arXivimath/0601147v1 [math.LO] 7 Jan 2006

First-Order ®del Logics

Matthias Baaz Norbert Preining
Technische Universitat Wien  Universita di Siena
1040 Vienna, Austria 53100 Siena, Italy
baaz@logic.at preining@logic.at
Richard Zach
University of Calgary
Calgary, AB T2N 1N4, Canada
rzach@ucalgary.ca

September 15, 2018

Abstract

First-order Godel logics are a family of infinite-valuedjics where the sets of
truth valuesv are closed subsets {ff, 1] containing both 0 and 1. Different such
setsV in general determine different Godel logig (sets of those formulas which
evaluate to 1 in every interpretation i¥Q. It is shown thaGy is axiomatizable
iff V is finite,V is uncountable with 0 isolated W, or every neighborhood of 0 in
V is uncountable. Complete axiomatizations for each of tbases are given. The
r.e. prenex, negation-free, and existential fragmentd| éif st-order Godel logics
are also characterized.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Motivation

The logics we investigate in this paper, first-order Godgids, can be characterized
in a rough-and-ready way as follows: The language is a stdrfaat-order language.
The logics are many-valued, and the sets of truth valuedaenresl are closed subsets
of [0, 1] which contain both 0 and 1. 1 is the “designated value,”adéormula is valid

if it receives the value 1 in every interpretation. The tréhctions of conjunction
and disjunction are minimum and maximum, respectively, guahtifiers are defined
by infimum and supremum over subsets of the set of truth vallibe characteristic
operator of Godel logics, the Godel conditional, is dedibga — b= 1 if a< b and

= b if a> b. Because the truth values are ordered (indeed, in many,cdsesely
ordered), the semantics of Godel logics is suitable fomfaization ofcomparisons

It is related in this respect to a more widely known many-edllogic, tukasiewicz
(or “fuzzy”) logic—yet the truth function of the Lukasiewdconditional is defined not
just using comparison, but also addition. In contrast toasiéwicz logic, which might
be considered a logic adbsoluteor metric comparisonGodel logics are logics of
relative comparisonThis alone makes Goddel logics an interesting subjectdgichl
investigations.

There are other reasons why the study of Godel logics isitapt As noted, Godel
logics are related to other many-valued logics of recoghizgortance. Indeed, Godel
logic is one of the three bastenorm based logics which have received increasing
attention in the last 15 or so yeafs [H§j98] (the others arkalsiewicz and product
logic). Yet Godel logic is also closely related to intuitistic logic: it is the logic
of linearly-ordered Heyting algebras. In the propositic®se, infinite-valued Godel
logic can be axiomatized by the intuitionistic proposiaboalculus extended by the
axiom schemdA — B) v (B — A). This connection extends also to Kripke semantics



for intuitionistic logic: Godel logics can also be chaexited as logics of (classes of)
linearly ordered and countable intuitionistic Kripke sttwres with constant domains
[BF].

One of the surprising facts about Godel logics is that wherthere is only one
infinite-valued propositional Godel logic, there are iitBly many different infinite-
valued first-order Godel logics depending on the choickefset of truth values. This
is also the case when one considers the propositional coeseq relation, and like-
wise when the language is extended to include quantificati@n propositions. For
both quantified propositional and first-order Godel logidifferent sets of truth val-
ues with different order-theoretic properties result ifieslent sets of valid formulas.
Hence it is necessary to consider truth value sets otherttigastandard unit interval.

In the light of the result of Scarpellini.[Sca62] on non-axiatizability of infinite-
valued first-order Lukasiewicz logic which can be extendedlmost all linearly or-
dered infinite-valued logics, it is also surprising that sanfinite-valued Godel logics
are recursively enumerable. Our main aim in this paper isharacterize those sets
of truth values which give rise to axiomatizable Godel tgiand those whose sets of
validities are not r.e. We show that a $ebf truth values determines an axiomatizable
first-order Godel logic if, and only ify is finite, V is uncountable and 0 is isolated,
or every neighborhood of O M is uncountable. These cases also determine different
sets of validities: the finite-valued Godel logiGs, the logicG°, and the “standard”
infinite-valued Godel logi&Gy (based on the truth value 56t 1]).

1.2 History of Godel logics

Godel logics are one of the oldest families of many-valwegids. Propositional finite-
valued Godel logics were introduced by Godellin [Gdd2B8fhow that intuitionistic

logic does not have a characteristic finite matrix. They tevhe first examples of in-
termediate logics (intermediate, that is, in strength leetwclassical and intuitionistic
logics). Dummett[[Dum59] was the first to study infinite valygropositional Godel

logics, axiomatizing the set of tautologies over infinitattrvalue sets by intuitionis-
tic logic extended by the linearity axio — B) v (B — A). Hence, infinite-valued

propositional Godel logic is also sometimes called Géademmett logic or Dummett's

LC. Interms of Kripke semantics, the characteristic liftgaxiom picks out those ac-
cessibility relations which are linear orders.

Standard first-order Godel logi@g—the one based on the full intervfd, 1]—
has been discovered and studied by several people indemtgndalfred Horn was
probably the first: He discussed this logic under the néogi with truth values in
a linearly ordered Heyting algebrfHor69], and gave an axiomatization and the first
completeness proof. Takeuti and Titani [TT84] calléd intuitionistic fuzzy logi¢c
and also gave an axiomatization for which they proved thepteteness. This system
incorporates the density rule

r'FAvV(C—pVv(p—B)
F-Av(C—B)

(wherep is any propositional variable not occurring in the lowerwsent.) The rule is
redundant for an axiomatization &g, as was shown by Takanb [Tak87], who gave



a streamlined completeness proof of Takeuti-Titani'seystvithout the rule. (A syn-
tactical proof of the elimination of the density rule waselagiven in [BZ00]. Other
proof-theoretic investigations of Godel logics can berfdin [BC02] and [[BECO3].)
The density rule is nevertheless interesting: It forcestthth value set to be dense
in itself (in the sense that, if the truth value set isn't demsitself, the rule does not
preserve validity). This contrasts with the expressive groef formulas: no formula is
valid only for truth value sets which are dense in themselves

First-order Godel logics other thabg were first considered in [BLZ96b], where
it was shown thaG, based on the truth value 9¢ét = {1/k: k € N} U {0} is not
r.e. Hajek|[Haj0b] has recently improved this result, ahdwed that not only is the
set of validities not r.e., it is not even arithmetical. efaplso showed that the Godel
logic G+ based oV = {1—1/k: ke N}U{1} is My-complete. Results preliminary
to the results of the present paper were reporteld in |BFZERZR Pre03].

1.3 Overview of the results

We begin with a preliminary discussion of the syntax and seims of Godel logics,
including a discussion of some of the more interesting spheeises of first-order Godel
logics and their relationships (Sectldn 2). In Secfibn 3pvesent some relevant results
regarding the topology of truth-value sets.

The main results of the paper are contained in Secfib”8.44e provide a com-
plete classification of the axiomatizability of first orded@I logics. The main results
are, that a logic based on a truth value\éé$ axiomatizable if and only if

1. V is finite (Sectior??), or
2. V is uncountable and 0 is contained in the perfect kernel {@dbil), or
3. Vis uncountable and 0 is isolated (Secfiad 5.2).

In all other cases, i.e., logics with countable truth vakig(Sectioll4) and those where
there is a countable neighborhood of 0 and 0 is not isolatecti@T5.B), the respective
logics are notr.e.

In Sectior B, we investigate the complexity of fragmentsistforder Godel logic,
specifically, the prenex fragments (Sectionl 6.1), théree fragments (Sectidn®.2),
and the existentialv-free) fragments (Sectidn®.3). We show that the prenex frag
ment of a Godel logic is axiomatizable if and only if the trutalue set is finite or
uncountable. This means that there are truth-value seteewthe prenex fragment of
the corresponding logic is r.e. even though the full logionds. Moreover, there all
axiomatizable prenex fragments coincide. This is also #se ¢or_L-free and existen-
tial fragments, but in these cases only those truth valisedstermine r.e.l -free and
existential fragments for which also the full logic is r.eiz., truth value sets which
are finite, uncountable with 0 isolated, and those whereyeneighborhood of 0 is
uncountable.



2 Preliminaries

2.1 Syntax and Semantics

In the following we fix a standard first-order languageé with finitely or countably
many predicate symboBand finitely or countably many function symbdidor every
finite arityk. In addition to the two quantifietsand3 we use the connectives A, —
and the constant (for ‘false’); other connectives are introduced as ablagwens, in
particular we letA= (A— L1).

Godel logics are usually defined using the single truthealet|0, 1]. For propo-
sitional logic the choice of any infinite subset[06f1] leads to the same propositional
logic (set of tautologies). In the first order case, wherengjtiars will be interpreted
as infima and suprema, a closed subséddl] is necessary.

Definition 1 (Godel set). A Godel seis a closed se¥ C [0, 1] which contains 0 and 1.

The semantics of Godel logics, with respect to a fixed G&éelas truth value
set and a fixed languag® of predicate logic, is defined using the extended language
2V, wherel is the universe of the interpretation #V is . extended with constant
symbols for each element bf.

Definition 2 (Semantics of Gdel logic). Fix a Godel seV. An interpretationJ into
V consists of

1. anonempty sél = U7, the ‘universe’ ofJ,

2. for eachk-ary predicate symbd®, a functionP”? : Uk -V,
3. for eachk-ary function symbof, a functionf? : UX — U.
4. for each variablg, a valuev’ € U.

