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Abstract

The aim of this paper is to develop an algebraic and logical study of
certain paraconsistent systems, from the family of the Logics of Formal
Inconsistency (LFIs), that are definable from the degree-preserving com-
panions of logics of distributive involutive residuated lattices (dIRLs) with
a consistency operator, the latter including as particular cases, Nelson
logic (NL), involutive monoidal t-norm based logic (IMTL) or Nilpotent
Minimum logic (NM). To this end, we first algebraically study enriched
distributive involutive residuated lattices with suitable consistency oper-
ators. In fact, we consider three classes of consistency operators, leading
respectively to three subquasivarieties of such expanded residuated lat-
tices. We characterise the simple and subdirectly irreducible members
of these quasivarieties, and we extend Sendlewski’s representation results
for the case of Nelson lattices with consistency operators. Finally we de-
fine and axiomatise the logics of three quasivarieties of dIRLs and their
corresponding degree-preserving companions, that belong to the family of
LFIs.

Keywords. Logics of formal inconsistency; paraconsistent logics; degree-
preserving logics; distributive involutive residuated lattices; Nelson lattices.

1 Introduction

The aim of this paper is to develop an algebraic and logical study of para-
consistent systems definable from the degree-preserving companions of logics
of distributive involutive residuated lattices with a consistency operator. The



initial motivation comes from different considerations relating paraconsistency
and Nelson’s Constructive logic with strong negation.

In the 1950’s, Constructive logic with strong negation, nowadays commonly
known under the name of Nelson logic (even also called N3), was formulated
by Nelson and Markov as a result of certain philosophical objections to the
intuitionistic negation pointed out by Rasiowa [46], see also her celebrated book
[47, Ch. XII]. The criticism concerned its disadvantageous non-constructive
property, namely that the derivability of the formula =(aA ) in an intuitionistic
propositional calculus does not imply that at least one of the formulas -, =
is derivable.

Although Nelson algebras, the algebraic semantics of Nelson logic developed
by Rasiowa [46, 47], were not originally presented as a subclass of residuated
lattices, in 2008 Spinks and Veroff [50, 51] have shown that Nelson logic is
indeed a substructural logic. More precisely, they show that Nelson algebras are
termwise equivalent to certain involutive, bounded, commutative and integral
residuated lattices, called Nelson (residuated) lattices. Busaniche and Cignoli
[7] have further contributed to the algebraic study of Nelson lattices.

A paraconsistent version of Nelson logic was first introduced in [1], where the
authors observe that the weaker system obtained from Nelson logic by deleting
the axiom schema ¢ — (~¢ — 1) could be used to reason under inconsistency
without incurring in a trivial logic. Semantics for this paraconsistent version
of Nelson logic have been studied by Odintsov in [41, 42], who calls the logic
N4, in terms of what is known in the literature as Fidel structures [26] and
twist-structures [25, 54]. Later on, Busaniche and Cignoli [8] provided another
algebraic semantics under the umbrella of non-integral commutative residuated
lattices with involution. More recently, Carnielli and Rodrigues [15] show that
N4 is in fact equivalent to a paraconsistent logic of evidence, called BLE (for
Basic Logic of Evidence), for which they provide a semantics based on non
truth-functional evaluations.

Our initial interest also was on paraconsistent variants of Nelson logic, but
taking a different road. Indeed, our idea was to consider paraconsistent logics
from the family of Logics of Formal Inconsistecy (LFIs), introduced by Carnielli
and Marcos in 2000 (see e.g. [13]), and also studied e.g. by Avron [2, 3].
LFTs constitute a generalization of da Costa’s C-systems [21, 22]. The main
characteristic of these logics is that they internalize in the object language a
notion of consistency by means of a specific connective o (primitive or definable)
in the following sense: although LFI’s are not explosive in general, meaning
that for at least a formula ¢ the theory {p, ~¢} is consistent, the connective
o allows to recover the explosion property from a formula ¢ and its negation
~1) whenever they are retained to be consistent, that is to say, whenever 1
falls under the scope of o. In other words, even if {p, ~p} is not explosive,
{p, ~p, op} trivialises because oy states that ¢ is consistent. It is worth noticing
that, in fact, Carnielli and Rodrigues have already introduced in [15] a LFI
based on paraconsistent Nelson logic N4, called LET; (for Logic of Evidence
and Truth), by adding a consistency-like operation to BLE, their paraconsistent
and paracomplete Basic Logic of Evidence.



There is however another approach to define LFIs based on Nelson logic,
and more generally, on logics of involutive residuated lattices. In general, given
a quasivariety of bounded residuated lattices Q, its corresponding logic is given
by the usual (non-paraconsistent) truth-preserving notion of logical consequence
=g, that is, a formula ¢ follows from a set of formulas T', written I' =g ¢, if
e(p) = 1 whenever e(yp) = 1 for all ¢ € I and for all evaluations e on every alge-
bra A in the quasivariety Q. A weaker notion of consequence companion of = is
the one called degree-preserving logical consequence, where a formula ¢ follows
from a set of formulas I', written I' |:S ¢ if e(p) > a whenever e(¢p) > a for all
1 € I' and for all evaluations e on every algebra A € Q and every element a € A.
This weaker notion of logical consequence, firstly introduced by [55], has been
further investigated in e.g. [28, 6, 27]. The point is that, as observed in [23] and
unlike the truth-preserving logics, the degree-preserving companions of a large
class of fuzzy logics (i.e. logics of varieties of prelinear residuated lattices), in
particular those with an involutive negation, are paraconsistent. Interestingly,
this is also the case of Nelson logic and, more generally, the logics of varieties
of involutive residuated lattices. However, although the degree-preserving com-
panions of these logics are paraconsistent, they are not expressive enough to
define a consistency connective o in its own language (see [23, Corollary 2 and
Example 2] and Remark 3.6 below), and hence they are not LFIs. A further
step was made in [20] where the authors introduce a wide class of LFIs by first
expanding (non pseudo-complemented) fuzzy logics with a consistency opera-
tor while preserving the semi-linearity of the logics, and then considering their
corresponding degree-preserving companions.

Given all these antecedents, our initial aim was to follow a similar approach
to [20] to expand the language of Nelson logic by a primitive consistency con-
nective o, and to add axioms and rules encoding suitable postulates in such a
way that the corresponding degree-preserving companion of the logic arising in
this way be a LFI. However, in doing so, we realised that, essentially, all the
definitions and results we got for Nelson logic and lattices, as underlying log-
ical and algebraic framework, remain valid for the more general framework of
involutive, distributive (bounded, commutative and integral) residuated lattices
and their logics. Therefore, in this paper we have finally chosen to present our
algebraic and logical results in this more general setting and only particularise
to Nelson logic when necessary.

The organization of this paper is as follows. In Section 2, the basic notions
about varieties of involutive residuated lattices and their logics are recalled.
Section 3 contains the main algebraic results and it is divided into three sub-
sections, in each of which we will introduce a specific type of consistency op-
erator and we will present results concerning the so arising quasivarieties. In
Section 4 we consider the particular case of Nelson lattices with a consistency
operator, for which we prove structural results and their relation to Heyting
algebras with dual pseudocomplement. In particular, in Subsection 4.2 we also
present additional results on subdirectly irreducible and simple Nelson lattices
with a consistency operator. Section 5 considers the logical counterparts of the
classes of algebras studied in Section 3 and their associated Logics of Formal



Inconsistency over the degree-preserving companions of the former. In the last
subsection of Section 5, we will point out that, besides being LFIs, our logics
are Logics of Formal Undeterminedness' (LFUs) as well, and we analyze the
relationships between these two notions. We conclude in Section 6 collecting
some final remarks and our future work on the topics of this paper.

2 Preliminary notions

Recall that a commutative, integral, bounded residuated lattice, that we will
simply call residuated lattice, is an algebra A = (A, A,V,*,—,0,1) of type
(2,2,2,2,0,0) such that (A, x,1) is a commutative monoid, (A, A,V,0,1) is a
bounded lattice with least element 0 and greatest element 1, and such that the
following residuation condition holds: z xy < z iff x < y — z, where z,y, 2z
denote arbitrary elements of A and < is the order given by the lattice structure.
Since we assume the neutral element of the monoid reduct coincides with the
greatest element of its lattice reduct, we have that: x <y iff x >y =1.

It is well-known that the class RIL of residuated lattices forms a variety,
which is related to different and well-known varieties studied in substructural
and fuzzy logics literature. In particular, RIL coincides with the variety of FLe,,-
algebras of [29]. According to the denotational conventions of [29], FL refers to
the “Full Lambek calculus”, which is the base system and associated algebras,
and subindices indicate several axiomatic extensions with properties such as
exchange (e) or weakening (w).

A residuated lattice is called distributive if its lattice reduct is a distributive
lattice, that is to say, if it satisfies the distributivity equations:

cA(yVz)=(xAy)V(eAz)andzV (yAz)=(xVy) A(zV=2). (Dist)

The variety of distributive residuated lattices will be denoted by dRIL
A residuated lattice is called involutive if it satisfies the double negation
equation:

~T = T (Inv)

where ~z is x — 0. In every involutive residuated lattice, it is possible to prove
that z x y = ~(x — ~y) and * — y = ~(z * ~y). Clearly involutive residuated
lattices form a variety that will be denoted by IRL.?

The variety of distributive and involutive residuated lattices (dIRL-algebras
for short) will be henceforth denoted by dIRL.

In this paper we will also consider some proper subvarieties of dIRL, in
particular:

LA logic of Formal Undeterminedness is a paracomplete logic with a unary determinedness
operator that controls the law of the Excluded Middle, it is a sort of dual notion of a LFI [38].

2In the literature, involutive residuated lattices have been called Involutive FLe,,-algebras
(IFLew-algebras), see e.g. [33], and they are also known as the algebras of the affine Linear
Logic without exponentials, see e.g. [5]. In this paper we shall adopt the notation IRL-algebras
to denote them without danger of confusion.



- The variety NL of Nelson residuated lattices, defined within TRL by the
so called Nelson equation:

((zxz) = y) A~y x~y) = ~a)) = (2 = y) = L (Nel)

- The variety IMTL of involutive monoidal t-norm based algebras (or IMTL-
algebras for short), which can be defined as the proper subvariety of IRIL
(and of dIRL) of those algebras satisfying the prelinearity equation:

(x—=y)V(y—2z)=1 (Prel)

- The variety NM of nilpotent minimum algebras (or NM-algebras for short),
which is identified as proper subvariety of IMITIL by the following equation:

(zxy—=0)V(eAy —>zxy) =1, (NM)

or equivalently, as shown in [7], the subvariety of NLL of those algebras
satisfying the prelinearity equation.

Notice that Nelson, IMTL and NM-algebras can be axiomatized directly within
IRL without explicitly requiring the distributivity equations to hold.

In Figure 1 we represent the graph of the above considered subvarieties of
RL together with their characteristic axioms.

2.1 Truth-preserving and degree-preserving logics of
residuated lattices

The substructural logic which is complete with respect to the variety of
(bounded, commutative, integral) residuated lattices is the so-called Full Lam-
bek calculus extended with exchange (commutativity) and weakening (inte-
grality), Fley, see e.g. [29].> The language of FL., consists of denumerably
many propositional variables py,po, - - , binary connectives A, V, &, —, and the
truth constant |. Formulas, which will be denoted by lower case greek letters
@,1,- -+, are defined by induction as usual. Further connectives and constants
are definable; in particular, —¢ stands for ¢ — L, T stands for =1, and ¥ < ¢
stands for (vp — ¢)A(¢ — ). A Hilbert-style calculus for FL,,, has the following
set of axioms:

AxL. (¢ =) = (¥ =) = (6= 7))

Ax2. (v = ¢) = (v =) = (v = (6 AY))),
Ax3. (VA @) — 1, and Axd. (1) A &) — &,
AX5. ) — (¥ V ¢), and Ax6. ¢ — (¥ V ¢),

3 An equivalent system, called Monoidal logic, was previously defined and studied by Hohle
in [31].
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Figure 1: Diagram of main varieties of algebras in this paper and their relation-
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The only inference rule of FL.,, is modus ponens:

(MP)

v, — ¢
¢

The logic IRL of involutive residuated lattices is the axiomatic extension of
FL.., with the double negation axiom

Ax14. ——¢ — ¢,

and the logic dIRL of distributive and involutive residuated lattices is the ax-
iomatic extension of IRL with the following axiom



Ax15. o A (¥ V X) = (9 AY) V(9 AX).

This paper will be mainly concerned with the logic dIRL and some of its
axiomatic extensions. Hence, distributivity will always be assumed to hold. In
particular we will consider Nelson logic NL obtained by extending dIRL by the
Nelson axiom:

Ax16. ((9&) = ¢) A ((m¢&—¢) = —¢)) = (¢ = ¢).

