Algebraic and logistic investigations on free lattices

Paul Lorenzen'

It is well known that lattice theory was founded by Dedekind by means of his
ideal-theoretic investigations. It has turned out lately that the essential property of
Dedekind’s system of ideals lies in the fact that ideals form a semilattice (§1). Ideal
theory leads in this way to the question about all semilattices over an arbitrary
preordered set M. The simple answer is contained in §2. The question about all
distributive lattices over M may be answered just as simply. In both cases, among
the semilattices vs. distributive lattices over M, one is distinguished by the fact
that all others are homomorphic to it. We call this distinguished semilattice vs.
distributive lattice the free semilattice vs. free distributive lattice over M.

One comes to new questions at investigating more special semilattices over M.
It is known e.g. that M can always be extended into a complete boolean lattice.
Is there, among these extensions, always the free complete boolean lattice over M,
which is distinguished by the fact that all others are homomorphic to it?

In §3, first the existence of the free orthocomplemented semilattice over M is
proved. The method used here may also be followed to lead the existence proof
for the free countably complete boolean lattice over M.

The significance of the proofs of existence is not exhausted in pure lattice theory,
but finds an important application in logistics. It is well known that the formalisa-
tion of logic has been—beside ideal theory—a further impulse for the development
of lattice theory. Nevertheless, logistics were only able to exploit a modicum of
lattice-theoretic results.

In §4 we however show on a simple calculus of propositions how the question of
freedom from contradiction and the decision problem is answered immediately by
the existence proof for free orthocomplemented semilattices.

In part IT (§§5-8), the freedom from contradiction of ramified-type logic includ-
ing the axiom of infinity is being proved by the method of the existence proof
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for the free countably complete boolean lattice. Knowledge of part I (§§1-4) is
however not assumed.

By the fact that the basic thought of lattice theory is being used only implicitly,
the proof of freedom from contradiction appears somehow as the continuation of
the original approach by which Gentzen proved the freedom from contradiction of
arithmetic without complete induction in his Ph.D. thesis. Freedom from contra-
diction results in fact as an immediate conclusion therefrom, that each theorem
of the calculus may be deduced ‘without detour.” The proof described here goes
however beyond Gentzen’s proof, as|®? the calculus whose freedom from contra-
diction is proved contains arithmetic including complete induction as part. This
calculus is equivalent to the one used by Russell and Whitehead in the Principia
mathematica if the axiom of reducibility is removed there. As this axiom is not
comprised, our calculus does not contain classical analysis, although the analytic
modes of inference may still be represented in this calculus—with the restrictions
required by ramified-type theory.

The extension of Gentzen’s approach to a so much richer calculus succeeds
without addition of new means. Only the concept of deducibility without detour
is extended by allowing certain induction rules in which a conclusion is inferred
from infinitely many premisses.

The progress with regard to the work of Fitch! lies in the constructive character
of all inferences used. Only hereby does our proof fulfil the demands that have
been addressed since Hilbert to a proof of freedom from contradiction.

In §5 the calculus whose freedom from contradiction is to be proved is presented.
It will be called shortly the deductive calculus. It will be confronted in §6 to an
inductive calculus that may be thought of as a specification of the concept of
deducibility without detour. The inductive calculus is free from contradiction in
a trivial way, so that for the freedom from contradiction of the deductive calculus
one has to show that the inductive calculus is stronger than the deductive. This
proof uses only inductions on formulae vs. theorems as auxiliary means, i.e. the
fact that the concept of formula vs. theorem is defined constructively. In contrast,
the so-called transfinite induction is not used.

By a little modification of the proof, it is established over and above in §8
that the axiom of reducibility is independent from the remaining axioms of the
deductive calculus. In fact, the deductive calculus remains free from contradiction
if countability of all sets is requested in addition. Cantor’s diagonal procedure
yields then in the extended calculus the refutability of the axiom of reducibility.

1. Basic concepts. We gather first the basic concepts of the theory of semilattices.
Let M be a set and < a binary relation in M. Let a, b, - - - be the elements of M.

LF. B. Fitch, The consistency of the ramified Principia, J. Symbolic Logic, vol. 3 (1938),
pp. 140-149, and The hypothesis that infinite classes are similar, ibid., vol. 4 (1939), pp. 159—
162.
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(A) M is called ‘preordered’ (w.r.t. <) if holds:
1. a<a.
2. a<b,b<c - a<c?
Instead of b < a we also write @ > b. If @ < b and a > b hold, then we write a = b.?
= is an equivalence relation. |3

(B) M is called a ‘semilattice’ (w.r.t. <) if M is preordered (w.r.t. <) and if for
each a, b there is a ¢ with:

3.1 c<a.
3.2 c<b.
3.3 r<a,z<b = x<ec

¢ is uniquely determined (w.r.t. =). We write ¢ = a A b.

(C) M is called a ‘lattice’ (w.r.t. <) if M is a semilattice (w.r.t. <) and simul-
taneously a semilattice (w.r.t. ). If ¢ fulfils the conditions 3.1-3.3 with > instead
of <, then we write c=a Vv b.

(D) M is called a ‘distributive lattice’ (w.r.t. <) if M is a lattice (w.r.t. <) and
if holds
4. aAhc<b,a<bvec - a<h

(E) If M vs. M’ is a preordered set (w.r.t. <) vs. (w.r.t. <’), then M’ is called
a ‘part’ of M if M’ is a subset of M and if for each a/,b’ € M’ holds o/ <' V' 2
a < V.2 If M is a semilattice vs. lattice, then M is called a semilattice vs. lattice
‘over M if M’ is a part of M.

If M is a semilattice vs. lattice over M’, then M is called a ‘minimal’ semilattice
vs. lattice over M’ if M does not contain a proper subset My for which holds:

(1) M’ C M.
(2) ag,bg € My, c=agANby — c€ M.
(3) ag,bg € Mg, c=agVby — cé€ M.
(F) If M and M’ are preordered sets (w.r.t. <), then a relation p between
M and M’ is called a ‘homomorphism’ from M into M’ if holds:
1] To each a € M there is an ¢’ € M’ with a p a'.
2] apa,dy=dy - apd.
3 apad ,bpb,a<b - ad <V.
[ p p

If M and M’ are semilattices vs. lattices, then a ‘homomorphism’ from M into M’
is called a ‘semilattice homomorphism’ vs. ‘lattice homomorphism’ if holds:
[3.1] apa,bpb — aANbpd AV.
[3.2] apa,bpt > avbpadvl.
(aAbpa AD meansc=aAb,d =d ANV - cpc)

A homomorphism p from M into M’ is called an ‘isomorphism’ from M into M’
if holds:

2Je.a<band b<c implies a < c.

3We do not assume a = b — a = b. The concepts under (E) and (F) must hereby be defined
somewhat differently than usual.

4Le. o/ <' b equivalent with o/ < ¥'.



[4] apa ,bpbt ,a <b — a<b

A homomorphism vs. isomorphism from M into M’ is called a homomorphism
vs. isomorphism from M ‘onto M’ if holds:

[5] To each @’ € M’ there is an a € M with a p a'.

M’ is called ‘homomorphic’ vs. ‘isomorphic’ to M if there is a homomorphism
vs. isomorphism from M onto M’. If M’ is homomorphic vs. isomorphic to M,
and if My is a part of M and M’, then M’ is called homomorphic vs. isomorphic
to M ‘over My’ if there is a homomorphism from M onto M’ such that for each
ag € My holds ag p ag.|**

2. Free semilattices and distributive lattices. Let M be a preordered set. The
minimal semilattices over M may be characterised by relations in M with a finite
number of places, as shown in the following theorems.

