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Abstract. We introduce two-dimensional logics based on Lukasiewicz
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are interpreted on matrices, where the common underlying structure is
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1 Introduction

A two-dimensional treatment of uncertainty. Belnap-Dunn four-valued logic BD
[BIT0I26], also referred to as First Degree Entailment FDE, provides a logical
framework to reason with both incomplete and inconsistent information. In BD,
formulas are evaluated on the Belnap-Dunn square (Figure [I] left) where the
four values encode the information available about the formula: {¢, f,b,n} (true,
false, both, neither). Hence, b and n correspond to inconsistent and incomplete
information respectively. The shift in perspective lies in the the values encoding
the information available about the formula rather than the intrinsic truth or
falsity of the formula which may never be known. This idea was generalized by
introducing the algebraic notion of bilattices by Ginsberg [14] in the context of
AT, and studied further in [2820]. Bilattices contain two lattice orders simulta-
neously: a truth order, and a knowledge (or an information) order. Belnap-Dunn
square, the smallest interlaced bilattice, can be seen as the product bilattice of
the two-element lattice where the four values are seen as pairs of classical values
which can be naturally interpreted as representing two independent dimensions
of information — the positive and the negative one. We can understand them as
providing positive and negative support for statements independently.

* The research of Marta Bilkovd was supported by RVO: 67985807. The research of
Sabine Frittella and Daniil Kozhemiachenko was funded by the grant ANR JCJC
2019, project PRELAP (ANR-19-CE48-0006).
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Non-standard probabilities [TTI21] generalise the notion of independent posi-
tive and negative support of a statement in presence of uncertainty. They encode
the positive and negative probabilistic information about a statement ¢ with a
couple p(¢) = (p7 (), p~(¢)). The maps are such that p~(p) = p*(=p), p* is
a monotone map w.r.t. BD entailment relation, and satisfies the import-export
axiom pT (e AY) +pt(pV) =pt(¢)+pT(¢¥). Since formulas are interpreted in
BD, one cannot prove that p(—¢) =1 — p(p), and p(¢) = p(—¢) = 1 can be the
case when one has contradictory information about ¢. We can diagrammatically
represent non-standard probabilities on a continuous extension of Belnap-Dunn
square (Figure [Tl center), which we see as the product bilattice of the unit real
interval [0, 1] ® [0, 1] in Eubsection 2.10. We employ expansions of this algebra in
to provide semantics to two-dimensional fuzzy logics.

A broader motivation. This paper is a part of the project introduced in [6]
aiming to develop a modular logical framework for reasoning based on uncertain,
incomplete and inconsistent information. We model an agent who builds her
beliefs based on probabilistic information aggregated from multiple sources. A
convenient framework to formalize such probabilistic reasoning is that of two-
layer modal logics, first introduced in [T2JT9] and further developed in [7l4].
Roughly speaking, the lower layer of events or evidence encodes the information
given by the sources, while the upper layer encodes reasoning with the agent’s
belief based on this information, and the belief modalities connect the two layers.
In [6], we have proposed two-layer modal logics to formalise such probabilistic
reasoning in a potentially paraconsistent context.

In this article, we study two families of logics suitable for the upper layer,
allowing us to reason with graded, probabilistic or not, incomplete and incon-
sistent information. We aim at a two-dimensional formalism that separates the
positive and negative dimensions of information or support not only on the level
of evidence, but also on the level of beliefs.

The logics. In some scenarios, it is reasonable to represent agents beliefs as prob-
abilities (e.g. a company reasoning with information based on statistical data).
For such cases, we propose logics derived from Lukasiewicz logic [0, Chapter VI].
We choose Lukasiewicz logic as a starting point because it can express arith-
metical operation and therefore the (non-standard) probability axioms [T9J6].

In other cases, the agent’s aggregated belief is not a probability. Indeed,
agents may be able to compare their belief on two different statements while
not being necessarily able to say exactly to what extent they believe. Just as
Lukasiewicz logic can be seen as a logic of measure or quantity, Godel logic [9]
Chapter VII] can be considered a logic of order. In this context it is therefore
natural to consider Godel logic as the starting point.

To comply with the two-dimensionality aim, we define the logics semantically,
using expansions of the product bilattice [0,1] ® [0, 1] with connectives derived
from standard semantics of Lukasiewicz logic or Godel logic. Two-dimensional

3 In the context of Nelson’s paraconsistent logics such product construction has been
called twisted product of algebras [29], or twist structures [25, Chapter 8].
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treatment of implication is of a particular interest. We consider two possibilities:
the first dualizes implication by co-implication, the second understands negative
support of an implication as a conjunction of the positive support of the an-
tecedent and the negative support of the consequent. The first option connects
to one of Wansing’s logic of [30], namely I4Cy, and goes back to bi-intuitionistic
logic [15127], the second option connects to Nelson’s logic N4 [24].

Depending on the choice of connectives, and the choice of the set of designated
values on the resulting algebra, we encounter both logics which are paraconsistent
and logics which are not. Before proceeding further, we need to clarify the notion
of paraconsistency. Unless specified otherwise, we construe ‘logic’ as a set of valid
formulas, not as sets of valid entailments. Hence, while not all logics considered
in the paper lack explosion w.r.t. their entailment — p, —p E ¢, in none of them
(p A —p) — q is valid. Tt is in this sense that we call the logics presented here
‘paraconsistent’.

Proof theory. Proof theory for many-valued logics is mostly presented in either
of the following three forms. Hilbert style axiomatic calculi (cf., e.g. [T9122]);
different versions of sequent and hypersequent calculi [I7/22]; tableaux and de-
composition calculi (cf., e.g. [18] for Lukasiewicz logic and [3] for Gédel logic).
Each of these proof formalisms has its own advantages: Hilbert calculi provide
an explicit list of postulates which facilitates the establishing relations between
different logics (e.g. whether one logic is an extension of another). The rules of
(hyper)sequent calculi provide structural insights into the algebraic properties
of the connectives of the given logic. On the other hand, tableaux and decom-
position systems are easily automatisable and can be readily used to determine
an upper bound on the complexity of the validity and satisfiability problems for
the logic in question. Another advantage of the tableaux is that their semantical
nature allows for a straightforward formalisation of different entailment relations
defined on the same algebra. Since the logics we are going to introduce are hy-
brids between FDE and Lukasiewicz or Godel logic, we opt for combining the
constraint tableaux framework with the FDE-tableaux by D’Agostino [§].

Structure of the paper. Section[2lpresents preliminaries on bilattices and matrices
and introduces the logics for a two dimensional treatment of uncertainty and
their properties (proofs are in the Appendix). Section Bl presents the constraint
tableaux for these logics and discusses their soundness and completeness, and
the complexity of the proof search. Section Ml presents further lines of research.

