Ins,,,r —> ins(7mRoom) = nIns,, .,
ins(¥) : ins(mRoom) = 7Ins;,., —> ins(Room) = Ins;,o,

satisfy ins(¥¢) - ins(.%), and that ins(¥) realizes ins(mRoom) (resp. wIns,,,,) as a coreflective subcategory
of ins(Room) (resp. Inspor).

Example 11. (Ins., and wIns,,)

Let .% and ¢ be as in the previous example. The same argument shows that the functors

coins(.%) : coins(Room) = Ins., — coins(rRoom) = wIns,,,

coins(¥) : coins(mRoom) =~ wIns., —> coins(Room) = Ins,,

satisfy coins(.#) — coins(¥), and that coins(¥) realizes coins(mRoom) (resp. wlIns.,) as a reflective
subcategory of coins(Room) (resp. Ins.,).

Example 12. (Categories of (w-)institutions and Cat)

We leave to the reader the exercise of defining adjoints (left, right, or both) to the terminal functors Room — 1
and m"Room — 1 using the methods described here, in order to produce several canonical adjunctions between
Cat and categories of (7-)institutions.

Example 13. (Categories of (w-)institutions and categories of diagrams)

Any adjunction of the form
L

N

Room 1 cer

\_/

R
induces two adjunctions: one between Ins,, = ins(Room) and ins(C°?) = Diagmor(C), and one between

Ins., = coins(Room) and coins(C°?) = Diag.,(C). Analogously, an adjunction of the form

L

/_\

Room 1 C

R

induces an adjunction between Ins,,,, = ins(Room) and ins(C) =~ Diag.,(C), and another one between Ins., =
coins(Room) and coins(C) =~ Diagmo-(C). Analogously for sRoom (or any category whatsoever) in place of
Room, and for R - L in place of L 4 R.
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4 Propositional logics and (7-)institutions

In this section, we present several different ways of connecting abstract propositional logics to institutions
and m-institutions.

In subsection 4.1 we have described the 7-institutions associated to categories of abstract propositional logics
and some forms of translation morphisms, as developed in [MaPil]. This naturally lead us to search an analogous
“model-theoretical” version of it that is different from the canonical one i.e., that obtained by applying the functor
G : mIns., — Ins., (see subsections 1.3 and 2.1). This is achieved in section 4.2, based on the development
made in the section 3.1 of [MaPi3]: we provide (another) institutions for each category of propositional logics,
through the use of the notion of a matriz for a propositional logic. It should be mentioned that the use of
institutional-theoretic devices are useful for establishing an abstract Glivenko’s theorem for algebraizable logics
regardless of their particular signatures associated (see [MaPi3]).

In [AMP1] was introduced the concept of (finitary) filter pair, that can be seem as a categorial presentation
of a propositional logic, in fact the category of logics is isomorphic to a coreflective subcategory of the category of
filter pairs. In the subsection [4.3] we present a functor Fi — Ins,,.., from the category of filter pairs, F;, to the
category of all institutions and morphisms, Ins,,,.. This is qualitatively different connection from the obtained
in subsections A1l and between propositional logic and (7-)institution. From the adjunctions between the
categories of logics and of filter pairs, £ < Fi, and the adjunction between the categories of institutions and of 7-
institutions, m — Ins,;,or S Ins,,or, we obtain directly functors: Fi — m —Insyor, £ — Insyor, £ — m—Ins,,or.
We finish this section with some remarks, indicating some generalizations concerning the use of multialgebras (a
concept that will appear again in Section 5) in the setting of abstract propositional logic, including a natural
generalization of the notion of filter pairs.

4.1 A r-institution for the abstract propositional logics

Here we describe the m-institutions associated to categories of abstract propositional logics and some forms
of translation morphisms, as developed in [MaPil].

In [AFLM]|, [FC|] and [MaMe| are considered some categories of propositional logics, namely £, and Ly,
where:

e the objects are of the form | = (¥,}-), where ¥ = (X, )nen is finitary signature, Form(3) = Fmg(X) is
the absolutely free ¥-algebra of formulas on a fixed enumerable set of variables X and < P(Form(X)) x
Form(X) is a tarskian consequence operator;

e the morphisms f : (X,+) — (X', ') are of the form f : ¥ — ¥’ with the former category having “strict” (n-
ary symbol to n-ary symbol) morphisms and the latter “flexible” (n-ary symbol to n-ary term) morphisms.