The logic IMTL introduced in [24] is the axiomatic extension of the logic MTL
(the logic of the variety of prelinear residuated lattices) with the axiom (Ax14)
or, equivalently, obtained by extending IRL by the prelinearity axiom:

Ax17. (¢ = )V (¢ = ).

Finally, the nilpotent minimum logic NM, introduced also in [24], is the
axiomatic extension of IMTL by the axiom

Ax18. (&) — L)V (¢ Ap — p&p).

Equivalently, NM can be obtained as the axiomatic extension of Nelson logic NL
by the prelinearity axiom.

We will denote by F_ the notion of proof for each logic L €
{IRL,dIRL, IMTL, NL,NM} defined as usual from the corresponding sets of ax-
ioms described above and the inference rule of Modus Ponens (MP).

Each of these logics L is algebraizable (as all of them are axiomatiac
extensions of FL.,), and thus it has an equivalent algebraic semantics given
by the corresponding variety of L-algebras introduced before, and which brings
the same name. This means that the truth-preserving (finitary) consequence
relation | induced by the variety of L-algebras, defined as:

'L iff  for every L-algebra A and every A-evaluation e,
if e(¢)) = 1 for every ¢ € T', then e(p) =1,

is such that k| is sound and complete w.r.t. |=|.

Moreover, for each such a logic L, in [28, 6] the authors introduce a
companion logic denoted L=, whose associated consequence relation, that will
be denoted as =, has the following semantics: for every set of formulas I'U{¢},

=5 ¢ iff  for every L-algebra A, every a € A, and every A-evaluation e,
if a < e(v) for every ¢ € T', then a < e(yp).

By obvious reasons, L= is known as the companion logic of L preserving degrees
of truth, or the degree-preserving companion of L. It is not difficult to show that
L and L= have the same valid formulas (i.e. = ¢ iff =7 ), and that, for every
finite set of formulas I' U {¢}, the following property holds:

IiEfpiff LT — o,

where T means 13 A ... Ay, if T = {v1,...,7} (when I' is empty then I'" is
taken as T).



As it regards to axiomatization, if L is an axiomatic extension of FL.,,, then
the logic L= admits a Hilbert-style axiomatization having the same axioms as
L and the following deduction rules [6]:

(Adj-A) from ¢ and ¢ derive ¢ A1)
(MP-r) if b ¢ — 4, then from ¢ and ¢ — 1), derive ¥

Note that (MP-r) is a restricted form of the Modus Ponens rule, as it is only
applicable when ¢ — 1 is a theorem of L. Thus, although L and L= share the
same theorems, L= is in fact a weaker logic than L.

If the set of theorems of L is decidable, then the above systems of axioms
and rules provides a recursive Hilbert-style axiomatization of L=.

In the more general case of L being not an axiomatic extension but a finitary
Rasiowa-implicative expansion of FL.,, (i.e. L may have new inference rules and
hence its algebraic semantics may be a sub-quasivariety of RL), the definition of
the degree-preserving companion L= keeps being the same as above. However,
the axiomatisation needs to be tuned. Assume the new inference rules of L are:

(R;) from T'; derive ¢;,

for i € I. Then, following the same idea of [6, Th. 2.12], one can show the
following generalised result about the axiomatisation of L=.

Proposition 2.1. Let L be an expansion of FLe,,, with the above set of new
inference rules {(R;)}}icr- Then L= is axiomatized by the axioms of L, the
inference rules (Adj-N\) and (MP-r), and the following restricted inference rules:

(R;-r) If FL Ty, then from T; derive ¢;
for each i e I.

The proof is completely analogous to the one in [6] in the context of expansions
of MTL and it is omitted.

3 Distributive involutive residuated lattices ex-
panded by a consistency operator

Paraconsistency is the study of logics having a negation operator ~ that are
not explosive with respect to that negation; that is to say, logics for which there
exists at least a formula ¢ such that the theory {¢, ~¢} does not entail any
other formula. Therefore, a paraconsistent logic is a logic having at least a
contradictory but non-trivial theory.

Among the plethora of paraconsistent logics proposed in the literature, the
Logics of Formal Inconsistency (LFIs) (see, for instance, [13, 12]), play an im-
portant role, since they internalize in the object language the very notion of



consistency® by means of a specific connective, primitive or not. This general-
izes the strategy of da Costa, who introduced in [22] the well-known hierarchy
of systems C,, , for n > 0. Briefly said, LFIs have a non-explosive negation
~, as well as a (primitive or derived) consistency connective o which allows to
recover the explosion law in a controlled way.

Let X be a propositional signature which contains a negation ~ and a prim-
itive or defined unary connective o, let V = {p1,pa, ...} be a denumerable set of
propositional variables, and let L = (X, ) be a Tarskian, finitary and structural
logic defined over ¥ and V. Then, according to e.g. [12], we have the following
definition.

Definition 3.1. L is said to be a Logic of Formal Inconsistency with respect
to ~ and o if the following holds:

(i) o, ~p ¥ 9 for some ¢ and ¥;
(ii) there are two formulas « and (3 such that

(il.a) o, ¥ B;
(ii.b) oa, ~a ¥ B;

(iii) o, p, ~p 1 for every ¢ and .

Moreover, in [12] the authors also consider the following stronger notion of
LFIs.

Definition 3.2. L is said to be a strong Logic of Formal Inconsistency with
respect to ~ and o if the following holds:

(i) if p and ¢ are two different propositional variables then

(i.a) p,~plq
(ib) op,p ¥ q
(i.c) op,~ptq

(i) oy, @, ~p F 1) for every ¢ and 9.

Our aim is to consider different possibilities of defining (strong) LFIs over
the degree-preserving logic companion of the logic dIRL. To this end, we will
first study suitable expansions of dIRL-algebras by a new consistency operator
o in such a way that their degree-preserving companions are LFIs. Actually, we
will consider three different axiomatic definitions of varying strength. Similar
ideas of having LFIs over a degree-preserving logic companion of other class of
algebras can be seen in [20] and [11].

Let A be an involutive residuated lattice and let o : A — A be a unary
operation on A. With the above goal in mind, we consider different properties
we may ask to the o operation in order to be a suitable consistency operator.

4A formula ¢ is named consistent in a paraconsistent logic when {¢, ~¢} is an explosive
theory.



It is clear that the minimal properties to require to o to be a consistency
operator are:

(00) o(1) =0(0) =1
(ol) & A~z Ao(x) =0

However, these properties turn out to be a weak specification in the sense that,
for a given distributive involutive residuated lattice A, one can define many
operations satisfying the above sets of properties, in particular, one can always
define a minimal operation by letting o(z) = 0 for all z € A\ {0,1}. A natural
way out is to require that o provides the maximum value in A such that (ol) is
satisfied and hence we can define o(x) to be the max{z € A | tA~xAz = 0}. Ina
sense, such an operator, if it exists, can be considered as the least committed one
satisfying (o1). This is formally achieved by considering the following additional
requirement:

(02) if x A~z Ay =0 then y < o(x)

Since Boolean elements are the prototypical examples of consistent and
explosive elements, another reasonable property one can further require to o
is to be a Boolean operator, that is to say, that for each x € A to require
o(x) V ~o(x) = 1. This can be achieved in at least two ways.

A first possibility is to define o(x) as the maximum, among the set B(A) =
{x € A| 2 A ~x = 0} of Boolean elements of A, satisfying the condition (o1)
above. In other words, to take o(z) = max{z € B(A) | x A ~x A z = 0}. This
amounts to replace (02) by the following two new conditions:

(03) if x A~z Ay=0and y A~y =0 then y < o(z)
(04) o(2) V ~o(a) = 1

A second possibility is to consider an operator o such that o(x) is, at the
same time, both the max{z € A | x A ~x A z = 0} and a Boolean element. In
fact this latter requirement differs from max{z € B(A) | x A ~z A z = 0}. This
is achieved by asking o to satisfy the above conditions (00), (o1), (02) and (o4).

Actually, in this paper, we will study expansions of involutive residuated
lattices with these three types of consistency operators o. Namely, besides
satisfying (o0) and (o1), we will consider operators:

(i) additionally satisfying (02), that we will call maximal consistency opera-
tors (max-consistency operators for short), in Subsection 3.1;

(ii) additionally satisfying (03) and (o4), that we will call mazimal Boolean
consistency operators (maxB-consistency operators for short), in Subsec-
tion 3.2; and

(iii) additionally satisfying (02) and (o4), that we will call Boolean and maxi-
mal consistency operators (Bmax-consistency operators, for short), in Sub-
section 3.3.

10



As one can already anticipate, Bmax-consistency operators are those operators
that are both max- and maxB-consistency operators. We will formally show this
in Subsection 3.3.

The following observations on congruences, filters and subdirect product
decompositions will be useful in the rest of the paper.

As is well-known, an implicative filter of a (bounded) residuated lattice A is
a subset F' C A such that 1 € F and it is closed under modus ponens: = € F
and x — y € F imply y € F.5 For each implicative filter F, the binary relation
O(F) defined by (z,y) € 0(F) if and only if x — y,y — x € F is a congruence
of the residuated lattice A, and F' = {z € A: (z,1) € §(F)}. This is actually
a one-one correspondence between the lattice of congruences and the lattice of
implicative filters for the variety of bounded residuated lattices.

Moreover, since the classes of expansions of distributive involutive residuated
lattices with the above types of consistency operators involve not only equations
but also quasi-equations, we will also deal with quasivarieties. In a quasivari-
ety, congruences that allow for the decomposition of an algebra as a sudirect
product of subdirectly irreducible components are required to satisfy an addi-
tional condition: the quotient of an algebra by a congruence has to belong to
the quasivariety, see e.g. [45]. This condition is automatically satisfied in vari-
eties but not in quasivarieties. Congruences satisfying this condition are usually
called Q-congruences. Similarly, filters that are in a one-one correspondence be-
tween (Q-congruences are implicative filters ‘closed’ by the quasiequations of the
quasivariety, and are called Q-filters.

3.1 Distributive involutive residuated lattices with max-
consistency operators

We start by formally defining the first class of distributive involutive residuated
lattices with a consistency operator, namely with a max-consistency operator.

Definition 3.3. A distributive involutive residuated lattice with a max-
consistency operator (an dIRL.-algebra for short) is a pair (A, o) where A is
a distributive involutive residuated lattice and o : A — A satisfies the following
two conditions: for all z,y,z € A,

(ol) & A~z Ao(x) =0
(02) if x A~z Ay =0 then y < o(x)

From the definition, it is clear that the class of dIRL.-algebras is a quasiva-
riety.

It is easy to check that conditions (o1) and (02) faithfully capture the ex-
pected behavior max-consistency operators as described above.

5Recall that an implicative filter of a residuated lattice A can be equivalently defined as
a subset F' C A such that 1 € F' and is closed by the monoidal operation * of the residuated
lattice.

11



Lemma 3.4. Let A be a dIRL-algebra, and let o be a unary operation on
A. Then (A,o) is a dIRL.-algebra iff, for any x € A, o(x) = max{z € A |
x A~z Az=0}.

Proof. Clearly, for a given « € A, the set {z € A | x A~z A z =0} is closed by
V, it has o(x) as an upper bound by (02), and moreover o(z) belongs to that

3

set by (ol). O

Conditions (ol) and (02) are also enough to ensure that condition (c0) also
holds in a dIRL.-algebra. This and other easy properties of dIRL.-algebras are
displayed in the next lemma.

Lemma 3.5. The following properties hold in a dIRL.-algebra (A, o):
(1) o(x) = o(~x) = o(x N ~z) = o(x V ~)
(ii) o(x) =1 iff x is Boolean, in particular o(1) = o(0) =1

Proof. (i) follows from Lemma 3.4 just noticing that ~~z = x, and o(1) = 1
follows from (02) by taking x = y = 1. (ii) also follows from Lemma 3.4 by
noticing that z A ~x = 0 for any Boolean element x. O

As an example of a finite dIRL.-algebra, let L = {0,a,b,c,d,e, f,1} and
consider the lattice (L, A, V) represented in the upper part of Fig. 2. Then the
algebra L = (L, A, V,*,—,~,0,1), where * and ~ are those specified in the
tables of Fig. 2 and where z — y = ~(z * ~y), is a distributive involutive
residuated lattice (it is indeed a finite Nilpotent Minimum algebra) and (L, o)
is a dIRL.-algebra.

Remark 3.6. It follows from Lemma 3.4 that if a max-consistency operator is
definable in an involutive residuated lattice it is uniquely determined. More-
over, it also follows that the max-consistency operator is always definable in
every finite involutive residuated lattice. However it is not always the case in
infinite involutive residuated lattices. Actually, also according to Lemma 3.4
above, such an operator is definable if and only if all elements of the involtive
residuated lattice of the form A~z admit a pseudo-complement. The following
are examples of infinite distributive involutive residuated lattices in which the
consistency operator cannot be defined.