2 The logics for a two-dimensional treatment of
uncertainty.

2.1 Preliminaries

First, we describe the algebras we are going to use to interpret the logics. Their
construction relays on the standard MV-algebra, and the standard Godel al-
gebra, which provide the standard semantics of Lukasiewicz and Godel logic
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respectively (we refer the reader to [9, Chapters VI, VII] for a basic exposure to
Godel and Lukasiewicz logics and their standard semantics). In what follows,
[0,1] denotes the real unit interval with its natural order, and [0, 1]°° denotes
the interval with the reversed order.

The standard MV-algebra [0,1]y, = ([0,1],0,A,V, &, —1) is defined as follows:
for all a,b € [0, 1] the standard operations are given by
a A'b:=min(a,b) a&b = max(0,a +b—1)
a Vb :=max(a,b) a =g b=min(l,1—a+0)
Moreover, we define the negation ~ya = a —y, 0, the constant 1 :=~y, 0, the
truncated sum a @b :=~y, a —y, b, and the truncated subtraction a ©b = a&~b.
The MV-algebra [0,1];" = ([0,1]°P,1,V, A, &, &) arises turning the standard
MV-algebra upside down, and is isomorphic to it. Here, we have ~ya := 16 a.

The standard Godel algebra [0,1]c = ([0, 1],0, A, V, —¢) is defined as follows: for
all a,b € [0,1], the standard operations are given by a A b := min(a,b),a Vb =
max(a,b), and the implication is defined as follows. We at the same time spell
out a definition of a co-implication we shall need later on:

1, ifa<b 0,ifb<a
a—cb= b<ga=
b else b else

We define a negation ~ga := a —¢ 0, and 1 :==~¢ 0.

The algebra [0,1]¢ = ([0,1]°P,1,V, A, <g) arises by dualizing the standard
Godel algebra (in particular, similarly as —¢ is the residuum of A, <¢ is the
residuum of V). A negation can be defined on this algebra as —ga := 1 <g a.

Product billatices Given an arbitrary lattice L = (L, Ar, V), we can construct
the product bilattice L ® L = (L x L,A,V,M,U,—) [1I2]. In what follows, we
essentially use the product bilattice [0,1] ® [0, 1], constructed from the lattice
([0, 1], min, max). We only consider the {A, V, =} reduct of this structure in this
paper, and not to complicate notation denote it by [0,1] ® [0, 1]. It is defined as
follows: for all (a1, a2), (b1,b2) € [0,1] x [0, 1],
(a1,a2) < (b1,b2) =a1 <biAby <aq
=(a1,az2) = (a2, ai)
(al, (12) A (bl, bg) = (min(al, bl), max(ag, bg))

(a1,a2) V (b1,b2) == (max(ay, b1), min(as, ba)).
We use expansions of [0,1] ® [0,1] by implication connectives derived from the
Lukasiewicz or Godel implication described above. There are two possibilities
we consider. The first dualizes the implication by the co-implication, the second
results in negating implication by the conjunction of the positive part of the
antecedent and the negative part of the consequent. For Lukasiewicz logics these
result in:

(a1,a2) = (b1,b2) = (a1 =1 b1,b28a2) (a1,a2) — (b1,b2) == (a1 — b1, a1&b2)
For Godel logics we obtain:
(a1,a2) = (b1,b2) = (a1 —¢ b1, ba=gaz) (ai,a2) — (b1,b2) = (a1 —¢ b1, a1/Ab2)
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In the first option, the interpretation arises as the one on the product algebra
[0, 1]5,x[0,1]3” or [0, 1] x [0, 1]&. In the Godel case, it relates how the implication
is interpreted in Wansing’s logic I4C4 [30]. In the second options, — is not
congruential, and a strong congruential implication can be defined as (a —
b) A (b — —a). The second option corresponds to how implication is interpreted
in product residuated bilattices of [20]. In the Gddel case, it relates to how the
implication is interpreted in Nelson’s logic N4 [24].
— We denote by [0,1]r, ® [0,1]r.(—) and [0, 1]y, ® [0, 1]5.(—) the corresponding
expansions of [0,1] ® [0, 1] defined using the Lukasiewicz connectives.
— We denote by [0,1]¢ ® [0, 1]g(—) and [0,1]¢ ® [0, 1]¢g(—) the corresponding
expansions of [0, 1] ® [0, 1] defined using the Gddel connectives.

2.2 The logics

The logics considered in this paper are defined through matrix semantics [13].
We consider logical matrices of the form (A, D) where A is one of the four
algebras described above, and D C A is a set of designated values. As sets of
designated values, we use various lattice filters of the form (z,y)" == {(2/,¥’) |
x < ' and y’ < y} (see Figure [I] center). The motivation is the following:
represents the threshold of having enough evidence to say there is reasonable
evidence supporting the truth of the formula, while y represents the threshold
below which one considers not to have enough evidence to say that there is
reasonable evidence supporting the falsity of the formula. Of particular interest
are filters (1,0)" (‘exactly certain’) and (1,1)T (‘positively certain’).

Fig. 1. Belnap-Dunn square 4 (left), its continuous probabilistic extension with the
filter (z, )" (center) and the geometric interpretation of -, ~ and —~ for L? (right).

Each logical matrix determines the set of valid formulas in a given language
(formulas, which are, for each valuation, designated), and a consequence relation
(an entailment) between sets of formulas and formulas, defined as preservation
of designated values. Regarding the two types of implication introduced in the
previous subsection, the standard semantics of the logics is set as follows:

— Logics with the — implication in the language (i.e. the logics L%w)y)(—>) and

G%w)y)(—ﬂ below) are given by the matrices ([0, 1]y ® [0, 1]n(—), (z,y)T) and

([0,1)c ® [0,1]g(—), (z,y)T) respectively.
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— Logics with the — implication in the language (i.e. the logics L%w)y)(—ﬂ and
G%w)y)(—v) below) are given by the matrices ([0, 1] ® [0, 1]n(->), (z,y)T) and
([0,1]c ® [0,1]g(~), (x,y)T) respectively.

We however need to treat Lukasiewicz and Godel logics separately. Therefore it is
practical to define the language and semantics for them separately in a compact

way as follows. We refer by L? to Lukasiewicz logics, and by G2 to Godel logics,
specifying the filter in the subscript.