To the category Ly is associated an 7-institution J¢ in the following way:

o Sigs = Ly;
o Seny :Sigr — Set is given by (g : (Z,F) — (X',)) — (§: Form(X) — Form(X')), where g is the usual

expansion to formulas;

e For each | = (X, 1) € [Sigy| and I' € Form(X), we define C;(T") .= {¢p € Form(Z) : T I-; ¢}.

An analogous process is used to form J, from L.

In [MaMe], the “inclusion” functor (+)z : £s — Ly induces a comorphism (and also a morphism) on the
associated m-institutions (+) := ((+)z,a™) : Js — Jy, where, for each | = (X,) € Sigs = Ls, a™(l) =
Idporm(s) @ Form(X) — Form(X). The paper also presents a right adjoint (—)z : L — L to the “inclusion”
functor. Essentially this fuctor sends a signature ¥ to its derived one (—)pX := (Form(X)[n])nen- We have
also a comorphism of m-institutions associated to this functor. Notice that given some logic | = (X, ), we have
Sens(—)r () = Form((=)X) = Form(X). So the fuctor (—);, induces a comorphism ((—)r, ) where o™ is
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the identity between formulas. It will be interesting understand the role of these adjoint pair of functors between
the logical categories (L, L£s) at the m-institutional level (Jy, Jy).

4.2 An institution for the abstract propositional logics

We now present an alternative institutionalization of propositional logic. This assignment is used in [MaPi3|
to establish an abstract Glivenko’s theorem for algebraizable logics.

Let | = (X,F) be a logic and M € ¥ — Str. A subset F of M is a I-filter is for every I' U {¢} € Form(X) such
that I' - ¢ and every valuation v : Form(X) — A, if v[I'] € F then v(p) € F. The pair (M, F') is then said to
be a matrix model of [. The class of all matrix model of [ is denoted by Matr;. This class is the class of objects
of a category, also denoted by Matr;: a morphism h : (M, F) — (M’ F") is a ¥-homomorphism h : M — M’
such that h='[F’] = F; composition and identities are inherited from ¥ — Str.

From to the category of logics L, (also to L), we define:

o Sig := Ly, the category of propositional logics I = (3, ) and flexible morphisms.

o Sen : Sig — Set where Sen(l) = P(Form(X)) x Form(X) and given f € Morsiy(l1,l2) then Sen(f) :
Sen(l1) — Sen(ly) is such that Sen(f)((T, ¢)) = {f[T], f(¢)). It is easy to see that Sen is a functor.

o Mod : Sig — Cat®? where Mod(l) = Matr; and given f € Mors;4(l1,12), Mod(f) : Matr,, — Matr;, such
that Mod(f){M', F")) ={f*(M’), F"). Here f*:X —str — X —str is a functor that “commutes over Set”
induced by the morphism f where the interpretation of connectives are: ¢/ ™ = f(c,)™ for all ¢, € &
(more details in [MaPi3]).

o Given ! = (3,F) € [Sig|, (M, F) e |Mod(l)| and <T", ) € Sen(l) define the relation =< |Mod(l)| x Sen(l)
as:

(M,Fy = T,y iff for all v:Form(X) — M, if v[['] € F, then v(p) € F.

In [MaPi3|, section 3.1, it is proven that this construction defines indeed an institution.

It should be noted that this institution and the m-institution described in the previous subsection, shares
the same Sig (= Ly), but are not connected by the canonical relation (adjunction) between institutions and
m-institutions.

4.3 Filter pairs as institutions

The notion of (finitary) filter pair, introduced in [AMP1], can be seem as a categorical presentation of a
propositional logic. Here we recall the precise definition of this notion and associate an institution to the category
of all filter pairs.

Definition 4.1. Let X be a signature. A Filter Pair over X is a pair (F,i), consisting of a contravariant
functor F : ¥—str°? — CLat, from X-structures to complete lattices, and a collection of maps i = (ipr : F(M) —
(P(M),S))mes—str Such that is a natural transformation.

M F(M)—2% (P(M);C)
fl F(f)T Tfl
N F(N)—= (P(N);€)

Remark 4.2. Let (F,i) be a filter pair and X be a set. The relation S P(Fmx (X)) x Fmx(X) such that for
any T'u{p} € Fms(X), ' o iff for any a € F(Fms(X)) if I S ipmy(x)(a) then ¢ € ippyx)(a) is a tarskian
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consequence relation. Then we have a propositional logic associated with the filter pair (F,i) such that the set of
variables is X.

Below is the definition of a finitary filter pair so that its associated propositional logic is finitary.

Definition 4.3. Let ¥ be a signature. A finitary filter pair over X is a filter pair (F,i) which F is a functor
from E-structures to algebraic lattices such that for any M € X —str, iy preserves arbitrary infima (in particular
ir(T) = M) and directed suprema.

