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σA is derivable
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¬C → A, ¬C → B
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Visser Rules

(
∨
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∨
∆∨{

(
∨
∆ → A) → C

∣∣ C ∈ ∆
}
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k ≡ l when v(k ) = v(l ) and k ≤ u iff l ≤ u for all u ̸= k, l
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Jankov–de Jongh formulae

In suitable models have
l ⊩ upk iff k ≤ l
l ⊩ ndk iff l ̸≤ k
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An axiomatisation of admissibility
is a set of rules R with

⊢R =



Logic of Depth n

bd0 = ⊥
bdn+1 = pn+1 ∨ (pn+1 → bdn).

BDn = IPC + bdn
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Admissible Approximation

A ⊢ B iff A B



If admissible approximations exists,
and if A ⊢R A
then ⊆ ⊢R.



If admissible approximations exists,
and if A ⊢R A and R ⊆

then = ⊢R.



A is projective when
⊢ σA and A ⊢ σB ≡ B

for some σ.

A = A



A is projective when
⊢ σA and A ⊢ σB ≡ B

for some σ.

A = A
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Iemhoff (2001b)

A formula is IPC-projective iff
it admits DP and V

n

for n ≥ 2



Goudsmit and Iemhoff (2014)

A formula is Tn -projective iff
it admits DP and Vn

for n ≥ 2
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¬¬(
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∆

∨
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¬¬((

∨
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A formula is BD2-projective iff
it admits S



To each A there is set Γ of
BD2-projectives with

A ⊢S

∨
Γ and

∨
Γ ⊢ A

which shows A =
∨
Γ.



To each A there is set Γ of
BD2-projectives with

A ⊢S

∨
Γ and

∨
Γ ⊢ A

which shows A =
∨
Γ.



Goudsmit (2013):

S axiomatises admissibility of BD2
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