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Abstract

First-order Gödel logics are a family of infinite-valued logics where the sets of
truth valuesV are closed subsets of[0,1] containing both 0 and 1. Different such
setsV in general determine different Gödel logicsGV (sets of those formulas which
evaluate to 1 in every interpretation intoV). It is shown thatGV is axiomatizable
iff V is finite,V is uncountable with 0 isolated inV, or every neighborhood of 0 in
V is uncountable. Complete axiomatizations for each of thesecases are given. The
r.e. prenex, negation-free, and existential fragments of all first-order Gödel logics
are also characterized.
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1.2 History of Gödel logics . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3
1.3 Overview of the results . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4

2 Preliminaries 5
2.1 Syntax and Semantics . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5
2.2 Axioms and deduction systems . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9
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1 Introduction

1.1 Motivation

The logics we investigate in this paper, first-order Gödel logics, can be characterized
in a rough-and-ready way as follows: The language is a standard first-order language.
The logics are many-valued, and the sets of truth values considered are closed subsets
of [0,1] which contain both 0 and 1. 1 is the “designated value,” i.e.,a formula is valid
if it receives the value 1 in every interpretation. The truthfunctions of conjunction
and disjunction are minimum and maximum, respectively, andquantifiers are defined
by infimum and supremum over subsets of the set of truth values. The characteristic
operator of Gödel logics, the Gödel conditional, is defined by a→ b= 1 if a≤ b and
= b if a > b. Because the truth values are ordered (indeed, in many cases, densely
ordered), the semantics of Gödel logics is suitable for formalization ofcomparisons.
It is related in this respect to a more widely known many-valued logic, Łukasiewicz
(or “fuzzy”) logic—yet the truth function of the Łukasiewicz conditional is defined not
just using comparison, but also addition. In contrast to Łukasiewicz logic, which might
be considered a logic ofabsoluteor metric comparison, Gödel logics are logics of
relative comparison. This alone makes Gödel logics an interesting subject for logical
investigations.

There are other reasons why the study of Gödel logics is important. As noted, Gödel
logics are related to other many-valued logics of recognized importance. Indeed, Gödel
logic is one of the three basict-norm based logics which have received increasing
attention in the last 15 or so years [Háj98] (the others are Łukasiewicz and product
logic). Yet Gödel logic is also closely related to intuitionistic logic: it is the logic
of linearly-ordered Heyting algebras. In the propositional case, infinite-valued Gödel
logic can be axiomatized by the intuitionistic propositional calculus extended by the
axiom schema(A→ B)∨ (B→ A). This connection extends also to Kripke semantics
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for intuitionistic logic: Gödel logics can also be characterized as logics of (classes of)
linearly ordered and countable intuitionistic Kripke structures with constant domains
[BP].

One of the surprising facts about Gödel logics is that whereas there is only one
infinite-valued propositional Gödel logic, there are infinitely many different infinite-
valued first-order Gödel logics depending on the choice of the set of truth values. This
is also the case when one considers the propositional consequence relation, and like-
wise when the language is extended to include quantificationover propositions. For
both quantified propositional and first-order Gödel logics, different sets of truth val-
ues with different order-theoretic properties result in different sets of valid formulas.
Hence it is necessary to consider truth value sets other thanthe standard unit interval.

In the light of the result of Scarpellini [Sca62] on non-axiomatizability of infinite-
valued first-order Łukasiewicz logic which can be extended to almost all linearly or-
dered infinite-valued logics, it is also surprising that some infinite-valued Gödel logics
are recursively enumerable. Our main aim in this paper is to characterize those sets
of truth values which give rise to axiomatizable Gödel logics, and those whose sets of
validities are not r.e. We show that a setV of truth values determines an axiomatizable
first-order Gödel logic if, and only if,V is finite, V is uncountable and 0 is isolated,
or every neighborhood of 0 inV is uncountable. These cases also determine different
sets of validities: the finite-valued Gödel logicsGn, the logicG0, and the “standard”
infinite-valued Gödel logicGR (based on the truth value set[0,1]).

1.2 History of Gödel logics

Gödel logics are one of the oldest families of many-valued logics. Propositional finite-
valued Gödel logics were introduced by Gödel in [Göd33] to show that intuitionistic
logic does not have a characteristic finite matrix. They provide the first examples of in-
termediate logics (intermediate, that is, in strength between classical and intuitionistic
logics). Dummett [Dum59] was the first to study infinite valued propositional Gödel
logics, axiomatizing the set of tautologies over infinite truth-value sets by intuitionis-
tic logic extended by the linearity axiom(A→ B)∨ (B→ A). Hence, infinite-valued
propositional Gödel logic is also sometimes called Gödel-Dummett logic or Dummett’s
LC. In terms of Kripke semantics, the characteristic linearity axiom picks out those ac-
cessibility relations which are linear orders.

Standard first-order Gödel logicGR—the one based on the full interval[0,1]—
has been discovered and studied by several people independently. Alfred Horn was
probably the first: He discussed this logic under the namelogic with truth values in
a linearly ordered Heyting algebra[Hor69], and gave an axiomatization and the first
completeness proof. Takeuti and Titani [TT84] calledGR intuitionistic fuzzy logic,
and also gave an axiomatization for which they proved the completeness. This system
incorporates the density rule

Γ ⊢ A∨ (C→ p)∨ (p→ B)

Γ ⊢ A∨ (C→ B)

(wherep is any propositional variable not occurring in the lower sequent.) The rule is
redundant for an axiomatization ofGR, as was shown by Takano [Tak87], who gave
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a streamlined completeness proof of Takeuti-Titani’s system without the rule. (A syn-
tactical proof of the elimination of the density rule was later given in [BZ00]. Other
proof-theoretic investigations of Gödel logics can be found in [BC02] and [BFC03].)
The density rule is nevertheless interesting: It forces thetruth value set to be dense
in itself (in the sense that, if the truth value set isn’t dense in itself, the rule does not
preserve validity). This contrasts with the expressive power of formulas: no formula is
valid only for truth value sets which are dense in themselves.

First-order Gödel logics other thanGR were first considered in [BLZ96b], where
it was shown thatG↓, based on the truth value setV↓ = {1/k : k ∈ N}∪ {0} is not
r.e. Hájek [Háj05] has recently improved this result, andshowed that not only is the
set of validities not r.e., it is not even arithmetical. Hájek also showed that the Gödel
logic G↑ based onV↑ = {1−1/k : k ∈ N}∪{1} is Π2-complete. Results preliminary
to the results of the present paper were reported in [BPZ03, Pre02, Pre03].

1.3 Overview of the results

We begin with a preliminary discussion of the syntax and semantics of Gödel logics,
including a discussion of some of the more interesting special cases of first-order Gödel
logics and their relationships (Section 2). In Section 3, wepresent some relevant results
regarding the topology of truth-value sets.

The main results of the paper are contained in Sections 4–??. We provide a com-
plete classification of the axiomatizability of first order Gödel logics. The main results
are, that a logic based on a truth value setV is axiomatizable if and only if

1. V is finite (Section??), or

2. V is uncountable and 0 is contained in the perfect kernel (Section 5.1), or

3. V is uncountable and 0 is isolated (Section 5.2).

In all other cases, i.e., logics with countable truth value set (Section 4) and those where
there is a countable neighborhood of 0 and 0 is not isolated (Section 5.3), the respective
logics are not r.e.

In Section 6, we investigate the complexity of fragments of first-order Gödel logic,
specifically, the prenex fragments (Section 6.1), the⊥-free fragments (Section 6.2),
and the existential (∀-free) fragments (Section 6.3). We show that the prenex frag-
ment of a Gödel logic is axiomatizable if and only if the truth value set is finite or
uncountable. This means that there are truth-value sets where the prenex fragment of
the corresponding logic is r.e. even though the full logic isnot. Moreover, there all
axiomatizable prenex fragments coincide. This is also the case for⊥-free and existen-
tial fragments, but in these cases only those truth value sets determine r.e.⊥-free and
existential fragments for which also the full logic is r.e.,viz., truth value sets which
are finite, uncountable with 0 isolated, and those where every neighborhood of 0 is
uncountable.
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2 Preliminaries

2.1 Syntax and Semantics

In the following we fix a standard first-order languageL with finitely or countably
many predicate symbolsP and finitely or countably many function symbolsf for every
finite arityk. In addition to the two quantifiers∀ and∃ we use the connectives∨, ∧,→
and the constant⊥ (for ‘false’); other connectives are introduced as abbreviations, in
particular we let¬A≡ (A→⊥).

Gödel logics are usually defined using the single truth value set[0,1]. For propo-
sitional logic the choice of any infinite subset of[0,1] leads to the same propositional
logic (set of tautologies). In the first order case, where quantifiers will be interpreted
as infima and suprema, a closed subset of[0,1] is necessary.

Definition 1 (Gödel set). A Gödel setis a closed setV ⊆ [0,1] which contains 0 and 1.

The semantics of Gödel logics, with respect to a fixed Gödelset as truth value
set and a fixed languageL of predicate logic, is defined using the extended language
L U , whereU is the universe of the interpretationI. L U is L extended with constant
symbols for each element ofU .

Definition 2 (Semantics of G̈odel logic). Fix a Gödel setV. An interpretationI into
V consists of

1. a nonempty setU =UI, the ‘universe’ ofI,

2. for eachk-ary predicate symbolP, a functionPI : Uk→V,

3. for eachk-ary function symbolf , a functionfI : Uk→U .

4. for each variablev, a valuevI ∈U .

Given an interpretationI, we can naturally define a valuetI for any term t
and a truth valueI(A) for any formulaA of L U . For a termst = f (u1, . . . ,uk)
we defineI(t) = fI(uI1 , . . . ,u

I

k ). For atomic formulasA ≡ P(t1, . . . , tn), we define
I(A) = PI(tI1 , . . . , t

I
n ). For composite formulasA we defineI(A) by:

I(⊥) = 0 (1)

I(A∧B) = min(I(A),I(B)) (2)

I(A∨B) = max(I(A),I(B)) (3)

I(A→ B) =

{

1 I(A)≤ I(B)

I(B) otherwise
(4)

I(∀xA(x)) = inf{I(A(u)) : u∈U} (5)

I(∃xA(x)) = sup{I(A(u)) : u∈U} (6)

(Here we use the fact that every Gödel setsV is aclosedsubset of[0,1] in order to be
able to interpret∀ and∃ as inf and sup inV.)

If I(A) = 1, we say thatI satisfies A, and writeI |= A.
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Definition 3 (Gödel logics based onV). For a Gödel setV we define thefirst or-
der Gödel logic GV as the set of all formulas ofL such thatI |= A for all V-
interpretationsI.

