Lattice—based relation algebras IT*

Ivo Diintsch!**, Ewa Orlowska?, and Anna Maria Radzikowska3

! Brock University

St. Catharines, Ontario, Canada, L2S 3A1
E-—mail: duentsch@brocku.ca

2 National Institute of Telecommunications

Szachowa 1, 04-894 Warsaw, Poland
E-mail: orlowska®@itl.waw.pl
3 Faculty of Mathematics and Information Science
Warsaw University of Technology
Plac Politechniki 1, 00-661 Warsaw, Poland
E-mail: annrad@mini.pw.edu.pl

Abstract. We present classes of algebras which may be viewed as weak
relation algebras, where a Boolean part is replaced by a not necessarily
distributive lattice. For each of the classes considered in the paper we
prove a relational representation theorem.

1 Introduction

In the first paper on lattice-based relation algebras [8] we presented a class of
lattices with the operators, referred to as LCP algebras, which was the abstract
counterpart to the class of relation algebras with the specific operations of
relative product and converse. In the present paper we expand the LCP class
with new operators which model residua of relative product, relative sum, dual
converse, and dual residua of relative sum. In the classical relation algebras
based on Boolean algebras these operators are definable with the standard
relational operations and the complement. In lattice-based algebras they should
be specified axiomatically since there is no way to define them without a com-
plement. We construct this extension in two steps. In Section 5 we introduce the
class of LCPR algebras which extend the class LCP with the residua of product,
and in Section 6 we present the class of LCPRS algebras which are obtained
from LCPR algebras by adding sum, dual converse, and dual residua of sum.
For each of these classes we prove a relational representation theorem in the style
of Urquhart-Allwein-Dunn (see [1], [19]). Sections 2, 3, and 4 present an overview
of Urquhart’s representation theory for lattices and a survey of LCP algebras.
The contributions of the paper fit, on the one hand, into the study of lattices
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with additional operators presented in a number of papers, for example in [10],
[15], [17], [18], and on the other hand, into a relational approach to modeling
algebraic and logical structures. A study of lattices with operators evolved from
the concept of Boolean algebras with operators originated in [13]. It is continued,
among others, in the context of modeling incomplete information in [3], [5], [7],
and [14].

2 Doubly ordered sets

In this section we recall the notions introduced in [8] and some of their properties.

Definition 1. Let X be a non—empty set and let <1 and <o be two quasi
orderings in X. A structure (X,<1,<2) is called a doubly ordered set iff
forallz,ye X, if e <1y and v <oy then z=1y. ad

Definition 2. Let (X,<1,<2) be a doubly ordered set. We say that ACX is
<1—increasing (resp. <o—increasing) whenever for all v,y € X, if t€ A and
x <1y (resp. x<ay), then y € A. a

For a doubly ordered set (X, <;,<s2), we define two mappings [, : 2% — 2%
by: for every AC X,

l(A)={zeX : (WeX)e<1y=y¢A} (1)
r(A)={zeX: (VWweX)r<2y=y¢A} (2)

Observe that mappings [ and r can be expressed in terms of modal operators as
follows: [(A) =[<1](—=A) and r(A) =[<2](—A), where — is the Boolean complement

and [<;], =1, 2, are the necessity operators determined by relations <;. Consequently,
r and [l are intuitionistic-like negations.

Definition 3. Given a doubly ordered set (X,<1,<2), a subset AC X is called
l-stable (resp. r—stable) iff l(r(A))=A (resp. r(I(A))=A). O

The family of all I-stable (resp. r—stable) subsets of X will be denoted by L(X)
(resp. R(X)).
Recall the following notion from e.g. [4]:

Definition 4. Let (X, <) and (Y, <2) be partially ordered sets and let f and
g be mappings f : X — Y, g:Y — X. We say that f and g are a Galois
connection iff for all z,y € X

v <19(y) iff y<s f(z). .

Lemma 1. [17] For any doubly ordered set (X, <1,<2) and for any AC X,

(i) 1(A) is <qy-increasing and r(A) is <g—increasing
(ii) if A is <q-increasing, then r(A) € R(X)
(iii) if A is <g—increasing, then [(A) € L(X)



(iv) if A L(X), then r(A) € R(X)
(v) if A€ R(X), then I(A) € L(X)
(vi) if A,Be L(X), thenr(A)Nr(B)€R(X). =m

It is well-known that the following facts hold.

Lemma 2. The family of <;—increasing sets, i =1, 2, forms a distributive lattice,
where join and meet are union and intersection of sets. m

Lemma 3. [19] For every doubly ordered set (X,<1,<z2), the mappings | and r
form a Galois connection between the lattice of <1—increasing subsets of X and
the lattice of <g—increasing subsets of X. m

In other words, Lemma 3 implies that for any A€ L(X) and for any B € R(X),
ACI(B) ifft BCr(A).
Lemma 4. [8] For every doubly ordered set (X, <1,<2) and for every ACX,

(i) U(r(A) e L(X) and r(I(A)) € R(X)
(ii) if A is <y—increasing, then ACI(r(A))
(iii) if A is <go-increasing, then ACr(I(A)). =

Lemma 4 immediately implies:

Corollary 1. For every doubly ordered set (X, <1,<s2) and for every ACX,

(i) if Ae L(X), then ACI(r(A))
(i) if A€ R(X), then ACr(i(A)). =

Let (X, <1, <2) be a doubly ordered set. Define two binary operations in 2%X: for
all A, BC X,

ANB=ANB (3)
AUB=1(r(A)Nr(B)). (4)

Observe that LI is defined from M resembling a De Morgan law with two different
negations.
Moreover, put

= 0. (5)

1=X (6)

In [19] it was shown that for a doubly ordered set (X, <i,<2), the system
((X),M,4,0,1) is a lattice. This lattice is called the complex algebra of X.



3 Urquhart’s representation of lattices

In this paper we are interested in studying relationships between relational
structures (frames) providing Kripke-style semantics of logics, and algebras
based on lattices. Therefore, we do not assume any topological structure in the
frames. As a result, we have a weaker form of the representation theorems than
the original Urquhart result, which requires compactness.

Let (W, A,V,0,1) be a non—trivial bounded lattice.

Definition 5. A filter-ideal pair of a bounded lattice (W, A,V,0,1) is a pair
x = (x1,x2) such that x1 is a filter of W, x5 is an ideal of W and x1Nzo=0. O

The family of all filter—ideal pairs of a lattice W will be denoted by FIP(WW).
Let us define the following two quasi ordering relations on FIP(W): for any
(xla xZ)a (yh y?) S FIP(W)v

(x1,22) <1 (W1,12) = 1S (7)
(x1,22) <2 (W1,%2) <=  22C 0. (8)

Next, define

(r1,22) % (y1,92) = (21,72) <1 (Y1, 92) & (21, 72) <2 (Y1, 92)-

We say that (z1,22) € FIP(W) is maximal iff it is maximal with respect to
<. We will write X (W) to denote the family of all maximal filter—ideal pairs of
the lattice W.

