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Abstract We consider an extension of Godel logic by a unary operator that enables
the addition of non-negative reals to truth-values. Although its propositional frag-
ment has a simple proof system, first-order validity is IT-hard. We explain the close
connection to Scarpellini’s result on I7>-hardness of Lukasiewicz’s logic.
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1 Introduction

First-order Godel logic is a superintuitionistic logic, which can be described in different
ways and which appears in numerous contexts; see the forthcoming article [3] for a
detailed overview and for proofs. In contrast to all other continuous t-norm logics, the
valid formulas of first-order Godel logic over [0, 1] are recursively enumerable. In fact,
the validity problem in first-order t-norm logics can exhibit very high complexity, e.g.,
Lukasiewicz logic is ITp-complete [11], and first-order product logic and the first-order
logic of continuous t-norms even fall outside the arithmetical hierarchy. Therefore
first-order Godel logic is the only one among all t-norm logics that provides a good
starting point for extensions, in particular, for modal-like extensions: It has a simple
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262 O. Fasching, M. Baaz

sound-complete superintuitionistic proof system, and papers like [6] and [S5] furnish
evidence that the combination of propositional Godel logics and of modal logics is
accomplishable with decent semantics and uncomplicated proof systems.

In Sect. 2, we will introduce an extension of Godel logic by a unary operator
that adds non-negative constants to truth values. While validity in the propositional
fragment of this extension can be plainly characterised by just the three extra axioms

1. (L<o0l)D (A <o0A),
2. (L<>0ol)D (A< 0A),
3. o(A D B) <> (0A D oB),

we prove the surprising fact that first-order validity is I1>-hard; see Sect. 3. Thus the
valid formulas are not recursively enumerable and neither are they describable by a
reasonable proof system.

This extension has two purposes:

(1) We adapt Scarpellini’s proof [12] of IT-hardness for first-order Lukasiewicz logic
to obtain I1>-hardness also for our extension. Both propositional Lukasiewicz
logic and Godel logic can be characterised by adding a single axiom to Hédjek’s
Basic Logic but as their first-order complexities differ significantly, this immedi-
ately raises the question why they show a different behaviour. Our extension gives
at least a partial answer: While Godel logic is the logic of relative comparison,
any semantical means (be it in the original language or artificially added in form
of an operator) to measure absolute distance between truth values endows the
semantics with an expressivity that cannot be effectively captured.

(2) This extension can be regarded as a particular case of a modal logic extension
because A DoA holds and o distributes over A, Vv, D. It serves as an example for the
fact that even a seemingly harmless real-valued semantics of such an operator may
lead to a complex first-order validity problem. (An extension where the similar
formula oA D A holds was considered by Héjek [10].)

In Sect. 3, we will show that the propositional fragment of our extension stays
finitely axiomatisable even when extended further by the Monteiro—Takeuti—Titani A
operator.

The first author would like to thank both reviewers for their extremely useful com-
ments and improvements of the presentation of this paper.

2 Language and semantics of Godel logics

The propositional language £P of Godel logics and of classical logics is generated by
a denumerable set Var of propositional variables and by the logical connectives L, D,
A, V with their usual arities. We understand —A as an abbreviation for A O 1, and
A< Bfor(ADB)A(BDA),and T for L. D 1,and A < B for (B D A) D B. Let
o and A be two fresh unary connectives, which we will call operators for the sake of
simplicity. We will use £g, £}, LY, to denote the extensions of LP by these operators.

]

We define oA := A and 0"t A := o(0" A) for all n € N. The first-order language £
of Godel logics and of classical logics contains quantifiers V and 3, and is constructed
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Monotone operators on Godel logic 263

from LP in the usual way. We will occasionally distinguish free and bound individual
variables. A first-order formula is closed if no free variable occurs in it. The first-order
languages Lo, L, Lo, a correspond to £F, EPA, EE’A.

In order to define Godel semantics, we first put for all x, y € R:

x @y :=min{l, x + y},

1 ifx <y
o y ifx >y,

| A

X

1 ifx<y

{y ifx >y,

1 ifx=y
min{x, y} ifx #y,

To(x) = ifx >0
X) =
0 0 ifx <0, and

7100) 1 ifx>1
X) =
! 0 ifx < 1.

It is immediately clear that @, <, <, < induce functions [0, 1] x [0, 1] — [0, 1],
and 7o and 771 induce functions [0, 1] — [0, 1].

A Gadel interpretation J of LP assigns a value in [0, 1] to each formula in £P such
that

J(L) =0,

J(A A B) = min{J(A), I(B)},

J(A v B) = max{J(A), J(B)}, and
J(AD B) =TI(A) < I(B)

for all formulas A and B. Obviously, any function J: Var — [0, 1] can be uniquely
extended to a Godel interpretation. In [,pA and [,]; A» the operator A is interpreted

by J(AA) := m1(J(A)). For L2 and EIO) A» @ Godel interpretation J consists also of a
constantry € [0, 1], which we use to putj(oA) = ry®J(A).Forany givens € [0, 1],
every L5-or L} _a-interpretation J with ry = s is referred to as an s-interpretation.

A Gadel interpretation J of L (or Lo, La, Lo a) interprets the logical connectives
and operators like its propositional counterpart and consists, as usual, of a nonempty
domain |J|, a function P: |3" — [0, 1] for each n-ary predicate symbol P, a
function f+: I 131" — |7 for each n- ary function symbol f, and an element a” € |J]|
for each free variable and for each constant a. The quantifiers are interpreted by
J(VxA(x)) = inf{J(A(m)): u € |J]} and T(xA(x)) = sup{J(A(w)): u € |J|}; here,
we tacitly use the convention that a domain element # € |J| in a formula stands for a
fresh constant u to be interpreted as u. — A classical interpretation of £ is a Godel
interpretation such that P: |3" — {0, 1}.

A formula A is valid if J(A) = 1 for every interpretation J. This leads to definitions
that depend on the language, but we easily see that the validity of a formula A does
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not change when the language is joined with an operator that does not occur in A. For
the sake of clarity, we explicitly state that A in £, is valid if and only if J(A) = 1
holds for every r € [0, 1] and every r-interpretation J.

Let A be a formula in a language L and let I” be a set of formulas in L. (If L is a
first-order language, we stipulate that no free variable occurs in I".) We write " = A
and say I entails A (w.r.t. L) if inf{J(B): B € I'} < J(A) for every interpretation
Jof L. We write I' E! A and say I" one-entails A (w.r.t. L) if J(A) = 1 for every
interpretation J of L such that J(B) = 1 for all B € I". We say that the entailment
relation is compact if I' E A implies the existence of a finite subset I' of I" such that
I'" = A. Compactness for one-entailment is defined analogously.

3 Failure of recursive enumerability of valid formulas in £,

In this section, we will prove that the closed prenex formulas in £, valid w.r.t. Godel
semantics are not recursively enumerable. We will closely follow the idea of Scarpellini
[12] by first defining a faithful translation of the formulas that are classically valid in
all finite domains into the prenex fragment of £, and then applying Trakhtenbrot’s
theorem.

Definition 1 Let A be a formula in £. The formula A™™ is obtained from A by
replacing every occurrence Q of an atom, except L, by =—Q.

We immediately see that A takes only values 0 and 1 under each Godel interpre-
tation.

Lemma 1 There is an effective translation B of the closed prenex formulas in L to
the closed formulas in L, such that any closed prenex formula A is classically valid
in all finite domains if and only if B(A) is valid in L, w.r.t. Godel semantics.

Proof Let Abeaclosed prenex formulain £ sothat A7 hasthe form Q w; ... Qpwy
U(wy, ..., wy), where Q; € {V, 3}, the w; are bound variables and U is quantifier
free. Let (Pr)x<x be an enumeration of the set of all predicate symbols that occur in
A. We will denote the arity of P, by ar(P;). We will construct 8(A) first and then
prove the required properties. Let N be the maximum of 1 and of all arities of the Pg;
take a fresh binary predicate E and a fresh unary predicate R. Define

F :=Vx,y,z,a1,b1,...,an,by.
((==E(x, x))
A(E=E(x, y) D ——E(y, x))
AN(==E(x, y) A—==E(y,2)) D ~—E(x, 2))
A\ (=E(@1.b1) A+ A==E (. by))
k<K
O(——=P(ay,..., aar(pk)) < = P(by, ..., bar(Pk)))
A——o L

A(—E(x,y) D ((eR(x) D R(y)) V (0R(y) D R(x))))).

and B(A) ;= F D IxQ1wy ... 0wy (U(wy, ..., wy) V R(x)).
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Monotone operators on Godel logic 265

The predicate E obviously serves the purpose of modelling an equivalence relation
such that elements are equivalent when they cannot be distinguished by some P.
To explain the purpose of R, we first remark that it can be easily proved by case
distinction that, for all formulas X and Y and for any r-interpretation J, we have
J(0X DY)V (oY D X)) = 1 whenever |J(X) — J(Y)| > r,and that J((c X DY) V
(oY D X)) = max{J(X), J(Y)} whenever |J(X) — J(Y)| < r. The last conjunct of
F now expresses that R” interprets elements in different equivalence classes of E by
values in [0, 1] that have at least distance r. By the topological compactness of the
[0, 1] interval, this construction ensures the finiteness of the number of equivalence
classes but does not impose a bound on their number since r > 0 can be arbitrary
small. (Observe that the penultimate conjunct in F models the condition r > 0.)

