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Abstract

In Part I, we introduce the implicative-group (the partially-ordered (lattice-ordered) implicative-
group) as a term equivalent definition of the group (the partially-ordered (lattice-ordered) group,
respectively); two intermediary term equivalent notions are also introduced. The lattice-ordered
implicative-group is the great piece which missed of the puzzle showing the connections between
lattice-ordered groups and some algebras of logic. We establish “horizontal” connections at group
level and “vertical” connections between the group level and the algebras of logic level. We discuss
about the filters (ideals) and the deductive systems of the involved notions.

In Part II, we study the normal filters/ideals and the compatible deductive systems, the repre-
sentability of some of the involved algebras and we establish other “vertical” connections between the
group level and the algebras of logic level. Finally, we introduce and study the implicative-states and
the Bosbach-states on [-groups with strong unit.

Keywords po-group, po-implicative-group, Il-group, l-implicative-group, pseudo-BCK algebra,
partially-ordered integral monoid, pseudo-Wajsberg algebra, pseudo-MV algebra, filter, ideal, deduc-
tive system, representability, state, implicative-state, Bosbach-state

AMS classification (2000): 06F15, 06F35, 06D35

1 Introduction

Pseudo-MV algebras, the non-commutative generalizations of Chang’s MV algebras, were introduced in
1999 [13] and developed in [14]. Pseudo-MV algebras are intervals [8] in I-groups and pseudo-Wajsberg
algebras are term equivalent [3], [4] to pseudo-MV algebras. Hence, pseudo-Wajsberg algebras had to be
connected to a notion that is term equivalent to the I-group. That notion is the great piece which missed
of the puzzle showing the connections between algebras of logic and I-groups and was introduced in Part
I [19]: is the l-implicative-group.

1 — implicative — group = 1 — groups

0 0

pseudo — Wajsberg algebras <= pseudo — MYV algebras

Note that usually in the literature the case of right-pseudo-MV algebras is considered, since in po-
groups and I-groups the positive cone is usually considered. Note also that if we come from logic, where
the truth is represented by 1, then we arive to consider the left-pseudo-MV algebras (the left-structures
in general) and the negative cone. Therefore, in Part I and in this Part II, we deal with both cases: the
left- and the right- structures.
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In Part I also we studied the “horizonthal” connections at group-level and also “vertical” connections
between the group-level and the algebras of logic level: pseudo-BCK algebras, pseudo-product algebras
and pseudo-Wajsberg (pseudo-MV) algebras.

In this paper Part II, we continue to study “horizontal” connections at group-level and “vertical”
connections between the group-level and the algebras of logic level. The paper is organized as follows: in
Section 2, we recall some results from Part I.

In Section 3, we study normal filters/ideals and compatible deductive systems. Thus, first we introduce
the notion of compatible deductive system of a po-implicative-group versus the old notion of normal convex
po-subgroup of a po-group and prove the equivalence “compatible if and only if normal” (Theorem 3.3).
Then, we mainly prove that the normality (compatibility) at I-group (I-implicative-group) G level is
inherited by the algebras obtained by restricting the I-group (l-implicative-group) operations to G~ and
to G*, to [v/,0] and to [0,u], and finally to G~ = {—00} UG~ and to G{,, = G U {+oc} and, also,
that the equivalence “compatible if and only if normal’, existing at l-group (l-implicative-group) level,
is preserved by the algebras obtained by restricting the I-group (I-implicative-group) operations to G~
and to GT, to [/,0] and to [0, u], and finally to GZ_, and to GI_, (Theorems 3.11, 3.18, 3.22). Other
important results, at general level, are the Theorems 3.8, 3.13, 3.20 and the Corollary 3.23.

In Section 4, we study the representability. First, we find equivalent conditions for an l-implicative-
group to be representable (Theorem 4.6). Then, we prove that representability at [-implicative-group G
level is inherited by the algebras obtained by restricting the operations from G to G~ and to G* (Theorem
4.9). Another important result at this level is Theorem 4.10. The research here must be continued:
connections between the representability at l-group (I-implicative-group) G level and the representability
at [u',0] C G, [0,u] C G* level and at G—, G, level must be found.