Definition 4.4 (The category of filter pairs). Consider the category Fi defined in the following manner:

e Objects: Filters pairs (F,it").

e Morphisms: Let (F,i'") be a filter pair over a signature ¥ and (F’,iF/) be a filter pair over a signature
Y. A morphism (F,if") — (F',i™") is a pair (H,j) such that H : ¥'—str — Y —str is a signature functor
and j : F' = F o H is a natural transformation such that given M’ € Obj(%'—str),

- F : _ L F
ZH(M/) OJMm = Uy

Y —str H Y —str
F F
P P
CLat

e Identities: For each signature ¥ and each filter pair (F,it") over 3, Idp,ry = (Ids—str, IdF).
e Composition: Given morphisms (H,j),(H',j') in Fi.
(H',j') o (H,j) = (HoH' jej)
Where (j o §')air = ja(aany © -

Observe that

"

itgorr (aary © (G ® 3 )arn) = iygn

Indeed:

ior () © (7 3)a07) = Ggorp (arry © G (uam) © Jar)
= (igoH’(M”) OjH’(]W”)) Oj;w"
= ig/(M”) Oj;\/[//

—_— Z.M//
It is straightforward to check that the composition is associative and that identity laws hold.

In [AMP1], a category of finitary filter pairs was defined and regarded as another form of functorially
encoding all finitary propositional logics: in fact, the category of propositional logics and flexible morphisms can
be identified with a coreflective full subcategory of the category of filter pairs.

Fact 4.5.

e For any signature functor H : ¥’ — Str — X — Str, there is a signature morphism myg : ¥ — X/, such
that mp (cn) = N (X)(en(zo, ...y n—1)), where ng(X) : Formg(X) — H(Formys:(X)) (see Lemma 3.17 of
[AMP1)]). We consider the functor
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(Gu zG) ZG
V(H,j) — lmu
(G/u iG/) lgr

o The functor F: L — Fi

F: Ly — Fi

l (Fil, L)
hl — TF(h)|
U (Fil/, L/)

where F(h) = (h*,j*) and the natural transformation j* : Fiy = Fijoh* is given by a family of inclusions,
i.e., let M' € ¥/ — str and F' € Fiy(M'), then j5,(F') := F'.

o The functor F : L — Fi is full, faithful, injective on the objects and is left adjoint to the functor L. By a
well known result of category theory, the unity of this adjunction is an isomorphism. Moreover it is easy to
see that the components of the natural transformation that is the unity of this adjunction is given, for each
logic 1 € Obj(Ly), by the identity idy : 1 - LoF(l) =1.

The components of the counit of this adjunction is given by, for each signature ¥ and each filter pair (G,i%)

over X:
(Ids—str,59) : (Flirg, 1) — (G,i%)

where §$ : G(M) — Fiy, (M) is the unique factorization of i : G(M) — (M) through tyr = Fiyg (M) —
P(M). Thus for each logic I, j¢ induces by composition a (natural) bijection:
Fi(F(l),(G,i%) = L£;(I',L(G,i%).

e The same constructions of the above functors provide a more general adjunction relating the category of
filter pairs and propositional logics which are non-finitary.

Proposition 4.6. Every filter pair (F,i) over a signature ¥ determines an institution I(p,iy where:
o Sigr =X —str;
o (Sigr Senr, Set) = (X—str Jorgetjul, Set);
o (Sig?? Mo, CAT) = (2—stror £ CLat — CAT);
o for each M € Ob(Sigr) = Ob(X—str), define =y S Ob(Modp(M)) x Senp(M) = F(M) x |M| as:

t 'ZM m fo mEiM(t)

Moreover, when iy preserves arbitrary infima, the w-institution Pp ;) cannonically associated to I g ;) is such
that for each M € Ob(Sigr) = Ob(X—str), Ca : P(Seny) — P(Seny) is given by

(X < |M]) = in(tx),
where tx = N{t€ F(M): X S in(t)}

Proof: Sigr, Sen; and Mod; associated with a filter pair (F,i) are well defined. It remains to prove the
compatibility condition. Let h : M — M’ be a morphism in Sig; = X—str and a € F(M') such that a =y h(m).
So h(m) € ippr(a) and since i is a natural transformation we have m € h™! oiyp(a) = iy o F(h)(a). Then
F(h)(a) Far m.

The associated 7-instituion takes X < P(U(M)) into ips(Tx) = ing(AN{T € F(M) : X S ipg(T)} = (i (T) :

X € ip(T)}
O
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Proposition 4.7. (Every morphism of filter pair induces a institution morphism.) Given morphism

(F,1) ), (F',i") then I g JEId)) I iy is a institution morphism.

