Chapter 2
A Basic Logic of Formal Inconsistency: mbC

In [1], the study of LFIs starts with mbC, which is basic in the following sense:
it starts with positive classical logic (which is assumed as a reasonable basis—in
Chap. 5, some LFIs will be studied which are based on logics other than positive
classical logic) and has a negation and a consistency operator which are added with
minimal properties to satisfy the definition of LFIs.

2.1 Introducing mbC

Since the first chapters of the book are exclusively devoted to propositional logics,
some notation which will be used throughout the rest of the book will now be defined.
From this chapter on, and in the rest of the book, the symbol B is used to mean the
end of a definition, while [J is used to indicate the end of a proof, being omitted when
a proof is not given explicitly.

Definition 2.1.1 (Propositional signatures) A propositional signature is a set ® of
symbols called connectives, together with the information concerning the arity of
each connective. |

Notation 2.1.2 For the entirety of the book the following symbols will be used
for logical connectives (the intended meaning and the arity of each connective are
included in the list below): A (conjunction, binary); Vv (disjunction, binary); —
(implication, binary); — (weak negation, unary); o (consistency operator, unary);
e (inconsistency operator, unary); ~ (strong negation, unary); L (bottom formula,
0O-ary, i.e., a propositional constant).
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30 2 A Basic Logic of Formal Inconsistency: mbC

Definition 2.1.3 Consider the following propositional signatures that will be used
thereafter:

- X ={A,V,—,, 0}
- Xe={A,V, >, e};
- Yo ={A,V,—>, "}

- Xy ={An,V,—}

- Y. ={A,V,—>,~};

- El = {/\, V, —, —|,~};
- Ez =S {J_, A, V, —, —|};
— ELZ{J_,—),_',O}.

Let Var = {pi, p2, ...} be a denumerable set of propositional variables (will be
fixed henceforth), and let ® be any propositional signature. The propositional lan-
guage generated by © from Var will be denoted by Le. ]

In this book we will deal exclusively with so-called Tarskian logics (see, for
instance, [2]):

Definition 2.1.4 (Tarskian Logic) A logic . defined over a language £, which has
a consequence relation -, is Tarskian if it satisfies the following properties, for every
ruAauUf{a} C L:

(i) ifaelthenl F a;
(i) if T’'aand ' C A then A F «;
(i) if AFaoand '+ B forevery B € Athen Tl - «.

A logic satisfying item (ii) above is called monotonic. A logic .Z is said to be finitary
if it satisfies the following:

(iv) if I' I « then there exists a finite subset 'y of I" such that 'y F «.

Finally, a .Z defined over a propositional language £ generated by a signature from a
set of propositional variables is called structural if it satisfies the following property:

(v) if ' - o then o[I'] F o (@), for every substitution o of formulas for variables.'

A propositional logic is standard if it is Tarskian, finitary and structural (see [2]). H

From now on, a logic .Z will be represented by a pair .£ = (L, ), where £
and F denote the language and the consequence relation of .Z, respectively. If £
is generated by a propositional signature ® from Var, that is, £ = Lg then we will
write £ = (O, F).

Notation 2.1.5 Let.Z = (L, ) bealogic. Leta be aformulain £ andlet X, ... X,
(for n > 1) be a finite sequence such that each X; is either a set of formulas in £ or
a formula in £. Then, as usual, X, --- , X, - o will stand for X]U...UX] -«

!n this book the following standard notation will be adopted: given a function f and a subset A of
its domain, f[A] will denote the set { f(a) : a € A}.
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where, for each i, X! is X;, if X; is a set of formulas, or X is {X;}, if X; is a formula.
Thus, for instance, if I" and A are sets of formulas and {«, 8, oy, ..., ®,} is a set of
formulas then

NakFBg;, aFp;, TLAFB of,...,0, B
will stand for
Frvf{e}-8; {a}F-B; TUAEB;, {og,...,a,}FB

respectively.

The main notion of this book can now be defined rigorously: the Logics of Formal
Inconsistency.

Definition 2.1.6 A Tarskian logic .Z is paraconsistent if it has a (primitive or
defined) negation — such that o, =« ¥~ B for some formulas « and $ in the language
of Z. |

If .Z has a deductive implication —, in the sense that it satisfies the Deduction
meta-theorem DMT (see Proposition 2.1.14(i) below), then £ is paraconsistent iff
the schema formula ¢ — (—a — ) is not valid. That is, the explosion law is not
valid in .Z with respect to the negation —. In other words, the negation — is not
explosive.

The idea behind LFIs is to have a paraconsistent logic in which the explosion
law is allowed in a local or controlled way. This is attained by the existence of a
set of formulas O(p), depending exclusively on a single propositional variable p,
such that the set O(«), together with a contradiction {c«, =} is explosive or logically
trivial, thatis: O(«), a, —o o B for every a and S. A logic satisfying this property
is called gently explosive in [1, 3]. Of course, it must be also required that O ()
together with o not be trivial, as well as the combination of O («) with —« (otherwise,
the principle of gently explosiveness will be redundant). As we shall see, there exists
three ways to introduce LFIs. The original one (proposed in [3]) is the following:

Definition 2.1.7 Let.Z = (0O, ) be a standard logic. Assume that the signature ®
of .Z contains a negation —, and let O(p) be a nonempty set of formulas depend-
ing exactly on the propositional variable p. Accordingly, . is a Logic of Formal
Inconsistency (an LFL, for short) (with respect to — and O(p)) if the following holds

(here, O(p) = {¥(p) : ¥(p) € OP}:

1) ¢, ~@ ¥ ¢ for some ¢ and ¥, i.e., £ is not explosive w.r.t. —;
(ii) there are two formulas « and 8 such that

(ii.a) Ola), o ¥ B;
(ii.b) O(a), —a ¥ B;
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(i) O(e), ¢, ~¢ = for every ¢ and .
|

When (O (p) is a singleton, its element will be denoted by o p, where o is the con-
sistency operator. Item (i) of the above definition states that an LFI is, by definition,
non-explosive (w.r.t. =). Because of item (iii), -Z is said to be gently explosive w.r.t.
—and O(p).

Observe that clauses (i) and (ii) are existential, while (iii) is universal. The pair of
witnesses required to satisfy (i) and (ii) are possibly different, but (ii) is composed
by two clauses, both of them being satisfied by the same pair (¢, 8). This could be
weakened, obtaining the following weaker notion of LFIs:

Definition 2.1.8 Let.Z = (O, ) be a standard logic. Assume that the signature ©
of .Z contains a negation —, and let O(p) be a nonempty set of formulas depending
exactly on the propositional variable p. Then . is a weak LFI (with respect to
—and OQ(p)) if the following holds:

(i) @, =@ ¥ i for some ¢ and V;

(i) O(p), ¢ ¥ ¥ for some ¢ and V;
(iii) O(g), —¢ ¥ ¥ for some ¢ and ¥; and
iv) O(@), @, =@ F ¥ for every ¢ and .

Observe that any LFI is a weak LFI, but the converse is not necessarily true. The
notion of weak LFI was proposed as an alternative to the original one in [4—6], since
itis more uniform: the sets {¢, —a}, {&, o} and {—¢, o} are not always deductively
trivial, but the set {, ~ar, oar} is always deductively trivial.? Finally, a stronger notion
of LFIs (which is also more uniform than the original definition) could be proposed:

Definition 2.1.9 Let .Z = (O, I) be a standard logic. Assume that the signature ©
of £ contains a negation —, and let O (p) be a nonempty set of formulas depending
exactly on the propositional variable p. Then . is a strong LFI (with respect to
— and OQ(p)) if the following holds:

(i) there are two formulas « and 8 such that

(i.a) o, ~a ¥ B;
i.b) Ofa),a ¥ B;
(i.c) Oa), —a ¥ B;and

(i) O(@), ¢, ¢ - for every ¢ and .

2]t should be observed that the weak LFIs investigated in the three references mentioned above are
also strong LF1Ts in the sense of Definition 2.1.9.
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Remark 2.1.10 Clearly, any strong LFI is an LFI, but the converse is not necessarily
true. It should be observed that all the LFIs introduced in the previous literature are
strong LFIs. Moreover, if .Z is a propositional logic then . is a strong LFI whenever
the following holds:

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

(i.a) p,—p¥q;
ib) OWp).p¥q;
(i.c) O(p),—p¥ gq;and

(i) O(g), ¢, —¢ F ¥ for every ¢ and .

Because of its simplicity, conditions (i) and (ii) above will be used along the rest of
the book in order to prove that a given logic is a strong LF1.

The general definition of LFIs encompasses a wide range of paraconsistent logics.
In order to formally express the properties of consistency, any logic featuring a
consistency connective must present a set of logical axiom schemas and semantic
rules governing this connective. Along these lines, in [ 1], a fundamental propositional
LFI known as mbC was first introduced. Starting from positive classical logic plus
tertium non datur (a vV —a), mbC is intended to comply with the above definition
in a minimal way: an axiom schema called (bcl) is added solely to describe the
expected behavior of the consistency operator o, namely, the gentle explosion law
(see Definition 2.1.12). In what follows, this logic will be described in its original
language along with the statement of soundness and completeness theorems with
respect to paraconsistent valuations.