In Section 5, we study the states. Flrst we define the distance functions d¥, df and df, d& on an
l-group and prove some properties (Proposmon 5.2), following the ideas in the pseudo BL algebras case.
Then, we introduce the notions of additive-state, or state for short, on a po-group with strong unit and
implicative-state on a po-implicative-group with strong unit and prove they coincide (Theorem 5.7). Next,
we introduce the notions of state morphism on an [-group with strong unit and implicative-state morphism
on an [-implicative-group with strong unit and prove they coincide, by the same Theorem 5.7. Finally,
we introduce the notion of Bosbach-state on an [-group with strong unit, prove some properties and prove
that any state is a Bosbach-state (Theorem 5.17), following the ideas from [12]. The research from this
section must continue at least with the study of the restrictions of the various kinds of states from the
l-group level to the G, GT level, the [/, 0], [0, u] level and the G~ __, GIOO level.

2 Preliminaries

Recall first the following notations (where ¢ means “dual”):

P) (pseudo-product) 3z Gy notgtion min{z | <y —F 2} =min{z | y <z ~F 2},
pS) (pseudo-sum) 3 z & y "L max{z | 2 > y —»8 2} = max{z | y > z ~F 2},
pR) (pseudo-residuum) 3 y —% 2z notation L, notatten max{y | Oy < z},

notation
R 2 at

max{z |z Oy <z}, x ~
pcoR) (pseudo-coresiduum) 3 y —F z "L min{z |z By > 2}, x ~
pPR)=(pRP) 20y <z <= <y —r 2=y <z~ 2
ScoR)=(pcorRS) 1 Dy > z <= >y »F 2 =y >z~ 2,
DN) (pseudo-Double Negation) (z™)” =z = (z7)~,

C

min{y |z @y > z},

(p
(
(
(
(
(p
(p
(PC)  zvy=(z~ly =Ly=(z Ly ~y,
(pCY) w Ay =(z =T y)~Ty=(z~Ty) -y,
(pC) implies (pprel) and (pdiv),

(pC%) implies (pprel?) and (pdiv? )

(pprel) (pseudo-prelinearity) (z =L y)V (y =L z) =1= (z~Ly) Vv (y~TL 2),
(pdiv) (pseudo-divisibility) z Ay = (z =L y) 0z =20 (z ~Ly),

(ppreld) =y Ay =la)=0=(z~Ty)A(y~Ta),

(pdiv)) zVy=(z ="y @r=2a(x~"y);

(*) (z0z) =t (yoz)=z-ty, (ze2)~F (z0y) =a~ty,



(*) (z @ 2 —L>R (y@z):xLﬁRy, (z@x)~E oy =2~Ry;

(PPl z Az =0=zAz™,

©P2) =) 0l oz) =L (o) <z =Ly ) 0lror)~E (zoy)] <z~
(pP1%) Ve =l=zva™~,

PP2Y) (") @z @) R (y@ )] 2x —Ry, ) @ (z@r) R (zay)] e~y

Recall [16] that the left-pseudo-BCK(pP) algebras (denote one by ALY = (AL, <, —L ~L 1), where
the pseudo-product is ®) are categorically equivalent to the left-porims (= partially-ordered residuated
integral left-monoids) (denote the corresponding one by Aﬁz = (AL7 <,®, 1), where the pseudo-residuum
is (=% ~+F)), and, dually, the right-pseudo-BCK(pS) algebras (A% = (A%, <, =% ~% 0), where the
pseudo-sum is @) are categorically equivalent to the right-porims (= partially-ordered residuated integral
right-monoids) (AE = (A%, <, ®,0), where the pseudo-coresiduum is (—%,~»)). We write for short:

(a) left-pseudo-BCK(pP) algebras <= left-porims and dually
(a’) right-pseudo-BCK(pS) algebras <= right-porims.

Recall also that the (— ~s%)-deductive systems of A* (the (—%,~»f)-deductive systems of A%)
coincide with the filters of the equivalent AL (the ideals of the equivalent AZ | respectively) [19], Theorem
2.16.

