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ABSTRACT. In this paper we provide a preliminary investigation of subclasses of bounded
posets with antitone involution which are “pastings” of their maximal Kleene sub-
lattices. Specifically, we introduce super-paraorthomodular lattices, namely paraotho-
modular lattices whose order determines, and it is fully determined by, the order of
their maximal Kleene sub-algebras. It will turn out that the (spectral) paraorthomod-
ular lattice of effects over a separable Hilbert space can be considered as a prominent
example of such. Therefore, it arguably provides an algebraic/order theoretical rendering
of complementarity phenomena between unsharp observables. A number of examples,
properties and characterization theorems for structures we deal with will be outlined.
For example, we prove a forbidden configuration theorem and we investigate the notion
of commutativity for modular pseudo-Kleene lattices, examples of which are (spectral)
paraorthomodular lattices of effects over finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces. Finally, we
show that structures introduced in this paper yield paraconsistent partial referential ma-
trices, the latter being generalizations of J. Czelakowski’s partial referential matrices.
As a consequence, a link between some classes of posets with antitone involution and
algebras of partial “unsharp” propositions is established.

Keywords: effect algebras, super-paraorthomodular lattices, spectral lattice, pastings
of Kleene lattices, partial referential matrices, forbidden configurations.

1. INTRODUCTION

G. Birkhoff and J. von Neumann’ seminal paper [5] recognized that projection operators
over a Hilbert space, which may be regarded as yes-no answers to questions concerning
measures of physical magnitudes over a quantum system, form an orthocomplemented
bounded lattice that, unlike Boolean algebras, need not be distributive. Structures arising
from the Birkhoff-von Neumann’s approach, later called orthomodular lattices (OMLs)
[36], have become the core of the logico-algebraic foundation of quantum mechanics (QM).
This stream of research has provided in-depth analysis of logical novelties put in place
by QM (think e.g. to Heisenberg’s uncertainty principle, see [45] for an account) as well
as solutions to, and explanations of, theoretical difficulties arising from the probabilistic
interpretation of quantum theory. In fact, any (non-Boolean) OML A provides a logical
rendering of complementarity phenomena between observables, as A can be regarded as a
“pasting” of its maximal Boolean “contexts” /sub-algebras (called blocks) which, in turn,
play the role of sub-algebras of propositions on measurements over observables. Further-
more, the order relation induced by lattice operations of A determines, and it is fully
determined by, the order relation induced by its Boolean sub-algebras. Once the order is
interpreted as entailment, it becomes clear that OMLs provide a logic which is locally (i.e.
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in a given context/with respect to a given observable) classical although, in general, it
need not be so, once contexts and propositions over non-commuting observables are taken
as a whole. In other words, OMLs framework provides a formal, logical account of the
fact that “Quantum Mechanics does not admit global, non-conteztual value attributions
to all physical quantities at once” (cf. [10]).

In spite of its intuitive appeal, some doubts concerning the actual adequacy of OMLs’
framework to deal with novelties put in place by QT arose in the history of its development
quite soon. For at least two reasons. On the one hand, it was discovered that “concrete”
orthocomplemented lattices of projection operators over separable Hilbert spaces do not
generate the whole variety of OMLs (see e.g. [21, p. 189]). Therefore, orthomodular lat-
tices’ theory seemed “too broad” for dealing with peculiarities of QT. On the other hand,
OMLs are algebras, i.e. they are endowed with everywhere defined operations. Thus, once
regarded as the algebraic semantics of the logic of quantum experimental propositions,
OMLs seemed not cope with the idea that conjunctions of quantum experimental propo-
sitions need not be defined (even be meaningful) unless they concern with commeasurable
observables. Thorough discussions on the topic can be found e.g. in [211, [50].

In order to cope, at least partially, with the above theoretical difficulties, orthomodular
posets (OMPs) were introduced. An OMP is nothing but an orthoposet (see e.g. [21) p.
13] and [25]) in which the existence of joins is ensured at least for finite sets of mutually
orthogonal elements. Moreover, comparable elements satisfy the orthomodular law (see
below). Prominent examples of OMPs arise in Mackey’s axiomatic foundation of ortho-
dox QT (see e.g. [44]) as well as in seemingly far apart contexts (e.g. in the realm of
transition systems [4]).

The approach outlined above takes the cue from the idea that projection operators over
a Hilbert space can be regarded as quantum experimental propositions concerning mea-
surements of physical quantities. However, these measurements are assumed to fulfill
heavy requirements. In fact, they are ideal measurements of first kind or Liiders mea-
surements, i.e. they are repeatable (first kind) and test nothing but the property they
are supposed to (ideal). See e.g. [21] for an account. However, “these idealizing and
simplifying assumptions of considering only Liiders measurements lead to conflict with
both ezperimental possibilities and, even worse, to theoretical inconsistencies” (|32} p.
932]). As a consequence, a generalized notion of a measurement in quantum mechanics
has been introduced (see e.g. [43]). Such a notion brings with it a generalized concept of
measurable properties, called unsharp properties, whose formal counterparts are effects.
An effect over a separable Hilbert space H is nothing but a bounded self-adjoint linear
operator A satisfying the following condition, for any p € D(H), where D(H) is the set
of density operators over H.:

0<Tr(pA) <1

Upon denoting by £(#H) the set of effects over H, it is well known that E(H) carries a
quite natural (canonical) order <., upon defining, for any A, B € £(H):

A <. Biff for any pe D(H), Tr(pA) < Tr(pB).

Moreover, (£(H),<.) has O resp. I (the null resp. the identity operator) as its least resp.
top element. So, it can be regarded as a bounded poset.

Over the past years, unsharp properties have been the core of a large number of inves-
tigations both from a mathematical (see e.g. [38]) and philosophical perspective. For
example, they are a central concept of the Unsharp Quantum Reality’s theory (UQR),
first introduced by P. Bush and G. Jaeger in [10], where £(#H) is considered as comprising
“the totality of the ways in which the system may act on its environment, specifically in
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measure-like interactions” [10, p. 1353].

Addressing a question posed by P. Bush in [9] concerning the possibility of providing a
logical structure for unsharp properties, R. Giuntini and H. Greuling [32] (and, in an
independent manner, by [29]) introduced the concept of an effect algebra. Effect algebras
are partial algebras endowed with a (partial) commutative binary operation @, indeed,
a generalize orthogonal join, and a total unary operation *, which find a “concrete”
counterpart in the structure

Ey = (£(H),®,*,0,I),

where, for any A, B € E(H), At =1- A, and A® B is defined, and equals A + B, provided
that A <. B*. Although their definition looks quite unimpressive, effect algebras enjoy
interesting features which have been the subject of deep investigations. For an extensive
account, the reader is referred to Dvurecénskij and Pulmannova’s monograph [24].
Among problems arising in effect algebras’ theory, the question if effect algebras are indeed
unions of their blocks, under a suitable definition of a block, has been one of the most
fascinating challenges addressed by quantum logicians over the past years. However, to
the best of our knowledge, the literature on the subject still offers partial solutions only.
In [31], J. Genca proved that any homogeneous effect algebra A is the union of its blocks,
where, by a block, it is meant a maximal sub-effect algebra with the Riesz decomposition
property. Moreover, in analogy with orthomodular lattices, every finite compatible set
of a homogeneous effect algebra is contained in a block (cf. [31, Corollary 3.14]). As a
consequence, since comparable elements are compatible, any pair of comparable elements
is contained in a block. Therefore, the order relation induced by homogeneous effect
algebras determines, and it is determined by, the order relation induced by its blocks.
These results generalize analogous achievements already obtained for orthoalgebras [46]
and lattice-effect algebras (see below and [49]). Unfortunately, although interesting from
a mathematical perspective, homogeneous effect algebras’ theory falls short of capturing
salient traits of effects over Hilbert spaces, since it can be seen that, for a Hilbert space
H with dim(H) > 1, E4 is not homogeneous.

It is important to observe that effect algebras are, in general, non lattice-ordered. In
fact, any lattice-ordered effect algebra (i.e. whose underlying order is a lattice) are
homogeneous (see [31, Proposition 2.2]). So, in view of the above discourse, examples
of lattice-effect algebras (which are not orthomodular lattices) of a particular physical
significance seem hard to be found.

Taking advantage of Olson’s celebrated results [47] (see also [22]), R. Giuntini, A. Ledda,
and F. Paoli introduced paraorthomodular lattices, i.e. non-distributive generalizations
of Kalman’s Kleene lattices [39, [19, 17, 18] satisfying the paraorthomodular law, as a
general framework which lends effects be amenable of smooth lattice theoretical investi-
gations. In fact, it turns out that, for any separable Hilbert space H, E(H) gives rise to
a paraorthomodular lattice by means of the so-called spectral ordering which is, in turn,
a generalization of the (lattice) ordering on closed subspaces of H.

A (bounded) spectral family on a separable Hilbert space H with set II(#) of projection
operators is a map M : R — II(H) such that:

a. For any A\, p e R, if A <p, then M(X) < M(p) (monotonicity);
b. For any A e R, M(X) = Aysn M (1) (right continuity);

c. There exist A\, € R (A < u) such that, for any n € R, one has
O, ifn<A

M) = {]I, itn>p.
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For any bounded self adjoint linear operator A of H, there exists a unique spectral family

Ay R = TI(H) such that
A= f vdA,,

where the integral is meant in the sense of Riemann-Stieltjes norm-converging sums (see
[51, Chap. 1]). Moreover, any spectral family determines a unique bounded self-adjoint
operator according to the previous equality,. Now, we can introduce the spectral ordering
on the set of effects E(H) of H upon defining, for any E, F € E(H),

(SO) E<, F iff F\<E,, forany A eR.

It can be proven that <. ¢ <,. However, <, and <. do not share some important features.
For example, <, does not satisfy the following property (see [47]):

E<Fiff F-FE>0.

It has been shown by [47] and [22] that <; turns £(#H) into a (boundedly) complete
bounded lattice (E(H),As, Vs, O, 1), with bottom resp. top element O resp. I, upon
defining lattice operations over £(H) componentwise as follows, for any A € R (see [22]

p.8]):

(1) (Avg B)x:=A\ A By;
(2) (A Ns B))\ = /\;pA(Au v Bu)-

Therefore, under the spectral ordering, the whole set of effects is amenable of lattice
theoretical analysis. Furthermore, it has been noticed in [22 p. 13] that, upon setting,
for any A e E(H), A’ :=1- A, one has that

E(#H) = (E(H), As,vs, ', O,T)

is a pseudo-Kleene lattice satisfying the paraorthomodular law (see below). Moreover,
if H is finite-dimensional, E(#) is also modular (see Lemma [2.6]). Note that, for any
Ae&(H) and A eR,
Ay =(I-A)=1I- \/ By
p<l=XA
The interested reader is referred to [22, p. 14] for details. Also, we observe that the
complete orthomodular lattice

P(#H) = (II(H), A, v,",0,T)
of projection operators over A is a complete sub-algebra of E(H) (cf. [22] Corollary 3.1]).

In this paper we address the problem of characterizing generalizations of paraorthomod-
ular lattices, here called unsharp orthogonal posets, whose induced order determines, and
it is determined by, the order of their Kleene-sublattices just as the order of an arbi-
trary OMP A is completely inherited from its Boolean sub-algebras. In this venue, we
confine ourselves to pseudo-Kleene lattices, by showing that the class of pseudo-Kleene
lattices which are “pastings” of their Kleene blocks, here called super paraorthomodular
lattices, can be axiomatized by means of a rather streamlined equation. We provide sev-
eral characterizations of the super paraorthomodular law of both order-theoretical and
algebraic concern. It will turn out that E(H) is indeed super-paraorthomodular. As
a consequence, E(H) provides a logico-algebraic account of complementarity phenom-
ena between unsharp observables just as OMLs do in the sharp case. Since the class of
OMLs form a sub-variety of super paraorthomodular lattices, we will generalize a num-
ber of results which hold for the latter to the wider framework of pseudo-Kleene lattices.
For example, we provide a Dedekind-type (forbidden configuration) theorem generalizing
well known results for orthomodular posets/lattices, as well as we introduce a notion
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of commutativity for modular pseudo-Kleene lattices. As it will be clear, unlike plain
paraorthomodular lattices, super-paraorthomodular lattices theory captures important
features of E(H). As an instance, it will be shown that sharp elements always form an
orthomodular poset.