To prove the lemma, it obviously suffices to prove that the following conditions are
equivalent for every formula A:

(1) There is a classical interpretation J’ with a finite domain such that J'(A) = 0.
(2) We have J(B(A)) < 1 for some r € [0, 1] and some Godel r-interpretation J.

We prove (1)—(2): Let 3’ be a classical interpretation with a finite domain }3’ | # (0
such that 3'(A) = 0. Let d, ..., dp be an enumeration of |TJ’| and take r := ﬁ.
Define a Godel r-interpretation J with the domain }3’ | as follows: EJ(x, y) =1

+

whenever x =y, Ej(x, y) := 0 whenever x # y, Rj(d,-) = DL+2’ and ij = ij/.
Since ij(f) = ijl (x) € {0, 1} for all arguments x, we easily see J(A™7) = T'(A).
In particular, we have J(A™ ) = 0. We suppose now that (2) would not hold. We find
J(B(A)) = 1 then and, since x does not occur in U, also J(F) < max { sup, RI(x),
I(Q1wr ... Quwy Ui, ..., wy))} = max {max {535, .... 555 }. IA™)} =
DLH; here, any index in sup or inf will refer to |J|. It is readily verified that 1 =
infy J(=—E(x, x))=inf, y, J(=—=E(x,y) D —=—E(y, x))=infy y ; (== E(x, y) A
——E(y, 2))D——E(x, 2)) =infy py....a,.b, I(——E(a1, b)A---A==E(an, by)) D
(==Pi(ai, ..., an)<>==Pc(bi, ..., by))) and that (=0 L) =mo(r) =70 (555) =
1. For the remaining conjunct in /', this means that inf ., (J(=E(x, y)) <T((oR(x) D
R(y)) V (oR(y) D R(x)))) < DLH < 1. Thus there exist d;, d; € |J| such that
J(—E(d;,d;)) > I((cR(d;)DR(d}))V(oR(d;)DR(d;))). Hence we have |J(R(d;))—
J(R(dj))| < r and J(—E(d;,d;)) > max {j(R(di)), J(R(dj))} > 0. From the for-
mer, we obtain 5 = r > [R%(d;) — R7(d))| = ‘
yields J(—=E(d;, d;)) = 0, which is absurd.

We prove (2)—(1): Suppose we have J(B(A)) < 1 for some r € [0, 1] and
some Godel r-interpretation J so that J(F) > JExQiw;... Oywy (U (wy, ...,
wpy) V R(x))). Since U does not contain x, we find J(F) > sup, R7(x) and 1 >
J(F) > TJ(Qrwy ... OpywyU(wy, ..., wy)) > 0.1t can be easily seen that J(F) is
the minimum of the following expressions:

D2 D_+2‘ and thus i —].ThlS

Ci := inf 7o(E7 (x, x)),
X

Cy = inf mo(E” (x, y)) < 7m0 (E” (x, ),
X,y

Cs:= inf min{o(E>(x, y)), 70(E”(y, 2))} <m0 (E (x, 2)),
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266 O. Fasching, M. Baaz

Cago=  inf min{o(E”(ay, b1)), . .., mo(E” (an, bn))}<
(o (PX(at, . .., au(py)) =< 10 (PO (b1, . . ., bar(p))), forallk < K,

Cs :=mo(r), and
Co :=inf(1 = mo(E”(x, ) IR () 5 RI(») v (0R7(3) 5 RI(x).

Since 0 < J(F) we have 0 < Cs and hence 0 < r. Using the definitions of <0 and
> and the fact that mo(x) € {0, 1} for all x € [0, 1], we see that Cy, C2, C3, Ca,
Cs € {0, 1} forallk < K.Since0 < J(F),wefind1 =C; =Cr=C3=Cs =Cs
forallk < K. Allatomsin U, except L, are under double negation, and thus J(A™") =
J(Q1wy...OywyU(wy, ..., wy)) can only take values O and 1, and hence must
be 0 because it is less than J(F). We thus obtain C¢ = J(F) > sup, Rj(x).

We prove now that we have |IR9(a) — RI(b)| > r for all a,b € |J| such that
E(a,b) = 0. Suppose this was not the case so that |IR%(a) — R(b)| < r and
EJ(a, b) = Oforsomea, b € |J|. As remarked earlier, we have J((oR7(a) DRI (b)) v
(oR7(b) D R7(a))) = max{R%(a), R7(b)}. Since mo(E’ (a, b)) = 0, we find from
the definition of Cg that Cg = max{R”(a), R7(b)} < sup, R7(x) < J(F) = Cé,
which is a contradiction.

Puta ~ b :< E%(a,b) > Oforalla, b € |J]. Since 1 = C; = C» = C3, this is
an equivalence relation. We will prove that there are only finitely many equivalence
classes w.r.t. ~. Suppose this was not the case so that we can find a sequence (x;);cN
such that x; ~ x; if and only if i = j. whenever i # j, we have EJ(xi, xj) =0so0
that then, by C¢ = 1 and the remark further above, we see |R3(xi) — Rj(xj)| >r.
However this contradicts the topological compactness of [0, 1] since, as proved earlier,
r> 0.

Let P, be an m-ary predicate symbol. Suppose we have elements in |J| such that
ay ~ by, ..., ay ~ by, so that no(Ej)(a,-,b,-) = 1 whenever 1 < i < m. It follows
from Cyx = 1 that 1 = mo(P(ay, ..., am)) = mo(PY (b1, ..., by)). It is easy to
see that x o<y = 1 if and only if x = y. Thus we find no(Pk:‘(al, o, ap)) =
(P, ..., am)).

The above paragraph shows that a classical interpretation 3’ whose domain |J’'| con-
sists of the equivalence classes w.r.t. ~ can be well-defined by ij/ (Ix1], .oy [xm]) =
J'[O(Pkj (x1, ..., xm)) € {0, 1}; here [x] denotes the equivalence classes containing x.

Free variables are interpreted by v7" := [v7]. Since 7 renders double negation, one
can readily show by induction on the formula complexity that J'(B[x1], ..., [xn]) =
J((B(x1, ..., xp)) ) for all xq, ..., x,, € |J] and all formulas B. In particular, we
have J'(A) = 0 because of J(A™™) = 0. This completes the proof. O

The following proposition allows us to sharpen the above lemma by performing
a kind of quantifier shift, which goes back to Takeuti and Titani [13], Extra Axiom
Schema 6

(VxA(x) D B)DAx((A(x) DC) v (C D B))
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Monotone operators on Godel logic 267

and their Theorem 1.1, Formula (13),
(AD3IxB(x)) DIx((ADC) Vv (C D B(x))),

where C does not contain x.

Proposition 1 Let ag, by, ..., ay, by, co, do, ..., ¢m, dy be blocks of distinct bound
variables, possibly empty, andlet K := K (ag, by, . .., a,, by)and L := L(co, dyp, . . .,
Cm, dm) be semiformulas in L, .

Let U and V be fresh nullary predicate symbols. W.r.t. Godel semantics, the validity
of the following formulas is then equivalent:

(1) (3aovby...3a,¥b,K) D (JcoVdy .. .3,y Vd,, L)
(2) Yap3by ...VYa,3b,3coVdy ... ey, Vd,y (K DU)V (U D V)V (VDL)).

Proof We only give a sketch of the elementary arguments:

Givend € [0, 1]and a [0, 1]-valued function f on a nonempty set X, we obviously
have d < infy f(x) if and only if 3c € [0, 1]. Vx € X.d < ¢ < f(x). Similarly, we
find that d < sup, holds if and only if 3¢ € [0, 1].3x € X.d < ¢ < f(x); this is the
caseifand only if 3x € X.d < f(x).

By applying the above equivalences and by unwinding the definitions of the quan-
tifier interpretations, we see for any e € [0, 1] that e < J(JagVby ... 3a,Vb,K)
holds if and only if there is » € [0, 1] such that 3ay € X.Vbg € X. ... Ja, € X.
Vb, € X.e < r < J(K). Likewise, J(IcoVdp . . . 3¢, Vd,, K) < e holds if and only if
there is r € [0, 1] such that Vcg € X.3dy € X. ... V¢, € X.3d,, € X.T(L) <r <e.

Clearly, (1) is not valid if and only if there are an interpretation J and e € [0, 1]
such that J(3coVdp . ..3c,, VdyL) < e < F(FaogVby...3a,Vb,K). By the above
paragraph, this is equivalent to the existence of r, s € [0, 1] such that Jag. Vby. ...
da,. Vb, Nco.Ady. ... Ve, Ad,, I(L) <5 <1 < T(K).

We can readily prove that (2) is not valid if and only if there is some interpretation J’
and some g € [0, 1] such that 3ag.Vby. ... Ja,.Yb, .Nco.3dy. ... VYec,.3d,, . F, where
F abbreviates the condition (K DU) v (U D> V)V (VDL)) <g < 1. Here, F
can be replaced by J'(L) < J'(V) < J(U) < T (K) ATU) < g < 1 since it is
easy to verify that for every interpretation J’, every i € [0, 1] and all propositional
atoms A, B, C, D we have 7’((A D B) vV (B D C) v (C D D)) < h if and only if
(D) <TJ(C) <T(B) <T(A) AT (B) <h.