It should be noted that for Gödel logics with 0 isolated, thenotion ofsatisfiability
for sets of formulas is not particularly interesting, sincea set of formulasΓ is satisfiable
(in the sense that there is anI so thatI |= A for all A∈ Γ) iff it is satisfiable classically.
For this reason, we takeentailmentto be the fundamental model-theoretic notion.

Definition 4. If Γ is a set of formulas (possibly infinite), we say thatΓ entailsA in GV ,
Γ |=V A iff for all I into V,

inf{I(B) : B∈ Γ} ≤ I(A);

andΓ 1-entails Ain GV , Γ 
V A, iff, for all I intoV, wheneverI(B) = 1 for all B∈ Γ,
thenI(A) = 1.

Notation 5. We will write Γ |= A instead ofΓ |=V A in case it is obvious which truth
value setV is meant. We will sometimes writeΓ |= ∆ ∈ GV , by which we mean that
Γ |=V ∆. The notationGV |= A stands for /0|=V A, or A∈GV .

Whether or not a formulaA evaluates to 1 under an interpretationI depends only
on therelative orderingof the truth values of the atomic formulas (inL I), and not
directly on the setV or on thevaluesof the atomic formulas. IfV ⊆W are both Gödel
sets, andI is an interpretation intoV, thenI can be seen also as a interpretation into
W, and the valuesI(A), computed recursively using (1)–(6), do not depend on whether
we viewI as aV-interpretation or aW-interpretation. Consequently, ifV ⊆W, there
are more interpretations intoW than intoV. Hence, ifΓ |=W A then alsoΓ |=V A and
GW ⊆GV .

This can be generalized to embeddings between Gödel sets other than inclusion.
First, we make precise which formulas are involved in the computation of the truth-
value of a formulaA in an interpretationI:

Definition 6. The only subformula of an atomic formulaP in L U is P itself. The
subformulas ofA⋆B for ⋆∈ {→,∧,∨} are the subformulas ofA and ofB, together with
A⋆B itself. The subformulas of∀xA(x) and∃xA(x) with respect to a universeU are
all subformulas of allA(u) for u∈U , together with∀xA(x) (or, ∃xA(x), respectively)
itself.

The set of truth-values of subformulas ofA under a given interpretationI is denoted
by

Val(I,A) = {I(B) : B subformula ofA w.r.t.UI}∪{0,1}

If Γ is a set of formulas, then Val(I,Γ) =
⋃

{Val(I,A) : A∈ Γ}.

Lemma 7. LetI be a V-interpretation, and let h: Val(I,Γ)→W be a mapping satis-
fying the following properties:

1. h(0) = 0, h(1) = 1;

2. h is strictly monotonic, i.e., if a< b, then h(a)< h(b);
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3. for every X⊆ Val(I,Γ), h(inf X) = inf h(X) and h(supX) = suph(X) (provided
inf X, supX ∈ Val(I,Γ)).

Then the W-interpretationIh with universe UI, fIh = fI, and for atomic B∈L I,

Ih(B) =

{

h(I(B)) if I(B) ∈ domh

1 otherwise

satisfiesIh(A) = h(I(A)) for all A ∈ Γ.

Proof. By induction on the complexity ofA. If A≡ ⊥, the claim follows from (1). If
A is atomic, it follows from the definition ofIh. For the propositional connectives the
claim follows from the strict monotonicity ofh (2). For the quantifiers, it follows from
property (3).

Remark.Note that the construction ofIh and the proof of Lemma 7 also goes through
without the conditionh(0) = 0, provided that the formulas inΓ do not contain⊥,
and goes through without the requirement that existing inf’s be preserved (h(inf X) =
inf h(X) if inf X ∈ Val(I,Γ)) provided they do not contain∀.

Definition 8. A G-embedding h: V→W is a strictly monotonic, continuous mapping
between Gödel sets which preserves 0 and 1.

Lemma 9. Suppose h: V →W is aG-embedding. (a) IfI is a V-interpretation, and
Ih is the interpretation induced byI and h, thenIh(A) = h(I(A)). (b) If Γ |=W A then
Γ |=V A (and henceGW ⊆GV). (c) If h is bijective, thenΓ |=W A iff Γ |=V A (and hence,
GV = GW).

Proof. (a) h satisfies the conditions of Lemma 7, forΓ the set of all formulas. (b) If
Γ 2V A, then for someI, I(B) = 1 for all B∈ Γ andI(A)< 1. By Lemma 7,Ih(B) = 1
for all B ∈ Γ andIh(A) < 1 (by strict monotonicity ofh). ThusΓ 2W A. (c) If h is
bijective thenh−1 is also aG-embedding.

Definition 10 (Submodel, elementary submodel).Let I1, I2 be interpretations. We
write I1 ⊆ I2 (I2 extendsI1) iff UI1 ⊆UI2, and for allk, all k-ary predicate symbols
P in L , and allk-ary function symbolsf in L we have

PI1 = PI2 ↾ (UI1)k fI1 = fI2 ↾ (UI1)k

or in other words, ifI1 andI2 agree on closed atomic formulas.
We writeI1≺ I2 if I1 ⊆ I2 andI1(A) = I2(A) for all L UI1 -formulasA.

Proposition 11 (Downward Löwenheim-Skolem).For any interpretationI with UI

infinite, there is an interpretationI′ ≺ I with a countable universe UI
′
.

Proof sketch.The proof is an easy generalization of the construction for the classical
case. We construct a sequence of countable subsetsU1 ⊆U2 ⊆ ·· · of UI: U1 simply
containstI for all closed terms of the original language.Ui+1 is constructed fromUi by
adding, for each of the (countably many) formulas of the form∃xA(x) and∀xA(x) in
the languageL Ui , a countable sequencea j of elements ofUI so that(I(A(a j))) j →

I(∃xA(x)) or→ I(∀xA(x)), respectively.UI
′
=

⋃

i Ui .
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Lemma 12. LetI be a interpretation into V, w∈ [0,1], and letIw be defined by

Iw(B) =

{

I(B) if I(B)< w

1 otherwise

for atomic formulas B inL U . ThenIw is an interpretation into V. If w/∈ Val(I,A),
thenIw(A) = I(A) if I(A)< w, andIw(A) = 1 otherwise.

Proof. Let hw(a) = a if a< w and= 1 otherwise. By induction on the complexity of
formulasB it is easily shown thatI′(B) = hw(I(B)) for all subformulasB of A w.r.t.
UI.

Proposition 13. Γ |= A iff Γ 
 A

Proof. Only if: obvious. If: Suppose thatΓ 2 A, i.e., there is aV-interpretationI so
that inf{I(B) : B∈Γ}> I(A). By Proposition 11, we may assume thatUI is countable.
Hence, there is somew with I(A) < w< inf{I(B) : B∈ Γ} andw /∈ Val(I,Γ∪{A}).
Let Iw be as in Lemma 12. ThenIw(B) = 1 for all B∈ Γ andIw(A)< 1.

The coincidence of the two consequence relations is a uniquefeature of Gödel
logics. Proposition 13 does not hold in Łukasiewicz logic, for instance. There,A,A→Ł

B
 B butA,A→Ł B2 B. In what follows, we will use|= when semantic consequence
is at issue; the preceding propositions shows that the results we obtain for|= hold for

 as well.

Lemma 14 (Semantic deduction theorem).

Γ,A |= B iff Γ |= A→ B.

Proof. Immediate consequence of the definition of|= and the semantics for→.

We want to conclude this part with two interesting observations:

Relation to residuated algebras If one considers the truth value set as a Heyting
algebra witha∧b= min(a,b), a∨b= max(a,b), and

a→ b=

{

1 if a≤ b
b otherwise

then→ and∧ are residuated, i.e.,

(a→ b) = sup{x : (x∧a) ≤ b}.

8



The Gödel conditional A large class of many-valued logics can be developed from
the theory oft-norms [Háj98]. The class oft-norm based logics includes not only (stan-
dard) Gödel logic, but also Łukasiewicz- and product logic. In these logics, the con-
ditional is defined as the residuum of the respectivet-norm, and the logics differ only
in the definition of theirt-norm and the respective residuum, i.e., the conditional. The
truth function for the Gödel conditional is of particular interest as it can be ‘deduced’
from simple properties of the evaluation and the entailmentrelation, a fact which was
first observed by G. Takeuti.

Lemma 15. Suppose we have a standard language containing a ‘conditional’ ։ in-
terpreted by a truth-function into[0,1]. Suppose further that

1. a conditional evaluates to1 if the truth value of the antecedent is less or equal
to the truth value of the consequent, i.e., ifI(A)≤ I(B), thenI(A։ B) = 1;

2. |= is defined as above, i.e., ifΓ |= B, thenmin{I(A) : A∈ Γ} ≤ I(B);

3. the deduction theorem holds, i.e.,Γ∪{A} |= B⇔ Γ |= A։ B.

Then։ is the G̈odel conditional.

Proof. From (1), we have thatI(A ։ B) = 1 if I(A) ≤ I(B). Since|= is reflexive,
B |= B. Since it is monotonic,B,A |= B. By the deduction theorem,B |= A ։ B. By
(2),

I(B)≤ I(A։ B).

FromA։ B |= A։ B and the deduction theorem, we getA։ B,A |= B. By (2),

min{I(A։ B),I(A)} ≤ I(B).

Thus, ifI(A)> I(B), I(A։ B)≤ I(B).

Note that all usual conditionals (Gödel, Łukasiewicz, product conditionals) satisfy
condition (1). So, in some sense, the Gödel conditional is the only many-valued condi-
tional which validates both directions of the deduction theorem for|=. For instance, for
the Łukasiewicz conditional→Ł the right-to-left direction fails:A→Ł B |=A→Ł B, but
A→Ł B,A2 B. (With respect to
, the left-to-right direction of the deduction theorem
fails for→Ł .)

2.2 Axioms and deduction systems

In this section we introduce certain axioms and deduction systems for Gödel logics,
and we will show completeness of these deduction systems subsequently. We will use
a Hilbert style proof system:

Definition 16. A formula A is derivable from formulasΓ in a systemA consisting
of the axioms and the rules iff there are formulasA0, . . . , An = A such that for each
0≤ i ≤ n eitherAi ∈ Γ, or Ai is an instance of an axiom inA , or there are indices
j1, . . . , j l < i and a rule inA such thatA j1, . . . , A j l are the premises andAi is the
conclusion of the rule. In this case we writeΓ ⊢A A.
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We will denote by IL the following complete axiom system for intuitionistic logic
(taken from [Tro77]). Rules are written asA1, . . . ,An ⊢ A.