Proof: We just need to prove that (H, Id, j) satisifies the compatibility condition. Let M’ € ¥'—str, m’ € F'(M")
and p € H(M").

m' v Idypp <= e iy, (m')
— pEig) o jur(m)

— jur(m') Eaor) ¢

The result follows

O
Using propositions and [£7] we can now define the (contravariant) functor:
Fi—L2 Ins,,or
(F,’L) — I(F,i)
(11.9)— (1.14.5)]
(F’,i,) — I(F’,i')
Verifying functoriality is straightforward.
Remark 4.8. o From the adjunction Ins,,,, = m — Ins,,o described in section 2.1, we obtain directly a

functor Fi —» m — Insyor-

o From the adjuction Ly = Fi, recalled in Fact[].3, we obtain functors L; — Insyor and Li — 7 — INnSp,or.

4.4 Generalizations

In this final subsection we provide a kind of generalization of the previous subsections: we explore the extension
of the category of propositional logics by the category of filter pairs to “extend” the (7-)institution of logics to a
(7-)institution of filter pairs; we extend the concept of filter pairs allowing multialgebras as the domain of a filter
pair and thus we extend the functor from filter pairs to the category of institutions to a funtor from the category
of multifilter pairs to institutions.

Remark 4.9. The institution (respec. m-institution) associated to the abstract propositional logics as described
in subsection 4.2 (respec. 4.1) can be “extended”, through the adjunction (F,L): L; = Fi (see Fact[{.3) to a
institution (respec. w-institution) for the filter pairs (apart from size issues):

o *Sig' = Fi;
* Sen’ : Sig — Set is given by ((H,j) : (G,i%) — (G',i%)) — (u(X): Fms(X) — H(Fms(X))),
where G : ¥ — Str°? — CLat and G’ : ¥/ — Str°? — CLat;

* For each (G,i%) € |Sig| and T € Fmx(X), we define CEG,iG)(F) ={¢pe Fms(X) : I Fr,ic) ¢}
Denoting (Sig, Sen, (C.)) the mw-institution of propositional logics (subsection 4.1), note that:
*Sen’ oF = Sen.

¥ For each (3,1) € |Ly], Cpss oy = Csp)-

Thus (F,idgen) 18, simultaneously, a morphism and a comorphism of mw-institutions (Sig, Sen, (C,)) —
(Sig’, Sen/, (CL)).
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o *Sig' = Fi;
*Sen' : Sig' — Set where Sen’(G,i%) = P(Fms(X))x Fms(X) and given (H, j) € Mors;y (G, i), (G',i%"))
then Sen(H, j) : Sen(G,i%) — Sen(G',i%") is such that Sen(H, j)((T, ) = (i (X)[T], na(X) ().
* Mod' : Sig’ — Cat° where Mod (G,i%) = Matry g ey and given (H,j) € Mors,y ((G,i%), (@,i%),
Mod' (H, j) : Matry g oy = Matryg ey such that Mod'(H, j)((M', F')) = CH(M'), F").
* Given (G,i9)) € |Sig'|, (M, F) € |[Mod' (G,i%)| and (T, ¢) € Sen'(G,i%) define the relation FlG.io)S
|Mod'(G,i%)| x Sen/(G,i%) as:

(M, F) ':/(G,ic) (T,0> iff for all Fms(X) 5 M, v(p) e F for o[l S F

Denoting (Sig, Sen, Mod, (=.)) the institution of propositional logics (subsection 4.2), note that:
*Sen' oF = Sen.

*Mod oF = Mod

* For each 1 = (X,1) € |Ly]|, each (T, @) € Sen(l) and each (M, F) e |Mod(l)|

<M= F> |:]/F(l) <P7 90> sz <M= F> 'zl <1—‘,(,0>~

Thus (F,idgen, idnod) 18, simultaneously, a morphism and a comorphism of institutions (Sig, Sen, Mod, (=
)) — (Sig’, Sen’, Mod', (=.)).

The institution obtained above can be extended to the case of multialgebras and that this also extends the
institution for N-matrix semantics to propositional logic ([AZ]) allowing us to use the institution theory in order
to analyze logical properties of non-algebraizable logics. Moreover, another work in progress, we are trying, using
filter pairs, to establish a multialgebraic semantics for propositional logics that are not algebraizable, for example
Logic of Formal Inconsistency (LFI’s) ([CCM]), and possibly to obtain a kind of transfer theorem between
metalogical and multialgebraic properties.