Taking advantage of well known J. Czelakowski’s results [20], in the last part of the pa-
per we introduce paraconsistent partial referential matrices for the formal treatment of
(partial) experimental quantum propositions taking truth values over the three element
Kleene chain, which are meaningful /defined for a certain state of a physical system, and
undefined otherwise. We show that any unsharp orthogonal poset A always yield the
algebraic reduct of a paraconsistent partial referential matrix. Moreover, if A is tame,
then it is also isomorphic to an algebra of partial propositions. Consequently, due to our
characterization results, a novel interpretation of the “logic” of super-paraorthomodular
lattices, and so of pseudo-Kleene (spectral) lattices of effects over Hilbert spaces, obtains.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section2lwe dispatch basic definitions and facts that
will be employed in the sequel. Section Bl introduces super-paraorthomodular lattices. In
the same venue, we show that, indeed, super-paraorthomodular lattices coincide with
pseudo-Kleene lattices which are “pastings” of their maximal Kleene sub-lattices. Also,
examples of super-paraorthomodular lattices of particular relevance for logic and the
foundation of physics will be exhibited. Section [ is devoted to provide a forbidden
configuration theorem for super-paraorthomodular lattices and basics of commutativity
theory for modular pseudo-Kleene lattices. In Section [ we introduce paraconsistent
partial referential matrices and we provide a rapresentation theorem for tame structures.
We conclude in Section [l

2. PRELIMINARIES AND BASIC FACTS

In the sequel, we will assume the reader to be familiar with basics of universal algebra
and lattice theory. We refer to [§] resp. [35] for details.

Let A = (A, A, V) be alattice. Moreover, let {a,b} be such that An{a,b} =@. By a®@ Aeb
we denote the bounded lattice (A u {a,b}, A, V) such that, for any =,y € Au{a,b}:

1 (2)

zvhy ifz,yeA xAby ifxz,yeA

b ifr=bory=> a ifr=aory=a
avy = . TAY = .

x ify=a ify=»6

Yy ifr=a Y ifz=>

The following remark is in order.

Remark 2.1. Let A be a lattice and let {a,b} be such that {a,b} n A =@. Then A is
distributive if and only if a ® A ® b is.

Given a (bounded) lattice-ordered algebra A, we will denote by A its (bounded) lattice-
reduct.

Let us introduce the main concepts we are deailing with in this paper.

Definition 2.2. A bounded poset with antitone involution is a structure A = (A,<,’,0,1)
such that

(1) (A,<,0,1) is a poset with bottom resp. top element O resp. 1;
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(2)": A— A is an antitone involution, namely, for any z,y € A, the following hold:
x <y implies y' <z, and 2" = x.

Definition 2.3. An unsharp orthogonal poset (UOP, for short) is a structure A = (A, <
,',0,1) such that

(1) (A,<,,0,1) is a bounded poset with antitone involution;
(2) For any x,y € A:
a. If © <y’, then the l.u.b. xvy of x and y exists in A;
b. xnx’ <yvy' (Kleene condition).

Given an UOP A, a € A is said to be sharp provided that a Aa’ =0 (and so ava' =1).
Henceforth, the set of sharp elements of an UOP A will be denoted by Sh(A).

Among prominent examples of UOPs already introduced in the literature, fuzzy quantum
posets are some of the most studied ones (see e.g. [23, 41} 42]).

Let Q be a set. A fuzzy set over  is a map a :  — [0,1]. Let us denote by F(Q)
the family of fuzzy sets over 2. As customary, the (countable) union, intersection, and
complementation operations over F'(2) are defined as follows:

(Qaz)(x) =sup{a;(z):1<i< oo}, (ﬁlal)(a:) = inf{a;(z):1<i< oo}, a®(z) = 1-a(z).

Let a,be F(£2). We say that

e ais orthogonal to b (a 1 b) provided that a+b(z) < 1, or, equivalently, a(x) < b¢(x)
(for any x € Q2);
e ais fuzzy orthogonal to b (a Ly b) provided that anb(x) <1 (for any x € Q).

Definition 2.4. Let Q be a non empty set and let M < [0,1]% be such that:

(1) If 1(x) =1, for any x €Y, then 1€ M:
(2) If () = 5. for any x €Y, then £ ¢ M
(8) If ae M, then a®e M.

A couple (2, M) is called a type I (type II) fuzzy quantum poset (FQP, for short), if M
1s closed with respect to the union of any sequence of fuzzy sets, which are mutually fuzzy
orthogonal (orthogonal).

Remark 2.5. Let Q be a non-empty set. Any type II FQP (2, M) is an unsharp or-
thogonal poset once considered as a structure (M,<,¢,0,1) where < is fuzzy sets inclusion
and 0 = 1¢. Moreover, the same holds for type I FQPs upon noticing that 1S1p.

An UOP A = (A,<,’,0,1) such that ’ is a complementation is called an orthogonal poset
[T1] (OP, in brief). In other words, an OP A is nothing but a UOP such that Sh(A) = A.
A lattice-ordered UOP (OP) is called a pseudo-Kleene lattice (ortholattice), see e.g. [12]
([3]). From now on, we will denote the classes of unsharp orthogonal posets, orthogonal
posets, pseudo-Kleene lattices and ortholattices by UOP, OP, PKL and OL, respectively.
As customary, any pseudo-Kleene lattice (ortholattice) A will be treated as an algebra
(A, A,v,7,0,1) of type (2,2,1,0,0). So, PKL and OL are indeed varieties of bounded
lattices with antitone involution.

The variety of modular pseudo-Kleene lattices will be denoted by MPKL. It is well-
known and worth mentioning that, among prominent examples of modular pseudo-Kleene
lattices, we find E(#), once H is assumed to be finite-dimensional. For reader’s conve-
nience we state and prove this fact in the next lemma.
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Lemma 2.6. If H is a finite-dimensional Hilbert space, then E(H) is a modular pseudo-
Kleene lattice.

Proof. In fact, let A, B,C € £(H) be such that A <, B. Therefore, for any A € R, By < A,.
Let A € R. By the definition of lattice-operations, right monotonicity and, upon noticing
that the lattice P(?) of projection operators over H is modular, we compute:

[AVs (BAsC)]x=Ax A (B asO)y
=A\ A /\ (Bu v Cu)

u>A

:/\AMA/\(BMVCM)

u>A u>A

= /\(Au N (Bu v CH))

u>A

= /\(Bu v (Au N CM))

u>A

=N\ (Bu.v(Av,C),)

u>A

=(B rs (Avs O))a.
O
If a pseudo-Kleene lattice A is distributive, then it will be called a Kleene lattice. Hence-

forth, the variety of Kleene lattices will be denoted by L.
It is well known that KL is generated by the three-element Kleene chain Kj (see e.g. [2]):

(Ks) 1=0
1_1/
273
0=1/

Definition 2.7. Let A € UOP. A is said to be paraorthomodular if it satisfies the
further condition
x<y and ' Ay =0 imply x =y.

From now on, paraorthomodular UOPs will be simply called paraorthomodular posetsﬂ.

Remark 2.8. Type I or I fuzzy quantum posets are paraorthomodular. For let (Q, M)
be a (type I or 11) fuzzy quantum poset and let a,b e M be such that a <b and a®nb = 0.
One has bnb® =ana®=0. Therefore, we have a,be {0,1}2. Let x € Q. If b(z) =0, then
a(z) =0, sincea <b. Conversely, ifa(z) =0, then 0 = anb(z) = inf{1-a(zx),b(x)} = b(z).
By the same reasoning, one has also that b(z) =1 iff a(z) =1. We conclude a = b.

Example 2.9. Any atomic amalgam of Kleene lattices which does not contain loops of
order 8 or 4 forms a paraorthomodular poset [16].

Orthomodular posets were introduced as abstract counterparts of (partial) algebras of
quantum experimental propositions. Such structures generalize the orthocomplemented

INote that our notion of a paraorthomodular poset coincides with the concept of a sharply paraortho-
modular poset already introduced in the literature, see e.g. [I5].
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lattice P(H) of projection operators over a separable Hilbert space H upon letting count-
able joins be defined provided that elements are pairwise orthogonal. Such a requirement
ensures a “logical” treatment of complementarity between uncompatible observables (see

e.g. [50]).

Definition 2.10. ([40, Theorem 11])An orthomodular poset is a paraorthomodular or-
thogonal poset.

Recall that, for orthomodular posets, the paraorthomodularity condition is equivalent to
the well-known orthomodular law

x <y impliesy=xVv (yrz).

However, this does not hold for paraorthomodular posets in general [33].

A lattice-ordered paraorthomodular (orthomodular) poset will be called a paraortho-
modular (orthomodular) lattice. In the sequel, we denote the class of paraorthomodular
(orthomodular) posets and the propel] quasi-variety (variety) of paraorthomodular (or-
thomodular) lattices by PMP (OMP) and POML (OML), respectively. The inclusion
relationships between classes of unsharp orthogonal posets encountered so far is summa-
rized by the diagram below. We denote by BA and MOL the variety of Boolean algebras
and modular ortholattices, respectively.

(3) UoP
PKL PMP><
POML OMP

MPK \\Mﬁ
\

MOL

\/

Obviously, any paraorthomodular lattice is a pseudo-Kleene lattice, but there are pseudo-
Kleene lattices which are not paraorthomodular, like e.g. the ortholattice B¢ (the Benzene

2See [33).



ring) depicted below:

(4)

x'/l\y

Yy x
0
The following fact is an easy consequence of [I5, Theorem 2.5].

Lemma 2.11. Let A € UOP. Then A is paraorthomodular if and only if it does not
contain a subalgebra isomorphic to Bg.

Definition 2.12. Let A e UOP. A sub-unsharp orthogonal poset B of A is said to be a
Kleene-sublattice of A provided that, for any x,y € B,

(1) x Ay exists in A and x Ay € B;
(2) B, regarded as a pseudo-Kleene lattice, is distributive, i.e. it is a Kleene lattice.

For any A e UOP, we will denote by G(A) the family of its Kleene sublattices.

Definition 2.13. Let A e UOP. A Kleene block of A is a mazximal Kleene sub-lattice of
A.

Given an unsharp orthogonal poset A, let us denote by B(A) ¢ G(A) the set of its
Kleene blocks. Note that, for any A e UOP, B(A) # @, since {0,1} ¢ A is the universe
of a Kleene sub-lattice of A which, by Zorn’s lemma, is contained in a maximal one.

Remark 2.14. Any unsharp orthogonal poset A is the union of its Kleene blocks. In fact,
for any x € A, the set {z,z",x nx',xva' 0,1} is the universe of a Kleene sub-lattice B of
A. By Zorn’s Lemma, there exists C € B(A) containing B. So, any x € A is contained
in a Kleene block.

It is not difficult to see that any Kleene sub-lattice of an OP A is a Boolean algebra.
Therefore, orthogonal posets are union of their Boolean sub-algebras.

Definition 2.15. Let A e UOP. A 1is said to be a pasting of its blocks provided that, for
any x,y € A, x <y iff there exists K € B(A) such that v <X y.

In other words, an unsharp orthogonal poset A = (A,<,”,0,1) is the pasting of its blocks
if < is completely determined by Kleene sublattices of A. Henceforth, UOPs which are
pastings of their Kleene blocks will be called tame.

Example 2.16. Atomic amalgams of Kleene lattices which do not contain loops of order
3 or 4 are tame. This is a consequence of [16], p. 10].

The following result provides a characterization of orthomodular posets within the realm
of orthogonal posets. Let A = (A,<,,0,1) and B = (B,<,,0,1) be bounded posets with
antitone involution. Recall that a mapping f : A - B is an orthohomomorphism provided
that the following hold, for any a,b € A:

(1) a < b implies f(a) < f(b);



(2) f(a") = f(a);
(3) f(14) = 1%,

f is an orthoembedding if it is an orthohomomorphism satisfying the further condition, for
any a,be A, f(a) < f(b) implies a < b, and it is an orthoisomorphism if it is a surjective
orthoembedding. If A and B are orthoisomorphic, we write A = B.

Lemma 2.17. (See e.g. [3,140])Let A € OP. The following are equivalent:

(1) A is tame;
(2) A e OMP;

(3) A does not contain a sub-orthogonal poset orthoisomorphic to Bg.

As it is well known, the notion of commutativity plays an essential role in the theory
of orthomodular posets. In fact, commuting elements of an OMP A always generate a
Kleene (Boolean) sub-lattice of A.

Definition 2.18. (See e.g. [3, p. 306])Let A € OMP. Then x,y € A commute, written
2Cy, if x Ay, x Ay exist in A and x = (x Ay) Vv (zAY');

Lemma 2.19. (See e.g. [48, p. 392])Let A € OMP and x,y € A. Then {x,y} € B, for
some Boolean sub-lattice B of A, if and only if xCy.

Note that, in general, arbitrary families of mutually commuting elements in an OMP A
need not be contained in a common Boolean subalgebra ([48, p. 393]). However, if we
assume that A is a quantum logic (see e.g. [48]), then this holds. Upon recalling that
any orthomodular lattice is a quantum logic, we have the following result.

Lemma 2.20. Let A e OML. Then, for any {a;}i; € A, the following are equivalent:

(1) There exists a Boolean subalgebra B of A such that, {a;}is € B;
(2) For anyi,j €I, a;Ca;.

An essential tool for practitioners in orthomodular lattices theory is given by the Foulis-
Holland theorem.

Theorem 2.21. ([7, Proposition 2.8]) If L is an orthomodular lattice and a,b,c € L are
such that a commutes both with b and with ¢, then the set {a,b,c} generates a distributive
sublattice of L.