(1) Let A be the an algebra over [0,1] \ {3} with the Nilpotent Minimum
operations: x * y = min(z,y) if  +y > 1 and = xy = 0 otherwise; and
~r=1—xz Let At ={r € A|lz>1/2and A~ ={x € A|z < 1/2}
be the sets of positive and negative elements of A respectively. Further, let
B be the Nilpotent Minimum subalgebra of A x A defined on the sublattice
B = (A" x AT)U (A~ x A™). Take an element (z,1) € B such that z € AT.
An easy computation shows that o((z,1)) does not exist.

(2) Let A be the 1-generated free MV-algebra [18], i.e., up to isomorphism,
the algebra of continuous piecewise linear functions with integer coeflicients form
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Figure 2: A finite lattice of eight elements together with three operations *, ~
and o.

[0,1] to [0, 1] and with operations defined as follows: for all f,g € A and for all
x €[0,1],

(f @ g)(x) = min{L, f(z) + g(a)} and ~f(z) = 1 — f(a).

Consider the function f : [0,1] — [0,1] defined by the stipulation f(z) = 0
for all z € [0,1/3) U (2/3,1], while f(x) = min{3z — 1, -3z + 2} on [1/3,2/3].
A direct computation shows that ~f(x) = 1 for all z € [0,1/3) U (2/3,1] and
f(z) = max{3z—1,—3z+2} on [1/3,2/3] so that f < ~f and hence fA~f = f.
Therefore the set {g € A | fA~fAg=0}={ge€ A| fAg=0}. However,
notice that sup{g € A | f A g = 0} is a function A : [0,1] — [0, 1] such that
h(x) = 0 for all x € [0,1/3) U (2/3,1] and h(x) = 1 for all z € [1/3,2/3] and
hence it is not continuous and hence it does not belong to A. As a consequence
o(f) is not definable.

Taking into account the observation above on filters in quasivarities, a Q-
filter F of a dIRL.-algebra (A, o), besides being implicative, has to additionally
satisfy the following two conditions:

(F1) if # = y,y — « € F then ox — oy,oy — ox € F,
(F2) if zV~xV ~y € F then y — ox € F.

We shall call such a filter a o-filter. Note that from (F1) it follows in particular
that o-filters are closed by o: if x € F' then ox € F as well. Since in every
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dIRL.-algebra (A, o), o-filters bijectively correspond to Q-congruences by the
maps

FrsOp={(ab)eAxA|(a—=b)A(b—a)eF)}

and
©— Fo={acA|aOl},

we will henceforth say that an dIRL.-algebra (A, o) is simple if it only has
two @-congruences, and hence if it only has two (trivial) o-filters: {1} and A.
Furthermore, a quasivariety of dIRL.-algebras will be said to be semisimple
provided that all its subdirectly irreducible elements are simple in the above
sense.

Lemma 3.7. Let A be a subdirectly irreducible distributive involutive residuated
lattice and define o : A — A as o(1) = o(0) = 1 and o(z) = 0 otherwise. Then
(A, 0) is a simple dIRL.-algebra.

Proof. Let us start showing that o defined as in the statement is a max-
consistency operator. First of all it is immediate to see that (o1) holds, then let
us hence show (02). To this end assume that © A ~x Ay = 0, or equivalently
that ~(x A~z Ay) = ~zVaV~y = 1. Since A is subdirectly irreducible,
by [44, Theorem 4.1] one has that (~z V z) V ~y = 1 if either 2 V ~x = 1, or
~y = 1. If the former is the case, then x is Boolean. Since A is subdirectly
irreducible, it is hence directly indecomposable. Therefore, [36, Proposition 1.5]
implies « € {0,1}. Then, by definition o(x) = 1, whence necessarily o(x) > y.
Conversely, if ~y = 1, then y = 0 < o(x).

Finally assume, without loss of generality, that A contains at least an element
x distinct from 0 and 1, for otherwise A would be the two element Boolean
algebra and (A, o) would be obviously simple. Furthermore, let F' # {1} be
a o-filter of (A,0). Then F must contain z and since F' is closed under o, by
definition of o, o(z) = 0 € F. Thus, F = A and (A, o) is simple. O

The next result provides a generalization to the case of dIRL_-algebras of the
well-known result showing that a residuated lattice A is directly indecomposable
iff B(A) = {0,1}, see [36, Proposition 1.5].

Theorem 3.8. Let (A, o) be a dIRL.-algebra. Then (A, o) is directly indecom-
posable iff B(A) = {0,1}.

Proof. The right-to-left direction is clear. Indeed, if (A, o) were product of two
(or more) dIRL.-algebras, say (A1,0) and (Ag,0), denoting by 11,0; the top
and the bottom elements of the first and by 15,02 the top and the bottom
elements of the second, then (11, 13), (01,02), (11,02) and (01, 12) would be four
distinct Boolean elements of A contradicting the fact that B(A) = {0, 1}.

Hence, let us prove the left-to-right direction. First of all observe that if
z € B(A), forall z € A x Az = x x 2. The proof is again by reduction ad
absurdum. Assume there is z € B(A) \ {0,1}, and let us see that [z) is a o-
filter. It is clear that it is an implicative filter. Let us check that [z) satisfies
the conditions of a o-filter:
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e First we prove that z < (z — y), (y — ) implies z < (ox — oy), (oy —
ox).
Since z < (xz — y) we have x A z = x * z < y since z is Boolean. Hence
~y < ~(xAz) =~z Vevzo Also, since 2 < y — x, we have y < z — .
Then we have the following inequalities:

YA~y A(zAox) <yA(~rVe~z) Az Aox =
(yAN~xAzAox)V (yA~zAzAox) <
(z=x)A~xAzAhox) VO = ((zx (2 = x)) A~va Nox) <z A~z Aox =0

Therefore, we have z A ox < oy, that is, z < ox — oy. Analogously, one
can prove z < oy — ox.

e Second, we prove that z < x V ~x V ~y implies z < y — ox.
Note that  V ~z V ~y = ~(z A ~z Ay). Then we have:

A~z A(ZAY) = (@ A~z AYy)Az=(C A~z AYy)xz <
(x A~z Ay)x~(z A~z Ay) =0.

Therefore, z xy = 2z Ay < ox, hence, z <y — ox.

Analogously we can prove that [~z) is a o-filter. Then if B(A) \ {0,1} is
non-empty, there exists z € B(A) \ {0,1} and the o-filters [z) and [~z) are
such that [z) N [~2z) = {1}, while the filter generated by [z) U [~z) contains
z, contains ~z and hence it contains z A ~z = 0. Thus it coincides with the
entire A. Clearly their associated @-congruences, say ©, and O.,, permute:
0..(0.) =0,(0.;). Indeed (a,b) € O.,(0,) iff there exists ¢ € A such that
(a—=c)A(c—a)>zand (c = b) A (b— c) > ~z iff, by the commutativity of
A and the reflexive property of congruences, (b,a) = (a,b) € 0,(0.,). Thus,
they form a nontrivial pair of complementary factor congruences and (A, o) is
not directly indecomposable. O

Thus, since every subdirectly irreducible algebra is also directly indecom-
posable, we also have the following result.

Corollary 3.9. Let (A,0) be a subdirectly irreducible dIRL.-algebra. Then
B(A) ={0,1}.

When the algebra A is finite or is a connected or disconnected rotation of a
residuated lattice, we can prove more. Connected and disconnected rotations of
residuated lattices were studied by Jenei in [32]. The paper [10] (see also [53])
studies varieties of algebras obtained as connected or disconnected rotations
of residuated lattices from a purely algebraic perspective. There, the authors
introduce a variety of algebras, denoted by IMVR3, whose directly indecom-
posable elements are obtained as generalized 3-rotations (in the terminology of
[10]) of residuated lattices. Within directly indecomposable IMVR3-algebras we
can hence identify structures with a negation fixpoint (corresponding to Jenei’s
connected rotations) and structures without a negation fixpoint (corresponding
to Jenei’s disconnected rotations). As for distributivity, in [10, Remark 3.9] it
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is observed that any IMVR3-algebra obtained as a generalized 3-rotation of a
residuated lattice R is distributive iff so is R. We will henceforth say that an
algebra is a AIMVR3-algebra if it is a distributive IMVR3-algebra and the corre-
sponding variety will be denoted by dIMVR3. Thus, every algebra of dIMVR3 is
a commutative, integral, bounded, involutive and distributive residuated lattice,
i.e., dIMVR3 as a subvariety of dIRL.

By [10, Theorem 4.6], the domain of every directly indecomposable IMVR3-
algebra A can be partitioned in two sets,

At ={z:z>~z}and A~ = {z:2 < ~z}.

Furthermore, every directly indecomposable IMVR3-algebra satisfies the follow-
ing conditions: if # € AT and y € A=, then (1) z >y and (2) y> = y*y = 0.

In what follows, dIRL.-algebras (A, o) where A € dIMVR3 will be called a
dIMVR3_-algebra.

The next theorem characterizes, in particular, those subdirectly irreducible
dIRL.-algebras (A, o) in which A is either a finite or a dIMVR3.-algebra. It is
worth pointing out that the following characterization does not hold in general
for infinite structures. In Subsection 4.2, we will give an example of an infinite
dIRL.-algebra which is subdirectly irreducible but not simple.

Theorem 3.10. Let (A, o) be a finite dIRL.-algebra or an arbitrary AIMVR3..-
algebra. Then the following conditions are equivalent:

(i) B(A)={0,1},
(i) (A,o0)
(iii) (A, o) is a subdirectly irreducible dIRL.-algebra,
(iv) (A,0)

As a consequence, the quasivariety of AIMVR3.-algebras is semisimple.

)
) is a directly indecomposable AIRL.-algebra,
)

) is a simple dIRL.-algebra.

Proof. Due to Theorem 3.8 and Corollary 3.9, we are left to prove only that
(iii) implies (iv), since (iv) implies (iii) in general.

In the case of A being finite, towards a contradiction, assume (A, o) is not
simple. Hence, there is a o-filter F such that F # A and F # {1}. Since A is
finite, there is 0 < a € A\ {1} such that F' = [a). Since F is a o-filter, o(a) € F'
and thus it must be a < o(a). But then we have 0 = aA~aAo(a) = aA~a, that
is, a is Boolean, and hence B(A) # {0,1} and hence (A, o) is not subdirectly
irreducible by Corollary 3.9.

Assume now (A, o) is a subdirectly irreducible, and hence a directly inde-
composable, dIMVR3 -algebra. We have to show that (A, o) is simple. By The-
orem 3.8, (A, o) is directly indecomposable iff B(A) = {0, 1}. Therefore, by [36,
Proposition 1.5], A is directly indecomposable as a dIMVR3-algebra. Moreover,
[10, Theorems 4.6] shows that if a AIMVR3-algebra A is directly indecompos-
able, its domain, as mentioned above, can be expressed as A = AT U A~, where
At ={r:x > ~z}and A~ = {z : * < ~z}, and satisfying = > y whenever
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r € At andy € A=, and y?> = 0 for every y € A~. Now, if z € A" then
~z € A™ and thus, 0 = 2 A ~x A o(x) = ~x A o(x), from which it follows that
o(x) € A~ as well, and hence (o(z))? = 0. Since any o-filter F of (A, o) con-
taining an element x # 1 has to contain o(x) as well, it has to contain (o(z))?
as well, i.e. F must be such that 0 € F'. Therefore F' must be the whole algebra
domain A. Thus we have shown that (A, o) is a simple dIRL-algebra. O

In the light of the Theorem 3.10 above, it is clear that the lattice of Figure
2 together with the operations of the table of Figure 2 is an example of a finite
dIRL.-algebra whose Boolean elements are 0 and 1, and hence it is directly
indecomposable, subdirectly irreducible and simple.

3.2 Distributive involutive residuated lattices with a
maxB-consistency operator

We now start considering consistency operators that map the elements of an
dIRL-algebra into Boolean elements of the same. The next definition introduces
distributive involutive residuated lattices with a maxB-consistency operator.

Definition 3.11. A distributive involutive residuated lattice with a maxB-
consistency operator (or dIRL'c"B—algebm for short) is a pair (A,o) where A
is a dIRL-algebra and o : A — A satisfies the following conditions: for all
r,Y,2 € A7

(e1) x A~z Ao(z) =0
(03) f z A~z Ay =0and y A~y =0, then y < o(x)
(04) o(x) A~o(x) =0

Again, from this definition it follows that the class of dIRL?B—algebras is a
quasivariety. Moreover, and similarly to the case of max-consistency operators,
also now the conditions (ol), (03) and (o4) capture the expected behavior of
maxB-consistency operators as described at the beginning of this Section 3.

Lemma 3.12. Let A be a distributive involutive residuated lattice, and let o be
unary operation on A. Then (A, o) is an dIRLT®-algebra iff, for any = € A,

o(z) = max{z € B(A) | A ~x A z = 0}.