Remark 4.10 (Multialgebras).

o A n-ary multioperation on a set A is a function F : A™ — P*(A), where P*(A) = A\{&}. To each ordinary
n-ary multioperation on A, f : A™ — A is associated a (strict) n-ary operation on A : F : A" — P*(A)
given by F :=sq 0 f, where s4 : A — P*(A),z — sa(x) = {z}.

o A multialgebraic signature is a sequence of pairwise disjoint sets ¥ = (3, )nen, where X, = Sy, 1 M, where
Sy is the set of strict multioperation symbols and M, is the set of multioperation symbols. In particular,
3o = So u My, Fy is the set of symbols for constants and My is the set of symbols for multiconstants. We
also denote ¥ = ((Sp)n>0, (Mn)n>0)-

o A multialgebra over a signature X = ((Sn)ns0, (Mn)n=0), is a set A endowed with a family of n-ary multi-

operations
ol A" - P*(A), 0, € S L M, neN,

such that: if o, € Sy, then o2 : A" — P*(A) is a strict n-ary multioperation.

e If A and B are X-multialgebras, then a -morphism from A to B is a function h : A — B such that for
each n € N, each o, € S, u M,, and each ag,--- ,a,_1 € A

h[UA(ao, s ,an_l)] o= O'B(h(ao), s ,h(an_l)).

o Y-morphisms between X-multialgebras can be composed in a natural way and they form a category X-Malg.
It is clear that X-alg, the category of ordinary X-algebras is isomorphic to the a full subcategory of strict
Y-multialgebras. s: X — Alg — X — Malg.

o FEuvery algebraic signature ¥ = (Fp,)nen 15 a multialgebraic signature where M,, = &J,¥n € N. Fach algebra

A

(A, ((A™ 4 A) fer, Jnen) over the algebraic signature ¥ can be naturally identified with a multialgebra
A s

(A, ((A™ Las P*(A)) fer, Jnen) over the same signature.
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o FEvery multialgebraic signature ¥ = ((Sn)nen, (Mn)nen) induces naturally a first-order language L(X) =
((Fp)nens (Rn+1)nen) where F,, := S, is the set of n-ary operation symbols and Ry,i1 := M, is the set

A
of (n+1)-ary relation symbols. In this way, multialgebras (A, ((A™ & P*(A))pes, L, Jnen) over a multi-
algebraic signature ¥ = (S, U Mp)nen can be naturally identified with the first-order structures over the
language L(X) that satisfies the L(X)-sentences:

V20 - Yo 1320 (0w (0, -+, Tn—1,30)), for each oy € Rnj1 = My,neN. [

e Now we focus our attention into a more syntactic aspect of this multialgebras theory. We start with a
(recursive) definition of (multi)terms: variables x;,i € N are terms; if to, -+ ,tn—1 are terms and o €
Sp U My, then o(to, -+ ,tn—1) is a term.

o To define an interpretation for terms, we need a preliminary step. Given o € S, u M,, we “extend”
oA . A" — P*(A) to a n-ary operation in P*(A), o7 (A . P¥(A)" — P*(A), by the rule:

O'P*(A)(Ao,"' 7An71) = U U O'A(CL07"' 7an71).

ap€Ap an—1€An_1

In this way, P*(A) is an ordinary 3-algebra. Moreover
o” D ({ao}, -+ {an-1}) = oM (ag, -+ s an-1).

e The association above determines a functor p : ¥ — Malg — ¥ — alg and, the family of singleton maps
sa:A—(sop)(A), Ae|X — Malg|, is a natural transformation.

Remark 4.11 (Multifilter pairs and institutions).
e It is straightfoward to extend the notion of filter pair (G,i%), where the domain of the functor G is the

category ¥ — alg to the concept of multifilter pair, where the domain of the functor G is the category

3 — Malg. With a natural notion of morphism of mult-filter pair we obtain a category mFi of multifilter
pairs.

e The previously described functors s : ¥ —alg — X — Malg and p : ¥ — Malg — X — alg provide a pair of
functors Fi = mFi.

o The functor Fi — Ins,,o. can be extended to a funtor mFi — Ins,,or-

We summarize below some of the functors previously presented.

7 — Instmor

!

Ly —— Instyor

S

Fi

mFi

5 Skolemization, a new institutional device

Skolemization is an important tool of classical model theory, this section seeks to develop it in the context of
institutions. We also prove a borrowing theorem and apply it to obtain a form of downward Léwenheim-Skolem
for the setting of multialgebras.