(I1) A,A→ B⊢ B (I2) A→ B,B→C⊢ A→C

(I3) A∨A→ A,A→ A∧A (I4) A→ A∨B,A∧B→ A

(I5) A∨B→ B∨A,A∧B→ B∧A (I6) A→ B⊢C∨A→C∨B

(I7) A∧B→C⊢ A→ (B→C) (I8) A→ (B→C) ⊢ A∧B→C

(I9) ⊥→ A

(I10) B(x)→ A(x) ⊢ B(x)→∀xA(x) (I11) ∀xA(x)→ A(t)

(I12) A(t)→∃xA(x) (I13) A(x)→ B(x) ⊢ ∃xA(x)→ B(x)

(whereB(x) means thatx is not free inB).

The following axioms will play an important rôle (QS stands for ‘quantifier shift’,LIN

for ‘linearity’, ISO0 for ‘isolation axiom of 0’, andFIN(n) for ‘finite with n elements’):

QS ∀x(C(x)∨A(x))→ (C(x)∨∀xA(x))

LIN (A→ B)∨ (B→ A)

ISO0 ∀x¬¬A(x)→¬¬∀xA(x)

FIN(n) (⊤→ A1)∨ (A1→ A2)∨ . . .∨ (An−2→ An−1)∨ (An−1→⊥)

Notation 17. H denotes the axiom system IL+QS+ LIN .
Hn for n≥ 2 denotes the axiom systemH + FIN(n).
H0 denotes the axiom systemH + ISO0.

Theorem 18 (Soundness).SupposeΓ contains only closed formulas, and all axioms
of A are valid inGV . Then, ifΓ ⊢A A thenΓ |=V A.

Proof. By induction on the complexity of proofs. By assumption, allaxioms ofA are
valid in GV , henceΓ |=V Ai if Ai is an axiom. IfAi ∈ Γ, then obviouslyΓ |=V Ai . It
remains to show that the rules of inference preserve consequence. We show this for
modus ponens (I1) and existential generalization (I13), the other cases are analogous.

SupposeΓ |=V A and Γ |=V A→ B and consider aV-interpretationI. Let v =
inf{I(C) : C ∈ Γ}. If I(A) ≤ I(B), then we havev ≤ I(B) becausev ≤ I(A). If
I(A)> I(B), thenv≤ I(B) becauseI(B) = I(A→ B).

SupposeΓ |=V A(x)→B andx does not occur free inB. LetI be aV-interpretation,
and letw = sup{I(A(u)) : u ∈UI}, and letIu be the interpretation resulting fromI
by assigningu to x. Since the formulas inΓ are all closed andB does not containx
free,Iu(C) = I(C) for all C∈ Γ∪{B} andu∈UI. Now supposew> I(∃xA(x)→B).
In this case,I(∃xA(x)) > I(B). But then, for someu ∈ UI, Iu(A(x)) > I(B) and
we’d havew > Iu(A(x)→ B), contradictingΓ |=V A(x)→ B. The case for (I10) is
analogous.

Note that the restriction to closed formulas inΓ is essential:A(x) ⊢H ∀xA(x) but
obviouslyA(x) 2V ∀xA(x).

10



2.3 Relationships between G̈odel logics

The relationships between finite and infinite valuedpropositionalGödel logics are well
understood. Any choice of an infinite set of truth-values results in the same proposi-
tional Gödel logic, viz., Dummett’sLC . LC was defined using the set of truth-valuesV↓
(see below). Furthermore, we know thatLC is the intersection of all finite-valued
propositional Gödel logics, and that it is axiomatized by intuitionistic propositional
logic IPL plus the schema(A→ B)∨ (B→ A). IPL is contained in all Gödel logics.

In the first-order case, the relationships are somewhat moreinteresting. First of all,
let us note the following fact corresponding to the end of theprevious paragraph:

Proposition 19. Intuitionistic predicate logic IL is contained in all first-order Gödel
logics.

Proof. The axioms and rules of IL are sound for the Gödel truth functions.

As a consequence of this proposition, we will be able to use any intuitionistically
sound rule and intuitionistically true formula when working in any of the Gödel logics.

We can consider special truth value sets which will act as prototypes for other log-
ics. This is due to the fact that the logic is defined extensionally as the set of formulas
valid in this truth value set, so the Gödel logics on different truth value sets may coin-
cide.

VR = [0,1]

V↓ = {1/k : k≥ 1}∪{0}

V↑ = {1−1/k : k≥ 1}∪{1}

Vm = {1−1/k : 1≤ k≤m−1}∪{1}

The corresponding Gödel logics areGR, G↓, G↑, Gm. GR is thestandardGödel logic.
The logicG↓ also turns out to be closely related to some temporal logics [BLZ96b,

BLZ96a]. G↑ is the intersection of all finite-valued first-order Gödel logics as shown
in Theorem 23.

Proposition 20. GR =
⋂

V GV , where V ranges over all G̈odel sets.

Proof. If GV |= A for everyV, then also forV = [0,1]. Conversely, if there is some
Gödel setV and aV-interpretationI with I 2 A, thenI is also a[0,1]-interpretation
and henceGR 2 A.

Proposition 21. The following strict containment relationships hold:

1. Gm ) Gm+1,

2. Gm ) G↑ ) GR,

3. Gm ) G↓ ) GR.
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Proof. The only non-trivial part is proving that the containments are strict. For this
note that

(A1→ A2)∨ . . .∨ (Am→ Am+1)

is valid inGm but not inGm+1. Furthermore, let

C↑ = ∃x(A(x)→∀yA(y)) and

C↓ = ∃x(∃yA(y)→ A(x)).

C↓ is valid in all Gm and inG↑ andG↓; C↑ is valid in all Gm and inG↑, but not inG↓;
neither is valid inGR ([BLZ96b], Corollary 2.9).

The formulasC↑ andC↓ are of some importance in the study of first-order infinite-
valued Gödel logics.C↑ expresses the fact that every infimum in the set of truth values
is a minimum, andC↓ states that every supremum (except possibly 1) is a maximum.
The intuitionistically admissible quantifier shifting rules are given by the following
implications and equivalences:

(∀xA(x)∧B) ≡ ∀x(A(x)∧B)
(∃xA(x)∧B) ≡ ∃x(A(x)∧B)
(∀xA(x)∨B) → ∀x(A(x)∨B)
(∃xA(x)∨B) ≡ ∃x(A(x)∨B)

(B→∀xA(x)) ≡ ∀x(B→ A(x))
(B→∃xA(x)) ← ∃x(B→ A(x))
(∀xA(x)→ B) ← ∃x(A(x)→ B)
(∃xA(x)→ B) ≡ ∀x(A(x)→ B)

The remaining three are:

(∀xA(x)∨B) ← ∀x(A(x)∨B)
(B→∃xA(x)) → ∃x(B→ A(x))
(∀xA(x)→ B) → ∃x(A(x)→ B)

(S1)
(S2)
(S3)

Of these,S1 is valid in any Gödel logic.S2 andS3 imply and are implied byC↓ andC↑,
respectively (take∃yA(y) and∀yA(y), respectively, forB). S2 andS3 are, respectively,
both valid inG↑, invalid and valid inG↓, and both invalid inGR. Thus we obtain

Corollary 22. G↑ is the only G̈odel logic where every formula is equivalent to a prenex
formula with the same propositional matrix.

We now also know thatG↑ 6= G↓. In fact, we haveG↓ ( G↑; this follows from the
following theorem.

Theorem 23.
G↑ =

⋂

m≥2

Gm

Proof. By Proposition 21,G↑ ⊆
⋂

m≥2 Gm. We now prove the reverse inclusion. As-
sume that there is an interpretationI such thatI 2 A, we want to give an interpretation
I′ such thatI′ 2 A andI′ is aGm interpretation for somem.
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Suppose there is an interpretationI such thatI 2 A, let I(A) = 1− 1/k. Let w
be somewhere between 1− 1/k and 1− 1/(k+ 1). Then the interpretationIw given
in Lemma 12 also is a counterexample forA. Since there are only finitely many truth
values beloww in V↑, Iw is aGk+1 interpretation withIw 2 A. This completes the proof
of the theorem.

Corollary 24. Gm )
⋂

mGm = G↑ ) G↓ ) GR

As we will see later, the axiomsFIN(n) axiomatize exactly the finite-valued Gödel
logics. In these logics the quantifier shift axiomQS is not necessary. Furthermore, all
quantifier shift rules are valid in the finite valued logics. SinceG↑ is the intersection of
all the finite ones, all quantifier shift rules are valid inG↑. Moreover, any infinite-valued
Gödel logic other thanG↑ is defined by someV which either contains an infimum
which is not a minimum, or a supremum (other than 1) which is not a maximum.
Hence, inV eitherC↑ or C↓ will be invalid, and therewith eitherS3 or S2. We have:

Corollary 25. G↑ is the only G̈odel logic with infinite truth value set which admits all
quantifier shift rules.

3 Topology and Order

3.1 Perfect sets

All the following notations, lemmas, theorems are carried out within the framework
of Polish spaces, which are separable, completely metrizable topological spaces. For
our discussion it is only necessary to know thatR and all its closed subsets are Polish
spaces (hence, every Gödel set is a Polish space). For a detailed exposition see [Mos80,
Kec95].

Definition 26 (limit point, perfect space, perfect set).A limit point of a topological
space is a point that is not isolated, i.e. for every open neighborhoodU of x there is a
pointy∈U with y 6= x. A space isperfectif all its points are limit points. A setP⊆R is
perfectif it is closed and together with the topology induced fromR is a perfect space.

It is obvious that all (non-trivial) closed intervals are perfect sets, also all countable
unions of (non-trivial) intervals. But all these sets generated from closed intervals have
the property that they are ‘everywhere dense’, i.e., contained in the closure of their
inner component. There is another very famous set which is perfect but is nowhere
dense, the Cantor set:

Example (Cantor Set).The set of all numbers in the unit interval which can be ex-
pressed in triadic notation only by digits 0 and 2 is calledCantor setD.

A more intuitive way to obtain this set is to start with the unit interval, take out the
open middle third and restart this process with the lower andthe upper third. Repeat-
ing this you get exactly the Cantor set because the middle third always contains the
numbers which contain the digit 1 in their triadic notation.

This set has a lot of interesting properties, the most important one is that it is a
perfect set:

13



Proposition 27. The Cantor set is perfect.

It is possible to embed the Cauchy space into any perfect space, yielding the fol-
lowing proposition:

Proposition 28. If X is a nonempty perfect Polish space, then the cardinalityof X
is 2ℵ0 and therefore, all nonempty perfect subsets, too, have cardinality of the contin-
uum.

It is possible to obtain the following characterization of perfect sets (see [Win99]):

Proposition 29 (Characterization of perfect sets inR). For any perfect subset ofR
there is a unique partition of the real line into countably many intervals such that the
intersections of the perfect set with these intervals are either empty, the full interval or
isomorphic to the Cantor set.

So we see that intervals and Cantor sets are prototypical forperfect sets and the
basic building blocks of more complex perfect sets.