Given an interpretatior, we can naturally define a valud for any termt
and a truth valueg(A) for any formulaA of V. For a termst = f(uy,...,ux)
we defined(t) = f7(u7,...,u?). For atomic formulash = P(ty,....t,), we define
J(A) =P (t{,...,t7). For composite formula& we defineJ(A) by:

J(L)=0 1)
J(AAB)=min(J(A),3(B)) (2)
J(AVB)=maxJ(A),3(B)) (3)

N 1 J(A)<I(B

YA=B)= {3(8) o(th)erwis(e) “)
J(VXAX)) =inf{J(A(u)) :ueU} (5)
J(IXAX)) = sup{T(A(u)) :ue U} (6)

(Here we use the fact that every Godel 3étis aclosedsubset 0f0, 1] in order to be
able to interpre¥ and3 as infand sup iv.)
If 3(A) =1, we say thab satisfies Aand writeJ = A.



Definition 3 (Godel logics based orV). For a Godel seV we define thefirst or-
der Godel logic Gy as the set of all formulas o2 such thatd = A for all V-
interpretationd.

It should be noted that for Godel logics with O isolated, iodion of satisfiability
for sets of formulas is not particularly interesting, simcget of formulas$ is satisfiable
(in the sense that there is &rso thatd = Afor all A T) iff it is satisfiable classically.

For this reason, we talentailmento be the fundamental model-theoretic notion.

Definition 4. If T is a set of formulas (possibly infinite), we say thagntailsAin Gy,
I =y Aiffforall JintoV,

inf{3(B):BeTl}<J(A);

andrl 1-entails Ain Gy, I' Iky A, iff, for all 7 intoV, whenevefi(B) =1forallBeT,
thenJ(A) = 1.

Notation 5. We will write I' = Ainstead of” |=, A in case it is obvious which truth
value seV is meant. We will sometimes writeé = A € Gy, by which we mean that
I =, A. The notatiorGy = A stands for @=,, A, or A€ Gy.

Whether or not a formulé evaluates to 1 under an interpretatddepends only
on therelative orderingof the truth values of the atomic formulas (#f”), and not
directly on the se¥ or on thevaluesof the atomic formulas. ¥ C W are both Godel
sets, and’ is an interpretation int®, thenJ can be seen also as a interpretation into
W, and the value3(A), computed recursively using (1)—(6), do not depend on wéreth
we viewJ as aV-interpretation or &V-interpretation. Consequently,\f C W, there
are more interpretations inW/' than intoV. Hence, ifl" |=,, Athen alsd” |=, Aand
Gw C Gy.

This can be generalized to embeddings between Godel $ads thian inclusion.
First, we make precise which formulas are involved in the potation of the truth-
value of a formul&\ in an interpretatiory:

Definition 6. The only subformula of an atomic formuRiin 2V is P itself. The
subformulas oAxBfor x € {—, A, V} are the subformulas @and ofB, together with
AxB itself. The subformulas ofxA(x) and3xA(x) with respect to a univerdg are
all subformulas of allA(u) for u € U, together withvx A(x) (or, IxA(X), respectively)
itself.

The set of truth-values of subformulasfdéinder a given interpretatidnis denoted
by

Val(3,A) = {3(B) : B subformula ofAw.r.t. U} U{0,1}

If I is a set of formulas, then M@, ") = J{Val(J,A) : AcT}.

Lemma 7. LetJ be a V-interpretation, and let:hval(J,I") — W be a mapping satis-
fying the following properties:

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

2. his strictly monotonic, i.e., if & b, then Ha) < h(b);



3. for every XC Val(7,T), h(infX) = infh(X) and h(supX) = suph(X) (provided
inf X, supX € Val(7,I)).

Then the W -interpretatiofi, with universe U, f7h = f7, and for atomic Bz .#7,

~ [n(3(B)) if 3(B) € domh
In(B) = {1 otherwise

satisfiesih(A) = h(J(A)) forall AcT.

Proof. By induction on the complexity oA. If A= 1, the claim follows from (1). If
A'is atomic, it follows from the definition 0F},. For the propositional connectives the
claim follows from the strict monotonicity df (2). For the quantifiers, it follows from

property (3). O

Remark. Note that the construction 6% and the proof of Lemmid 7 also goes through
without the conditionh(0) = 0, provided that the formulas il do not containlL,
and goes through without the requirement that existingsih& preserved(infX) =
infh(X) if inf X € Val(J,I")) provided they do not contait

Definition 8. A G-embedding hV — W is a strictly monotonic, continuous mapping
between Godel sets which preserves 0 and 1.

Lemma 9. Suppose hV — W is aG-embedding. (a) I is a V -interpretation, and
Jy is the interpretation induced dy and h, theriy(A) = h(J(A)). (b) If T =, A then
I =y A (and henc&w C Gv). () If his bijective, thef |=,, Aiff I =, A (and hence,
Gy = Gw).

Proof. (a) h satisfies the conditions of Lemrfh 7, forthe set of all formulas. (b) If
I #v A, then for some, 3(B) = 1 forallBe " andJ(A) < 1. By Lemmd¥ Jn(B) =1
for all Be ' andJ,(A) < 1 (by strict monotonicity oh). Thusl Ew A. (c) If his
bijective therh™1 is also aG-embedding. O

Definition 10 (Submodel, elementary submodel)Let 71, J» be interpretations. We
write J1 C J5 (J2 extendsy;) iff U71 C U72, and for allk, all k-ary predicate symbols
Pin ., and allk-ary function symbold in .Z we have

pJ1 — pJ2 I (Uffl)k £91 _ §92 i (Ujl)k

or in other words, ifJ; andJ, agree on closed atomic formulas.
We writeJ; < J if 1 C J, andJ1(A) = J(A) for all #Y™ formulasA.

Proposition 11 (Downward Léwenheim-Skolem).For any interpretatior with U7
infinite, there is an interpretatiof’ < J with a countable universe U.

Proof sketch.The proof is an easy generalization of the constructionHerdlassical
case. We construct a sequence of countable subsetsU, C --- of U7: Uy simply
containg” for all closed terms of the original languad#., ; is constructed fror; by
adding, for each of the (countably many) formulas of the fab#\(x) andvxA(x) in
the languagezVi, a countable sequeneg of elements ofJ” so that(J(A(a;))); —

J(IxA(X)) or — J(VXA(X)), respectivelyl 7" = J; U. O



Lemma 12. LetJ be a interpretation into V, w [0, 1], and letJy, be defined by

JB) ifIB)<w
Jw(B) =
w(B) {1 otherwise

for atomic formulas B inZV. Then3J is an interpretation into V. If wt Val(J,A),
thenJw(A) = J(A) if 3(A) <w, andJw(A) = 1 otherwise.

Proof. Let hy(a) = aif a <wand= 1 otherwise. By induction on the complexity of
formulasB it is easily shown thad’(B) = hy,(J(B)) for all subformulasB of A w.r.t.
u’. O

Proposition 13. T = AiffT IFA

Proof. Only if: obvious. If: Suppose thdt ¥ A, i.e., there is & -interpretatiord so
thatinf{J(B): B I'} > J(A). By Propositiofi L, we may assume tbiatis countable.
Hence, there is som& with J(A) < w < inf{J(B) : B '} andw ¢ Val(J,I U {A}).
LetJy be as in LemmBd2. Thehy(B) =1 forallB € I andJw(A) < 1. O

The coincidence of the two consequence relations is a urfieptere of Godel
logics. PropositiofI3 does not hold in tukasiewicz logiz,ihstance. Theréd, A —;
BIF B butA A — B¥ B. In what follows, we will us¢= when semantic consequence
is at issue; the preceding propositions shows that thetseael obtain for= hold for
I as well.

Lemma 14 (Semantic deduction theorem).
rAEB iff rN=A—B.
Proof. Immediate consequence of the definitiorrofind the semantics for. O

We want to conclude this part with two interesting obseorati

Relation to residuated algebras If one considers the truth value set as a Heyting
algebra withaA b= min(a,b), av b= maxa,b), and

A b 1 ifa<b
“ 1 b otherwise

then— andA are residuated, i.e.,

(a— b) =sup{x: (xAa) < b}.



The Godel conditional A large class of many-valued logics can be developed from
the theory of-norms[Haj98]. The class ¢fnorm based logics includes not only (stan-
dard) Godel logic, but also tukasiewicz- and product lodit these logics, the con-
ditional is defined as the residuum of the respedtinerm, and the logics differ only

in the definition of theit-norm and the respective residuum, i.e., the conditioné T
truth function for the Godel conditional is of particulatérest as it can be ‘deduced’
from simple properties of the evaluation and the entailmelattion, a fact which was
first observed by G. Takeuti.

Lemma 15. Suppose we have a standard language containing a ‘condifios in-
terpreted by a truth-function intf®, 1]. Suppose further that

1. a conditional evaluates tb if the truth value of the antecedent is less or equal
to the truth value of the consequent, i.eJ({A) < 3(B), thenJ(A— B) = 1;

2. Eis defined as above, i.e. ifi= B, thenmin{J(A) : Ae '} < J(B);
3. the deduction theorem holds, iE\J{A} EB< T =A— B.
Then— is the Gdel conditional.

Proof. From (1), we have thai(A — B) = 1 if J(A) < J(B). Sincel= is reflexive,
B = B. Since it is monotonicB, A = B. By the deduction theoren® = A — B. By
),

J(B) <JI(A— B).