As recalled by Lemma 2.17], an orthogonal poset is tame if and only if it is paraorthomod-
ular, i.e. it is an orthomodular poset. However, once we consider the wider framework of
unsharp orthogonal posets, this no longer holds.
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Example 2.22. Consider the pseudo-Kleene lattice Bg depicted below. Bg s paraortho-
modular. However, one has x <y but x and y generate a non-distributive (indeed, non-
modular) subalgebra of Bsg.

(Bs) 1

N

yl\z,/x

0

In the light of the above discussion, it naturally raises the question if a characterization
of tame unsharp orthogonal posets generalizing Lemma 2.17] can be provided. Indeed,
the next section gives a positive answer for pseudo-Kleene lattices. Even more, we will
show that the class of pseudo-Kleene lattices which are pastings of their blocks can be
axiomatized by means of a rather simple equation which is, indeed, a generalization of
the orthomodular law.

3. SUPER PARAORTHOMODULAR LATTICES

In this section we introduce the variety SPO of super-paraorthomodular lattices which
turn out to play for pseudo-Kleene lattices the same role played by orthomodular lattices
for ortholattices. In fact, we will show that a pseudo-Kleene lattice is tame if and only
if is super-paraorthomodular (Theorem B.I3]). Also, we will provide a number of results
clarifying the order-theoretical and algebraic consequences of super-paraorthomodularity
(e.g. Theorem and Lemma [3.20). Furthermore, we show that the boundedly complete
lattice of effects E(?) over a separable Hilbert space provides a concrete example of a
super paraorthomodular lattice (Theorem[3.7]). As a consequence, algebras we are deailing
with might be ranked as genuine quantum structures. Further constructions yielding
super-paraorthomodular lattices will be outlined and discussed. Moreover, we will show
that sharp elements of structures here introduced always form an orthomodular poset.
Indeed, this shows that our framework captures some prominent features of pseudo-
Kleene lattices of effects with a certain degree of accuracy. In Section [l we will generalize
some well known results for orthomodular (modular ortho-)lattices obtained over the past
years by providing a forbidden configuration theorem and some remarks on the theory of
commutativity.

Definition 3.1. A pseudo-Kleene lattice A is said to be super paraorthomodular (sp-
orthomodular, for short), provided it satisfies the following conditions:

SPl z<y andx' ny=(z Az )v(yny) implyyn(zva')=xzv(yry');
SP2 x <y implies (xAz") v (yAy') = (" Ay) A (" Ay)'.

Given a partially ordered set (P,<) and z,y € P, x || y will be short for z £ y and y £ x.
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Theorem 3.2. Let A e PICL. Then A satisfies (SP1) iff A does not contain a subalgebra
isomorphic neither to Bg nor to Bs.

Proof. As regards the left-to-right direction, if A contains a subalgebra isomorphic to Bg,
there are z,y € A such that z <y and 2’ Ay =xzArx’ =0=yAy'. Sox'ry=(xrz")v(yry’)
but ya(xva') =y +x=xv(yay’). If A contains a subalgebra isomorphic to Bg, we argue
similarly, upon noticing that, there are x,y € A such that z <y and 2’ Ay =z Az’ =yry'.
Concerning the right-to-left direction, let us assume that there are z,y € A such that
z<yand 2’ Ay=(xrnz)v(yry)but yn(zva)zzv(yany). lfearzx' =0=yAy,
then one can argue by means of the same proof employed to show the analogous direction
in [3, Theorem II.5.4] (through [3, Theorem I1.3.1]), i.e. that A contains a subalgebra
isomorphic to Bg. Therefore, we assume w.l.o.g. that z Az’ #0 or y Ay’ # 0. We confine
ourselves to consider the case x Az’ # 0 # y A y’, since the remaining ones can be treated
similarly. One has that (z/Ax)v(y'Ay) = 2’ Ay = ' A(yvy ) Aya(zva') > (zv(yay’))A(y'v
(znz")) > (zaz")v(yay'). Itz <a’, then ya(zva') = yaz’ = (zaz’)v(yay') = zv(yay'), a
contradiction. Analogously, if 4’ <y, then 2’A(yvy’) = 2'Ay = (xAz")v(yay') = (zax’) vy,
again a contradiction. Therefore, we can assume that x £ ' and y’ £ y. So, we have
v (yny) Iy v(zaz'), zv(yay) £’ A(yvy') and y' v(zaz') £ ya(xzva'), as well as
xv(yny)#(xrx')v(yay') #y v(zazx'). Hence, A contains the following subalgebra
which is indeed isomorphic to Bg:

(5) }
(zva)n(yvy')
/ \
w’A(z(vy’) yA(ﬁvw’)
v (@ n ) v (yAy)
\ /

(zna') |V (y~ry")
0

t

An obvious consequence of Theorem [3.2] together with Lemma R.11l is that any sp-
orthomodular lattice is paraorthomodular. So, due to characterization results already
provided by [34, Theorem 10.5], (SP1) turns out to be equivalent to the less cumbersome
quasi-equation:

(@) <y and ' Ay <z Ay imply x =y

Lemma 3.3. Any sp-orthomodular lattice satisfies the following condition

x<y implies ya(y'v(zaz'))=(ynay)v(zaz).

Proof. Suppose that x <y. (zAaz’)v(yay') <y (y' v (zAzx)) is clear. Moreover, by
SP2 one has

!/

yny'v(zax))=yrn@ v(zaz))rzx
<(ynra')a(y'va)
=(zra) v (yny).

12



The next theorem shows that, indeed, (SP1) and (SP2) can be replaced by a single
quasi-equation.

Theorem 3.4. Let A be a pseudo-Kleene lattice. Then A is sp-orthomodular if and only
if the following quasi-equation holds:

(sp) x<y implies ya(xvaz')=xv(z' Ay).

Proof. Concerning, the left-to-right direction, suppose that x <y (and so y’ < z’). Then

v (' Ay) <y (zva'). Now, we have that (z v (' Ay)) A(ya(zva)) =z A(zv

yynyn(zva)=(@' ry)a(zvy')=(xarz)v(ynay), by SP2. Moreover, note that

(' A2)V (') < (2 A (evy ) A (2 A)) < (v (2 Ag) Y A(yA(evar)) = (2 A2V (yay).

also, by Lemma B3] one shows that (y A (zva))A(y' v(zax))=yan(y' v(zaz)) =

(yny") v (zAzx'). Therefore, one obtains

(v (@ Ay)) Ay a(zva’)) =(yry)v(zaz)
=[@A@vy))alev (@ ay)]vIilya(eva))aly v(zaz))]

By an application of SP1, we have:

/

[(zva)a(yvy')]
[(@"A(zvy ) A(zv(z"Ay))]
[((yn(zva))a(y v(zaz'))]
(yny')v(zaz')

yn(zva)=[yn(xva)
[y A (zva)
)
)

A

A
=(zv(z'Ay))vV
Y

]
]
)
(v (2’ Ay))
=x v (2’ Ay).
Concerning the right-to left direction, let us first prove SP1. To this aim, suppose that
x<yand 2’ Ay = (xaa’)v(yay'). By @p), one has ya(zva') =azv (2 Ay) =
zv(zaz)v(yny')=zv(ynay'). As regards SP2, we have that x <y <yvy'. So, by
®p): (yvy')a(zva')y=xv(z'A(yvy')). Moreover, since y’' < x’, again by (8p]) we have
' A(yvy') =y v (x' Ay). Therefore we have
(yvy)n(zva’)=(xvy)v (@ Ay).
Applying ' and De Morgan’s laws to both sides of the above equation, the desired result
obtains. U

A direct consequence of Theorem [3.4]is that super-paraorthomodularity is equational.

Theorem 3.5. A pseudo-Kleene lattice A is sp-orthomodular iff the following equation
holds:

(zvy)n(zva)y~zv((zvy)rx).
Therefore, sp-orthomodular lattices form a variety that will be denoted by SPO. Note
that OML ¢ SPO ¢ POML.

The proof of the following lemma is straightforward. So it is left to the reader.

Lemma 3.6. Let A be a pseudo-Kleene lattice. Then A is sp-orthomodular iff it satisfies
the identity

ey ((@vy)a(evy)) s (@vy)aley(@vy)).

The next result shows that, indeed, the paraorthomodular (spectral) lattice E(#H) of
effects over a separable Hilbert space H is a prominent, concrete example of a sp-
orthomodular lattice.
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Theorem 3.7. Let H be a separable Hilbert space. Then E(H) = (E(H),As,Vs,”, O, 1) is
a boundedly complete sp-orthomodular lattice.

Proof. 1t is essentially shown in [22] (cf. [33]) that E(#) is a boundedly complete pseudo-
Kleene lattice. As regards (8p), let A, B € £(H) with B <, A. This means that, for any
A eR, one has Ay < B,. Fix A € R. One has:

[BVs ((I-B)as A)]x=BxA[(I-B)rs A)]a
=Byn A (T-B),vA,)

:BAAlZ\i[(H—VXMB,,) v AL
=B)\/\“/>\)\[(V</1\H]I—By) v AL
=ABZ A,ﬁ\[(y!l\_u(ﬂ_ B,)) v Al
:A(B”A [(Vd/\_M(H_B”)) v AL

Now, let us observe that, due to the monotonicity of a spectral family, projections in its
image are comparable. Therefore, they commute, by basic properties of orthomodular
lattices. So, one has that B, commutes with B,, for any v < 1 - p. By elementary
properties of commutativity in OMLs (see e.g. [7, Proposition 2.2]), one has that B,
commutes with T - B,, for any v < 1 - pu. By [3] Theorem 2.14, p. 311], it follows
that B,, commutes with A,.;_,(I - B,). Moreover, since A, < B,,, B, commutes with
A,, as well. Therefore, by the Foulis-Holland Theorem, we have A ,x(By A [(Ap<i—,(I-
B,)) VA“]) = /\M>A((Bu A (/\u<1—u(ﬂ_ B,)))v (Bu A Au)) = /\M>A((Bu A (/\u<1—u(ﬂ_ B,)))v
Au) = /\u>)\((Bu A (H - B)u) v Au) = /\u>>\[(B Vs (I[ - B))u v Au] = [(B Vs (H - B)) Ns A]A-
We conclude that, for any A € R, [Bvs ((I- B) Ay A)]x = [(B Vs (I = B)) A A]y, iee.
Bv,((I-B)as A) = (Bvs(I-B)) g A. O

Examples of sp-orthomodular lattices can be provided by means of a slight modification
of Moisil’s construction of a 3-valued LM algebra (which is, in particular, a Kleene lattice)
from a Boolean algebra, see [0, [19]. Let A e OML. Consider the set

Al = {(z,y) e A%z < y).

Proposition 3.8. Let A = (A,A,v,”,0,1) be an orthomodular lattice. Then Al :=
(AR v A~ (0,0),(1,1)) is a sp-orthomodular lattice where, for (a,b),(c,d) € Al2:

(a,0) v (c,d) :=(ave,bvd); (a,b) A(c,d):=(anc,bad); ~(a,b):=(V,a").

Proof. Showing that A2l € PXL is customary and so it is left to the reader. For example,
we show that A[2] satisfies regularity. Let (a,b), (c,d) € Al2l. Note that, since a < b and
c¢<d,one has andt/ =0 and dv ¢’ = 1. Therefore, we have (a,b)A ~ (a,b) = (a,b) A(V',a’) =
(0,baa’) < (cvd,1)=(cvd,dvc)=(c,d)v(d,c)=(c,d)Vv ~(c,d). Let us prove (8p).
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Suppose that (a,b) < (c,d). This means that a < ¢ <d as well as a <b<d. We have

(c,d) A ((a,b)v ~ (a,b)) =(c,d) A(aVvl,bva)
=(c,d)A(aVvl, 1)
=(cn(avd),d)
=((crna)v(cab),d)
=(av(cab),(dvb)A(a vb))
=(av(cal),bv(a' Ad))
=(a,b) v (cAb',a rnd)
= (a,b) v ((c,d) A (V' a))
= (a,b) v ((¢,d)A ~ (a,b)).

Note that the distributivity applied in the proof follows directly by Theorem 2.21] upon
noticing that aCc, aCb’, bCd and bCa'. U

It is well known that, given A € OML, upon setting

(6) zoy=yA(zvy)and z > y:=2"v(xAry),

one has that ® and — form a left-residuated pair, namely, for any x,y,z € A, one has
(7) roy<ziff x<y > 2.

See [27), 13}, 26] for details. Moreover, for any A € OL, upon defining ® and — as in (@),
A satisfies () if and only if A e OMUL, see e.g. [30]. Now, it naturally raises the question
if an analogous characterization holds once OL is replaced by PXL. And the answer is
positive, and very easy to achieve.

Remark 3.9. Let A € PKL. Then, upon defining ® and — as in (@), then ® and —
satisfy (@) if and only if A e OML. In fact, the right-to-left direction follows by [30].
Conversely, one has that 0 < x -y impliesxnz’ =00x<y. Soxrnx' =0, ie. AecOL.
So, our conclusion follows again by [30].

However, the same result no longer holds once the following operations are considered:

0 if z <y’
®) roy=1’ e
yA(xvy'), otherwise.

Y ifr<y
(9) ro>y=1 .
x'v(xAy), otherwise.