THEOREM 1. If H is a semilattice over M, then for the relation in M defined
by

ay, ,apFb2a A---ANa, <Db
holds:
1. alt a.
2. ai, - ,apFb—>ay,---,a,,ckb.
3. A1,y Gp b —>aq, -, 041,04, -, an F b
4. ay, - ,ap,Fciay, -, an,ckEb—>ay,---,a, b

THEOREM 2. If M is preordered, then the relation defined by
ay,---,an b2 (there is an a; with a; < b)
fulfils the conditions 1.—4. of theorem 1.
THEOREM 3. To each relation ay, - - -, a, - bin M,® that fulfils the conditions 1.—

4. of theorem 1, there is an (up to isomorphy over M ) uniquely determined minimal
semilattice over M for which holds

ai, -, apFb2ar A--- ANa, < b.
We call the semilattice associated to the relation of theorem 2 according to

theorem 3 the ‘free’ semilattice over M.

THEOREM 4. If H is the free semilattice over M, then each minimal semilattice
over M is homomorphic® to H over M.

The proofs of these theorems are so simple that we omit them.
For the proof of theorem 3, one forms the set H of all finite sequences a1 A- - -Aay,
out of elements of M and defines in H a preorder < by

ar A ANap, <by A---Aby, 2 (for each b;, a1, -+, a, F b;).

5M is preordered by the relation a - b.
61.e. there is a semilattice homomorphism.



H is the sought-after semilattice.
Minimal distributive lattices over M may be characterised just as simply as
semilattices.

THEOREM 5. If V is a distributive lattice over M, then for the relation in M
defined by

a1, am by, by 2ar AN ANay, KbV Vb,
holds:
1. ata.
2. ai,-,am by, by > ar, by, by,
Aty Ay by, by = ag, e ey by, by |0
3. a1,~~-,amFb1,~~~,bn—>a1,~--,ai+1,ai,~-~,aml—bl,---,bn.
a17"'aamFbla"'abn_)ala"’aamFbl,"'abi—&-l;bi,"'abn-
4. ay, - ,am,ctby, - bysar, o sam Fesby, oo by > ar, o a E by, by

THEOREM 6. If M is preordered, then the relation defined by
ag,- -+, am b1, -+, by, 2 (there is an a; and a b; with a; < bj)
fulfils the conditions 1.—4. of theorem 5.
THEOREM 7. To each relation ai,---,am, = by,---,b, in M,> that fulfils the

conditions 1.—4. of theorem 5, there is an (up to isomorphy over M) uniquely
determined minimal distributive lattice over M for which holds

a1, am b1, by 2 A A Ay, KDLV -V by

We call the distributive lattice associated to the relation of theorem 6 according
to theorem 7 the ‘free’ distributive lattice over M.

THEOREM 8. If V is the free distributive lattice over M, then each minimal
distributive lattice over M is homomorphic’ to V over M.

We may again omit the proofs.
For the proof of theorem 7, one forms first—as at proving theorem 3—the set H

of finite sequences a; A --- A a,, out of elements of M. If &« = a1 A--- A ap,
and B; = bi1 A -+ A by, are elements of H, then one sets o F [y, -, 03, if
a1, - ,am F bij, -+, by;, holds for each ji,---,7,. This relation fulfils condi-

tions that correspond to 1.—4. of theorem 1. One forms then—correspondingly as
at proving theorem 3—the set V' of finite sequences oy V - - - V a, out of elements
of H and defines a preorder < in H by

arV-Vap <fV---Vvi 2 (fOI‘ each ay, ai'_ﬂlv"'aﬁn)~
V' is the sought-after lattice.

"Te. there is a lattice homomorphism.



3. Free orthocomplemented semilattices. After the general semilattices and the
distributive lattices we investigate now more special semilattices.

A preordered set (w.r.t. <) is called ‘bounded’ if there are elements 0 and 1
in M with 0 < a <1 for each a € M. 0 vs. 1 is called ‘zero element’ vs. ‘unit
element’ of M.

A bounded semilattice is called ‘orthocomplemented’ if to each ¢ there is a d
with

ahc<02a<d (for all a).

We write d = c.
If H is an orthocomplemented semilattice over M, then H is called a ‘mini-

|8¢mal’ orthocomplemented semilattice over M if H contains no proper subset H’
for which holds:

i M C H'

ii. adeH ,VeH ,c=dANY —> ceH.

iii. ceH ,d=c¢ - deH.

If H and H' are orthocomplemented semilattices, then a semilattice homomorph-
ism p from H into H’ is called an ‘orthocomplemented’ semilattice homomorphism
if holds

apad =-apd.

Correspondingly to theorem 4 and theorem 8 we define now: an orthocom-
plemented semilattice over M is called a ‘free’ orthocomplemented semilattice
over M if each minimal orthocomplemented semilattice over M is homomorphic®
to H. The free orthocomplemented semilattice over M is uniquely determined up
to isomorphy over M.

We prove below the existence of the free orthocomplemented semilattice over an
arbitrary preordered set by construction. We prove more precisely:

THEOREM 9. If M is a bounded preordered set, and ay,---,a, = b a relation
that fulfils the conditions
1. aFb2a<b
and 2.—4. of theorem 1, then there is an orthocomplemented semilattice H over M
for which holds that for arbitrary elements a1, ---,an,b out of M,
ay, -, ap,Fb2ai A---ANa, <b,

and to which each minimal orthocomplemented semilattice that fulfils these con-
ditions is homomorphic® over M.

Let Hp be the set M. Let H] be set of two-term sequences (a A b) out of
elements a,b of H;, and let H;y; = H; U H; U H.. Let H be the union of the
sets H; (i=0,1,---).

8].e. there is an orthocomplemented semilattice homomorphism.
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The elements of H we call shortly ‘formulae,’” the elements of M ‘prime formulae.
Then the following ‘formula induction’ holds: if a claim holds
1. for each prime formula,
2. for a A b, a if for a, b,
then it holds for each formula.
In H we define constructively a relation < by:
(1) For prime formulae ay,---,an,b, a1 A---Aap, <bifay, -, a, F b
(2) Structure rules. If a3 A -+ A a, < b holds, then a valid relation arises again
by the following structure changes to the left formula: association,|®” i.e. the
grouping by brackets may be changed;’ transposition, i.e. the sequential ar-
rangement may be changed.

(3.1) a<b—=>aAc<hb.
(3.2) c<a,c<b—->c<anb.
(3.3) aAb<0—>a<b.
(3.4) a<b—=>anb<ec.

To achieve that the unit element 1 of M also becomes the unit element of H, we
moreover set that these rules are also to hold if a formula 1 A x is replaced by .
Thus the rules (3.1), (3.3), and (3.4) include:

If @ < b holds, then we call the formula pair a,b a ‘theorem. The theorems
a; A+ ANay < bout of prime elements ay,- -+, ay,, and b we call ‘prime theorems.
In the rules (3) (and correspondingly in (2)) we call the formula pairs to the left
of = the ‘premisses,” and the formula pair to the right of — the ‘conclusion.” The
following ‘theorem induction’ holds: if a claim holds
1. for each prime theorem,
2. for the conclusion of each rule whose premisses are theorems if for these pre-
misses,
then it holds for each theorem.
We now show that H is an orthocomplemented semilattice. For this we have to

(4.1) c<e.

(4.2) 0<ce<1.

(4.3) a<c,c<b—-a<hb.
(51) a<b1 Ab2—>a<b1.
(52) a<byAby = a<bs.
(5.3) a<b—=aAb<0.

We first prove (4.1) by formula induction. For prime formulae ¢ holds ¢ < ¢

9We have hence omitted brackets beforehand.
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because of ¢ - ¢. From ¢; < ¢; and ¢y < ¢ follows ¢1 Aco < ¢ and ¢1 A ¢o < 9,
thus ¢; A co < ¢1 A ca. From ¢ < ¢ follows moreover ¢ A ¢ < 0, and then ¢ < e.

(4.2) follows as well by formula induction. For prime formulae ¢ holds 0 < ¢
because of 0 F ¢. From 0 < ¢; and 0 < ¢ follows 0 < ¢1 A ¢. 0 < ¢ holds because
of 0<0—>0Ac<0,and ¢ <1 follows directly from (3.1) 1<1—->¢< 1.

(4.3) we prove—because of the difficulty—Tlast.