Definition 1 (Language and semantics of L?). We fiz a countable set Prop
of propositional letters and consider the following language:

¢=0[p[=¢[(dAD)[(dV )| (P —¢)](¢—0)
where p € Prop. We define ~¢ == ¢ — 0, ~yp¢p = ¢ — 0, ¢ O o = ~(d1 —
~¢2), and ¢1 <> g2 == (¢1 = ¢2) © (2 — ¢1).
Letv : Prop — [0,1]x]0, 1], and denote vy and vy its left and right coordinates,
respectively. We extend v as follows.

v(0) = (0,1) v(¢1 = d2) = (vi(P1) 2L vi(P2), v2(d2) © v2(d1))
v(=¢) = (v2(d), v1(d)) V(1 — B2) = (vi(¢1) —rvi(P2),v1(P1) & v2(d2))
v(p1 A P2) = (vi(d1) Avi(g2),v2(d1) V v2(h2))
v(p1 V ¢2) = (vi(d1) V v1(¢2), v2(d1) A v2(h2))

Notice that
v(~p) = (1 —vi(9), 1 —v2(0))
v(¢1 © ¢2) = (v1(d1) & v1(P2), va(d1) D v2(d2))
v(d1 <> ¢2) = (1 = v1(d1) — vi(@2)], [v2(P1) — va(2)])

Remark 1. In section 23] we use the fact that — corresponds to a symmetry
w.r.t. the horizontal axis, ~ to a symmetry w.r.t. the point (0.5,0.5), ~— and
-~ are correspond to a symmetry w.r.t. the horizontal axis (see Figure[I] right).

Definition 2 (Language and semantics of G?). We fiz a countable set Prop
of propositional letters and consider the following language:

¢:=0[1|p|=¢[(0Ad)[(@VP)|(d—0)|(d=<)]|(d— )
where p € Prop. We define ~¢ == ¢ — 0, and ~,¢p = ¢ — 0.
Letv : Prop — [0, 1]%x]0, 1], and denote v1 and vy its left and right coordinates,
respectively. We extend v as follows.

v(0) = (0,1) v(P1 A d2) = (vi(d1) Avi(g2),v2(d1) V v2(h2))
v(1) = (1,0) v(p1 V ¢2) = (vi(d1) V v1(d2), v2(0d1) A v2(h2))
v(=p) = (v2(), v1(¢)) v(d1 = ¢2) = (v1(d1) =26 v1(P2),v2(P2) <G v2(91))

v(¢1 — ¢2) = (v1(d1) =6 vi(¢2), v1(P1) A v2(2))

Definition 3 (Validity and consequence). Let ¢ be a formula and I’ a set
of formulas of L? (resp. G*) and v[I'] .= {v(y) | v € T'}.

— ¢ is L%myy)-valid (resp. G%myy)-valid) iff Y, v(¢) > (z,y).

- I ':L?x,w @ (resp. I’ ':G?x,w ®) iff Yv, (W[I'] C (x,y)" implies v(p) > (z,y)).

Convention 1 We introduce the following notation.
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L?w,y)(_)) stands for the L?amy) logics over {0,—, A, V, —}.

— G%zﬁy)(—ﬁ stands for the G%x,y) logics over {0,1,—,A,V, —, <}.
L?Ly)(_b) stands for the L?:E,y) logics over {0,—, A, V, —}.

— G%z_’y)(—v) stands for the G?x)y) logics over {0,1,—,A,V,—}.

We note that 0 of L%x)y)(—ﬂ can be defined as —~(p — p). However, since there is
no definition of 0 using —, we leave it in both languages for the sake of preserving
the same tableau rules for all logics. Likewise, although O and 1 are definable in
G?m7y)(—>), their presence in the language simplifies the proofs of their semantical
properties (cf. Propositions[@ and[7).

Remark 2. Let ¢ be a formula over {0, A, V, D}. Denote ¢* the formula obtained
from it by substituting O for —, and ¢° by substituting O for —. Since v1’s
behave precisely like the valuations in Lukasiewicz (Gddel) logic, one can see that
¢ is L-valid (G-valid) iff ¢°® is L%LO)(—))—valid (Gfl,o) (—)-valid). Furthermore, ¢
is L-valid (G-valid) iff ¢° is £, 1)(—»)-valid (Gf, ;) (—)-valid). Thus, ¢, ;)(=)
and L?l,l)(_b) are conservative extensions of L while G?l,l)(_ﬂ and G%Ll)(—»)
are conservative extensions of G.

Proposition 1. Let ¢ be a L%m)y)(—») (resp. G%z,y)(_”)) formula without con-
stants and (1,1) & (x,y)". Then ¢ is not L%m,y)(_b) (resp. G%w,y)(_b)) valid.

Because of this, we are going to consider only wa)y)(»)’s and G%w ,)(—)’s whose

sets of designated values extend (1,1)T, that is L%x,l)(‘”) and G?m)l)(—»). In
the remainder of the article ¢, ¢, x,® denote formulas. Unless there is some
ambiguity, we do not specify to which language they belong.

2.3 Semantical properties of L?m,y)(—»

In this section, we are going to explore how the choice of (z,y)" affects the set
of L%w7y)(—>)-valid formulas. In particular, we are providing families of formulas

differentiating different L?Ly)(—))—validities.

Definition 4 (Closure under conflation). We say that a filter D of [0,1] ©®
[0,1] is closed under conflation if for any (x,y) € D, we have (1—y,1—z) € D.

In bilattices, the negation — corresponds to a symmetry w.r.t. the horizontal axis
and the conflation corresponds to a symmetry w.r.t. the vertical axis. Notice that
a filter (z,y)T is closed under conflation iff y = 1 — . In L%gw)(—>), conflation
can be defined as =~ or equivalently ~— (cf. Figure [I] right).

Proposition 2.

— Lety>1—x. Then ¢ is L%m)y)(%)-valid iff ¢ is L%m)l_z)(%)-valid.

— Lety<1—ux. Then ¢ is L%m)y)(%)-valid iff ¢ is L%l_yﬂy)(%)—valid.
The following statements show that by choosing different sets of designated
values, we can alter the sets of tautologies.
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Proposition 3. Let m,n € {2,3,...}. Then Lfm_,l 1) - Lfn_,l 1) iff m > n.

Note, however, that while L( 11) validates p V ~p, it does not collapse into
272

classical logic as the following propositions show.

Proposition 4. Letm,n € {3,4,...}. Then L%M m2) gLfn,z nr2) ifm>n.

2m 2 2m 2n 7 2n

We end this subsection by noting that all L%w7y)(—>)’s where (z,y)" is prime

are paraconsistent in the following sense: p,—p %L(z eSS Furthermore, if
z,y

(%, %) € (x,)", the logic is paraconsistent even w.r.t. ~ since p, ~p J#L(z )

z,y

Last but not least, most L%Ly)(—ﬂ’s are not closed under modus ponens.

(= ¢

Proposition 5. Let L?l)o)(—>) C L?:uy)(_))' Then L?m7y)(—>) is not closed under
modus ponens.