Every Polish space can be partitioned into a perfect kernel and a countable rest.
This is the well known Cantor-Bendixon Theorem:

Theorem 30 (Cantor-Bendixon). Let X be a Polish space. Then X can be uniquely
written as X= P∪C, with P a perfect subset of X and C countable and open. The
subset P is called theperfect kernelof X (denoted with V∞).

As a corollary we obtain that any uncountable Polish space contains a perfect set,
and therefore, has cardinality 2ℵ0.

3.2 Relation to Gödel logics

The following lemma was originally proved in [Pre03], whereit was used to extend the
proof of recursive axiomatizability of ‘standard’ Gödel logics (those withV = [0,1])
to Gödel logics with a truth value set containing a perfect set in the general case. The
following more simple proof is inspired by [BGP]:

Lemma 31. Suppose that M⊆ [0,1] is countable and P⊆ [0,1] is perfect. Then there
is a strictly monotone continuous map h: M → P (i.e., infima and suprema already
existing in M are preserved). Furthermore, ifinf M ∈M, then one can choose h such
that h(inf M) = inf P.

Proof. Let σ be the mapping which scales and shiftsM into [0,1], i.e. the mapping
x→ (x− inf M)/(supM− inf M) (assuming thatM contains more than one point). Let
w be an injective monotone map fromσ(M) into 2ω , i.e. w(m) is a fixed binary repre-
sentation ofm. For dyadic rational numbers (i.e. those with different binary represen-
tations) we fix one possible.

Let i be the natural bijection from 2ω (the set of infinite{0,1}-sequences, ordered
lexicographically) ontoD, the Cantor set.i is an order preserving homeomorphism.
SinceP is perfect, we can find a continuous strictly monotone mapc from the Cantor
setD⊆ [0,1] into P, andc can be chosen so thatc(0) = inf P.
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Now h= c◦ i ◦w◦σ is also a strictly monotone map fromM into P, andh(inf M) =
inf P, if inf M ∈M. Sincec is continuous, existing infima and suprema are preserved.

Corollary 32. A Gödel set V is uncountable iff it contains a non-trivial denselinear
subordering.

Proof. If: Every countable non-trivial dense linear order has order typeη , 1+η , η+1,
or 1+η +1 [Ros82, Corollary 2.9], whereη is the order type ofQ. The completion
of any ordering of order typeη has order typeλ , the order type ofR [Ros82, Theo-
rem 2.30], thus the truth value set must be uncountable.

Only if: By Theorem 30,V∞ is non-empty. TakeM = Q∩ [0,1] andP = V∞ in
Lemma 31. The image ofM underh is a non-trivial dense linear subordering inV.

Theorem 33. Suppose V is a truth value set with non-empty perfect kernel P, and
let W = V ∪ [inf P,1]. Then|=V = |=W, i.e. Γ |=V A iff Γ |=W A. Thus also the logics
induced by V and W are the same, i.e.,GV = GW.

Proof. As V ⊆W we have|=W ⊆ |=V (cf. the Remark preceding Definition 3). Now
assume thatI is a W-interpretation which shows thatΓ |=W A doesnot hold, i.e.,
inf{I(B) : B ∈ Γ} > I(A). By Proposition 11, we may assume thatUI is countable.
The set Val(I,Γ∪A) has cardinality at mostℵ0, thus there is ab ∈ [0,1] such that
b /∈ Val(I,Γ∪A) andI(A) < b < 1. By Lemma 12,Ib(A) < b < 1. Now consider
M = Val(Ib,Γ∪A): these are all the truth values fromW = V ∪ [inf P,1] required to
computeIb(A) andIb(B) for all B∈ Γ. We have to find some way to map them toV
so that the induced interpretation is a counterexample toΓ |=V A.

Let M0 = M∩ [0, inf P) andM1 = (M∩ [inf P,b])∪{inf P}. By Lemma 31 there is
a strictly monotone continuous (i.e. preserving all existing infima and suprema) maph
from M1 into P. Furthermore, we can chooseh such thath(inf M1) = inf P.

We define a functiong from Val(Ib,Γ∪A) to V as follows:

g(x) =











x 0≤ x≤ inf P

h(x) inf P≤ x≤ b

1 x= 1

Note that there is nox∈ Val(Ib,Γ∪A) with b< x< 1. This function has the following
properties:g(0) = 0, g(1) = 1, g is strictly monotonic and preserves existing infima
and suprema. Using Lemma 7 we obtain thatIg is aV-interpretation withIg(C) =
g(Ib(C)) for all C∈ Γ∪A, thus also inf{Ig(B) : B∈ Γ}> Ig(A).

4 Countable Gödel sets

In this section we show that the first-order Gödel logics where the set of truth values
does not contain a dense subset are not axiomatizable. We establish this result by
reducing the classical validity of a formula in all finite models to the validity of a
formula in Gödel logic (the set of these formulas is not r.e.by Trakhtenbrot’s Theorem).
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Definition 34. A formula is calledcrisp if all occurrences of atomic formulas are either
negated or double-negated.

Lemma 35. If A and B are crisp and classically equivalent, then alsoGR |= A↔ B.
Specifically, if A(x) and B are crisp, then

|= ∀xA(x)→ B↔∃x(A(x)→ B) and

|= B→∃xA(x)↔∃x(B→ A(x)).

Proof. Given an interpretationI, defineI′(C) = 1 if I(C)> 0 and= 0 if I(C) = 0 for
atomicC. It is easily seen that ifA, B are crisp, thenI(A) = I′(A) andI(B) = I′(B).
But I′ is a classical interpretation, so by assumptionI′(A) = I′(B).

Theorem 36. If V is countably infinite, thenGV is not recursively enumerable.

Proof. By Theorem 32,V is countably infinite iff it is infinite and does not contain
a non-trivial densely ordered subset. We show that for everysentenceA there is a
sentenceAg s.t. Ag is valid in GV iff A is true in every finite (classical) first-order
structure.

We defineAg as follows: LetP be a unary andL be a binary predicate symbol
not occurring inA and letQ1, . . . , Qn be all the predicate symbols inA. We use the
abbreviationsx ∈ y ≡ ¬¬L(x,y) andx ≺ y≡ (P(y)→ P(x))→ P(y). Note that for
any interpretationI, I(x∈ y) is either 0 or 1, and as long asI(P(x)) < 1 for all x (in
particular, ifI(∃zP(z))< 1), we haveI(x≺ y) = 1 iff I(P(x))< I(P(y)). Let Ag≡

{

S∧c1 ∈ 0∧c2 ∈ 0∧c2≺ c1∧
∀i
[

∀x,y∀ j∀k∃zD∨∀x¬(x∈ s(i))
]

}

→ (A′∨∃uP(u)) (7)

whereS is the conjunction of the standard axioms for 0, successor and≤, with double
negations in front of atomic formulas,

D≡
( j ≤ i∧x∈ j ∧k≤ i∧y∈ k∧x≺ y)→
→ (z∈ s(i)∧x≺ z∧z≺ y)

andA′ is A where every atomic formula is replaced by its double negation, and all
quantifiers are relativized to the predicateR(i)≡ ∃x(x∈ i).

Intuitively, L is a predicate that divides a subset of the domain into levels, andx∈ i
means thatx is an element of leveli. If the antecendent is true, then the true standard
axiomsSforce the domain to be a model of PA, which could be either a standard model
(isomorphic toN) or a non-standard model (N followed by copies ofZ). P orders the
elements of the domain which fall into one of the levels in a subordering of the truth
values.

The idea is that for any two elements in a level≤ i there is an element in a not-
empty level j ≥ i which lies strictly between those two elements in the ordering given
by ≺. If this condition cannot be satisfied, the levels abovei are empty. Clearly, this
condition can be satisfied in an interpretationI only for finitely many levels ifV does
not contain a dense subset, since if more than finitely many levels are non-empty, then
⋃

i{I(P(d)) : I |= d ∈ i} gives a dense subset. By relativizing the quantifiers inA to
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the indices of non-empty levels, we in effect relativize to afinite subset of the domain.
We make this more precise:

SupposeA is classically false in some finite structureI. W.l.o.g. we may as-
sume that the domain of this structure is the naturals 0, . . . ,n. We extendI to aGV-
interpretationIg with domainN as follows: SinceV contains infinitely many values,
we can choosec1, c2, L andP so that∃x(x∈ i) is true fori = 0, . . . ,n and false other-
wise, and so thatIg(∃xP(x)) < 1. The number-theoretic symbols receive their natural
interpretation. The antecedent ofAg clearly receives the value 1, and the consequent
receivesIg(∃xP(x)) < 1, soIg 2 Ag.

Now suppose thatI 2 Ag. ThenI(∃xP(x)) < 1. In this case,I(x ≺ y) = 1 iff
I(P(x)) < I(P(y)), so≺ defines a strict order on the domain ofI. It is easily seen
that in order for the value of the antecedent ofAg underI to be greater than that of the
consequent, it must be= 1 (the values of all subformulas are either≤ I(∃xP(x)) or
= 1). For this to happen, of course, what the antecedent is intended to express must
actually be true inI, i.e., thatx∈ i defines a series of levels and any leveli > 0 is either
empty, or for allx, andy occuring in some smaller level there is azwith x≺ z≺ y and
z∈ i.

To see this, consider the relevant part of the antecedent,B = ∀i
[

∀x,y∀ j∀k∃zD∨
∀x¬(x∈ i)

]

. If I(B) = 1, then for alli, eitherI(∀x,y∀ j∀k∃zD) = 1 orI(∀x¬(x∈ i)) =
1. In the first case, we haveI(∃zD) = 1 for all x, y, j, andk. Now suppose that for all
z, I(D)< 1, yetI(∃zD) = 1. Then for at least somez the value of that formula would
have to be> I(∃zP(z)), which is impossible. Thus, for everyx, y, j, k, there is azsuch
thatI(D) = 1. But this means that for allx, y s.t. x∈ j, y∈ k with j,k≤ i andx≺ y
there is azwith x≺ z≺ y andz∈ i +1.

In the second case, whereI(∀x¬(x∈ i)) = 1, we have thatI(¬(x∈ i)) = 1 for all
x, henceI(x∈ i) = 0 and leveli is empty.

Note that the non empty levels can be distributed over the whole range of the non-
standard model, but sinceV contains no dense subset, the total number of non empty
levels is finite. Thus,A is false in the classical interpretationIc obtained fromI by
restrictingI to the domain{i : ∃x(x∈ i)} andIc(Q) = I(¬¬Q) for atomicQ.

This shows that no infinite-valued Gödel logic whose set of truth values does not
contain a dense subset, i.e., no countably infinite Gödel logic is axiomatizable. We
strengthen this result in Section 6.1 to show that the prenexfragments are likewise not
axiomatizable.