Remark 2.1 Thus, we can roughly speak about the (—%, ~+1)-deductive systems and the filters of AL (or
of AL) and say that they coincide; dually, we can roughly speak about the (—,~+%)-deductive systems
and the ideals of Af (or of AZ) and say that they coincide.

Moreover, we have:
(b) left-pseudo-BCK(pP) lattices <= left-I-rims (= lattice-ordered residuated integral left-monoids) and
(b’) right-pseudo-BCK(pS) lattices <= right-I-rims.
It follows, on one hand, that
(¢) left-pseudo-BCK(pP) lattices verifying condition (pC) <= left-I-rims verifying condition (pC) and
(¢”) right-pseudo-BCK (pS) lattices verifying condition (pC?) <= right-I-rims verifying condition (pC?%),
hence
(d) bounded left-pseudo-BCK(pP) lattices verifying (pC) <= bounded left-I-rims verifying (pC) and
(d’) bounded right-pseudo-BCK(pS) lattices verifying (pC?) <= bounded right-I-rims verifying (pC?).
But, recall also ([18], Theorem 10.2.16) that:
the bounded left-pseudo-BCK(pP) lattice verifying (pC) is an equivalent definition of the left-pseudo-
Wajsberg algebra, while the bounded left-I-rim verifying (pC) is an equivalent definition of the left-
pseudo-MV algebra; and left-pseudo-Wajsberg algebras are term equivalent to left-pseudo-MV algebras.
Dually,
the bounded right-pseudo-BCK(pS) lattice verifying (pC?) is an equivalent definition of the right-pseudo-
Wajsberg algebra, while the bounded right-I-rim verifying (pC?) is an equivalent definition of the right-
pseudo-MV algebra; and right-pseudo-Wajsberg algebras are term equivalent to right-pseudo-MV algebras.
On the other hand, it follows that:
(e) bounded left-pseudo-BCK (pP) lattices verifying (prel),(pdiv) (= left-pseudo-Hajék(pP) algebras) <=
bounded left-I-rims verifying (prel), (pdiv) (= left-pseudo-BL algebras) and
(¢”) bounded right-pseudo-BCK (pS) lattices verifying (prel?), (pdiv?) (= right-pseudo-Hajék(pS) algebras)
<= bounded right-I-rims verifying (prel?), (pdiv?) (= right-pseudo-BL algebras),
hence
(f) left-pseudo-Héjek(pP) algebras verifying (pP1), (pP2) <= bounded left-I-rims verifying (pprel), (pdiv)
and (pP1), (pP2) (= left-pseudo-BL algebras verifying (pP1), (pP2) = left-pseudo-product algebras) and
(f’) right-pseudo-Hajek(pS) algebras verifying (pP1¢), (pP2%) <= bounded right-I-rims verifying (pprel?),
(pdiv?) and (pP1%), (pP2%) (= right-pseudo-BL algebras verifying (pP1¢), (pP2%) = right-pseudo-product
algebras).
Consequently, in all these algebras also, the (—%, ~s1)-deductive systems (the (—% ~+%)
systems) coincide with the filters (ideals, respectively).
We shall not recall definitions and other properties of algebras of logic, because of lack of space. In this
paper, note that “reversed” pseudo-BCK algebras will be simply called “pseudo-BCK algebras”, left-ones

-deductive



or right-ones.

We now recall from Part I some of the necessary results needed in the sequel concerning the (implicative-

) groups.

2.1 Groups, po-groups, [-groups

e Let G = (G, +,—,0) be a group, in additive notation in this paper. We introduced the new operations
— and ~» on G, called “implications”, defined by: for all z,y € G,

r—Yy

def def.

The two implications satisfy the following properties: for all x,y, z € G,

r+y

T

Proposition 2.2 In a group G, the following properties hold: for all x,y,z,x1, T2, ..