2.4 Semantical properties of G2(—)

In this section, we show that all G%m7y)(_>) logics have the same set of valid for-

mulas. This means that just as the original Gédel logic, G?(—) can be seen as the
logic of comparative truth. Furthermore, the presence of the second dimension
allows to interpret G*(—) as the logic of comparative truth and falsehood.

Proposition 6. Let ¢ be a formula over {0,1,—,A,V,—,<}. For any v(p) =
(xz,y) let v*(p) = (1 —y,1 —x). Then v(¢) = (z,y) iff v*(¢) =(1—y,1 —2x).

Proposition 7. Let ¢ be a formula over {0,1,—, AV, —, <} such that v(¢) >
(x,y) for any v and some fixed (x,y) # (0,1). Then v'(¢) = (1,0) for any v'.

The last three propositions show that in contrast to L2(—), the changing of the
set of designated values does not change the set of valid formulas as long as the
set remains a filtel] on [0,1] ® [0, 1] generated by a single point. However, while
the sets of tautologies remain the same, the entailment relation can be made
paraconsistent. Indeed, it suffices to choose any prime (z,y)" and the entailment
ceases to be explosive in the following sense: p, —p J#G(zm e

Furthermore, the propositions have an important éorollary which simplifies
the construction of the tableaux proofs.

Corollary 1. v(¢) = (1,0) for any v iff vi(¢) =1 for any v'.

3 Tableaux

First, we give a general definition of a constraint tableaux, then in sections [3.1]
and B2, we introduce tableaux for L?’s and G?’s.

4 Notice that p V —p would be valid for D = [0,1] ® [0,1] \ {(0,1)}. But D is not a
filter.
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Definition 5 (Constraint tableaux). Let Label be a set of labels and L a set
of formulas. A constraint is one of these three erpressions:

— Labelled formulas of the form L : ¢ with L € Label and ¢ € L,

— Numerical constraints of the form ¢ <d or ¢ < d with ¢,d € [0, 1],

— Formulaic constraints of the form L : ¢ < L' : ¢ or L : ¢ < L' : ¢’ with

L,L' € Label and ¢,¢’ € L.

A constraint tableau is a downward branching tree each branch of which is a
non-empty set of constraints. Each branch B can be extended by applications of
a giwen set of rules. If no rule application adds mew entries to B, it is called
complete.

Henceforth, we only state the rules and the closure conditions for the branches.
In what follows we identify a branch with the set of constraints that appear at
some point on the branch.

Since our logics are hybrids between FDE and L (or G), we can combine
the constraint tableaux framework with the FDE-tableaux by D’Agostino [8]. In
particular, it means that we use two kinds of labelled formulas and formulaic
constraints: those that concern the left coordinate (evidence for the statement)
and those that concern the right coordinate (evidence against the statement).

3.1 Constraint tableaux for 1.2

Definition 6 (Constraint tableau for L? — T (L%zy)>) Branches contain

labelled formulas of the form ¢ <11, ¢ <214, ¢ =1 i, or ¢ =2 i, and numerical
constraints of the form i < j with i,j € [0,1]. We call atomic labelled formulas
labelled formulas where ¢ € Prop.

Each branch can be extended by an application of one of the rules in Fig-
ure[d where i,j € [0,1]. Let i’s be in [0,1] and x’s be variables ranging over the
real interval [0,1]. We define the translation T from labelled formulas to linear
inequalities as follows:

T <ii)=al <i,m(p210)=al >i, 7(¢p <o i) =alf <i, 7(¢ 220) =2 >i.
A tableau branch

B={¢1001,...,Pm 0lm, 1 ®j1,..., 0 ®jn k1 <li,.... kg <lg}
is closed if the system of inequalities

T(P1041), oy T(Pm O im), T(P] 0 41)s .o, T(P), @ Gn) k1 <li,....kq <l
does not have solutions. Otherwise, B is open. A tableau is closed if all its
branches are closed.

¢ has a T (L%zﬁy)) proof if the tableauz beginning with {¢ <1 ¢,c < x} and
{¢ 22d,d >y} are both closed.

(z,y)
rule —<s. It’s meaning is: va(d1 — ¢p2) < ¢ iff there is j € [0,1] s.t. va(g1) > j
and v2(¢2) < i+ j. While rule A<y means vy (¢ A o) < i@ iff either vy(¢1) < i
or U1 (¢2) S 7.

Remark 8 (How to interpret the rules of T (L2 ) ?). Consider for instance the
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A

O1V P2 <1
P11 <10
P2 <10

VAS]

VS o1V P2 211

Fig. 2. Rules of T (L2

(z,v)

D1 <1 g2 <it

B Ry e———
T =1 g =1

0>11
0> 1>

0>

—P>11

P Tt KL

¢ =21

$1— P2 <21
$1 227
P2 <2i+]

—<o

b1 — P2 =2t
91 <27

1< 0|2 220+7
j<1l—4

—29

$1—> P2 <20
P11 <2147
P11 -7

O1—> P2 221
O1 221+ ]
1<0|p2=211—7
j<1-i

—2>9

P1 NP2 <o
p1 <24
P2 <2t

N <2

A =91
A 22 ¢1 .¢2 =2 :
G1 =01 P2 221

v < $1V P2 <21
2 T - T
ST <o | P2 <o

D1V P2 22
01 221
P2 221

V 29

). Vertical bars denote splitting of the branch.
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To prove completeness and soundness, we need the following definitions.

Definition 7 (Satisfying valuation of a branch). Let v be a valuation and
k € {1,2}. v satisfies a labelled formula ¢ <y i (resp. ¢ >k i) iff vi(d) < i (resp.
vk(P) > i). v satisfies a branch B iff v satisfies any labelled formula B. A branch
B is satisfiable iff there is a valuation which satisfies it.

Theorem 1 (Soundness and completeness). ¢ is L?Ly)(—))—valid (resp.

L%z_’y)(—b)—valid) iff there is a T (L%z_’y)) proof for it.

Proof. The soundness follows from the fact that no closed branch is realisable
and that if a premise of the rule is realisable, then all labelled formulas are
satisfied in at least one of the conclusions.

To show completeness, we proceed by contraposition. We need to show that
complete open branches are satisfiable.

Assume that B is a complete open branch. We construct the satisfying valua-
tion as follows. Let * € {<1, >1, <2, =2} and p1, . .., P, be the propositional vari-
ables appearing in the atomic labelled formulas in B. Let {py *i1, . .., pm*in} and
{k1 <li,...,kq <4} be the sets of all atomic labelled formulas and all numerical
constraints in B. Notice that one variable might appear in many atomic labelled
formulas, hence we might have m # n. Since B is complete and open, the follow-

ing system of linear inequalities over the set of variables {:Eﬁl , xfl, el :Cﬁm , ;vfm
must have at least one solution under the constrains listed:

TP1 %81)s ooy, T(Pm %), k1 <1, kg <l
Let ¢ = (ck et ... ck cE) be a solution to the above system of inequalities
such that ¢} (resp. ¢ff) is the value of ,’E;ﬁ’j (resp. :Eg). Define the valuation v as
follows: v(p;) = (CJL, cf).