Proof. Clearly, for a given « € A, the set {z € B(A) | z A~z Az = 0} is closed
by V, it has o(z) as an upper bound by (03), and moreover o(z) belongs to that
set by (ol) and (o4). O

From the definition it is easy to prove the following properties of maxB-
consistency operators.

Proposition 3.13. The following properties hold in a dIRL?B—algebm (A, 0):
(i) o(z) =max{z € B(A) |z <z V ~xa}
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Table 1: Two operators for the Nelson lattice of Figure 2.

(i) o(x) = o(~z) = o(x A ~x) = o(T V ~1I)
(i1i) o(x) =1 iff x € B(A), in particular o(1) = o(0) =1

(iv) oo(x) = 1.

Notice that if (A, o) is a dIRL.-algebra and (A, o) is dIRL™B-algebra, then
from Lemmas 3.4 and 3.12 it is clear that o(z) < o(x) for all x € A.

In the Nilpotent Minimum algebra of Figure 2, the corresponding mB-
consistency operator ¢ comes defined as ¢(0) = ¢(1) = 1 and o(z) = 0 otherwise.
Since this is a different operation from the operation o in the table of Figure
2, it readily follows that the classes of dIRL.-algebras and dIRLCmB—algebras are
different. Indeed, consider again the two unary operations in Table 1. It turns
out that (L, o) is a dIRL-algebra but not a dIRLI®-algebra, while (L, ) is a
dIRLrC"B-algebra but not a dIRL.-algebra.

Remark 3.14. Like in the case of a max-consistency operator over a dIRL-
algebra, a maxB-consistency operator, if it exists, is unique. Actually, according
to Lemma 3.12, the maxB-consistency operator o is definable on a distributive
involutive residuated lattice if and only if all the elements of the form z A ~x
have a minimum Boolean element above them. Since the value of o(x) is a max-
imum of Boolean elements, o is always definable in any distributive involutive
residuated lattice A such that B(A) is finite. However, the definability of the
o operator is not guaranteed when B(A) is infinite.

In the quasivariety of dIRLZ“B—algebras7 the corresponding notion of Q-filter
is that of an implicative filter F' further satisfying the following two conditions:

(F1) ifz - y,y = € F then ox — oy,oy — ox € F
(F3) ifeV~xV~y € Fand yV~y€ F then y — ox € F

We will call them op-filters.
From this we can provide a characterization of subdirectly irreducible dIRL,-
algebras. To begin with, we can observe that the same proof of Lemma 3.7 also
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applies to the case of dIRL?B—algebras with a unique atom and hence to all
finite and subdirectly irreducible dIRL-algebras with a mB-consistency operator
as well.

Lemma 3.15. Let A be a subdirectly irreducible distributive involutive residu-
ated lattice with a unique atom and define o : A — A as o(1) = o(0) = 1 and
o(z) = 0 otherwise. Then (A,0) is a simple AIRL™-algebra.

Moving from max- to maxB-consistency operators allows us to improve the
results shown in Theorem 3.8 and Theorem 3.10 and, as anticipated, to charac-
terize all subdirectly irreducible dIRLrC"B—algebras.

Theorem 3.16. Let (A, o) be a dAIRLT®-algebra, then the following conditions
are equivalent:

(i) B(A)={0,1}
(i) (A, o) is a directly indecomposable AIRL™®-algebra
(iii) (A, o) is a subdirectly irreducible dTIRL™® -algebra
(iv) (A, o) is a simple AIRLT®-algebra
Proof. That (iv) implies (iii) and (iii) implies (ii) is clear. It is hence left to
show that (ii) implies (i) and (i) implies (iv).

(ii) implies (i). The same proof of Theorem 3.8 applies.

(i) implies (iv). If B(A) = {0,1} then a simple computation shows that
0(0) = o(1) = 1 and o(x) = 0 otherwise since for all z € A\ {0,1}, z A ~z # 0.
Then every op-filter F' containing an element = ¢ {0,1} is equal to A and thus
A is simple. O

As a direct consequence of this result we have the following corollary.

Corollary 3.17. The quasi-variety of dIRL?B-algebms is semasimple.

3.3 Distributive involutive residuated lattices with a
Bmax-consistency operator

Finally, in this subsection, we consider distributive involutive residuated lattices
expanded with a Bmax-consistency operator.

Definition 3.18. A distributive involutive residuated lattice with a Bmax-
consistency operator (or dIRLE™-algebra for short) is a dIRL-algebra (A, o)
satisfying the additional condition: for all z € A,

(04) o(x) V ~o(x) = 1.

From the very definition, it is clear that the class of dIRLCBm—algebras con-
stitutes a subquasivariety of the quasivariety of dIRL.-algebras.

We also have a characterisation of Bmax-consistency operators similar to the
case of max-consistency operators with the obvious modification.
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Lemma 3.19. Let A a distributive involutive residuated lattice, and let o be a
unary operation on A. Then (A, o) is a dIRLCBm-algebm iff, for any x € A,

o(z) =max{z € A|x A~z Az=0} and o(z) A ~o(z) = 0.

Actually, as anticipated, Bmax-consistency operators are just max-
consistency operators that are maxB-consistency operators as well.

Lemma 3.20. The quasivariety of dIRLCBm—algebms is the intersection of the
quasivariety of AIRL.-algebras and the quasivariety of dIRLCmB—algebms.

Proof. Let (A,o) be a dIRLE™-algebra. We have to show that o is a maxB-
consistency operator as well. Since o(x) is Boolean, o(z) € {z € B(A) | z A
~z A z = 0}, that is, we also have o(z) = max{z € B(A) | z A ~z A z = 0}.
Conversely, if o is both a max- and maxB-consistency operator, then it is clear
that o(z) = max{z € A | x A ~x A z = 0} and that o(x) is Boolean, that is, o is
a Bmax-consistency operator. O

The following proposition collects basic properties of dIRLCBm—algebras.
Proposition 3.21. For a given dIRLCBm—algebm (A,0) and x € A, we have:
(i) oo(x) =1.
(ii) o(z) =1 iff e AN ~x =0 iff x is a Boolean element.

Again, an analogous result to Lemma 3.7 and Lemma 3.15 for dIRL.-algebras
and dTRL™®-algebras resp. also holds for dTRL2™,

Lemma 3.22. Let A be a subdirectly irreducible dIRL-algebra with a unique
atom and let o the unary operation on A defined as: o(1) = o(0) = 1 and
o(x) = 0 otherwise. Then (A,o) is a simple AIRLE™-algebra.

Since dIRLCBm-algebras are dIRL.-algebras fulfilling the additional equation
(o4), the corresponding notions of Q-filters and Q-congruences are the same, and
we can obtain similar results as those obtained for dIRL-algebras and dTRLT®-

algebras. In particular, the following result characterizes subdirectly irreducible
dIRLE™-algebras.

Theorem 3.23. Let (A,0) be a dIRLEm-algebm, then the following conditions
are equivalent:

)
(ii) (A,o) is a directly indecomposable dIRLE™-algebra
(iii) (A, o) is a subdirectly irreducible dIRLE™-algebra
(iv) (A, o) is a simple dAIRLE™-algebra

Proof. The same proof of Theorem 3.16 applies. O
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3.4 The prelinear case: IMTL-algebras

We now turn the attention to the particular case of prelinear dIRL-algebras
with a consistency operator o. As shown in [24], involutive residuated lattices
satisfying the prelinearity equation

(r—=y)Vy—z)=1

are precisely the so-called involutive MTL-algebras (or IMTL-algebras for short).
Let us start showing a first result concerning IMTL-algebras expanded by a
Bmax-consistency operator.

Lemma 3.24. Let A be a IMTL-algebra that is not a chain. Then there are
two elements x,y # 1 such that xt Vy = 1.

Proof. If A is not a chain, let a, b two uncomparable elements. Then x =a — b
and y = b — a must be different from 1, and by prelinearity, z Vy = (a —
b)V(b—a)=1. O

Let us call IMTLE™-algebras those dIRLE™-algebras (A, o) such that A is a
IMTL-algebra.

Proposition 3.25. Let (A,0) be a IMTLCBm-algebm. Then the following state-
ments are equivalent:

(i) B(A) ={0,1}
(ii) A is an IMTL-chain

)
)
iii) (A, o) is a directly indecomposable IMTLBm-algebm
(iii) (
iv) (A, o) is a subdirectly irreducible IMTLBm-al ebra
(iv) (A, o) y g

)

(v) (A,0) is a simple IMTLE™-algebra

Proof. Thanks to Theorem 3.23 it is sufficient to prove the equivalence between
(i) and (ii).

(i) implies (ii). By Theorem 3.23, B(A) = {0, 1}. By Lemma 3.24 if A is not
a chain there exist elements x,y # 1 such that z Vy = 1. Moreover x A ~x # 0,
since if £ A~z = 0 then  would be a Boolean element, a contradiction with the
assumption that & # 1,0. Moreover z A ~z A ~y < ~x A~y = ~(xz Vy) =0,
and thus o(z) > ~y. Since B(A) = {0,1} and ~y # 0, it follows that o(x) = 1,
which contradicts the definition of o.

In order to prove that (ii) implies (i), let us show that (ii) implies (v) whence
the result will follow from Theorem 3.23. If A is an IMTL-chain, then (v)
obviously follows because, over a chain, o is defined as o(0) = o(1) = 1 and
o(z) = 0 otherwise, and thus, a o-filter F' that contains an element x # 1,0
must contain o(x) = 0, hence F' = A, whence (A, o) is a simple. O
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Let us remark that Proposition 3.25 above does not apply to IMTL-algebras
expanded by max and maxB-consistency operators. Indeed, consider the IMTL-
algebra A of Figure 2 expanded by either its (unique) max or maxB-consistency
operator o. By Theorem 3.10 and Theorem 3.16, (A, o) is directly indecom-
posable, subdirectly irreducible, simple and B(A) = {0, 1}, however its lattice
reduct is not totally ordered. Moreover, it is clear that the same finite algebra
A does not admit a Bmax-consistency operator, while on the other hand, it is
always definable on a chain.

It is worth pointing out that Theorem 3.10 applies to this peculiar case and,
in particular, to those IMTL.-algebra whose underlying IMTL-algebra is either
finite or is obtained as rotation of a prelinear semihoop. The latter class of
structures have been largely studied in [40].

Now, we turn our attention to the variety of IMTLy-algebras that was de-
fined in [20] and let us analyze analogies and differences between them and
IMTL-algebras with a consistency operator o. Indeed, in [20] the authors con-
sider expansions of IMTL-algebras with a consistency operator that, to avoid a
notational clash, we will denote here by . The equations for % are stronger
than the ones we introduced in this paper and in fact they allow us to prove
that the variety of IMTLy is semilinear, that is to say, it is generated by its
totally ordered members.

More precisely, a pair (A, %) is a IMTLg-algebra if A is an IMTL-algebra
and the following equations for  hold:

Bl) z A—x Ax(z)=0

(B1)
(B3) x(zVy) < x(x)Vy
(B4) %(0)=x%(1) =1

The variety of IMTLy-algebras is shown in [20] to be semisimple, and the
simple IMTL-algebras are those defined over IMTL-chains, i.e. all IMTLy-
algebras are subdirect products of chains, and chains are simple. As also shown
n [20], if A is a IMTL-chain, the unique % operator that makes (A,x) a
IMTLsx-algebra is the one defined as %(0) = %(1) = 1 and %(z) = 0 otherwise.
Hence IMTL -, dIRL,-, dIRLZ‘B- and dIRLCBm—algebras over IMTL-chains share
the same consistency operators.

The following is a consequence of Proposition 3.25.

Corollary 3.26. The class of IMTLCBm—algebms is a variety that coincides with
the variety of IMTLy -algebras. Thus, both are semilinear and semisimple.

Proof. Let us start showing that the quasivariety of IMTLEm—algebras is indeed
a variety. To this end notice that by Proposition 3.25, the class of IMTLEm—
algebras is generated by its totally ordered members. Moreover, following [20],
for every IMTLCBm—algebra (A, o), the unary operation A : A — A defined
by A(z) = z A o(z) coincides with the Baaz-Monteiro projection operator
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[4, 39]. These facts show that the algebraic logic of IMTLE™-algebras is a
A-core fuzzy logic in the sense of [19] and hence, for every finite set of for-
mulas {¢1,...,9¥g, @}, it holds {¢1,..., ¥k} F @ iff F (A AL AAYE) = &
(see [30, Theorem 2.4.14]). Algebraically, this means that every quasi-equation
describing IMTLCBm—algebras can be written equationally, whence it is indeed a
variety.