In [14], the problem of providing sufficient (and, possibly, necessary) conditions for a
(modular) paraorthomodular lattice A to be organized into a left-residuated ¢-groupoid
was considered.

Definition 3.10. An algebra A = (A, A,v,0,—,0,1) of type (2,2,2,2,0,0) is called a
left-residuated ¢-groupoid if:

(i) (A, A,Vv,0,1) is a bounded lattice;
(ii) rol=x=10x, for any v € A;
(i) z@y < z if and only if x <y — z (left-residuation), for any x,y,z € A.
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In particular, it was shown ([14, Theorem 3.6]) that any A € MPKL satisfying the
condition

xtyand y £z imply xAaz' =yay
can be turned into a left-residuated ¢-groupoid once operations in () and (Q) are defined.
Such a condition becomes also necessary once Kleene lattices, and Boolean-like variants
of () and (@) over them, are considered (cf. [14, Theorem 5.3]).
However, [14] left open the problem of providing sufficient and necessary conditions for
an arbitrary pseudo-Kleene lattice to be converted into a left-residuated ¢-groupoid upon
setting operations as in (§) and (@). The next result shows that, indeed, the notion of an
sp-orthomodular lattice allows to answer the above question in the positive.

Theorem 3.11. Let A e PKL. The following are equivalent:

(1) Upon setting @y and x — y as in ([§) resp. (@), the structure R(A) = (A, A, Vv, 0, >
,0,1) is a left-residuated (-groupoid;
(2) The following hold:
(i) A eSPO;
(i1) For any z,ye A, ifx £y, thenx<yvy' ory <zVvy.

Proof. (1)=(2). As regards (i), suppose that x <y. We show that yA(zva') <xv(yrx’).
Let us assume w.l.o.g. that yA(xva’) £ x. One has that (ya(xva'))ox’ = 2'A(zv(ya(xv
x'))) = x'A(yn(xva')) = x'Ay < y. By left-residuation, one has ya(zva') < x' - y. Now, if
x' <y, then ya(zve') = zva’ = zv(x’' Ay). Otherwise, one has that ya(zvz’) <zv(z'Ay).
Concerning (ii), suppose that = £ y. Therefore x@y’ = y'A(yvz) < yvz. Soz <y’ — (yvz).
Ify ¢xvy, theny — (yva)=yv(y r(zvy))=(zvy)r(yvy) (by (i) and (p)). We
conclude z <y vy’

(2)=(1). fz=0,thenzel=x=10x. f2+0,thenzel=1A(xzv0)=z=xA(lva’)=
1 ®z. Let us prove left-residuation. Let x ® y < z. We can assume w.l.o.g. that y £ z
(otherwise z <y - z = 1) as well as z £ ¢’ (otherwise x <y’ v (y A z) would be trivially
satisfied). We have y A (zvy') < z and so, by Bp), (yvy)A(zvy' )=y v(ya(y' ve)) <
y'v(yAz). Now, by (ii), since = £ ¢, two cases are possible. (a) z<yvy’; (b) y<zvy'.
If (a), then one has that x <x vy <y’ v(yAaz)=y— z If (b), one would have y < z,
which is impossible by hypothesis. Now, assume that x <y - z. If y <z or x <9/, then
we are done. So let us consider the case x £ " and y £ z. We have

roy=yn(zvy')
<yA(y'v(ynz))
=(Ay)v(yns=).
Since y £ z, one has also 2z’ £ y’. Two cases are possible: 2’ <yvy'. SoyAy’ <z, and

soxr@y<ynz<z Ify<zvy then z Ay <y'. Therefore, by hypothesis, x <y, a
contradiction. O

Furthermore, we observe that the class RSP of sp-orthomodular lattices satisfying 2(ii)
of Theorem [3.11] does not form a quasi-variety.

Example 3.12. Consider an isomorphic copy of the sp-orthomodular (indeed, Kleene)
lattice K3. A routine check shows that it satisfies condition 2(ii) of Theorem[311. How-
ever, upon taking the direct product K3 x By (where By is the two-element Boolean alge-
bra), this is no longer the case. In fact, if we consider the pairs a = (1,0),b = (%,O), we
have a £ b but neither a <bv b =V = (%, 1), nor b <avb=a. Therefore, RSP is not
closed under direct products.
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The next result shows that, indeed, sp-orthomodular lattices coincide with the class of
tame pseudo-Kleene lattices.

Theorem 3.13. Let A e PKL. Then A € SPO iff A is a pasting of B(A) = {K;}ics-

Proof. Concerning the right-to-left direction, let x,y € A be such that < y. Then, for
some i € [, x <Ki y. Therefore yn(zva')=(yrz)v(yarz')=xv(yrz), since K; is
a distributive subalgebra of A. Let us prove the converse direction. Suppose that a < b.
We show that the set K = {0’ Aa,ana’ ,bAl (ana)v(bal),a,b av (bal),b v (an
a),a’ Abyavb a’ A(bvb),ba(ava),a,b,(ava )a(bvb),ava ,bvb a' vb 0,1} is the
universe of a subalgebra K of A which is distributive. First, by a direct inspection, we
observe that K is closed under ’,0 and 1. To show that, indeed, K is closed under lattice
operations, we compute z VA y and x AA y, for any pair {z,y} ¢ K. We start from the
assumption that («) elements in K are pairwise distinct. Therefore, one must have:

(a.) a || b, (ana)v(bAL),bAY b v (ana),a’ Ab,a’ A(bvD'),a’ and ' || b,(ava’)A(bv
b),bvt,ba(ava),avd,av (bal);

(b)) b |and,(ana")v(bAb),av (bAl),a’ Abjba(ava'),band b| ava',(ava)A(bv
b),a’ v (bAD),avb bV (anad);

(c.)anad || bab andava' || bV,

(d)bvv(and) | a rbjav(bab),bar(ava’)and ba(ava) | avb,a A(bvb);

(e) av(bab) ||a Abya’ A(bvY)and a' A(bVEY) || av,;

(f) a’Ab|lavd.

Let us prove that K forms a subalgebra having the shape depicted in Figure ([I0):
(10) 1

|
a’'vb
/
T
a’ (ava)a(bvd') b

| /
a’ A(bVvY)

bvd

\/

/

bA(ava')

avd

a' Ab

/\

' v(ana) av (bab')
|
b’ (ana’)v(bAY) a
|

bAab

/
\

ana

/
Y

b Aa
|
0

To this aim, we confine ourselves to show all and only non-trivial identities.

One has (aAa) A (bAY) = (anbd)A(a Ab) =anl, since ' is antitone. Moreover,
(ana’)v(bab)va = av(bab’) holds by absorption. Similarly, one has b'v(aaa’)v(bAab") =
b'v(ana).

Also, ana < ((ana)v(bab))ana <an(a Ab) =ana. Analogously, one proves
b'Aa((ana’)v(bAb'))=bab. Since De Morgan’s laws hold, we have also a’ A ((a v a’) A
(bvb))=ad n(bvl),ba((avad)an(bvb))=ba(avad),a v((avd)ar(bvb))=ava,
bv((ava)a(bvd))=bvd, (bvbd)v(ava)=bva

Now, b/ vav (bab') =1 va follows by absorption, while ' v (a’ Ab) =a’ A (bVv ') and
bv(ba(ava))=(ava)a(bvl) follow from (sp) and the fact that o' v (bA (ava')) =
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bvav(a ab)=(ava)na(bvid), by SP2. The proof of av ()’ v (aad')) =¥ va,
av(a'Ab)=ba(ava)andav(aA(bvl))=(ava)a(bvl) is similar.

By De Morgan’s laws, we obtain a’ A (avd) =0 v (ana),a’ A(av (bAY)) = (a' A
a)v(bab),a nbr(ava)=a Ab and bA(avd)=av (bAD),bA (Vv (anad)) =
(bAb)v(ana),bra A(bvD)=a Ab.

Finally, let us focus on the interval [(a A a’) v (bAD),(ava)A(bvd)]. (Vv (an
a))n(@ ab)y=a"A(b'va)ab=(bab) v (ana) follows by (sp) and SP2. Furthermore,
b'v(ana’)v(a'nb) =b'v(a'Ab) = a’A(bvD'). Similarly, we prove av(bAb')v(a’Ab) = ba(ava')
and (av(bAb))A(a’Ab) = (ana’)v(bAY'). Also, Vv (ana’)v(ba(ava')) =b'v(ba(ava')) =
(b vb) A(a'va) follows again by (gp) and SP2.

By De Morgan’s laws we have (0'v(ana’))Aba(ava’) = (ana’)v(bab'). An analogous proof
yields av(bAb )v(a'A(bVD')) = (ava’ )A(bVD') and (av(bAD ))A(a’A(bVE')) = (ana’)v(bAD).
Furthermore, we have (aaa’)v(bAb') < (U'v(ana’))a(av(DAY)) < b'v(ana’))Aba(ava') =
(ana’)v(bab') and so, by De Morgan’s laws, (a’A(bvd'))v(ba(ava')) = (ava)A(bvD).
bv(ana)vav(bab)=bvaand ba(ava)ra n(bvd)=a Abfollow by absorption.
Finally, (¢’ Ab) A (avb) = (ana’) v (bab) holds by SP2 and so its De Morgan’s dual
holds as well.

Therefore, K is the universe of a sub-algebra K of A which is distributive. By Zorn’s
lemma, K can be extended to some K; € B(A) such that a <¥i b.

By virtue of the above proof, if () does not hold, then our conclusion follows as well,
since it can be seen that K is the universe of a sub-algebra of A which is a homomorphic
image of the pseudo-Kleene lattice depicted in Fig. (I0) and so again distributive. U

It is well known that, given a separable Hilbert space H, Sh(E(#)) coincides with the
set II(H) of projection operators over H [22, Corollary 4.2]. Therefore, in view of Sec-
tion [T, Sh(E(#)) forms the universe of a complete orthomodular sub-algebra of E(H).
Now, it naturally raises the question if this still holds once we consider an arbitrary sp-
orthomodular lattice. Unfortunately, the answer is negative, as witnessed by the next
example (see also [33 p. 1150]).

Example 3.14. Consider the pseudo-Kleene lattice B depicted below.

1
a b

AN
i
:

/

(B)

)

C

Y

b c

al

L/

A routine check shows that B is sp-orthomodular. However, a,b € Sh(B) but anb ¢ Sh(B).

Of course, the class C of pseudo-Kleene lattices whose sharp members form a sub-algebra
is a sub-quasi-variety of PXCL, since it can be axiomatised by the following quasi-equation:

(A) xax'=0and y Ay =0 imply (xAy) A (zAy) =0.
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However, C is proper, since (Al) cannot be expressed equationally. For let us consider the
following pseudo-Kleene (sp-orthomodular) lattice C:

(C) 1=0

7

I
<t

N7

dl

d

C

CL,

0=0"
Clearly, C vacuously satisfies (Al). However, if one considers the equivalence 6 ¢ B? such
that [0]g = {0,d'}, [1]e = {1,d}, and [x]s = {x}, for any other z ¢ {0,1,d,d'}, it is easily
seen that 6 is a congruence. Moreover, the quotient B/6 does not satisfy (Al (cf. Example

B14). Therefore, C is not closed under quotients. Also, it can be proven that the variety
V(C) generated by C in PKL coincides with PKL itself.

Lemma 3.15. V(C) = PKL.

Proof. To show that PKXL ¢ V(C) we prove that any A € PKL is a quotient of some B € C.
This can be accomplished by mimicking the same proof strategy of [33], Theorem 3.2(ii)].
Details are left to the reader. U

A similar proof yields the following
Lemma 3.16. V(CnSPO) = SPO.

However, it can be shown that sharp elements of a sp-orthomodular lattice A always form
a sub-orthomodular poset (Sh(A),<,’,0,1) of A, where < is the order inherited from A.

)=

Definition 3.17. Let A € PKL and let B = (A,<,7,0,1) be a sub-bounded poset with
antitone involution of A. B s said to be a sub-orthomodular poset of A provided that
B € OMP and, for any x,y € B, if x <y’, then x vBy =2 vAy.

Lemma 3.18. Let A € SPO. Then (Sh(A),<,”,0,1) is a sub-orthomodular poset of A.
Proof. To see this, just note that, 0,1 € Sh(A) and, for any = € Sh(A), 2’ € Sh(A).
Moreover, if x,y € Sh(A) are such that x < ¢/, then one has that (z vy) Az’ Ay’ =

((xanx)vy)ry =(0vy)ay =0.So, zvyeS(A). Proving that the orthomodular law
holds is straightforward, and so it is left to the reader. O

From now on, given A € SPO, we denote by Sh(A) the orthomodular poset (Sh(A), <
7, Y 07 1 ) *

In what follows we introduce an important concept that will be useful for investigating
properties of sp-orthomodular lattice: localizers.

19



Let A e PKL. For any z,y € A, we set

Opyi=(z Az )v(yay'), luy=(@va)r(yvy') and m(y)=(yA(zva))v(zaz).

Given a poset (P, <), let us denote, for any x,y € P such that x <y,
[v,y]={zeP:x<z<y}.