Observe that X (W) is a binary relation on 2V

Proposition 1. [19] Let (W, A,V,0,1) be a bounded lattice. Then for every
(x1,22) € FIP(W) there exists (y1,y2) € X (W) such that (z1,y1) < (y1,y2). =

For any (z1,x2)€ FIP(W), the maximal filter-ideal pair (y1,y2) such that
(21, 22) < (y1, y2) will be referred to as an extension of (x1,x2).

Definition 6. Let (W, A,V,0,1) be a bounded lattice. The canonical frame of
W is the structure (X (W), <1, <2). O

Lemma 5. For every bounded lattice W, its canonical frame (X (W), < 1,<2)
1s a doubly ordered set. m

Consider the complex algebra (L(X(W)),M,,0,1) of the canonical frame of
a lattice (W, A,V,0,1). Observe that L(X(W)) is an algebra of subrelations of
X(W).

Let us define the mapping h : W — 2X(W) a5 follows: for every a € W,

ha) ={ze X(W):a€x}. (9)

Theorem 1. [19] For every lattice (W, A, V,0,1) the following assertions hold:



(i) For every ae W, r(h(a))={zec X(W) :aczs}
(ii) h(a) is l-stable for every ae W
(iii) h is a lattice embedding. m

The following theorem is a weak version of the Urquhart result.

Theorem 2 (Representation theorem for lattices). Fvery bounded lattice
is isomorphic to a subalgebra of the complex algebra of its canonical frame. wm

4 LCP algebras and frames

In this section we recall the class LCP of lattices with the operations of product
and converse introduced in [8]. We add one more axiom, (CPO0), to the axioms
of LCP postulated in [8] and we explain its role.

Definition 7. An LCP algebra is a system (W,A,V,” ,®,0,1,1") such that
(W,A,V,0,1) is a non—trivial bounded lattice, = is a unary operation in W
and ® s a binary operation in W satisfying the following conditions for all
a,b,ceW,

(CPO) 0®a=a®0=0
(CP.1) a7 =a

(CP.2) (aVb)"=a" Vb~
(CP3) a®l'=1®a=a
(CP4) a® (b®c)=(a®b)®c
(CP.5) a® (bVc)=(a®b)V(a®c)

(CP.6) (aVd)®@c=(a®c)V (bRc)

(CP.7) (a®b)" =b"®a~. O

It is worth noting that axiom (CP.0) does not follow from the remaining axioms.
Consider, for example, a bounded lattice (W, A, V,0,1) and define the additional
operations ® and ~ as follows: for all a,be W,

—

a” = a
a®b = aVb
1 = 0.

One can easily check that axioms (CP.1)-(CP.7) hold, but (CP.0) does not.
Consequently, Lemma 24 of [8] needs repair. For its proof we refer to [1]. The
crucial argument is on page 529 of [1] in the paragraph following equation (3).
In line 4 of this paragraph they obtain the disjoint pair ([t), U), which, as they
claim, can be extended to the maximal filter—ideal pair. This, however, is only
possible if ¢ £ 0.

Note also that axiom (CP.0) follows from the relation algebra axioms and implies
that 0 1’ in every LCP algebra with at least two elements. To see that, suppose
that (CP.0) holds and 0 = 1. Then 1 =1'® 1 = 0 ® 1 = 0, which contradicts
our hypothesis that W has at least two elements.



For any A C W, let us denote
A7 ={a7 €W :a€cA}. (10)

Lemma 6. [8] For any LCP algebra (W,A,V,~,®,0,1,1") and for all subsets
A, BCW,

(i) ACB iff A~ CB~
(i) A=~ =A. =

Some other properties of LCP algebras can be found in [§].

Definition 8. An LCP frame is a relational system (X,<1,<2,C, R, S,Q,I)
such that (X, <1,<2) is a doubly ordered set, C is a mapping C : X — X, R, S,
and Q are ternary relations on X and I C X is an unary relation on X satisfying
the following conditions for all x,y € X:
Monotonicity conditions:

(MCP.1) x <1y implies C(z) <1 C(y)

(MCP.2) x<ay implies C(x) <2 C(y)

(MCP.3) R(z,y,2) & /<12 &y <1y & 212 = R(2,y/, 7))

(MCP.4) S(z,y,2) & 200" &y <1y & 2/ <oz = S(2',v/, 7))

(MCP5) Q(:Ca Y, Z) & ' <1z & Yy <2 Z/ & 2 L2z = Q(J?,, yl7 Z/)

(MCP.6) I(x) & v <10’ = I(2))
Stability conditions:

(scpr.1) C(C(x)) ==

(SCP.2) R(x,y,2) = " € X (z <1 2" & S(2",y,2))

(SCP.3) R(z,y,2) = ' € X (y<1y" & Q(z,y",2))

(SCP.4) S(z,y,2) = "€ X (¢<27" & R(x,y,2"))

(SCP.5) Q(z,y,2) = 32" € X (2<22" & R(z,y,2"))

(SCP.6) Jue X(R(x,y,u) & Q(z',u,2)) = Jwe X(R(z', z,w) & S(w,y, 2))

(SCP.7) Jue X(R(z,y,u)& S(u,z,2")) = Jwe X (R(y, z,w) & Q(z,w, ')

(scp.8) I(z) & (R(z,y,2) or R(y,z,2)) = y<1 2

(SCP.9) Jue X(I(u) & S(u,x,x))

(SCP.10) Jue X(I(u) & Q(x,u,x))

(SCP.11) Q(z,y,z2) <> S(C(y),C(x),C(z)). O

In [1] there was no general concept of LCP frames. The results of [1] concern
canonical frames and complex algebras of the canonical frames. In our approach
canonical frames are examples of a general frame.

For an LCP frame (X, <1,<2,C, R, S, @, I) let us define the following mappings
Yi2X 2% and ®s, ®g, X 1 2% x 2% — 2% by: for all A, BC X,

AY = {C(z):z€A} (11)
A®q B {ze X Vr,ye X(Q(z,y,2) & x€e A= yer(B)} (12)
(13)

(14)

AsB = {zeX:Vx,ye X(S(z,y,2) & ye B=zer(A)}
AXB = I[(A®qB).