Definition 2.1.11 (Formula Complexity) The complexity of a given formula
¢ € Ly, denoted by I(¢), is recursively defined as follows:

1. If ¢ = p, where p € Var, thenl(¢) = 1;

2. If ¢ = —a, then l(p) = l(a) + 1;

3. If ¢ = oa, then I(¢) = () + 2;

4. If ¢ = a#p, where # € {A, vV, =}, thenl(¢) = l(x) +1(B) + 1.

Definition 2.1.12 (mbC) The logic mbC is defined over the language Ly by the
Hilbert calculus:

Axiom schemas:

a— (B a) (Ax1)
(ot — (ﬂ — y)) — ((a — ﬂ) — (a — y)) (Ax2)
a— (B~ (@np)) (Ax3)

(@A) >« (Ax4)
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(a A ,B) — B (AX5)
o« (aVp) (Ax6)
B — (a \% ,3) (Ax7)
(a — y) — ((,B —-y) > (VB — y)) (Ax8)
(a — ﬂ) Vo (Ax9)
oV o (Ax10)
oot — (a - (-~ — ,3)) (bel)
Inference rule:
o oa—>f
— (MP)
B
[ |

Axiom (bel) is called the gentle explosion law. In Theorem 2.3.2, we shall prove
that, as expected, the logic mbC is an LFI.

Definition 2.1.13 Let I' U {¢} C Ly be a set of formulas. A derivation of ¢ from
I in mbC is a finite sequence ¢y - - - ¢, of formulas in Ly such that ¢, is ¢ and, for
every 1 <i < n, the following holds:

1. ¢; is an instance of an axiom schema of mbC, or

2. g el or

3. there exist j, k < i such that ¢y = ¢; — ¢; (and so ¢; follows from ¢; and ¢,
by MP).

We say that ¢ is derivable from I" in mbC, denoted by I" Fypc @, if there exists a
derivation of ¢ from I" in mbC. |

Observe that (Ax1)-(Ax9) plus MP constitute a Hilbert calculus over the signature
¥, = {A, Vv, —} for positive classical propositional logic CPL™ (the negation-free
fragment of classical propositional logic CPL, see Definition 2.4.3), which is in fact
the basis for mbC and its extensions.

The following meta-theorems of mbC will prove to be quite useful throughout
the entirety of the book.

Proposition 2.1.14 The calculus mbC satisfies the following properties:
(i) T, Fmpe B iff T Fmbc @ — B (Deduction meta-theorem, DMT).
(ii)IfF,a l_mbC (] and F,,B l_mbC @ then I'av ﬂ l_mbC @.

(i) If T, oo Fpe @ and T, —o Fpe @ then T Foppe ¢ (Proof-by-cases).
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Proof (i) It is well known that, in order to prove that a Hilbert calculus satisfies
DMT, it suffices to derive axioms (Ax1) and (Ax2), while MP must be the unique
inference rule (see, for instance, [7]).

(ii) Suppose I', &« Fpe ¢ and T, B Fype ¢ By DMT, both I' Fpypec @ — ¢ and
I' Fmbc B — ¢.By axiom (AX8),Fmpc (@ = @) = (B = ¢) = (@ V B) = ¢))
and so I' Fppe (o VvV B) — ¢ by MP twice. Therefore I', o V 8 Fmbc ¢, by MP.
(iii) This is a consequence of item (ii) and the fact that o v —« is a theorem of
mbC. (I

2.2 A Valuation Semantics for mbC

In [8, 9], N.C.A. da Costa and E. H. Alves proposed an original valuation semantics
for C; over {O, 1}. A key feature of these valuations is that, as expected, they are
defined as 2-valued CPL"-valuations with respect to the binary connectives (con-
junction, disjunction and implication). However, the paraconsistent negation — has a
non-deterministic behavior w.r.t. this semantics: in general, if one of such valuations
assigns the value 1 to a formula «, then the formula —« can receive either the value
0 or the value 1 (but not both) under the same valuation. That is: the truth-value of
a does not uniquely determine the truth-value of —c.

This kind of semantics (sometimes called bivaluations) were generalized to sev-
eral LFIs in [1]. Based on that approach, in this section the logic mbC will be
semantically characterized by a suitable valuation semantics over {0, 1}. The same
will be done for several other LFIs in the next chapters of the book.

Definition 2.2.1 (Valuations for mbC) A functionv : Ly — {0, 1} is a valuation
for mbC, or an mbC-valuation, if it satisfies the following clauses:

And) vieAp)=1 <— v(e)=1 and v(B) =1
00r) vievpg)=1 < v)=1or v({) =1
vImp) vie - B) =1 < vi@)=0or v(f) =1
(vNeg) v(—a) =0 = v(n)=1

(vCon) vica) =1 — v(a) =0 or v(—a)=0.

The set of all such valuations will be designated by V™mPC, |

It should be observed that each mbC-valuation v assigns an unique truth-value
(0 or 1) to each formula of mbC. However, because of clauses (vNeg) and (vCon),
the value v(#«) is not necessarily determined by the value v(«) of the immediate
subformula «, for # € {—-, o}.

For every I' U {¢} C Ly, the following semantical consequence relation w.r.t.
the set V™PC of mbC-valuations can be naturally defined: I' Fypc o iff, for every
v e VMC if y(y) =1 for every y € I then v(¢) = 1. The set V™PC constitutes a
sound and complete semantics for the logic mbC, as it will be proved below.
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Theorem 2.2.2 (Soundness) For every I' U {9} C Lx:
I' Fmbe @ = r ':mbC .

Proof The first step is to show the following:

Facts: Let v be an mbC-valuation.
(1) If y is an instance of a mbC axiom schema, then v(y) = 1.

(2) If @ and B are formulas such that v(e) = v(e — B) = 1, then v(B8) = 1.

In order to prove (1), each mbC axiom schema must be checked. Observe that
the clauses for the connectives A, vV and — are the usual ones which character-
ize the truth-tables for these connectives in classical logic. Thus, axioms Ax1-Ax9
(corresponding to positive classical logic) are sound w.r.t. this valuation seman-
tics. Concerning axiom Ax10, let « be a formula. If v(—a) = 1 then v(a V —a) = 1,
by (vOr). Otherwise, if v(—a) = Othenv(a) = 1,by (vNeg), whencev(a vV —a) = 1,
by (vOr). Finally, let y = ox — (a - (-~ — ,3)) be an instance of axiom bel. If
v(oa) = 0 then v(y) = 1, by (vImp). Otherwise, if v(oa) = 1 then either v(a) = 0
or v(—«) = 0. In both cases it is easy to see that v(y) = 1, by (vimp).

Item (2) is an easy consequence of the clause (vimp) from Definition 2.2.1.

Once these facts are proved, the rest of the proof follows by induction on the length
n of a derivation ¢; ...¢, = ¢ in mbC of ¢ from I". Indeed, it will be proven by
induction on n that, for any mbC-valuation v such that v[I'] C {1}, v(g;) = 1 for
every 1 <i < n. In particular, v(¢) = 1, showing that I' Fypc ¢ as required.

Thus, if n = 1, then ¢; is either an instance of an axiom schema of mbC (and so
the result follows by Facts(1)), or ¢; € I" (and so the result follows by hypothesis).
Suppose now that the result holds for every formula ¥ admitting a derivation in mbC
from I of length k£ < n (induction hypothesis), and suppose that ¢; ... ¢, = pisa
derivation in mbC of ¢ from I with length n + 1. By induction hypothesis, v(¢;) = 1
for 1 <i < n (as each g; is derived from I' in mbC with a derivation of length 7).
If 9,41 € T or ¢, is an instance of an mbC axiom schema, the proof is as above.
Otherwise, there exist j, kK < n such that ¢ = ¢; — @,41 and @, is obtained from
¢; and ¢, by MP. By Facts(2), v(¢,+1) = 1. This completes the proof. (I

The proof of completeness needs some definitions and results. Recall the notion
of Tarskian Logic from Definition 2.1.4.

Definition 2.2.3 For a given Tarskian logic . over the language £,letI" U {9} € L.
The set T is maximal non-trivial with respectto ¢ in L if ' ¥ o but ', ¥ o ¢
forany ¢ ¢ T. |

Definition 2.2.4 Let .Z be a Tarskian logic. A set of formulas I' is closed in £, or a
closed theory of Z , if the following holds for every formula y: I' ¢ ¢ iff ¢ € T.

Lemma 2.2.5 Any set of formulas maximal non-trivial with respect to ¢ in £ is
closed, provided that £ is Tarskian.
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Proof LetTI be aset of formulas maximal non-trivial withrespectto g in Z. If ¢y € T
thenI" ¢ ¥, as £ is Tarskian. Conversely, if I' - v, suppose that ¢ ¢ I'. Then,
by Definition 2.2.3, T, ¢ b ¢. However, given that % is Tarskian, it follows that
I' & ¢, contradicting the hypothesis that I is maximal non-trivial with respect to
@ in Z. Then ¢ € I" and so I is a closed theory. (I

Now consider the following classical result:

Theorem 2.2.6 (Lindenbaum-t.os) Let £ be a Tarskian and finitary logic over the
language L. Let T' U {¢} C L be such that T V¥ ¢ @. There exists then a set A such
that ' € A C L with A maximal non-trivial with respect to ¢ in L.

Proof We will adapt the proof in [2] (Theorem 22.2). By the well-ordering principle,’
assume that the set £ is well-ordered as a transfinite sequence (¢;); ¢, Where 0 is
an ordinal. By transfinite recursion, a transfinite and increasing sequence of theories
(T';)5<p 1s defined as follows: 'y = I', and for every A < 6,

r, ifA=p+1landl,, ¢, Fe @
=4, Ule,) fi=p+landT,, ¢, Fee
U, T if A is alimit ordinal.