Given an institution I, we say that (I, S, (Zs)sejsig|, (75 )xelsig|,) is an skolemization for I iff:

5We will address this correspondence in Example
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e S is a functor of the form
(Mod)t —5— (Mod™ s )t

(&, M) —— ({(Zs,5%), Mss)
G| |
&Ny —— (s, Sr), Nssr)
Where # denotes the Grothendieck construction. We refer to S as the skolem functor.

e For each ¥ € [Sig|, ¥ ™2 Yg is an arrow in Sig satisfying Mgy [,= M for all M € [Mod(X)|. Given
M € Mod(X) we say that M’ € Mod(Xg) is a skolemization of M if M’ [,,= M and M’ =5, Sx

e For each signature X, 7y, is an inclusion system in Mod(Xgs) such that, if the ¥ g-models M’ and N’ are
skolemizations of M and N respectively and M’ < N’ then M* = N*. [{

Example 5.1. FOL!
Let FOL! stand for the institution of unsorted first order logic and consider the functor:

(Mod)? SEmy, (ModPres )t

<Z,M> — <(Zs,52),Msz>
<f7u>i — l<f’7u>
X N) —— (X, Ssv), Nsxr)

Where ¥g and Sy, are, respectively, the skolem expansion and theory of ¥ and Mgs, is any skolemization of M
with the same underlying set. Let Ff be the skolem function of the X-formula v and define f’ as follows: if x € ¥

simply let f'(x) = f(x), else we have x = FwE for some ¢ in Sen(X) and then we let f'(x) = Fszeln F)

For each first order signature 3, let Is; be the usual inclusion system on M odFoL" (X) and define 1 : ¥ — Xg
as Ts(x) = x. It is easy to see that

<FOLl7 Skolem, (IE)ZE|SigFOL1 B (TE)EE\SigFOLl ‘>

is a skolemization for FOL!.
Theorem 14. Let I institution with skolemization (I, S, (Is)sesigr|; (Ts)selsigt|)- Given an institution J and a
morphism {p, e, By : J — I if:

o ¢ is fully faithful,

o For each 3; € |Sig!| there is some ¥; € [Sig”| such that $(X;) = (¢%;)s in Sigh. Letix, : (X;) — (Xi)s
denote the isomorphism arrow,

e FEach By is an isomorphism, and
e Each ayx, is semantically surjective, that is, for every o € Sen”’ (X)) there is some ¢ € as[Sen! (¢X)] such
that p* = ¥*.

Then (J, 8", (Z's)selsig’ |, (T5)selsigr|) has a skolemization where

o [fTys ={I,E) then T'ss = {I' E") where I' and E' are the images of ﬂ§1M0d1i¢g restricted to I and E
respectively,

6Given M € |Mod(X)|, define M* = {p € Sen(X) : M Ex ¢}
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o For each X, 7§ is the unique arrow satisfying ¢(1%) = z;é STy,

Proof: Consider the application

m: (Mod”)} ———— (Mod!¢)*

(X, M) —  {P(X),Px(M))
l<f7u> — l<¢(f)ﬁz(U)>
ELNN) o {(o(X), B (N))

Let us prove that m is a functor. Given arrows (3, M) ), N Lo, (X" W) in (Mod”)* we have:

m((g,v> ’ <f7 u>) = m(<gf7 MOdeU : u>)

(@(
(#(9)
= (d(g) - &(f), (Mod' $(f)Bs)(v) - Br(u))
m((g,v)) - m({f,w)) = {p(9), B (v)) - (b(f), B (u))

As m clearly satisfies the identity laws we have that m is well defined.

Consider now the functors (Mod! ¢)* <, (Mod")t 5, (ModP’”eSI)ﬁ. Composing:

(Mod”)! Sm (ModPres" )t

E,M) —— (¢Y)s, %), (Bs(M))sex)
| — |
Ny —— ((¢%)s,9p5), (B (N))sys)

We now have what we need to define a functor S’ : (Mod”)* — (Mod?e*” )¢, Given (2, M) € |(Mod” )}, let
S'((E, M)) = (%, Sx), M) where:

e ¥ is an object in Sig” such that there is an isomorphism gy B(X) > (¢%)g in Sig?
o Sx = ai(S’enIigé(&bz))
° ]\W/ = BglMOdIid,z((ﬁg)Sd,z)

And, given an arrow (f,u) in (Mod”)?, let S'({f,u)) := (¥, ¥), where:

e ¢(¢)) is the lone arrow that makes the below square commute

(6%)s —= (63)s



o U:= . (Modliyx(v))

-1
=

First, let us prove that S’({f,u)) is a morphism in (ModPTesJ)ﬂ,

Sen'h(Sys) S Spsv
asy (Senli;é/(Senlw(qug)) c oy (Senli;é,(qug/))