Finally, the claim follows from Proposition 3.25 above. Indeed, both the
variety of IMTLCBm—algebras and the variety of IMTLy-algebras are generated
by its totally ordered members. We already observed that, on IMTL-chains,
the unique Bmax-consistency operator o coincides with the x-operator: it maps
all non-Boolean elements to 0, and 0 and 1 to 1. Thus the two varieties are
generated by the same structures and hence they coincide. O

In fact the previous result can be proved in a slightly more general setting.
To this end consider the semilinear extension of the quasi-varieties of dIRL,
dIRL™ and dIRLE™-algebras. That is to say the quasi-varieties obtained from
the above ones by replacing (02) in Definition 3.3 by the quasi-equation

if (x A~z Ay)Vz=0Iimplies (y = o(z))Vz=1
and (03) in Definition 3.11 by
if (x A~z Ay)Vz=0and (yA~y)Vz=0implies (y = o(z)) Vz=1.

By general results it follows that every algebra in the semilinear extension of
the quasi-varieties of dIRL,, dIRL™ and dIRLE™-algebras can be represented
as a subdirect product of totally ordered structures in the same classes [17].
Thus, the following corollary easily holds.

Corollary 3.27. The semilinear extensions of dIRL,, dIRL™ and dIRLE™ -
algebras form varieties and they all coincide with the variety of IMTL -algebras.

Proof. Over a dIRL-chain, max, Bmax and maxB consistency operators coincide
and therefore the sub-quasivariety generated by them are the same and coincide
with the variety of IMTL-algebras. O

Nevertheless there are IMTL.-algebras that are not subdirect product of
chains as the one in Figure 2 that is simple, hence subdirectly irreducible, but
it is not totally ordered. Therefore the quasi-varieties of IMTL.- and IMTLg‘b—
algebras are not semilinear.

Of course the quasivarietiy of IMTL'C“B—algebras is semisimple but it is an
open problem whether the quasivarietiy of IMTL.-algebras is semisimple or
whether there exist subdirectly irreducible algebras that are not simple, as in
the general case of dIRL or NL algebras.

As a sort of summary, Figure 3 provides a graphical representation of the
main quasivarieties of algebras expanded with a consistency operator that we
have considered in this section, where dashed arrows stand for expansions and
solid arrows denote extensions.
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Figure 3: Diagram of main classes of algebras with a consistency operator we
consider in this paper and their relationships as expansions of dIRL.

4 The particular case of Nelson lattices with a
max-consistency operator

In this section we will focus on expansions of Nelson lattices by means of a
max-consistency operator. In particular we will take advantage of well devel-
oped structural properties for these algebras in terms of twist-products to both
investigate more in details subdirectly irreducible structures and also to show
that Theorem 3.10 does not hold in the general setting of infinite structures.®

Nelson lattices can be represented by means of Heyting algebras and their
Boolean filters, that is to say, filters F' of a Heyting algebra H such that the
quotient H/F is a Boolean algebra. This relation has been investigated by
several authors and main contributions in this sense have been provided by
Fidel [25], Vakarelov [54] and Sendlewski [49].

In the following two subsections, after some needed brief preliminaries, we
are going to prove similar representations for Nelson lattices expanded by con-
sistency operators (Subsection 4.1) and, as anticipated in Subsection 3.1, we
will also show more results on subdirectly irreducible algebras (Subsection 4.2).

6Twist-product have been developed also for, in general unbounded, involutive residuated
lattices (see [9]). However these results, although being more general, does not lead to a
complete representation of all (distributive) involutive residuated lattices. Thus, here we
preferred to restrict to Nelson lattices since in this setting we can obtain stronger results.
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It is worth to notice that prelinear Nelson lattices precisely correspond to
NM-algebras and moreover the twist-product preserves prelinearity. In other
words, each NM-algebra A can be uniquely represented by a prelinear Heyting
algebra G (aka a Godel algebra) and a Boolean filter of G [7, Theorem 6.19].
As a consequence, all the results of this section (with the clear exception of
the counterexample we show in Subsection 4.2) apply to NM-algebras with a
consistency operator.

Conforming to the previous notation, we will call NL.-, Nch"B- and NLEm—
algebras to the Nelson lattices expanded, respectively, with max-, maxB- and
Bmax-consistency operators.

To start with, let us recall the following result, whose formulation is taken
from [8].

Theorem 4.1 ([49]). Given a Heyting algebra H = (H,A\,V,—y,0,1) and a
Boolean filter F of H let
NH,F)={(z,y) e HxH:zANy=0and xVye€ F}.
Then we have:
(i) N(H,F) = (N(H,F),V,\,x,—,~,0,1) is a Nelson lattice, where opera-
tions are defined as follows:
(@,y) vV (s,t) = (x V s,y A1),
(z,y) A (s,t) = (x As,y Vi),
(@,y) * (s,t) = (x A s, (. =m t) AN(s =m y)),
(l‘,y) - (S?t) = ((3’3 —H S) A (t —H y),I /\t)7

~(z,y) = (y, ),
1= (170)a
0=(0,1).

(ii) If F1, F» are Boolean filters of H, then N(H, Fy) is a subalgebra of
N(H, F) if and only if F1 C F5.

Following the tradition (see [8] for instance), we will include, for every Heyt-
ing algebra H, the improper filter H among the Boolean filters of H. In what
follows, the Nelson lattice N(H, H) will be simply denoted by N(H).

The following result, independently proved by Fidel in [25] and by Vakarelov
in [54], can hence be stated as a corollary of Theorem 4.1 above.

Corollary 4.2. For every Nelson lattice A there is a Heyting algebra H such
that A is isomorphic to a subalgebra of N(H).

In what follows we will need a further requirement for the Boolean filter
of a Heyting algebra in order to extend the previous representation to Nelson
lattices with consistency operators. Let us hence recall from [48] that a unary
operation — on a Heyting algebra H is called a dual pseudocomplement, if the
following equations are satisfied:
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(D1) zV—(zVy)=aVry,
(D2) zvrl=u,
(D3) 1= 1.

In any Heyting algebra H, if the dual pseudocomplement of x € H exists, then
it is defined as
—z=min{z € H|zVax=1} (1)

Recall from [48] that in every Heyting algebra with dual pseudocomplement,
congruences bijectively correspond to normal filters, that is to say, implicative
filters that satisfy the following further requirement: if x € F, then -~z € F
as well.

We will make use of the following easy result that is known in the literature
but we provide the proof for the sake of self-containedness.

Lemma 4.3. A filter F' of a Heyting algebra H is Boolean iff every a € H,
aV-ack.

Proof. Assume that F' is Boolean, and hence H/F is a Boolean algebra. Thus
for all [a]p € H/F, [a]lp V —[alr = [1]F, that is, [a V —a]p = [1]F and hence
aV —a € F. Conversely, if aV —a € F for all a € H, the quotient H/F satisfies
[ = [aV —a]lr = [a]p V —[a]F for all a € H. Therefore H/F is a Boolean
algebra whence F' is Boolean. O

4.1 Representation of Nelson lattices with consistency op-
erators

Thanks to the representation of Nelson lattices in terms of Heyting algebras and
Boolean filters, if A = N(H, F') is a Nelson lattice and o : A — A is a max-
consistency operator, by virtue of Lemma 3.4, o can be equivalently reformulated
in the following way: for all (a,b) € A,

o(a,b) = max{(z,2') € AlaVbVvz =1} (2)

Indeed, taking into account how the operations are defined in N(H, F') and that
a Ab =0, we have the following chain of equalities:

o(a,;b) = max{(z2) € A|(a,b) A=(a,b) A (2,2) = (0,1)}
maX{ZﬂGAIE b) A (ba) A (2,2") = (0, 1)}
(

)
ZYe Al (aNbAz, b\/a\/z):( 1)}
')
)

z,’€A|Oa\/b\/z) (0,1)}
z,2)eAlaVvbV i =1}

Il
=
Q
W
——

Il
Q0
w
—~
AA/{‘\Z\/-\A

We are now going to show a representation for NL.-algebras in terms of
Heyting algebras, Boolean filters and the dual-pseudocomplement. First, we
need to prove the following.
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Lemma 4.4. Let H be a Heyting algebra, F Boolean filter of H. If the dual
pseudo-complement of a Vb, —(a V b), exists for all those a,b in H such that
aANb=0 and aVbe F, then the max-consistency operator o(a,b) exists in the
Nelson lattice N(H, F') and o(a,b) = (—d,d), where d = —(a V' b).

Proof. Recalling the above equation (2), consider the set D = {(z,z') €
N(H,F) | avbV 2z = 1}. It is clear that, by definition, if max D exists,
then o(a,b) = max D. Besides, we can write D = {(z,2)) e Hx H |z N7 =
0, zvVz € FlavbVvz =1}

Now, for each z’ € H such that a VbV 2’ =1, let us define D, = {(z,2’) |
z€H, 2Nz =0, 2V 2’ € F}. Hence, it is clear that

D=|}D. | €Havbvs =1}

and D, # 0 for each 2’ € H such that a VbV 2/ = 1. Moreover, it is possible
to prove that max D, exists and max D, = (=2',2'). Indeed, if (z,2") € D,
then (z,2') < (=2/,2') because, if (z,2’) € D, then z Az’ = 0 and then,
z < =z, Therefore, max D, = (—z’,2’). On the other hand, we can see that
max{max D, | 2/ € H,aVbV 2z =1} exists and equals (—d, d), where, recalling
Equation (1), d = —(a V b). Indeed, max{max D,/ | 2/ € HyjaVbV 2z =1} =
max{(—z',2') | 2 € HijavbVvz =1} = (-min{z’ | a VbV 2 = 1}, min{z |
aVbVvz =1}) = (~d,d), where d = —(a V b).

Finally, we are going to show that max D exists and in fact max D = (—d, d).
We have to prove the following two conditions:

(I) (—d,d) € D and

(1) (f,9) < (~d,d) for any (f,g) € D.
As for condition (T), we have to check that (i) —-d A d = 0, which is obvious, (ii)
—dVd € F, that follows from Lemma 4.3, and (iii) aVbVd = 1, that also follows
because d = —(a Vv b). As for condition (II), assume (f,g) € D. Then fAg =0,
fvge FandaVvbVvg=1. From fAg=0 it follows that f < =g, and from
aVbVg=1and (1) it follows that g > —(aVd) and f < =g < =(—(a V b)).
Therefore, (f,g9) < (=(—(aVb)),~(aVDb)). O

Therefore, every NL.-algebra can be represented as follows.

Theorem 4.5. Every NL.-algebra is of the form (N(H, F),o0) where H is a
Heyting algebra and F s a Boolean filter of H such that the dual pseudo-
complement exists in H for all the elements of F, and for all (a,b) € N(H, F),
o(a,b) = (-—(aVb),~(aVb)).

Proof. Let us define G ={aVb|a,be H,(a,b) € Ay ={aVb|abe Hanb=
0,a Vb € F} and let us prove that G = F. It is clear that, by definition of G,
G C F. Now, let y € F and write it as y = y V0. Then, y A0 = 0 and that
yV 0=y € F, hence y € G. Hence, F C G.

Therefore, by Lemma 4.4, if the dual pseudocomplement — exists for all
x € F, the max-consistency operator o exists in N(H, F') and it is in the form
o(a,b) = (=—(aVb),~(aVDb)). Conversely, if o exists in N(H, F'), then — exists
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for all a Vb € G and hence it exists for all the elements of the Boolean filter F'
by the previous argument. O

The last theorem shows under which conditions a Heyting algebra H and a
Boolean filter F' of H induces an NL.-algebra over the Nelson lattice N(H, F').
It is clear that in every finite Heyting algebra all the elements have a dual
pseudocomplement, whence all the elements of each of its Boolean filters also
have. However, this might not be the case for infinite algebras. In order to see
an example, consider the infinite Heyting algebra H depicted in Figure 4. It
is clear that the element x; does not have a dual pseudocomplement, while all
other elements do have.Then, take the implicative filter F' = {y; : i € N} \ {0}.
It is easy to see that F' is Boolean since the quotient algebra H/F' is the Boolean
algebra {0,1}. Thus, although the dual pseudocomplenet is not defined on the
whole domain H, Theorem 4.5 ensures that (N(H, F'), o) is a NL.-algebra.

y1 =1

Y3

2

Ya

x3

Ys
Tq

Figure 4: A Heyting algebra that is not dually pseudo-complemented.

The final result of this subsection is a direct consequence of Theorem 4.5
above and it extends Sendewski’s Theorem (see Theorem 4.1 (ii)) to Nelson
lattices expanded by a consistency operators.

Theorem 4.6. Let H be a Heyting algebra and let Fy, Fy be two Boolean filters
of H. Then (N(H, F}),0) is a NL.- subalgebra of (N(H, Fy),0) iff Fi C Fs.

Proof. 1t is an immediate consequence of Theorem 4.5 and of the fact that the
value of o(a, b) only depends on a and b. O
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Let us close this subsection with a brief comment aimed at clarifying what
is the situation for the two remaining cases: NL™B- and NLE™-algebras.