The above conditions expressing the nonvalidity of (1) and (2) can be seen to be
equivalent as follows: For one direction, put s := J'(V), r := J(U). For the other,
redefine J(U) to be r and J(V) to be s and put g := l% This provides the required
properties and completes the proof. O

Since B(A) in the proof of Lemma 1 has the form assumed in Proposition 1, we
obtain the following corollary:

Corollary 1 There is an effective translation a of the closed prenex formulas in L to
the closed prenex formulas in L, such that any closed prenex formula A is classically
valid in all finite domains if and only if a(A) is valid in L, w.r.t. Gddel semantics.
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268 O. Fasching, M. Baaz

Fig. 1 Proof system IPL A ADB
(MP) —

(PLl) L -4

(PL2) (AAB)DA

(IPL3) (AAB)DB

(PL4) A >(B>(AAB))

(@PL5) ADS(AvVB)

(PL6) B oS (AvB)

(PL7) (@A>C)>(B>C)>(AvB)>C()
(IPL8) AD(BDA)

(PL9) (A>B>C)>(ADB)D(A>C)

By Trakhtenbrot’s theorem [14], the set of closed (prenex) formulas that are classi-
cally valid in all finite domains are not r.e. From Corollary 1, we immediately obtain:

Corollary 2 The set of valid prenex formulas in L, w.r.t. Godel semantics is IT,-hard.

4 Proof systems for validity in £ and £ ,

In this section we will prove Theorem 3, where we present (1) proof systems that are
sound and (weakly) complete for the Gédel logics in £5 and £] , and (2) an algorithm
to derive a valid formula in these proof systems. Dummett’s baper [7] immediately
implies the following theorem, and the method of proof presented therein forms also
the basis for our results. After Definition 2, we will describe how we have extended
this method. For an exposition of Dummett’s result and a discussion for more general
operators, see [8, Section 3].

Let IPL denote the proof system in Fig. 1, which is sound and complete for intu-
itionistic propositional logic.

Theorem 1 Let G be the extension of IPL by the axiom scheme of linearity
(LIN): (AD B)V(BDA).

For any formula A in LP, the proof system G proves A if and only if A is valid w.r.t.
the Godel semantics for LP.

The proof system G is sound and complete w.r.t. Godel semantics for LF. Moreover,
there is an algorithm that either constructs a G-proof of a formula A or constructs a
Gadel evaluation J such that J(A) < 1, i.e. a countermodel to the validity of A.

The following proposition summarises well-known properties of G and will allow
us to abbreviate formal proofs in £5 and £? A

Proposition 2 The proof system G in the language LP has the following properties:
The deduction theorem holds, i.e., G + A -+ B if and only if G = A D B. The rule

ADB BDOC . .
T is derivable. Let E[-] denote an LP-context, and let A, B, C, D be
formulas in LP. Then G proves the following:
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Monotone operators on Godel logic 269

Gl A<T
(G2) (L <A)V (L A)
(G3) (A<B)V (A< B)V (B < A)
(G4) (A <> B) D (E[A] <> E[B])
(G5) (ACB) D (E[A A B] <> E[A]) for O € {<, <}
(G6) (ACIB) D (E[AV B] <> E[B]) for O € {<, <>}
(G7) (ADB) D (E[AD B] < E[T]) for O € {<, <}
(G8) (A < B) D (E[B D A] < E[A])
(G9) E[ATA] < E[AlforO e {A, V)
(G10) E[AOB] < E[BOA]forO e {A, V, <}
(G11) E[(AO0B)OC] < E[AQ(BOO)] forO e {A, V)
(GI12) E[AO(B O C)] < E[(AOB) O (AOO) for 0, O € {A, V)
(G13) (A< A) < (A A AA<T)
(Gl14) ADA
(G15) (A< B)A(BOA) < (A< B)A(B< T))forde (D, <, <)
(G16) (AOBYA(B O C)A(C < A)) <> (A< BYA (B < C)A(C < T)) for
0,0 € {<, <}
(G17) E[T v Al < E[T]
(G18) E[LV A] < E[A]
(G19) E[L A Al < E[L]
(G20) E[A < L] < E[L]
(G21) (T < A) < (T < A)
(G22) (BV C) < (((A<> A)AB) Vv C)
(G23) (((A<> B) AC)V D) <> (A <> B) A (B < A) AC) Vv D)
(G24) (A< L)AB)VC)<C
(G25) (AD(B<C)DUAA(B<C)) < (AA(B < C)A(C < T)))
(G26) (AD(B<C)D(AA(C <B) < (AA(B<C)A(C<T))
(G27) (AD(B<C)D(AA(B<CYAC <T) < (AA(B<C)A(C<T)))
(G28) (ADB)D(BDC)D(ADC))
(G29) (ADB)D (B <A)< (A< B)A(B<T))

Proof The validity of these formulas w.r.t. Godel semantics can be effortlessly checked.
Therefore it suffices to apply Theorem 1 in order to verify the derivability of every
instance of the formulas (G1)-(G29). The proofs of the other claims are routine. O

Definition 2 Let G, denote the proof system in L5 that extends G by the following
axiom schemata:

(R1) (L <ol)D (A < oA),
(R2) (L < 0l)D (A< oA),
(R3) o(A D B) <> (0A D oB),

where A and B are any formulas from LP.If A is Go-derivable, we write G, - A.
We omit the easy proof of the following lemma.

Lemma 2 G, is sound w.r.t. Godel semantics in L5,

@ Springer



270 O. Fasching, M. Baaz

The completeness of G, however requires a lengthy and technical but elementary
proof, which occupies the rest of this section. The method of proof goes back to
Dummett [7] and is also presented in a more modern way in [4] to investigate inter-
polation in Godel logics. For the sake of self-containedness, we shall repeat the main
ideas here:

Once one has found a formal derivation of (G3), axiom (IPL7) allows us to make
case distinctions in the following sense: In order to prove a given formula D, it suffices
toprove (X < Y)D D, (X< Y)DD,and (Y < X) D D; here X and Y can be
chosen arbitrarily. Let [J; € {<, <>}; since IPL can prove that (X; O Y1) D ((X2 Oa
2)0... (X, 0, Y,) DD))and (X1 Ty Y1) A--- A (X, 0, Yy)) D D are equivalent,
these case distinctions can be gathered into a conjunction. We now assume that all
case distinctions for all unordered pairs {X, Y} of variables in D, of T and of L are
performed in the above way. The derivable formulas (G13), (G15), (G16) etc. allow
us to transform the above conjunction with a branch of these case distinctions into
a so-called chain, which is a conjunction of the form C := (X1 U; X2) A (X2 U
X3) A A (Xy—1 O,—1 X,,) with variables X;. The formulas (G5)—(G8) are then
used to “evaluate” D under C, i.e., to find a derivation of C D (D < D’), where D’
is a variable, or L, or T. This is done step-by-step by replacing some innermost non-
trivial subformula by a variable, L, or T. Observe that we need two features of Godel
logics for this: In-depth substitution (G4), and the projection property, which says that
J(F(A1, ..., Ap) € {3(T7),3(L),T(A1),...,T(A,)} for any interpretation J and
any formula F invariables Ay, ..., A,.If D"is | oravariable (that is not in the same <>-
equivalence class as T w.r.t. C) one can immediately read off from C a countermodel
J to the validity of D due to the chain form of C: It is obvious how to construct a
“realising” interpretation J of C, i.e., with 3(X1) O1 J(X2) 02 ... On—1 J(X,) where
Q; is = whenever [J; = <> and where {; = < whenever [J; = <. We have J(C) = 1
but J(D) < 1 then. But, as D was assumed to be valid, this indirect argument shows
that D’ can be chosen as T, as required.

For L%, this method needs only few modifications, which we sketch briefly: The
case distinctions have to be enlarged from all variables to ring powers o™ A; here A
is L or a variable, and m € N is bound by the maximal nesting level of rings in
D. Definition 5 extends the notion of a chain accordingly but also excludes certain
orderings to render the fact that the ring axioms (R1)—(R3) can strengthen certain
conjunctions of case distinctions further, e.g., a < b and ob < oa ought not to
occur simultaneously in a chain since there is a G,-derivation of ((a < b) A (ob <
oa)) <> ((a < b) A (oa <> ob) A (ob <« T)). The text from Proposition 3 to Definition 6
contains the tedious proof that one can construct, for every chain C, a value r € R and
a realising r-interpretation J, with the same properties as in the previous paragraph.
As a consequence, Definition 5 can be discerned as an appropriate generalisation of
the ringless chain in the sense that it rules out exactly those orderings that can be
strengthened.

Let us remark by the way that a typical “algebraical” Lindenbaum-Tarski argument
to prove completeness of G, w.r.t. the given semantics cannot work: A close inspection
of this method reveals that it relies on the compactness of the chosen entailment relation
but neither 1-entailment nor entailment are compact as the following example shows.
For R := {oKA > B:k e N}and S := {B vV —ol}, we have R E S and R E! S but
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U Sand U #7‘1 S for any finite subset U of R. It would be interesting if any other
“algebraical” approach can provide a proof of completeness.

In the following proofs, we will often just state that a certain LP-formula is
G-provable but we will leave it to the reader to verify its validity and then apply
Theorem 1 to obtain a G-proof.

Proposition 3 G, proves for any L% -formulas A, B, C and any L%-context E[-]:

(S1) ADoA
(S2) o(AO B) <> (cAOoB) for O € {<, A, V, <>}
(S3) (A < B) D (E[A] <> E[B])

Proof (S1):Since G proves ((L < C)D(D < E))D(((L«<C)D(D<+E))D(DDE)),
G, provesitsinstance ((L < o L)D(A < 0A))D(((L<>ol)D(A<0A))D(ADoA)).
From (R1) and (R2), we obtain (S1).

First, we consider the case [1 = < for (S2). Due to (R3), we have G, - o((B D
A) D B) < (o(BDA)DoB)and G, F o(B D A) <> (oB D 0A). Since G proves
(C<(DDE)D(D<+ F)D(C<« (FDE)),itfollows G, - o((BD A) D B) <
((eB D 0A) D oB), as required.