For the proof of (5.1) and (5.2) we use theorem induction. The induction claim
states that for each theorem that has the form a < by A bo, also a < by and a < bsy
are theorems. For prime theorems there is nothing to prove as there are no prime
theorems of the form a < by Abs. Let now a < by Aby be conclusion of a rule whose
premisses are theorems, and let the claim hold for the premisses. There are then
only the following possibilities:

(a) a < by Aby is conclusion of a structure rule with a premiss a’ < by Abg in which
a arises by a structure change out of a’.|58

(b) One has a = a1 A ag, and a < by A be is conclusion of rule (3.1) with the
premiss a; < by A b.

(¢) a < by A by is conclusion of rule (3 2) with the premisses a < by and a < bs.

(d) One has a = a1 A az, and a < by A be is conclusion of rule (3.4) with the
premiss a; < as.

In case (a) holds according to the induction hypothesis o’ < by and a’ < b,
from which a < b; and a < by arise by a structure rule.

In case (b) holds according to induction hypothesis a1 < by and a; < be, from
which according to (3.1) follows a1 A as < by and a1 A ag < bs.

In case (c) holds a < by and a < bg, as the premisses are theorems.

In case (d) follows from a; < ag according to (3.4) a1 Aas < by and a1 Aag < be.

Thereby (5.1) and (5.2) are proved by theorem induction. The single proof steps
are all trivial, and may therefore be skipped in later similar cases.

Next (5.3) results from such a trivial theorem induction.

Of (4.3) the special case a < 0 = a < b may be proved immediately by formula
induction on b and theorem induction on a.

For the general case we need three lemmas:

(6) ahcAd<b-o>aAc<bl?

Proof by theorem induction.

(7) If a A ¢ < p holds for a prime formula p, then holds a < por aAc < 0.
Proof by theorem induction.

(8) aAcAhc<b—>anc<bl!

We use a formula induction on ¢. For prime formulae ¢, (8) follows by theorem
induction. If (8) holds for ¢; and ¢z, then naturally also for ¢; A co. For formulae ¢

0By our agreement on the replacement of 1 A x by x, (6) includes: a A < b = aAc < b,
¢ < b — ¢ <b. The rules arising by structure changes are—to abbreviate—not specified explicitly.
HThese claims include: aAé<c—>a<c¢ é<c—>1<c, cAc<b—-c<b.
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we prove
aAcAc<b—=anc<b

by theorem induction. All steps are trivial, except in the case in which aAcAc < b
is conclusion of rule (3.4) with the premiss aA¢ < ¢. Let ¢ = p1A- - ApmAGLA- - -Aéy,
with prime formulae p,,. We have as induction hypothesis of our formula induction
the validity of (8) for each ¢, (v =1,---,n). From a A ¢ < p, follows according
to (7) anc < 0ora<p, for each p,. From a A ¢ < ¢, follows according to (6)
a A ¢, < é,; thus according to (5.3) a A ¢, Ac, < 0, and therefore a A ¢, < 0,
thus a < ¢,. Together follows aAc<Oora<piA---Apm ACLA---AcCy; thus in
each case anc<0Oand aAc <b.

By the aid of (8) we can now instead of (4.3) even prove
(9) a1 <c,aahc<b—=>aiANas<b
by formula induction for each formula c.

For prime formulae ¢ proof by theorem induction.

If (9) holds for ¢; and ¢y, then also for c¢; A cg, for from a1 < ¢; A ¢g and
az A c1 A ca < b follows according to (5.1), (5.2) a1 < ¢; and a1 < ¢g; thus
ai Aap Aas < b, ie a; Aag < D.

Now let (9) hold for ¢. We prove the validity for ¢ by theorem induction for all
theorems as A ¢ < b. All steps are trivial, except in the case in which as A ¢ < b is
conclusion of rule (3.4) with the premiss as < ¢. From a < ¢ follows according
to (5.3) and the already proved special case of (4.3), a1 A ¢ < b; thus a1 Aas < b
according to induction hypothesis because of as < c.

Thereby (9) is proved and especially (4.3).

For the proof of theorem 9 we have to note now that for elements a1, -, a,,b
out of M, ay,---,a, F bholds exactly if a1 A+ - - Aa,, < b; for out of prime theorems
do only through structure rules and rule (3.1) arise again prime theorems. But
these rules follow from conditions 1.—4. of theorem 1. Now only the verification
that each minimal orthocomplemented semilattice H' over M for which

|89

a, -, apFb2ar AN ANap, <D

holds is homomorphic to H over M is lacking. We define for this inductively a
relation p between H and H' by:

(i) apaforae M.

ii apa ,bptl =>anbpd AV.
(i) P P P

(iii) apa —»apd.

p is a homomorphism, for holds
apa ,bplt,a<b—d <V,

as follows at once by theorem induction. The proof relies simply on the fact that
rules (2) and (3) are valid for each orthocomplemented semilattice.

4. Logistic application and complete lattices. The fact that the logical calculi
are semilattices or lattices permits a simple logistic application of free lattices.
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A calculus whose formulae form an orthocomplemented semilattice arises in the
following way.

We start with propositional variables and add all formulae a,b,--- that can be
formed out of them by use of the conjunction sign A and the negation sign —. Let
a A'b mean the proposition ‘a and b,” a the proposition ‘not a. To the formulae
we add moreover 0 and 1. Let 0 mean the ‘false,” 1 the ‘true’ In the set H of
formulae we define a relation <. Let a < b mean ‘a implies b. Let hold

a < a,
0<a<l.

Let moreover hold each relation that may be derived from this on the basis of the
following rules:

a<c,c<b—=>a<hb.

c<a,c<b->c<anb|®
c<aAb—oc<a.
c<aAb—oc<b.
aAb<0—a<bh

a<b=>aAnbx0.

According to this definition, the relation < is a preorder, and H is an orthocom-
plemented semilattice with respect to <. For the set M of propositional variables
including 0 and 1, a preorder is defined through the relations

a < a,
0<a< 1.
According to the result of §3, there exists the free orthocomplemented semilat-
tice Hy over M. H is isomorphic to Hy over M, for H and Hg consist of the same
formulae, and each relation a < b that holds for H holds also for Hg, as well as
the other way round. Thus M is a part of H. From this follows immediately the
freedom from contradiction'? of the calculus, for from 1 < a and a < 0 would
follow 1 < 0; but this relation does not hold in M.

Apart from the freedom from contradiction, a decision procedure for H follows
from the construction of Hy. In fact, the validity of a relation a < b in Hy is
decidable, as obviously for each theorem only finitely many premisses are possible
and a chain of premisses always stops after finitely many terms (the maximal
number of steps is easy to estimate).

Also the freedom from contradiction of formalised theories in which one does
not work with this propositional calculus but with the classical calculus results
by this means, if one considers instead of the orthocomplemented semilattices the
countably complete boolean lattices.

12The freedom from contradiction means that no proposition is simultaneously true and false,
i.e. for no formula a does 1 < a and a < 0 hold simultaneously.
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A ‘boolean lattice’ is a distributive lattice in which to each element ¢ there is
an element ¢ with cAc<Oandecve>1.
A semilattice H (with respect to <) is called ‘countably complete’ if for each
countable subset IV of H there is an element ¢ of H such that holds:
a€ N —-c<a.
(for eacha € N,z <a) >z < c.

We then write ¢ = A\ N.

A lattice V is called ‘countably complete’ if V' is a countably complete semilattice
with respect to < and w.r.t. >.

Classical number theory e.g. which for each formula a(z) in which occurs a free
individual variable 2 also contains the formulae A, a(x) and \/, a(z) (A, a(z)
means ‘for each z, a(z),” \/, a(xz) means ‘for at least one z, a(x)’) is indeed not
a countably complete lattice; it does not contain for each countable subset N of
formulae e.g. the conjunction A N, but only for the sets N = {a(1),a(2), -}, and
then one has AN = A, a(z).|”!

Nevertheless, the existence proof for the free countably complete boolean lattice
over any preordered set and the proof of freedom from contradiction for the classical
calculus are so alike that, to avoid repetitions, we only sketch here the existence
proof. All details may be extracted from the proof of freedom from contradiction
undertaken in part II (§§5-8).