(1) As for NL™B-algebras, it is easy to see that the Boolean range of the
maxB-consistency operator is characterized, in terms of twist-product, by re-
quiring in Theorem 4.5 that the dual pseudocomplement — exists for all the
elements of the Boolean filter F' and, in addition, it maps all elements of F' into
a Boolean element of H.

(2) As for NLE™-algebras, on the other hand, we need to define a new unary
operator on a Heyting algebra H, that we denote by —?, called a Boolean dual
pseudocomplement, defined by the following condition: for all z € H,

~’z =min{z € BH) |2V z=1}.

Notice that, similarly to a dual pseudocomplement which assigns a Boolean
value to an element of a Heyting algebra, —° also ranges on the Boolean subal-
gebra B(H) of H. But notice that the operator — need not always exist since,
for a fixed = in a Heyting algebra H, the set {z € B(H) | « V z = 1} might not
have a minimum in B(H). Again, a variant of Theorem 4.5 holds for NLEBm-
algebras stating that if H is a Heyting algebra and is F' a Boolean filter of H,
~Yz exists for all z € F iff the maxB-consistency operator o exists in N(H, F).
In case it exists, the Bmax-consistency operator o is definable in N(H, F) as
follows: for every (a,b), o(a,b) = (=—(a Vb),~’(a V b)).

4.2 More on subdirectly irreducible and simple NL.-
algebras

In the light of the results of the previous subsection, we are now in position
to add some results on subdirectly irreducible NL_.-algebras. In particular this
subsection is devoted to show that Theorem 3.10 cannot be extended to infinite
Nelson lattices with a max-consistency operator. To this end, consider a Heyting
algebra with dual pseudocomplement H = (H,A,V,—g,—,0,1) and a normal
Boolean filter Fig of H (recall how normal filters are defined at the beginning
this section). Since H has a dual pseudocomplement, also Fg has it as well, and
hence the max-consistency operator o can be defined on N(H, Fz) as in Lemma
4.4: for all (a,b) € N(H, Fg), o(a,b) = (-—(a V b),~(a V b)). Now define the
following subset of N(H, F):

G ={(a,b) e N(H,Fg) |a € Fp}. (3)
Then the following holds.

Lemma 4.7. The set G is a o-filter of (N(H, Fp),0). Furthermore if Fp is
proper then so is G.

Proof. Let us start showing that G is an implicative filter, and to this end let
us prove that G is closed under *. If (a,b), (a’,V') € G, then a,a’ € Fp, whence
a Na € Fp as well. Therefore, (a,b) x (a/,0') = (a Ad',(a =g V) A (a =g
b)) € G.
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Second, let us prove that G satisfies conditions (F1) and (F2). As for the
former, assume that (a,b) — (a’, V'), (a’,b') — (a,b) € G and let us show that
o((a,b) — (d,¥)),0((a’,b') — (a,b)) € G. For all (z,y),(z,k) € N(H, Fp),
(z,y) = (2,k) € Giff (x =»g o), (y =5 y) € Fp, therefore

a—H a’,b’ —H b,a’ —H b,b—)H bIEFB.

In addition aVb,a’ Vb € Fg because (a,b), (a',b') € N(H, Fg), whence -—(aV
b),—~—(a’ V') € Fp since Fp is normal. Therefore one immediately has (i)
——(aVb) -y ~—(a’ V) € Fg and (ii) -—(a’ V') =g —-—(a V b) € Fp.
Furthermore, by hypothesis a <35 a’,b <>y V' € Fp, whence (iii) —(a Vb) <>y
—(a’ V') € Fg. Therefore, o(a,b) — o(a’,b') = (=—(a Vb),~(a Vb)) =g
(=—(@' V¥),~(a Vb)) =(—-—(aVb) = (' V), —(aVD) A—(a' VV)) € G
by (i) and by (ii) o(a’, ') — o(a,b) € G as well. Thus (F1) holds.

As for (F2), assume that (a,b) V —(a,b) V =(¢,d) € G, or equivalently by
definition of G, that aVbVvd € Fg. Thus, in order to prove that (¢,d) — o(a,b) €
G, we need to show: (i) ¢ g -—(aVb) € Fp and (ii) ~(aVb) —y d € Fp.
Now, since (a,b) € N(H,Fg), aVb € Fp and -—(a V b) € Fp because Fp
is normal. Therefore, ¢ -y ——(a V b) € Fp. As to prove (ii), notice that
every Heyting algebra satisfies = Vy < z — g y, and hence —(a V b) =g d >
-—(aVb)Vd>-—(aVb) € Fp.

Finally let us observe that if Fp is proper, that is, if {1} # Fg # H, then
by definition {1} # G # N(H, Fjp) and hence G is proper as well. O

Lemma 4.8. Let H be a Heyting algebra with dual pseudocomplement and Fp
a Boolean filter of H. Then, for every proper o-filter G of N(H, Fg), the set
F(G)={a€ Fp|3be H,(a,b) € G} is a proper normal filter of H.

Proof. The fact that F(G) is an implicative filter, is immediate. Thus, let us
assume that a € F(G). By definition, it means that (a,b) € G for some b € H.
Since (a,b) < (a,0) and (a,0) clearly belongs to N(H, Fg), (a,0) € F(G) as
well. Therefore, o(a,0) = (-—a,—a) € G because G is a o-filter, and hence
——a € F(G) proving that F(G) is normal.

It is easy to see that if G is proper, then F(G) is proper as well. O

Theorem 4.9. Let H be a Heyting algebra with dual pseudocomplement and
Fp a Boolean filter of H. Then G = {(a,b) € N(H,Fp) | a € Fg} is a proper
o-filter of (N(H, Fp)) iff Fg is proper and normal. Furthermore, if Fp is the
minimal filter of H, then G is the minimal filter of N(H, Fg).

Proof. In the light of Lemma 4.7 and Lemma 4.8, in order to prove the first
part of the claim, it is enough to observe that if G is defined as in (3) and F(G)
is as in Lemma 4.8, then indeed F'(G) = Fp. Therefore, let us prove the last
claim and assume that G is not minimal. Thus, let R be a o-filter of N(H, Fz)
such that R C G. Then F(R) C F(G) = Fp and Fp would not be minimal. A
contradiction. O
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As an application of this last result, let us now show that Theorem 3.10 fails
for general infinite structures, i.e. there exist NL.-algebras that are subdirectly
irreducible but not simple. To this end, consider the following example that we
have elaborated from an insight provided by Taylor in a personal communication
and that can be found in [52, Figure 8.1 of pag. 99].

Example 4.10. Let Z = {w} UX UY being X ={z;:i € N} and Y = {y; :
i € N} and the following diagram of the partial order on Z:

Z1 x2 x3 Ta T

Y1 Y2 s ya Y

Let us topologize X in the following manner: U C X is open iff either w ¢ U,

or w € U and X \ U is finite. Topologise Y similarly. Therefore, U is open in
Z ifonly if UNX and UNY are open in X and Y, respectively. Let H be the

set of coplen upsets of Z. A direct computation shows those are the following
subsets of Z:

Type (1): subsets U not containing w and containing finite subsets of
elements of X and Y and satisfying the condition that ify; € U then z;,x;_1 € U
(in particular if y; € U then 1 € U as the particular case of i = 1).

5

5 w

Type (2): subsets U containing w and containing all elements of X and
Y except, at most, a finite subset of them and satisfying the condition that if
y; € U then z;,z,_1 € U.

Using the standard construction for Priestley duality is possible to see that
H=(H,N,U,—py,~0,7Z) is a Heyting algebra in which the dual pseudocom-
plementation — is indeed definable. Moreover, let us observe the following facts:

e the pseudocomplement is defined as =D = D — 5 0.
o the atoms of H are the subsets {x;} for i € N.
o the antiatoms of H are the subsets {w} U X U (Y \ {y;}) for every ¢ € N.

As proved in [48], the congruences of H are in 1-1 correspondence with
normal filters, that is, lattice filters F' closed by a combination of the two pseu-
docomplementations, i.e., if U € F, then -—(U) € F.

By the result about Pristley duality we can prove that the normal filters of
H are: (i) the one containing only the maximum {Z}, (ii) the one containing
all subsets of type (2) and, (iii) the full algebra H. Then H has only three
congruences that form a three element chain and thus it is subdirectly irreducible
but not simple.

In order to be self-contained let us sketch the proof of this fact:
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(1) Compute the normal filter F' generated by the antiatom D = {w} U X U
(Y'\ {y1}). Since =D = {y1,21} and ~—(D) = {w} UX U (Y \ {y1,52}),
we deduce that {w}UX U (Y \ {y2}) € F and, recursively, we obtain that
all antiatoms belong to F', and so F' counsists of all subsets of type (2)

(2) Compute the normal filter generated by any subset of type (1). It is easy
to see that it is the full Heyting algebra.

(3) Then the set of congruences of H has exactly three congruences: the
identity, the one corresponding to the normal filter F, and the full algebra.

Also notice that the normal filter F' defined in (1) above is indeed Boolean,
because an easy computation shows that the quotient H/=p is the two-element
Boolean algebra.

Then let us consider the NL.-algebra (N(H, F'), o). Notice that N(H, F) =
{(D,EYe HxH :DNE=0,DUE € F} is indeed the set of pairs (D, F') such
that D is of type (1) and E C =D. By Theorem 4.9, the o-filters of (N(H, F'), o)
are the singleton {(Z,0)}, the set ¥ = {(D,F) € R(H,F) : D € F} and the
full Nelson lattice N(H, F'). Thus the o-congruences of (N(H, F'),0) form a
three-element chain and hence our NL.-algebra is subdirectly irreducible but
not simple.

Remark 4.11. The residuated lattice of the last example is not a IMTL algebra,
i.e. is not prelineal, it does not satisfy the equation (x — y) V (y — z) = 1 as
the following example shows: Take A = {x;} and B = {z;_1}, two atoms of the
Nelson lattice. Then an easy computation shows that:

e A B={wlUXUY\ {2, yi,¥it1}
e A B={wlUXUY\{zi—1,¥:,%i-1},

Therefore (A — B)V (B - A) = {w}UXUY \ {y;}, which is not the maximum
of the lattice, and thus the residuated lattice is not prelinear.

5 Adding consistency operators to the logic dIRL
and its paraconsistent companions

Let us recall from Section 2.1 the logic dIRL, the logic corresponding to the
variety of distributive involutive residuated lattices, that can be presented as
the axiomatic extension of FL.,, with the following axioms:

(Inv) ¢ — =9,
(Dist) @ AV x) = (e AY) V(P AX)

and its degree-preserving companion dIRL=. Since the residual negation — in
dIRL is involutive, and hence it does not prove the pseudo-complementation
axiom, i.e. I/nL @ A ~¢ — L, the logic dIRL™ satisfies

@, P |7ZdIRL§ 1
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and hence it is paraconsitent with respect to the residual negation —. However,
dIRL= is not a logic of formal inconstency (LFI) since we cannot define, in its
language, a consistency connective o satisfying

oY, P, 7 FyrLs ¥

for every ¢ and . This has been the main motivation in the previous sections
for the algebraic study of expansions of dIRL-algebras with suitable consistency
operators. With this background, in this section we will consider the logical
counterparts of those expansions, namely the expansion of the logic dIRL with
three classes of consistency operators o whose degree-preserving companions will
turn out to be LFIs.

5.1 dIRL-logic with a max-consistency operator

In this section we start by defining the expansion of the logic dIRL with a new
connective o whose algebraic interpretation corresponds to a max-consistency
operator.

Definition 5.1. The logic dIRL, is syntactically defined as the expansion of dIRL
in a language which incorporates a new unary connective o with the following
additional axiom:

(A1) —(pA=pAop)
and inference rules:
oY

)wvﬁwvﬁw
oY <> oY

CNG
( ) P — op

(Max

Clearly, the axiom (A1) and the rule (Max) are the logical counterparts of
conditions (ol) and (02) in dIRL.-algebras respectively, while the rule (CNG)
enforces o to be congruent w.r.t. logical equivalence.

Some observations follow:

(i) Both oT and oL are derivable in dIRL., it suffices in (Max) to take ¢y = T
and then ¢ = T (resp. ¢ = 1).

(ii) The rule of necessitation for o:

¥

op
is also derivable. Indeed, assuming ¢, we can derive ¢ — T and T — ¢ in
dIRL.. As a matter of fact, » — T and ¢ — () — @) both are theorems
of RL (and hence a theorem of dIRL. a fortiori). Thus, ¢ FqrL, ¢ < T.
Now, by (CNG) with ¢ = T, ¢ <> T FgRrL, op ¢ oT and since by the
above (i) oT is a theorem of dIRL., by op <> oT and oT we get op by
modus ponens.
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Lemma 5.2. The following derivabilities hold in dIRL.:
(i) ¢V = FaRL, o
(i) FairL, 00 — = V
(i1i) ¢V ¢ Jraire, op
Proof. (i) Tt follows by using the rule (Max) with ¢ = T.