It remains to show by induction on ¢ that all formulas present at B are satis-
fied by v. The basis case of variables holds by construction of v. We consider only
the most instructive case of ¢1 — ¢2 >4 i as the other cases are straightforward.

Assume that ¢; — ¢ =2 i € B. Then, by completeness of B, either i < 0 € B,
in which case, ¢1 — ¢2 =9 i is trivially satsified, or ¢1 <o j, 02 2271+ j € B.
Furthermore, by the induction hypothesis, v satisfies ¢1 <2 j and ¢o =2 @ + 7,
and we also have that j < 1 —i. Now, to show that v satisfies ¢1 — ¢ =2 i,
recall from semantics that va2(¢1 — ¢2) = max(0, va(d2) — v2(Pp1)).

Now, we have

max (0, ve(p2) — va2(p1)) > max(0,i+ j — j) = max(0,i) =1
as desired.
The cases of other connectives can be tackled in a similar fashion. O

3.2 Constraint tableaux for G2

Definition 8 (Constraint tableaux for G> — T(G2)). Let < € {<,<} and
> € {<,<}. Branches contain:

— formulaic constraints of the form x: ¢ <x': ¢ with x € {1,2};
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— numerical constraints of the form ¢ < ¢ with ¢, € {1,0};
— labelled formulas of the form x : ¢ * ¢ with * € {<, 2}.

We abbreviate all these types of entries with X < X'. Fach branch can be extended
by an application of one of the rules in Figure[d where ¢ # c’, ¢ # ¢/, ¢,c’ €
{0,1} and ¢, € {0,1}. A tableau’s branch B is closed iff at least one of the
following conditions applies:

— the transitive closure of B under < contains X < X,
—0>21eBorX>1cBorX<0eB.

A tableau is closed iff all its branches are closed. We say that there is a tableau
proof of ¢ iff there is a closed tableau starting from 1: ¢ < 1.

Remark 4 (Interpretation of the constraints). Formulaic constraint x : ¢ < x’ :
@' encodes the fact that vx(¢) < vx(¢'), similarly labelled formula x : ¢ < ¢
encodes the fact that vx(¢) < c.

Definition 9 (Satisfying valuation of a branch). Let x,x’ € {1,2}. A branch
B is satisfied by a valuation v iff

— (@) < ve (@) foranyx: p < x': ¢/ € B and

— k(@) <c foranyx:p < ceB st ce{0,1}.

Theorem 2 (Soundness and completeness). ¢ is G2-valid iff it has a T (G?)
proof.

Proof. For soundness, we check that if the premise of the rule is satisfied, then
so is at least one of its conclusions.

For completeness, we show that every complete open branch B is satisfiable.
We construct the satisfying valuation as follows. If x : p > 1 € B, we set
vi(p) =1.If1:p <0 € B, weset vi1(p) = 0. We do likewise for 2 : p < 0 and
2 :p > 1. To set the values of the remaining variables q1, ..., g,, we proceed as
follows. Denote BT the transitive closure of B under < and let

x:q<x:qggeBtorx:q >x":q; € B
x:q]=<x":q; but
x:q; <x :qj,x:q; >x :1q; ¢ Bt
It is clear that there are at most 2n [x : ¢;]’s since the only possible loop in Bt
isx:r <...<x:r butin such a loop all elements belong to [x : r]. We

put [x : ¢;] =[x :¢;] iff there are x : 7 € [x : ¢] and X' : ' € [x' : ¢] s.t.
x:r<x v eBt.
We now set the valuation of these variables as follows
HIx": ¢ [x':q] 2 [x: g}
vx(qi) = (*)

2n
Thus, all constraints containing only variables are satisfied.

It remains to show that all other constraints are satisfied. For that, we prove
that if at least one conclusion of the rule is satisfied, then so is the premise. We
consider only the case of —3<. Let 1 : ¢1 < X be satisfied. W.l.o.g., assume
that X = 2 : ¢ and S=<. Thus, v1(¢1) < v2(¢¥). Recall that ve(¢1 — ¢2) =
min(vi(¢$1), v2(¢2)). Hence, va(dr — ¢2) < v2(¥), and 2 : @1 — ¢o < 2 : 1) is
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1:¢c<X 2:¢ <X l:c2 X 2:¢c2 X
< T~ < T~ > T~ > "~
‘1~ cSX 2~ <X RS c2 X 2~ 22X
LS 2:m95X¥ 1o 2063
~ 205X ~1l:9<S X ~ 292X ~Ml:9Z X

>1Z¢1/\¢22% <22¢1/\¢2§:{ <1Z¢1\/¢2§%\/>22¢1\/¢22%

N
M T e X Y 204 <X YT < Y 242X
12(;522:{ 22¢2§f{ 12(;525:{ 22¢22:{
1: < 2: >
A< Pp1 NP2 SX Ny > 1A 2 X
1¢1S%|1¢25:{ 2¢12:{|2¢22:{
1: > 2. <
Vi > P1Vpe 2 X Vs < P1Vaor SX
Lign 2X|1:¢22X 2:91 SX[2:¢92 <X
: < : > :
< 1¢)1—>¢2\.‘f _>12 1¢1—>¢2N3€ _>1<1 ¢1—>¢2<3€
X<1 12¢1<12¢2|12¢22% 1:¢a <X
%21 1:¢2<3€ 1:¢1>1:¢2
1:¢1>1: ¢
: < : > :
BN 2:¢91 > P2 S X NS 2:¢91 > P22 X _>2>2 $1— P2 > X
2:02<2:91[2:02 X x>0 2: ¢y > X
X<0| 2:¢92 2% 2:02>2: ¢
2:¢2>2:¢1
: < : : >
< l:¢p1<¢2 SX {1>1 P1 <2 > X IS ligr <o =2 X
11¢1<12¢2|12¢1S% 1:91>% x>0
1:¢1>1:¢9 X<0| 1:91 2%
1:¢p1>1:¢2
. > . .
{22 2.¢1«¢2N3€ < < 1.¢1«¢2<% {2<2.¢14¢2<%
2:9012X[2:¢92<2: ¢y Xx<1 2:41 < X
X>1| 2:¢1 <X 2:01<2:¢9
2:¢92>2:¢1
o< 1:¢)1—>¢2§.‘f > 1:(}51—>¢sz . 1:¢1—>¢2<3€
' X<1 Nl g <lida|lidex ! 1:dy < X
%21 13(}52<.‘f 1:¢1>1:¢2
1:¢91>1: ¢
< 2:¢1—>¢2§% >2:¢1—>¢223€
—2 ol
1:91 SX[2:¢92< X% 1:41 2%
2:(;522%

Fig. 3. Rules of T (G?). Vertical bars denote branching; ¢ # ¢’, ¢ # ¢, ¢,c’ € {0,1},
e, €{0,1}.
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satisfied as desired. By the same reasoning, we have that if 2 : ¢o < X is satisfied,
then so is 2 : ¢ — ¢ < X.
The cases of other rules can be showed in the same fashion. O

3.3 Applications

Corollary 2. Satisfiability for any L%zﬁy)(—>) and L%zﬁl)(—b) is N'P-complete
while their validities are coNP-complete.