Moreover, put

1 = i(r(I)). (15)

The family L(X) of all [-stable subsets of X is closed under the operations (11)
and (14).
Lemma 7. [8] Let (X,<1,<2,C,R,S,Q,I) be an LCP frame. Then for all
A BCX,

(i) if A is -stable, then so is A

(ii) if A and B are l-stable, then so is AKX B

(iii) 1’ is I-stable

(iv) if A and B are l-stable, then AQs B=A®,B. =

Definition 9. The complex algebra of an LCP frame (X, <1,<2,C, R, S,Q,I)
is a system (L(X),N,U,Y,X,0,1,1’) with the operations defined by (3)-(4),
(11), (14) and the constants defined by (5), (6) and (15). O

Theorem 3. The complex algebra of an LCP frame is an LCP algebra.

Proof. In [8] it was shown that any complex algebra of an LCP frame satisfies
the axioms (CP.1)—(CP.7). Then it suffices to show that (CP.0) also holds, i.e.
OXA=AKXO0=0 for every Ae L(X).

First, note that I[(L(X)) =0 and 7(0) = L(X). Next, since for every A C X and for
every ,y,z € X it holds Q(z,y,2) & x €0 = yer(A), whence 0®, A= L(X).
Therefore, 0K A =1(0 ®, A) = 0. Moreover, from the definition of ® it is easily
observed that A ®, 0= L(X). Consequently, AKO=I(A®,0)=0. =

Let (W,A,V,—,®,0,1,1") be an LCP algebra. We will write FIP(X) (resp.
X(W)) to denote the family of all filter—ideal pairs (resp. maximal filter—ideal
pairs) of the lattice reduct of W. Note that since W is non-trivial, X (W) is not
empty.

Let us define a mapping C* : FIP(X) — FIP(X) by: for x € FIP(X),

C*(x) = (z1,m2™). (16)

Moreover, let us define the following three ternary relations on X (W) by: for all
x,y,z€ X(W),

R*(z,y,z) <= (Va,beW)aczi &bey;=a®bExz (17)
S (z,y,2) <= (Va,beW)a®@bez &bEy; = a€as (18)
Q*(z,y,2) <= (Va,beW)a®bcz & aczy = beEy, (19)

Also, let
I={zeX(W):1 €} (20)

We extend the operation ® for subsets of X in the following way: for all A, BC W,
A®B={a®b:acAbe B}.



Then it is straightforward to see that for all x,y,z € X (W),

R*(z,y,2) <= 1@y C2xn (21)

S*(@,y,2) <= —220y1 C -2 (22)

Q" (2,y,2) <= 11®@—y2 C —2. (23)
In [8] we showed that for x € X (W), C*(z) € X (W).

Definition 10. Let an LCP algebra (W, A, V,—,®,0,1,1’) be given. The system
(X(W), <1, =0, C*, R*, S*,Q*, I*) is called the canonical frame of W. O

The following auxiliary lemma will be useful.

Lemma 8. [8] Let (W, A,V,®,7,0,1,1') be an LCP algebra and let A and V
be a filter and an ideal of W, respectively. Then the set

V={aeW: ({a} ® A)NV #0}
is an ideal of W. m

In the following theorem we show that canonical frames satisfy the postulates
assumed for the LCP frames. We only give a few exemplary proofs which were
not given in [8].

Theorem 4. The canonical frame of an LCP algebra is an LCP frame.

Proof. Let an LCP algebra (W, A, VvV, ,®,0,1,1) be given and let (X (W), <1, <2,
C*, R*,S*,Q*, I") be its canonical frame. Proceeding as in [1] one can prove that
(MCP.3)-(MCP.5) and (SCP.2)—(SCP.7) hold in the canonical frame.

We show now that (MCP.1) is satisfied. Let z,y € X (W) be such that = <;y.
This means that (i) 1 Cy;. Also, C*(x) = (27, 25"). By Lemma 6, (i) is equivalent
with 27 Cyi7, so C*(z) <1C*(y). In the analogous way we can show that
(MCP.2) holds.

Next we prove that (MCP.6) is satisfied. Let z,2’ € X(W) and assume that
I*(z) and z <12’ hold. From (20) we immediately get 1’ € z1 C 2/, so I*(a’)
holds.

Furthermore, we show that (SCP.1) holds. For every = = (z1,xz2) € X (W), we
have: CH(C*x)) =CHay , x5 ) = (277,25 7 ) = (21, z2) =2 by Lemma 6(ii).
Consider now the condition (SCP.8). Assume that for any z,y, z € X (W), I*(x)
holds, i.e. (ii) 1’ € z1, and R*(z,y, z) or R*(y,x, z). Let R*(x,y, z) holds. Hence,
by (ii), we get (Vbe W) bey; = 1'Qb € 21. Since 1’®@b=10, we get y; C 21, that is
y <12. If R*(y, 7, z) holds, then again by (ii) we get (Va € W) a €y = a®1’ € 21,
so since a ® 1’ = a, we obtain again 1y C 21, i.e. y<;2.

We show now that (SCP.9) holds. Let y € X (W) and consider theset V={a €W :
({a} ® y1) Ny2#0}. By Lemma 8, V is an ideal of W. Let [1’) be the filter
generated by 1’. We show that [1')N'V = (. Suppose that there exists a € W such
that (iii) a € [1") and (iv) a € V. From (iii) it follows that (v) 1’ <a. Also, (iv)



implies that there exists b€ W such that (vi) b€y, and (vii) a ® b€ yo. Since
® is isotone in both arguments, (v) implies 1’ ® b<a ® b. But 1’ ® b=5, so we
have b <a ® b, which in view of (vii) and the fact that y, is an ideal gives b € yo
— a contradiction with (vi).

Then ([17),V) is a filter—ideal pair. Let u=(u1,us) be its extension to the
maximal pair. Therefore, [1') Cu; and V Cug. Since 1’ €[1'), we get 1’ € uy,
so I*(u) holds. We show now that S*(u,y,y) holds. Let a,b€ W be such that
a®b€cys and bey;. Then a €V, so a € us. Whence S*(u,y,y) holds.

In the similar way one can check that (SCP.10) holds.

Finally we show that (SCP.11) holds. Using the axiom (CP.7) and the definition
(10), we have for all z,y, z € X (W),

S*(CHy),CHx),CH(z)) iff (Va,beW)a®b€zy &bex] = a€ysy
it (Va,beW) (a®@b)" €2 &b €xy = a~ €y
iff Va,beW)b " ®@a" €xn &b ex; = a €y
it (Ve,deW)ce®d€z & cexy = dey,
iff Q" (z,y,2).

This completes the proof. =
We conclude this section by stating the representability of LCP algebras.