THEOREM 10. If M is a bounded preordered set and ay,---,a;, F by, ---,b, a
relation that satisfies the conditions
1. aFb2a<b
and 2.—4. of theorem 5, then there is a countably complete boolean lattice V
over M for which holds that for elements ay,---,Gm,b1, -, b, € M

ala"'»am'_bla"'7bn2a1A"'Aamgblv"'Vbn,

and that each minimal'® countably complete boolean lattice V' over M that fulfils
these conditions is homomorphic'* to V over M.

13A countably complete boolean lattice V is called minimal over M if V does not contain a
proper subset Vj for which holds:

1. M CV.
2. a,beVh,c=aAb->ce V.
3. a,beVy,c=avb—-cel.
4. aeVog,c=a—-ce V.
5. N CVy, N countable,c= AN - c€ V.
6. NCVy, N countable,c=\ N - c€e V.
141 e. there is a lattice homomorphism p for which holds:
1. apa’»apa.
2. If, for a countable subset N, p is a homomorphism from N onto N’, then holds AN p A N’

and \/ N p \/ N'.
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First a set V will be defined constructively, for which holds:
MCV.
a,beV ->anbeV.
a,beV -avbelV.
aceV —oacV.
N CV, N countable > AN € V.
N CV, N countable » \/ N € V.

In doing so, let differently designated elements always be different.
In V a relation is defined constructively by:

[1] A1y O E b, by > At A NGy, <KDLV -V by,

[2] For the left and right formula of a3 A -+ A @y < by V -+ V by, will be allowed
as structure change, apart from association and transposition, also contraction,
i.e. of two equal elements one may be omitted.

] 1 Az and 0V x may always be replaced by .|

] a<b—>a<bve.

2] a<b->aAc<h

3] apAc<b,aaAc<b— (a1 Vaz) Ac<b

A] a<bve,a<bave—->a<(byAb) Ve

5]

3.6]

w

DU o b0

a<bvec—aAnc<hb.
ahNc<b—-oa<bve.
For N CV, N countable:

*wmwaa*

[3.7] ceN,ahc<b->aAANK

[3.8] cEN,a<ch—>a<bV\/N

[3.9] (Foreach z € N,aAz <b) > aA\/ N <b
[3.10] (For each z € Nya<bvz)—>a<bv /AN.

By the aid of formula and theorem inductions one has then to prove that V is
w.r.t. < a countably complete boolean lattice.
Instead of the relations (5.1), (5.2) to be proved steps in now:

a<(biAb)Ve—>a<b Ve r€N,a<bVAN->a<bvz.
a< (biAby))Ve—a<b Ve
(arVa)Ac<b—>ai Ac<b. €N, aAN\/N<b->aAnz b

(a1 Vas) Ac<b—asAc<b.
Instead of (5.3) steps in: B
a<bvec—->aAb<
Ab<c—a<bve
Instead of (4.3) vs. (9) steps in
ar <cVbi,aoAc<by —> ajAay <bVbs.

<
<b—a<bas well (8)

The special case a < 0 — a < b results immediately, 1
(and therefore also ( ) and (7)) is dispensable here.
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The essential difference with regard to the construction in theorem 9 lies in the
fact that in V, the validity of a relation a < b cannot be decided in general, for in
the rules [3.9] and [3.10] occur infinitely many premisses.

The structure rule of contraction, that was provable in §3, must be assumed here,
as shows the following example. Let M = {1, %,ou,l/n, -++,0}, and let < be
the order according to magnitude. V contains for N = {1, %, <o 1/n, .-} the
element a = A N; moreover for N’ = N U {a} the element A N’. For each c € N
holds then ¢ < ¢, from which follows

AN <, AN < AN,
AN Aa<0,
AN AAN <0.%
In contrast—without assuming contraction—/\ N’ < 0 does not hold, for ¢ < 0

holds for no ¢ € N; and also
AN<O

does not hold, as 1 < A N does not hold. The example shows further that con-
traction also does not become provable if the rules [3.7] and [3.8] are replaced
by

clyo,cn € Nyaher Ao~ Aep, < b - aAN AN <D,

1, ,cn € N,a<bVel V.-V, - a<bv\/N.

By the hypothesis of contraction, the proof of theorem 10 simplifies considerably
with regard to the proof of theorem 9. The proof of freedom from contradiction
undertaken in part II (§§5-8) requires in contrast again additional considerations
because of the use of free variables in the logical calculus.

From theorem 10 the freedom from contradiction of ramified-type logic (incl.
arithmetic) may be derived immediately in the following way:

We define a calculus Zj.

Numbers: «, 3, -.

(N1) 1.

(N2) a—a+l.

Formulae: a,b,---.

(F1) \/. (Interpretation: the true.)
/\. (Interpretation: the false.)

(F2) a> .

Expressions: A, B, ---.
a < b (if a, then b).

Theorems:
(T1) a < b if interpretation true.
(T2) a < a.
A<a<V.
(T3) a<c,c<b->a<b.

13



Zy is obviously free from contradiction in the sense that \/ < A is not a theorem.
It is to be shown that this freedom from contradiction is preserved if free vs.

bound number variables x,y, - - - are added, the definition of formulae is extended
by

(F3) x>y, x>, a > x,

(F4) if a,b, then a Ab,a v b (and, or),

(F5) if ¢, then ¢ (not),

(Fo6) if a(x), then A\, a(x), \/, a(x) (for all, for some),

and the definition of theorems by
) agbl,aibgr_’agblAbg,
) algb,angr_’alVanb,
) ahc<b—->a<bve,
) a<bvec—oaAc<hb,
) a<blxz)2a< A\,b(x) (znot in a),
) a(z) <b2V,a(xz) <b (znotinb),
T10) (for each a, A()) 2 A(x).
We call the arising calculus Kg.|%4
The expressions of Ky without free variables form a partial calculus K|, that
contains Zp. In the definition of theorems of K| step in, instead of (T8)—(T10):

(for cach v, a < b(x)) = a < A, b(z),
(for each 7, a(y) < b) 2\, a(z) <b.

Therefore K, is contained isomorphically in the free countably complete boolean
lattice over Zy, i.e. Zy is a partial calculus of Kj—in particular K; and Ky are
thus free from contradiction.

The freedom from contradiction follows as well if in Z; one admits as formulae
apart from a > 8 in addition o + 8 = v, - f = v and the like.

To obtain the freedom from contradiction of ramified-type logic (incl. arith-
metic), we extend Ky by adding for each formula a(z) out of Ky the ‘set’” A =
Za(x), by extending the definition of formulae by

(F2%) x €A, a€ A,
and the definition of theorems by
(T1%*) a(z) <z €A, z € A< a(x),

and (T2), (T3), and (T10) also for the formulae (F2*). The calculus Z; arising in
this way is free from contradiction as K is free from contradiction.

This freedom from contradiction is preserved by reason of the existence of the
free countably complete boolean lattice over Z; if free and bound set variables
X,Y, .-+ are added, the definition of formulae is extended by
(F3%) reX, aecX,

(F6*) if a(X), then Ay a(X), Vya(X),
and (F4)—(F6) also for the formulae (F2*), (F3*), (F6*), and the definition of
theorems by

14



(T8*) a<bX)2a< Ayb(X) (X not in a),
(T9*) a(X)<b2Vya(X)<Dd (X not in b),
(T10%) (for each A, A(A4)) 2 A(X).

Iteration of this extension procedure yields the sought-after freedom from contra-
diction of ramified-type logic incl. arithmetic.

5. The deductive calculus of ramified-type logic. Let A be a constructible ordinal
number (e.g. w). By ‘ordinal number’ we are always understanding below only the
ordinal numbers v < A. We assume the knowledge of the signs for these ordinal
numbers 0, 1,2, - - -, and are building up our calculus out of them by adding finitely
many further individual signs:

(7)5/\’\/’77/\7\/'

By ‘sign’ we understand not only the individual signs, but also their composi-
tions. For communication we use for signs mostly a,b,---. a = b means that a
and b are signs of the same form. If a is an individual sign, then ¢(a) means a sign
in which a occurs. ¢(b) means then the sign arising by substitution of a by b. (At
this, each occurrence of a is to be substituted.) Also if a is composite, we use this
notation in the cases in which no misunderstanding is possible. We communicate

sign pairs a, b|? through the letters A, B,---. Let C(a) mean a sign pair in which
a occurs in at least one sign. Let C'(b) mean the sign pair arising by substitution
of a by b.