Then A = J, _, I, satisfies the requirements. Indeed, observe firstly thatI' € A. By
transfinite induction, it is easy to prove that ', ¥ ¢ ¢, for every A < 6:if A = 0 then
'y ¥« ¢, by hypothesis. Assuming that I"), ¥ & ¢ for every u < A < 6, suppose
that A =+ 1 < 6. Then I', ¥ & ¢, by induction hypothesis, and so I'; ¥ ¢, by
definition of 'y If A is a limit ordinal, suppose that ['y - ¢. By finitariness of %,
there exists a finite subset IV of T'; such that "' ¢ . But ', C T, if u <«
and so I'/in C I, for some p < A. This means that I'), -« ¢ for some p < A,
contradicting the induction hypothesis.

By a similar argument, A ¥ ¢ ¢ is proved. Suppose now that i ¢ A. Then =
¢, forsome yu < 0 and so ¢, ¢ I';,41, by definition of A. By construction of I';, 4, it
follows thatT',,, ¢, . ¢ and so, by monotonicity of .Z, it follows that A, ¢ o ¢.
This shows that A is maximal non-trivial with respect to ¢ in .Z. (]

Every logic . defined by a Hilbert calculus, where the inference rules are fini-
tary, is Tarskian and finitary, and so Theorem 2.2.6 holds for .Z. In particular,
Theorem 2.2.6 holds for mbC.

Theorem 2.2.7 Let " U {p} C Ly, with I' maximal non-trivial with respect to ¢ in
mbC. The mapping v : Ly — {O, 1} defined by:

v(y) =1 — Yy el

for all € Ly is a valuation for mbC.

3Since it is well-known, it is equivalent to the Axiom of Choice.
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Proof 1t will be proved that v satisfies all the clauses of Definition 2.2.1.

1. Assume that v(e vV 8) = 1. Then « v 8 € T". Suppose that neither « € I' nor
Bel. Then I'a Fypc ¢ and T, B Fmpe ¢- So T', @ vV B Fmbe ¢, by Proposi-
tion 2.1.14(ii). But then I' Fypc @, which is a contradiction. Thus, either « € I or
B € I' and so either v(«) = 1 or v(B8) = 1. Conversely, suppose that either v(«) = 1
orv(B) = 1. Thus,eithero € "'or B € T'. Supposethate € ' Asa — (@ vV B) € T,
by axiom (Ax6) and by Lemma 2.2.5, it follows that « v 8 € I', by MP. From
this, v(a Vv B) = 1. Analogously, if 8 € T" then v( vV 8) = 1 (now by using axiom
(AXx7)). This shows that v satisfies clause (vOr) of Definition 2.2.1.

2. Assume that vV(e AB) =1. Then a AB €T". As (@ A B) - o € T', by axiom
(Ax4) and Lemma 2.2.5, it follows that « € I" by MP. From this, v(a) = 1. Analo-
gously, v(8) = 1 is proved by axiom (Ax5). Conversely, suppose that v(e) = 1 and

v(iB)=1.Thene e "and B € T". Buta — (,B — (oz /\,3)) € I', by axiom (Ax3)

and by Lemma 2.2.5. Then, by applying MP twice, it follows thata A B € I" and so
v(a A B) = 1. This shows that v satisfies clause (vAnd) of Definition 2.2.1.

3. Suppose that v(e — B) = 1. Thenae — B € I'. Ifa € I, then 8 € I" by MP and
Lemma 2.2.5. Then v(«) = 1 implies that v(8) = 1. This shows that either v(a) = 0
or v(B) = 1. Conversely, suppose that either v(e) = 0 or v(8) = 1. Then either
a¢lorpel. Ifgel,thenae — B €T by axiom (Ax1), MP and Lemma 2.2.5.
So v(e — B) = 1. Now, if o ¢ T" then, by the maximality of I', it follows that
I', @ Fmbe ¢. Suppose, by contradiction, that « — B ¢ I'. Then, again by the max-
imality of T, it follows that I', « — B Fmpc ¢. Hence I', (¢ — B) V &« Fmbe @, by
Proposition 2.1.14(ii). But then I' Fypc ¢ by axiom (Ax9), which leads to a con-
tradiction. Therefore « — B € I' and so v(e — B) = 1, showing that v satisfies
clause (vimp) of Definition 2.2.1.

4. Suppose that v(—«) = 0 and, by contradiction, that also v(«) = 0. Then —« ¢ T’
and o ¢ I'. As I is maximal, it follows that I', =« Fppe ¢ and I, o Fppe ¢. By
Proposition 2.1.14(iii), I' Fmpc @, which is a contradiction. Therefore v(—a) = 0
implies that v(«) = 1, and so v satisfies clause (vNeg) of Definition 2.2.1.

5. Suppose that v(oar) = 1 and, by contradiction, that both v(«) = 1 and v(—«a) = 1.
Then o € T and both o € T and —« € I'. Thus, by axiom (bcl), MP twice and
Lemma 2.2.5, g € ' for every B. In particular, ¢ € I', which is a contradiction.
Therefore: v(oar) = 1 implies that either v(«) = 0 or v(—«) = 0. This means that v
satisfies clause (vCon) of Definition 2.2.1. O

Theorem 2.2.8 (Completeness of mbC w.r.t. valuations) Forevery ' U {¢} C Lyx:
F'Fmbcy = T'Fmpco

Proof Suppose I" ¥mpc ¢ and let A be a maximal non-trivial set with respect to ¢
in mbC extending I" (using Theorem 2.2.6). By Theorem 2.2.7, there is an mbC-
valuation v, such that v[I"] C {1} (as ' € A) but v(¢) = 0 (as ¢ ¢ A). Therefore,
I' Fmbe ¢ and the theorem follows by contraposition. O
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2.3 Applications of mbC-Valuations

From the soundness and completeness theorems for mbC w.r.t. valuations proved
in the previous section, some properties of mbC can now be stated semantically,
instead of using the associated Hilbert calculus.

We begin by observing that mbC-valuations can be used to construct truth-tables
which exhibit a non-deterministic character.* Indeed, the clauses for mbC-valuations
corresponding to the binary connectives —, v and A (see Definition 2.2.1) define
the usual truth-tables for these connectives over {0, 1}. On the other hand, the para-
consistent negation — defines the following diagram:

o|—a
1

Vi
V2
V3

—| o] —

0

This means that there are three mbC-valuations (or scenarios) concerning a propo-
sition « and its paraconsistent negation —«, namely v;, v, and v3. According to
vy, V(@) = vi(—a) = 1. According to v;, v2(a) = 1 but vo(—a) = 0. Finally, in
the third scenario vz, v3(a) = 0 and v3(—a) = 1. Observe that the fourth scenario,
namely v4() = v4(—a) = 0, is not allowed for mbC-valuations, in virtue of the
clause (vNeg): o and —« can be both simultaneously true, but they cannot be simul-
taneously false. This means that mbC is paraconsistent but not paracomplete.’

Concerning the other non-classical connective, the consistency operator o, it can
be better understood in terms of the formulas « and —« instead of analyzing « or
—o alone:

Table 2.1
a | a | o
1 0 Vi
1 1 1%)
0 0 V3
1 V4
0 . 0 Vs

“However, such tables do not correspond to non-deterministic matrices in the sense of Avron and
Lev (see [10, 11]). The relationship between valuations for LFIs and non-deterministic matrices
will be analyzed in Chap. 6.

SThere are logics which are simultaneously paraconsistent and paracomplete, that is, that allow
the fourth scenario in which @ and —« are both false. Logics of this kind are frequently called
paranormal by the literature. One example of paranormality is a tetravalent modal logic that can be
associated with Monteiro’s tetravalent modal algebras, see [12]. This example will be analyzed in
Chap.5.
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Observe that, if v(a) = v(—a) = 1, then v(ox) is forced to be 0. Otherwise, if
v(a) # v(—a) then the truth-value v(oa) of o is arbitrary in mbC.

Remark 2.3.1 Diagrams as the one displayed in Table2.1 can be naturally associ-
ated to the non-deterministic valuation semantic over {O, 1} for mbC introduced in
Definition 2.2.1. This idea was originally proposed by da Costa and Alves in [9],
associated to the non-deterministic valuation semantic over {O, l} for C; defined
there. It was proved by Fidel (see Theorem 7, p. 627 in [9]) that such diagrams,
called quasi-matrices by Alves in [13],% provide a decision procedure for testing
tautologies in C;. It is easy to see that the same holds for mbC and for most of the
LFIs to be analized in this book.

By using the soundness and completeness theorems for mbC w.r.t. valuations, it
is easy to prove the following:

Theorem 2.3.2 Let O(p) = {op}, for a propositional variable p. Then the logic
mbC is a strong LFI (w.r.t. = and O(p)), according to Definition 2.1.9.

Proof Assume that p and g are two different propositional variables. By considering
the valuation v, of Table?2.1 and taking v;(¢) = 0, it follows that p, —=p ¥npc ¢ and
clause (i.a) of Remark 2.1.10 thusly is satisfied. Now considering valuation v, and
taking v,(g) = 0, we show thatop, p ¥mpc ¢ and clause (i.b) of Remark 2.1.10 is sat-
isfied. By considering valuation v4 such thatv4(g) = 0, itfollowsthatop, —=p Func ¢
and clause (i.c) of Remark 2.1.10 is satisfied. Finally, by means of the same table, it
is clear that for no valuation it is the case that o, —« and o« are simultaneously true.
Thus, clause (ii) of Remark 2.1.10 is satisfied. This shows that mbC is a strong LFI
w.r.t. — and o. (I

The dependency of o on {o, —r}, which was highlighted above, explains why
the complexity /(o) of o is defined as I(«) 4 2. That is, the complexity of oo
is strictly greater than the complexity of & and —« (recall Definition 2.1.11). By
combining these non-deterministic truth-tables with the (deterministic) truth-table
of conjunction, we can compare the consistency oo« with the non-contradiction
—(a A —a) on the one hand, and the inconsistency (or non-consistency) —oa with
the contradiction @ A —« on the other. This produces eight possible-scenarios (or
mbC-valuations), which are depicted below.