Theorem 5. Every LCP algebra is isomorphic to a subalgebra of the complex
algebra of its canonical frame.

Proof. See [8]. m

In the axiomatization of relation algebras, apart from the axioms for Boolean
algebras, the only axiom which contains complementation is

a® —(a~ ® —b)<b.
This axiom is equivalent to the De Morgan equivalences
(@@ Nc=0<= (a7 ®c)AD=0<= (c®b7)ANa=0 (24)

and could be added to the LCP axioms. However, we showed in [8] that adding
(24) does not add anything new. An alternative is the modular inequality

(a®@b)ANe<a® (DA (a7 ®c)). (25)

(25) is true for relation algebras and is also an axiom for rough relation algebras
([5]), i.e., relation algebras based on regular double Stone algebras. One consequ-
ence of (25) is that for every a < 1’ we have a ® 1 < 1 (here a < b means a<b
and a#b). The following example from [9] shows that not every LCP-algebra
satisfies (25).



Fig. 1. An LCP-algebra where (25) fails Table 1: Composition Table

R | a b s t
ala 1 a tvl'vVva
b1 b 1 b
s|la sv1Vb s svVtv1l
t |1 b svtv 1 t

Example 1 Consider the algebra L of Fig.1. By (CP.2) and (CP.5) it is enough
to define how composition and converse act on the join irreducible elements.
These are 1/, a, b, s, t, and we set a~=b, s~ =t. Composition for the non—identity
irreducible elements is given in Table 1. Now consider

t®a)Ab=b sincet®@a =1
Lt®s from the composition table
=t®[(svtVv1)Ad from the lattice ordering
=t®[(s®b)Aa]

=t[t~ ®b)Aal.
So we may want the following inequality as an additional axiom of LCP algebras:
(CP.8) (a®@b)Ahc<a® (bA(a™ ®c)).

To obtain a representation theorem for LCP algebras with (CP.8) is still an
open problem.

The next example illustrates the constructions employed in the proof of the
representation theorem.

Example 2 Consider an algebra (W, A, V, ™, ®,0,1,1’) with W = {a, b, ¢,, 0,1},
A and V as on Fig.2, a~ = a for every a € W, ® in given in Table 2, and 1’ = c.
The maximal filter—ideal pairs of W are

z=(la), @), y=(b)(]), z={(c)(al)

Let us find R, @, and S. We can simplify the calculations by observing that
A® B =B® A for any A, BCW, since ® is symmetric on W.
R(z,y,z) iff 21 @y C2p:

10



Fig. 2. The pentagon Table 2: The product ®

1={x, y, z} Rla b c 1
all a a 1
bla b b 1
cla b ¢ 1
111 1 1 1
b={y.z}
a={x}
c={z}
0=

R(z,z,v) x1®x1 = {1}, and {1} C v for all ve FIP(W).
R( ) x1®y; ={a,1}, and {a,1} C vy only for v=uz.
R( ) 21 ® 21 ={a,1}, and {a,1} C vy only for v=uz.
R(y,y,v) y1 ®y1 = {b,1}, and {b,1} C v for v e {y, z}.
R( ) y1®z ={b,1}, and {b,1} C vy for v e {y, z}.
R( ) 21 ®2z ={e 1}, and {¢, 1} C vy for v=2z.

S(z,y,2) iff (—z2®@y1) Nz =0:

S(x,z,v) —za®@x1 = {1}, and {1} Nve =0 for all ve FIP(W).
S(z,y,v) —x2®@y1 ={a,1}, and {a,1} Nve =0 for v € {z,y}.
S(x,z,v) —xe® 21 ={a,1}, and {a,1} Nwvy = 0 for ve{z,y}.
S(y,z,v) —ys @z = {a,1}, and {a,1} Nvy = 0 for v € {z,y}.
S(y,y,v) —y2 @y = {a,b,1}, and {a,1} Nwvy = 0 for v € {y, z}.

(v, y,0)
S( ) —y2 ®2z1 ={a,b,1}, and {a,1} Nvy = 0 for v e {y, z}.
S(z,z,v) —z2®x1 ={a,1}, and {a,1} Nwve =0 for v e {x,y}.
S( ) —20®@y1 ={b,1}, and {b,1} Nwe =0 for v € {y, z}.

( ) —20® 21 ={b,¢,1}, and {b,¢,1} Nwy = ) only for v="=z.

Q(m,y,z) iff (xl ® _yQ) Nz = 0:

11



Q(z,z,v) z1®—x2 ={a,1} and {a,1} Nwvy = 0 for v e {xz,y}.
Qz,y,v) z1® —y2 ={a,1} and {a,1} Nvy =0 for ve {z,y}.
Q(z,z,v) x1® —29=1{a,1} and {a,1} Nms =0 for v e {z,y}.
Qly,z,v) y1 ® —z2 = {a,1} and {a,1} Nvy = 0 for v € {z,y}.
Qy,y,v) 11 ® —y2 ={a,b,1} and {a,b,1} Nvs =0 for ve {y, z}.
Qy,z,v) y1 @ —z0 = {b,1} and {a,b,1} Nve = for v e {y, z}.
Q(z,z,v) 21 ® —xg={a,1} and {a,1} Nwvy =0 for m € {z,y}.
Q(z,y,v) 21 ® —y2 = {a,b,1} and {a,b,1} Nwvy =0 for v e {y, z}.
Q(z,2,v) 21 ® —2z9 ={b,¢,1} and {b,¢,1} Nwy = 0 only for v==z.
The embedding h is given by
h(0) =0 h(a) = {x} h(c) = {z}.
h(l) = {x,y,z} h(b) = y,z}

We conclude this section with the observation that the diamond lattice of Figure
3 cannot be made into an LCP algebra. We omit the proof which is straightforward,
if somewhat tedious.

Fig. 3. The diamond lattice
1

5 LCPR algebras and frames

In this section we extend LCP algebras by adding the residuation operations.
In classical relation algebras residuations are definable with composition (;),
converse () and complement(—) as x/y = —(y7; —z) and y\x = —(—z;y 7).

Definition 11. By an LCPR algebra we mean a system (W, A\, V, ™, @, —, «,
0,1,1") such that (W,A,V,~,®,0,1,1") is an LCP algebra and — and «— are

binary operations in W satisfying the following conditions for all a,b,ce W,

(CPR.1) a®b<c iff b<a—c
(CPR.2) a®b<c iff a<c«b.
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The operations < and — are called the left and the right residuum of ®, respectively.
O

Note that an LCPR algebra is an extension of a residuated lattice by the converse
~ operation.

The following lemma provides some basic properties of LCPR algebras.