For the set up of the deductive calculus we first define which signs we want to
call ‘types’ As ‘type of Oth order’ we only take: 0. As ‘types of vth order’ (v > 0)
we take: v(mTa---7y) if 71,7, are types of orders pq,-- -, pu, with p; < v
(t=1,---,n).

For each type 7 we then form ‘free variables’ (7)o, (7)1, -+, and ‘bound vari-
ables’ ((1))o, ((7))1,---. As signs of communication for free vs. bound variables
we use p,q, -+ VS. ,y,---. LThese letters we use possibly with indices. p”,q", " - -
vs. z7,y7,--- mean always variables of type 7. Variables of type 0 we also call
‘individual variables,” the variables of types of higher order also ‘relation variables.

Next we define which signs are to be called ‘formulae. As formula of vth order

(v > 0) we take:
(F1) 0,1.
(F2) (p7pt"--ppr) if 7= p(r - -7) and p S v

These formulae are called the ‘prime formulae.
(F3) With a, b, ¢(p7) also (a AD), (aVb),a, \,.c(z7), V,-c(z7) if 27 does not
occur in ¢(p”) and for the order p of 7 holds p < v.

For the logical interpretation, p™pi*---pl» is to be read as ‘the relation p7 is
fulfilled by p',---,pi») A, V, —, A\, V is to be read as ‘et,” ‘vel,” ‘non,” ‘omnes,’
‘existit.

At communicating formulae we omit the brackets as soon as this is possible
without misunderstanding. For the communication of formulae (a v b) vs. (a Vv
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b) A (bV a) we also use a — b vs. a <+ b. We define last the concept of theorem
for our calculus. In an only formal opposition to the classical calculus we are
not distinguishing certain formulae as theorems, but formula pairs. We write
a < b for communicating that the formula pair a,b is a theorem. For the logical
interpretation, this is to be read as ‘the proposition a implies the proposition b’
0 is the ‘false,’” 1 is the ‘true’

The concept of theorem is defined by:

(1a) c<xec, 0=ec, c=x 1.
(1b) For 7 = v (71 - - - 7,) and formulae of vth order ¢(pi*, -, pir),
1< \/m‘f /\171'1 T /\z;" (x‘rx71'1 o 'x;n A C(I?v T 733:;1))'

(1c) For 7 = v (11 -+ 7,) and formulae ¢(p™),

Aurs - Aazn (0707 a0 5 qTa? o) < el”) — ela”).

(1d) For 7 = 1(00),

1= Vo (Ago 272920 A A LoVoo 272%9° A Ao A\yo Ao (27200 A 27y020) — 27a02")).

These theorems are called ‘axioms.

(2a) a<c,c<xb—->a<bl|%

(2b) agxb—oaAc=xb
agxb->cAa<xb.
agxb->a<gbve.
axb—->a<cvb.

a<b,a<<by = a<b; Abs.
arxb,as<b—>a1Vas b

(2¢) ahcsb—->a<xbve.

a<bvec—>aAcxb

(2d) For formulae ¢(p™) in which 7 does not occur,

ax N\,-clx™) = a<clp),
Vo c@™) b= c(p”) < b;
and, if p” does not occur in a nor in b,
axc(p’) = ax A, clah),
c(p’) b—=\, . c(z™) b
We call (2a)—(2d) the ‘rules’ of the calculus. The propositions to the left of — are
called the ‘premisses,” the proposition to the right of — is called the ‘conclusion.’
The calculus is described by the complete definition of the concept of formula
and theorem. We call it shortly the ‘deductive calculus.
Comments to the deductive calculus. (A) If we restrict ourselves to ordinal
numbers < w, then our calculus is equivalent to the ‘classical’ calculus of the

Principia mathematica if the axiom of reducibility is omitted there. A formula is
classically deducible exactly if 1 < a holds in our calculus, and a < b holds exactly
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if the formula a — b is classically deducible. We shall not undertake the proof
of equivalence here, because it results easily from the equivalence of Gentzen’s
sequent calculus with the classical calculus. If one extends the sequent calculus to
the capacity of expression of our calculus, then the sequent ay,- -, @, — b1, -, by
holds exactly if ay A+ Aay, < by V- Vb, holds.

(B) For each formula pair a,b holds: 1 < 0 — a < b. Thus, if 1 < 0 were to
hold, then in the logical interpretation each proposition would imply each other
proposition, i.e. the calculus would be contradictory. The proof of freedom from
contradiction has thus to show that 1 < 0 does not hold.

(C) The axiom (1b) vs. (1c) corresponds to the classical axiom of comprehension
vs. extensionality. The axiom (1d) corresponds to the axiom of infinity and pos-
tulates the existence of an irreflexive, transitive binary relation in the individual
domain whose domain is the whole domain. For our proof of freedom from contra-
diction, it is of no concern whether this or another equivalent form of the axiom
of infinity is postulated.

(D) The concept of formula is defined constructively. The set of formulae is the
smallest set of signs that satisfies the conditions (F1)—(F3).

Therefore the following ‘formula induction’ holds: if a claim holds
1. for each prime formula,

2. foranb,avb,a, \,.c(z™),\V
then it holds for each formula.|*”

The concept of theorem is defined constructively as well. The set of theorems is
the smallest set of formula pairs that satisfies conditions (1) and (2).

The following theorem induction holds: if a claim holds
1. for each axiom,

2. for each conclusion of a rule whose premisses are theorems if for the premisses,
then it holds for each theorem.

(E) The following ‘duality principle’ holds for the rules of the calculus: if one
swaps in each formula pair the left formula with the right one and, in doing so,
simultaneously A with v and A with \/, then each rule transforms again into a
rule.

At this, negations may remain unchanged. But if one wants to extend the
duality also to the theorems, then in addition a must always be swapped with a
and 0 with 1.

(F) It suffices to restrict oneself to ‘proper’ formulae, i.e. to formulae that contain
neither 0 nor 1. If ¢ is proper, then we write < ¢ instead of 1 < ¢ and ¢ <
instead of ¢ < 0. We write < instead of 1 < 0. If in addition we leave aside the
theorems 0 < c and ¢ < 1, then we obtain a calculus in which only proper formulae
occur. We call this calculus the ‘proper deductive calculus’

c(z7) if for a, b, and c(p7),

xT

6. An inductive calculus. We use the same ‘signs’ as for the deductive calculus
and add + and >.
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We take over the definition of ‘types’ and ‘free’ vs. ‘bound variables’ from the
deductive calculus.

For the ‘inductive calculus’ to be constructed we define the concept of constants
simultaneously with the concept of formula. As ‘constants of type 0’ we take:
[C1] 1.

[C2] With a also a + 1.

(For communicating the constants of type 0 we use a”, b°, ---.) As ‘constant of
type 7’ we take for 7 = v (71 -+ - 7,) and each formula of vth order ¢(pi*, - -,pi")
in which 7', -+, 27" do not occur and which is without variables and constants of
types of order v: (z1* - -zl )Y c(a1, - -+, zIr). (For communicating these constants
we use a”, b7, -+ -.)

As ‘formulae of vth order’ (v > 0) we take:

F1] > ¢°).
(p"p1 - --pyr) for 7= (o) and p S v
With ¢(p7) also ¢(a™) for each constant a”. These formulae are called the ‘prime
formulae. The formulae a® > b° are called ‘numerical formulae’
[F2] With a, b, ¢(p7) also aAb, aV b, a, A\,. c(z7), \/
in ¢(p™) and if for the order u of 7 holds p < v.