(ii) Notice that in distributive involutive residuated lattices the inequality
~z Vy <z — y holds true, and hence, since dIRL is sound and complete
with respect to dIRL-algebras, (—¢ V 9) — (¢ — 1) is a theorem in dIRL.
Therefore, since =(p A = A op) is logically equivalent to ~¢p V ¢V -0
and, by the previous observation, in dIRL, the latter logically implies oy —
= V . Hence dIRL, F op — = V ¢.

(iii) Direct from (i) and (ii).
O

It is easy to check that, due to the presence of the rule (CNG) for o, dIRL, is a
Rasiowa implicative logic, hence it is algebraizable, and its equivalent algebraic
semantics is given by the quasi-variety of dIRL.-algebras studied in Section 3.1.

Proposition 5.3. dIRL,. is strongly complete w.r.t. the class of dIRL.-algebras.

Now, thanks to results on dIRL.-algebras in Section 3.1, we can prove that
dIRL. is a conservative expansion of dIRL.

Proposition 5.4. dIRL,. is a conservative expansion of dIRL, that is, if TU{p}
1s a set of formulas in the language of dIRL, i.e. without the connective o, then
I'Fare, ¢ iff I Fare ¢

Proof. The right-to-left direction is obvious. Thus, assume I" I/yrL @, then there
is a subdirectly irreducible dIRL-algebra A and an A-evaluation of formulas e
such that e(¢)) = 1 for all ¢» € T' and e(¢) < 1. By Lemma 3.7, the unary
operation o on A defined as o(1) = o(0) = 1 and o(x) = 0 otherwise, makes
(A, o) a simple dIRL.-algebra. Then e can be extended in the obvious way
to an (A, o)-evaluation e’ agreeing with e on the formulas not containing the
connective o. Therefore, we have ¢/(1p) =1 for all ) € I' and ¢/(¢) < 1, that is,

I' Faire, - O

Now we move to the logic dIRL:, the degree-preserving companion of the
logic dIRL..

Definition 5.5. The degree-preserving companion of logic dIRL. is the logic
dIRL: defined by the following axioms and rules:

e Axioms of dIRL are those of dIRL..
e Rules of dIRLS are:
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(Adj-A) from ¢ and ¢ derive ¢ A 1

(MP-r) if FairL, ¢ — ¥, then from ¢ and ¢ — v, derive ¢

(CNG-r) if FqmrL, @ <> 1, then from ¢ < ¢ derive op <+ ot

(Max-r) if FairL, @ V 79 V =, then from ¢ V —p V =) derive ¥ — op

We will denote by F§|RLC its corresponding notion of proof. By Proposition
2.1, this axiomatization is sound and complete w.r.t. the semantical consequence
relation ):§|RLC, defined in the obvious way.

Observe that the rules (MP-r), (CNG-r) and (Max-r) are restricted in the
sense that the premises are required to satisfy an extra condition, to be theorems
of the logic.

Now we can check that dIRL: is in fact a strong LFT in the sense of Definition
3.2.

Proposition 5.6. The logic dIRL: is a strong Logic of Formal Inconsistency
w.r.t. the negation — and the consistency operator o.

Proof. By the above mentioned completeness of dIRLS w.r.t. |:§|RLC, it is enough
to check the conditions (i.a), (i.b), (i.c) and (ii) in Definition 3.2 for the semanti-
cal consequence relation )=§|RLC. If p, q are two different propositional variables,
then we have:

(i.a) any evaluation e such that e(p) > 0 and e(q) = 0 is such that e(pA—p) >
e(g) and hence p, —p l#im_c q;

(i.b) any evaluation e such that e(p) = e(op) = 1 and e(q) = 0 is such that
e(p A op) > e(q), and hence p,op [Egg, 4

(i.c) any evaluation e such that e(=p) = e(op) = 1 and e(q) = 0 is such that
e(=p A op) > e(q), and hence —p, op %?IRLC q; and

(ii) any evaluation e is such that e(pA—pAop) = 0 and hence p, —p, op ):tf,RLC
1. O

In the context of LFIs, it is a desirable property to recover the classical
reasoning by means of the consistency connective o (see [13]). Specifically, let
CPL be classical propositional logic. If L is a given LFI such that its reduct to
the language of CPL is a sublogic of CPL, then a DAT (Derivability Adjustment
Theorem) for L with respect to CPL is as follows: for every finite set of formulas
I'U {®} in the language of CPL, there exists a finite set of formulas © in the
language of L, whose variables occur in formulas of I' U {¢}, such that

(DAT) I'FepL @ iff O(@) UT L .

When the operator o enjoys the propagation property in the logic L with respect
to a set X of classical connectives, i.e. when

OP1, .-, O0Pn FL oFE (P15, n),

for every n-ary connective # € X and formulas ¢1, .. ., ¢, built with connectives
from X, then the DAT takes the following, simplified form: for every finite set

35



of formulas T'U {¢} in the language of CPL,
(PDAT) I'FepL @ iff {Opl, e Opm} UL p

where {p1,...,pm} is the set of propositional variables occurring in I' U {¢}.
In particular, checking whether dIRL: satisfies the propagation property for
the connectives X = {1, A, &, —} amounts to check the following conditions:

FairL, oL
FairL, (0@ A oth) — o(p#p), for each binary # € X

In Proposition 5.8 below we will show that the operator o of dIRL, satisfies
the propagation property with respect to all connectives of logic dIRL.” Our
proof is algebraic and for that we will need the claims proved in the next lemma.

Lemma 5.7. The following equations hold in the quasivariety of dIRL.-
algebras:

(i) c AN~z A~y Ao(zV(yAz)=0
(i) (xxy)V ((~zV~o(z)) Ay) =y.

Proof. (i) By (ol), we know that the equation (x Vy) A~(xVy)Ao(zVy) =0
holds, that is, we have (zVy) A~z A~yAo(zVy) = 0. But since x < (zVy)
we also have that x A ~z A~y Ao(zVy)=0.

Now, by replacing y by y A z in the former equation, we get x A ~x A
~(yAz)ANo(zV (yAz)) =0, and since ~(y A z) > ~y, we finally get
x A~z A~y Ao(zV (yAz))=0.

(ii) We start from the equation V ~zV ~o (x) = 1, we multiply by y in both
sides and get the following equations:
y*(z VeV eo(z)) =y,
(@ xy) Vyx (~zV~o(r)) =y,
y=(zxy)V(y*(~eVr~o(r)) < (zxy)V(yAl~aeV~o(z)) <yVy =y.
Hence (zxy) V (y A (~z V ~o(x))) =y

O
Proposition 5.8. The logic dIRL. satisfies the following conditions:

(] FdIRLC OJ_, and

o FleLC (OQD A Od)) — 0(90#1/’); fOT # € {/\7 \/7&5 4)}7

and thus, in dIRLS the consistency connective o satisfies the propagation prop-
erties w.r.t. all connectives of the logic dIRL.

“The proof of the propagation property for the monoidal conjunction & is in fact a re-
elaboration of a proof found by the automated theorem-prover Prover9 [37].
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Proof. The first condition is satisfied since ol is a theorem of the logic, as ob-
served above after Def. 5.1. The proof is algebraic, so we have to prove that, for
any dIRL.-algebra (A, o), the following condition holds: o(x) A o(y) < o(z#y),
for all # € {A,V,*}. As for the lattice operations A and V, we have

oz ANy) =max{z|(zAy)A~xAy)Az=0}

max(max{z | x Ay A~x Az=0}max{z |z AyA~yAz=0})
max(max{z | £ A ~z Az =0}, max{z | y A~y Az =0})

o(z) Vo(y) = o(z) Ao(y).

max{z | (xVy) A~(xVy)Az=0}

max(max{z | t A~z A~y Az =0}, max{z | y A~z A~y Az=0})
max(max{z | ¢ A ~z A z =0}, max{z | y A ~y A z = 0})

o(z) Vo(y) = o(z) Ao(y).
Next, let us show that o(x) A o(y) < o(x *x y). By (02), it is enough to
prove that (z *y) A ~(z *y) Ao(xz) Ao(y) = 0. To do so, by (i) of Lemma 5.7,
we can start from the equation

v

o(z Vy)

v

uA~uA~vAo(uV (vAt)) =0,

and make the following substitutions: replace u by z *y, v by ~(x A o(x)) and
t by y, and get

zxy Aev(zxy) Av(~(z Ao(x))) Aoz xy V (~(z Ao(x)) Ay)) =0,

that is, zxy A~(zxy) Az Ao(z) Ao(zxyV (~(zAo(z))Ay)) =0. But zxy < x
and by (ii) of Lemma 5.7, zxy V (~(z Ao(z)) Ay) =y, and hence we finally get
xxy A ~(xxy)Ao(x) Ao(y) =0, as claimed.
Finally, since by (ii) of Proposition 3.13 we have o(x) = o(~x), and & —
y = ~(x * ~y), the propagation property for —, i.e. o(x) A o(y) < o(z — y),
directly follows as well.
O

Finally, we are interested in investigating whether we can expect some form
close to (PDAT) for the logic dIRL>. Next theorem provides a result in this
direction showing that it is possible to recover classical logic derivations inside
the LFT logic dIRLS.

Theorem 5.9 (PDAT-like for dIRL: ). Let I' U {¢} be a finite set of formulas
in the language of CPL and let {p1,...,pm} the set of propositional variables
appearing in T U {p}. Then, there is a natural k > 0 such that:

ThcpL o iff Thipe (/\ o) — ¢
=1

Proof. Assume T' FcpL ¢, or equivalently, Fcpp 'Y — . First of all, observe
that we also have

{piV-pi : i=1,2,...,m} bqr. T — ¢,
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since the class of Boolean subalgebras of distributive involutive residuated
lattices is in fact the whole class of Boolean algebras. Then by the local
deduction-detachment theorem of dIRL, there is a natural £ > 0 such that
Fare (Ajey(pi V =p:i))* = (T — ¢), and thus this theorem is also valid in
dIRL.. But this implies, by (iii) of Lemma 5.2, Fqire, (Aie, (opi))F = (T = @)
and hence I' by 0 < (AL, o(p))* = ¢ as well.

Conversely, assume Fare, (Aj-,(opi))* — (I — ), and let e be any
evaluation on the two-element Boolean algebra 2. Since 2 is a dIRL.-algebra
with o(0) = o(1) = 1, we have e((A;~; opi)* — (I'* — ¢)) = 1. But then we
necessarily have e(I'" — ¢) = 1, because (|-, op;) = 1. Therefore I'* — ¢ is
a CPL-tautology and so I' FcpL ¢. O

Note that, in the above formulation of the PDAT theorem for dIRL., the
natural number k depends on the formulas I' U {¢} involved, and hence it is
not possible to fix such exponent &k in advance. However, if we replace the logic
dIRL. by any of its axiomatic extensions L validating the n-potency axiom

SDn N (anrl

for some n, then one can be more precise and state the PDAT theorem for L5:
for any set of formulas I' U {¢}, the following condition holds:

Dhcp o iff T g, (/\ o(pi))™ — .
i=1

In particular, when L is Nelson logic or its prelineal extension NM logic, which
are 2-potent logics, we can take n = 2 in the previous expression.

5.2 dIRL-logic with a maxB-consistency operator

In this section we consider the logic dIRLZ1B corresonding to the quasivari-
ety of dIRLCmB—algebras and its paraconsistent degree preserving companion
(dIRLM™)=<. The content is mostly parallel to the previous section, only some
details change. In particular we get a simpler PDAT theorem due to the fact
that the consistency connective is Boolean in this case.

Definition 5.10. The logic dIRLCmB is the expansion of the logic dIRL, in a
language which incorporates a new unary connective o, with the following ad-
ditional axioms:

(A1) =(pA=pAop)
(A2) opV-op

and inference rules:

o 1

o ¢ o1

(o A= Ap), PV

(CNG) f

(MaxB)
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Analogously to the case of dIRL., thanks to Lemma 3.7, we also have that
dIRL™® is a conservative expansion of dIRL.

We can check now that dIRLC",1B keeps validating the same properties in
Lemma 5.2 for dIRL,, plus a new one.

Lemma 5.11. The logic dIRLZ1B enjoys the following properties:
(i) @V —¢ Fyreme op
(ii) dIRL™ I op — = V @
(iti) oV —p dgreme op
(iv) dIRL]® F oop.

Proof. (i), (ii) and (iii) are as in Lemma 5.2. As for (iv), using (Max) with
¥ = T, we have =(op A —op) I ooy, but the premise is in fact Axiom (A2). O

Again, as in the case of the logic dIRL., it is easy to check that, due to
the (Cong) rule for o, dIRLrC"B is a Rasiowa implicative logic and hence it is
algebraizable. The equivalent algebraic semantics is now given by the quasi-
variety of dIRLM®-algebras.