Lemma 9. Let (W, AV, 7, ®,—,«,0,1,1") be an LCPR algebra. Then for any
a,b,ce W and for every indexed family (b;):cr of elements of W,

(i) ifa<b, then
cRa<c®banda®R@c<b®c
b—c<a—candc—a<c—b
a—c<b—candc—b<c+—a

(i) a<b iff a7 <b~

(iii) (@aAb)”" =a~" Ab~

(iv) a®(a—b)<b (iv’) (b—a)®a<b

v) (a=beb—c)<a—c V) (a<=b)@b—c)< «—c
(vi) b<a— (a®Db) (vi’) a<(a®b) b

(vii) (a—b)~ =b~ —a~ (Vi) (a —b)~ = b~ —a~

(viii) if sup, b; exists, then
a ®sup; b; = sup,(a @ b;)
sup; b; ® a = sup;(b; ® a)

(ix) of inf; b; exists, then (ix’) if inf; b; ewists, then

a — inf; b; = inf;(a — b;) inf; b; « a = inf;(b; — a)
(x) ifsup,; b, exists, then (x’) ifsup;b; exists, then

sup, b; — a = inf;(b; — a) a — sup; b; = inf;(a « b;).

Proof. By way of example we prove (vii)

Let ¢ € W such that ¢< (a — b)~. Then we have:
c<(a—b)7 iff ¢~ <(a—b) by (ii), (CP.1)

iff a®c™<b by (CPR.1)
iff (a®@c7)7<b™ by (i)
iff c®a~ <b~ by (CP.1), (CP.T)

iff c<b” —a~ by (CPR.2). =

For the recent development of residuated lattices we refer, for example, to [2],
[11], [12], and [16].
LCPR frames are the same as LCP frames defined in Section 3 (Definition 8).

Let an LCPR frame (X, <1,<2,C, R, S,Q,I) be given. We define the following
two mappings —>, <— : 2% x 2% — 2% ag follows: for all A, BC X,

A—>B = {zeX: (Vy,ze X)(R(y,z,2) &« ye A = z€ B)} (26)
Ba-A = {ze€X:(Vy,ze X)(R(z,y,2) «yec A= z€ B)}.  (27)
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Lemma 10. For any A,B C X,

(i) A—> B and A <— B are <1-increasing
(ii) if A and B are l-stable, then so are A—> B and A <— B.

Proof.

(i) Assume that for some A, BC X, A—> B is not <;—increasing. Then there
are x,y € X such that (i.1) z€e A—>B (i.2) z <1 y, and (i.3) y¢A—> B.
From (i.3), by the definition (26), there exist u,w € X such that (i.4) R(u,y,w)
(i.5) u€ A and (i.6) w ¢ B. Next, by (i.2), (i.4) and the monotonicity condition
(MCP.3), we get R(u,z,w), which together with (i.5) and (i.6) givesx ¢ A —> B
— a contradiction with (i.1).

Proceeding in the similar way one can show that A <— B is <;—increasing.

(ii) Let A, BC X. We show first that A <— B is [-stable.

By (i), A <— B is <j-increasing, so from Lemma 4(ii), A <— B Cl(r(A <— B)).
Then it suffices to show that {(r(A<— B)) C A<— B.

Let z € X be such that (ii.1) x ¢ A <— B. We will show that (ii.2) = € l(r(A <— B)).
From (ii.1), by the definition (27) it follows that there exist y,z € X such that
(ii.3) R(x,y,z) (ii.4) y€ B (ii.5) z¢ A. Since B is [-stable, (ii.5) means that
z&1(r(A)), so there exists 2/ € X such that (ii.6) z<; 2’ and (ii.7) 2’ €r(A).
From (ii.3), (ii.6) and the monotonicity condition (MCP.3), R(z,y, '), which
by the stability condition (SCP.1) implies that there is 2’ € X such that (ii.8)
x <y 2’ and (ii.9) S(z’,y, z’). We show now that (ii.10) 2’ € r(A <— B). This, by
(ii.8), gives (ii.2).

Consider an arbitrary " € X satisfying (ii.11) 2’ <o z”. By (MCP.4), (ii.9) and
(ii.11) lead to S(x”,y, 2’'), which by (SCP.3) gives that there exists 2" € X such
that (ii.12) 2’ <3 2" and (ii.13) R(2”,y,2”). From Lemma 1(ii), r(B) is <o
increasing, so by (ii.7) and (ii.12) we get 2z’ € r(A), whence (ii.14) 2z’ ¢ A. In
view of the definition (27), (ii.4), (ii.13) and (ii.14) imply (ii.15) =" &€ A <— B.
Therefore, we have shown that for any =’/ € X satisfying (ii.11), the condition
(ii.15) holds, hence (ii.10) was proved.

Using the relation @) in place of S, in the analogous way we can show that A —> B
is [-stable. a

Definition 12. The complex algebra of an LCPR frame (X, <1,<2,C, R, S,
Q, 1) is a structure (L(X),N,U, ", K, =, <—,0,1,1’) with the operations defined
by (3), (4), (11), (14), (26), (27) and the constants (5), (6), and (15). O

We show that the complex algebra of an LCPR frame is an LCPR algebra. It is
sufficient to show the following lemma.

Lemma 11. For any LCPR frame (X,<1,<2,C, R, S,Q,I) and for all I-stable
subsets A, B,CC X,

i) ARKBCC iff BCA—=C

(ii) ARBCC iff ACC<B.
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Proof.

(i) (<) Assume that (i.1) AXBCC and (i.2) BZ A—>C. From (i.2), there
exists € X such that (i.3) z € B and (i.4) © ¢ A —> C. By the definition (26),
(i.4) means that for some y, z € X it holds (i.5) R(y,z,z), (i.6) y € A and (i.7)
z¢ C. Next, from (i.1) and (i.7) we get (i.8) = ¢ AK B. By the definition (14),
AX B=I1(A®q B), but from Lemma 7(iv), A®, B = A®g B. Then we get (i.8)
implies that there exist 2’ € X such that (i.9) z2<; 2’ and (i.10) 2’ € A®; B.
Furthermore, from (i.5) and (i.9), by (M.3) we get R(y,x,z’), which by (S.1)
implies that there is y’ € X such that (i.11) y <3¢’ and (i.12) S(v/, z, 2’). Also,
(i-3), (i.10) and (i.12) imply 3’ € r(A), which together with (i.11) gives y € I(r(A)).
Since A is [-stable, this means y ¢ A — a contradiction with (i.6).