The logical interpretation of the formulae is to be carried out as in the de-
ductive calculus. The constants of Oth type are to be interpreted as the nat-
ural numbers. p° > ¢° is to be read as ‘p® greater than ¢°; The constants
a” = (7' - xln) a(al', -, xlr) are to be interpreted as ‘the relation of vth or-

der between z1*,- - -,z defined by a(z]*,---,z7)’|%8

o ¢(x7) if 27 does not occur

We define the concept of theorem as in the deductive calculus for proper formu-
lae:

[1] For numerical formulae ¢ = (a® > b°) that are correct vs. false on the basis of
the interpretation in terms of content of a” and b° as natural numbers: < ¢ vs.
c .

These theorems are called the ‘numerical theorems.

[2] Structure rule. If a3 A+ Ay < by V.-V b, holds, then by the following
changes to the left or right formula arises again a theorem: association, i.e. the
grouping of terms by brackets may be changed; transposition, i.e. the sequential
arrangement of the terms may be changed; contraction, i.e. of several equal
terms one may be omitted.

[3a] axb—>axbve.
asxb—=>aAc<b.
[3b] axbive,axbyve—>a<x (biAb) Ve
apAc=<b,aaAc<b—> (a1 Vaz)Ac<b.
[3¢] ahcgb—oa=xgbve

a<bve—sanc=b.
[3d] For formulae ¢(p™) in which 27 does not occur, if p™ does not occur in a nor
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in b:
<bve(p') » bV/\ c(a”

)
aAc( B b—>aA\/ BEX)

Y

For constants a”:
anc(a™)b=>an . c(z7) <D,
Sbve(@) > a<sbv\/,, cla).
In these rules [3], a and b may also be omitted if a A ¢ and bV ¢ are replaced by c.
[4] Induction rule: a formula pair C'(p”) is a theorem if for each constant a” of
type 7 the formula pair C(a”) is a theorem.
[5] Rule of constants. To formulate this rule we need the concept of ‘elimination
of constants. Let a” be a constant of vth order
o= (@2 ) alal o).
By ‘elimination’ of a”, we understand the mapping of the set of formulae into
itself that will be defined in the following way. Let ¢/a™ be the image of c.
(i) For each prime formula beginning with a":

a’ci-cpfa” =aler, - cp).
For each other prime formula ¢: ¢/a™ = c.
(ii) (c1Ac2)/a” =ci1/a” Neg/a™.
(c1Ver)/a" =ci/a” Veg/a™.
¢/a™ = cjar |
For ¢(p?)/a™ = ' (p?):
(Moo ez /0™ = Ao €2,
(Vo c(@?))/a” =V o ' (27).
The image ¢/a” is obviously defined by this for each formula c. If C' designates
the formula pair ¢1,cq, then let C/a™ be the formula pair ¢;/a”, ca/a”. Now
we can formulate the rule of constants: ‘if C'//a” is a theorem, then so is C
We call [2]-[5] the ‘rules’ of the calculus.
The calculus is described by the complete definition of the concept of formula
and theorem. We call this calculus shortly the ‘inductive calculus’
Comments to the inductive calculus. [A] In the inductive calculus holds accord-
ing to [3a]
<X—=axb

for each formula pair a,b. The inductive calculus is obviously free from contra-
diction in the sense that < is not a theorem. In fact, there is no rule that could
have < as conclusion. For each rule—except the structure rules—the conclusion
contains at least one proper formula. The structure rules trivially cannot have <
as conclusion, as long as the premiss is different from <.
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[B] Instead of the axioms of the deductive calculus appear alone the numerical
theorems of the inductive calculus. At defining these theorems, use is made of the
interpretation in terms of content.

[C] The induction rule yields a conclusion out of infinitely many premisses. But
the infinite set of premisses is constructively defined, as the set of the constants a”
is defined constructively. Therefore the induction rule is constructively admissible.

[D] The concept of formula and theorem is again defined constructively as in
the deductive calculus.

Therefore ‘formula induction of 1st kind’ also holds: if a claim holds
1. for each prime formula,

2. foranb, avb,a, \,.cz"),\V
then it holds for each formula.

‘Theorem induction’: if a claim holds

c(z7) if for a, b, c(a”),

xT

1. for each numerical theorem,
2. for the conclusion of a rule whose premisses are theorems if for these premisses,
then it holds for each theorem.

It is essential for the inductive calculus that also the following ‘formula induction
of 2nd kind’ is valid: if a claim holds
1. for numerical formulae,

2.1 foraAb, aVvb,aif for a, b,

2.2 for ¢ if for ¢/a”,

2.3 for ¢(p”), A\,- c(z7), \/,- c(z7) if for each c(a”),
then it holds for each formula.

Proof. A claim that fulfils 1., 2., holds at first for each formula (p > ¢°)
according to 1. and 2.3, thus for each formula of 1st order without variables and|'%°
constants of 1st order. If the claim holds for each formula of vth order without
variables and constants of vth order, then it holds according to 2.2 for each formula
a"pit - pir in which a7 is a constant of order v, thus according to 2.3 for each
prime formula of vth order, i.e. for the prime formulae of v + 1st order without
variables and constants of v + 1st order. According to 2.1 and 2.3, the validity
for each formula of v + 1st order without variables and constants of v + 1st order
follows from this. Thereby the formula induction of 2nd kind is proved.

[E] The same duality principle holds for the rules of the inductive calculus as in
the deductive calculus.

7. The freedom from contradiction of the deductive calculus. We prove that the
proper deductive calculus is a part of the inductive calculus. First each proper
formula of the deductive calculus is obviously also a formula of the inductive calc-
ulus. We extend therefore the proper deductive calculus if we replace its definition
of formulae by the definition of formulae of the inductive calculus, but keep its
definition of the concept of theorem.

We have then to prove in addition that each theorem of the proper deductive
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calculus is also a theorem of the inductive calculus. This claim on all deductive

theorems is to be proved by a theorem induction. Thus we have to prove that

(I) the axioms of the proper deductive calculus are inductive theorems,

(IT) the conclusion of a deductive rule is an inductive theorem if the premisses are
inductive theorems.

We shall prove the claims (I) and (II) by the formula and theorem inductions valid

for the inductive calculus.

(1a) Axiom ¢ < ¢. We prove by formula induction of 2nd kind that for each
formula ¢ holds ¢ < c.

1. ¢ < ¢ holds for numerical formulae ¢, for < ¢ or ¢ < holds, from which in each
case arises ¢ < ¢ according to [3a].

2.1 Let ¢; < ¢1 and ¢ < ¢ hold. Then follows, because of ¢; < ¢; = ¢c1Aca < ¢,
o> AN <Xcg,andcg Ay X1, AN X cg = 1 Aeg < ¢1 Aca, also
c1Acy < cp Acy. As well follows ¢; Veg < 1 Veg. Because of c ¢ —= cAc < and
cANc<—c=<cfollows also ¢ < ¢.

2.2 Let ¢/a™ < ¢/a” hold. Then ¢ < ¢ holds also according to the rule of
constants.

2.3 Let ¢(a™) < ¢(a™) hold for each a™. Then follows first ¢(p™) < ¢(p™) according
to the induction rule. Further follows, because of ¢(a™) < c(a”) = A,. c(27) <
c(a”), N\,-c(x™) < c(a”) for each a; thus A, c(2™) < ¢(p”) according to the
induction rule, and from this A . c(z7) < A,- c(27). As well follows \/_, ¢(z7) <
V- c(z7).

(1Ib) Axiom of comprehension: for 7 = v (71 ---7,) and formulae of vth order
c= C(pi—la e 7p1‘{-7,n)a

xT

< VmT /\xIl e /\x;" (Q:T'r? e x:nn A C(lﬂl—l )t ’m;n))'
According to observation (1a) holds ¢(pi*,--,pi*) < ¢(pi*,---,pir). From this
follows < C(pl—la e 7p;n) - C(le, T 7p;n)a =< C(pflf o apzln) A C(p‘{lf o 7p:Ln)7
thus < /\III o Ngra (et ar) < e(@7', - -+ 7). According to the rule
of constants|!? follows for ¢™ = (y* ---y2*) c(y]*, -, ym), if c(p]*, -, pin) is
without variables and constants of vth order:

< /\xIl - /\xl," (C'rx‘lfl . x:;n o c(a:?, C ’x;n)).