As ag; - Senli;é/ -Senly = Qs -Senlqﬁzz- Senligé = Sen‘]zz-ozi . Senli(;é it follows that SengZ(Si) c Sy
Now, we prove that S’ is functorial. It is clear that S’(1s,1a) = (15, 13;) = ls¢s,my and, given a pair of
arrows

()5, Sox), (B M) sy ~22 ((S()s, Sssry)s (BN ) sosr))

and
{(@(X) s, S2))> (BN)sp(sr)) 2D ($(5))s, Sezn))s (BW)se(sm)

We have:
(O%)s —2 (¢%)s —2 (¢%")s

Notice that, by definition, ¢ (13 - 11) is the unique arrow that makes the outer rectangle commute. It follows
that ¢(1/)2 . 1/)1) = ¢(1/)2) . ¢(1/)1) and S0, by faithfulness, 1/)2 . 1/)1 = 1/)2 . 1/)1.
Moreover, let o and o stand for the composition of the second coordinate in, respectively, (Mod”)# and
(Modmes‘])ﬁ. We then have:
Wwoy = MOdJJ);ﬂ:lMOdI’L'CbE(’LU) Bz Modigs (y)
50 by
= B Mod! ¢ Mod'igsy (w) - B5* Mod”iyx(y)
= B Modigs Mod” 1 (w) - B Mod'igx(y)
w\o/y = ﬂglMOdliqbz(MOd’]l/)l (w) . y)

We now have a functor S : (Mod” ) — (Mod®**”)?. Finally, let us prove that S’ indeed forms a skolemization.

First, notice that i;é-m,g e Sigl(¢%, #Y). Define then 74 as the arrow in Sig”’ (%, i) satisfying ¢(7) = ’L;éT
Given some M € |[Mod’ Y| we have:

M 5 = Mod’¥ - BglMOdlidil((ﬁZ(M))Sd,z)
= Py (Mod' ¢ Mod'iss((Bs(M))sesx))
= g (Mod'7((Bs(M))sg5)

M = 5! (B (M)

Now given Zyy; = (U, E)y we define I's; = (U, E') as:

e For any object ¢ in U, ﬂglModIi¢g(i) is an object of U’

For any arrow a in U, ﬂglM0d1i¢E (a) is an arrow of U’
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e For any object e in F, ﬁglModqum(e) is an object of E’
For any arrow b in FE, ﬂglMOdliqbz (b) is an arrow of E

Routine calculations show Z's; is an inclusion system in Mod” 3.

Finally, suppose that the Y-models M’ and N’ are skolemizations of, respectively, the ¥-models M and N and
that M’ — N’. Clearly then (8x(M’)) [,-1—= (Bx(N')) I,-1. Moreover, using structurality and the morphism
Pz i)
compatibility condition we have that:

M' g Sy« M'Eag(Sen'i g (Sen)) <= Mod'iy3Bs(M') Eyx)s Sen

It follows then that

Or equivalently,

By naturality,

(B (Mod'7(M")))* = (Bs(Mod'7(N")))*

Since M’ and N’ are skolemizations, we have that M’ [y= M and N’ [s= N. Now notice that

MEas(p) < Bo(M) ¢ < PBu(N) ¢ < N as(p)

As ay is semantically surjective the result follows.

As an illustration of the previous theorem we present the following:

Example 5.2. (Multialgebras have the Downward Léwenheim-Skolem property)

We now describe MLA —the institution of (unsorted) multialgebmﬂ. As signatures we simply use (unsorted) first
order signatures. The intuition here is that function symbols are to be interpreted as functions and relations as
multioperations.

Let us describe the syntax. The terms are built in a first order manner with the caveat that relation symbols
can too be used to form terms, that is, functions are allowed to take relations as arguments and we can compose
relations. For the formulas, we have two atoms: t > t', interpreted as set inclusion, and t = t', interpreted as
(deterministic) equality. The full set of formulas is built by using quantification and Boolean connectives, the
sentences being the formulas without free variables. For the semantics we let the category of models of given
signature be the category of multialgebras of that signature. A more detailed characterization of this institution
can be found in [Lamol.

We can now describe a morphism MAM FOL!:

"Here we consider a wide sense of m-ary multioperation on a set A: this is just a function F' : A — P(A), allowing ¢J in the
range.
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o We start by defining the functor

¢:SigMAs —— SigFOL1

{(Fi)icw, Mi)icw) —— {(Fi)icw: (R;)i<w)
fl — J{f
UF)icws M'3)icw) —— {(Fi)icws (R'i)icw)

Where Rit1 = {rm : m € M;}. It is easy to see that ¢ is well defined and fully faithful. Moreover, we have
that the functor is essentially surjective.

e Given X € [SigMA| we define ax, : SenFOL (¢%) — SenMA(X) recursively:

as(rm(ty - the1)) = mlas(ty) - as(ty)) > tht1
a(A A B) =ax(A) A ax(B); axn(—A) = —ax(4); ax(3z:(4)) = Jz;(axs(A))

Elementary induction shows that o is indeed a natural transformation.