For the case L1 = A of (S2), we observe that G proves (CAD)DC)DP)D(((EA
F)YDF)DO)DU(GD(HD(GAH)DR)D(P<(KDN))D(Q<«(KDM))D
(R (NDS))D(S<(MDK))D(K < (NAM)). We apply (MP) to an appropriate
instance of this formula and the (S1)-instances ((A A B) D A) D o((A A B) D A),
((AAB)DB)Do((AAB)DB),(AD(BD(AAB)))Do(AD(BD(AAB))) and the (R3)-
instances o((A A B) D A) <> (o(AAB)DoA),o((AAB)DB) <> (o(AAB)DoB),
o(AD(BD(AAB)) < (0ADo(BD(AAB))),o(BD(AAB))<>(ocBDo(AANB))
to obtain o(A A B) <> (0cA A oB).

For the case [ = Vv of (S2), we take an appropriate instance of the G-provable
formula (UVV)DV)DP)D(((UVvV)DU)DQ)D((CD(CVD)DR)DWUED
(EVF)DS)D(P<(GDE)D(Q<(GDF)D(R<(EDG)D(S<(FD2G))D
(G« (EVF))andapply the (S1)-instances ((AVB)DA)Do((AVB)DA), (AVB)D
B)Do((AVB)DB),(AD(AVB))Do(AD(AVB)),(BD(AVB))Do(BD(AVB)),
the (R3)-instance o((AVB)DA)<>(0(AVB)DoA),o((AVB)DB)<>(o(AVB)DoB),
o(AD(AV B))<>(0ADo(AV B)),o(BD(AV B)) <« (0B Do(AV B)) to obtain
the required o(A V B) <> (cA V oB).

For the case [J = < of (S2), we take the G-provable formula (G <> (E A F)) D
(E<>(CDD)D(F<(DDC))D(G<+(C<« D)), the (S2)(A)-instance o((AD B) A
(BDA))<>(o(ADB)Ao(BDA)) and the (R3)-instances o(A D B) <> (oA DoB) and
o(BDA)<> (oBDoA)toobtaino((ADB)A(BDA)) <> ((cADoB)A (0B DoA)),
i.e. o(A <> B) <> (0A <> oB), as required.

We will prove now by induction on formula complexity of E[-]: G, proves (A <>
B) D (A < B) and (A < B) D (C <« C) since also G does. Given a G,-proof of
(A < B) D (E[A] < E[B]), one can obtain G, - (A <> B) D (ocE[A] <> oE[B])
from the (S2)(<>)-instance o( E[A] <> E[B]) <> (cE[A] <> o E[B]), the (S1)-instance
(E[A] <> E[B]) D o(E[A] < E[B]) and (IPL2). Given G,-proofs of (A <> B) D
(E[A] < E[B]) and (A < B) D (F[A] < F[B]), we use the G-provable formulas
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(XD(P<0)D(XD(R<9))D(XD((PUR)«(QUNS))),forany I € {A, Vv, D}, to
find G,-proofs of (A<>B)D ((E[A]LF[A])<(E[B]OF[B])). This establishes (S3).
m}

Definition 3 (Grid) Given a finite, non-empty set X, we call (Y, <, ~) a grid over
X if there is some N: X — Nsuchthat Y = {(x,n);x € X,n < N(x)}, ~isa
reflexive, symmetric and transitive relation on Y, < is a transitive relation on Y and,
moreover, for all a, b, ¢c € Y we have

(T1) eithera < bora ~borb K a;

(T2) a ~b K cimplies a K c,

(T3) a < b~ cimplies a < c,

(T4) a+1 €Y impliesa € a+ 1,

(TS) (@a+1€YAb+1€Y)implies (¢ K bifandonlyifa +1 Kb+ 1),
(T6) (a+1e€Y Ab+1e€Y)implies (@ ~bifandonlyifa+1~b+1),

here we have put (x,n) +k := (x,n + k) forall n, k € Nand x € X. We will regard
X as a subset of Y by virtue of x — (x,0). We put K := < U~.

Lemma 3 LetC = (Y, K, ~) beagridover X. Then there is an algorithm to construct
agrid Cy = (Yy, <*,=)over X andao: Y — Y, such that forall y,y' € Y:

y ~ Y ifandonlyifo(y) = o(y),
y LY ifandonlyifo(y) <* o (y'),
y+1leYimplieso(y+1)=o0(y)+1€Ys

Proof We will prove only the following statement: For every grid C = (Y, <, ~) and
P, q € Y such that p ~ g, we can specify a grid C' = (Yy, <*, ~*) and1: ¥ — Y,
such that 1 (p) = t(g) and for all y, y, € Y holds: (1) y ~ y, if and only if #(y) ~*
1(y«), (2) y K y« if and only if 7(y) <* 1(ys), and 3) t(y + 1) ~* £(y) + 1 € Y,
whenever y € Y such that y + 1 € Y. Observe that, provided that p and g are chosen
differently, the number of equivalence classes in Cy is less than in C. By applying
the above statement iteratively, we obtain a C, with only one equivalence class. The
lemma is then established by taking o as the concatenation of the intermediate #’s.

Thus,letC = (Y, <, ~)and p, g € Y suchthat p ~ ¢g. Thentherearea, b € X and
n,m € Nsuch that p = (a,n) ~ g = (b, m). W.1.0.g. we assume that n > m. Thus,
by (T5),a+ K ~ bfor K := n—m € N.Define N'(x) := N(x) forallx € X \{a, b}
and let N'(a) := max{N(a), N(b) + K}.Put ¥y := {(x,i); x € X ~ {b},i < N'(x)}
anddefiner: Y — Y, byt(b,i) == (a,i+K)andt(x,i) := (x,i)forallx € X~ {b}.

For all (x, n), (x’, n’) € Y, we will see by distinguishing four cases that 7 (x, n) =
t(x’,n") implies (x,n) ~ (x’,n’): If both x, x’ € X ~ {b} then (x,n) = t(x,n) =
t(x',n)y =" n). Ifx=b=x"then(a,n+K) =t(x,n) =t(x',n') = (a,n+K)
so that n = n’ and thus (x,n) ~ (x’,n'). If x = b and x’ € X ~ {b} then (x,n) =
(b,n) ~(a,n+K)=t(x,n)=t(x',n)= &', n).Ifx'=band x € X \ {b} then
(x,n)=t(x,n)=t(&',n)=(a,n+K)~ b,n)= " n).

Since ¢ is surjective, the property just proved enables us to define two relations <*
and ~* on Y, by t(c) <* t(d) :& ¢ < d and by t(c) ~* t(d) :& ¢ ~ d. This
establishes properties (1) and (2). Clearly, (b, i + 1) = (a,i + K + 1) =t(b,i) + 1
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andt(x,i +1) = (x,i +1) = (x,i) +1 =1t(x,i) + 1 forall x € X \ {b}. Thus
property (3) holds, and so it easy to check that (Y, <*, ~*) is indeed a grid. We also
have t(q) = t(b,m) = (a,m + K) = (a,n) = t(a,n) = t(p). O

Givena grid (Y, <, ~), itcan be easily seen that every non-empty subset Z of Y has
a < -minimal element, i.e. there is u € Z such that u < u’ for all u’ € Z; likewise,
there is a < -maximal element U € Z. In particular, any non-empty subset of a grid
(Y, «, =), where the equivalence relation is the identity, has a unique <-minimal and
a unique «-maximal element.

Lemmad4 Let (Y, K, =) be a finite grid over X and let s be the <-minimal element
of Y. Then we can construct f: Y — [0, 00) N Q such that f(s) = 0 and such that
forally,y €Y:

y Ly implies f(y) < f()"),
y+1eVYimplies f(y +1) = f(y) + 1.

Proof We will use the following definitions in the slightly involved iterative construc-
tion of f. Let S be the «<-maximal element of Y, cf. the remark before the statement
of the lemma. Take < := <« U idy, which is obviously a reflexive and transitive
relation on Y. Let E(a, f) abbreviate the condition that a € Y and f is a function
from {y € ¥; y < a} to [0, 00) N Q such that forall y, y" € Y:

) y<y' «ad fy) < fOH,
2 Y+leYAy+1La) Df+1D)=fQ+1,
B) +leYryKagy+1) Dfa) < f(y)+1.

We start the construction by fo(s) := 0 so that E(s, fy) holds. The remainder of the
proof is dedicated to the demonstration that, for any given a € Y and any f such that
a < Sand E(a, f), wecan construct a, € Y and f, suchthata < a, and E(ay, fi);
in particular, we have a # a, then. This suffices to construct an f such that E(S, f)
so that f is total on Y and then conditions (1) and (2) establish the lemma.

Suppose now that a € Y and f are given such that a < S and E(a, f) hold. We
will distinguish two cases.

In the first case, we suppose that ¥ # B :={b € Y; b < a < b+ 1} holds. Let b
be «-minimal in B. By definition of B, we have b + 1 € Y. By (1) and (3), we see
f) < fla) < fb)+1,thus0 < f(b)+1— f(a) < 1.

ForC:={ceY;a <c<Kb+ 1}, wehave C C X for otherwisea < ¢ < b+ 1
for some ¢ € Y . X; the latter means that c = d + 1 for some d € Y, but then
a <d+1<«Kb+ 1implies d < b by (T5), which contradicts the minimality of b.