FromA — B = A — B and the deduction theorem, we det» B, A = B. By (2),
min{J(A— B),J3(A)} <J(B).
Thus, if3(A) > 3(B), 3(A— B) < J(B). O

Note that all usual conditionals (Godel, Lukasiewicz,qarct conditionals) satisfy
condition (1). So, in some sense, the Godel condition&lésonly many-valued condi-
tional which validates both directions of the deductiorotteen forl=. For instance, for
the Lukasiewicz conditionab, the right-to-left direction failsA — B = A— B, but
A — B,AF B. (With respect tdr, the left-to-right direction of the deduction theorem
fails for —¢ .)

2.2 Axioms and deduction systems

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

Definition 16. A formula A is derivable from formula§ in a systeme/ consisting
of the axioms and the rules iff there are formukgs ..., A, = A such that for each
0<i < neitherA €T, or A is an instance of an axiom i, or there are indices
j1, ..., 1 <iand a rule ineZ such thath,, ..., Aj are the premises any is the
conclusion of the rule. In this case we write-_, A.



We will denote by IL the following complete axiom system fatiitionistic logic
(taken from|[[Tro/7]). Rules are written &s,...,Aq - A.

(1) AA—BIB (12) A-BB—CFA—=C
(I3) AVA—AA—AAA (14 A—AVBAAB—A

(I5) AvB—BVAAAB—BAA (I6) A—»B-CVA—CVB
(17) AAB—CFA— (B—C) (18) A-(B—=C)FAAB—C
(19) L—A

(110) B® — AX)FBY - vxAX)  (111) WXA(X) = A(t)

(112) A(t) — IXA(X) (113) A(X) — B® I 3xA(x) — BY

(whereB® means thax is not free inB).

The following axioms will play an important role6 stands for ‘quantifier shift',.IN
for ‘linearity’, 1S0p for ‘isolation axiom of 0’, andrIN(n) for ‘finite with n elements’):

Qs Vx(CY VA(x) — (C® v VXA(X))
LIN (A—=B)V(B—A)
ISOp  VX——A(X) — = —VXA(X)
FINN) (T—=2A)VAL—=A)V...V(Ap2 = A1) V(A1 — 1)

Notation 17. Hdenotes the axiom system 4LQS+ LIN.
H\, for n > 2 denotes the axiom systerh+ FIN(N).
Ho denotes the axiom systelrh+ 1S0Op.

Theorem 18 (Soundness)Supposé contains only closed formulas, and all axioms
of o7 are valid inGy. Then, ifl -, Athenl =, A.

Proof. By induction on the complexity of proofs. By assumption,alioms ofe are
valid in Gy, hencel” |=, A if A is an axiom. IfA; € ', then obviouslyl =, A. It
remains to show that the rules of inference preserve corsegu We show this for
modus ponens (1) and existential generalization (11&) dtmer cases are analogous.

Supposd” =, A andl =, A — B and consider &-interpretationJ. Letv =
inf{3J(C):C eTl}. If 3(A) <3J(B), then we haver < J(B) becauser < J(A). If
J(A) > J(B), thenv < 3(B) becausé(B) = J(A — B).

Suppos€ =, A(x) — B andx does not occur free iB. LetJ be aVv-interpretation,
and letw = sup{J(A(u)) : u € U7}, and letJ, be the interpretation resulting frot
by assigningu to x. Since the formulas il are all closed an® does not contaix
free,Ju(C) = J(C) forallC € T U{B} andu € U”. Now suppose& > J(3IxA(x) — B).
In this case,J(3xA(x)) > J(B). But then, for somai € U7, 3,(A(x)) > 3(B) and
we’d havew > J,(A(x) — B), contradictingl” |=, A(x) — B. The case for (110) is
analogous. O

Note that the restriction to closed formulasrliris essentialA(X) -y VXA(X) but
obviouslyA(x) Ev VX A(X).
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2.3 Relationships between Gdel logics

The relationships between finite and infinite valpeopositionalGddel logics are well
understood. Any choice of an infinite set of truth-valuesitssin the same proposi-
tional Godel logic, viz., DummettkC. LC was defined using the set of truth-valigs
(see below). Furthermore, we know tHaE is the intersection of all finite-valued
propositional Godel logics, and that it is axiomatized hjuitionistic propositional
logic IPL plus the schem@ — B) v (B — A). IPL is contained in all Gddel logics.

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

Proposition 19. Intuitionistic predicate logic IL is contained in all firgirder Godel
logics.

Proof. The axioms and rules of IL are sound for the Godel truth fiomst O

As a consequence of this proposition, we will be able to ugeiranitionistically
sound rule and intuitionistically true formula when worgiim any of the Gddel logics.

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

VR:[Oal]

V, = {1/k:k>1}U{0}

Vi = {1-1/k: k> 1} U{1}
Vm={1-1/k:1<k<m-1}U{1}

The corresponding Godel logics &g, G|, G+, Gm. Gr is thestandardGodel logic.

The logicG, also turns out to be closely related to some temporal loBEZ960,
BLZ964]. G; is the intersection of all finite-valued first-order Godegics as shown
in TheoreniZB.

Proposition 20. Gg =y Gv, where V ranges over all Glel sets.

Proof. If Gy = A for everyV, then also folV = [0,1]. Conversely, if there is some
Godel setv and aV-interpretatiord with J ¥ A, thenJ is also a0, 1]-interpretation
and hencéy A, O

Proposition 21. The following strict containment relationships hold:
1. Gm2 Gmi1,
2. Gm 2 Gy 2 Gg,
3. Gm2 G| 2 Gp.

11



Proof. The only non-trivial part is proving that the containments strict. For this
note that

(AléAz)V...V(M%A;WH_)

is valid in Gy, but not inGy,,. 1. Furthermore, let

C; = Ix(A(x) — VyA(y)) and
C, = Ix(AYAY) = AX)).

C, isvalid in all Gy and inGy andG ; C; is valid in all Gy and inGy, but not inG;
neither is valid inGr ([BLZ96K], Corollary 2.9). O

The formulaC; andC, are of some importance in the study of first-order infinite-
valued Godel logicsC; expresses the fact that every infimum in the set of truth walue
is a minimum, andC; states that every supremum (except possibly 1) is a maximum.
The intuitionistically admissible quantifier shifting ad are given by the following
implications and equivalences:

(VXAX)AB) = Vx(A(X)AB)
(IXAX)AB) = 3Ix(A(X)AB)
(WXAX)VB) —  ¥x(A(X)VvB)
(IxXAX)VB) = 3Ix(AX)VB)
(B—=VxAX)) = Wx(B—AX))
(B— IXAX)) <« 3Ix(B—AX))
(VXA(X) = B) <+ 3Ix(A(X) = B)
(IXAX) = B) = ¥x(A(X) — B)
The remaining three are:
(VWXA(X)VB) <+ V¥x(A(X)VvB) (S1)
(B— IXAX)) — Ix(B—AX) ()
(VXA(X) = B) — 3Ix(A(X) = B) (S3)

Of these S, is valid in any Godel logicS, andS; imply and are implied b, andC;,
respectively (takély A(y) andVvy A(y), respectively, foB). S, andS; are, respectively,
both valid inG;, invalid and valid inG, and both invalid irGg. Thus we obtain

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

We now also know thaB, # G, . In fact, we haves | C Gy; this follows from the
following theorem.

Theorem 23.

m>2

Proof. By Propositio2I Gy C N2 Gm. We now prove the reverse inclusion. As-
sume that there is an interpretati®such that # A, we want to give an interpretation
7’ such thati’ ¥ A andJ’ is aGn, interpretation for somen.
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Suppose there is an interpretatidrsuch thatd ¥ A, let J(A) = 1—1/k. Letw
be somewhere between-11/k and 1— 1/(k+ 1). Then the interpretatiof,, given
in LemmaIP also is a counterexample forSince there are only finitely many truth
values belowvin Vy, Jy is aGy, 1 interpretation with,, & A. This completes the proof
of the theorem. O

Corollary 24. Gy 2 NnGm=G+ 2G| 2 Ggr

As we will see later, the axionrN(n) axiomatize exactly the finite-valued Godel
logics. In these logics the quantifier shift axiays is not necessary. Furthermore, all
quantifier shift rules are valid in the finite valued logic&a& G is the intersection of
all the finite ones, all quantifier shift rules are valid3n. Moreover, any infinite-valued
Godel logic other thar, is defined by som& which either contains an infimum
which is not a minimum, or a supremum (other than 1) which is aamaximum.
Hence, inV eitherC; or C; will be invalid, and therewith eithe®; or ;. We have:

Corollary 25. G; is the only @del 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 within the framework
of Polish spaces, which are separable, completely meteizapological spaces. For
our discussion it is only necessary to know tRa&nd all its closed subsets are Polish
spaces (hence, every Godel set is a Polish space). Forikedetgposition 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 openhimichoodJ of x there is a
pointy € U with y = x. A space igerfectif all its points are limit points. Asé® C R is
perfectif it is closed and together with the topology induced friéns a perfect space.

Itis obvious that all (hon-trivial) closed intervals arefeet sets, also all countable
unions of (non-trivial) intervals. But all these sets gexted from closed intervals have
the property that they are ‘everywhere dense’, i.e., capthin the closure of their
inner component. There is another very famous set whichriggtebut 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 calGahtor setD.

A more intuitive way to obtain this set is to start with thetinterval, take out the
open middle third and restart this process with the lowerthedupper third. Repeat-
ing this you get exactly the Cantor set because the middid #ways contains the
numbers which contain the digit 1 in their triadic notation.