Proof. Let |¢| be the number of symbols in ¢. Observe, from the proof of Theo-
rem [I that each tableau branch gives rise to two bounded mixed-integer pro-
gramming problems (bMIP) — each of the length O(p(|¢|)) for some polynomial
p- Recall that bMIP is A'P-complete (cf. [L6]). Thus we can non-deterministically
guess an open branch and then solve its two bMIPs (one arising from inequal-
ities with <y, and the other from those with <5). This yields the AP- and
coNP-easiness for satisfiability and validity, respectively.

To obtain the A'P-hardness, we use the same method as in [23[16]. For each
classical formula ¢ one can construct a formula two(¢) (cf. the detailed definition
in [23, Lemmas 3.1-3.3]). Then by [23, Lemma 3.2], ¢ is classically valid iff
¢¢ = two(¢) D ¢ is L-valid. Furthermore, if ¢© is not valid, there is an L-
valuation v such that v(¢) = 0. Recall that ¢* (resp. ¢°) denotes the formula
obtained by substituting O for — (resp. —) in the formula ¢ (cf. Remark [2]).
Thus, ¢ is classically valid iff (¢©)® is L%l_ro)(—>)—valid and (¢©)° is L%M)(—b)—
valid. Furthermore, if (¢©)*® is not valid, there is v’ such that v'((¢<)®) = (0, 1),
and (¢©)° is not valid, there is v such that v'((¢<)®) = (0, ) for some x. Since
(0,1) is not included in any non-trivial filter on [0, 1] ® [0, 1], and since no non-
trivial filter can include (1, 1) and some (0, z) simultaneously, we obtain

Fopr ¢ iff (¢€)* is L2, ) (—)-valid iff (¢©)° is LZ, | (—)-valid

(z,y) (z,y)
as desired. O

Remark 5 (Removing the branching). We have introduced branching rules in our
tableaux in order to make them more intuitive. It is possible, however, to make
all rules linear just as it was done originally in [I6]. For example, the linear
versions of —<; and —>2 look as follows (y € {0,1}):

$1— P2 <1t $1 — P2 =21
pr211—i+j—y y<i p1<2j+y y<1l—i
P2 <1ty Jj<t p222t+j—y J<1—1

Other rules can be easily acquired since V and A can be defined via — and 0
in the language of L%. Rules without branching improve efficiency of the proof
search by removing the need to guess the branch whose bMIP we should solve.

Corollary 3. Satisfiability for G*(—) and G*(—») is N'P-complete.

Proof. Tt follows from the proof of theorem B that the satisfiability of G%(—)
and G?(—) is in N'P: we take the valuation from (&), and it takes polynomial
time to check that it indeed satisfies the formula.
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The NP-hardness follows since G2’s are conservative extensions of G whose
satisfiability and validity are N'P- and coN'P-complete respectively. m|

We can also use the tableaux to check whether a set I" of assumptions entails
a formula ¢ in the logics we consider. This yields the finite strong completeness
for G?’s and L?’s by means of tableaux, and extends the complexity results to
the finitary entailment.

Corollary 4. Let I' be a finite set of formulas. Then I’ IZLz o iff the left

tableau closes, I' Fg2() ¢ iff the central tableau closes, and I’ |=G2 )y @ iff the
left tableau closes.

U {¢ 212,¢ <oy}

¢'eA
/N {1:¢>1,¢<0|¢er)
p>1c d=ad VAN (:¢>1|¢ el
c<z d>vy l:p<1 2:¢6>0 l:9<1

Thus, the finitary entailment for any of these logics is coN'P-complete.

4 Conclusions and further research

Using constraint tableaux, we have provided a modular treatment of the Lu-
kasiewicz and Godel based two-dimensional logics. Our next steps are: (1) to
study the structural proof theory of these logics, and of the two layer logics
introduced in [6]; (2) to study and compare the logics in terms of consequence
relations, to provide a Hilbert style axiomatization (for those where modus po-
nens is sound), and to prove standard completeness — cases we understand so
far are the following four: L%M)(—b), L%LO)(—U which is the logic L) of [6],
G?l)o)(—>) whose validities coincide with the axiomatic extension of Wansing’s
I,C4 [30] with the prelinearity axiom, and G%M)(—D) whose consequence coin-
cides with the axiomatic extension of Nelson’s N4+ [24[25] with the prelinearity
axiom.

In a broader sense we naturally aim to provide a general treatment of two-
dimensional graded logics. Indeed, within the research project introduced in [6],
we want to develop a modular logical framework for reasoning based on hetero-
geneous information (such as crisp or fuzzy data, personal believes, etc.) that
can be both incomplete and inconsistent. In addition, we do not wish to com-
mit to a specific logic to model the reasoning of the agent(s), because different
situations may call for different logics — modeling the reasoning of a group of
experts is different from modeling the reasoning of the crowd. Doing so requires
to be able to manipulate and combine logics for these different situations in a
modular way.
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5 Appendix

Proposition [l Let ¢ be a L%w)y)(—ﬂ (resp. G%w (=) formula without con-

stants and (1,1) ¢ (z,y)". Then ¢ is not L%myy)(—») (resp. szﬁy)(—»)) valid.

Proof. Observe that all connectives preserve (1, 1). The result follows. |

5.1 Proofs of Section 2.3l Semantical properties of L?m’y)(—>)

Proposition
— Let y > 1—a. Then ¢ is L{, ,)(—)-valid iff ¢ is L7, ;) (—)-valid.
— Let y <1—a. Then ¢ is L{, ) (—=)-valid iff ¢ is L{,_, ,\(—)-valid.
Proof. We prove only the first case, as the second one can be tackled in the same
manner. Assume that ¢ is L%zﬁlfm)(%)-valid. Sincey > 1—z, (z,1—2)" C (z,9)",
then ¢ is L?Ly)(—))—valid as well. Now let us show that if ¢ is L?I7y)(—>)—valid,
then ¢ is L%Llfm)(%)-valid as well.