Letc) < 2 <€ ... < cpy be an enumeration of C. Extend f to fi by fi(cin) 1=
fla)+ ML_H(f(b) 4+ 1— f(a)) and fi(b+ 1) := f(b) + 1 so that f, is defined for
ally Kb+ land f(a) = fiula) < filc1) < filer) < -+ < fiulem) < fub+1).
Thus, by the definition of C, we see fi(a) < fi(y) < f&(y') < f«(b + 1) whenever
ALy < v < b+ 1. Now, we will prove E(b + 1, f). The statements (1), (2), (3)
will refer to the conditions in E(a, f).

Given y,y’ € Y with y « y' < b + 1, we need to show fi(y) < fx(y"). We may
assume y < a sincea <y impliesa <y < y’<b+1and this yields, as proved above,
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() < fx(y). From y < a, wesee f(y) = f(y) < f(a) = fi(a) by (1). We may
assume also a <y’ since y’ < a implies y < y" < a and then fi(y) < f«(y') by
(1). As observed earlier, we have fi(a) < fi(y') and thus f,(y) < fix(a) < fi(y),
as required.

Giveny € Y suchthaty+1 € Yand y +1<b+ 1, weneed to prove fi(y +1) =
f«(y) + 1. We may assume y + 1 < b + 1 because b + 1 < y + 1, together with
y+1<KLb+1,yieldsb+1=y+1sothaty = band fi(b+ 1) = fi(b) +1by
definition of f,. We may assume y + 1 < a for otherwise ¢ < y + 1 € Y holds and
thus y + 1 € C but this contradicts C € X andy € Y. Now y < y + 1 < a, and so
FO+D = FG+1)=f)+1= fuly) + 1 by (2), as required.

The previous three paragraphs complete the proof of E(b+ 1, f;) for this first case.

In the second case, we suppose that § = {y € ¥; y Ka < y + 1} holds in addition
to E(a, f) anda < §. Due to a < S there is some ¢ € Y that is <-minimal among
the y € Y with a < y. We must have ¢ € X for otherwise there is y € Y with
a < c=y-+1, butsince y Ka <« y+ 1 is impossible, we obtain a <« y and
thus a € y < y + 1 = ¢, which contradicts the minimality of c. Extend f to fi by
fi(c) := f(a) + ¢ for some ¢ > 0, e.g. ¢ = 1. We will prove E(c, f).

Given y, y" € Y such that y < y’ < ¢, we need to prove fi(y) < fi(y"). We
may assume a < ' since otherwise y’ < a holds and then y < y" < a implies
L) = f() < fO) = £ by (1). Froma < y" < ¢, we conclude y" = ¢ by
minimality of c. We may assume that @ # y since a = y implies f(y) = f(a) <
f(a) +& = fiu(c) = fo(y'). We cannot have a < y sincethena € y € y = ¢
contradicted the minimality of ¢. Thus y < a and now f.(y) = f(y) < f(a) <
f@ +e = fu(c) = fu(y') by (1), as required.

Giveny € Y suchthaty+1 € Y, y+1<c, weneed to prove fi(y+1) = fi(y)+1.
We have y < a since otherwise a < y holds, which impliesa < y € y + 1 K¢,
but this contradicts the minimality of ¢. Since y < a < y + 1 is impossible, we have
y+1<Ka.By(2),wefind f(y +1) = f(y) + 1, as required.

Giveny € Ysuchthaty+1 € ¥, y<c < y+1,weneedtoprove fi(c) < fi(y)+1.
We must have a < y + 1 for otherwise we obtain a contradiction from y + 1 < a and
a < c <KL y+1.Since y<a < y+ 1 cannot hold, we must have ¢ < y. Fromy < ¢
and the minimality of ¢, we conclude that y = c. Thus fi(c) < fix(y) + 1 trivially
holds.

Thus E(c, f:) holds, as claimed, also in the second case. This completes the whole
proof. O

Definition 4 (Chain) Let K € N, let X C Var be finite and choose two distinct fresh
formal symbols T and L. Put Z’ := {(x, k); x € XU{L},k < K},Z :={T}UZ ,and
(x,m)+n:=(x,m+n)forallx € XU{L}, m,n € N. We understand X as a subset
of Z’ by virtue of the embedding x +— (x, 0). We call (Z, <, <>) an (X, K)-chain if
<> is a reflexive, symmetric, transitive relation on Z, < is a transitive relation on Z
such that for all a, b,c € Z and forall o, B € Z’:

Ul) a<>b=<c Da<c,
U2) a<b<c Da=<c,
(U3) eithera < Tora< T,
(U4) either . <aor L < a,
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(U5) eithera <bora<borb < a,

U6) (a+1leZAnll+D)Da<a—+1.

U (a+1leZnl<l+D)D@<a+lvVawa+1l<T),

U8) (w+1eZnp+leZra<p)Dda+1<8+1,

U9 (x+1ezZArp+leZArl<Ll+1Aa=<p)
Da+1l<p+1va+l+1<T),

Lemma 5 Let (Z, <, <) be an (X, K)-chain. Put Z' := Z ~. {T}. Then we can
constructr € [0, 11N Qand g: Z — [0, 11N Q such that g(L) =0, g(T) = 1 and
such that foralla,b € Z and alla € Z':

a < bimplies g(a) < g(b),
a < b implies g(a) = g(b),
a+1eZimpliesgla+1)=gla)Dr.

Proof By (U4),either L <> 1 +1or L < 1 +1holds. Inthe case L <> 1 41, condition
(U6) yields x <> x + 1 <> -+ < x + K forevery x € X U {_L}. Due to (U1)-(U5),
the equivalence classes of X w.r.t. <> are linearly ordered and thus it is easy to find
some g: X U{L, T} — [0, 1] N Q such that g(L) = 0, g(T) = 1 and such that for
all x,y € X: x < y implies g(x) < g(y), and x <> y implies g(x) = g(y). Putting
r := 0 and extending g to Z’ by g((x, k)) := g(x), where k < K and x € X, now
obviously yields the desired properties. Therefore, we assume 1. < L + 1 w.l.o.g. in
the remainder of the proof.

The subsets Yy :={z € Z;z < T}and Yy :={z+1;z€ Z,z < T < z+1}
of Z’ are disjoint by (U3). For any relation R, let R” denote the transposed relation.
By (US5), the sets Lo := < | (Yo x Yp), LoT and Qo := < | (Yo x Yp) form a pairwise
disjoint partition of Yy x Y. Employing all properties of a chain, it is easily seen that
thesets Ly :={(z+ 1,27+ 1):z,7 €Z,z2<7 <T<wz+1<z7+1}, LT and
01 :={(z+1,7/+1);z, 7/ € Z', 257 < T<>z+1<7'+1} form a pairwise disjoint
partition of Y1 x Y1. For Y := Yy UY; and Ly := Y x Y1, we conclude therefore that
the sets Lo, Lo”, Qo, L1, LT, O1, Ly, LoT comprise a pairwise disjoint partition
of ¥ x Y. In the following paragraphs, we will prove that (Y, <, ~) is a grid over
XU{L}for< := LoUL{ULjand ~ := QgU Q;.Since <7 = LoT uL,TUL,T,
it follows that the sets <, ~, <« comprise a pairwise disjoint partition of ¥ x Y.
Thus (T1) holds for Y. Since Qg is reflexive w.r.t. Yo and Q1 w.r.t. Yy, also ~ is
reflexive w.r.t. Y. Since Q¢ and Q| are symmetric, so is ~. We see that ~ is transitive
sincea ~ b ~ ¢ € Yy implies aQopbQoc and aQqc, and a ~ b ~ ¢ € Y| implies
aQ1bQicandaQc.

Wedefine 5 := <U<and € 1= «U~.Since € = LoUL|UL,UQoUQ; C
(Yo x Yo) U (Yo x Y1) U (Y7 x Y1), we remark for use in the next paragraph that
d X ecYyimpliesd € Ypand that Yy 5 d < e implies e € Y.

We will now prove thata $ b < ¢ implies a < c. Since Yy x Y] € <, we only
need to distinguish the case a € Y; and the case ¢ € Y. First, suppose ¢ € Y so that
b € Yy and, in turn, a € Yp; thus (a,b) € X | (Yo x Yo) = Lo U Qq,i.e.a 3 b,
and (b,c) € < | (Yo x Yg) = Lo, i.e. b < c, and therefore a < c is established
by (U1) or by transitivity of <. Second, suppose a € Y; so that b € Y7 and, in turn,
ceYthus(a,b) e L [ (Y1 xY)=LiUQ and (b,c) e < | (Y1 x Y1) = Ly;
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hence there are z,4, zp,z2c € Z' suchthata =z, +1,b =z, + 1, ¢ = z. + 1 and
2 S <2 <T<wzs+ 1475+ 1< z.+ 1, which yields ¢ < ¢ by (Ul) or by
transitivity of <.

In a completely symmetrical way, we can prove that a <« b $ ¢ implies a < c.
This yields that (Y, <, ~) satisfies (T2) and (T3) and that < is transitive.

We will prove for later use that any a € Y such thata + 1 € Y satisfies a € Yy
anda <a+1.Sincea+ 1 € Y impliesa < T ~ a + 1 and, in turn, a € Yy and
a < a-+1,wemay assume thata + 1 ¢ Yy sothata + 1 € Yp,i.e.a+1 < T.
By (U7), we have eithera <a+ lora<a+ 1< T.Froma + 1 < T and (US),
we conclude a < a+ 1 < T and hence a € Y.