This set has a lot of interesting properties, the most ingmrone 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 perfecesyading the fol-
lowing proposition:

Proposition 28. If X is a nonempty perfect Polish space, then the cardinalfty
is 2"0 and therefore, all nonempty perfect subsets, too, haverlity of the contin-
uum.

It is possible to obtain the following characterization effect sets (se€ [Win99]):

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

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

Every Polish space can be partitioned into a perfect kenmélaacountable 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= PUC, with P a perfect subset of X and C countable and open. The
subset P is called thperfect kernebf X (denoted with ¥7).

As a corollary we obtain that any uncountable Polish spao¢adas a perfect set,
and therefore, has cardinality’®

3.2 Relation to Godel logics

The following lemma was originally proved in[Pre03], whéreras used to extend the
proof of recursive axiomatizability of ‘standard’ Gddebics (those with/ = [0,1])

to Godel logics with a truth value set containing a perfettis the general case. The
following more simple proof is inspired bl [BGP]:

Lemma 31. Suppose that MC [0, 1] is countable and E [0, 1] is perfect. Then there
is a strictly monotone continuous map kl — P (i.e., infima and suprema already
existing in M are preserved). Furthermorejif M € M, then one can choose h such
that h(infM) = infP.

Proof. Let o be the mapping which scales and shitsinto [0, 1], i.e. the mapping
X — (x—infM)/(supM —infM) (assuming tha# contains more than one point). Let
w be an injective monotone map froo(M) into 2%, i.e. w(m) is a fixed binary repre-
sentation ofm. For dyadic rational numbers (i.e. those with differentdsinrepresen-
tations) we fix one possible.

Leti be the natural bijection from‘2(the set of infinite{0, 1}-sequences, ordered
lexicographically) ontdD, the Cantor seti is an order preserving homeomorphism.
SinceP is perfect, we can find a continuous strictly monotone mé&om the Cantor
setD C [0, 1] into P, andc can be chosen so that0) = infP.
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Now h = coiowo 0 is also a strictly monotone map frolh into P, andh(infM) =
infP, if inf M € M. Sincec is continuous, existing infima and suprema are preserved.
O

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

Proof. If: Every countable non-trivial dense linear order has otgeen, 1+n,n+1,
or 1+ n+1[Ros82, Corollary 2.9], wherg is the order type of). The completion
of any ordering of order typg has order typ&, the order type oR [Ros82, Theo-
rem 2.30], thus the truth value set must be uncountable.

Only if: By Theoren33DV® is non-empty. TakéM = QN [0,1] andP =V® in
Lemmd3L. The image &fl underhis a non-trivial dense linear suborderingdn [

Theorem 33. Suppose V is a truth value set with non-empty perfect kernahg
letW=VU[infR1]. Thenk=, = &, i.e.T =, Aiff I |5, A. Thus also the logics
induced by V and W are the same, i@y, = Gw.

Proof. AsV C W we havel=,, C |=, (cf. the Remark preceding Definitifh 3). Now
assume thafi is a W-interpretation which shows that =, A doesnot hold, i.e.,
inf{J(B) : Be '} > J(A). By PropositiorTlL, we may assume that is countable.
The set Va(J,I" UA) has cardinality at modfl, thus there is & < [0,1] such that
b ¢ Val(J,Ff UA) andJ(A) < b < 1. By LemmdIRJ,(A) < b < 1. Now consider
M = Val(Jp, UA): these are all the truth values from = V U [inf P, 1] required to
computeJy(A) andJy(B) for all B € I'. We have to find some way to map themvto
so that the induced interpretation is a counterexamplieq, A.

Let Mo = MN[0,infP) andM; = (M N[infP,b]) U {inf P}. By LemmdZ3L there is
a strictly monotone continuous (i.e. preserving all erigiinfima and suprema) mép
from M into P. Furthermore, we can choobeuch that(inf M) = inf P.

We define a functio from Val(J,, T UA) toV as follows:

X 0<x<infP
gxX)=< h(x) infP<x<b
1 x=1

Note that there is nr € Val(Jp, " UA) 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 Lemrilh 7 we obtain thgis aV-interpretation withJg(C) =
9(Jp(C)) for all C e T UA, thus also infJg(B) : Be '} > Jg(A). O

4 Countable Godel sets

In this section we show that the first-order Godel logics rehbe set of truth values
does not contain a dense subset are not axiomatizable. \Aklisistthis result by
reducing the classical validity of a formula in all finite medd to the validity of a
formulain Godel logic (the set of these formulas is notlneTrakhtenbrot’s Theorem).
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Definition 34. A formulais calleccrispif all occurrences of atomic formulas are either
negated or double-negated.

Lemma 35. If A and B are crisp and classically equivalent, then a3 = A «> B.
Specifically, if Ax) and B are crisp, then

E VXA(X) — B« Ix(A(x) — B) and
E B — IXA(X) <> 3x(B — A(X)).

Proof. Given an interpretatiofi, defineJ’(C) = 1 if 3(C) > 0 and= 0 if 3(C) = 0 for
atomicC. It is easily seen that i\, B are crisp, ther¥(A) = J'(A) andJ(B) = 7'(B).
ButJ’ is a classical interpretation, so by assumpfioi®\) = 7'(B). O

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

Proof. By Theorenl 3RV is countably infinite iff it is infinite and does not contain
a non-trivial densely ordered subset. We show that for egentenceA there is a
sentenced? s.t. A9 is valid in Gy iff A is true in every finite (classical) first-order
structure.

We defineA? as follows: LetP be a unary and. be a binary predicate symbol
not occurring inA and letQq, ..., Qn be all the predicate symbols ln We use the
abbreviationsc € y = -—L(x,y) andx < y = (P(y) — P(x)) — P(y). Note that for
any interpretatiory, J(x € y) is either 0 or 1, and as long 8$P(x)) < 1 for all x (in
particular, ifJ(3zP(z)) < 1), we havel(x < y) = 1 iff J(P(x)) < J(P(y)). Let A% =

SACL€0AC EO0AC, < C1 A /
{ Vi [V, YV jVk3z DV Vx—(x € §(i))] }—>(A V 3uP(u)) 7

whereSis the conjunction of the standard axioms for 0, successranvith double
negations in front of atomic formulas,

p— (<inxejrk<inyeknx<y)—
- — (zes(i)Ax<zAZ=Y)

and A’ is A where every atomic formula is replaced by its double negatmd all
quantifiers are relativized to the predic&g) = Ix(x € ).

Intuitively, L is a predicate that divides a subset of the domain into legaldx € i
means thak is an element of levdl If the antecendent is true, then the true standard
axiomsSforce the domain to be a model of PA, which could be eitherrdsted model
(isomorphic toN) or a non-standard modéeX(followed by copies ofZ). P orders the
elements of the domain which fall into one of the levels in badering of the truth
values.

The idea is that for any two elements in a le¥el there is an element in a not-
empty levelj > i which lies strictly between those two elements in the ordggiven
by <. If this condition cannot be satisfied, the levels abbaee empty. Clearly, this
condition can be satisfied in an interpretatibonly for finitely many levels iV does
not contain a dense subset, since if more than finitely mamfdare non-empty, then
Ui{J(P(d)) : 7 =d € i} gives a dense subset. By relativizing the quantifiera bo
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the indices of non-empty levels, we in effect relativize finite subset of the domain.
We make this more precise:

SupposeA is classically false in some finite structuie W.l.o.g. we may as-
sume that the domain of this structure is the naturals O,n.. We extend) to aGy-
interpretatiori® with domainN as follows: Since/ contains infinitely many values,
we can choosey, Cp, L andP so thatix(x € i) is true fori = 0, ...,n and false other-
wise, and so thai%(3xP(x)) < 1. The number-theoretic symbols receive their natural
interpretation. The antecedentAf¥ clearly receives the value 1, and the consequent
receivesig(IxP(x)) < 1, soJ9 ¥ A9.

Now suppose thal ¥ AS. ThenJ(3xP(x)) < 1. In this caseJ(x <y) = 1 iff
J(P(x)) < J(P(y)), so < defines a strict order on the domainZf It is easily seen
that in order for the value of the antecedenf8funderJ to be greater than that of the
consequent, it must be 1 (the values of all subformulas are eitherJ(Ix P(x)) or
= 1). For this to happen, of course, what the antecedent indetto express must
actually be true iry, i.e., thatx € i defines a series of levels and any level0 is either
empty, or for allx, andy occuring in some smaller level there igwith x < z< y and
zel.

To see this, consider the relevant part of the antecedentyi [VX,Wijﬂz Dv
vx—(x€i)]. If 3(B) =1, then for alli, eitherJ(vx,yvjvk3zD) = 1 orJ(Vx—~(x € i)) =
1. In the first case, we haug3zD) = 1 for all x, y, j, andk. Now suppose that for all
z,3(D) < 1, yet3(3zD) = 1. Then for at least somethe value of that formula would
have to be> 3(3zP(2)), which is impossible. Thus, for everyy, j, k, there is @& such
thatJ(D) = 1. But this means that for ak, y s.t. x € j, y € kwith j,k<iandx <y
thereis @withx<z<yandzei+1.

In the second case, wheJévx—(x € i)) = 1, we have thali(—~(x € i)) = 1 for all
x, henced(x € i) = 0 and level is empty.