61t should be observed that Ivlev (see [14]) and other authors use the term ‘quasi-matrices’ to refer
to non-deterministic matrices in the sense of of A. Avron and I. Lev.



2.3 Applications of mbC-Valuations 41

o |- |oa | —oa o A —a | (o A —a)
{1 |0 |1 1 1 v
0 Vo
0 |1 |1 0 1 V3
0 0 1 V4
1 0 1 Vs
0o/1 |1 |1 0 1 Ve
0 0 1 V7
0 |1 0 1 Vg

From the table above, and by the adequacy of mbC w.r.t. valuations, the following
becomes clear:

Proposition 2.3.3 In mbC the following holds:
(1) a A —a Fppe —oa but —oa Fupe o A -,
(2) ot Fpe —(a A =) but —(a A —at) Fmpe oc.

Proof (1) By inspection of the table above, it follows that ¢ A —a Fypc —oa but
—o Fpe @ A —a (because of v3, vs, vg and vg).

(2) Looking at the table above, it follows that oo Fppc —(a A —a) but
(o A ) Empe oa (because of vy, vs and vg). (Il

Item (1) of Proposition 2.3.3 shows that, in mbC, the notion of contradiction is
strictly stronger than the notion of inconsistency (or non-consistency). In other words,
inmbC every contradictory formula is inconsistent, but the converse is not always the
case. By its turn, item (2) establishes that the notion of consistency is strictly stronger
than the notion of non-contradiction in mbC. That is, every consistent formula is
non-contradictory, but the converse does not hold in general.

Another simple example of application of mbC-valuations is the following:

Proposition 2.3.4 In mbC the following holds:
(1) ma = BFmpcaVp bul‘OlVﬁ%mbC—'Ol—),B;
(2) OO{,O(Vﬁ"mbC —'Ol—>ﬂ.

Proof Consider the following diagram:

alfl—alaV B|lma—
111 |1 1 Vi

0 |1 1 V2
1{01 |1 0 V3

0 |1 1 V4
ofr|{1r |1 1 Vs
0/0/1 |0 0 Ve

Clearly, ~« — B FEmpc @ VB but oV B Fnpc ~o — B, because of valuation
v3. However, vi(a) = v3(—a) = 1, so vz(oa) = 0. Accordingly, o, @ V B Fmbc
—a — B given that v;, the unique countermodel for the inference o VvV 8 Fypc
—a — f, does not satisfy the premises: v3[{oa, o Vv B}] € {1}. O
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Finally, the following example, which comes from the same vein, shows that
several contraposition rules for implication do not hold when the paraconsistent
negation is taken into account:

Proposition 2.3.5 In mbC the following holds:

(1) @ = B¥mpc =B — —a but off, 0 = B tFmpc =B — —a;
(2) o« > =B Fmpe B — —a but o, - =B Fmpc B — —a;
(3) ~o = B Fmpc =B — a but of, o — B Fmpc 78 — &
(4) ~a — =B Fmpc B —> « but off, o — =S Fmpc B — «.

Proof Items (1) and (2). Consider the following diagram:

a|B|—a|-Bla— B|7B - —ala —> | > —a
{11 |1 |1 1 1 1 Vi
0 |1 1 0 1 V)

0o |1 |1 0 1 0 V3

0 |1 1 0 0 V4
110/1 |1 |0 1 1 1 Vs
1 |0 0 1 1 V6
o1 |1 |1 1 1 1 V7
0 |1 1 1 1 Vg
oo |1 |1 1 1 1 )

Because of valuation v3, « = B Fmpc 78 — —a and a — =8 Fupe B — —o.
But v3(8) = v3(—B) = 1, so v3(of) = 0. Using an argument similar to the proof
found in Proposition 2.3.4, it follows that o, « — B Fppc =B — —a and of,
o — =B Fupe B — —a.

Items (3) and (4). Consider the following diagram:

o|Blma|—B|—a — B|-B = a|ma > 8| > «a
{11 |1 |1 1 1 1 Vi
0 |1 1 0 1 V2

0 |1 |0 1 1 1 V3

0 |0 1 1 1 V4
1/0/1 |1 |0 1 1 1 Vs
1 |1 1 1 1 Ve

or|1r |1 |1 0 1 0 V7
0 |1 1 0 0 Vg
oo/t (1 |0 0 1 0 Vo

Because of valuation v, ma¢ — B Fmpc =8 — @ and —a — =8 Fupc B — «.
Asvi(B) = v7(—=pB) = 1, v;(oB) = 0. Therefore, o8, —a — B Fmpc =8 — « and
o, ~a¢ — =B Fmpc B — . |
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Finally, valuation semantics allows one to clearly see that the logic mbC is not
self-extensional in Wojcicki’s sense (see [15]). We say that a propositional (Tarskian)
logic .Z satisfies weak replacement if the following holds: given formulas ¢; and g;
(for1 <i <m)suchthata; = By, ...,a, = By, thenp(ay, ..., a,) =B, ..., Br)
for every formula ¢(py, ..., p,). Here, « = B is an abbreviation for & ¢ § and
B o a. Alogic is said to be self-extensional if it satisfies weak replacement.

It is easy to comprehend, by using valuations, that mbC does not satisfy weak
replacement and so it is not self-extensional. Indeed, from o = B, it does not follow
in general that #o = #8, for # € {—, o}. For instance, (p; A p2) = (p2 A p1). How-
ever, neither —(p; A p2) = —(pa A p1) nor o(p; A p2) = o(pa A py): it is enough
to consider a mbC-valuation v such that v(p; A p2) = 1, v(=(p1 A p2)) =1 (and
sov(o(p1 A p2)) = 0), but v(=(p2 A p1)) = 0and v(o(p2 A p1)) = 1.

Moreover, since mbC and several of its extensions do not admit a non-trivial
logical consequence, they are not algebraizable even in the wide framework of Blok
and Pigozzi (see [16-20]). The question of algebraizability of extensions of mbC
will be analyzed in Chaps.4 and 6.

2.4 Recovering Classical Logic Inside mbC

The laws governing the operator — of mbC define a paraconsistent negation, making
it weaker than the classical negation (which will be represented from now on by the
symbol ~). In order to clarify the relationship between mbC and classical proposi-
tional logic (CPL), the notion of translations and conservative translations between
logics, introduced in [21], will be used. In what follows, if * is a mapping defined on
formulas and I" is a set of formulas, then ['* = {y* : y e I'}.

Definition 2.4.1 (Translation between Logics ([21])) Let £ and £, be logics
with sets of formulas £; and £,, respectively. A mapping *: £; — L, is said to be
a translation from £ to £ if, forevery ' U {a} C Ly:

I' b4 o - ' Fo o
And it is said to be a conservative translation if it satisfies the stronger property:
I' by o — r* Fe at. [

Recall the notion of standard logic (Definition 2.1.4). A logic satisfying item (ii)
of that definition is called monotonic, while a logic satisfying item (iv) is said to be
finitary. The following result can be stated (see [6]):

Theorem 2.4.2 Let £ and £ be two logics, where £ is finitary and £, is
monotonic, such that both logics have implications — and —' respectively, satis-
fying the Deduction meta-theorem DMT (see Proposition 2.1.14). Suppose that *:
Ly — L, is a mapping for which:
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Fo o o Fo, o,
and this mapping is such that (¢ — B)* = «* —' B*. Then * is a translation from
L1 to L. If, additionally, both £\ and £, are finitary and monotonic, and *
satisfies the stronger property:
Fog o ‘= Fe o,
then the mapping * is a conservative translation.

Proof Supposethat” g, o. By the finitariness of ., there is a finite 'y C I" such
that 'y k¢, . Suppose that I'g = {yi, ..., y»} is nonempty. Then, given the fact

that — satisfies DMT, kg y) — ( oo (). ) From the hypothesis on
* 1t is the case that:

Feo, (y1—> (...—>(yn—>a)...))*

Feo v~ (—)’ (yr —>'oc*)...).

thus

Given the fact that —’ satisfies DMT,

* * *
Yie--sVy b

and, given the monotonicity of %5, I'* kg, a*. The remaining is proved similarly.
The case when I is empty is even simpler. (]

Definition 2.4.3 Let X, be the signature {A, vV, —, ~} (recall Definition 2.1.3). Let
CPL be the Hilbert calculus for Classical Propositional Logic which is defined over
the language Ly, obtained from the Hilbert calculus for CPL" (see comment after
Definition 2.1.13) by adding the following axiom schemas:

oV~ (TND)
o — (Na — ,8) (exp)
The consequence relation generated by CPL will be denoted by Fcpr.. |

Notice that the two axioms above, (TND) and (exp), are tertium non datur and
the classical explosion law, both w.r.t. the negation ~.