The following lemma is immediate.

Lemma 3.19. Let A e PKL. Then
LocalA(x,y) = ([0zyy Ly )i AV, 00y L)

where A,V are inherited from A, is a pseudo-Kleene lattice. Moreover, mw,(y) = 0,y ()
and 7, (y) = mo,., (y).

From now on, for any A € PXL, and x,y € A, LocalA(:p, y) will be called the localizer of
x and y in A. Whenever the structure A with respect to which the localizer is considered
will be clear from the context, we will write simply Local(z,y) in place of Local®(z,y).

Lemma 3.20. Let A e PKL. Then A satisfies (SP2) if and only if, for any x,y € A such
that x <y, the following hold:

(1) m, ,(x),m,,(y) € Sh(Local(z,y));
(2) (Sh(Local(x,v)),<,”,04,4,1,,) s an orthogonal poset.

Proof. Concerning the only-if direction, note that if x <y, then 7,  (z) A 7, ,(2)" =

(@v(yry))n@ A(yvy)) = ((eaz)v((yry)alyvy'))) = (xaz’)v(yay'). Moreover,
To,, (W) AT, (W) =yn(zva )y v(zaz')) =(yry)a((zax’)A(xzva’)) =0,,, since
x <y implies ¢y’ <z va'. Now, let z,u € Sh(Local(z,y)). If z <u/, then (zvu) A (2" Au') =
(zvu)an('au)=(zr2")v(unu)=(xArx')v(yay'). So zvue Sh(Local(z,y)).
Conversely, if x <y, by (1) one has that xv (yAy’),y’v(xAz") € Sh(Local(x,y)). By (2),
since zV (yAy') < (y'v(xaz')), it follows that zv (yAy')vy'v(zazx') € Sh(Local(x,y)).
Therefore, one has x vy’ € Sh(Local(z,y)), namely (x v y') A (2’ Ay) =0,,. O

4. ON FORBIDDEN CONFIGURATIONS AND THE THEORY OF COMMUTATIVITY

In this section we provide a forbidden configuration theorem for sp-orthomodular lat-
tices with the aim of providing an order-theoretical explanation of the sp-orthomodular
law. Furthermore, in the last part of the section we will deal with the theory of com-
mutativity for modular pseudo-Kleene lattices to provide (equational) sufficient and nec-
essary conditions under which a pair of elements generate a Kleene-subalgebra. As it
will be clear, although they share certain important features, orthomodular lattices and
sp-orthomodular lattices yield theories which are different in some of their most crucial
aspects.

4.1. A forbidden configuration theorem. There is a long and time-honoured tradi-
tion that aims at characterising subvarieties of varieties of ordered algebras in terms of
“forbidden configurations”, which dates back to Dedekind’s celebrated result to the effect
that the distributive sub-variety of the variety of lattices is the one whose members do
not contain as sub-algebras M3 or N5, while the modular sub-variety is the one whose
members do not contain N5. Analogous results appear in the theory of ortholattices.
In fact, in view of Lemma .17, it is easily seen that OML coincides with the class of
ortholattices which do not contain a sub-algebra isomorphic to Bg. Now, due to the
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apparent “resemblances” between SPO and OML, it naturally raises the question if the
former class may be provided with a similar characterization.

In what follows we prove a forbidden configuration theorem to characterize sp-orthomodular
lattices as pseudo-Kleene lattices in which certain (quotients of) subalgebras cannot oc-
cur. Specifically, we will show that sp-orthomodular lattices coincide with the class of
pseudo-Kleene lattices whose members cannot contain a subalgebra B orthoisomorphic
to Bg, or to Bg, or such that, for some ¢ € ConB, B/ is orthoisomorphic either to B,
or to By depicted below:

(Bg) 1
:L"/ (Blo)
1
J // | \
! zvy' y
o \ / \ /
N y'v (@ Ay)=a’ A(zvy) zv(z' Ay)=yA (Y va)
z ,/ \ ) / \
Yy T Ay x
y \ | /
. 0
P

Theorem 4.1. Let A e PKL. Then A € SPO if and only if it does not contain a sub-
algebra B isomorphic either to Be, or to Bs, or such that, for some 6 € ConB, B/6 = B}
or B/@ ~ Byo.

Proof. If A contains a subalgebra isomorphic either to Bg or to Bg, then, by Theorem [3.2]
it does not satisfy (SP1) and so A ¢ SPO. Now, suppose that A contains a subalgebra
B such that B/6 = B or B/f = Byo. In both cases, it is easily verified that B/6 does
not satisfy (SP2) and so, by Lemma [3.4] it does not satisfy (8p) as well. Since (gp) is an
equational condition (Remark B.5), and so it is preserved by subalgebras and quotients,
then A must not satisfy (8p) as well. So A ¢ SPO. Conversely, let us suppose that A
does not satisfy (gp). By Lemma [3.4] A does not satisfy (SP1) or (SP2). If A does not
satisfy (SP1), then it must contain a subalgebra B isomorphic to Bg, or to Bg. Therefore,
we can assume without loss of generality that A satisfies (SP1) but it does not satisfy
(SP2). We show that A must contain a subalgebra B having a quotient isomorphic to
B}, or to Byg. So, let z,y € A be such that x <y, but 2’ Ay A (y'vz) > (2 Ax) v (Y Ay).
If y<yand z<a', then 2’ Ayn(zvy')=xvy =(xarx’)v(yay'), a contradiction. So,
let us assume without loss of generality that y’ £ y or z £ 2. We consider 3’ £ y, since the
latter case can be treated symmetrically. Moreover, if x <y <y <a’ or gy’ <z’ <x <y,
then x,y generate a distributive subalgebra of A and so (SP2) must hold, against our
assumption. So, we can assume also y £ vy’ and 2z’ £ x. Also, if x <4/, then x < 2/, and
we have 2/ AyA(xvy)=yry =xv(yay')=(zxrz’)v(yAry'), contradicting again our
working hypothesis. Therefore, we can assume also = £ 3’. The following cases must be
taken into account: (a) xz,y € Sh(A); (b) y € Sh(A) and z ¢ Sh(A) (and, symmetrically,
x €Sh(A) and y ¢ Sh(A)); (¢) z,y ¢ Sh(A). In the sequel we focus on case (c) only, since
the remaining ones can be treated similarly or with much more ease, so they are left to
the reader.

Given the above assumptions, two situations must be considered: (1) z < z’ and (2)
rtal

(1) Note that (xAz')v(yay)=zv(yay') aswell as 2’ AyA(y' vz) =y (zvy').
Therefore, we have z v (y Ay’ ) <ya(xvy’). By >yn(xvy'), then ya(xvy')=yAy,
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and so z < y’, against our assumption. Therefore, we have y A (z vy’) || ¥'. Now, if
yAx' <y’ vz, then one must have y've <y v(yaz')<y' vz, ie yve=y v(ysrzx)
and so y A (zvy') =2’ Ay. Therefore, A contains the following subalgebra Fy:

(F1) 1
|
/yVy’
' A(yvy')
|

y'vz=y'v(z' Ay) Yy

| T |
y' yn(zvy')=2'ny

|
zv(yAy")

-

/

YAy
|
0

Upon taking the equivalence 6 such that [0] = {0,y Ay}, [1]o = {1,y Vvy'} and [z] = {z}
for any other z ¢ {0,1,y Ay/,y vy'}, one has that F,/0 2 B§. So let us consider the case
'anytaxvy,ie ' Ay |y vae Note that y || ' A (y vy'), otherwise either 3’ <y or
y < ', which is impossible. Therefore, the following subalgebra F5 obtains:

(F2) 1

' A(yvy') Y
|

y' v (2 Ay)
[

y' v ' Ay

T~

/

y yA(zvy')
|
zv(yny')

Let us consider the equivalence relation 6 € F} such that [y'vz]y = {y' Vv (2’ Ay),y' vz},

[yna'lo={yr(zvy),yna'}, [0]p={0,y Ay}, [1]o={1,y vy} and [z]s = {2}, for any
other z ¢ {y/ v (2’ Ay),y' va,yrn(zvy'),yrx’, 0,1,y ay’,yvy'}. A close look shows that
6 is indeed a congruence and F,/0 = B.

(2) Let us assume that x £ 2’. We consider the following further sub-cases:

(2.1) 2’ Ay <y’ va. Note that 2’ Ay <y’ v (2 Ay) <a' A(zvy') <y vz Moreover,
eAyzy' v(x'Ay)and 2 A(xvy)+zy' va. ' A(zvy) £y v (x' Ay), then A
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(11)

(Fs)

(F4)

contains the following subalgebra:

1

|
/yvm\

' Az vy') yA(zvy')
| |
y' v (z' Ay) z Vv (z' Ay)
~_ -
' Ay
|
0

In particular, 2’ A (z vy’ ) Ay A(y' va) = 2’ Ay and elements in the subalgebra but
x'Ay, y'va, 0 and 1 must be incomparable. Therefore, we would have a subalgebra
isomorphic to Bg, a contradiction. We conclude (x) 2’ A(y'vx) =y'v(z'Ay). Now,
ify'v(zaz') 2z’ Ayand yay # (zAax’)v(yay'), then y'v(zaz’) =y v (z' Ay)
and we have the following subalgebra F3 of A:

(& va)A(yvy') Y
y'l\/x
\
J:'/\(y’vx):y'\/(al:/\ar'):y'v(a:’/\y) zv(ynz)=yan(zvz)=ya(zvy')
/ T

|
(xrz')v(yry')

Reasoning as in case (1), one obtains a congruence 6 over F3 such that F3/0 = B.
Arguing symmetrically, if xv (yAy') > 2’ Ay and z Az’ # (zAax’) v (yAy'), one
has that x v (y Ay’) =z v (2’ Ay) and we obtain a subalgebra F4 of A having the
following shape

(z'va)a(yvy') z
|

y vz
T
zv(yry')=zv(z' ry) ' A(yvy')=2' A(zvy’)

| —

T ' Ay
|
(az)v(yry')

Reasoning as above, it is not difficult to find a congruence 6 over F, such that
F,/0 = B;. Therefore, we can safely assume that (a) (z/ Az) Vv (y' Ay) =y Ay’ or
yv(zaz)ta' any;and (b) (2'Ax)v (Y Ay)=xax’ orzv(yry')ta' Ay, We
consider the following subcases:
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(Fs)

(Fe)

(F7)

(2.1.1) (' rx)v(y' Ay)=yay or (' Ax) Vv (y Ay) =xAx’. We analyze the case
(' nz) v (y' Ay) =y Ay, since the latter can be treated symmetrically. We have
yny' >x Az’ =y Ax. Therefore y' v (xanz’) =y’ If zv (yAay') >z’ Ay, then, by
hypothesis (b), x Az’ =y Ay’, and then, upon taking into account (*), A contains
the following subalgebra F5

T \ VY /y
y' v (z' Ay) zv(z' Ay)

Taking the equivalence 6 ¢ F? such that [0]p = {0,y Ay'}, [1]s = {1,y v y'},
[2]g = {2}, for any other z ¢ {1,0,y Ay',y v y'}, it can be verified that 6 is a
congruence and F5/6 is indeed isomorphic to Byg. If x v (y Ay’) # 2’ Ay, then we
consider the following subcases:

(2.1.1.1) x A2’ =y Ay’. But then, z =z Vv (y Ay’) and so, reasoning as above, it
follows that A contains a subalgebra having a quotient isomorphic to Byg.
(2.1.1.2) zaz’ #yny'. If ' A(xv(yay')) > yAy', we have the following subalgebra
F6Z

yvy' x
|
zv(z'A(yvy'))
|

v (yny') ' A(yvy')
e !
x ' Azv(yry'))
|
(ynry")

In particular, note that zv (2’ A(yVvy')) #x v (yAy') since x v (yAy') 22’ Ay.
Therefore, upon taking the congruence p = 0(zv(z'A(yvy’)), zv(yay’))vO(xzaz’,0)
over Fg, it is easily verified that Fg/p 2 BS. If 2/ A(z v (yAy')) =y Ay, then we
have the following subalgebra F:

1
|

zvz' =yvy

l \

' A(yvy') zvy' Y

yv(z' ry) zv(z' Ay)

) / T~ _— T~

y \x'/\y zv(yay')
| /
!



Using a customary reasoning, one obtains a quotient of F; isomorphic to By,.
(2.1.2) (' Anx)v (Y Ay) #yny and (' Ax) v (¥ Ay) # © Az’. Therefore, in
view of our assumptions, y' v (zAz') 2 2’ Ay and x Vv (y Ay') ¥ 2’ Ay. First, if
yn(y' v(zaz))+(@az)v(yay)ora' alxv(yay'))+(@az’)v(yay'), then
in the former case one has the following subalgebra Fs:

(Fs) }
yvy
(yvy')a (wvw’)/ z|/
y'v(y AI(rvr’))
y'v(:zl:/\:v’) yA(zva')
yl’ ynr @y Vl(x na'))
(ynry") vl (zAz’)

-

!

!