5 Uncountable G̈odel sets

5.1 0 is contained in the perfect kernel

If V is uncountable, and 0 is contained inV∞, then GV is axiomatizable. Indeed,
Theorem 33 showed that the sets of validities of all suchV coincide. Thus, it is only
necessary to establish completeness of the axioms systemH with respect toGR. This
result has been shown by several people over the years. We give here a generalization
of the proof of Takano [Tak87].

17



Theorem 37 (Strong completeness of G̈odel logic [Tak87]). If Γ |= A in GR, then
Γ ⊢H A.

Proof. Assume thatΓ 0 A, we construct an interpretationI in whichI(A) = 1 for all
B∈ Γ andI(A)< 1. Lety1, y2, . . . be a sequence of free variables which do not occur
in Γ∪∆, let T be the set of all terms in the language ofΓ∪∆ together with the new
variablesy1, y2, . . . , and letF = {F1,F2, . . .} be an enumeration of the formulas in this
language in whichyi does not appear inF1, . . . , Fi and in which each formula appears
infinitely often.

If ∆ is a set of formulas, we writeΓ⇒ ∆ if for someA1, . . . , An ∈ Γ, and some
B1, . . . , Bm ∈ ∆, ⊢H (A1∧ . . .∧An)→ (B1∨ . . .∨Bm) (and; if this is not the case).
We define a sequence of sets of formulasΓn, ∆n such thatΓn ; ∆n by induction. First,
Γ0 = Γ and∆0 = {A}. By the assumption of the theorem,Γ0 ; ∆0.

If Γn⇒ ∆n∪{Fn}, thenΓn+1 = Γn∪{Fn} and∆n+1 = ∆n. In this case,Γn+1 ;
∆n+1, since otherwise we would haveΓn⇒ ∆n∪{Fn} andΓn∪{Fn} ⇒ ∆n. But then,
we’d have thatΓn⇒∆n, which contradicts the induction hypothesis (note that⊢H (A→
B∨F)→ ((A∧F→ B)→ (A→ B))).

If Γn ; ∆n∪{Fn}, thenΓn+1 = Γn and∆n+1 = ∆n∪{Fn,B(yn)} if Fn ≡ ∀xB(x),
and∆n+1 = ∆n∪ {Fn} otherwise. In the latter case, it is obvious thatΓn+1 ; ∆n+1.
In the former, observe that byI10 andQS, if Γn⇒ ∆n∪ {∀xB(x),B(yn)} then also
Γn⇒ ∆n∪{∀xB(x)} (note thatyn does not occur inΓn or ∆n).

Let Γ∗ =
⋃∞

i=0 Γi and∆∗ =
⋃∞

i=0 ∆i . We have:
1. Γ∗; ∆∗, for otherwise there would be ak so thatΓk⇒ ∆k.
2. Γ⊆ Γ∗ and∆⊆ ∆∗ (by construction).
3. Γ∗ =F \∆∗, since eachFn is either inΓn+1 or ∆n+1, and if for somen, Fn ∈ Γ∗∩

∆∗, there would be ak so thatFn ∈ Γk∩∆k, which is impossible sinceΓk ; ∆k.
4. If Γ∗⇒ B1∨ . . .∨Bn, thenBi ∈ Γ∗ for somei. For suppose not, then fori = 1,

. . . , n, Bi /∈ Γ∗, and hence, by (3),Bi ∈ ∆∗. But thenΓ∗⇒ ∆∗, contradicting (1).
5. If B(t) ∈ Γ∗ for everyt ∈T , then∀xB(x) ∈ Γ∗. Otherwise, by (3),∀xB(x) ∈ ∆∗

and so there is somen so that∀xB(x) = Fn and∆n+1 contains∀xB(x) andB(yn).
But, again by (3), thenB(yn) /∈ Γ∗.

6. Γ∗ is closed under provable implication, since ifΓ∗ ⇒ A, thenA /∈ ∆∗ and so,
again by (3),A∈ Γ∗. In particular, if⊢H A, thenA∈ Γ∗.

Define relations� and≡ onF by

B�C⇔ B→C∈ Γ∗ and B≡C⇔ B�C∧C� B.

Then� is reflexive and transitive, since for everyB, ⊢H B→ B and soB→ B ∈ Γ∗,
and if B→C∈ Γ∗ andC→ D ∈ Γ∗ thenB→D ∈ Γ∗, sinceB→C,C→ D⇒ B→ D
(recall (6) above). Hence,≡ is an equivalence relation onF . For everyB in F we
let |B| be the equivalence class under≡ to whichB belongs, andF/≡ the set of all
equivalence classes. Next we define the relation≤ onF/≡ by

|B| ≤ |C| ⇔ B�C⇔ B→C∈ Γ∗.

Obviously,≤ is independent of the choice of representativesA, B.
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Lemma 38. 〈F/≡,≤〉 is a countably linearly ordered structure with distinct maximal
element|⊤| and minimal element|⊥|.

Proof. SinceF is countably infinite,F/≡ is countable. For everyB andC, ⊢H (B→
C)∨ (C→ B) by LIN , and so eitherB→C ∈ Γ∗ or C→ B ∈ Γ∗ (by (4)), hence≤ is
linear. For everyB, ⊢H B→⊤ and⊢H ⊥→ B, and soB→⊤ ∈ Γ∗ and⊥→ B∈ Γ∗,
hence|⊤| and|⊥| are the maximal and minimal elements, respectively. Pick any A in
∆∗. Since⊤→⊥⇒ A, andA /∈ Γ∗,⊤→⊥ /∈ Γ∗, so|⊤| 6= |⊥|.

We abbreviate|⊤| by 1 and|⊥| by 0.

Lemma 39. The following properties hold in〈F/≡,≤〉:
1. |B|= 1⇔ B∈ Γ∗.
2. |B∧C|= min{|B|, |C|}.
3. |B∨C|= max{|B|, |C|}.
4. |B→C|= 1 if |B| ≤ |C|, |B→C|= |C| otherwise.
5. |¬B|= 1 if |B|= 0; |¬B|= 0 otherwise.
6. |∃xB(x)|= sup{|B(t)| : t ∈ T }.
7. |∀xB(x)|= inf{|B(t)| : t ∈T }.

Proof. (1) If |B| = 1, then⊤→ B∈ Γ∗, and henceB∈ Γ∗. And if B∈ Γ∗, then⊤→
B∈ Γ∗ sinceB⇒⊤→ B. So|⊤| ≤ |B|. It follows that|⊤|= |B| as also|B| ≤ |⊤|.

(2) From⇒B∧C→B,⇒B∧C→C andD→B,D→C⇒D→B∧C for everyD,
it follows that |B∧C| = inf{|B|, |C|}, from which (2) follows since≤ is linear. (3) is
proved analogously.

(4) If |B| ≤ |C|, thenB→C ∈ Γ∗, and since⊤ ∈ Γ∗ as well,|B→C| = 1. Now
suppose that|B|� |C|. FromB∧ (B→C)⇒C it follows that min{|B|, |B→C|} ≤ |C|.
Because|B|� |C|, min{|B|, |B→C|} 6= |B|, hence|B→C| ≤ |C|. On the other hand,
⊢C→ (B→C), so|C| ≤ |B→C|.

(5) If |B|= 0, ¬B= B→⊥∈ Γ∗, and hence|¬B|= 1 by (1). Otherwise,|B|� |⊥|,
and so by (4),|¬B|= |B→⊥|= 0.

(6) Since⊢H B(t)→∃xB(x), |B(t)| ≤ |∃xB(x)| for everyt ∈T . On the other hand,
for everyD withoutx free,

|B(t)| ≤ |D| for everyt ∈ T

⇔ B(t)→D ∈ Γ∗ for everyt ∈ T

⇒ ∀x(B(x)→ D) ∈ Γ∗ by property (5) ofΓ∗

⇒ ∃xB(x)→D ∈ Γ∗ since∀x(B(x)→D)⇒∃xB(x)→ D

⇔ |∃xB(x)| ≤ |D|.

(7) is proved analogously.

〈F/≡,≤〉 is countable, let0= a0,1= a1,a2, . . . be an enumeration. Defineh(0) =
0, h(1) = 1, and defineh(an) inductively forn> 1: Let a−n = max{ai : i < n andai <
an} anda+n = min{ai : i < n andai > an}, and defineh(an) = (h(a−n )+h(a+n ))/2 (thus,
a−2 = 0 anda+2 = 1 as0= a0 < a2 < a1 = 1, henceh(a2) =

1
2). Thenh: 〈F/≡,≤〉→

Q∩ [0,1] is a strictly monotone map which preserves infs and sups. By Lemma 31 there

19



exists aG-embeddingh′ fromQ∩ [0,1] into 〈[0,1],≤〉 which is also strictly monotone
and preserves infs and sups. PutI(B) = h′(h(|B|)) for every atomicB ∈F and we
obtain aVR-interpretation.

Note that for everyB, I(B) = 1 iff |B|= 1 iff B∈ Γ∗. Hence, we haveI(B) = 1 for
all B ∈ Γ while if A /∈ Γ∗, thenI(A) < 1, soΓ 2 A. Thus we have proven that on the
assumption that ifΓ 0 A, thenΓ 2 A

As already mentioned we obtain from this completeness prooftogether with the
soundness theorem (Theorem 18) and Theorem 33 the characterization of recursive
axiomatizability:

Theorem 40. Let V be a G̈odel set with0 contained in the perfect kernel of V . Suppose
thatΓ is a set of closed formulas. ThenΓ |=V A iff Γ ⊢H A.

Corollary 41 (Deduction theorem for Gödel logics). Suppose thatΓ is a set of for-
mulas, and A is a closed formula. Then

Γ,A⊢H B iff Γ ⊢H A→ B.

Proof. Use the soundness theorem (Theorem 18), completeness theorem (Theorem 40)
and the semantic deduction theorem 14. Another proof would be by induction on the
length of the proof. See [Háj98], Theorem 2.2.18.

5.2 0 is isolated

In the case where 0 is isolated, and thus also not contained inthe perfect kernel, we
will transform a counter example inGR for Γ,Π |= A, whereΠ is a set of sentences
stating that every infimum is a minimum, into a counter example inGV for Γ |= A.

Lemma 42. Let x, ȳ be the free variables in A.

⊢H0 ∀ȳ(¬∀xA(x, ȳ)→∃x¬A(x, ȳ))

Proof. It is easy to see that in all Gödel logics the following weak form of the
law of excluded middle is valid:¬¬A(a) ∨ ¬A(a). By quantification we obtain
∀x¬¬A(x)∨∃x¬A(x) and by valid quantifier shifting rules¬¬∀xA(x)∨∃¬A(x). From
the intuitionistically valid¬A∨B→ (A→ B) we can prove¬∀xA(x)→ ∃x¬A(x). A
final quantification of the free variables concludes the proof.

Theorem 43. Let V be an uncountable G̈odel set where0 is isolated. SupposeΓ is a
set of closed formulas. ThenΓ |=V A iff Γ ⊢H0 A.