It will be useful to consider the expansion of CPL to the language generated by
the signature X7 = X. U {o}, obtained by adding a trivial consistency operator o
such that o« is always a top formula:
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Definition 2.4.4 Let CPL° be the calculus over X? obtained by adding to CPL the
axiom schema ocw. |

It is clear that CPL° is sound and complete w.r.t. the classical 2-valued truth-
tables for the connectives in X, displayed below, with the addition of the following
truth-table for o:

AL[o] [v]tfo] [=]1]0]
r[1[o [1]1][1] [T]1]0
0jojo] [o1/0o [0t

a| ~a a | o
110 1|1
01 01

where 1 is the unique designated truth-value. That is: for every I' U {¢} C Ls.,
I' Fepre ¢ iff T =cpre ¢, where =cpre is the semantical consequence relation
defined by the logical matrix above (recall the notion of logical matrix in Defini-
tion 4.1.2).

Proposition 2.4.5 Lett : Ly — Ls be the mapping which replaces — by ~.7 Then
t is a translation from mbC to CPL°. That is: for every I' U {¢} C Lyx, I Func @
implies t[I'] Fcpre t (). The mapping t is not a conservative translation.

Proof 1Tt is clear that mbC is sound for the truth-tables above which caracterize the
logic CPL°, whenever — is interpreted by the truth-table for ~. Indeed, it is enough
to see that every instance of an axiom of mbC is a tautology w.r.t. the truth-tables
for CPL° when — is interpreted as ~. This means that, for every I' U {¢} C Ly,
I' Fmbe ¢ implies ¢[I'] =cpre #(¢). As CPL? is complete for such semantics, it
follows that, for every I' U {9} C Ly, I Fmpc ¢ implies ¢[T"] Fcpre #(¢). This
shows that 7 is a translation from mbC to CPL°. The mapping ¢ is not a conservative
translation: for instance, if p and ¢ are two distinct propositional variables, then

t(p),t(—p) Fepre t(g) (ie., p, ~p Fcpre q) but p, —=p Fmpc g.
Recall that X denotes the signature {A, vV, —, —} (see Definition 2.1.3).

Proposition 2.4.6 Let ty : Ly, — Ly, be the mapping which replaces — by ~.8
Then ty is a translation from the Xo-fragment of mbC to CPL. More precisely: for
every ' U{p} C Ly, I' Fmpc ¢ implies t[I'] Fcpr to(@). The mapping t, is not a
conservative translation.

Proof Observe that t, is the restriction to Ly, of the mapping ¢ of Proposition 2.4.5.
Thus, for every I' U {¢} € Lx,, I' Fmpc ¢ implies #[I'] Fcpre fo(¢). Combining

7In formal terms, 7 is recursively defined as follows: t (p) = pif p € Var;t(—a) = ~t(a);t (o) =
of(a);and t(a # B) = t() #1(B) if # € {V, A, >}

81n formal terms, 7 is recursively defined as follows: 7p(p) = pif p € Var; to(—a) = ~to(x); and
to(a# B) = to(a) #19(B) if# € {V, A, >}
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this with the clear fact that CPL° is a conservative extension of CPL it follows
that, for every I' U {9} € Lx,, ' Fmpc ¢ implies #[I'] Fcpr to(¢). Thus, £ is a
translation. The proof that £, is not a conservative translation is identical to the one
for ¢ given above, by changing CPL° by CPL. (]

The last result simply shows that the fragment of mbC without o is a proper
sublogic of CPL (once we interpret — as ~). Moreover, Proposition 2.4.5 shows that
the full logic mbC is a proper sublogic of CPL®, the (inessential) expansion of CPL
obtained by adding o« as a top formula. Indeed, some interactions valid in CPL
between the negation and the other connectives are missing in mbC, for instance
the ones described in Propositions 2.3.4(1) and 2.3.5. Of course, the fact that ~ is
explosive while — is not is the first evidence that the negation — of mbC is weaker
than the negation ~ of CPL.

However, mbC is not as weak as it seems: actually, CPL can be fully interpreted
inside mbC, as we shall see. Moreover, mbC can be regarded as an expansion of
CPL obtained by adding a consistency operator o and a paraconsistent negation —
(see Sect.2.5). In this sense, mbC can be seen both as a subsystem of CPL° and as
a conservative extension of CPL.

There are two natural ways to reproduce CPL inside mbC: one is to consider con-
servative translations, while the other is to state a Derivability Adjustment Theorem
(or DAT) between CPL and mbC as follows:

Theorem 2.4.7 Lett' : Ls, — Ly, be the mapping which replaces ~ with —.° Then
the following holds: for every I' U {¢} C L5,

T Fepr ¢ iff oA, t'[T'] Fmbe /(@) for some A © Ly,

where oA = {oa : o € A}.10

Proof For the ‘only if” part, suppose that I Fcpr, ¢ and let r be a derivation ¢; - - - ¢,
of ¢ from I" in CPL. The sequence t'(;r) provided by #'(¢;) . .. t'(¢,) is not, in gen-
eral, a derivation of #'(¢) from ¢'[T"] in mbC because some instances of the explo-
sion law (exp) could occur in 7. But the sequence #'(77) can be transformed into a
derivation in mbC as follows: for each ¢; = o; — (~®; — ;) occurring in 7 as an
instance of axiom (exp) (not occurring, therefore, as an hypothesis or as the conse-
quence of an application of MP), replace the formulat'(¢;) = t'(¢;) — (—t'(@;) —
t'(B;)) in t'(;r) by the following sequence: ot’(¢;) (ot (a;) — t'(¢;))t' (¢;). Observe
that the latter sequence is a derivation of ¢’ (¢;) from {ot'(¢;)} in mbC, as ot’(a;) —
t'(¢;) is an instance of axiom (bcl). After completing this procedure, a new sequence
7" of formulas will be obtained from ¢’ (7). Let A € Ly, be the set of all the formulas
t'(o;) used in the procedure described above. In this way, 7’ is clearly a derivation
in mbC of #'(¢) from oA U ¢'[T"], and consequently oA, t'[T'] Fmpc ' (¢).

°In formal terms, ¢’ is defined recursively as follows: ¢'(p) = p if p € Var; t'(~a) = —t'(a); and
Pa#B) =t () #1'(B)if# € {Vv, A, =}

10Notice that the mapping ¢’ is necessary only because we consider different signatures for mbC
and CPL.



2.4 Recovering Classical Logic Inside mbC 47

For the ‘if* part, suppose that oA, '[T'] Fmpc t'(¢) for some A C Ly,. By
Proposition 2.4.5 and the soundness of CPL° w.r.t. its truth-tables, it follows that
of[A], T =cprLe @, given that 1(t'(B8)) = B for every B € Ly, . However, every for-
mula in of[A] is a tautology in CPL°. So, I' =cpr. ¢, by definition of the semantics
of CPL°. Given the completeness of CPL w.r.t. its truth-tables, I" Fcpy, ¢. O

By employing a conservative translation, another form to reproduce CPL inside
mbC can be obtained. Before defining the translation mapping, it is necessary to
observe that, as a consequence of axiom (bcl), a bottom formula Lg is always

definable in mbC from a given formula 8 as 14 E BA (=B AB):

B|—BloB|Ls
111 10 |0 |v
0 [1 |0 [v
0 [0 |v3
Of1 |1 [0 |vg
0 [0 |vs

which is represented here in a more compact and natural way:

BlLlp
0
00

—

Now, by combining L g with the implication connective — (as is done for instance,
in intuitionistic logic or even in classical logic, see Sect.2.5), a new unary operator
(namely, a negation) can be defined as follows. Let 8(p) be a formula which depends
exclusively on the propositional variable p, and let ~g,) be the unary operator

defined as follows: ~g(p) p = p— L s(p)- By substitution, it is clear that ~g o =
a — L g, for every formula «. To simplify the notation, we will write 1 g and ~go
instead of L g(q) and ~g ), respectively, for every formula «. Observe that the new
operator produces the following table:

a|B|Llg|~pa
1{1/0 |0 Vi
1/0/0 |0 V2
o[Ljo |1 V3
000 |1 V4
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or, in a more compact way,

O =

Observe that ~4 satisfies the basic properties of a Boolean negation:

o|~paja AN~gaio vV ~ga
0 0 1
0|1 0 1

—

and « is semantically equivalent to ~g~ga (observe the abuse of notation in the
last formula: indeed, it should be written as ~g(~,. o)~ p@ o). Because of these
properties, the operator ~g defined in mbC as above for every formula B(p), is
called a strong negation. In order to simplify the notation a bit more, from now on
(and when there is no risk of confusion), we will write L and ~ instead of 1 g and
~g, respectively.

The bottom L and the strong negation ~ satisfy the following properties:

Proposition 2.4.8 The following holds in mbC, for every I' U {p} C Ly
(i) L Fmnc ¢

(i) If T, ¢ Frpe L then T Fype —eo.

(iii) ~¢ Fmbc —@, and 50 Fmbe ~@ — .

Proof (i) It is a consequence of the definition of L and axiom (bcl).

(i) Assume that I, ¢ Fppe L. By item (i), L Fppe —¢ and then T, ¢ Fype —o.
Since is always the case that I, =¢ Fyupc —¢, it follows that I' Fyupc —¢, by Propo-
sition 2.1.14(iii).

(iii) By definition of ~ and by MP, ~¢, ¢ Fmpc L. Then ~¢ Fypc —¢, by item (ii).
Finally, Fype ~¢ — —¢ by DMT. O

More properties of the strong negation will be proved in Chap. 7, Proposition 7.2.2.