Note that the non empty levels can be distributed over thdewamge of the non-
standard model, but sind& contains no dense subset, the total number of non empty
levels is finite. ThusA is false in the classical interpretatidf obtained fromJ by
restrictingJ to the domain{i : Ix(x € i)} andJ¢(Q) = J(——Q) for atomicQ. O

This shows that no infinite-valued Godel logic whose setrwathtvalues does not
contain a dense subset, i.e., ho countably infinite Godgt s axiomatizable. We
strengthen this result in Sectibnkb.1 to show that the prémagxnents are likewise not
axiomatizable.

5 Uncountable Gbdel sets

5.1 Ois contained in the perfect kernel

If V is uncountable, and 0 is contained\if, then Gy is axiomatizable. Indeed,
Theoren3B showed that the sets of validities of all sdatoincide. Thus, it is only
necessary to establish completeness of the axioms sy$teith respect tdGg. This
result has been shown by several people over the years. \Wdegie a generalization
of the proof of Takand [Tak&7].
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Theorem 37 (Strong completeness of @lel logic [Tak87]). If I = A in Gg, then
Iy A

Proof. Assume thaf ¥ A, we construct an interpretatighin which 3(A) = 1 for alll
Bel andJ(A) < 1. Letys, yo, ... be a sequence of free variables which do not occur
in T UA, let .7 be the set of all terms in the languagelof A together with the new
variablesys, yo, ..., and let# = {F1,F,, ...} be an enumeration of the formulas in this
language in whicly; does not appear iRy, ..., F and in which each formula appears
infinitely often.

If Ais a set of formulas, we writE = A if for someAy, ..., A, €', and some
Bi, ....Bm€A Fy (ALA...AAy) — (B1V...VBp) (and= if this is not the case).
We define a sequence of sets of formulasAy, such that", = A, by induction. First,
o =T andAp = {A}. By the assumption of the theorefy = Ao.

If M= AnU{F}, thenlp 1 =T U{FR} andAn 1 = An. In this casel 1 %
An.1, since otherwise we would havg = A, U{F,} andlyU{F,} = An. But then,
we’'d have thaf , = A, which contradicts the induction hypothesis (note thatA —
BVF)— ((AAF — B) —» (A—B))).

If Ty AnU{Fq}, thenl 1 =Th andAni1 = Ay U{Fn, B(yn)} if Fy = VXB(X),
andAn ;1 = AnU {F,} otherwise. In the latter case, it is obvious that 1 = Ani1.
In the former, observe that byl0 andQs, if I'n = Ay U {VXB(x),B(yn)} then also
N = A U{VxB(x)} (note thaty, does not occur i, or Ap).

Let™ = U2l andA* = U2 oA We have:

1. I'* = A*, for otherwise there would bekaso thatl, = Ax.

2. [ C I andA C A* (by construction).

3. ™ =.7\ A%, since eaclh, is eitherinl 1 or Ay 1, and if for somen, F, € TN

A*, there would be & so that, € 'y N Ak, which is impossible sincEy = Ay.
4. If ' = B1V...VBy, thenB; € '™ for somei. For suppose not, then foe 1,
...,Nn,Bj ¢ '*, and hence, by (3B; € A*. But thenl™* = A*, contradicting (1).

5. If B(t) e I'* for everyt € .7, thenvxB(x) € ['*. Otherwise, by (3)yxB(x) € A*
and so there is sonreso thatvx B(x) = F, andAn1 containsyx B(x) andB(yn).
But, again by (3), theB(yn) ¢ I'*.

6. '* is closed under provable implication, sincd’if = A, thenA ¢ A* and so,
again by (3)A € I'*. In particular, if-y A, thenA e I'*.

Define relations< and= on % by

B<C&B—=Cel* and B=C&<B=<CAC=B.

Then<= is reflexive and transitive, since for eveBy -y B — B and soB — B € I'*,
andifB—-Cerl*andC—-DeTl*thenB—Del* sinceB—-C,C—+D=B—D
(recall (6) above). Hences is an equivalence relation off. For everyB in .# we
let |B| be the equivalence class underto which B belongs, and” /= the set of all
equivalence classes. Next we define the relatiaon .% /= by

B <|CleB=<C&<B—Cerl™.

Obviously,< is independent of the choice of representati¥eB.

18



Lemma 38. (% /=, <) is a countably linearly ordered structure with distinct nraal
elementT| and minimal elemerjtL|.

Proof. Since.# is countably infinite,# /= is countable. For ever3 andC, -y (B —
C)V (C — B) by LIN, and so eitheB — C c* orC — B e I'* (by (4)), hence< is
linear. ForevenB, -y B— T andt-y L - B,andsoB— T el andl —-BeTl™,
hence| T| and|L| are the maximal and minimal elements, respectively. Pigk/Aaim
A*. SinceT — L=A,andA¢ T, T — L ¢I* so|T|#|L]. O

We abbreviatéT | by 1 and|L| by 0.

Lemma 39. The following properties hold inZ /=, <):
. |Bjl=1<Berl*.

. |BAC| =min{|B|,|C|}.

. |BVC| =max{|B|,|C|}.

. |IB—=C|=1if |B| <|C|, |B— C| =|C| otherwise.
|-B| = 1if |B| = 0; |-B| = 0 otherwise.

. |[3xB(x)| = sup{|B(t)| :t € T}.

. |[VxB(x)| = inf{|B(t)| : t € T}.

Proof. (1) If |B| =1, thenT - BeTl*, and henc® c*. Andif Be ", thenT —
Bel*sinceB= T — B. So|T| < |B|. It follows that| T| = |B| as alsgB| < |T|.

(2) From=BAC —B,=BAC—CandD — B,D — C=-D — BACforeveryD,
it follows that|B A C| = inf{|B|,|C|}, from which (2) follows since< is linear. (3) is
proved analogously.

(4) If |B| <|C|, thenB — C € T'*, and sinceT € '* as well,|B — C| = 1. Now
suppose thadB| £ |C|. FromBA (B — C) = C it follows that min{|B|,|B— C|} < |C|.
BecausdB| £ |C|, min{|B|,|B — C|} # |B|, hencgB — C| < |C|. On the other hand,
FC— (B—C),solC| <|B—C|.

(5)If |B|=0,-B=B — L €%, and henc¢-B| = 1 by (1). Otherwise|B| £ | L],
and so by (4)]-B|=|B— L|=0.

(6) Sincery B(t) — IxB(x), |B(t)| < |3xB(x)| for everyt € . On the other hand,
for everyD withoutx free,

NoOUA®WNPR

|B(t)| < |DJ for everyt € 7
= B(t) >Derl” for everyt € .7
= Vx(B(x) = D) e " by property (5) of*
= IxB(x) - Derl™ sinceVx(B(x) — D) = 3xB(x) — D

= |ZxB(x)| < |D|.
(7) is proved analogously. O

(F/=,<)is countable, leb = ayp,1=aj,ay, ... be an enumeration. Defimg0) =
0, h(1) =1, and defind(a,) inductively forn > 1: Leta, = max{a :i < nanda; <
an} andal = min{a; : i <nanda > a,}, and defind(a,) = (h(a;, ) +h(a}))/2 (thus,
a, =0andaj =1as0=ap < a <a = 1, henceh(a) = %). Thenh: (#/=,<) —
QnN][0,1] is a strictly monotone map which preserves infs and sups.eByrhd 31 there
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exists aG-embeddindY from QN 0, 1] into ([0, 1], <) which is also strictly monotone
and preserves infs and sups. B(B) = I (h(|B|)) for every atomicB € .# and we
obtain aVg-interpretation.

Note that for ever, 3(B) = 1 iff |B| = 1iff B '*. Hence, we hav&(B) = 1 for
all Be T while if A¢ I, thenJ(A) < 1, sol ¥ A. Thus we have proven that on the
assumption that if /* A, thenl" # A O

As already mentioned we obtain from this completeness piagdther with the
soundness theorem (Theor&m 18) and Thedrdm 33 the charatter of recursive
axiomatizability:

Theorem 40. LetV be a @del set witlD contained in the perfect kernel of V. Suppose
thatl is a set of closed formulas. Thér=, Aiff I -4 A.

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

MNAFyB iff THyA—B.

Proof. Use the soundness theorem (Thedfe€m 18), completenessihébneorerii40)
and the semantic deduction theoreth 14. Another proof woeldybinduction on the
length of the proof. Se¢ [H&98], Theorem 2.2.18. O

5.2 Oisisolated

In the case where 0 is isolated, and thus also not containdbiperfect kernel, we
will transform a counter example B for ', = A, whererll is a set of sentences
stating that every infimum is @ minimum, into a counter exampiGy for I = A.

Lemma 42. Let x y be the free variables in A.
Fho YY(2YXA(X,Y) — IX-A(X,Y))

Proof. It is easy to see that in all Gddel logics the following weaknfi of the
law of excluded middle is valid:-—A(a) vV -A(a). By quantification we obtain
Yx==A(X) V Ix-A(X) and by valid quantifier shifting rules—vxA(x) v 3-A(x). From
the intuitionistically valid-Av B — (A — B) we can prove-vxA(x) — Ix-A(X). A
final quantification of the free variables concludes the proo O

Theorem 43. LetV be an uncountabledglel set wher® is isolated. Suppodeis a
set of closed formulas. Thén=,, Aiff I by, A,

Proof. If: Follows from soundness (Theordml 18) and the observéatiansoy is valid
for anyV where 0 is isolated.