Yyny
|
0

In the latter case, the following subalgebra Fj obtains:

(Fg) 1

(yvy')a(zva') z
[
zv(z'A(yvy"))
[
zv(yay') ' A(yvy')

e |
z ' A(zv(yay'))
|
yAy)v(znrz')

Reasoning as in previous cases, in both situations we have a subalgebra with
a quotient isomorphic to Bj. Therefore, we assume also y A (y' v (z A 2')) =
(zArx)v(yay') and 2’ A(zv (yry')) = (xArx’)v(yay'). In this case, the
following subalgebra Fg, which has indeed a quotient isomorphic to By, obtains:

(Fo) 1

' A(yvy') vy yA(zvaz')
y' v (z' Ay) z Vv (z' Ay)
y'v(zaz) ' Ay zv(yrny')

—_ | -

(yry')v(zaz)
|
0

(2.2) 2'Ay £y'va. Let usset a’ := (z'Ay)A(y'vx). Note that a’ <y'v(z'Ay) <z'Aa < a.
Of course, y'Vv (' Ay) # a’. Moreover, 2/ A(y' V) # a, since otherwise ' Ay < x vy’
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(12)

(F10)

In view of our assumptions, if aaz’ # y'v (z’' Ay), then we would have the following
subalgebra isomorphic to Bsg:

I

yA(zvy')

anz'

yv(z' Ay) zva

which is impossible by hypothesis. Therefore, we conclude a Az’ = y' v (2/ A y).
Moreover, a’ <y’ va' <z’ A (y' v x) <a and, upon reasoning as above, one must
have that ¢y’ va' =z’ A (y' v z). Now, let us distinguish the following subcases:
(221) y'v(xax) =y va or 'v(ynay') =xva. We consider the former
case, since the latter can be treated analogously. Note that, in particular, one
has y Ay" # (zAnx’) v (y Ay'), otherwise 3’ v a’ =y, which is impossible. In this
situation, we have the following subalgebra Fiy of A:

|
(yvy)r(zva') Y

(yry)v(zaz’)

Applying a customary reasoning, we obtain a congruence 6 over F;y such that
F/6 = B;.

(222) y'v(zaz')+y' va and 2’ v (yAy') #x va'. We consider the following
subcases:

(222.1) yn(y'v(zaz")) = (xrz")v(yay) or ' A(xv(yay')) # (xax’)v(yay').
Again, we consider the former situation, since the latter can be treated in the
same way. Indeed, it can be seen that A contains Fg and so, reasoning as in case
(2.1.2) one has that A contains a subalgebra having a quotient isomorphic to Bj.

(2.2.2.2) ya(y'v(zax')) = (xax")v(yay') and 2/ A(xv(yay')) = (zaz")v(yay').
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The following subalgebra Fi; of A obtains:

(F11) }

(zva)rn(yvy')
— | T

' A(yvy') a yA(zva')
' ANa yAa
y' vz

' Ay
y' va
yv(zaz) a’
— | —
(znrz)v(yry')

I
0

rzva

zv(yny')

Consider the following equivalence 6 ¢ F3 such that [2/Ayle = {x'Ay,a'}, [y'Va]e =
{y'va,a}, [v'na]g={z" ra,y’vd'}, [yralg={zva ,yna}, [(xrz")v(yay')]s =
{wna) v (yay), 0}, [(@va) a(yvy)lo = {(@va’) a(yvey), 1}, and [2]o = {=),
for any other z € Fj; not mentioned above. It turns out that 6 is a congruence
such that F1;/6 has the following shape:

(F11/6) / [1]o
T
[2" A (yvy)le [zvyle [y (zva)le
/
[z" Analg [zva'le
~_

[y v (zAz)]e [z" Ayle [zv(yry)le

\ /
/
\

So, we have F1;/0 2 Byg. This concludes the proof of the theorem. O

As an immediate consequence of Theorem [A.1], we have the following corollary.

Corollary 4.2. Let A e PKL. Then A € SPO if and only if it does not contain a sub-
algebra B such that, for some 6 € ConB, B/6 is isomorphic either to B¢, or to B, or to
Blo.

Moreover, if V is a sub-variety of PKL, then it is easily seen that } contains a member
isomorphic to Bg if and only if it contains a member isomorphic either to Bg or to Bg.
So, above results can be summarized as follows.

Corollary 4.3. LetV be a sub-variety of PKL. ThenV € SPO if and only if it does not
contain a member isomorphic either to Bg, or to B§, or to Byg.

In [34], the problem of providing an equational basis for the class D of pseudo-Kleene
lattices which do not have By as a sub-algebra was addressed. In that venue (and by The-
orem [3.2)), it was shown that D forms indeed a quasi-variety, since it can be axiomatised
by a finite set of quasi-equations. However, [34] proves also that D is proper, since it is
not closed under quotients. Now, it is reasonable to ask for something weaker, namely if
a largest variety of pseudo-Kleene lattices which do not contain Bg or By as sub-algebras
can be provided. Due to its deep resemblances with OML, SPO seems to be a good
candidate for reaching the goal. However, this is not the case, as shown by the next
lemma.
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Lemma 4.4. SPO is not the largest subvariety of PKL which does not contain a member
isomorphic to Bg or to Bg.

Proof. We show that V(B§) ¢ PKXL does not contain members isomorphic to Bg or to Be.
First, since V(B}) is a variety of algebras having a lattice reduct, then it is congruence
distributive. Therefore, by Jénnson’s Lemma [8, Corollary 6.10], if A is a subdirectly
irreducible member of V(B), then A e¢ HS(Bj). A direct inspection yields that B}
is subdirectly irreducible and, moreover, any of its quotients is distributive. Also, apart
from By itself, any subalgebra of B is distributive. Therefore, any subdirectly irreducible
member of V(B) different from B must be distributive as well. As a consequence, since
there is no subdirectly irreducible member of V(B}) having Bs or Bg as a subalgebra,
and since (SP1) is preserved by direct products and subalgebras, one has that there
is no subdirect product of subdirectly irreducible members of V(B§) which contains a

subalgebra isomorphic to Bg or to Bg. Therefore V(B) does not contain Bg or Bg and,
since by Theorem €11 V(B}) ¢ SPO, the desired result obtains. O

4.2. Some remarks on the theory of commutativity. As it has been recalled in Sec-
tion 2 the theory of commutativity plays an important role in orthomodular posets (lat-
tices) theory. In fact, commutativity might be somehow regarded as an order-theoretical,
abstract counterpart of commutativity between projection operators. Now, it naturally
raises the question if such a notion can be introduced in the framework of sp-orthomodular
lattices to the effect that one has a finite set of equations {€(x,y) ~ 6;(2,¥) }ieq1,..ny In
the variables z,y such that, for any A € SPO, and a,b € A, A E ¢(a,b) ~ §;(a,b) (for
any 1 < i < n) iff Sg*(a,b) is distributive. The next results show that, in some cases,
the notion of commutativity already introduced for OMPs still serves as a sufficient and
necessary condition for distributivity.

Lemma 4.5. Let A e SPO. If x,y € Sh(A) and zCy in Sh(A), then zASPA) y =z Al y.

Proof. To see this, suppose that Cy in Sh(A). Set c¢:=z ASPA) 4. One has c <z AA y.
Therefore, by (8p), one has t A8 y = (z A2 y)A(cvA ) =cvA ((zAAy) A2 ). Note that

yAA = (o VA o)
- (5 VA (@ AP )’
= (1 VSRA) (1 ASR(A) )y
= (4 VSPA) 1) ASR(A) (47 SH(A) 1))7 = gy ASH(A) 47,
Therefore, (z AA y) A ¢ =0. So zAAy =c. O

Corollary 4.6. Let A € SPO. If x,y € Sh(A), then Sg(x,y) is distributive iff xCy in
Sh(A). In particular, Sg(x,y) is a Boolean sub-algebra of A.

Proof. The right-to-left direction easily follows from Lemma upon noticing that in
any orthomodular poset P, if x,y commute, then they generate a Boolean sub-algebra
of P of mutually commuting elements. Conversely, note that, if Sg(z,y) is distributive,
then a straightforward check shows that x Ay, x Ay’ € Sh(A) and x = (xAy) v (zay’). O

As a consequence, one has that

Corollary 4.7. Let A e SPO. If x nx’ =y Ay, then Sg(x,y) is distributive if and only
if xCy in Sh(Local(z,y)).
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Proof. The right-to-left direction follows upon noticing that, if Sg(z,y) is distributive,
then x Ay, ' Ay € Sh(Local(z,y)) and (zAy) v (2’ Ay) =y. Conversely, if zAz’ =yAy’,
then Sg(x,y) = ({0,1} uSghee@@¥) (z 4) A, v.”,0,1), where A,v, are inherited from A.
Since #Cy, then Sgh°@ @ (4 ) is distributive, by Corollary Moreover, Sg(x,y)*
is isomorphic to 0 @ (Sg“* ¥ (1 4))¢ @ 1 which is distributive, by Remark 211 O

As a further application of Corollary [4.6] we obtain another characterization of sp-
orthomodular lattices within PICL.

Lemma 4.8. Let A €e PKL. Then A € SPO if and only if, for any x,y € A, if v <y,
then mo, ,(x), T, ,(y) generate a Boolean subalgebra of Local(x,y).

Proof. Concerning the left-to-right direction, assume that = < y. Note that Local(x,y)
can be regarded as an sp-orthomodular lattice as well in which 7, ,(z) =z v (yAy’) and
To,,(y) = y A (x v a') are both sharp (Lemma B.20). Since v (y Ay’) <y (zva'),
Vv (yny)Cyna (xzva') in Sh(Local(z,y)). By Corollary .6 they generate a Boolean
sub-algebra of Local(z,y).

The converse easily follows upon noticing that = < y implies m, ,(v) = y A (z v 27),
m,, (2) =2z v (yay), and 2 v (@ Ay) =z v (yAy) v (@ Ay vy)) Alya(eva))) =
T (1) V (T, (2)) A o, (1)) = (To, (@) v 0, (2)) A (o, (2) ¥ T, (9) = 7o, () =
yA(zval). O

Now, one might wonder if a general notion of commutativity may be introduced for
arbitrary pairs of elements of an sp-orthomodular lattice. Indeed, in the last part of this
section, we show that, at least for the variety of modular pseudo-Kleene lattices, a solution
to this problem is an easy consequence of a well known result provided by B. Jénsson
in [37]. As a consequence, in view of Lemma 2.6 a characterization of pairs of effects
generating a Kleene sub-lattice of E(H), once H is assumed to be finite-dimensional,
obtains.

Lemma 4.9. ([37, Theorem 6])Suppose that A is a modular lattice and let B and C be
distributive sublattices of A. Then the sublattice of A generated by Bu C' is distributive
if and only if, for any {x1,x9,2} € B and {y1,y2,y} € C, it holds that

(rrva)any=(z1Ay)V(zaAy) and (Y1 Vy2) Ax = (y1 Az)V (Y2 A ).

First, we observe the following fact.

Lemma 4.10. Suppose that A is a bounded lattice with antitone involution and let B
and C be subalgebras of A. Then the bounded sublattice D of At generated by Bu C' is
closed under'. Therefore, D is a subalgebra of A.

Proof. Note that D can be obtained as follows. Set:
Sp:=BuC, Si1:=58uf{avbanrb:abeS;}, and S:=]JS;.
i0

Clearly, S ¢ D. Moreover, customary arguments yield that S is closed under 1,0, A,v. So
S = D. Therefore, in order to show that D is closed under ’, we can reason by induction
on i. The case ¢ = 0 is obvious since B and C are subalgebras of A. Assume that the
statement holds for 7 > 0. We show that it holds for i+1. Let a € S;.1. If a € S;, then a’ € S;
by the induction hypothesis. Otherwise, a = a1 v as or a = a; A as, for some aq,as € .5;.
We consider the former case only, since the latter can be treated dually. By Induction
hypothesis, we have that a},a) € S;. So (a1 v ay)' =a} Aal e Si. O
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Definition 4.11. Let A € PKL and a,b e A. We say that a commutes with b, written
aCb, provided that the following hold:

(C1) an(bvd)=(anb)v(anb);
(C2) ba(ava)=(bra)v(bra');
(C3) ana =((ana)rnb)v ((ana’)Ab).

Lemma 4.12. Let A e MPKL. If xCy, then the following hold:

v (@' Ay )=(zva)a(zvy')

Proof. (1). We compute
v (' Ay )=xv (@ Ay )v(zrx)
=zv (' Ay v(zaz)))
=zv(@' A ve)a(y ve'))
=zv (' Ay v))

=(y' va)a(a' va).
U
Lemma 4.13. Let A e MPKL. Then, for any x,y € A, the following are equivalent:

(1) zCy;
(2) yCuz;
(3) =Cy’;
(4) ©'Cy;
(5) Cy and (xvz')A(yvy)=((xva)any)v ((zvz)ry).