To prove (T4), we suppose a € Y suchthata+1 € Y; we need to showa < a+ 1.
By the above, we have a € Yp and a < a + 1. Since Yy x Y] € <, we may assume
a+1¢Y sothata+1 € Y. Since Ly € <K, wehavea < a + 1.

The next two paragraphs prepare to prove (T5) and (T6).

Leta,b € Y suchthata+1,b+1 € Y anda < b; we will provea + 1 < b+ 1.
As observed above, we have a, b € Yy, thus a < b by Ly € <. From (U9) and (U5),
we conclude that eithera +1 <b+1lora+1~b+1~T.Ifb+1 € Yy, then
a+1<b+1<Tsothatalsoa+1 € Ypandthus (a+ 1,b+ 1) € Ly C K.
Therefore, we may assume b+ 1 € Y. Ifa+1 € Yy, then (a+ 1,0+ 1) € L| C K.
Therefore, we may assume a + 1 € Yy. Hence (a + 1,b+ 1) € Yy x V] € K as
required.

Leta,b € Y suchthata + 1,b+ 1 € Y and a ~ b; we will prove a + 1 ~
b + 1. As observed above, we have a, b € Yy, thus a <> b by Q¢ C ~ and therefore
a+1<b+1byU8).Ifa+1eYyporb+1¢€ Yy, then{a+1,b+ 1} C Yj and
thus (@ + 1,6+ 1) € Q¢ € ~. Thus we may assume {a + 1, b + 1} C Y. Therefore
(a+1,b+1) e Q1 €~ asrequired.

For any a,b € Y such thata 4+ 1,b 4+ 1 € Y, the two preceding paragraphs have
shown the implicationsa <K b =a+ 1<K b+1landa~b=a+1~b+1and
bKa=b+1Ka+ 1 By(US), weseethata + 1 < b + 1 implies that neither
a ~ bnor b <« a can hold and thus, again by (U5), we must have a < b. Similarly,
a—+1 ~ b+ 1implies that neither a < b nor b < a can hold, and thus a ~ b follows.
This establishes (T5) and (T6).

Now, we have proved that (Y, <, ~) is indeed a grid over X U {_L}. By Lemma 3
and Lemma 4, we can construct f: ¥ — [0, c0) N Q such that f(L) =0, Va,b €
Y(a < b D fla) < f(b)), VYa,b € Y(a ~b D fla) = f(b)), and Va € Y
(a +1eY D fla+1) = f(a)+ 1). Since (Y, <, ~) is a grid, Yy has a < -maximal
element u, i.e. u € Y such thata < u forall a € Yy, in particular, f(a) < f(u).
Likewise, thereis U € Y; suchthat U < bforall b € Yi,in particular f(U) < f(b).
Since (u,U) € Yy x Y] € <, we have f(u) < f(U).Put r := W and
g(y) := min{l,r - f(y)} for all y € Y. Clearly, g(L) = 0. We observe the two
following facts: For all a € Yy and b € Y1, we conclude from 0 < f(a) < f(u) <
L JW) — 1 o f(U) < f(b) that 0 < g(a) < | = g(b). Forall a, b € Y, such
that a < b, we conclude from (a, b) € Lo C K< that0 < f(a) < f(b) < f(u) < %,
therefore 0 < g(a) < g(b) < 1.
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We extend the domain of g from Y to Z by g(z) := 1forallz € Z\Y.In particular,
g(M) =1.Since (Z\Y)UY] C(Z~\Yp)UY| C{z € Z;z< T}, we see for every
z € Zthat g(z) < 1 holds ifand only if z < T.

We need to prove g(a) < g(b) for all a,b € Z witha < b. If b < T, then
a <b < T,thus a,b € Yy and, as observed earlier, g(a) < g(b). Thus we may
assume b <> T so that now g(b) = 1. We have a < T for otherwise a <> T < b,
which contradicts a < b. As observed earlier, we have g(a) < 1 = g(b), as required.

We need to prove g(a) = g(b) forall a,b € Z witha <> b. If a < T, we find
b < T and thus (a,b) € Qg S ~ sothat f(a) = f(b) and g(a) = g(b). Thus we
may assume a <> . Now, we see b <> T and g(a) = 1 = g(b) as required.

We need to prove that g(a + 1) = min{l, g(a) + r} for all a € Z’ such that
a+1e Z. Inthecaseofa <a+1~ T,wefinda € Ypanda + 1 € Y; so that
gla) < 1 = g(a+ 1) as observed earlier; since min{l,r - f(a)} = g(a) < 1 and
fla+1)= f(a)+1,weseer- f(a) = g(a)and g(a+1) = min{l, r-(f(a)+ 1)} =
min{l, r- f(a)+r} = min{l, g(a) +r}, asrequired. Inthe case of a < a+1 < T, we
find0 < g(a) < g(a+1) < 1 asobserved earlier; since min{1, r- f(a)} = g(a) < 1,
min{l,r- f(a+1)} =gla+1) < land f(a+1) = f(a)+1,weseel > gla+1) =
r-fa+1)=r-f(a)+r = ga)+r,thus g(a+1) = min{1, g(a) +r}, as required.
The remaining caseisa <> T <>a+ 1, due to (U7). Wenow have g(a) =1 = g(a+1)
and thus g(a + 1) = min{1, g(a) + r}, as required.

This completes the proof of all claimed properties. O

Definition 5 Let X C Var be finite and K € N. Let h,, € {<, <>} be given for
all u,v € Z; here Z := {T} U {(x,k);x € XU {L},k < K} as in the above
definition of a chain. Define a map ¢ from Z to formulas in LP by (x,k) — o x,
T T, L+ L. Let Ry := {(u,v); hyy = <} and R, = {(u, v); hyy = <}.
If (Z, R<, Ro) is an (X, K)-chain, an (X, K)-chain formula is an Lg—conjunction
A wez. vez L) hyy t(v), regardless of parenthesisation and order in the conjunction.
In this case, we define (1) <¢ t(v) whenever h,, = <, and ((u) <>¢ t(v) whenever
hyy = <.

Theorem 2 Suppose C is an (X, K)-chain formula. Ler Z, = {T} U {o*x;x €
X U{Ll}, k < K}. Then there is a Gidel r-interpretation J: Var — [0, 1] such that
J(C) = 1 and for all a,b € Z, we have: J(a) < T(b) whenever a <c b; and
J(a) = J(b) whenever a <>¢ b.

Proof We use the same notation as in the of the (X, K)-chain formula. By Lemma 5,
we can construct 7 € [0, 1]and g: Z — [0, 1] such that (1) g(L) =0, (2) g(T) =1,
B)Vu,v € Z.(hyy = <) Dgu) < g), @ Vu,v € Z.(hyy = <) D g(u) = g(v),
BGYVueZ u+1€eZo>gu+1)=rdg).

Let J(x) := g(x) forall x € X and J(x) := O for all x € Var . X, and extend J
to all formulas in £? such that J is a Godel r-interpretation.

We claim J(t (1)) = g(u) forallu € Z. Foru € {_L, T}, this follows from (1) and
(2). Tt remains to check J(:(x, k)) = J(okx) = g(x,k)forallx € X and k < K. By
elementary arithmetics, we see J(ka) = (k-r)®J(x). Using (5) for k — 1 times, we
find g(x + k) = (k-r) ® g(x) = (k-r) @& J(x). This establishes the claim.
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We claim J(¢(u) hyy t(v)) = 1 for all u, v € Z. We have to distinguish two cases:
If (hyy = <), then T(t(u) < t(v)) = T((w)) < T((wv)) = 1by 3). If (hyy = <),
then J(t(u) < t(v)) = J(t(u)) > T(¢e(v)) = 1 by (4). This proves that J(C) = 1.

The other properties are immediate consequences of (3) and (4). O

Example 1 Since the relations < and <> of a chain must fulfil transitivity, (Ul),
and (U2), we need not specify hy,, in detail. As is done in the following example,
it suffices to string the elements of a chain and insert < and <> between them. Still,
the result needs to be checked to be a chain; however, this is easy for the follow-
ing ({d, e, f, g, h}, 3)-chain C given by (L, 0) <>¢ (d,0) <¢ (e,0) <¢ (f,0) <¢
(L, D<ec, 1) <c (e, 1) <c (g,0) <c (f; 1) <¢ (L,2)<>¢c(d,2) <¢ (h,0) <¢
(€,2) <c (g, 1) <¢ (f,2) =¢ (L,3)«<>c (d,3) <¢ (h, 1) <¢ (e,3) <¢ (§.2) <>¢
(f,3) <c (h,2) <¢ (g,3) <¢c (h,3) <¢ T. Then Corollary 2 says that there is
an r-Godel interpretation J such that J(C) = 1 and 0 = J(L) = J(d) < J(e) <
J(f) < TJ(ol) = T(od) < T(oe) < T(g) < T(of) < J(ool) = T(ood) <
J(h) < J(ooe) < J(og) < J(oof) < F(oool) = J(oood) < F(oh) < T(oooe) <
J(oog) = J(ooo f) = F(ooh) = J(coog) = J(cooh) = 1.

Definition 6 Let the ring depth rdp of a formula in £ or EE » be recursively defined
by rdp(A) := 0forall A € VarU{L}, and by rdp(cA) := 14-rdp(A), rdp(ACB) :=
max{rdp(A), rdp(B)}, for O € {A, v, D} and rdp(AA) := rdp(A); here A and B are
LP- and Eg’ A-formulas.

Item (c) of the following theorem establishes the weak completeness of G, for
validity in £ w.r.t. Godel o-semantics.