Proof. If: Follows from soundness (Theorem 18) and the observationthat ISO0 is valid
for anyV where 0 is isolated.

Only if: We already know from Theorem 33 that the entailment relation ofV and
V ∪ [inf P,1] coincide, whereP is the perfect kernel ofV. So we may assume wthout
loss of generality thatV already is of this form, i.e. thatλ = inf P andV∩ [λ ,1] = [λ ,1].
LetV ′ = [0,1]. Define

Π = {∀ȳ(¬∀xA(x, ȳ)→∃x¬A(x, ȳ)) : A(x, ȳ) formula}
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whereA(x, ȳ) ranges overall formulas with free variablesx and ȳ. We consider the
entailment relation inV ′. EitherΠ,Γ |=V′ A or Π,Γ 2V′ A. In the former case we know
from the strong completeness ofH for GR that there are finite subsetsΠ′ andΓ′ of Π
andΓ, respectively, such thatΠ′,Γ′ ⊢H A. Since all the sentences inΠ are provable in
H0 (see Lemma 42) we obtain thatΓ′ ⊢H0 A. In the latter case there is an interpretation
I′ such that

inf{I′(G) : G∈Π∪Γ}> I′(A).

It is obvious from the structure of the formulas inΠ that their truth value will always
be either 0 or 1. Combined with the above we know that for allG∈Π, I′(G) = 1. Next
we define a functionf (x) which maps values from Val(I′,Γ∪Π∪{A}) into V:

f (x) =

{

0 x= 0

λ + x/(1−λ ) x> 0

We see thatf satisfies conditions (1) and (2) of Lemma 7, but we cannot use Lemma 7
directly, as not all existing infima and suprema are necessarily preserved.

Consider as in Lemma 7 the interpretationI f (B) = f (I′(B)) for atomic subfor-
mulas ofΓ∪Π∪{A}. We want to show that the identityI f (B) = f (I′(B)) extends
to all subformulas ofΓ∪Π∪{A}. For propositional connectives and the existentially
quantified formulas this is obvious. The important case is∀xA(x). First assume that
I′(∀xA(x)) > 0. Then it is obvious thatI f (∀xA(x)) = f (I′(∀xA(x))). In the case
whereI′(∀xA(x)) = 0 we observe thatA(x) contains a free variable and therefore
¬∀xA(x)→∃x¬A(x) ∈Π, thusI′(¬∀xA(x)→∃x¬A(x)) = 1. This implies that there
is a witnessc such thatI′(A(c)) = 0. Using the induction hypothesis we know that
I f (A(c)) = 0, too. We obtain thatI f (∀xA(x)) = 0, concluding the proof.

Thus we have shown thatI f is a counterexample toΓ |=V A which completes the
proof of the theorem.

5.3 0 not isolated but not in the perfect kernel

In the preceding sections, we gave axiomatizations for the logics based on those un-
countably infinite Gödel setsV where 0 is either isolated or in the perfect kernel ofV.
It remains to determine whether logics based on uncountableGödel sets where 0 is
neither isolated nor in the perfect kernel are axiomatizable. The answer in this case is
negative. If 0 is not isolated inV, 0 has a countably infinite neighborhood. Furthermore,
any sequence(an)n∈N→ 0 is so that, for sufficiently largen, V∩ [0,an] is countable and
hence, by (the proof of) Theorem 32, contains no densely ordered subset. This fact is
the basis for the following non-axiomatizability proof, which is a variation on the proof
of Theorem 36.

Theorem 44. If V is uncountable,0 is not isolated in V, but not in the perfect kernel
of V , thenGV is not axiomatizable.

Proof. We show that for every sentenceA there is a sentenceAh s.t. Ah is valid in GV

iff A is true in every finite (classical) first-order structure.
The definition ofAh mirrors the definition ofAg in the proof of Theorem 36, except

that the construction there is carried out infinitely many times forV ∩ [0,an], where
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(an)n∈N is a strictly descending sequence,an > 0 for all n, which converges to 0. LetP
be a binary andL be a ternary predicate symbol not occurring inA and letR1, . . . ,Rn be
all the predicate symbols inA. We use the abbreviationsx∈ℓ y≡ ¬¬L(x,y, ℓ) andx≺ℓ

y≡ (P(y, ℓ)→ P(x, ℓ))→ P(y, ℓ). As before, for a fixedℓ, providedI(∃xP(x, ℓ)) < 1,
I(x≺ℓ y) = 1 iff I(P(x, ℓ)) < I(P(y, ℓ)), andI(x ∈ℓ y) is always either 0 or 1. We
also need a binary predicate symbolQ(ℓ) to give us the descending sequence(an)n∈N:
Note thatI(¬∀ℓQ(ℓ)) = 1 iff inf {I(Q(d)) : d ∈ |I|}= 0 andI(∃ℓ¬Q(ℓ)) = 1 iff 0 /∈
{I(Q(d)) : d ∈ |I|}.

Let Ah≡






















S∧∀ℓ((Q(s(ℓ))→Q(ℓ))→Q(s(ℓ))∧
¬∀ℓQ(ℓ)∧∃ℓ¬Q(ℓ)∧
∀ℓ∀x((Q(ℓ)→ P(x, ℓ))→Q(ℓ))∧
∀ℓ∃x∃y(x∈ℓ 0∧y∈ℓ 0∧x≺ℓ y)∧
∀ℓ∀i

[

∀x,y∀ j∀k∃zE∨∀x¬(x∈ℓ s(i))
]























→ (A′∨∃ℓ∃uP(u, ℓ)∨∃ℓQ(ℓ)) (8)

whereS is the conjunction of the standard axioms for 0, successor and≤, with double
negations in front of atomic formulas,

E ≡
( j ≤ i∧x∈ℓ j ∧k≤ i∧y∈ℓ k∧x≺ℓ y)→
→ (z∈ℓ s(i)∧x≺ℓ z∧z≺ℓ y)

andA′ is A where every atomic formula is replaced by its double negation, and all
quantifiers are relativized to the predicateR(ℓ)≡ ∀i∃x(x∈ℓ i).

The idea here is that an interpretationI will define a sequence(an)n∈N → 0 by
an = I(Q(n̄)) wherean > an+1, and 0< an < 1 for all n. Let Li

ℓ = {x : I(x∈ℓ i)} be
the i-th ℓ-level. P(x, ℓ) orders the set

⋃

i L
i
ℓ = {x : I(∃ix ∈ℓ i) = 1} in a subordering of

V∩ [0,an]: x≺ℓ y iff I(x≺ℓ y) = 1. Again we force that wheneverx,y∈ Li
ℓ with x≺ℓ y,

there is az∈ Li+1
ℓ with x≺ℓ z≺ℓ y, or, if no possible suchz exists,Li+1

ℓ = /0. Let r(ℓ)
be the leasti so thatLi

ℓ is empty, or∞ otherwise. Ifr(ℓ) = ∞ then there is a densely
ordered subset ofV ∩ [0,aℓ]. So if 0 is not in the perfect kernel, for some sufficiently
largeL, r(ℓ) < ∞ for all ℓ > L. I(R(ℓ)) = 1 iff r(ℓ) = ∞ hence{ℓ : I(R(ℓ)) = 1} is
finite whenever the interpretations ofP, L, andQ are as intended.

Now if A is classically false in some finite structureI, we can again choose aGV-
interpretationIh in which the interpretations ofP, Q, L are as intended, the number
theoretic predicates and functions receive their standardinterpretation, there are as
manyℓ with Ih(R(ℓ)) = 1 as there are elements in the domain ofI, and the predicates
of A behave on{ℓ : I(R(ℓ)) = 1} just as they do onI. Ih 2 Ah.

On the other hand, ifI 2 Ah, then the value of the consequent is< 1. Then as
required, for allx, ℓ, I(P(x, ℓ)) < 1 andI(Q(ℓ))< 1. Since the antecedent, as before,
must be= 1, this means thatx≺ℓ y expresses a strict ordering of the elements ofLi

ℓ
andI(((Q(s(ℓ)→Q(ℓ))→Q(s(ℓ))) = 1 for all ℓ guarantees thatI(Q(s(ℓ))) = an+1 <
an= I(Q(ℓ)). The other conditions are likewise seen to hold as intended,so that we can
extract a finite countermodel forA based on the interpretation of the predicate symbols
of A on{ℓ : I(R(ℓ)) = 1}, which must be finite.
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6 Fragments

6.1 Prenex fragments

One interesting restriction of the axiomatizability problem is the question whether the
prenex fragment ofGV , i.e., the set of prenex formulas valid inGV , is axiomatizable.
This is non-trivial, since in general in Gödel logics, arbitrary formulas are not equiva-
lent to prenex formulas. Thus, so far the proofs of non-axiomatizability of the logics
treated in Sections 4 and 5.3 do not establish the non-axiomatizability of their prenex
fragments, nor do they exclude the possibility that the corresponding prenex fragments
are r.e. We investigate this question in this section, and show that the prenex fragments
of all finite and uncountable Gödel logics are r.e., and thatthe prenex fragments of
all countably infinite Gödel logics are not r.e. The axiomatizability result is obtained
from a version of Herbrand’s Theorem for finite and uncountably-valued Gödel logics,
which is of independent interest. The non-axiomatizability of countably infinite Gödel
logics is obtained as a corrolary of Theorem 36.

Let V be a Gödel set which is either finite or uncountable. LetGV be a Gödel
logic with such a truth value set. We show how to effectively associate with each
prenex formulaA a quantifier-free formulaA∗ which is valid inGV if and only if A
is a tautology. The axiomatizability of the prenex fragmentof GV then follows from
the axiomatizability ofLC (in the infinite-valued case) and propositionalGm (in the
finite-valued case).

Definition 45 (Herbrand form). Given a prenex formulaA≡ Q1x1 . . .QnxnB(x̄) (B
quantifier free), theHerbrand form AH of A is ∃xi1 . . .∃xim B(t1, . . . , tn), where{xi j :
1≤ j ≤m} is the set of existentially quantified variables inA, andti is xi j if i = i j , or
is fi(xi1, . . . ,xik) if xi is universally quantified andk = max{ j : i j < i}. We will write
B(t1, . . . , tn) asBF(xi1, . . . ,xim) if we want to emphasize the free variables.

Lemma 46. If A is prenex andGV |= A, thenGV |= AH .

Proof. Follows from the usual laws of quantification, which are valid in all Gödel
logics.