Proof. (1) < (2). We prove (1) = (2), since the converse direction can be handled
symmetrically. Note that y v (z Az’ Ay") =yv(zaz' Ay )v(zva' ry)=yVv(zAzx).
Moreover, one has (zvy)A(zvy') =yv(z'A(zvy)) =yv((zrz’)v(z'Ay)) =yVv(zaz'),
by Lemma [£.12 We conclude yv (z Az’ Ay') = (xvy)A(yva'). So, we compute
zv(yay anz)=zv(zaz Ay )v(yry Az’

=V (@' Ay )n(yv(zaa’ ay')))

“ov (M) A (@) A (g v )

=z v (@' rny')n(zvy))

=(@vy)n(zv(z'ry))

=(zvy)a(zva)a(zvy')

s(zvy)r(zvr' vy)a(zva' vy)a(zvy')

=(zvy)r(zvy).
Therefore, we have (y Ay ) A ((yry' rz) v (yany ax')) =(yry)A(yary)a(zv(ya
y'ae)) =yay)a(zvy) alevy)=yny'. Soyany <(yay az)v(yry Az, ie.
yny'=(yry re)v(yay aa').
(1) < (3). Again, we prove (1) = (3) since the converse holds symmetrically. We
only need to prove y' A (xvz') = (v Az) Vv (y Az'). Indeed, we have y' A (z Vv ') =
yn(xva)a(zvy )=y A(xv(z'Ay')) = (' Ay') Vv (Y Az), by modularity and Lemma
4. 12|
(1) < (4). Just note that xCy iff yCux iff yCaz’ iff 2'Cy.
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Finally, as regards the non-trivial direction of (1) < (5), note that ((x va') Ay) v ((z Vv
2 )ny') = (xva)A(((zva')ay)vy'). Moreover, y'v ((zva')Ay) =y’ v((zva vy )Ay) =
(zva'vy)YA(yvy)=y'v((zva')A(yvy')). Therefore, (zva')a(((zva')ry)vy') =
(@va)aly'v((zva)a(yvy'))) = ((zva)ar(yvy))v(y' A(zva’)) = (zva)alyvy'). O

We are into position for stating and proving the final result of this section.

Theorem 4.14. Let A e MPKL. For any x,y € A, the following are equivalent:

(1) «Cy;
(2) Sg(x,y) is a Kleene lattice.

Proof. (2) = (1) is clear. Conversely, Let a,b € A such that aCb. One has that Sg(a) =
({a,a’;ana’;ava,0,1},A,v,",0,1) and Sg(b) = ({b,b/,b A, bV ,0,1},A,v,”,0,1) are
distributive. We show that, for any x,y € Sg(a), and any z € Sg(b), one has (xvy) Az =
(xAz)Vv(ynz). First, if z =y, then our conclusion holds trivially. Therefore, we assume
also z # y. If © or y are in {0,1,arnda’;ava'}, or z € {0,1}, then the statement is
straightforward. Therefore, let us assume that x,y € {a,a’} and z ¢ {0,1}. We consider
the following cases according to z.

e z=bab. Inthis case (ava' )A (DAY ) =bAb =(bAW Aa)Vv (DAY Aa’) is ensured
upon noticing that, by Lemma [£.13] one has 6Ca.

e z=bor z="V. Then, again, the statement follows upon noticing that, by Lemma
413, bCa and b'Ca.

e z=bv . In this case distributivity over a v a’ follows by Lemma [L.13(5).

Showing that any x € Sg(a) distributes over any join of elements in Sg(b) can be handled
similarly, and so it is left to the reader. By Lemma 4.9 we conclude that Sg(b) u Sg(a)
generates a distributive sublattice of Af and so, by Lemma HI0, also a distributive
subalgebra of A. O

Naturally, one might wonder if our notion of commutativity might be somehow simplified.
Indeed, when dealing with orthomodular lattices, it turns out that conditions (C'1) and
(C2) are equivalent. Nevertheless, the next example shows that, in the wider framework
of sp-orthomodular lattices, this no longer holds.

Example 4.15. Let us consider the sp-orthomodular lattice depicted in Figure (I3)):

(13) 1
U
N

Note that an (bvb')=anb=0=(anb)v(anb) as well as (ana’)=0=((arna’)Ab)v
((ana’)nb"). However, b=bA(ava)+0=(bra)v(bra').

Finally, we observe that, in the framework of sp-orthomodular lattices, the Foulis-Holland
theorem (Theorem [2.27]) fails. In particular, we exhibit a modular sp-orthomodular lattice
A and a triple {a,b,c¢} ¢ A such that aCb,aCc,bCc but {a,b,c} does not generate a
distributive sub-lattice of Af.
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Example 4.16. Let us consider the sp-orthomodular lattice
A = ({07 a7 b7 C7 d7 CL,? bl? C’? 1}7 /\7 V7 ,7 07 1)

Cl
=d
An easy check shows that aCb and aCe. However, {a,b,c} does not generate a distributive
sublattice of AL.

depited in Figure (I4):
(14) 1

bl

C

5. PARACONSISTENT PARTIAL REFERENTIAL MATRICES

In this section we introduce the class of paraconsistent partial referential matrices. These
structures generalize partial referential matrices (PRMs) outlined for the first time by J.
Czelakowski in [20].

Taking the cue from the intuition that quantum experimental propositions concerning
the measure of an observable A over a state 1 should be considered meaningful (i.e.,
amenable of a truth’s evaluation) only in case 1) is dispersion free, i.e it is an eigenvector
of A, [20] introduces PRMs as a general logical framework to deal with propositions
which need not be everywhere defined but for certain states. A PRM is nothing but
a triple (I, A,{D;}is), where I is non-empty set of states, A is an “algebra” of partial
propositions of the form (D, f) € P(I)x B assigning to any i € D a truth value in the two-
element Boolean algebra By, and D; (i € I) is the set of true propositions (D, f) which are
meaningful w.r.t. i (i.e., i € D). Interestingly enough, any atomic atomistic orthomodular
poset can be regarded as the algebraic reduct of a PRM (see [20, p. 138]). Therefore,
PRMs make orthomodular quantum structures amenable of a really neat interpretation.
In the sequel, we introduce paraconsistent partial referential matrices as a generalization
of Czelakowski’s framework to deal with partial propositions whose truth values range
in the set {0,1,1}. In the light of results outlined in previous sections, it won’t be
surprising to find that any unsharp orthogonal poset A yields the algebraic reduct of a
paraconsistent partial referential matrix. Even more, if A € SPO, then A turns out to
be orthoisomorphic to a pseudo-Kleene lattice of partial propositions. Consequently, a
further link between logic and the algebra E(H) of effects over a separable Hilbert space
‘H is established.

Let us start with the main concept we are dealing with in this section.

Definition 5.1. A paraconsistent partial referential matrix is a structure A = (I, A, {D;}icr)
such that:

(1) I is a set of indexes;
(2) A=(A,C,-,v,0,1), called the algebraic reduct of A, is such that:
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(i) A consists of pairs (C, f), where C I and f € KS.
(ii) C € A? is a reflexive and symmetric binary relation of commeasurability
such that for, any (C, f),(D,g) € A, (C, f)C(D,g) implies Cn D # &;
(iii) 1= (I,x1) and O = (I,xg);
() If (C, f) € A, then (C,~f) € A, where, for any x € C, =f(x) = =(f(z)) in
Kg;
(v) If (C, f)C(D, g), then there exists a unique (Z,h) such that DnC ¢ Z and,
forany xe DnC, h(x) = f(x)vg(x);
(vi) =+ A— A is such that -(C, f) = (C,~f);

(vii) If (C, f)C(D,q), then (C,f) v (D,g) is defined and equals the (Z,h) from
item (v);

(viit) Any pair (C, f),(D, g) such that (C, f)C(D, g) generates a Kleene sub-lattice
of A, in the sense that polynomials in (C, f),(D,g) are mutually commea-
surable and, moreover, they form a Kleene lattice w.r.t. {-,v,0,1}.

(8) For anyiel, D;={(C,f)eA:ieC and f(i) =1}.

In particular, note that O = —I.

Let A= (I,A,{D;}i) be aparaconsistent partial referential matrix. For any (C, f), (D, f) €
A, set
(C,f)s(D,g)if CnD =@ and f(i) < g(i), for any ie Cn D.

From now on, we will denote by Fm, the absolutely free algebra in the signature £ =
{v,-,0,1} generated by an infinite countable set of variables Var.

Definition 5.2. Let A be the algebraic reduct of a partial referential matriz. a partial
mapping h: Fmgz — A is said to be a partial homomorphism if the following hold:

(1) Var < Dom(h);
(2) ¢ € Dom(h) iff ~p € Dom(h); h(=p) = =h(p).
gj f(\i)@/) EHDom(h) iff ¢, € Dom(h) and h(p)Ch(v); h(p v ) =h(p) Vv h(?).

For any A = (I, A,{D;}i1), we denote by Hom” (Fm,, A) the class of partial homomor-
phisms from Fm, to A. The proof of the next remark is customary, so it is left to the
reader.

Remark 5.3. For any A= (I,A,{D;}ir), any mapping h: Var - A can be extended to
a unique h* e Hom” (Fmg, A).

Let A = (I,A,{D;}i) be a paraconsistent partial referential matrix. Let us define a
relation F4S Z(Fm,) x Fm, upon setting, for any I'u {p} € Fm,, I' -4 ¢ if and only if
the following condition holds:

Vh e Hom" (Fmg, A) Vie I, if T ¢ Dom(h) and h(T') € D;, then ¢ € Dom(h) and h(y) € D;.

We observe that any paraconsistent partial referential matrix A = (I, A, {D;}i;) induces
a consequence relation in the sense that, for any 'U Au{¢} € Fm,:

o I'+4 7, for any v e T (reflexivity);
o If I'4¢pand I'c A, then A 4 ¢ (monotonicity);
o If '+4 6, for any 0 € A, and A +4 @, then I' -4 ¢ (transitivity).

However, -4 need not be preserved under substitutions (i.e. structural, cf. [28], Definition
1.5]). So, 4 might not be a logic in the proper sense, as shown by the next example.
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Example 5.4. Let us consider the paraconsistent partial referential matrix
A=(I=A{rs},A{D,,Ds})
where A = (A,C,v,-,0,1) is such that

(1) I resp. Q is the constant 1 resp. the constant O function over I;

(2) A= {H7@7({T}7fa)7({r}vf—|a)v ({5}7fb)}7 where fa(r) = 17 f—u(’r) = 07 fb(r) = %

fn(r).
(8) C={((C,f),(D,g)) e A2:Cn D +@}; and, for any ((C, f),(D,g)) €C:

I if (Cyf)=1or(D,g)=1
(C. ) if (D,g) =0y
(D, 9) if (C,f)=0;

(15) (¢, f)v(D,g) =11 if (C f) = ({r}, fo), (D, g) = ({r}, f-a)
I if (C.f) =({r}, f-a), (D, g) = ({r}, fa)
(C. ) if (C.f)=(D.,g),
undefined, otherwise

(4) D, = {Hv ({T}mfa)} and Dy = {]I}

Note that, in particular, v is not defined for the pair ({r}, fa), ({s}, f»)-
Now, it can be seen that, for any x,y € Var, it holds that

T (xVv-z)Vvy.

For if h e Hom" (Fmyg, A), then, for any i € I, h(z) € D; implies h(z v -z) = 1 and so
h(xv-x)Ch(y). Therefore, (xv-x)vy e Dom(h) and h((zv-z)vy) € D;. Nevertheless,
let us consider an arbitrary substitution o such that o :x w~ x, y > uv v, where u,v are
fresh variables. Let h be such that h: x — ({1}, fo),u = ({7}, fu),v = ({s}, fo). Then
the partial homomorphism h* induced by h satisfies x € Dom(h*) and h*(z) € D, but
(zv-z)Vv(uvv) ¢ Dom(h*), since uvv ¢ Dom(h*). We conclude x 4 (xv-x)Vv(uvv).

However, if one aims at obtaining a full-fledged logic, another route is possible. Let
A= (I,A,{D;}ir) be a paraconsistent partial referential matrix. Let us define a relation
%S Z(Fmg) x Fm, upon setting, for any I'u {¢} ¢ Fm,

P iff T4 and V() cV(T)

where, for any I' € Fmg, V(I') = U,r V() and V() is the set of propositional variables
occurring in «, for any o € Fmg.

Proposition 5.5. For any paraconsistent partial referential matric A = (I, A, {D;}icr),
(Fmg, %) is a sentential logic.

Proof. Showing that % is a consequence relation is straightforward and so it is left to the
reader. Let o be an arbitrary substitution and suppose that I' =% ¢. Since V(¢) € V(I'),
one has V(o(¢)) € V(a(I)). Now, let h ¢ Hom” (Fm,,A) and let i € I. Suppose that
o(T') € Dom(h) and h(o(T")) € D;. Then, for any x € V(T") = V(T'u{y}), o(z) € Dom(h).
Now, let g : Var — A be the mapping such that g(x) = ho(x), if x € V(I'), and g(z) = h(x)
otherwise. g can be extended to a partial homomorphism g* such that I' € Dom(g*) and
g*(I") = ho(T") € D;. Therefore, we conclude that ¢ € Dom(g*) and g*(y) € D;. But then
o(p) € Dom(h) and ho(p) = g*(¢) € D;. O

Since investigating consequence relations introduced so far goes beyond the scope of the
present paper, we postpone an inquiry into their properties to a future work.
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5.1. Unsharp orthogonal posets as paraconsistent partial referential matrices.
In what follows, we show that any unsharp orthogonal poset yields the algebraic reduct of
a paraconsistent partial referential matrix. Consequently, any UOP determines an algebra
of partial propositions which, in view of the above discussion, yields a consequence relation
with a quite intuitive flavor.