Theorem 3 Suppose X C Var is finite and K € N. Let Z, := {T} U {ofx:x €
XU{Ll}Lk=<K}

(a) Then we can construct a set C of (X, K)-chain formulas and a Go-proof of
\/CGC C.

(b) Forany (X, K)-chain C and any formula F withVar(F) C X and rdp(F) < K,
we can construct a (not necessarily unique) 7 € Z, and a Go-proofof C O (F <> 7).
We will say that C evaluates F to z.

(c) If F in LY is valid, we can construct a Go-proof of F; thus F is valid if and only
ifGo - F.

Proof Since the case of K = 0, i.e. without rings, is contained in [7], we will stipulate
K # 0 to avoid trivialities.

(a) We will often tacitly treat the abbreviations <, <> and T as if they were connectives
in their own right, e. g., a formula presented as a <> b is not meant to undergo a
transformation applied to all formulas with top symbol A.

By (G3), we have G, - (@ < b) V(a < b) Vv (b < a) forall a, b € Z,. The
conjunction of these formulas is G,-provable by (IPL4). Applying (G12) and (S3)
repeatedly, we obtain a G,-proof of a disjunctive normal form \/,, C,%. Now, each
disjunct C,?l has the property (x): it is a conjunction that consists only of conjuncts
albwitha, b € Z,,[0 € {«>, <} and that, moreover, contains for each paira, b € Z,
at least one conjunct of the forma < b,a <> b,b<aorb < a.
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In the next paragraph, we will specify an iterative procedure that turns \/,, Cf,)l
into the required disjunction of chains. We will leave the easy task to the reader to
verify that property («) is retained in the intermediate disjunctions. We will neglect
parenthesisation and ordering in conjunctions and disjunctions due to (G10), (G11),
and (S3).

Take \/,, C,?l and repeatedly apply the first matching rule of the following list until
none of the rules matches:

1. Contract equal conjuncts, i.e. replace e A e by e.
Contract disjuncts that are equal up to the order of their contained conjuncts, i. e.
replace C v C by C.
Remove some disjunct that contains a conjuncta < L.
Replace T <aby T < a.
Replace a conjuncta < aby (a <> a) A(a < T).
Replace (@ < b) A (b O a), where d € {«>, <},by (a < D) A (b« T).
Replace (@ Ob) A (b c) A(c <a),where [, § € {«>, <},by (a<>b) A (b«
AON(ca)AN(a<T).

8. Replace (a <> b) A (oa < ob) by (a <> b) A (ca <> ob) A (ob < T).

9. Replace (a < b) A (ob < oa) by (a < b) A (ca <> ob) A (ob < T).
10. Replace (a < b) A (oa <> ob) A (ob < T) by (a < b) A (ca <> ob) A (ob < T).
11. Replace (L < ol) A (a <oa) by (L < ol)A(a<oa)A(ca<T).
12. Replace (oa < a) by (a <> oa) A (ca <> T).

13. Replace (L <ol)A (@< oa)A(a<T)by (L <ol)A(a<o0a)A(a<T).
14. If a disjunct does not contain the conjunct a <> a, a € Z, add it.
15. If a disjunct contains the conjunct a <> b but not the conjunct b <> a, add b < a.

N

NN AW

For termination, observe the following: The number of disjuncts cannot increase.
Property () and rule 1 provide a quadratic upper bound of the number of conjuncts of
any disjunct in the size of Z,. The number of Z,-pairs joined by < properly decreases
in the rules 3—13 and does not increase in the other rules so that the rules 3—13 succeed
only a bounded number of times. The system with the rules 3—13 removed is easily
seen to be terminating.

Let \/,, C} denote the result of the procedure. Given a G,-proof of \/,, CO, we
will iteratively construct a Go-proof of \/, CL: If rule 1 transforms the disjunctive
normal form Efe A e] to E[e], extend the G,-proof of E[e A e] by the (G9)-instance
(e A e) <> e and the (S3)-instance ((e A e) <> e) D (E[e Ae] <> E[e]) to obtain a proof
of Ele]; proceed similarly for rule 2. For the other rules, tacitly apply (S3) and the
following: Use (G24) for rule 3, (G21) for 4, (G13) for 5, (G15) for 6, (G16) for 7.
Use (G25) and the (S3)-instance (a <> b) D (oa <> ob) for rule 8. For rule 9, first use
the (S1) and (S2) to prove (a < b) D (ca < ob); then use (G26). For rule 10, use (G27)
instead of (G26). Use (R2) and (G25) for 11; (G29) for 12; (R1) and (G27) for 13; use
(G22) for 14; use (G23) for 15.

Observe that rule 3 can never yield an empty disjunction so that there is at least one
disjunctin \/,, CJ.

We will now prove that each disjunct C\, of \/, CJ is an (X, K)-formula. We use
the notation of Definition 5, in particular, Z = {T} U {(x, k); x € X U{L}, k < K}.
For u,v € Z, let h,, := < if t(u) < t(v) is contained in C,il and h,, = < if
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t(u) <> 1(v) is contained in C,l,l. It remains to show that (Z, R, R..) fulfills properties
(U1)—(U9).

By construction, none of the above rules is applicable to \/,, C,L. From property
() and the fact that rules 6 and 15 do not apply, we see that either s,,, =< orh,, = <
or hy, =< holds for any u, v € Z; this proves property (U5). In particular, &, =<
or h,, = <> holds for any u € Z. Since rule 5 does not apply but A,,, =< would
trigger it, R, is reflexive. Similarly, rule 15 causes the symmetry of R.,. Transitivity
of R., can be attributed to rule 7. In a similar way, transitivity of R~ and properties
(U1), (U2) follow from 7; (U3) from rule 4; (U4) from 3; (U6) from 11 and 12; (U7)
from 12, 13 and 4; (U8) from 8; (U9) from 9, 10 and 4.

(b) The abbreviations < and <> are meant to have been unwound in F. In contrast,
we will always treat any occurrence of L. D L as a nullary connective T, which
is contained in Z,. We will construct a finite sequence (F,),<y of formulas
with strictly decreasing formula complexity such that Fy € Z, and such that
G, C D (F < F,) and rdp(F,,) < K for all n.

Take Fy := F for the induction basis so that rdp(Fy) < K holds by assumption and,
clearly, we have G, = C D (F < Fy). For the induction step, assume G, = CD(F < F,)
and rdp(F,) < K. We may assume F, ¢ Z, for otherwise the construction of the
sequence is completed. Since T € Z,, we have F,, # T = (L D 1) and then there
exist some context E[-],a,b € Z, and [ € {A, Vv, D}. such that F,, = E[a [1b].

For the case of [J = D, we distinguish three sub-cases: First, we consider the case
b <¢ a: We see that C contains the conjunct b < a because of rdp(a) < rdp(F,) < K
and rdp(b) < rdp(F,) < K.Now G, = C D (b < a) follows from (IPL2) and (IPL3).
We use this together with the (G8)-instance G, - (b < a) D ((a D b) < b), the (S3)-
instance G, F ((a Ab) <> b) D (F, < E[b]) and the assumption G, - C D (F < F,;) to
obtain G, - C D (F <> E[b]); hence we put F}, 1 := E[b] then. Inthe case of a <¢ b,
we use G, = C D (a < b), the (G7)-instance G, - (a < b) D ((aDb) < T), the (S3)-
instance G, F ((a Db) < T) D (F, <> E[T]) and the assumption G, = C D (F < F,)
to obtain G, = C D (F < E[T]); hence we put F, 4| := E[T] then. In the case of
a <c b,weuse G, - (a <> b) D ((@a Db) < T) to conclude in a similar way that
G, F C D (F < E[T]); hence we put F,,+1 := E[T] also then. In all of these sub-
cases, we find G, = C D (F <> F,41) and rdp(F,,41) < rdp(F,,) < K hold and that
F,+1 has a strictly lower formula complexity than F;,, as required. The other cases of
O = A and OJ = V can be treated similarly by (GS5), (G6) and (G7).

(c) Soundness has been proved in Lemma 2. For the converse direction, let now F be
valid, put X := Var(F) and K := rdp(F) and stipulate that C has the properties
as described in (a); we have to construct a G,-proof of F.

First, we will construct a G,-proof of C O F forevery C € C. By (b), C evaluates F
tosomez € Zy,i.e. Go F CD(F < z).Inparticular, C D (F < z) is valid by soundness.
If we had z <¢ T, then Corollary 2 provided a Godel r-interpretation J: X — [0, 1]
withJ(C) = land J(z) < J(T) = 1sothat I(CD(z< T)) = I(C) I (T(z)>1) =
1 <93(z) = J(z) < 1, but this contradicts the validity of C D (F <> z). By (U3), we
conclude z <>¢ T and therefore we can construct a G,-proof of C D (z<> T) by (IPL2)
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and (IPL3). Since G+ (U D (V < W)) D (U D W) D (U D V), we conclude from
GoFCO(F<z2andG, FCD(z< T)that G, - C D F.

Having constructed G,-proofs of C O F for every C € C, we can join them by
multiple use of (IPL7) to obtain G, - (\/ .o C) D F. Since G, F \/ o C by (a),
we find G, = F, as claimed. O

We will now generalise Theorem 3 to E};’ - The A-operator has a long history and
is known by different names in different branches of research. A sound and complete
proof system for Godel logic with A is given in [1]; we will extend it for our purposes.

Definition 7 Let G, a denote the proof system of G, extended by the axiom schemata

(A1) AAD A

(A2) AAD AAA

(A3) AAV —AA

(A4) A(AV B)D (AAV AB)
(A5) A(AD B)D (AAD AB)

and the rule (AN) AA;A.