From this

< \/IT /\gﬁIl .. '/\;p;” (xTx? .. .x:ln o c(x?,- .. ’l-z;n)).

If ¢ contains a constant a” of order v and the axiom of comprehension holds for
¢/a?, then according to [5] also for c¢. If ¢ = ¢(p?) contains a free variable p” of
order v and the axiom of comprehension holds for all ¢(a”), then according to [4]
also for ¢. From this follows the axiom of comprehension for each formula of vth
order.

(1c) Axiom of extensionality:

T,.7T1

Nari o Nz 02T -2 < q7aft - apr) < e(p™) = e(gh).
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We write for the left formula for abbreviating p™ = ¢7, and shall for each ¢(p7)
prove p” = ¢7 < ¢(p”) < ¢(q"). We use for this the following induction, that
results immediately from the formula induction of 2nd kind: if a claim holds
1. for each prime formula pTai’ ---al" and for each formula that does not con-
tain p7,
2.1foraAb, aVvb,aif for a, b,
2.2 for ¢ if for ¢/b°,
2.3 for ¢(q7), N,o c(x7), Vo c(x7) if for each ¢(b7) and b7 # p7,
then it holds for each formula c.

1. According to (1a) holds

pTa‘ln__.a;'ln <—)qTCLT1 . Tn _<p7' T, .. <_>q‘ra71,. a:ln,
from which follows p™ =¢” < pTal*---al» < g al’ -~-a;".

For 2.1-2.3 it suffices to prove the following;:
(a) axc e, axd o dy—>ax (g ANdy) & (2 Ad).
axcr e e,axd o dy>ax(cvdr) « (caVds).
a<XcLécg—>a=<c & Ca.

(b) a g c1/b% ¢ c2/b” = a < ¢1 <> o if b7 does not occur in a.
(c) If a < ¢1(b7) 4+ c2(b7) for each b7 and ¢” does not occur in a, then

a < ci(q?) > c2(q”),
a # /\m" Cl(zg) A /\z" CQ(IU)7 a # v:t" Cl(xg) A \/r" Cz(xg

We need for these two auxiliary rules.
For a < ¢ Ad — a < ¢, we prove the stronger AUXILIARY RULE 1:

axbV(eAd)V---V(cAd)>a=xbVe.

This is a claim on all inductive theorems. It claims that for each theorem holds:
if a theorem C has the form a bV (cAd)V---V (cAd), then holds a < bV c. For
the proof we may therefore apply a theorem 1nduction.|102

[1] For numerical theorems nothing is to be proved. We consider the inductive
rules and assume the validity of the claim for the premisses.

[2] Structure rules. Let C' be the conclusion of a structure rule. If one applies
the induction hypothesis to the premisses, then one obtains a theorem from which
may at once be inferred a < bV ¢ by a structure rule.

[3a] If C' is conclusion of an inductive rule [3a], then the premiss has the form
ar Kby V(cAd) V- -V (cAd), and from a; < by V ¢ (possibly a1 < b1) may be
inferred a < bV c.

[3b] If C’ is conclusion of a rule [3b], then we have as premisses a < bV ¢V (c A
d)Vv-- <bvdVv(cAd)Vv---, or yet premisses of the form a; < by vV(cAd)Vv
SO that from a1 < b1 Ve may at once again also a < bV ¢ be inferred by a rule [3b]
In the first case follows a < bveVve, thusa <bVve.
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[3c] If C is conclusion of a rule [3c], then the premiss has the form a; < b1V (cA
d)Vv---V(cAd), and from a; < by V ¢ we may infer a < bV e.

[3d] The same as for [3c] holds verbatim.

[4] If C' = C(p7) and C is conclusion out of the premisses C'(a”) for each a”, then
the induction hypothesis yields—if we designate the pair a,bvc by D = D(p™)—at
once that D(a™) is a theorem for each a™. Thus D is also a theorem.

[5] If C' is conclusion of a rule of constants, then we have the premiss C'//a”, from
which follows according to the induction hypothesis that D /a7 is also a theorem.
Thus D is also a theorem.

Thereby auxiliary rule 1 is proved. As one sees, all of the single steps are trivial.
We shall therefore not treat them any more in the following similar proofs.

For a X bvc — aAc < b, we prove by theorem induction the stronger AUXILIARY
RULE 2:

abvecv---vec—=>aAc<xb.

For numerical theorems nothing is to be proved. The treatment of rules [2]-[5]
is trivial in all cases. Let only [3c] be emphasised:
aANc<bvev---Vc—>a<bvevev---Ve.

The induction hypothesis yields a A ¢ A ¢ < b, thus a A ¢ < b also follows. Thereby
auxiliary rule 2 is proved.

Under addition of these auxiliary rules to the rules of the inductive calculus,
we may now undertake the formula induction for the axiom of extensionality, and
indeed with exactly the same inferences as for the axiom ¢ < ¢. From a < ¢1 < ¢
we may now in fact first infer a < ¢; — ¢2 and then a A ¢; < ¢3. Everything
remaining is then to be concluded as under (1a).

(1d) Axiom of infinity: for 7 = 1(00),

SV (Ao 72O N0 725 A o Ao Ao (27220 ATy020) =5 a7a20)).[ 103
We prove for a™ = (u%%)1 00 > 0
S Ao @292 < Ao Vo a7y,
< Ao Ao Ao ((@72%° A ay?2°) — 072020
from which the axiom follows at once. Because of the rule of constants it suffices

to prove
S Ao 2®>a% < Ao Ve’ >,
< Aso /\yo Ao (1 > 2% A 20 > 4% — 20 > 20).
For each a® holds a® > a° <; from which < a9 > a9, and according to the induction

rule 5 p° > p0, thus < Ao 20 > 20 follows. Moreover < a® + 1 > a° holds for
each a’; from which < \/ 40 y° > a® and according to the induction rule < \ Y >

p°. Thus < Ao \/yo y? > 20 follows. For each a, b°, ¢ holds finally < ¢® > a°
or & > b < or ¥ > a® x; from which in each case follows »° > a® A ¢ >
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b0 < ® > a® according to [3a]. Thus holds also ¢° > p® A9 > ¢* < 70 > p°
according to the induction rule, from which < (¢° > p® A% > ¢%) — 70 > p® and
SWAVCIAWS Aoy > 2% A 20 > ¢%) — 20 > 20) follows.

(2) Now it still remains to prove the deductive rules for the inductive calculus.

(2a) axc,cxb—>axb.

We prove the stronger AUXILIARY RULE 3:

1=<byvev---Vec,aaAcA---Ac<by—>ai Aas < by V bs.

For this we use the formula induction of 2nd kind for c.

1. Let ¢ be a numerical formula. We prove auxiliary rule 3 by theorem induction
for each theorem a1 < by vev---Ve.

1.1 Let a1 < by VeV .- Ve be a numerical theorem. We prove auxiliary rule 3
by theorem induction for each theorem as A ¢ A - < bs.

1.1.1 Let ao AcA -+ Ac < by be a numerical theorem Auxiliary rule 3 is valid,
because < ¢ and ¢ < do not hold simultaneously.

1.1.2 Let ag AcA- - -Ac < bs be a conclusion of an inductive rule, and let auxiliary
rule 3 be valid for the premisses. The treatment of rules [2]—[5] is trivial in each
case because c¢ is a numerical formula.

1.2 Let a; < b1 VcV -V c be conclusion of an inductive rule, and let auxil-
iary rule 3 be valid for the premisses. The treatment of rules [2]-[5] is trivial as
under 1.1.2.

2.1 Let auxiliary rule 3 be valid for ¢ = ¢; and ¢ = ¢3. We prove it from this for
c=c1 ANcg, c=c1 Ve, and ¢ = ¢;. According to auxiliary rule 1 holds

<b1V(clACQ)V~~V(clA02)—>a1<b1Vcl,
<b1V(ClACQ)V'~'V(ClACQ)—>(l1%b1VCQ.