Our next main result will be Herbrand’s theorem forGV for V uncountable or finite.
TheHerbrand universeHU(BF) of BF is the set of all variable-free terms which can
be constructed from the set of function symbols occurring inBF . To prevent HU(BF)
from being finite or empty we add a constant and a function symbol of positive arity
if no such symbols appear inBF . The Herbrand baseHB(BF) is the set of atoms
constructed from the predicate symbols inBF and the terms of the Herbrand universe.
In the next theorem we will consider the Herbrand universe ofa formula∃xBF(x). We
fix a non-repetitive enumerationC1, C2, . . . of HB(BF), and letXℓ = {⊥,C1, . . . ,Cℓ,⊤}
(we may take⊤ to be a formula which is always= 1). BF(t) is anℓ-instanceof BF(x)
if the atomic subformulas ofBF(t) are inXℓ.

Definition 47. An ℓ-constraintis a non-strict linear ordering� of Xℓ s.t.⊥ is minimal
and⊤ is maximal. An interpretationI fulfils the constraint� provided for allC,C′ ∈
Xℓ, C�C′ iff I(C)≤ I(C′). We say that the constraint�′ onXℓ+1 extends� if for all
C,C′ ∈ Xℓ, C�C′ iff C�′ C′.
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Lemma 9 showed that ifh : V →W is aG-embedding andI is aV-interpretation,
thenh(I(A)) = Ih(A) for any formulaA. If no quantifiers are involved inA, this also
holds without the requirement of continuity. For the following proof we need a similar
notion. LetV be a Gödel sets,X a set of atomic formulas, and suppose there is an
order-preserving, strictly monotoneh: {I(C) : C ∈ X} →V which is so thath(1) = 1
and h(0) = 0. Call any suchh a truth value injection on X. Now supposeB is a
quantifier-free formula, andX its set of atomic subformulas. Two interpretationsI, J
arecompatible on Xif I(C)≤ I(C′) iff J(C)≤ J(C′) for all C∈ X.

Proposition 48. Let BF be a quantifier free formula, and X its set of atomic subfor-
mulas together with⊤, ⊥. If I, J are compatible on X, then there is a truth value
injection h on X with h(I(CF)) = J(CF).

Proof. Let h(I(C)) = J(C) for B∈ X. SinceI, J are compatible onX, I(C) ≤ I(C′)
iff J(C) ≤ J(C′), and henceI(C) ≤ I(C′) iff h(I(C)) ≤ h(J(C′)) and h is strictly
monotonic. The conditionsh(0) = 0 andh(1) = 1 are satisfied by definition, since⊤,
⊥ ∈ X. We geth(I(BF)) = J(BF) by induction on the complexity ofA.

Proposition 49. (a) If �′ extends�, then everyI which fulfills�′ also fulfills�.
(b) If I, J fulfill the ℓ-constraint�, then there is a truth value injection h on Xℓ with
h(I(BF(t))) = J(BF(t)) for all ℓ-instances BF(t) of BF(x); in particular, I(BF(t)) = 1
iff J(BF(t)) = 1.

Proof. (a) Obvious. (b) Follows from Proposition 48 together with the observation that
I andJ both fulfill � iff they are compatible onXℓ.

Lemma 50. Let BF be a quantifier-free formula, and let V be a finite or uncountably
infinite Gödel set. IfGV |= ∃xBF(x) then there are tuplest1, . . . tn of terms in U(BF),
such thatGV |=

∨n
i=1BF(t i).

Proof. Suppose first thatV is uncountable. By Theorem 32,V contains a dense linear
subordering. We construct a “semantic tree”T; i.e., a systematic representation of
all possible order types of interpretations of the atomsCi in the Herbrand base.T is
a rooted tree whose nodes appear at levels. Each node at levelℓ is labelled with an
ℓ-constraint.

T is constructed in levels as follows: At level 0, the root ofT is labelled with the
constraint⊥ < ⊤. Let ν be a node added at levelℓ with label�, and letTℓ be the set
of terms occurring inXℓ. Let (*) be: For every interpretationI which fulfils�, there is
someℓ-instanceBF(t) so thatI(BF(t)) = 1. If (*) obtains,ν is a leaf node ofT, and
no successor nodes are added at levelℓ+1.

Note that by Proposition 49(b), any two interpretations which fulfill � make the
sameℓ-instances ofBF(t) true; henceν is a leaf node if and only if there is anℓ-
instanceA(t) s.t.I(A(t)) = 1 for all interpretationsI that fulfil �.

If (*) does not obtain, for each(ℓ+1)-constraint�′ extending�we add a successor
nodeν ′ labelled with�′ to ν at levelℓ+1.

We now have two cases:
(1) T is finite. Let ν1, . . . ,νm be the leaf nodes ofT of levels ℓ1, . . . , ℓm, each

labelled with a constraint�1, . . . ,�m. By (*), for each j there is anℓ j -instanceBF(t j)
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with I(BF(t)) = 1 for all I which fulfill � j . It is easy to see that every interpretation
fulfills at least one of the� j . Hence, for allI, I(BF(t1)∨ . . .∨BF(tm)) = 1, and so
GV |=

∨m
i=1BF(t i).

(2) T is infinite. By König’s lemma,T has an infinite branch with nodesν0, ν1,
ν2, . . . whereνℓ is labelled by�ℓ and is of levelℓ. Each�ℓ+1 extends�ℓ, hence we
can form� =

⋃

ℓ�ℓ. Let V ′ ⊆ V be a non-trivial densely ordered subset ofV, let
V ′ ∋ c < 1, and letV ′′ = V ′ ∩ [0,c). V ′′ is clearly also densely ordered. Now letVc

beV ′′∪{0,1}, and leth : B(A(x))∪{⊥,⊤}→Vc be an injection which is so that, for
all Ai ,A j ∈ B(A(x)), h(Ai) ≤ h(A j) iff Ai � A j , h(⊥) = 0 andh(⊤) = 1. We define
an interpretationI by: fI(t1, . . . , tn) = f (t1, . . . , tn) for all n-ary function symbolsf
and PI(t1, . . . , tn) = h(P(t1, . . . , tn)) for all n-ary predicate symbolsP (clearly then,
I(Ai) = h(Ai)). By definition,I ℓ-fulfills �ℓ for all ℓ. By (*), I(A(t)) < 1 for all
ℓ-instancesA(t) of A(x), and by the definition ofVc, I(A(t)) < c. Since everyA(t)
with t ∈U(A(x)) is anℓ-instance ofA(x) for someℓ, we haveI(∃xA(x))≤ c< 1.This
contradicts the assumption thatGV |= ∃xA(x).

If V is finite, the proof is the similar, except simpler. Suppose|V| = n. Call a
constraint� n-admissibleif there is someV-interpretationI which fulfills it. Such
� have no more thann equivalence classes under the equivalence relationC∼C′ iff
C�C′ andC′�C. In the construction of the semantic tree above, replace each mention
of ℓ-constraints byn-admissibleℓ-constraints. The argument in the case where the
resulting tree is finite is the same. IfT is infinite, then the resulting order�=

⋃

ℓ�ℓ is
n-admissible, since all�ℓ are. Letc= max{b : b∈V,b< 1} andVc = V. The rest of
the argument goes through without change.

Lemma 51. Let ∃xBF(x) be the Herbrand form of the prenex formula A≡ QiB(yi),
and lett1, . . . , tm be tuples of terms inHU(BF). If GV |=

∨m
i=1BF(ti), thenGV |= A.

Proof. For any Gödel setV, the following rules are valid inGV :
(1) A∨B⊢ B∨A.
(2) (A∨B)∨C⊢ A∨ (B∨C) .
(3) A∨ (B∨B) ⊢ A∨B .
(4) A(y) ⊢ ∀xA(x).
(5) A(t) ⊢ ∃xA(x).
(6) ∀x(A(x)∨B) ⊢ ∀xA(x)∨B.
(7) ∃x(A(x)∨B) ⊢ ∃xA(x)∨B.

(x is not free inB.) The result follows from [BCF01], Lemma 6, and are also easily
verified directly.

Theorem 52. Let A be prenex,∃xBF(x) its Herbrand form, and let V be a finite or
uncountably infinite G̈odel set. ThenGV |= A iff there are tuplest1, . . . tm of terms in
HU(BF), such thatGV |=

∨m
i=1BF(t i).

Proof. If: This is Lemma 51. Only if: By Lemma 46 and Lemma 50.

Remark.An alternative proof of Herbrand’s theorem can be obtained using the analytic
calculusHIF (“Hypersequent calculus for Intuitionistic Fuzzy logic”)[BZ00].
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Theorem 53. The prenex fragment of a G̈odel logic based on a truth value set V
which is either finite or uncountable infinite is axiomatizable. An axiomatization is
given by the standard axioms and rules forLC extended by the rules (4)–(7) of the
proof of Lemma 51. For the m-valued case add the characteristic axiom forGm, Gm≡
∨m

i=1
∨m+1

j=i+1((Ai → A j)∧ (A j → Ai)).

Proof. Completeness: LetQyiB(y) be a prenex formula valid inGV . By Theorem 52,
a Herbrand disjunction

∨n
i=1BF(t i) is a tautology inGV . Hence, it is provable inLC

or LC +Gm [Got01, Chapter 10.1].QyB(y) is provable by Lemma 51.
Soundness: The rules in the proof of Lemma 51 are valid inGV . In particular, note

that∀x(A(x)∨B)→ (∀xA(x)∨B) with x not free inB is valid in all Gödel logics, and
∃x(A(x)∨B)→∃xA(x)∨B is already intuitionistically valid.

In Theorem 36, we showed that for every first-order formulaA, there is a formula
Ag which is valid inGV for V countably infinite iffA is valid in every finite classical
interpretation. We now strengthen this result to show that the prenex fragment ofGV

(for V countably infinite) is likewise not axiomatizable. This is done by showing that
if A is prenex, then there is a formulaAG which is also prenex and which is valid inGV

iff Ag is. Note that not all quantifier shifting rules are generallyvalid in Gödel logics,
so we have to show that for the particular case of formulas of the form ofAg, there is a
prenex formula which is valid inGV iff Ag is.

Theorem 54. If V is countably infinite, the prenex fragment ofGV is not r.e.

Proof. By the proof of Theorem 36, a formulaA is true in all finite models iffGV |=Ag.
Ag is of the formB→ (A′∨∃uP(u)). We show thatAg is validity-equivalent inGV to
a prenex formula.

From Lemma 35 we see that each crisp formula is equivalent to aprenex formula;
let A0 be a prenex form ofA′. Since all quantifier shifts for conjunctions are valid,
the antecedentB of Ag is equivalent to a prenex formulaQ1x1 . . .QnxnB0(x1, . . . ,xn).
Hence,Ag is equivalent toQxB0(x)→ (A0∨∃uP(u)).