Only if: We already know from Theorem133 that the entailmetation ofV and
V U[infP, 1] coincide, whereP is the perfect kernel 0¢. So we may assume wthout
loss of generality that already is of this form, i.e. thadt=infPandvN[A,1] =[A,1].
LetV’' =0,1]. Define

M = {Yy(=¥xAX,Y) = Ix-A(X,Y)) : A(X,y) formula}
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whereA(x,y) ranges oveall formulas with free variables andy. We consider the
entailment relation iv’. Either,l |=,, AorM,T ¥, A. In the former case we know
from the strong completenessldffor Gy that there are finite subsdi® andl”’ of M
andr, respectively, such th&t’,I"’ Fy A. Since all the sentenceslihare provable in
Ho (see LemmB42) we obtain thath-, A. In the latter case there is an interpretation
3’ such that

inf{7(G):GenNur}>7J(A).
It is obvious from the structure of the formulaslihthat their truth value will always
be either 0 or 1. Combined with the above we know that foBadi M, 7’ (G) = 1. Next
we define a functiorf (x) which maps values from VEl',T UM U{A}) intoV:

F(x) = 0 x=0
A +Ex/(1=A) x>0

We see thaf satisfies conditions (1) and (2) of Lemida 7, but we cannot eserad¥
directly, as not all existing infima and suprema are neciéggaeserved.

Consider as in Lemmi 7 the interpretationB) = f(3'(B)) for atomic subfor-
mulas of T UM U {A}. We want to show that the identity; (B) = f(J'(B)) extends
to all subformulas of UM U {A}. For propositional connectives and the existentially
quantified formulas this is obvious. The important casexif(x). First assume that
J'(VxA(Xx)) > 0. Then it is obvious thali; (VxA(x)) = f(J'(¥XA(X))). In the case
whereJ'(¥xA(x)) = 0 we observe thaf\(x) contains a free variable and therefore
—VXA(X) = Ix-A(X) € M, thusT' (=VxA(X) — Ix—A(x)) = 1. This implies that there
is a withessc such thatd’(A(c)) = 0. Using the induction hypothesis we know that
J:(A(c)) =0, too. We obtain thal s (VX A(x)) = 0, concluding the proof.

Thus we have shown that is a counterexample # =,, A which completes the
proof of the theorem. O

5.3 Onotisolated but not in the perfect kernel

In the preceding sections, we gave axiomatizations forahes$ based on those un-
countably infinite Godel set¢ where 0 is either isolated or in the perfect kerneV/of

It remains to determine whether logics based on uncountabtéel sets where 0 is
neither isolated nor in the perfect kernel are axiomateabhe answer in this case is
negative. If 0 is notisolated M, 0 has a countably infinite neighborhood. Furthermore,
any sequenceéan)nen — 0 is so that, for sufficiently large, V N[0, an] is countable and
hence, by (the proof of) Theordml32, contains no denselyreddgubset. This fact is
the basis for the following non-axiomatizability proof, wh is a variation on the proof
of Theoreni:3b.

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

Proof. We show that for every sentenéethere is a sentendd s.t. A is valid in Gy
iff Ais true in every finite (classical) first-order structure.

The definition ofA" mirrors the definition o9 in the proof of Theorefi36, except
that the construction there is carried out infinitely mamyets forV N [0,an], where
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(an)nen is a strictly descending sequeneg,> 0 for all n, which converges to 0. L&
be a binary andl be a ternary predicate symbol not occurringiand letRy, ...,R, be
all the predicate symbols ii. We use the abbreviationse, y = —-—L(x,y,¢) andx <,
y= (P(y,£) = P(x,£)) — P(y,£). As before, for a fixed, providedJ(IxP(x,¢)) < 1,
J(x<¢y) =11iff I(P(x,0)) < I(P(y,£)), andJ(x €, y) is always either 0 or 1. We
also need a binary predicate symk¥) to give us the descending seque@g) nen:
Note thatd(—=v¢Q(¢)) = 1iff inf{J(Q(d)) : d € |J|} =0 andJ (I -Q(¢)) = 1iff O ¢
{3(Q(d)) :d e ||}
LetAh =

SAVL((Q(s(£)) — Q(£)) — Q(s(£)) A
=VLQ(£) AI—-Q(£) A
VOYX((Q(E) — P(x,£)) = Q(£)) A — (A'VIFuP(u, ) v3EQ(L)) (8)
Vi3IxIy(x €, OAY €, OAX < Y) A
VOV [VX, W [VKIZEV VX (X € (1))

whereSis the conjunction of the standard axioms for 0, successtranvith double
negations in front of atomic formulas,

(j<inxe;jrk<inye kax=<gy)—

E — (zeps(i)AX=<pzZAZ=yY)

and A’ is A where every atomic formula is replaced by its double negatmd all
quantifiers are relativized to the predic®g) = Viax(x €/ i).

The idea here is that an interpretatidrwill define a sequencéan)neny — 0 by
a, = 3(Q(N)) wherean > an.1, and 0< a, < 1 for all n. LetL, = {x: J(x&,i)} be
thei-th ¢-level. P(x, /) orders the set); L, = {x: 3(Jix €, i) = 1} in a subordering of
VN[0,an): x <, yiff 3(x<,y) = 1. Again we force that wheneveyy € L, with x <, y,
there is az € L™ with x <, z <, y, or, if no possible suck exists,L},"* = 0. Letr(¢)
be the least so thatl} is empty, oreo otherwise. Ifr(¢) = o then there is a densely
ordered subset &f N[0,a,]. So if 0 is not in the perfect kernel, for some sufficiently
largeL, r(¢) < oo forall ¢ > L. J(R(¥)) = 1iff r(¢) = 0 hence{¢: J(R(¢)) =1} is
finite whenever the interpretationsBfL, andQ are as intended.

Now if Ais classically false in some finite structurewe can again choose@y -
interpretatiord" in which the interpretations d®, Q, L are as intended, the number
theoretic predicates and functions receive their standdedpretation, there are as
many/ with 3"(R(¢)) = 1 as there are elements in the domair¥ oéind the predicates
of Abehave or{¢: 3(R(¢)) = 1} just as they do ofi. 3" & A",

On the other hand, ifi # A", then the value of the consequent<isl. Then as
required, for allx, ¢, 3(P(x,¢)) < 1 andJ(Q(¢)) < 1. Since the antecedent, as before,
must be= 1, this means that <, y expresses a strict ordering of the elementt‘eof
andJ(((Q(s(¢) — Q(¢)) — Q(s(£))) = 1 for all ¢ guarantees that(Q(s(¢))) = ant1 <
an=7J(Q(¢)). The other conditions are likewise seen to hold as interstethat we can
extract a finite countermodel férbased on the interpretation of the predicate symbols
of Aon{¢: J(R(¢)) = 1}, which must be finite. O
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6 Fragments

6.1 Prenex fragments

One interesting restriction of the axiomatizability preil is the question whether the
prenex fragment o6y, i.e., the set of prenex formulas valid @y, is axiomatizable.
This is non-trivial, since in general in Godel logics, arhiy formulas are not equiva-
lent to prenex formulas. Thus, so far the proofs of non-axstimability of the logics
treated in Sectiorld 4 afd’b.3 do not establish the non-axipabdity of their prenex
fragments, nor do they exclude the possibility that theesgonding prenex fragments
are r.e. We investigate this question in this section, an@gthat the prenex fragments
of all finite and uncountable Godel logics are r.e., and thatprenex fragments of
all countably infinite Godel logics are not r.e. The axioizatbility result is obtained
from a version of Herbrand’s Theorem for finite and uncoulytatalued Godel logics,
which is of independent interest. The non-axiomatizabditcountably infinite Godel
logics is obtained as a corrolary of TheorEenh 36.

Let V be a Godel set which is either finite or uncountable. Ggtbe a Godel
logic with such a truth value set. We show how to effectivedgariate with each
prenex formulaA a quantifier-free formul&d* which is valid inGy if and only if A
is a tautology. The axiomatizability of the prenex fragmeh6Gy then follows from
the axiomatizability ofLC (in the infinite-valued case) and propositio@&}, (in the
finite-valued case).

Definition 45 (Herbrand form). Given a prenex formulé& = Q1X; ... QX B(X) (B
quantifier free), theHerbrand form A' of A is iy ... i, Bty . . -, ), Where{>qj :
1 < j < m} is the set of existentially quantified variablesfinandt; is Xi; if i =ij, or
is fi (X, ..., %) if X; is universally quantified and= max{j :ij <i}. We will write
B(ty,...,tn) asBF (Xigs- - -+ Xim) If we want to emphasize the free variables.

Lemma 46. If A is prenex andsy |= A, thenGy = A",

Proof. Follows from the usual laws of quantification, which are dah all Godel
logics. O

Our next main result will be Herbrand’s theorem €y for V uncountable or finite.
TheHerbrand universéHU(BF) of BF is the set of all variable-free terms which can
be constructed from the set of function symbols occurringfin To prevent HYBF)
from being finite or empty we add a constant and a function s}frabpositive arity
if no such symbols appear i8"~. The Herbrand baseHB(B") is the set of atoms
constructed from the predicate symboldsinh and the terms of the Herbrand universe.
In the next theorem we will consider the Herbrand universa foimula3x BT (X). We
fix a non-repetitive enumerati@, C,, ... of HB(BF), and letX, = {,Cy,...,C;, T}
(we may takeT to be a formula which is always 1). BF (f) is an¢-instanceof B (X)
if the atomic subformulas @" (f) are inX;.