As was done in da Costa’s logic C, another negation operator in mbC could be
defined as follows: ©a = —a A ow. Despite © being explosive, it does not behave
exactly as expected, as tertium non datur is not satisfied (see valuation vs below):

al—olox | BulaNBalaV Oa
111 |0 |0 |0 1 V1
0o (1 |0 |0 1 %)
00 |0 1 V3
0o/1 |1 |1 |0 1 V4
00 |0 0 Vs
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Additionally, & does not satisfy the law of double negation: take an mbC-valuation
v such that v(p) =1 for a given propositional variable. From this, it follows that
v(©p) =0 and so v(—6p) = 1. Suppose that v(c&p) = 0. Then v(66p) =0,
showing that Fyupc (p — ©6p). Now, consider an mbC-valuation V' such that
Vi(p) =0, vV(&p) =0 (and so V(—6p) =1), and V' (0c©p) = 1. From this,
V' (©6p) = 1 and therefore ¥ e (©6Sp — p).

It is possible to correct all the failures of the operator © by requiring the following
additional property to the valuations:

vie) =0 = v(ox)=1.

It is easy to prove that this strategy corresponds to adding to mbC the following
axiom schema:

oV oo.

The following proposition shows that tertium non datur is indeed equivalent to the
law above, and it shows also that the law of double negation will be automatically
satisfied by the alternative negation &:

Proposition 2.4.9 Let £ be an extension of mbC.
()Fe aVoa iff F¢ aVoo.
(i)If Fy a VvV Oa then Fy a - 66a and +o S6a — a.

Proof (i) Observe that o V Sa = o V (—a A oa) is equivalent to (o V —a) A
(o V oar) (by distributivity), which is in turn equivalent to « Vv o« (given that o V —«
is a theorem of .%). This proves the result.

(ii) As observed above, an extension .Z proving the theorem « V Se, is character-
ized by mbC-valuations which must satisfy: for every «, if v(or) = 0 then v(oar) = 1.
It is easy to see, then, that the unique counterexamples of the law of double negation
in both directions (see comment above) are now forbidden, as « is now logically
equivalent to 66« in .Z. O

This point will be resumed in Sect. 3.

Now, profiting from the strong negation ~ g definable inmbC (as discussed above),
we show that the mapping that replaces the classical negation ~, with the defined
operator ~g, is a conservative translation from CPL to mbC. This constitutes an
alternative way to recover classical logic inside mbC.

Proposition 2.4.10 Fix a given formula 8(p,) € Lx which depends exclusively on
the propositional variable p (for instance, B = py). The mapping © : Ly, — Ly is
recursively defined as follows:

p®=p, ifpeVar;
(~a)® = ~5(@®);
(@#pB)® =a®#8° ifte{v,A, =)
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In this way © is a conservative translation from CPL to mbC. That is: for every
FUi{e} € Ls,,
T FcpL ¢ iff T Fmbe ¢©.

Proof By Theorem 2.4.2, it suffices to prove that Fcpr, ¢ iff Fmpc ¢©, for every
formulag € Ly, .

For the ‘only if” part, recall that CPL is obtained from CPL* by adding axiom
schemas (TND) and (exp). As mbC is an extension of CPL™", and the translation of
all the instances of axiom schemas and rules of CPL* produces instances of axiom
schemas and rules of CPL™ (and so of mbC), the only cases to be analyzed are the
two axiom schemas (TND) and (exp). Thus, let ¢ V ~¢ and ¢ — (~¢ — ) be
instances of (TND) and (exp), respectively. They are translated by © as the formulas
PV ~5(®) and ¢© — (~p(¢®) — ¥©), respectively. But, as observed above,
a V ~ga is always true and o A ~ga is always false for the mbC-valuations, for
every a. Being 50, 9© vV ~4(¢®) and ¢© — (~5(¢®) — ¥©) are always true for
mbC-valuations. Thus, they are derivable in mbC, by completeness. This shows that
if Fepr ¢ then Fppe ©.

For the ‘if” part, suppose that Fypc @©. By Proposition 2.4.5 it follows that
Fcpre 1(¢®). However, in CPL®, the formula #(~ga) is equivalent to ~#(«), for
every «. As a consequence, it is easy to prove by induction on the complexity of
@ that t(¢®) is equivalent to ¢ in CPL°. Hence Fcpre ¢ and so, by the fact that
CPL’ is a conservative extension of CPL, it follows that Fcpr, ¢, which completes
the proof. ]

2.5 Reintroducing mbC as an Expansion of CPL

The results of the previous section, in particular Proposition 2.4.10, suggest that a
different language based on the signature ¥, = {L, —, —, o} could be used formbC
(recall Definition 2.1.3). This is the proposal found in [6], on which this section is
based.

The notion of complexity of a formula in Ly, is defined analogously to Defini-
tion 2.1.11:

Definition 2.5.1 (Formula Complexity in Ly, ) The complexity of a given formula
¢ € Ly, denoted by I(¢p), is recursively defined as follows:

1. If ¢ = p, where p € Var U {_L}, then I(p) = 1;
2. If o = —a, thenl(p) = () + 1;

3. If ¢ = oa, then [(¢) = [(a) + 2;

4, Ifo =a — B, thenl(p) =Il(x) +1(B) + 1.

As observed in the previous section, any formula 8 defines a bottom constant
in mbC as follows: Lg = B A (—B A op) and then CPL can be recovered within
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mbC by means of a conservative translation (see Proposition 2.4.10). This suggests
that it is possible to consider from the start a 0-ary connective L and the axiom
schemas for CPL in the signature X , as well as the corresponding axiom schemas
for the paraconsistent negation — and the consistency operator o, to obtain a new
axiomatization of mbC in the signature X, .

Besides the simplification it achieves (for instance, when doing proofs by induc-
tion on the complexity of a formula), a justification for the use of this new language
is that 1, being so important in the context of LFIs, is usually defined with respect
to a formula B(a) as Lgw), and so there is an infinitude of such bottom formu-
las. The same observation applies to the classical negation (~), which is defined as
~pe® = @ — Lg, and so there are infinitely many classical negations inside
mbC, with the index 8 («) varying with «. For that reason, the inclusion of bottom
L to the signature allows to define a distinguished classical negation as expected:

Definition 2.5.2 (Classical Negation in Ly, ) Let p be a propositional variable. The
classical negation is defined in signature X ; by means of the following formula:

~pd=efp—>J_.
|

Hence, if « is any formula in Ly, then ~o £ a— L, by substitution. This
constitutes a significant simplification with respect to the signature X, where the
index of the negation varies with the formula being negated. From this, L and ~ can be
considered the canonical choices for bottom and the classical negation inside mbC.
Moreover, the new presentation of mb(C in this signature is equivalent to consider this
logic as an expansion of classical propositional logic CPL (this time defined in the
signature {—, 1}) by adding a paraconsistent negation and a consistency operator.
This allows mbC to be seen as a kind of bimodal logic based on CPL.

2.5.1 The New Presentation mbC* of mbC

Definition 2.5.3 (mbC™) The calculus mbC*" is defined over the language L5, by
the following Hilbert calculus:

Axiom schemas:

a— (B— ) (Ax1)

(ot — (,8 — y)) — ((a — ﬂ) — (a — y)) (Ax2)
~~o = o (~~)

~o = o (~)

oo = (—a > ~a) (bclt)
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Inference rule:
o oa—>f

MP
5 (MP)
]

As was argued for mbC in Proposition 2.1.14, the calculus mbC* satisfies the
Deduction meta-theorem DMT:

Theorem 2.5.4 (Deduction meta-theorem) For every I' U {p, ¥} C Ly =
FUfelbmper v <= Thgpyet ¢ > ¥

The following result is well-known in the literature. See a proof, for instance, in
Chap. 1 of Church’s book [22] (where the system CPLy, below is called P, ).

Proposition 2.5.5 Let Xy be the signature {—, 1 }. Consider the logic CPLy, given
by the Hilbert calculus over the signature Xy which is formed by the axiom schemas
(Ax1), (Ax2) and (~~) plus the rule (MP). In this way CPLy, constitutes a sound
and complete axiomatization of CPL in the signature v (by taking ~ as in Defin-
ition 2.5.2).

Remark 2.5.6 The axiomatization CPLy of CPL in the signature {—, L} was firstly
proposed in 1939 by Wajsberg (see [23]).

The next technical lemma is required for establishing the completeness theorem
in the following section.

Lemma 2.5.7 All the following formulas are theorems of mbC-:
1.1l -«

2 (> B)—>a)—>a

3-(a—>y)—>((/3—>V)—>(((a—>ﬁ)—>/3)—>y))
4.(a—>y)—>((ﬁ—)y)—)(((q—)L)—)ﬁ)—)y))

Proof Tt follows from the fact that all these formulas are classic tautologies in the
signature {—, L} and they can therefore be derived in mbC- by Proposition 2.5.5. (]

"Not to be confused with Sette’s P1, see Sect.4.4.4. To be more precise Pj contains, besides MP,
the inference rule of Uniform Substitution, since the axioms are presented by using propositional
variables instead of schema formulas.
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2.5.2 Valuation Semantics for mbC

Now a valuation semantic, adapted from that for mbC, will be proposed for mbC~.

Definition 2.5.8 (Valuations formbC") A functionv : L5, — {0, 1}isavaluation
for mbC-=, or an mbC-valuation, if it satisfies the following clauses:

(vBot) v(1) =0

(vNeg) v(ma) =0 — v(a) =1

(vCon) vica) =1 — v(a) =0 or v(—a)=0.

wImp) vie > B)=1 < v@)=0or v(f) =1

The set of all such valuations will be designated by ymbC |

A technical result is given below, whose demonstration will be used latter on,
more specifically in the proof of Theorem 2.5.20.