For any valuation v, let us define the valuation v* as follows: v*(p) == (1 —
v2(p), 1 — v1(p)). We now show that the extension of v* satisfies the following
property: for every formula ¢, we have v*(¢) = (1 — va(¢), 1 — v1(¢)).

Notice that v(¢) = (2/,y') < v(-~¢) = (1 —¢',1 —2') and v(¢Y1 < P2) =
(1,0) < v(¢p1) = v(1)e). Since (1,0) € (x,y)" for any x and y, a formula always
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evaluated at (1,0) is necessarily L%w)y)(%)—valid. Notice that

V(= 3 ) = (1,0),

V(= (1 Atha) > (m~ihy A oha)) = (1,0),

V(= (1 V g2) > (m~vihy V o)) = (1,0),

V(= (Y1 = d2) < (o~thy = ha)) = (1,0).
Indeed, it follows from the fact that these formulas are derivable in the Hilbert
calculus for L from [6, Lemma 2] which is sound and complete w.r.t. [0, 1]y, ©
[0, 1]L.(—)(1,0)- Using the four equalities above, one can prove by induction on ¢
that v*(¢) = (1 —v2(¢), 1 —v1(¢)) for any formula ¢. Thus for every valuation v
we have defined its counterpart v* such that v*(¢) is the reflection of v(¢) along

the vertical axis of the lattice.

Let ¢ be L%wyy)(%)—valid but not L%myl_m)(—))—valid. Then, there is a v s.t.
v(¢) € (z,y)" but v(¢) ¢ (z,1 — ). But then v*(¢) ¢ (z,y)" since only (x,1 —
x)T’s are closed under conflation. Contradiction. |

Proposition [B] Let m,n € {2,3,...}. Then, L%m,l ) C L%

1
m ’m

>iffm>n.

n—1 1
n ‘n

Proof. The inclusion follows immediately from the fact that

m—1 1\" _/n—1 1\T.
—— ] < , — iff m>n
m m n n

To show the strictness of the inclusion, consider the following family of formulas.

1<i<ji<n+1
Notice that U((bl s ¢2) = (1—|’Ul (¢1)—’Ul (¢2)|, |’UQ(¢1)—’UQ(¢2)|). In addition,

we have that for n > 2:
n—11
F,) > ,—
o) = (220)

Indeed, we can observe that vy (¢1 <> 12) is the complement to the distance
between v1(¢1) and vy (¢02) on [0, 1], while v2(¢1 > 1)2) is the distance between
va (1) and v2(th2). Thus, vi(F,) is the mazimal complement to the distance
between any two points out of n on [0,1], while va(F,,) is the minimal such
distance. The lower bound on v(F,,) is produced when we place points on [0, 1]
with equal intervals between them. Hence, in each L2 Koty )(—>), only F,’s with

n > k are valid. Furthermore, none of the F,’s are valid in L, ). This gives us
the desired strictness of the inclusion. O

Proposition @ Let m,n € {3,4,...}. Then L%m_,2 mez) gL%n_,z ) iff m>n.
2m ’ 2m 2n ) 2n

Proof. As in Proposition Bl inclusion follows from the fact that

. T . T
(m 27m+2) g(n 27n+2) Fom>n

2m 2m 2n 2n
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Again, the non-trivial part is the strictness. Recall that ¢; ® ¥9 = ~(¢p; —
~1bg). Now, consider the family of formulas Fo ® F,, for n > 3. We have that

1 -1 1 1 -2 2
v(Fa ®F,) > <max<0,§—|—nn —1),min<1,§—|—ﬁ)> > (n2n ,n2—i—1 >

As in Proposition [3] we can see that Fo @ Fj, is L(nfz n+2)-valid iff k>n.0O

2n 0’ 2n

Proposition [5] Let L%LO)(—)) C L%m)y)(—>). Then L%w)y)(—>) is not closed under
modus ponens.

Proof. Observe that by proposition[2] L%LO)(—U C L%zﬁy)(—ﬂ iffx <landy > 0.

Furthermore, by proposition 2] it suffices to consider only the L?I/71_w,)(—>)’s.
Since for any ¢ and ¢', ¥ — (V' = (Y ©Y)) is L%lﬁo)-valid, it is enough to find
L%m)l_w)(%)-valid formulas ¢ and ¢’ such that ¢ ©® )’ is not L%m,)l_m,)(%)—valid.

We consider two cases. Either (1) (2,1 —2’)" is not an extension of (3, %)T
or (2) it is. In the first case, we have % < 2/ < 1. Hence, there is a k € N s.t.

k>3 and =2 < 2’ < 2L Hence, Fy is L?I/J_w,)(—))—valid. By Proposition
B there is v such that v(Fy_1) = (22, 25) ¢ (2/,1 — 2/)T. Hence, Fj_; is not

L%m,)l_m,)(%)—valid. Observe that in such case Fj, © Fy, is not L%m,)l_m,)(%)—valid.
Indeed, consider the valuation v’ such that v'(p1) = (1,0), v'(pg+1) = (0,1), and
v (pi) = % for every 2 < i < k. We get that
) k-2 2
v (Fe©Fe) = (T’E
Hence, F; ® Fi is not L%z,ﬁlfm,)(%)—valid as desired.
For the second case, we have 0 < # < 3. Note that v'(F; ® F2) = (0,1) and

thus not valid in any L%Ly)' This proves the second case as F3 is L%m)y)-valid iff
(z,9)" 2 (5,3)". 0

> < (2,1 —2a"). (because £=2 < 2)

5.2 Proofs of Section 2.4l Semantical properties of G2(—)

Proposition [6] Let ¢ be a formula over {0,1,—,A,V,—, <}. For any v(p) =
(z,y), let v*(p) = (1 —y,1 —z). Then v(¢) = (z,y) iff v*(¢) = (1 —y,1 - ).

Proof. Let x and ' be formulas. Let us show that, for all x,x',y,y’ € {1,2}
such that x # y and x’ # y’, we have
vx(X) = v (X') & v5(x') = 05 (X) (%)
We proceed by the induction on the number of unary and binary connectives
in both x and x’. The only non-trivial case is that of —. For —, we have
vt = 2) <vx(x) & vi(¥r) > vi(ye) and vy () < vx(x)
& vy(¢1) <wz(h2) and v3(¥2) > vg(x)  (by IH)
& vy (P1 = h2) > vy(x)
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and
v1 (Y1 = P2) =vx(x)
& v1(Y1) >v1(¥2) =vx(x) or (v1(¢1) <wvi(h2) and vx(x)=v1(1))
& w3 (Yr) <vi (o) =vy(x) or (v3(1h1)>v3(Ye) and vy (x)=v3(1)) (by IH)
& vy (Y1 = h2) = vy(x)

Now we can prove the statement by induction on ¢. The basis cases of vari-
ables and constants hold by the construction of v*. We only present the case of
—. We consider two cases: (z,y) # (1,0) and (z,y) = (1,0).