Definition 47. An ¢-constraintis a non-strict linear ordering of X, s.t. L is minimal
andT is maximal. An interpretatiod fulfils the constraint provided for allC,C’ €
X¢, C < Ciff 3(C) <3J(C'). We say that the constraint’ on X, ; extends< if for all
C,CeX,C=xCiffCc='C.
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Lemma® showed that i: V — W is aG-embedding and is aV-interpretation,
thenh(J(A)) = Jn(A) for any formulaA. If no quantifiers are involved iA, this also
holds without the requirement of continuity. For the foliogy proof we need a similar
notion. LetV be a Godel sets a set of atomic formulas, and suppose there is an
order-preserving, strictly monotote {J(C): C € X} — V which is so thah(1) =1
andh(0) = 0. Call any suchh a truth value injection on X Now supposeB is a
quantifier-free formula, an¥ its set of atomic subformulas. Two interpretatidnsy
arecompatible on Xf 3(C) < 3(C) iff J(C) < J(C') forall C € X.

Proposition 48. Let B™ be a quantifier free formula, and X its set of atomic subfor-
mulas together withl', L. If J, J are compatible on X, then there is a truth value
injection h on X with k3(CF)) = J(CF).

Proof. Leth(J(C)) = J(C) for B € X. SinceJ, J are compatible oiX, J(C) < 3(C')
iff J(C) < J(C'), and hencel(C) < J(C') iff h(J(C)) < h(J(C')) andh is strictly
monotonic. The conditionis(0) = 0 andh(1) = 1 are satisfied by definition, since,
1 € X. We geth(3(BF)) = J(BF) by induction on the complexity oA. O

Proposition 49. (a) If <’ extends=, then everyJ which fulfills <" also fulfills <.
(b) If 3, J fulfill the ¢-constraint=, then there is a truth value injection h on ¥ith
h(J(BF (T))) = J(BF (T)) for all ¢-instances B(f) of BF (X); in particular, 3(BF (f)) = 1
iff 3(BF (T)) = 1.

Proof. (a) Obvious. (b) Follows from Propositi@nl48 together wik tbservation that
J andyJ both fulfill < iff they are compatible oix,. O

Lemma 50. Let B" be a quantifier-free formula, and let V be a finite or uncoutytab
infinite Godel set. IfGy = 3XBF (X) then there are tupleg, . .. T, of terms in UBF),
such thaiGy = V[, BF ().

Proof. Suppose first that is uncountable. By Theorelnl32,contains a dense linear
subordering. We construct a “semantic trée”i.e., a systematic representation of
all possible order types of interpretations of the at@ns the Herbrand baseT is

a rooted tree whose nodes appear at levels. Each node at lsvibelled with an
{-constraint.

T is constructed in levels as follows: At level 0, the rooflofs labelled with the
constraintlL < T. Letv be a node added at levéWith label <, and letT, be the set
of terms occurring ir¥,. Let (*) be: For every interpretatiomwhich fulfils <, there is
some/-instanceBF (f) so thatJ(BF (f)) = 1. If (*) obtains, v is a leaf node off, and
no successor nodes are added at lével.

Note that by Propositiol3#9(b), any two interpretationschhfulfill < make the
samel-instances oBF (f) true; hencev is a leaf node if and only if there is afh
instanceA(t) s.t. 3(A(f)) = 1 for all interpretation§ that fulfil <.

If (*) does not obtain, for eac{Y + 1)-constraintz’ extending=< we add a successor
nodev’ labelled with=<'to v at levell + 1.

We now have two cases:

(1) T is finite. Letvy,...,vn be the leaf nodes of of levels/y, ..., ¢m, each
labelled with a constrainty, ..., <m. By (*), for eachj there is art;-instanceBF (f;)
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with 3(BF (f)) = 1 for all 3 which fulfill <;. Itis easy to see that every interpretation
fulfills at least one of the<;. Hence, for allJ, 3(BF (f1) V...V BF (fm)) = 1, and so
Gv = ViL1B" (fi).

(2) T is infinite. By Konig's lemma,T has an infinite branch with nodesg, v,
Vo, ...Wherey, is labelled by=<, and is of levell. Each=,,; extends=,, hence we
can form= = J,=<;. LetV’ CV be a non-trivial densely ordered subsetvgflet
V'53c<1, andletv’ =V'N[0,c). V" is clearly also densely ordered. Now 1t
beV”U{0,1}, and leth: B(A(x)) U{L, T} — V¢ be an injection which is so that, for
all Ai,Aj € B(A(X)), h(A) < h(Ay) iff A <A, h(L)=0andh(T)=1. We define
an interpretatior by: f7(ty,...,tn) = f(t,...,tn) for all n-ary function symbolsf
and P7(ty,...,t) = h(P(ty,...,t,)) for all n-ary predicate symbolB (clearly then,
J(A) = h(A)). By definition,J ¢-fulfills <, for all 2. By (*), J(A(f)) < 1 for all
(-instancesA(T) of A(x), and by the definition o¥, J(A(f)) < c. Since everyA(f)
with T € U (A(x)) is anf-instance ofA(x) for somel, we haved(IxA(X)) < c < 1.This
contradicts the assumption tHay = IXA(X).

If V is finite, the proof is the similar, except simpler. Supppge=n. Call a
constraint=< n-admissiblef there is someV-interpretationd which fulfills it. Such
= have no more than equivalence classes under the equivalence rel&ienC’ iff
C <C’andC’ < C. Inthe construction of the semantic tree above, replade mantion
of ¢-constraints byn-admissiblel-constraints. The argument in the case where the
resulting tree is finite is the same.Tfis infinite, then the resulting ordet = |J, </ is
n-admissible, since alk, are. Letc=max{b: b e V,b < 1} andV; =V. The rest of
the argument goes through without change. O

Lemma 51. Let 3XBF (X) be the Herbrand form of the prenex formula=AQ;iB(Y;),
and letfy,...,Tm be tuples of terms iHU(BF). If Gy = /", BF (f), thenGy = A.

Proof. For any Godel se¥, the following rules are valid iGy:

(1)AvBFBVA.

(2) (AvB)VCFAV(BVC).

(3)Av(BvB)F-AVB.

(4) Aly) - YXA(X).

(5) A(t) F IxA(X).

(6) VX(A(X) v B) - YXA(X) V B.

(7) Ix(A(X) vV B) - IxA(X) V B.
(x is not free inB.) The result follows from[IBCEQ1], Lemma 6, and are also lgasi
verified directly. O

Theorem 52. Let A be prenexdxBF (X) its Herbrand form, and let V be a finite or
uncountably infinite @del set. TheGy [ A iff there are tuple$, ...ty of terms in
HU(BF), such thaiGy = /[, BT (fi).

Proof. If: This is LemmdZ&lL. Only if: By LemmB&36 and Lemiad 50. O

Remark.An alternative proof of Herbrand’s theorem can be obtairsdgithe analytic
calculusHIF (“Hypersequent calculus for Intuitionistic Fuzzy logi¢BZ00].
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Theorem 53. The prenex fragment of ad@el logic based on a truth value set V
which is either finite or uncountable infinite is axiomatilabAn axiomatization is
given by the standard axioms and rules fd@ extended by the rules (4)—(7) of the
proof of Lemm&81. For the m-valued case add the characieestom forGp,, G =

VIR VIEL L (A = A A (A] = A)).

Proof. Completeness: LeQy;B(y) be a prenex formula valid iGy. By Theoren 5,
a Herbrand disjunctioly"_; BF (f;) is a tautology inGy. Hence, it is provable ih.C
or LC + Gp [Gof01, Chapter 10.1QyB(y) is provable by Lemma®1.

Soundness: The rules in the proof of Lenimh 51 are val@inIn particular, note
thatvx(A(x) VB) — (¥xA(X) v B) with x not free inB is valid in all Godel logics, and
IX(A(X) vV B) — IxA(X) V B is already intuitionistically valid. O

In Theoren:3b, we showed that for every first-order formAilthere is a formula
A9 which is valid inGy for V countably infinite iffA is valid in every finite classical
interpretation. We now strengthen this result to show thatgrenex fragment dby
(for V countably infinite) is likewise not axiomatizable. This isre by showing that
if Ais prenex, then there is a formul& which is also prenex and which is valid @y
iff A9is. Note that not all quantifier shifting rules are generallyid in Godel logics,
so we have to show that for the particular case of formulabefarm ofA9, there is a
prenex formula which is valid iy iff Adis.

Theorem 54. If V is countably infinite, the prenex fragment@®§ is not r.e.

Proof. By the proof of Theoref 36, a formukeis true in all finite models iffGy = A9.
Al is of the formB — (A" v JuP(u)). We show that\? is validity-equivalent inGy to
a prenex formula.

From Lemmd_3b we see that each crisp formula is equivalenpterzex formula;
let Ag be a prenex form of\. Since all quantifier shifts for conjunctions are valid,
the antecederB® of A9 is equivalent to a prenex formul@X; ... QnXnBo(X1,- .., Xn)-
Hence A9 is equivalent taQxBy(X) — (AgV JuP(u)).

Let Q be 3 if Qi isV, andV if Q is 3, let C= AgV JuP(u), andv =
J(3uP(u))). We show thaiQxBy(X) — C is equivalent toQ X(Bo(X) — C) by in-
duction onn. Let QXBy = Q1X1...QixB1(dy,...,di_1,X). Since quantifier shifts
for 3 in the antecent of a conditional are valid, we only have tosmer the case
Qi = V. Supposei(Vx By (d,x) — C) # J3(3x(By(d,x) — C). This can only happen
if 3(vxBy(d,x)) =J(C) < 1 butJ(By(d,c)) > J(C) > vfor all c. However, it is easy
to see by inspecting thatJ(By(d,c)) is either=1 or < v.