We now introduce the degree-preserving companion of dIRLg’B.

Definition 5.12. The degree-preserving companion of logic dIRLZ1B is the logic
(dIRL™B)< defined by the following axioms and rules:

e Axioms of (dIRL™®)< are those of dIRLT®

e Rules of (dIRL™)= are those of dIRLS but replacing the rule (Max-r) by
the following rule:

(MaXB-T) if '_C“RLrC"B _|(()O A\ - A\ w) and }_lech"B 'l/) Vv _\’lp7 then
from —(p A = A1) and ¢ V ¢ derive ¢ — op

We will denote by }_c?IRL"‘B its corresponding notion of proof. As in the pre-

vious subsection, by Proposition 2.1, this axiomatization of (dIRL™®)< is sound

and complete w.r.t. the semantical consequence relation |:§|RL"'B’ defined in the

obvious way, and moreover (dIRL™®)< is a strong LFI as well. The proof is the
same of Propostion 5.6 and it is omitted.

Proposition 5.13. The logic (dIRLZ"B)S 1s a strong Logic of Formal Inconsis-
tency w.r.t. to the negation — and the consistency operator o.

As in the case of the logic dIRL, the o connective in the logic dIRLt';nB nicely
propagates through the rest of connectives X = {1, A,V, &, —}. This is shown
next, after a previous lemma, formally similar to Lemma 5.8, but this one much
easier to prove.
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Lemma 5.14. The following provability holds in dIRLL"B:

eV o,V tp bgrpme (9#Y) V o (0#))
for every binary connective # € X.

Proof. Using a semantic argument, it holds since the binary connectives
A, V, &, — are closed under Boolean values in every evaluation over any dIRLZ"B—
algebra. O

Proposition 5.15. dIRL':B satisfies the following conditions:

® Fyrume oL, and
o Fqirime (09 A o)) — o(p#v), for every # € {A,V, &, =},

and thus, in (leLZ‘B)S the consistency connective o satisfies the propagation
property w.r.t. all the connectives in X = {L,A,V, &, —}.

Proof. Straightforward from the above lemma, taking into account that, by (iii)
of Lemma 5.11, ¢ V =@ gy me 0. O

This propagation property for o, together with the fact that op is a Boolean
formula for any ¢, allows us to formulate the following PDAT theorem for
(dIRL™®)< in simpler terms.

Theorem 5.16 (PDAT for (NL™®)<). Let T U {@} be a finite set of formulas
in the language of CPL and let {p1,...,pm} the set of propositional variables
appearing in T'U {p}. Then

ChepL o iff {op1,-- s 0pm} UT Fjpime 9

Proof. The proof is essentially the same as in Theorem 5.9 for dIRL: . The only
difference is that now (A~ o(p;))™ turns out to be equivalent to just A, o(p;)
since this is a Boolean formula, and this conjunction can be moved back to the
premise as the set of formulas {opy,...,opm,}. O

5.3 dIRL-logic with a Bmax-consistency operator

Finally, we consider in this section the logic resulting from expanding the logic
of distributive involutive residuated lattices with a Bmax-consistency connective
and its paraconsistent degree-preserving companion. Both of them are very
similar to the case of maxB-consistency connective of previous section.

Definition 5.17. The logic dIRLE™ is the axiomatic extension of dIRL, with
the following additional axiom:

(Ad)  opV —op

It is clear that dIRLEm is thus algebraizable, with equivalent algebraic se-
mantics given by the quasivariety of dIRLEm—algebras.
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Proposition 5.18. dIRLCBm 1s strongly complete w.r.t the class of dIRLCBm—
algebras.

Actually, by definition, the logic dIRLEm is an extension of dIRL.., but it is also
an extension of dIRLrC"B, as the dIRL.’s rule (Max) is stronger than the dIRLCmB’s
rule (MaxB), and hence the latter is derivable in dIRLEm. As a consequence, all
the properties that have been shown for dIRL. and dIRLZqB also hold for dIRLEm.

This has also impact on the properties of the corresponding degree-preserving
companion of dIRLE™.

Definition 5.19. The degree-preserving companion of logic dIRLEm is the logic
(dIRLE™)= defined as the axiomatic extension of dIRLS with the axiom (A4).

Of course, as in the previous cases, the logic (dIRLCBm)S is a strong LFT

(details are omitted). Moreover, it follows that the consistency connective o in
(dIRLCBm)S also satisfies the same propagation properties and the same PDAT
theorem as for (dIRLT®)<.

Theorem 5.20 (PDAT for (dIRLE™)<). Let DU {¢} be a finite set of formulas
in the language of CPL and let {p1,...,pm} be the set of propositional variables
appearing in I'U {p}. Then, the following condition holds:

F FCPL 90 Zﬁ {Op17 ctt Oan} U F |7§|RLBm ‘P

5.4 Logics of Formal Undeterminedness

In this final subsection, we would like to emphasize that the logics dIRLZ,
(dIRL™®)< and (dIRLE™)< are not only LFIs but also Logics of Formal Un-
determinedness (LFUs), the latter being introduced in [38].

LFUs are in a sense dual to LFIs, since in the same way that a consistency
operator in a LFT controls the explosion in the presence of a contradiction, a
“determinedness” operator o in a LFU controls the law of the Excluded Middle,
namely: given a paracomplete logic L, i.e. such that /| ¢ V ~p, if o is a
determinedness operator in L, then op | ¢ V ~p. More formally, we have the
following definition.

Definition 5.21. Let L = (X,F) be a Tarskian, finitary and structural logic
defined over a signature ¥ with a disjunction V, a negation ~ and a primi-
tive or defined unary connective o. Then L is said to be a Logic of Formal
Undeterminedness with respect to ~ and o if the following holds:

(i) ¥ ¢ V ~p, for some ;

(ii) there is a formula ¢ such that

(ii.a) op ¥ ¢;
(ii.b) op ¥ ~y;

(iii) op b @ V ~p, for every .
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It turns out that, as we will formally show below, the consistency operator o
of any of the logics logics dIRL., dIRLLnB and dIRLErn is a determinedness operator
as well, and hence all these explosive logics are LFUs. Moreover, this is also
the case for the paraconsistent logics dIRLS, (dIRL™®)< and (dIRLB™)<. This
is clear for the explosive logics dIRL,, dIRLZ1B and dIRLCBm due to (i) of Lemma
5.2, but also for the logics (dIRL™®)< and (dIRLE™)< since in these logics oy is
a Boolean formula. It is not so obvious in the case of the logic dIRL:, where
checking condition (iii) above

oY |_§|R|_C PV,

amounts to check the validity of the inference
FdIRLC oY — @ V ~.

But this follows from observing that the formula (~6 V) — (§ — 7) is a
theorem in dIRL, and that ~op V (¢ V ~¢p) is a theorem of dIRL,, as it is an
equivalent rewriting of the axiom (Al).

In algebraic terms, we can analyze the above observations as follows: if
a operator o on a dIRL-algebra satisfies the basic equation we imposed for a
consistency operator, that is

(o1) z A~z Ao(z) =0

then the following inequality is valid as well:

(od) o(z) < x V ~z.

As a matter of fact, we have the following lemma.

Lemma 5.22. Let A be a dIRL-algebra and let o : A — A be a unary operation.
Then (ol) implies (od).

Proof. In every residuated lattice z * y < = A y and hence, by (ol), one has
o(z) * (z A ~z) < o(z) A (x A~zx) = 0 and hence o(z) < ~(x A ~zx). By the
involutive property of ~, then, o(z) < ~(z A ~x) = x V ~x. Therefore, it is

clear that (ol) implies (od). O

This means in particular that all the three logics dIRLS, (dIRLT®)< and
(dIRLEm)f, besides being LFIs, are LFUs as well. In other words, these logics
are strict LFIUs, as coined in [14]. Therefore, in these logics, the operator o is
in fact a classicality operator in the sense of Omori in his recent paper [43].

On the other hand, the other implication (od) implies (o1) does not hold
in general, since (od) is equivalent to o(x) % (z A ~x) = 0 which, in general, is
strictly weaker than (ol). However, it indeed holds true if we require o(x) be
Boolean.

Lemma 5.23. Let A be a dIRL-algebra and let o : A — A be a unary operation
such that the following equation holds:

o(x) Vr~o(z) =1
Then (od) implies (o).
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Proof. Tt follows by easily checking that the following equations hold in any
dIRL-algebra: * — (z Ay > x*xy) =1and v = (x Ay = zxy) =1, and
hence the equation (x V —z) — (z Ay — x *y) = 1 holds as well. Therefore
if o(x) V ~o(z) = 1, then we have o(z) Ay — o(z) xy = 1, for every y. In
particular, taking y = x A ~x, we get o(z) A (z A ~z) — o(z) * (x A ~x) = 1,
that is, o(z) A (z A ~z) < o(z) * (x A ~x), as desired. O

Therefore, being LFI turns out to be equivalent to being LFU if we replace
(01) by (od) in the logics (dIRL™®)< and (dIRLE™)<, but not in (dIRL.)<.

6 Concluding remarks

In this paper we have been concerned with introducing Logics of Formal In-
consistency (LFIs) upon the class of substructural logics having subvarieties of
distributive involutive residuated lattices as algebraic semantics. To do so, we
have first introduced and studied, from an algebraic point of view, distributive
involutive residuated lattices expanded with three suitable types of consistency
operators. Particular attention has been paid to the subvariety of Nelson lat-
tices. Then, the corresponding truth-preserving and degree-preserving logics
have been axiomatised, the latter being paraconsistent and falling within the
class of LFIs.

At this point there are several observations we deem interesting to discuss.
The first one concerns with our request for the involutive lattices to be dis-
tributive. In fact, although distributivity is quite often a necessary request (see
for instance the proofs of Theorem 3.8 and Theorem 5.9) it is questionable if
similar results could be obtained getting rid of that property. Besides being
more general, avoiding distributivity might frame the results of this paper in
the setting of affine Linear Logic without exponentials of which (not necessarily
distributive) involutive residuated lattices provide an algebraic semantics.

The second one is in fact an open problem. In Section 4.2 we have shown
an example of dIRL.-algebra (in fact a NL.-algebra) that is subdirectly irre-
ducible but not simple. It would be interesting to know whether there exists a
subdirectly irreducible IMTL.-algebra that is not simple as well.

The third observation concerns the status of the modus ponens rule in the
logics dIRLS, (dIRL™)< and (dIRLE™)<. By the very definition of degree-
preserving logics, modus ponens is not a valid rule in any of them, only a
restricted version where the implication is a theorem holds. However, in the
logics (dIRL™®)< and (dIRL®™)<, due to the PDAT theorems for them (Theo-
rems 5.16 and 5.20 resp.), it is clear that assuming the propositions involved are
consistent guarantee the validity of the following modus ponens-like inference:

{0, = b, 00,09} = .

The situation in the logic dIRL is different, as even this weaker form of modus
ponens is not valid. Indeed, take the dIRL.-algebra L in depicted in Fig. 2 and
an evaluation e on L such that e(¢) = e and e(¢) = a, and hence e(op) = o(e) =
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b and e(o)) = o(a) = b. A simple computation also shows that e(p 1/)) =c
Then we have e(p) Ae(p = ) Ne(op) ANe(o)) =eAcAbAb=b <L a=e(V).
Therefore,

{QD, ® — 1/)7 0905 OQ/}} |7[(?|R|_C 1/’

Nevertheless, such a ‘witnessed form’ of modus ponens holds in dIRL: if we
replace the residual implication ¢ — 1 by the material implication —p V ¢. In
fact, using axiom (A1), it is not difficult to check that p A (=p V) Aop Aot is
logically equivalent to ¢ A 1 A op A ot), that logically implies ). Therefore the
following pattern of inference

{907 _‘Qﬁ \ IZ” 0907 01/’} l7(?|RLC 11[}

is indeed valid in dIRL:.

We finish with two further questions for future research. We have seen that,
in the prelinear case, the quasivarieties of IMTLZ’B— and IMTLCBm—algebras are
in fact varieties, since in these algebras the Baaz-Delta connective A is defin-
able as A(x) = z A o(x). Thus a first question to be investigated is whether
the quasivarieties of dIRL,-, dIRL™- and dIRLEM-algebras are actually vari-
eties or, otherwise, proper quasivarieties. A second question is to study an
alternative way of defining LFIs related to dIRL logics without relying on the
degree-preserving companions. The idea would be to start from the work of Bu-
saniche and Cignoli [8] on the algebraic characterization of the paraconsistent
Nelson logic N4 in terms of a certain variety of non-integral involutive residu-
ated lattices with a constant, and try to generalise it to the logic dIRL, and then
adding a suitable consistency operator.
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