Let Q′i be ∃ if Qi is ∀, and ∀ if Qi is ∃, let C ≡ A0 ∨ ∃uP(u), and v =

I(∃uP(u))). We show thatQxB0(x) → C is equivalent toQ
′
x(B0(x) → C) by in-

duction onn. Let QxB0 ≡ Q1x1 . . .QixiB1(d1, . . . ,di−1,xi). Since quantifier shifts
for ∃ in the antecent of a conditional are valid, we only have to consider the case
Qi = ∀. SupposeI(∀xi B1(d,xi)→C) 6= I(∃xi(B1(d,xi)→C). This can only happen
if I(∀xi B1(d,xi)) = I(C)< 1 butI(B1(d,c))> I(C)≥ v for all c. However, it is easy
to see by inspectingB thatI(B1(d,c)) is either= 1 or≤ v.

Now we show thatI(B0(d)→ (A0∨∃uP(u))) = I(∃u(B0(d)→ (A0∨P(u)))). If
I(A0) = 1, then both sides equal= 1. If I(A0) = 0, thenI(A0∨∃uP(u)) = v. The only
case where the two sides might differ is ifI(B0(d)) = v butI(A0∨P(c)) = I(P(c))< v
for all c. But inspection ofB0 shows thatI(B0(t)) = 1 or= I(P(e)) for somee∈ d
(the only subformulas ofB0(d) which do not appear negated are of the forme′ ≺ e).
Hence, ifI(B0(d)) = v, then for somee, I(P(e)) = v.

Last we consider the quantifiers inA0 ≡ QyA1. SinceA0 is crisp, I(B0(d) →
(A0∨P(c))) = I(Qy(B0(d)→ (A1∨P(c)))) for all d, c. To see this, first note that
shifting quantifiers across∨, and shifting universal quantifiers out of the consequent of
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a conditional is always possible. Hence it suffices to consider the case of∃. I(∃yA2) is
either= 0 or= 1. In the former case, both sides equalI(B0(d)→ P(d)), in the latter,
both sides equal 1.

In summary, we obtain the following characterization of axiomatizability of prenex
fragments of Gödel logics:

Theorem 55. The prenex fragment ofGV is axiomatizable if and only if V is finite or
uncountable. The prenex fragments of any twoGV where V is uncountable coincide.

6.2 ⊥-free fragments

In the following we will denote the⊥-free fragment ofGV with G 6⊥V . G 6⊥V is the set of
all GV-valid formulas which do not contain⊥ (and hence also no¬). First we show
that the only candidates for r.e. fragments are the⊥-free fragments ofGV whereV is
uncountable and either 0∈V∞ or 0 is isolatedV.

Lemma 56. If GV is not r.e., thenG 6⊥V is also not r.e.

DefineAb as the formula obtained fromA by replacing all occurences of⊥ with the
new propositional variableb (a 0-place predicate symbol). Then defineA∗ as

A∗ =
(
∧

P∈A

∀x̄(b→ P(x̄))
)

→ Ab

whereP ∈ A means thatP ranges over all predicate symbols occuring inA. We will
first prove a lemma relatingA∗ andA:

Lemma 57.
GV |= A iff G 6⊥V |= A∗

Proof. If: Replaceb by⊥.
Only if: SupposeG 6⊥V 2 A∗. Thus, there is an interpretationI0 such thatI0(A∗)< 1.

By Proposition 11 and Lemma 12, there is an interpretationI such thatI(Ab)< 1 and
I((

∧

P∈A∀x̄(b→ P(x̄)))) = 1. Because of the latter, for every atomic subformulaB of
A, I(B)≥ I(b) = v. DefineI′(B) for atomic subformulasB of A by

I′(B) =

{

0 I(B)≤ v

I(B) I(B)> v

(and arbitrary for other atomic formulas). It is easily seenby induction thatI′(B) =
I(B) if I(B)> v, and ifI(B) = v, thenI′(B) = v or= 0. In particular,I′(Ab)< 1. But,
of course,I′(b) = I′(⊥) = 0, and henceI′(Ab) = I′(A).

Proof of Lemma 56.If G 6⊥V were recursively enumerable, then by Lemma 57,GV

would also be recursively enumerable.
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Thus, by Theorem 36, we only have two candidates for axiomatizable⊥-free frag-
ments: both truth-value sets have a non-empty perfect kernel P, and in the one case
0 ∈ P and in the other 06∈ P but 0 is isolated. The prototypical Gödel sets for these
cases areV1 = [0,1] andV2 = {0}∪ [1/2,1]. We will show that the⊥-free fragments
of these two logics coincide, thus in fact proving that thereis only one axiomatizable
⊥-free fragment.

Lemma 58. Let V1 = [0,1] and V2 = {0}∪ [1/2,1]. The⊥-free fragments ofGV1 and
GV2 coincide, i.e.

G 6⊥V1
|= A iff G 6⊥V2

|= A

Proof. Only if: obvious, since a counter-example inV2 actually also is a counter-
example inV1.

If: Suppose thatG 6⊥V1
2 A, i.e., there is anI1 such thatI1(A)< 1. DefineI2 for all

atomic subformulasB of A by I2(B) = 1/2(1+I1(B)). By Lemma 7 and the remark
following it we see that the definition ofI2 extends to all formulas.

Theorem 59. The⊥-free fragment ofGV is recursively axiomatizable if and only if V
is finite or uncountable and either0 belongs to V∞ or is isolated. The⊥-free fragment
of any two such V coincide.

Proof. From Lemma 56, Lemma 58 and Theorem 33 for the uncountable case. The
finite case is obvious as the additional axiomsFIN(n) do not contain⊥.

6.3 ∀-free fragments

In the following we will denote the∃-fragment ofGV with G∃V . It is the set of all
formulas valid inGV which do not contain∀.

First we show, as in the case of the⊥-free fragment, that the only candidates for
axiomatizable fragments are the two uncountable ones, 0∈ P and 0 isolated. We will
do this by showing that the formulas used to reduce validity in the other cases to Tra-
chtenbrodt’s Theorem are validity-equivalent to∀-free formulas.

Lemma 60. If A(x) and B are∀-free, then

|= ∀xA(x)→ B iff |= ∃x(A(x)→ B)

Proof. If: This is a valid quantifier shift rule.
Only if: Suppose that2 ∃x(A(x)→ B), i.e., there is an interpretationI such that

I(∃x(A(x)→ B)< 1. But this implies that

∀u∈U I(A(u))> I(B). (9)

Now defineI′(Q) for atomic subformulasQ of A by

I
′(Q) =

{

I(Q) if I(Q)≤ I(B)

1 if I(Q)> I(B).
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Then (i) If C is ∀-free andI(C) > I(B), thenI′(C) = 1, and if I(C) ≤ I(B), then
I′(C) = I(C); and (ii)I′(∀xA(x)) = 1

(i) For atomicC this is the definition ofI′. The cases for∧, ∨, and→ are trivial.
Now letC≡∃xD(x). If I(∃xD(x))> I(B), then for someu∈UI, I(D(u))> I(B). By
induction hypthesis,I′(D(u)) = 1 and henceI′(∃xD(x)) = 1. Otherwise,I(∃xD(x))≤
I(B), in which caseI′(D(u)) = I′(D(u)) for all u. (ii) By (9), for all u∈U , I(A(u))>
I(B), hence, by (i),I′(A(u)) = 1.

By (i) and (ii) we have thatI′(∀xA(x)) = 1 and I′(B) = I(B) < 1, thus
I′(∀xA(x)→ B)< 1, i.e.,2 ∀xA(x)→ B.

Note that in the preceding Lemma we can replace the prefix ofA(x) by a string of
universal quantifiers and the same proof will work.

Lemma 61. If GV is not recursively enumerable, then alsoG∃V .

Proof. It is sufficient to show that Formula 7 forAg as given on page 16 and Formula 8
for Ah as given on page 22 are validity-equivalent to∀-free formulas.

If we only consider the quantifier structure of these formulas and apply valid quan-
tifier shifting rules, including the shifting rule for crispformulas given in Lemma 35,
we obtain in both cases formulas which are of the form

∀x̄A(x̄)→ B

whereA(x̄) andB are∀-free. By to Lemma 60 we see that both formulas are validity
equivalent to∀-free formulas.

As for the⊥-free fragments, it turns out that the two prototypical examples of
Gödel sets create the same∃-fragment:

Lemma 62. Let V1 = [0,1] and V2 = {0}∪ [1/2,1]. The∃-fragments ofGV1 andGV2

coincide, i.e.
G∃V1
|= A iff G∃V2

|= A

Proof. Only if: obvious, since a counter-example inV2 actually also is a counter-
example inV1.

If: Suppose thatG∃V1
2 A, i.e., there is anI1 such thatI1(A) < 1. DefineI2 for

all atomic subformulasB of A by I2(B) = 1/2(1+ I1(B)) if I1(B) > 0 and= 0 if
I1(Q) = 0. By Lemma 7 and the remark following it we see that the definition of I2

extends to all formulas.

Theorem 63. The∃-fragment ofGV is r.e. if and only if V is finite or uncountable and
either0 belongs to V∞ or is isolated. The∃-fragment of any two such V coincide.

Proof. From Lemma 61, Lemma 62 and Theorem 33 for the uncountable case. The
finite case is obvious as the additional axiomsFIN(n) do not contain universal quanti-
fiers.
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7 Conclusion

In the preceding sections, we have given a complete characterization of the r.e. and
non-r.e. first-order Gödel logics. Our main result is that there are two distinct r.e.
infinite-valued Gödel logics, viz.,GR and G0. What we have not done, however,
is investigate how manynon-r.e. Gödel logics there are. It is known that there are
continuum-many different propositional consequence relations and continuum-many
different propositional quantified Gödel logics [BV00]. In forthcoming work [BGP],
it is shown that there are only countably many first-order Gödel logics. Although this
result goes some way to clarifying the situation, a criterion of identity of Gödel log-
ics using some topological property of the underlying truthvalue set is a desideratum.
We have only given (Lemma 9) a sufficient condition: if there is a continuous bijection
betweenV andV ′, thenGV =GV′ . But this condition is not necessary: any pair of non-
isomorphic uncountable Gödel sets with 0 contained in the perfect kernel provides a
quick counterexample (as any two such sets determineGR as their logic). Such a topo-
logical characterization of first-order infinite valued Gödel logics could then be used to
obtain a more fine-grained analysis of the complexity of the non-r.e. Gödel logics. As
noted already, these also differ in the degree to which they are non r.e. [Háj05].

Another avenue for future research would be to carry out the characterization of-
fered here for extensions of the language. Candidates for such extensions are the addi-
tion of the projection modalities (△a= 0 if a= 1 and= 1 if a< 1), of the globalization
operator of [TT86], or of the involutive negation (∼ a = 1−a). It is known thatGR

with the addition of these operators is still axiomatizable. The presence of the pro-
jection modality, in particular, disturbs many of the nice features we have been able
to exploit in this paper, for instance, in the presence of△ the crucial Lemma 12 and
Proposition 13 no longer hold. Thus, not all of our results gothrough for the extended
language and new methods will have to be developed.
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