(=) Assume that (i.13) AKX B Z C. We will show that (i.14) BZ A—>C.
From (i.13), there is z € X such that (i.15) x € AX B and (i.16) x ¢ C. Since C
is [-stable, (i.16) gives x € (r(C)), so there exists 2’ € X such that (1.17) z < 2/
and (i.18) z’ € r(C). Next, from (i.15), (i.17), and Lemma 7(iv), 2’ ¢ A®s B,
which means that there are y, z € X such that (i.19) S(y, z,2'), (i.20) z € B and
(i.21) y € r(A). From (i.21), there is y’ € X such that (i.22) y <2y’ and (i.23)
y € A. By (M.4), (i.19) and (i.22) imply S(v/, z,2'). Hence, applying (S.3) we
get that for some 2" € X such that (i.24) 2’ <o 2” it holds (i.25) R(v/, z,2").
Furthermore, by (i.18) and (i.24) it follows that z” ¢ C', which together with
(i-23) and (i.25) gives z’ &€ A —> C. Whence, in view of (i.20) we finally obtain
(i.14).

In the analogous way (ii) can be proved. a
Therefore, we have

Theorem 6. The complezr algebra of an LCPR frame is an LCPR algebra. O
Since LCPR frames are just LCP frames, the above theorem implies the following

Corollary 2. Any LCP algebra can be isomorphically embedded into an LCPR
algebra. O

Let (W, A,V,®,—,«,0,1) be an LCPR algebra. For any two subsets A, BC W,
let us define:

A—B ={a—b:aeA & beB}

A—B ={a—b:acA & beB}.

Lemma 12. Let (W,A,V,®,—,«,0,1) be an LCPR algebra and let A and A’
be filters of W and let V be an ideal of W. Define the following subsets of W :

U= 1{acW:AN(V «— {a}#0}

U = {aeW:An ({a} — V)#0}
V ={aeW:An{a} «— A")#0}
V' ={aeW:AN (4" — {a}) #0}.

Then U and U’ are ideals of W and V and V' are filters of W.
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Proof. By way of example we show that U is an ideal of W. Let a,be W be
such that (i) a €U and (ii) b <a. By the definition of U, (i) implies that there
exists ¢ €V such that (iii) ¢ < a € A. By Lemma 9(i) we get from (ii) that
¢ «— a<c < b. Hence, by (iii), we get (iv) ¢ «— be A, since A is a filter.
Therefore, for some ¢ €V (iv) holds, which implies be U.

Assume that (v) a,beU. It suffices to show that a vV beU. From (v), there
are ¢,d €V such that (vi) ¢ «— a€ A and (vii) d < be A. Since c<cV d and
d<cVd, by Lemma 9(i) we get ¢ — a<(cVd) —aand d — b<(cVd) b
Hence, by (vi) and (vii) it follows that (cVd) <« a€ A and (cVd) —be A, so
((evd) —a)A((cvd) —b)eA. By Lemma 9(x’), ((cVd) — a)A((cVd) —
b) =(cVvVd) < (aVb). Then (¢Vd) < (aVb)eA. Since ¢,deV, ¢cVdeV. So
we get that for some e=cVdeV, e« (aVb)eA, which givesaVbeU. =

The canonical frame of an LCPR algebra is the same as the canonical frame of an
LCP algebra (Definition 10), i.e., it is a system (X (W), <1, <2, C* R*, S*, Q% I7).
Given the canonical frame of an LCPR algebra, define the following auxiliary
ternary relations on X (W): for all z,y,z € X (W),

R (x,y,2) iff (NVa,beW)b—acx &acy = bez (28)
R* (z,y,2z) iff (Va,beW)acz; & a—beEy = beEz. (29)

Note that
Lemma 13. R* = R = R*,

Proof. We show that R* = R} . The proof of R* = R*, is analogous.

(©) Assume on the contrary that for some z,y,z€ X (W), (i) R*(z,y,2) and
there exist a,b € W such that (ii) b < a €z (iiii) a €y1 (iv) b€ z1. From (i),
(ii) and (iii) it follows that (b < a) ® a € z;. By Lemma 9(iv’), (b < a) ® a <b.
Since 27 is a filter, this implies b € z; — a contradiction with (iv).

(D) Similarly, assume that for some z,y,z € X (W), (v) R (x,y,z) and there
exist a,b € W such that (vi) a € z1, (vii) b€ y; and (viii) a ® b¢ z;. By Lemma
9(vi’), a< (a®b) « b, so from (vi), (a ®b) « b€ xq, since x; is a filter. By (v)
this gives a ® b€ z; — a contradiction with (viii). =

Theorem 7 (Representation theorem for LCPR algebras). Any LCPR
algebra is isomorphic to a subalgebra of the complex algebra of its canonical
frame.

Proof. In view of Theorem 5 it suffices to show that
(i) h(a < b) = h(a) <—h(b)
(ii) h(a — b) = h(a) —> h(b).

(i) (©) Let z€h(a <« b). By the definition (9) of the mapping h, this means
that (i.1) @ < b€ x;. Assume that « & h(a) <— h(b). Then there are y, z € X (W)
such that (i.2) R*(z,y,2), (i.8) y € h(b) and (i.4) z¢€h(a). From (i.3) we get
(i.5) be y1. By Lemma 13, R* = R’ , so from (i.1), (i.2), (i.5) and the definition
of Rr, it follows a € z1, i.e. z € h(a), which contradicts (i.4).
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(D) Assume that (i.6) z & h(b «— a). We will show that x ¢ h(b) <— h(a).
From (i.6) we have (i.7) b < a & x1. Define

U={ceW :x1n((b] — {c}) #0},

where (b] stands for the ideal generated by b. By Lemma 12, U is an ideal.
Suppose that a € U. Then there exists ¥ € W such that (i.8) ' <b and (i.9)
b « a € 1. By Lemma 9(iii’) and (i.8) we get (i.10) b’ <+ a <b < a. Since x1 is
a filter, (i.9) and (i.10) imply b «— a € x1, which contradicts (i.7). Hence a ¢ U.
Let [a) be the filter generated by a. Then [a) NU =0, so ([b),U) is a filter—ideal
pair. Let (y1,y2) be its extension to the maximal filter—ideal pair. Then [a) C 3y
and U Cyy. Since a € y1, we have (i.11) y € h(a).

Now, consider a set:

V={ceW:z1n({c} —y1)#0}.

By Lemma 12, V is a filter of W. Suppose that b€ V. Then there is ¢’ € W such
that (i.12) ¢’ €y and (i.13) b « ¢’ € 1. By the definition of U, (i.13) implies
¢ €U Cyy — a contradiction with (i.12). Hence b€ V. Then (V, (b]) is a filter—
ideal pair. Let (z1,22) be its extension to the maximal filter—ideal pair. Then
(1.14) V C z; and (b] C z2. Since b € z3, we get b z1, so (1.15) z € h(b).