Lemma 2.5.9 Let vy : Var — {O, 1} be a mapping. Then there exists a valuation

Il .
v e VP extending vy.

Proof For € Ly, , the truth-values of v() are defined by induction on /(). To
begin, if i is such that /() = 1, then either ¢ € Var or ¢y = L. In the first case,
the valuation is defined as v(y) = vo(¢). In the second case, we define v(yr) = 0.

Now, suppose that the valuation v is already defined for all v’ such that [ (¥) < n,
where n > 1 (induction hypothesis), and let ¥ such that /(y/) = n. According to the
main connective of i, the definition goes as follows:

1. If y = a — B, then:
vie - B) =1 S vie) =0orv(B) =1
2. If Y = =y, then:

_ 1 ifv(y) =0, or
V(oY) = [ arbitrary  otherwise
3. If Y = oy, then:

o 0 ifv(y) =v(—y) =1,0r
v(ey) = [arbitrary otherwise '
It is worth noting that v is well-defined, by Definition 2.5.1 of complexity. Clearly,
v is an mbC™-valuation extending vo. The easy details are left to the reader. O
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Remark 2.5.10 The reader should notice that, different to the case of valuations
over logical matrices, which are homomorphisms between algebras (see Sect.4.1 in
Chap. 4), any mapping vy : Var — {0, 1} can be extended to more than one mbC--
valuation (in fact, there are infinite mbC-valuations extending vo). This is a conse-
quence of the non-determinism inherent to valuations of this kind, in contrast with the
determinism imposed by homomorphic valuations. The question of non-determinism
versus determinism in the context of semantic approaches to LFIs will be analyzed
with more details in Chap. 6.

Now we will prove that the new logic mbC- is sound and complete for its seman-
tics of valuations.

Theorem 2.5.11 (Soundness for mbC1) For every I' U {¢} C Ly, :
Fhmpet ¢ = T Fupet @

Proof The proof of this theorem is entirely analogous than that of Theorem 2.2.2
for mbC. The only axioms to be analyzed are the new ones. Firstly observe that, for
every mbC-valuation v and for every formula o, v(~a) = 1 iff v(e) = 0. Hence,
axiom (~~) is clearly valid. Let y = ~a — —a« be an instance of axiom (~—), and
let v be an mbC*-valuation. If v(~a) = 0 then v(y) = 1, by (vImp). Otherwise, if
v(~a) = 0 then v(r) = 0 and so v(—«) = 1, by clause (vNeg). From this, v(y) = 1
by (vImp). Finally, let § be an instance oo — (—a — ~a) of axiom (bel'), and let
v be an mbC-valuation. If v(oar) = 0 then v(8) = 1, by clause (vimp). Otherwise, if
v(oa) = 1 then either v(o) = 0 or v(—a) = 0, by (vCon). If v() = 0 then v(—«a) =
v(~a) = 1 and so v(—a — ~a) = 1. If v(—«) = 0 then clearly v(—a — ~a) =1
too. In both cases v(§) = 1. O

The proof of completeness will be also analogous to that of mbC.

Theorem 2.5.12 Let "' U {¢} C Ly, with I' maximal non-trivial with respect to ¢
in mbC* (recall Definition 2.2.3). The mapping v : Lz, — {0, l} defined by:

v@)=1 <<= yeTl

forall y € Ls, is a valuation for mbC™.

Proof Let ¢ € Ly, be an arbitrary formula.

1. ¥ = 1. Suppose, by contradiction, that L eI'. As F et L — ¢ (by
Lemma?2.5.7(1))then L — ¢ € I',by Lemma?2.2.5. By MP, and using Lemma 2.2.5
again, it follows that ¢ € I', which is a contradiction. Therefore L ¢ I' and so
v(Ll) =0.

2. ¢ = —a. Suppose —« ¢ I and, by contradiction, also « ¢ I'. As I" is maximal,
it follows that I', ma Fp et @ and I', o ot @. By the deduction meta-theorem,
N'Fmper @ = ¢ and T' = o0 —a — @. Now, by Lemma 2.5.7(4), I' kot
((oz —- 1) — —-a) — ¢.However, (¢ — 1) — — is an instance of Axiom (~—),
and then (by MP) I' ., c+ ¢, which is a contradiction. Therefore:
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v(—a) =0 - vie) = 1.

3. ¥ = oa. Suppose oa € I' and, by contradiction, that both « € I" and —« € .
Then, by Axiom (bclt) and Lemma 2.2.5, ~«a € T. By the definition of ~ and
by MP, it follows that L. € I". But then, as a consequence of Lemma 2.5.7(1), it can
be inferred that ¢ € I', which is a contradiction. Therefore, either @ ¢ I'" or —a ¢ I
That is:

v(ioa) =1 - v(a) =0 or v(—a) = 0.

4.9 =a — B.Supposea — B € I'.If € I"then B € I by MP and Lemma 2.2.5.
Therefore:
vie —> B) =1 = v(ie) =0orv(B) = 1.

Now, supposex ¢ Tor B e ' If B e I"thena — B € I' by Axiom (Ax1), MP and
Lemma 2.2.5. If o ¢ T then, by the maximality of T', it follows that I', o - pcL @.
Now, suppose by contradiction that « — g ¢ I'. Then I', &« — B Fppce @. By the
deduction meta-theorem, both I' -t (@ = B) = ¢ and T' 0t @ — ¢. By

Lemma 2.5.73), T' Fppce (((a — B)—>a) > a) — ¢ and, by item 2 of that
lemma, I' ;¢ @, which is a contradiction. Therefore:

vie) =0orv(B) =1 - via — B)=1.
O

The completeness of mbC- is then an immediate consequence of Theorems 2.5.12
and 2.2.6 (which clearly holds for mbC™):

Corollary 2.5.13 (Completeness of mbC1) For every ' U {gp} C Ly, :
r ’:mbCl % - r }_mbCL %

Proof Suppose I' ¥ o1 ¢ and let A be a maximal non-trivial set with respect to ¢
in mbC+ extending I" (see Theorem 2.2.6). By Theorem 2.5.12, there is a valuation
for mbC* satisfying I' (as ' € A) but not ¢ (as ¢ ¢ A). Therefore, I' ¥t @ and
the theorem follows by contraposition. (I

2.5.3 Egquivalence Between mbC and mbC*

In this section, mbC* will be shown to be equivalent to its counterpart mbC.
By induction on the formula complexity, two mappings will now be defined which
later on will be shown to be conservative translations.



56 2 A Basic Logic of Formal Inconsistency: mbC

Definition 2.5.14 Fix an arbitrary propositional variable in Var, for instance p;. The
mapping ® : Ly, — Ly is defined inductively for all ¢ € Ly, as follows:

q® =¢q, ifq e Var;
L% = pi A (=p1 Aop);
(#a)® = #(a®) for# e {—,o};
(@ — B® =a® —» po.

Definition 2.5.15 The mapping * : Ly — Ly is defined by induction on /(¢), for
all ¢ € Ly as follows:
q*=gq, ifg € Var,
#a)* = #(™) for# € {—,o};
(@ = B =a* — B%
@V B = (e > 1) > p:
(@np)=(a*—> (B*—> 1)) > L.

The injectivity of these mappings needs to be established, in order to be possible
to properly define the valuations of Theorem 2.5.20. But, first, an intermediary result
shall be given:

Lemma 2.5.16 There are no formulas ¢, € Ly which satisfy the following
equation:

Proof Suppose, by contradiction, there is a solution in Ly for the above identity
and let ¢ and v be such a solution with a minimum value of /(¢) + [(1/). Observe
now that L is not in the image of *, and so ¢ # o« — B and ¥ # oV B for any
of these would imply 8* = L. Therefore, the only way to get the image of ¥ to
be ¢* — Liswith iy = ¥y A ¥,. Therefore p* — 1 = (1//;k - (Y5 — J_)) - 1,
and so ¢* = ¢¥f — (Y5 — 1).
There are two cases to be analyzed:
1. ¢ = ¢ = ¢,. Therefore ¢* = ¢} — @5, ¢f = Y{andp; = Y5 — L.
2. ¢ = ¢ V¢ Therefore ¢* = (¢f > L) = ¢f , ¢f > L =9 and ¢} =
¥y — L.

In both cases (2, @) is a solution to the equation in question with [ (y;) + [(¢;) <
[(¢) + (), a contradiction. O

Theorem 2.5.17 The mappings ® : Lz, — Ly and * : Ly — Lyx, from Defini-
tions 2.5.14 and 2.5.15 are injective.
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Proof Letg, ¥ € Ly, besuchthat o® = ¢ ®. By induction onl(¢) + [(y) itis easy
to prove that ¢ = . This is a consequence of the fact that, by Definition 2.5.14,
there are not two different equations having, to the right, formulas with the same
main connective.

Now, let ¢, ¢ € L5 be such that ¢* = *. The proof is given by induction,
analogous to ®. However, the induction step for which the main connective of both
sides of the above equation is — proves to be a bit more complicated. In fact, there
are three equations in Definition 2.5.15 having, to the right, a formula with — as
the main connective. So, let ¢* = o' — B’ = ¥*. Hence, there are the following
possibilities:

(@) ¢ =a — Band y =y — §. Therefore, ¢p* = o — f* = y* - §* = ¢y*. By
unique readability, it follows that «* = y* and B* = 6*. The result is then obtained
by the induction hypothesis: « = y and = §, which implies ¢ = .