We will prove in Theorem 3 that G, characterises validity in ,CE’ - Clearly, Go A
is substitutive. By [1, Theorem 3.1], G proves all validities in £pA.

Proposition 4 G, A proves

(D1) AA D AoA,

(D2) A(AD B) D A(cA D oB)

(D3) (AA A AB) <> A(A A B)

(D4) (AAV AB) <> A(AV B)

(DS) A(AD B) D A(AA D AB)
(D6) A(A <> B) D A(AA <> AB)
(D7) A(A < B) D A(E[A] < E[B])
(D8) A(A <> B) O (E[A] < E[B])

here E[-] denotes an E’; A-context.

Proof (D1) follows from G, o F A D oA, (AN) and (AS).

Apply (AN) and (A5) to the G,-provable (A D B) D (oA D oB) to obtain (D2).

(D3): Apply (AN) and (A5) to Go,o F (AAB) D Atoobtain Go o - A(AAB)D
AA.Similarly, Go o H A(AAB)DAB holdsand thus G, o = A(AAB)D(AAAAB).
To show the converse direction, apply (AN) and (A5) to Go.o = AD B D (AAB) so
that Go, o = AA D A(B D (A A B))). Since A(B D (AAB)) DAB D A(A A B) by
(AS), we have Go o H AA D AB D A(A A B). Thus (D3) follows.

(D4): One direction is (A4). Apply (AN) and (A5) to A D (A vV B) to obtain
Goar FAADA(AV B). Similarly, Go o = AB D A(A V B). Now, (D4) follows by
(IPL3).

(D5): By (AS), Go,an F A(A D B) D AA D AB holds. Applying (AN) and (AS),
we see Go A F AA(ADB)DA(AADAB).Since Go o HF A(ADB)DAA(ADB)
by (A2), we obtain (D5).
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(D6) follows from instances of (D5) and (D3).

(D7) is proved by induction on the complexity of the context. Clearly, G, o +
A(A < B) D A(A < B)and Go o F A(A < B) D A(C < C). Suppose we already
have Go o F A(A< B) D A(E[A]l<> E[B]),then Go o F A(A<> B) D A(AE[A]l <
AE[B]) by (D6) and also G, Ao F A(A <> B) D A(oE[A] <> oE[B]) from instances
of (D2) and (D3). Suppose we already have G, o = A(A <> B) D A(E[A] < E[B])
and G, A F A(A< B) D A(F[A]< F[B]); by applying (AN) and (AS5) several times
to G - (E[A] < E[B]) D (F[A] < F[B]) D ((E[A]UO F[A]) < (E[B]UO F[BY)))
for any [J € {A, Vv, D} and by using the assumptions, we find Go o - A(A < B) D
A((E[AIU FI[AD < (E[BIU F[B]).

(D8) follows from (D7) and (A1). m]

Definition 8 An (X, K)-chain formulain £2’  has the form ASA—AN where S is an
(X, K)-chain formula in £5 and N is a conjunction /\i A; with A; €Y := {okx; X €
X U{l}, k < K} such that either S contains A <> T or N contains A.

Theorem 4 Let F be a formula in E‘:A. Then F is valid if and only if G, A F F.

Proof Soundness is a routine matter. For completeness, we only sketch how to prove
statements analogous to (a), (b) and (c) of Theorem 3 because the reasoning is very
similar. In addition to the notation of Definition 8, we put X := Var(F), K := rdp(F)
and Z :=Y U{T}.

For part (a), we start by constructing a set C of (X, K)-chain formulae in Eg’ A such
that G, » proves \/ ¢ C. Clearly, G, » proves the formulas A(a < b) vV A(a <
b) Vv A(b <a)and A(a <> T) VvV —=Aa forall a, b € Z so that G, A proves also their
conjunction, which we transform into a disjunctive normal form D by (G12). For each
a € Z, each conjunction in D contains A(a <> T), or —=Aa, or both by construction.
As (AN) and (D8) allow us to replace subformulas by provably equivalent ones,
the algorithm in part (a) of Theorem 3 needs only small modifications to work. The
G, a-provable formula (A(a <> T) A =Aa) <> L eliminates conjunctions in D that
simultaneously contain A(a <> T) and —Aa so that D becomes a disjunction of chains
in the sense of Definition 8.

For part (b), it suffices to remark that we can evaluate a given formula step-by-step
by the G, a-provable formulas A(a < b) D (Ela A bl <> Elal), A(a <> b) D (Ela A
bl < E[b]), A(b < a) D (Ela N b] < E[b]) and formulas similar in fashion to
(G5)—(G8).

Part (c) can be almost literally carried over to EE’ A because Theorem 2 does not
only hold for £% but also for EE’ A as we will show now. Using the notation from
Definition 8, let C := ASA—=AN bean (X, K)-chain formula in ,CE,A. The application
of Theorem 2 for L% already yields the desired interpretation J with J(C) = 1,
J(a) < J(b) whenever a <g b, and J(a) = J(b) whenever a <>g b foralla,b € Z
because Definition 8 rules out all chains that would require both AA and —AA, for
any A € Z, to receive the value 1 under J. O

It is astonishing that the axioms we added for o and for A do not interfere with each
other. One of the reasons for this is that the countermodels in the construction for the
fragment with o alone can be used as countermodels for the fragment with o and A.
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5 Final remarks

The exact complexity class of the validity problem in £, remains an open problem.
Another unanswered question from a semantical point of view is the existence of a
feasible truth-preserving embedding from £, into Lukasiewicz logic.

The paper [8] presents, e.g., a weakly complete proof system for propositional Godel
semantics where the interpretation of o is generalised from all functions x +— x +r
with r € [0, 1] to all functions f: [0, 1] — [0, 1] such that f(1) = 1,Vx,y. x <
y = f(x) < f(y). These functions, which preserve relative order, are more natural
for Godel semantics than the addition of constants because Godel semantics does not
perform arithmetical operations but merely compares truth values. These semantics
reveal which o-axioms are forced by the use of the [0, 1]-interval (in contrast of using
an interpretation with values in an algebra). Also here the complexity of first-order
validity remains an open problem.

In [9], Theorem 3.4.23, it was proved that satisfiability in £Pis NP-complete. As
suggested by a reviewer, we show here coNP-completeness of the validity problem
in £? by embedding it into the validity problem in £P with Godel semantics. This is
accomplished by translating axioms with o into a conjunction of o-free formulas in an
antecedent of an implication. The same method of proof can also be found in Theorem
4.6 of [2] to show the weak completeness of a proof system for a related semantics
of a o-operator. We follow the outline of the reviewer closely in the following proof
sketch.

Suppose we are given a formula A in propositional variables a,, 1 <n < N, witha
maximal nesting level K > 1 of rings in A; we define ap := L. Introduce fresh propo-
sitional variables (a, x)1<n<N,0<k<k and (ao r)1<k<k . Moreover, define ap o := L.
Now construct A’ from A by removing all o and by replacing each occurrence of an
a; by a; ,, where n is the number of o-operators in whose scope this occurrence of ag;
in A is contained. (Thus, if L is not in the scope of any o, it is left unchanged.) We
claim that A is valid w.r.t. Godel semantics in £% if and only if I’y D A’ is valid w.r.t.
Godel semantics in £P; here I'4 is the conjunction of the following formulas, for all
combinations of meaningful indices:

(ao,0 < ao,1) D (ank < ank+1)
(ao,0 <> ao,1) D (an,0 <> an,1)

(@nk < am,0) D (@nk+1 < Am o+1)
(an,k <~ am,l) D (an,k+l <~ am,(+l)

First observe that, by (R3), that any o in A can be moved without altering validity
across binary connectives towards propositional variables and L. (For a detailed proof
in an even weaker proof system, see Proposition 3.11 in [8].) Thus we may assume
w.l.0.g. that no scope of any o in A contains a binary connective, i.e., the o-operator
occurs in A only in the form of ofa,, 0 <n < N,1 <k < K so that A can be
obtained from A’ by substituting a, ; by okan, 0<n<N,0<k<K.

If A is not valid w.r.t. Gédel semantics in £2, there is an r-interpretation J such
that J(A) < 1. By putting ¥’ (a, 1) := J(oka,), one obtains a well-defined Godel
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interpretation J'. It is easy to check that 3'(I'4) = 1 and J'(A’) = J(A) < 1, thus
'y D A’ is not valid w.r.t. Godel semantics in £P, as claimed.

Conversely, if I'4 D A’ is not valid w.r.t. Godel semantics in LP, there is I'(I's D
A”) < 1 for some Godel interpretation J'. We can even assume w.l.0.g. that J'(A”) <
I'(I'y) = 1, due to the Lifting Lemma for Godel logic (The propositional Lifting
Lemma is included in its first-order variant, cf. e.g. [2], Proposition 4.4.). Using
I'(I’y) = 1, it is easy to check that the (a, k)n k together with the transitive rela-
tiona, x < am. ¢ :< I (an k) < I (am.¢) and the equivalence relation a, x <> ap ¢ 1<
T (anx) = I (am.¢) form a chain according to Definition 4. Theorem 2 thus provides
anr € [0, 1] and a Godel r-interpretation J such that J (oka,,) < j(olam) if and only if
3 (an) < I (am.¢) and as well J(oka,) = J(otay,) if and only if 7' (an k) = T (am.e)-
It is now easy to obtain J(A) < 1 from the assumed condition J'(A”) < 1. Thus A is
not valid w.r.t. Gdel semantics in £2, which concludes the proof.
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