Notice that the set ag[S’enFOL1 (¢X)] consists of formulas built of terms where there is no composition with
multioperations. The idea we use to show that ax is semantically surjective is simple: suppose we have
the formula f(xy---m(y1- - yg) - xn) = Tny1 where m(yy ---yx) happens in the j-th place, we simply
introduce a new variable and restrict its domain, i.e., we consider the formula Vx;(m(y:---yr) > z; A
flx1---xj--xn)) = Tpg1. Using a similar technique for inclusior and proceeding by induction on nested
formulas the proof follows

o Given some signature 3 consider the functor

By : ModMA(S) — 5 Mod¥OL" (¢x)

W, (Fy)icw, (Mi)icw) —— W, (Fy)icw, (Ri)i<w)

| — |n
W (F)icw, (M)i<w) —— (W, (F)icw, (Ri)i<w)
Where v, = {x122 - 241 € Mtz e m(zy - 24)} and Ry == UmeMi Tm. It is easy to see that By is
well defined and that (Bs)sejsigma| ensemble into a natural transformation. Furthermore simple arguments

show that {¢, v, B) indeed forms an institution morphism.
Finally, we define an inverse for By

ModMA(S) «—— Mod¥OL (4%) : B3

W, (Fy)icw, (Mi)icw) —— W, (Fy)icw, (Ri)i<w)

i — J»

W (Fi<ws (M)i<w) —— W, (F) )icws (Bf)i<w)

Where my(xy -+ 3) == {xig1 € W ir(xy - 2ig1)} and My = J,cr. , Mr-

i+1

8For example, if f and g are function symbols and m is a multioperation, then the formula f(m(z)) > g¢(y) is equivalent to

3z((m(z) > 2) A (£(2) = 9(y)))

9Note that the full proof would have to address equalities between multioperations and inclusions between functions. The former
being equivalent to L and the latter to an equality, for instance, f(z) > g(y) and f(z) = g(y)
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This proves that MLA has a skolemization. Observe that the inclusion system of this skolemization is the standard
one, that is, an inclusion simply means a subalgebra. Using this fact and a similar technique to skolem hulls one
can now easily prove a downward Léwenheim-Skolem result for multialgebras.

6 Final remarks and future works

We finish the present work presenting some perspectives of future developments.

Remark 6.1. The adjunctions obtained in Section 2 lead us to research about the relationship between the types
of representations of propositional logics and their institutions and w-institution developed in Section 4:

1. The result of these analyzes may provide us with a way to study metalogical properties of abstract proposi-
tional logics and their algebraic or categorical properties, for instance, the relation between Craig’s inter-
polation in an abstract logics and the amalgamation properties of its algebraic or categorical semantic. In
particular, it could be interesting examine the possibility of generalize the work in [AMPZ2)], describing a
Craig interpolation property for institutions associated to multialgebras: this is a natural (non-deterministic)
matriz semantics for complez logics as the LFI’s, the logics of formal inconsistencies (see |[CEGI).

2. By a convenient modification of this matriz institution, is presented in section 3.2 of [MaPi3l] an institution
for each “equivalence class” of algebraizable logic: this furnished technical means to apply notions and results
from the theory of institutions in the propositional logic setting and to derive, from the introduction of the
notion of “Glivenko’s context”, a strong and general form of Glivenko’s Theorem relating two “well-behaved”
logics.

Remark 6.2. Another interesting discussion — already suggested in [Diac2|] — which can be posed is how to
repeat the whole discussion of Section 3 with a version of the Grothendieck construction for indexed 2-categories in
order to directly produce the 2-category of institutions, as well as related 2-categories of institution-like structures.
The technical categorical devices necessary for developing this idea are presented in [Bak2|, for example.

Remark 6.3. The borowing result presented in section[d leads us to question which institutions have the skolem-
ization property in a non-trivial way. Furthermore, in predicate logic skolemization s deeply related to the idea
of indiscernibles, which leads the authors to question if an institution-independent formalization of this idea is
possible. Another question is if whether skolemization of an institution I implies the skolemization of Pres!; if
so, then in any skolemizable institution every theory would admit some expansion to a model-complete theory.
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