Now we show thafi(Bo(d) — (Ao V 3uP(u))) = J3(3u(Bo(d) — (Ao VP(u)))). If
J(Ag) = 1, then both sides equal 1. If 3(Ag) = 0, thenJ (Ao V3IuP(u)) = v. The only
case where the two sides might differ i§i{Bo(d)) = vbutJ(AgVP(c)) = J(P(c)) <v
for all c. But inspection 0By shows thati(By(f)) = 1 or = J(P(e)) for somee € d

(the only subformulas oBy(d) which do not appear negated are of the f&x €).
Hence, if3(Bo(d)) = v, then for some, J(P(e)) = v.

Last we consider the quantifiers & = QyA;. SinceAq is crisp, J(Bo(d) —
(Ao P(c))) = J3(QY(Bo(d) — (A1 VP(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 ccerdite case of. J(JyAp) is
either=0 or= 1. In the former case, both sides eqliéBy(d) — P(d)), in the latter,
both sides equal 1. O

In summary, we obtain the following characterization ofcematizability of prenex
fragments of Godel logics:

Theorem 55. The prenex fragment @y is axiomatizable if and only if V is finite or
uncountable. The prenex fragments of any Gyowhere V is uncountable coincide.

6.2 L-free fragments

In the following we will denote thel-free fragment ofSy with G\’f. G\’f is the set of
all Gy-valid formulas which do not contain (and hence also ne). First we show
that the only candidates for r.e. fragments are thigee fragments oGy whereV is
uncountable and eitherd®V* or 0 is isolated/.

Lemma 56. If Gy is notr.e., therG\’/K is also notr.e.

DefineAP as the formula obtained fromby replacing all occurences df with the
new propositional variablie (a 0-place predicate symbol). Then defiieas

A = ( )\ V(b — P(x))) — A
PeA

whereP € A means thaP ranges over all predicate symbols occuringhinWe will
first prove a lemma relating* andA:

Lemma 57.
Gv A iff GFEA"

Proof. If: Replaceb by L.

Only if: SupposeG(f ¥ A*. Thus, there is an interpretatidp such thafip(A*) < 1.
By PropositiorTlL and Lemnfiall 2, there is an interpretalisnch thati(A®) < 1 and
J((Apea¥X(b — P(X)))) = 1. Because of the latter, for every atomic subforniilaf
A, J(B) > J(b) = v. DefineJ’(B) for atomic subformulaB of A by

7(B) = {o 3(B) <v

(and arbitrary for other atomic formulas). It is easily ségninduction thaty’(B) =
3(B) if 3(B) >V, and if3(B) = v, thenJ’(B) = vor = 0. In particulary’(A°) < 1. But,
of course'(b) = J'(L) = 0, and hencé’(A?) = J/(A).

O

Proof of Lemm&36f G\’f were recursively enumerable, then by Lema &%,
would also be recursively enumerable. O
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Thus, by Theorem 36, we only have two candidates for axiaable_L -free frag-
ments: both truth-value sets have a non-empty perfect k& nand in the one case
0 € P and in the other & P but O is isolated. The prototypical Godel sets for these
cases ar¥; = [0,1] andV, = {0} U[1/2,1]. We will show that thel -free fragments
of these two logics coincide, thus in fact proving that thisrenly one axiomatizable
1 -free fragment.

Lemma 58. Let\y = [0,1] and \b = {0} U [1/2,1]. The_L-free fragments oGy, and
Gy, coincide, i.e.
Gy A iff G A

Proof. Only if: obvious, since a counter-example Va actually also is a counter-
example inv;.

If: Suppose thaG(,i E A i.e., there is afi¥; such thati;(A) < 1. DefineJ, for all
atomic subformulaB of Aby J,(B) = 1/2(1+J1(B)). By Lemmé&¥ and the remark
following it we see that the definition @, extends to all formulas. O

Theorem 59. The | -free fragment 06y, is recursively axiomatizable if and only if V
is finite or uncountable and eith€belongs to V* or is isolated. Thel -free fragment
of any two such V coincide.

Proof. From Lemmd5B, Lemmab8 and TheorEnh 33 for the uncountabée Cetse
finite case is obvious as the additional axiorns(n) do not containL. O

6.3 V-free fragments

In the following we will denote theé-fragment ofGy with Gg. It is the set of all
formulas valid inGy which do not contairv.

First we show, as in the case of thefree fragment, that the only candidates for
axiomatizable fragments are the two uncountable onesP@nd 0 isolated. We will
do this by showing that the formulas used to reduce validitshe other cases to Tra-
chtenbrodt's Theorem are validity-equivalenttdree formulas.

Lemma 60. If A(x) and B arev-free, then
EVXA(X) — B iff E3x(A(X)— B)

Proof. If: This is a valid quantifier shift rule.
Only if: Suppose thag Ix(A(x) — B), i.e., there is an interpretatidhsuch that
J(3x(A(X) — B) < 1. But this implies that

YueU J(A(u)) > 3(B). 9)

Now defineJ’(Q) for atomic subformula® of A by

ey ) IQ) iFI(Q) <T(B)
J(Q)_{l it 3(Q) > 3(B).
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Then (i) If C is V-free andJ(C) > J(B), thenJ’(C) = 1, and if 3(C) < J(B), then
J'(C) =3(C); and (ii) I’ (VxA(x)) =1

(i) For atomicC this is the definition ofi’. The cases fon, Vv, and— are trivial.
Now letC = 3xD(x). If 3(3xD(x)) > J(B), then for somei € U7, 3(D(u)) > 3(B). By
induction hypthesisy’ (D(u)) = 1 and hencé’(3xD(x)) = 1. OtherwiseJ(IxD(x)) <
J(B), in which case¥’ (D(u)) = J'(D(u)) for all u. (i) By (), forallue U, 3(A(u)) >
J(B), hence, by ()7’ (A(u)) = 1.

By (i) and (ii) we have thatd(vxA(x)) = 1 and J'(B) = J(B) < 1, thus
T (vxA(X) = B) < 1, i.e..F VXA(X) — B. O

Note that in the preceding Lemma we can replace the pre#®(xfby a string of
universal quantifiers and the same proof will work.

Lemma 61. If Gy is not recursively enumerable, then aG@.

Proof. Itis sufficient to show that Formuld 7 fé¢ as given on padel 6 and Formllla 8
for A" as given on pade®?2 are validity-equivalenttfree formulas.

If we only consider the quantifier structure of these formsw@ad apply valid quan-
tifier shifting rules, including the shifting rule for crigprmulas given in LemmBz35,
we obtain in both cases formulas which are of the form

VXAX) — B

whereA(x) andB areV-free. By to Lemm#&80 we see that both formulas are validity
equivalent tov-free formulas. O

As for the L-free fragments, it turns out that the two prototypical epéas of
Godel sets create the samdragment:

Lemma 62. Let\, = [0,1] and \b = {0} U[1/2,1]. The3-fragments oGy, and Gy,
coincide, i.e.
Gy, EA iff Gy EA

Proof. Only if: obvious, since a counter-example Vf actually also is a counter-
example irvy.

If: Suppose thaG\ﬂ,1 E A, i.e., there is ar¥; such thati;(A) < 1. DefineJ; for
all atomic subformula® of A by J2(B) = 1/2(1+ J1(B)) if J1(B) > 0 and= 0 if
J1(Q) = 0. By Lemmd¥ and the remark following it we see that the dédiniof J,
extends to all formulas. O

Theorem 63. The3-fragment ofGy is r.e. if and only if V is finite or uncountable and
eitherO belongs to \ or is isolated. Thel-fragment of any two such V coincide.

Proof. From Lemmd®ll, Lemmiab2 and TheorEnh 33 for the uncountabée Cese
finite case is obvious as the additional axiomms(n) do not contain universal quanti-
fiers. O
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7 Conclusion

In the preceding sections, we have given a complete chaization of the r.e. and
non-r.e. first-order Godel logics. Our main result is thadre are two distinct r.e.
infinite-valued Godel logics, viz.Gr and G°. What we have not done, however,
is investigate how manponr.e. Godel logics there are. It is known that there are
continuum-many different propositional consequenceticia and continuum-many
different propositional quantified Godel logi¢s [BVOOh forthcoming work [BGP],
it is shown that there are only countably many first-orded@aogics. Although this
result goes some way to clarifying the situation, a criterdd identity of Godel log-
ics using some topological property of the underlying tredhue set is a desideratum.
We have only given (Lemnid 9) a sufficient condition: if thevaicontinuous bijection
betweerV andV’, thenGy = G,.. But this condition is not necessary: any pair of non-
isomorphic uncountable Godel sets with 0 contained in #&réegt kernel provides a
quick counterexample (as any two such sets deter@inas their logic). Such a topo-
logical characterization of first-order infinite valuedd&blogics could then be used to
obtain a more fine-grained analysis of the complexity of the-ne. Godel logics. As
noted already, these also differ in the degree to which theyan r.e.[[H&j05].
Another avenue for future research would be to carry out bagacterization of-
fered here for extensions of the language. Candidates ébrextensions are the addi-
tion of the projection modalities{a=0if a=1 and= 1 if a< 1), of the globalization
operator of [TT8B], or of the involutive negation-(@= 1—a). It is known thatGg
with the addition of these operators is still axiomatizablde presence of the pro-
jection modality, in particular, disturbs many of the nieafures we have been able
to exploit in this paper, for instance, in the presenceé\ate crucial Lemm&J2 and
PropositiorIB no longer hold. Thus, not all of our resultslgough for the extended
language and new methods will have to be developed.
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