Finally, consider ¢,d € W such that ¢ «+— d€x; and d€y;. Then ceV,so ce€ z;
by (i.14). By the definition (28), R’ (z,y, z) holds, and so (i.16) R*(z,y, z) by
Lemma 13. Therefore, we have shown that for some y, z € X (W), (i.11), (i.15)
and (i.16) hold, which means by (27) that x & h(b) <— h(a).

The proof of (ii) is similar =

6 LCPRS algebras and frames

In the classical relation algebras relative sum is definable with composition and
complement, namely we have x @ y = —(—x; —y). In the lattice-based relation
algebras sum must be added as a new independent operator. This is the purpose
of the present section.

Definition 13. An LCPRS algebra is a system (W,A\,V,—, ~ ®,®, —, —
,=,<,0,1,0,1) such that (W,A\,V,—,®,—,—,0,1,1') is an LCPR algebra,
~ is an unary operations in W (dual converse), ® is a binary operations in W
(sum), and =, < are binary operations in W (dual right and dual left residua
of @) satisfying for all a,b,ce W,

(CPRS.0) 1®a=ad®1l=1

(CPRS.1) a~ " =a

(CPRS.2) (aAb)"=a" AT
(CPRS.3) a0 =0 d®a=a
(CPRS4) a® (b®c)=(a®b)dc
(CPRS.5) a® (bAc)=(adb)A(adc)
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(CPRS.6) (aAb)Dc=(a®c)N(b®c)

(CPRS.7) (a®b)” =b"@®a"

(CPRS.8) ad®b>c iff bza=c

(CPRS.9) a®b>c iff azc<b
(CPRS.10) 0 A1'=0
(CPRS.11) 0/ V 1/ = 1. O

Let L = (W, A,V,0,1) be a bounded lattice. By the opposite lattice we mean a
lattice L°P = (W, V, A, 1,0), where the meet (resp. the join) of L°P is the join
(resp. the meet) of L and the greatest (resp. the least) element of L°P is the
least (resp. the greatest) element of L. Observe that the algebra obtained from
LCPRS algebra by deleting axioms (CPRS.10) and (CPRS.11) can be viewed
as a join of an LCPR algebra based on the lattice L and an LCPR algebra based
on L°P. In other words, we have:

Proposition 2. Let (W, AV, 7,7, ®,®, —, —,=,<,0,1,0/,1") be an LCPRS
algebra. Then (W,V, A, ", ®,=,<,1,0,0") is an LCPR algebra.

Proof. Straightforward from Definitions 11 and 13. =

Remark 1 If follows that properties of operations —, ®, =, and < can be
easily obtained from the analogous properties of the operations =, ®, —, «,
respectively. a

Remark 2 Note that axioms (CPRS.10) and (CPRS.11) provide a connection
between the LCPR part of an LCPRS algebra L and the LCPR part of L based
on its opposite part. O

Definition 14. An LCPRS frame is a system (X,<1,<2,C, I, R, 5,Q,0,7,
2,1,J) such that (X,<1,<2,C, R, S,Q,I) is an LCPR frame, I' is a mapping
I': X —X,0,7, 2 are ternary relations on X and J C X is a unary relation
on X such that the following conditions are satisfied for all x,2',y,y’, 2,2 € X,

Monotonicity conditions:

(MCPRS.1) 212" = I'(z) <1 ['(2)

(MCPRS.2) <22’ = I'(z) <2 ['(2')

(MCPRS.3) O(z,y,2) & v/ <ex &y <oy & 202 = O, ¢/, 7))
(MCPRS4) T(z,y,2) & <12/ &y ey & 2/ <1 2= T (2, ¢y, 2')
(MCPRS.5) 2(z,y,2) & 2/ <oz & y<1y & 2/ < 2= 22, y,2)
(MCPRS.6) J(z) & <o’ = J(a)

Stability conditions:

(SCPRS.1) I'(I'(z)) ==«

(SCPRS.2) O(z,y,2) = 2" € X (z<22" & Y (2", y, 2))
(SCPRS.3) O(x,y,z) = " € X (y<29" & 2(x,y", 2))
(SCPRS.4) T (z,y,2) = 32" € X (2 <1 2" & O(z,y,2"))
(SCPRS.5) 2(z,y,2) = 32" € X (2 <1 2" & O(z,y,2"))
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(SCPRS.6) EUEX(@(I, Y, u) &Y (u, z,y)) = Jwe X(O(y, 2/, w) & 2(x, w, y))
(SCPRS.7) Ju GX( (x,y,u) & 2(z,u,2")) = FJwe X(O(z,z,w) & T(w,y, 2"))
(SCPRS.8) J(z) & (© (;v, y,2) or Oy, x,2)) = y<a2 2

(SCPRS.9) Jue X (J(u) & ¥ (u,z,x))

(SCPRS.10) Jue X (J(u) & 2(x ,u,x))

(SCPRS.11) 2(z,y,z) (r
(SCPRS.12) Ir(I ) 1(J)=0
(SCPRS.13) r(I)Nri(J) =10

Let (X, <1,<2) be a doubly ordered set. By the opposite doubly ordered set we
mean a structure (X, <7, <3"), where <{"=<, and <3"=<;. Observe that the
frame obtained from the LCPRS frame by deleting axioms (SCPRS.12) and
(SCPRS.13) can be viewed as a join of the LCPR frame based on a doubly
ordered set (X, <1, <2) with the LCPR frame based on the opposite doubly
ordered set (X, <{¥, <5"). Therefore, we have:

Proposition 3. Let (X,<1,<2,C, I, R, S,Q,0,7,02,1,J) be an LCPRS frame.
Then (X,<2,<1,1,0,7,2,J) is an LCPR frame.