) 9 =a — B and ¥ = y Vv §. Therefore, p* = a* - g* = (y* > 1) > §* =
¥*. By unique readability, «* = y* — L, which is impossible by Lemma 2.5.16.
(¢) 9 =a — Band y = y AS. This is impossible, for it would imply g* = L.
(de=aVv Bandyy =y Vv . Then, asinitem (a), » = y and B = §, given the fact
thato* - L = y* — 1 and B* = §*. Then ¢ = .

() 9 =a Vv Band ¥ = y A 4. This is impossible, for it would imply g* = L.
Hop=aApBand ¥y =y AS. Then ¢* - (B* > 1) = y* — (6* — L), which
implies @ = y and B = §. Therefore ¢ = . O

Corollary 2.5.18

1.Letgp =#y € Ly, with# € {—, o). Ifp € Im(*) = {¢* : ¥ € Ly}, there exists
a unique formula § € Ly, such that ¢ = (#3)*.

2.Letgp = #y € Ly, with# € {—,0}. Ifp € Im(®) = {¢y® : ¥ € Ly}, there exists
a unique formula § € Ly, such that ¢ = (#8)®.

Proof This result is a direct consequence of the injectivity and the very definition of
the mappings * and ©. O

Lemma 2.5.19

1. Letv € V™, Then the mapping v' : Lz, — {O, 1} defined by v'(¢) =) v(p®) is
such that v € V™",

2. Letv € V™C Then the mapping V' : Ly — {O, l} defined by V' () < v(p*) is
such that v € VmPC,

Proof 1. Let ¢ € Ly, be an arbitrary formula. We will prove that v’ satisfies the
clauses from Definition 2.5.8.

(a) ¢ = L. Then ¢® = p; A (=p1 A opy) and so v(¢®) = 0 for any valuation for
mbC. Therefore v/ (1) = v(¢p®) = 0.

(b) ¢ = —a. Then ¢® = —(a®). Therefore, if v/ (—a) = 0, then v(—(a®)) = 0 (by
definition of v'). Now, as v is a valuation for mbC, it follows that v(«®) = 1, and so
Viie) = 1.

(c) ¢ = oar. Then ¢® = o(a®). Therefore, if v/(oa) = 1, then v(o(ax®)) = 1. Now,
as v is a valuation for mbC, v(a®) = V(&) = 0 or v(—(¢®)) = V' (—a) = 0.
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(d) ¢ = a — B. Then ¢® = a® — B®. Therefore, v'(a — B) = 1 if, and only if,
v(@® — B®) = 1. But the last occurs exactly when v(a®) = 0 or v(8®) = 1, that
is, exactly when v'(«) = 0 or v (B8) = 1.

2. Let ¢ € Ly be an arbitrary formula. We will prove that v’ is an mbC-valuation. If
@ is of the form —«, oo, or @ — B, the proof is similar to that of item 1 above. Now,
for the remaining cases:

(a) ¢ = a Vv B. Then ¢* = (¢* — 1) — B* and therefore, Vv'(x Vv 8) = v((a* —
1) — ,3*). Since — and L are interpreted as in propositional classical logic, it fol-
lows that V' (a V B) = v(p*) = 1iff v/(a) = v(a*) = 1 or v/(B) = v(B*) = 1.

() ¢ =a A B. Then ¢* = (a* — (B* —> J_)) — 1 and therefore, V(o A B) =

v((a* — (B* —> J_)) — J_). In line with the argument in the previous item, it fol-
lows that v'(a A B) = v(p*) = 1iff V(@) = v(@*) = land V() =v(8*) =1. O

The next lemma establishes that when there is a model (or counter-model) for a
formula ¢ in mbC+, there also exists a model (or counter-model) for ©® in mbC.
Similarly, given a model (or counter-model) for a formula ¢ in mbC, there also exists
a model (or counter-model) for ¢* in mbC=. As it will become clear later on, this
result suffices to prove that the translations in question are conservative ones.

Lemma 2.5.20

L
1. Let v € V™C, Therefore, there exists v € V™€ such that v'(¢*) = v(@), for
every ¢ € Ly.
2. Let v € VmbC, Therefore, there exists vV € V™C such that v (¢®) = v(¢), for
everyp € Ly, .

Proof 1. Let v be a valuation for mbC. Define a mapping v' : Ly, — {0, 1} by
induction on the complexity of the formula ¢ € Ly as follows:

— If ¢ = g € Var, thenV'(g) = v(q).

~Ify = L, thenv'(L) = 0.

- Ify =8 — y,thenv'(§ = y) =1iff vV(§) =0orv(y) = 1.
— If Y = —y, then

1 itVv(y)=0
ViEy) =1 v(=8)  if—y = (=)
arbitrary otherwise.
— If ¢ = oy, then
0 ifv(y) =v(=y) =1
Vi(oy) = v(08) if oy = (08)*

arbitrary otherwise.

Using Corollary 2.5.18, it is easy to prove by induction on the complexity of
formulas t{lat V' is well-defined and v'(¢*) = v(¢) for every ¢ € Lx. Additionally,
Vv € VmPC" by the proof of Lemma 2.5.9.
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2. Let v be a valuation for mbC=. Consider a mapping v’ : Ly, — {O, 1} defined by
induction as follows:

— If ¥ = g € Var, thenv'(q) = v(q).
—Ify =8Ay,thenV(§ Ay)=1iff V(§) =V (y) = 1.
- Ify =8vy,thenV(§Vvy)=0iff vV/(§) =V (y) =0.
- Ifyy=8— y,thenv'(§ — y) =1iff vV(§) =0orv(y) = 1.
— If ¢y = —y, then
1 ifv(y) =0
V(i) =1 v(=8)  if oy = ()P
arbitrary  otherwise.

— If ¢ = oy, then

0 ifVvV(y)=v(—y)=1
Vi(oy) = v(08)  if oy = (08)®
arbitrary otherwise.

Using Corollary 2.5.18, one can simply prove by induction on the complexity of
formulas that v’ is well-defined and v'(¢®) = v(¢) for every ¢ € Ly .- Moreover,
v € VmPC by the proof of Lemma 2.5.9. O

The equivalence between these logics in the different languages can then be estab-
lished by the following theorem:

Lemma 2.5.21 The functions *: Ly — Lx, and ® : Ly, — Lx satisfy the
following:

Fapct ¢ Fmbc %
Fmbc @ — l_mbCl ¢*~

Proof As a consequence of the completeness of the logics in both languages, the
lemma can be proved by using valuation semantics, namely:

By mct @ = Eymbc ¢ ®
= ymbC < = ymbct @ *
or equivalently by contraposition:

WeV™C @) =0 = e V™C.y(®) =0

e V™ ) =0 < Jve V™ e =0.
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For the first equivalence, suppose that there exists v € VmbC quch that v(p) = 0.
By item 2 of Lemma 2.5.20, there exists v/ € V™€ such that v/(¢®) = v(p) = 0.
Conversely, if v(¢®) = 0 for some v € ymbC then, by item 1 of Lemma 2.5.19, there
exists v/ € V™C guch that v/ (g) = v(¢®) = 0.

Now, suppose that there exists v € V™PC such that v(p) = 0. Because of item 1 of
Lemma 2.5.20, there exists v/ € V™C" such that v/ (¢*) = v(p) = 0. Conversely, if
v(p*) = Oforsomev € ymbC* then, by Lemma2.5.19, item 2, there exists v/ € ymbC
such that v'(¢) = v(p*) = 0. O

Theorem 2.5.22 The mapping ® : Ls, — Ly is a conservative translation from
mbC' to mbC. The mapping * : Ly — Ly . IS a conservative translation from
mbC o mbC*.

Proof This result is a direct consequence of Theorem 2.4.2 and Lemma 2.5.21. O

It is worth noting that the disjunction Vv inside mbC* must be defined exactly
as it is proposed here: if disjunction is interpreted as it usually is, in terms of the
implication, the resulting mapping is no longer a conservative translation:

Proposition 2.5.23 Let * : Ly, — Ly, be the translation mapping of Definition
2.5.15 except in the case of the clause for Vv, which is replaced by the following:
(x Vv pB)" = (a* — ﬂ*) — B*. Then the mapping *, thus defined, it is not a conser-
vative translation even though it is a translation from mbC to mbC=.

Proof First observe that both formulas @ v 8 and (0« — B) — B are translated into
the same formula:

*
(VP =" —pg)—>p=(a—>p—p),
and thus the translation is not injective. Moreover, there is a way to choose a formula
whose translation under * is a theorem, while there is some other formula translated in

the same theorem which is not a theorem of the source logic. Consider, for instance,
the formula L) in L5 and let ¢ be the formula =1 4, that is:

<p:ﬂ(o(avﬂ)/\—‘(avﬁ)/\(avﬂ)).

It is easy to see that ¢* is a theorem of mbC=, and ¢ is also a theorem of mbC. But
now consider the following formula in Lyx:

p==(o(@—> B —> B r=@VhHA@VH).
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It is a straightforward task to prove that ¢* = ¢*, however, ¥ is not a theorem in the
source logic. This shows that

Fmbc ¥ #=  Fupct ¥
([l

This illustrates the consequences of a logic not being self-extensional (recall the
end of Sect.2.3) and draws our attention to the care required when dealing with this
kind of logic. The last proposition shows that the right translation of disjunctions
inside mbC is done through a schema formula that uses — and L. As the example
above shows, the other formulation of disjunction (just using —) simply does not
work, despite both formulations being equivalent in mbC=.

Although mbC and mbC are equivalent in the sense of being inter-translatable,
they are not the same logic: there are some subtle distinctions between them, that
will be explored in Sect. 3.4.
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