Let A € KL. Recall that F' ¢ A is said to be a lattice-filter provided that, for any x,y € A,
ryye Fiff tanyeF. Forany x € A, we set 1 x:={ye A:x <y}. Obviously, 1 z is a
lattice-filter of A. Furthermore, F' is said to be prime provided that, for any z,y € A,
xvyeF it ze ForyeF. From now on, given A € L. we will denote by F5 and PFx
the family of lattice-filters and prime lattice-filters over A, respectively. Whenever the
reference to the underlying Kleene lattice A will be clear, we will write simply F and PF
in place of Fp resp. PFA. The following fact is well known (see e.g. [2]).

Lemma 5.6 (Prime Filter Theorem). Let A € KL. If F € F5 is such that x ¢ F, then
there exists G € PF A such that F € G and x ¢ P.

In the sequel, we will freely make use of Lemma without further reference.

From now on, we consider an arbitrary A e UOP and let G(A) = {K,}iey. Let F;:={F ¢
K;: F €PFg,}, for any i€ I. For any a € A, let

I,={iel:aeK;}.
Now let us consider, for any a € A, F, = U, F,. Moreover, for any a € A, let f, : F, - K;
be the mapping such that, for any F' € F,:
ifaeFand a' ¢ I
ifa’e FFand a ¢ F
otherwise

Now, let A = {(Fy, fo) : a € A}. For any (Fy, fo), (Fy, fp) € A, we set (Fo, fo)C(Fy, fp)
provided that F, nF, # @.

(16) fa(F) =

= O =

Furthermore, let us define the following operations: —(Fy, f,) := (Fu, for), and, for any

(Faa fa)7 (]Fba fb) € Z such that (]Faa fa)c(]Fb) fb)a

(FCH fa) U (Fbv fb) = (FavKiba fa\/Kib)7
where K; is an arbitrary Kleene sub-lattice of A such that a,b € K;. Note that, since any
K, € G(A) is a Kleene sub-lattice, if a,b € K; nK;, then a vEib=aVv¥i b, for any i,j € I.
In view of this fact, whenever no danger of confusion will be impending, unnecessary
superscripts will be omitted. Also, set

O := (Fo, fo) and T := (Fq, f1).

The next lemma ensures that u and - are well-defined.
Lemma 5.7. For any (Fu, f.), (Fy, f3) € A,
(Faafa) = (Fba fb) Zﬁa' =b.

Proof. Concerning the non trivial direction, suppose towards a contradiction that a # b
but (Fo, fo) = (Fy, fp). If [, n 1, = @, then a,b ¢ {0,1}. Upon considering F € PFk,, for
some K; such that i € [, obtained e.g. by extending 1 a to a prime lattice-filter, we have
that F' ¢ [y, and so F, # Fy, a contradiction. Therefore, let us suppose w.l.o.g. that
I,nl,+#+@. Let i e I,n1,. Since a # b, then one must have a £ b or b £ a. Suppose w.l.o.g.
that a £ b. Therefore, by Lemma 5.6 1 a € Fk, can be extended to a prime lattice-filter
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F € F; containing a but not b. Now, by hypothesis f,(F') = f,(F). Since a € F, one
must have f,(F) e {1,3}. If f,(F) = fo(F) =1, then b € F, a contradiction. Therefore,
fa(F) = fo(F) =3, a,a’ € F and b,V ¢ F. But then we reach again a contradiction, since
a,a’ € F implies that bv b >ana’ € F and, since F' is prime, be F or 0’ in F. O

Lemma 5.8. A = (A4,C,u,-,0,1) is the algebraic reduct of a paraconsistent partial
referential matrix.

Proof. We show that item 2 of Definition B.] hold. (i)-(iv),(vi),(vii) are obvious. Con-
cerning (v), suppose that (F,, f.)C(Fy, f3), i.e. I(a)nI(b) + @. We show that u satisfies
the requirements of (v). Note that F, nF, € F,, for any ¢ € I(a) n 1(b). Next we show
that, for any F' € F, nF, such that F' € PFk, (i € [(a) n1(b)), faw(F) = fo(F) Vv fi(F).
If fu(F)=1or fy(F)=1,thenae F and a’ ¢ F or be F and V' ¢ F. This fact clearly
implies avbe F and (avb) =a’ Ab ¢ F. So, we can assume that neither f,(F') =1 nor
fo(F)=1. If f,(F)=0= f,(F), then (aVv¥ib) =a’Ab € F. Now, if avbe F, then a € F
or be F, since F is prime. A contradiction. Therefore, av b ¢ F, i.e. f,p(F)=0. Now,
suppose that f,(F) #0 or f,(F)#0. So fo(F) =3 or fy(F)=1. Let us assume without
loss of generality that f,(F) = 3. This means that (a) a,a’ € F; or (b) a,a’ ¢ F.

(a) One has that a<avbe F. Now, if b’ ¢ I, one has that be F| since bV >ana’€F.
So, fp(F) =1, against our assumptions. Therefore, b’ € F' and (a Vv b)' € F.

(b) If a,a’ ¢ F, then clearly (avb)' ¢ F. If avbe F, then we must have be F. If b’ € I
then ava’ € F and so a € F or o’ € F, contradicting our hypothesis. So ¢’ ¢ F'. But then
fo(F') =1, again a contradiction. We conclude a v b,(a v b) ¢ F.

To prove uniqueness, suppose that (F., f.) is such that F,nF, € F. and, for any F' € F,nFy,
fe(F) = fo(F) Vv fo(F). We show that (F., f.) = (Favs, favs), i.e. aVv b= ¢, by Lemma
B Let i € I(a) nI(b) be such that a,b,c € K;. Suppose towards a contradiction that
avb+c If avbdc, consider the filter 1 avbe Fk,. 1 aVvb can be extended to a prime
lattice-filter F' such that ¢ ¢ F'. Since f.(F) = fo(F)V fo(F) = faw(F), then fo,(F) # 1,
otherwise ¢ € F, a contradiction. So one must have f,;,(F) = 3, i.e. avb,(avb) €F.
But then cv ¢’ € F and ¢’ € F', since F' is prime. But this means that f.(F') =0, which is
impossible. We conclude that a v b < c. Similarly, we prove that c<a v b.

(viii) Just note that, for any (Fq, f,), (F,, f.) € A such that (F,, f,)C(F,, f,), and any
polynomial p(z,y) in the language {v,”,0,1}, (%) p((Fa, fa), Fa, f2)) = (Fpiap)s fo(ap))
and, of course, for any pair of polynomials p;(x,y),p2(z,v), I(p1(a,b)) nI(p2(a,b)) + @
and s0 F, (4,0) "Fp,(ap) # @. Moreover, by (*) and Lemma [5.7, it is easily seen that axioms
of Kleene lattices hold.

Now, upon considering, for any F' € F = U;; F;, Dp := {(F,, f.) : F € F, and f,(F) =1},
one has that (F, A, {Dr}rer) is a paraconsistent partial referential matrix. O

Recall that7 for any (Faafa)a (Flnfb) € Z7 (Faafa) N (Fbafb) is short for (Fa7fa)C(Fb7fb)
and f,(F) < fp(F'), for any F e F, nF,. It is easily seen that 3 is reflexive and antisym-
metric.

Lemma 5.9. (Fy, f.) 35 (Fy, fp) implies a <b. Moreover, if A is tame, then the converse
holds as well.

Proof. Suppose that (F,, f,) 3 (Fy, f3). This means that F, nF, # @ and f,(F) < f,(F),
for any F'e F,nFy,. Let i€ I,n 1. If a £ b, then 1 a in K; can be extended to some prime
lattice-filter F' € F; such that b ¢ F. However, since f,(F) < f,(F), and f,(F) € {1,1}, we
must have that f,(F) =1 with a,a’ € F. But then, by regularity, b’ € F, since bv ¥/ € F
and b ¢ F. So f,(F) =0, a contradiction. Concerning the moreover part, if a < b, then
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there exists 7 € I, n I, such that a <¥i b. So F, nF, # @ Now, suppose that there exists
F eF,nFF, such that f,(F) > f,(F), where F € PFk., for some i € [(a)n1(b). Note that
if f,(F) =1, then b€ F and so one must have f,(F') = 5. But then ¥’ € F and so a’ € F,
a contradiction. So one must have f,(F) =% and f,(F) = 0. Reasoning as above, also in
this case we reach a contradiction. U

We conclude that any UOP A yields the algebraic reduct of a paraconsistent partial ref-
erential matrix. As an immediate application of this fact, we have the following corollary.

Corollary 5.10. Any type I or type Il fuzzy quantum poset may be regarded as the
algebraic reduct of a paraconsistent partial referential matrix.

Moreover, when dealing with tame UOPs, we have some more.

Lemma 5.11. Let A e UOP. If A is tame then 5 over A is transitive, i.e. it is a partial
order.

Proof. Tt follows from Lemma [.0. O
Lemma 5.12. Let A be a tame unsharp orthogonal poset. Then the following hold:

(1) S(E) = (A, 3,-,0,1) is an unsharp orthogonal poset;
(2) S(A) 2 A.

Proof. (1)Observe that, by construction, and since % is a partial order, S(A) = (A, 3
,=,0,1) is a bounded poset with antitone involution. Now, suppose that (F,, f,) 3
~(Fp, f») = (Fy, fir). Then, since F, = Fy, we have F, nF, # @. So (Fg, fo)C(Fy, f3),
(Fo, fo)u(Fy, fp) is defined and (Fy, fo)u(Fy, f5) = (Fave, fave)- Clearly, (Fq, f.), (Fs, fy) 3
(Fave, faws). Moreover, if (Fy, fo), (Fp, o) 3 (Fe, fe), then a,b < cand avb < ¢ (Lemmal[5.9]).
Therefore, (Fovp, fave) 3 (Fe, fe) (again by Lemma [5.9]). Finally, let us show that Kleene
condition holds. =((Fq, fo) U =(Fq, fo)) = (Fara’s farar)- Upon noticing that ana’ <bv ¥,
the desired conclusion follows by Lemma

Concerning (2), it is easily seen that the map a — (F,, f,) is an ortho-isomorphism, by
Lemma 5.7 and Lemma 5.9 U

In view of results from Section ] since any sp-orthomodular lattice is a tame UOP, then

Theorem 5.13. Let A e PKL. If A € SPO, then S(A) is an UOP and A =~ S(A).

In other words, any sp-orthomodular lattice is orthoisomorphic to an unsharp orthogonal
poset of partial propositions with “truth values” ranging in {0, %, 1}.

6. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE RESEARCH

This work has been devoted to investigate sub-classes of unsharp orthogonal posets
which are pastings of their maximal Kleene sub-lattices. Specifically, we introduced
sp-orthomodular lattices as the class of pseudo-Kleene lattices whose order induces, and
it is induced by, the order of its Kleene sub-lattices. It turned out that sp-orthomodular
lattices can be considered as genuine quantum structures, since they may be regarded
as abstractions of “concrete” structures of experimental propositions concerning unsharp
measurements over a physical (quantum) system. Also, we have investigated some of their
prominent properties. Interestingly enough, the investigation of sp-orthomodular lattices
unveils order-theoretical and algebraic properties of “pastings” of Kleene lattices that,
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when dealing with ortholattices, remain somehow “hidden”. See, for example, forbidden
configurations and properties of localizers.

As it often happens, this work provides more open problems than answers. Besides
unanswered questions raised along the paper, we list hereafter some issues one could
naturally address.

- Provide a general theory of commutativity for sp-orthomodular lattices. It is
interesting to observe that, when dealing with the general framework we are con-
cerned with in this paper, we have that the intersection of all Kleene blocks of
an sp-orthomodular lattice A need not be a Boolean algebra, as it happens for
OMLs.

- Provide a logic which is complete w.r.t. a suitable matrix semantics having
sp-orthomodular lattices as algebraic reducts. For example, providing a non-
distributive variant of strong Kleene logic as well as of Priest’s Logic of Paradox
(see e.g. [1]) might be tasks deserving some attention.

- Introduce a suitable notion of an sp-orthomodular poset playing for sp-orthomodular
lattices the same role played by OMPs w.r.t. OMLs. This can be accomplished
by considering the class of unsharp orthogonal posets satisfying the following con-
dition

(spOM) If x <y, then y A (zva') exists and y A (zva') =z v (2’ Ay).

It is easily seen that type I and type Il fuzzy quantum posets, once regarded
as unsharp orthogonal posets, satisfy (spOM]), namely they are examples of sp-
orthomodular posets. Therefore, an inquiry into properties of these structures
seems to be a worth task which may yield very general results.

- Investigate the structure theory for sp-orthomodular lattices.
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