Moreover holds as A (¢ Ac2) A-+-A(c1 Ace) < by = as Acy Ace < by. But according
to hypothesis holds a1 < by Veir,aaAci Acag < by > ag Aaa Acyg < by V by and
<bi1Vey, |104 arAas Acg K b1 Vby = ai Aag Aag < by Vb Vbs. By contraction
arises a1 Aas < by Vbe. Dually to auxiliary rule 1 holds aA(c1Vea)A---A(e1 Ver) <
b— aAcy b, and by its aid follows as just also the validity of auxiliary rule 3
for ¢ = ¢ V ¢o. Finally holds according to auxiliary rule 2, a; < by Ve V- -Vep —
a1 A c1 < by; and dually to that holds ao Acy A+ Acy < by > as < by Vci. But
according to hypothesis holds as < baVey,a1 Acp <by = a3 Aag < b1 Vb

2.2 Let auxiliary rule 3 be valid for ¢ = d/a”. We prove it from this for ¢ = d.

For this we use AUXILIARY RULE 4: if C' is a theorem, then also C/a”.

The proof by theorem induction is trivial for each step.

We designate the theorems appearing in auxiliary rule 3 by Cy, Cs, and Cj, so
that it states: if C; and Cy are theorems, then also C3. According to auxiliary
rule 4 follows first that C7/a™ and Cy/a” are theorems. According to hypothesis
follows from that that Cs/a” is a theorem. According to the rule of constants,
then also C5 is a theorem.
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2.3 Let auxiliary rule 3 be valid for each ¢ = d(a”), where a” runs through all
constants of type 7.

We prove it from this for ¢ = d(p™) exactly correspondingly to 2.2 by using
AUXILIARY RULE 5: if C(p7) is a theorem, then also C'(a”) for each a”.

The proof is again trivial for each step.

It remains yet to show the validity of auxiliary rule 3 for ¢ = A . d(z7) and
c=V,-dx7).

First, we prove again by a trivial theorem induction AUXILIARY RULE 6:
a1 Kb VA d@") Ve VAL d@T) = ar b vd(pT).

If we choose for p™ a variable that does not occur in a1, by V A, d(z7), then
auxiliary rule 5 yields a1 < b1 vV d(a™) for each a”. We have to show now—under
hypothesis of auxiliary rule 3 for ¢ = d(a”) and the validity of a; < by v d(a™) for
each a™—:

agA/\ITd(IT)A"'/\/\I.,d(IT)<b2—>a1/\a2461Vb2.

We prove this claim by theorem induction.

2.3.1 Let ag A A\~ d(z™) A --- < by be a numerical theorem. The claim is then
trivially valid.

2.3.2 Let ag A A\, d(z7) A --- < b be conclusion of an inductive rule, and let
the claim be valid for the premisses. The treatment of each rule is trivial, except
the one case of rule [3d]:

agNd(@") AN, -d@T)A-- by > as AN d@T) A S b

As the claim is valid for the premisses, a; A as A d(a™) < by V by follows. Further
holds according to hypothesis a1 < b; V d(a™) and

ap Kby vd@a),a AaaAd(a™) Kby Vba = a3 Aag Aaz < by Vb Vbg,

from which a1 A as < by V by follows.

Thereby auxiliary rule 3 is proved for ¢ = A, d(z7).

The proof for ¢ = \/,. d(x7) proceeds dually to this; and auxiliary rule 3 is
proved in general.|10°

The further rules of the deductive calculus now make no difficulties any more.
The deductive rules (2b) and (2c¢) are contained in the inductive rules [2], [3a]-[3c].
Of the deductive rules (2d) two are contained in the inductive rules [3d], the other
two in auxiliary rule 6 and the dual auxiliary rule.

Thereby all deductive axioms are recognised as inductive theorems, and all de-
ductive rules as also valid in the inductive calculus.

Thus each proper deductive theorem is also an inductive theorem; in particular
< is not a theorem in the proper deductive calculus, because < is not a theorem in
the inductive calculus. Thereby the freedom from contradiction of the deductive
calculus is proved.
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8. The independence of the axiom of reducibility. With the method of §7 one
may also prove the freedom from contradiction of other similar calculi. The re-
lation of identity may e.g. be added to the deductive calculus, and the axiom of
extensionality replaced by the axioms of identity:

(c1) <p" =p".

(c2) p" =q" < c(p7) = c(q7).

For the proof of freedom from contradiction one has then to modify the inductive
calculus in the following way. To the prime formulae one adds p™ = ¢”, to the nu-
merical formulae a” = b”. These numerical formulae are interpreted as ‘a”™ and b”
are signs of the same form. The axiom (c;) is then an inductive theorem, because
< a” = a” is a numerical theorem for each constant a.

(c2) follows as well, as for two constants a”, b not of the same the form always
holds a™ = b” =<; but for constants a”, b” of the same form c(a”) < ¢(b7), thus
< c(a™) = ¢(b7). According to [3a] follows in each case a™ = b" < c(a”) — ¢(b7).

The freedom from contradiction of the deductive calculus is even preserved if
one adds axioms that postulate in terms of content the equipotence of the set of
individuals with the set of relations of type 7:

(e) For o = v+ 1(7 0), if 7 of order v,

S Voo (Aur Vo 272720 AN o Ny Ay (272720 AayT2%) — a7 = y7)).

For the proof of freedom from contradiction we modify the inductive calculus once
more. To the prime formulae p™ - p° is being added, to the numerical formulae
a” - a®. To interpret these numerical formulae, we carry out an enumeration of
the constants of type 7. Such an enumeration is possible, as the set of all formulae
is countable. We interpret a” F a® then as ‘@™ has in the enumeration of the
constants of type 7 the number a®’ On the basis of this interpretation there is to
each a” an a’ with a™ + a”. Thus for each a” holds < \/,0 a” F 2°; from which
follows < \/,op™ F 2% and < A, \/,0 2" - 2. For arbitrary constants a7, b7,
and ¢ holds moreover < a” =b" or a” F ® < or b F ¥ <. In each case results
according to [3a] a” F c® AbT F ¥ 5 a” = b7, from which follows

pTFTO/\qTF’I"OﬁpT:qT, ﬁ(pTFTOAqTFTO)%pT:qT,
S N0 N Ny (@7 20 AyT 1 20) = 2 = y7) |10
According to the rule of constants holds therefore for a” = (u™v%)* Tt u7 F 00,

< Ao Vo a’z" 20, Ao Aur /\yT((a"xTzO A a”y'rzo) =T =y7).
If we bind these two formulae by A, then a formula d(a”) arises; and < d(a”)
holds, from which <\/,. d(x”) follows. This is axiom (e).

We show in the end that in the modified deductive calculus thereby proven to
be free from contradiction, the axiom of reducibility is refutable. A simple case
of this axiom is: for p = v +2(0), if 7 = v(0), < A, Vor Nyo 272" < 2720,
First holds for 0 = v+ 1(7 0), d(p°) < (p°p"r° A p°q7r°) — p™ = ¢" and p” =
¢~ < q7r9 — p7rY; from which follows d(p®) A pp™r° A p7q 1% A ¢7r0 < pTr0
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and d(p°) A p7p"r® A\, 727r° Az7r0) < pTr0. Because of p7pTr? A pTr¥ <
V.- (p7z7r% A 27r0) results elementarily

d(p?) ApTpTr0 A (pTrO <V, (p”xTro AxTr0)) %,

dp”) AP0 A (pPr0 < - (P72 AzTr0)) A (pPr0 < pTr0) %
Further follows now
A7) AV 0 D570 A Ao (0720 5 Vo (070720 AT720)) A Ao (072”6 p72) < 5
thus because of d(p?) < A, V0 p7272°,
d(p7) A Noo (072" 0 Ve (07272 A2720)) AV o Ao (02”3 272%) <5
because of < \/,, A\,o(2°2° < /. (p7272° A 2720)),
A0%) A Ao Ve Ago@2° 65 272%) <
and because of <'\/_, d(z7),
Ao Var Noo(@"2” 6 272) <.,
q.e.d.
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