Proof. Straightforward from the definition of LCPR frame and Definition 14. =

O

Remark 3 From the above proposition it follows easily that the properties of the
relations I', ©, T, §2, and J can be obtained from the properties of the relations
C, R, S, Q, and I, respectively, by interchanging the roles of the orderings <
and <». O

Remark 4 Note that axioms (SCPRS.12) and (SCPRS.13) provide a connection
between the LCPR part of an LCPRS frame and its opposite part. ad

Given an LCPRS frame (X, <4, <2,C,I',R,S,Q,0,7,02,1,J), let us define

the following mappings * : 2X — 2X and @, ®r, B, =, <=: 2% x2X - 2X
by: for all A, BC X,

A = {I'(x)eX :zc A} (30)

A¢oB = {zeX Vo, ye X (2(z,y,2) & xer(A) = yeB} (31)

A®rB = {z€Z:Ve,ye X Y (x,y,2) & yer(B) = x€ A} (32)

AHBB = A®n B. (33)

A=B = {zeX: (Vy,2€ X)(O(y,z,2) & ye A = z€ B)} (34)

B<=A = {zreX: (Vy,2€X)(O(z,y,2) &« yec A = z€ B)}. (35)

Moreover, put

0 =1(J). (36)

Definition 15. Let (X,<1,<2,C, I R, 5,Q,0,7,02,1,J) be an LCPRS frame.
The complex algebra of X is a structure (L(X),IT,I_I,Y,A7®, H, -, <—

=, <=,0,1,07,1") such that L(X) is the family of all -stable subsets of X, the
operations M, U, ¥, * X, B, —>, <, =>, <= are respectively defined by (4),
(8), (11), (30), (14), (33), (26), (27), (34), (35), and the constants 0, 1, 0’,
and 1’ are given by (5), (6), (15) and (36), respectively. O
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We will show now that complex algebras of LCPRS frames are LCPRS algebras.
Theorem 8. The complex algebra of an LCPRS frame is an LCPRS algebra.

Proof. Since J is <o—increasing by (MCPRS.6), L(J) is I-stable. From Theorem
6, Proposition 3, and Remark 3 it follows that we only need to show that the
connecting axioms (CPRS.10) and (CPRS.11) hold, i.e.,

(i) 0'N1'=0

(i) 0’ U1/ =1.
(i) 0’ M1 =Ilr(I)NI(J) =0 by (SCPRS.12).
(ii) By the definitions (15), (36), and (4), 0’ U1’ = I(rlr(I) N ri(J)). Also, by
Lemma 4(ii), I Clr(I), so rir(I) Cr(I). Next, rir(I)Nri(J) Cr(I)Nri(J) =0
by (SCPRS.13). Hence we have: rir(I)Nri(J) =0, so I(rir(I)Nri(J)) = 1(0) =
X(W) m
Let (W, A, V,—, ~, ®,®, —,«,=,<,0,1,0',1") be an LCPRS algebra. As before,
by FIP(X) and (resp. X (W)) we denote the family of all filter—ideals pairs (resp.
maximal filter—ideal pairs) of .

Lemma 14. Let (W,A,V,—, ~, ®, D, —,—,=,<,0,1,0,1’) be an LCPRS algebra.
Then for every a€e W, l({x € X(W) :a€xs}) ={ze X(W) :a€x}.

Proof. (C) Let agz;. It follows that x4 N (a] = 0, so (x1, (a]) is a filter—ideal
pair. Let y be its extension to the maximal filter—ideal pair. Hence x; C y; and
a € ys. It follows that z ¢ l({z € X (W) : a € z2}).

(D) Let a € z1. Take y € X (W) such that 21 Cy;. Then a €y, whence a € yo. =

Define a mapping I'* : FIP(W) — FIP(W) by: for every x € FIP(W),
I'(z) = (z17,227). (37)

Furthermore, let us define the following ternary relations on X (W): for all
x,Y,z S X(W)’

O (z,y,2) < (Va,beW)a€x, &bEyy = a®be 2 (38)
2*(z,y,2) <= a,beW)acxzs &adbez = bey (39)
T*(z,y,2) <= (Va,beW)bey & ad®bez = ac€ua. (40)

Also, put
J={zeX(W):0 €z} (41)

Definition 16. Let (W, AV, —, ~, ®,®, —,—,=,<,0,1,0",1") be an LCPRS
algebra. The canonical frame of W is a structure (X (W), <1, <2,C*, I, R*,
Q*, S*,0%, 0", T* T*, J*) such that (X(W), <1, <o, C*, R*,Q*, 5%, I*) is the
canonical frame of the LCPR part (W,A,V, ™, ®,—,«,0,1,1') of W and I'*,
O, 2, T, and J* are defined by (37)-(41). 0
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Theorem 9. The canonical frame of an LCPRS algebra is an LCPRS frame.

Proof. We have to show that the conditions (SCPRS.12) and (SCPRS.13) hold
in the canonical frame of an LCPRS algebra. The remaining conditions follow
from Theorem 6, Proposition 3, and Remark 1.

We show that {r(I*) N 1(J*) = 0. Note that
Ir(I*) N I(J*)

=lr{zeX(W): ez ) NI{ze X(W) : 0/ €x2})
=l{zeX(W):Vex})NI{zeX(W):0 €x3}) by Theorem 1(i)
={zeXW):Vex1}N{zecX(W):0 €z} by Lemma 14
={zeXW): 'cx; &0 €x;y}
ClreX(W): 1AV €xy}

However, by (CPRS.10), 1’ A0’ = 0. Since x; is a proper filter, 0 € x1, so we

have {z€ X(W) : 1" A0 €x1} =0, and consequently ir(I*)NI(J*) = 0.

Now we prove that r(I) N rl(J) =0. Observe:

r(I)Nri(J)
=r({zeXW): Vex 1)) Nri{fze X(W) : 0/ €x3})
=r{zeXW):Vex ) Nr({zeX(W):0 €x1}) by Lemma 14
={zeX(W):ex}nN{zeXW):0 €xs} Theorem 1(i)
={zeX(W):1 ez &0 €xs}
Cl{reX(W): 1"V €xs}.
Since 1’V 0" = 1 ¢ x4, it follows that {x € X(W) : I’V € 25} = 0. In conclusion,
r(HNri(J)=0. =

We conclude this section by the following representation theorem.

Theorem 10 (Representation theorem for LCPRS algebras). Any LCPRS
algebra is isomorphic to a subalgebra of the complex algebra of its canonical
frame.

Proof. Taking into account Propositions 2, 3, and Remarks 1, 3 the proof is
analogous to the proof of Theorem 7. m

7 Conclusion

In this paper we have studied not necessarily distributive lattices with operators
that are the abstract counterparts to the converse and composition of binary
relations. On the algebraic side, we have presented relational representation
theorems for these classes of algebras. These theorems are obtained by a suitable
extensions of Urquhart’s representation theorem for lattices [19]; here, we have
stressed the relational aspect of representability and have omitted the topological
aspect.

On the logical side, with every class of algebras studied in the paper we have
associated an appropriate class of frames. These frames constitute a basis of a
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Kripke-style semantics for the logics whose algebraic semantics is determined
by the classes of algebras presented in the paper. The representation theorems
would enable us to prove completeness of the logics. For a detailed elaboration
of the respective relational logics one can follow the developments in [1] and [17].
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