In the first and in the second cases, we have

v(1 = P2) = (z,y)
& v1(h1) > vi(P2) =z and va(P1) < v2(Y2) =y
& v3(Y1) <wvi(2) =1 - and vi(¢1) > vi(Y2) =1 —y (by IH and (&))
S v (1 = o) = (1 -y, 1 —x)
and

v(Y1 = h2) = (1,0) & v1 (Y1) < vi(yh2) and U2(¢ ) = v2(t2)
& v (1) > v3(2) and vy (1) < vi(y2) (by IH and (&)
v (1 = 2) = (1,0).

O

In order to prove Proposition [l we need the following claims.

Claim 1. (NNF) Each formula over {0, 1, -, A, V, —, <} is equivalent to a formula
in a —-negation normal form (NNF) in G2(—).

Proof. We create the NNF by repeating applications of instances of the following
formulas, which are always designated (as they are always evaluated at (1,0)).

¢ > ¢ (P AY) < (mdV )
01 (¢ VY) < (A )
“1<0 (¢ =) & (< —9)
(¢ <) & (=Y — —¢)

A similar claim was shown in [6] for the logic L -y which coincides with L?l,o) (=),
and can be shown for all the logics we consider in this paper, using the corre-
sponding implication and varying the way we negate it (the one but last formula
on the right). For logics with — we only get weakly equivalent negation normal
form. m|

Claim 2. For every Godel formula ¢ over {0, 1, A,V,—, <}, for every valuation
v such that v(¢) < 1 and for every 0 < z < 1, we have that

1. v(¢) < max{v(p) | p € Var(¢)} and
2. there exists a valuation v’ such that v’(¢) < .

Proof. 1) We proceed by induction. The only non-trivial parts are ¢ = ¢1 — ¢o
and (b = gf)l < ¢2.
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If v(p1 — ¢2) < 1, then v(¢2) < v(é1) and v(p1 — ¢P2) = v(p2) < 1. Let
q € Var(¢) be such that v(q) = max{v(p) | p € Var(¢)}. We consider two cases:
either ¢ € Var(¢1) or ¢ € Var(¢2). In both cases we obtain the desired result by
the induction hypothesis.

If (1 <p2) < 1, then v(¢1) < 1 and v(¢y <¢p2) = v(d1) or v(p1 <p2) = 0 and
v(¢1) < v(¢2). Let g € Var(¢) be such that v(¢) = max{v(p) | p € Var(¢)}. We
consider two cases: either ¢ € Var(¢1) or g € Var(¢z2). In both cases we obtain
the desired result by the induction hypothesis.

2) Let v(¢) < 1,n > 0 and 2 < 2. We construct v'(¢) as follows: v'(p) = Lf).

We can prove by induction on ¢ that v'(¢) < 1. Hence, by the previous item, we
have that

V(9) < max{v/(p) | p € Var(9)} = ~max{u(p) | p € Var()} < z

as required. O

Claim 3. Let ¢ be a formula over {0,1, -, A, V, —, <}, for every valuation v such
that v1(¢) # 1 and for every 0 < x < 1, we have that

1. v1(¢) < max ({vi(p) | p € Var(¢)} U{va(p) | p € Var(¢)}) and
2. there exists a valuation v’ such that v](¢) < x.

Proof. W.l.o.g. we can assume that ¢ is in NNF.

1) Let v be a valuation such that v1(¢) # 1. ¢ being a formula in NNF
in the language {0,1,—, A, V, —, <} over the set Prop, it can be perceived as a
formula ¢’ in the language {0, 1, A, V, —, <} over the set of literals Lit in place of
propositional atoms. Let w be the new valuation over the set of literals defined
as follows: w(p) = v1(p) and w(—p) = vi(—p) = va(p). By applying Claim 2 to
¢’ and w, we get that

w(¢’) < max{w(l) | I € Lit(¢')} = max ({vi(p) | p € Var(¢)} U {va(p) | p € Var(¢)})
as required.

2) By Claim 2, there exists w’ on the set of literals such that w'(¢’) < z. Let
v" be defined as follows: v'(p) = (w(p), w(—p)) for every p € Prop. We get that
v'(¢) < x as required. |

Proposition [T Let ¢ be a formula over {0,1, -, A, V, —, <} such that v(¢) >
(x,y) for any v and some fixed (z,y) # (0,1). Then v'(¢) = (1,0) for any v'.

Proof. Assume that ¢ is G% )—Valid and w.l.o.g. that ¢ is in NNF. Observe

z,y
that (z,z) points are not affected by —. Now recall that by proposition [ if

v(@) # (1,0), there is a v’ such that v{(¢) # 1. Furthermore, notice that if
{(0,0),(1,1)} C (z,y)" then (z,y)" = (0,1). Hence, we have that {(0,0), (1,1)} €
(z,y)", which implies that
3(z, 2)V(2', ') € (z,y)T: (2,2) # (1,1) and 2z > ¢/
or

I(z, 2)¥(2', ') € (x,y)T : (2,2) # (0,0) and 2 < 2.



22 Bilkova et al

By proposition [6 we know that v(¢) = (0,0) iff v*(¢) = (1, 1), hence we can
state w.l.o.g. that (0,0) ¢ (x,y)" and that v(¢) # (0,0) for every v. Thus, there
is a (z, z) such that (z,2) # (0,0) and for any (2/,y’) € (z,y)! 2 < /.

Assume, for contradiction, that v'(¢) # (1,0). There are two cases.

Case 1: vj(¢) # 1. Since z > 0, by Claim 3, we have that there exists a
valuation v’ such that v (¢) < %2 < z. Hence, v/(¢) ¢ (z,y)T, which contradicts
the fact that 1 is G%w)y)—valid.

Case 2: v{(¢) = 1. Then v4(¢) # 0 and vi*(¢) = 1—v5(¢) # 1 (see Proposition
for definition of v"*). We proceed as in the previous case.

O

Corollary [l v(¢) = (1,0) for any v iff v{(¢) =1 for any v'.

Proof. Left to right is obvious. We prove right to left by contraposition. Assume
that v(¢) # (1,0). Then, either vy (¢) # 1 or va(¢p) = ¢ # 0. In the first case, we
get the result. In the second case we obtain by proposition 6 that 1 # vi(¢) =
1 — ¢ as required. O
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