(a) (x~y) +(y~ 2)

=-(@—=(=)=(y) -z z+ty=-(y~(-2)=(-2)~y, (2

y—>z:(z—>x)f\,>(y—>x), yf\/a,z:(,zf\,>x)—>(y'\,>x)7
(y—az)war=y=(y~z) —7,
—rz=2—0=x~0,

r=y<=zr—-y=0<z~y=0,

ty=z<=arx=y—z<=y=x~ 2z (see[ll], page 160),

T=y &= -y =—u,
0—-2z=2=0~=x,
zo (Y —a) =y — (2~ 1),
cma=(y =)= =), zra=(y~ D)~ (),
r—r=0=x~zx,
x> (—y) =y — (—a),
—(x—0)=2=—(x~0),

(y —z)~a]—me=y—=z [y~vz)—a]lvz=y~uz,
T (y—z2)=(@+y) -z z~ly~z)=E+a)~z
roy=(-y) = (-x), z—-y=(-y)~(-2),
(—x)~y=(-y) — =,
(z—y)tz=y=z+(x~y),
= (y+z)=y=z~ (r+y),
roy=@+2)—Wy+z), voy=(z+z)~(z+y),
(y+a)—z=-y=(x+y)~u,
y—(@—+z)=0=y~ (z~ (x+y).

=T~z

(@) (y—2)+(x—y)=z— 2z
(b) (21~ x2) + (w3~ 23) + ... + (Tp_1 ~ Tp) = T1 ~ Tp,

(b)) (Xp—1 — xp) + ..

A (22— x3) + (21 — @2) =21 — Ty

= —[z+(-yl=y+(-2), z~y = —[(-y) +z]=(-2)+y. (1)

)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)
9)
(10)
(11)
(12)
(13)
(14)
(15)
(16)
(17)
(18)
(19)
(20)
(21)
(22)
(23)

LTn €G (n>2),



e Let now G = (G, <,+, —,0) be a partially-ordered group or a po-group for short. Then the following
properties hold: for all z,y,z € G,

(1) zHy<zor<y—zey<ar~z, and dually (24)

(it) z+y>zor>y—zey>a~ 2z,
r<y = z—rz<z—yand 2~z <z~ y, (25)
r<y = y—z<z—ozandy~z <z~ 2 (26)

Corollary 2.3 Let G be a po-group. For all x,y € G, if x <y then:
r—=y>0,z~y>0andy - x<0, y~ 2z <0.

e Let finally G = (G, V, A, +,—,0) be a lattice-ordered group or an I-group for short. Then we have,
for all z,y,a,b € G:
(G8) a+(zVy)+b=(a+2x+b)V(a+y+0b) and dually
(G a+(zAhy)+b=(a+x+b)A(a+y+Dd);
(G10) —(z Vy) = (—z) A (—y) and dually
(G11) =(z Ay) = (—2) V (=y);
(G12) zVy=xz—(zAy)+y, zAy=x—(xVy) +y,
(G13) The lattice (G, V, A) is distributive;

(xVz)my=(—yA(z—y), (@Vz)~vy=(x~y) Az~y) anddually (27)
(EAD) my= @)V (=) @A)~y = (T y)V (s ) (28)
y—(xVz)=Yy—2)Vy—2), y~@Vz)=@Hy~zx)V(y~2z) anddually (29)
y—@hz)=Y—2)AN(y—2), y~(@Az)=(Fy~z)A(y~ 2); (30)
[(xA0)~0]A0=0, [(xA0)—=0A0=0 anddually (31)
[(zV0)~0vV0O=0, [(xV0)—0VO0=0; (32)

@Vy) = @Ay =@ =y Aly—=2)A0<0, (zVy)~(@Ay) =@~y A(ly~z)A0<0 (33)

and dually
(xAy) = (zVy)=@—-y)Vy—-2)V0>0, (zAy)~(xVy =@~y V(y~z)V0>0; (34)
= @Ny)=0A(z—y), z~ (@Ay)=0A(z~y), (35)
(zAy) —z=0V(y—2z), (Ay)~zxz=0V(y~ x). (36)

2.2 Implicative-groups, po-implicative-groups, /[-implicative-groups

o An implicative-group ([19], Definition 4.1) is an algebra G = (G, —,~,0) of type (2,2,0) such that the
following axioms hold: for all x,y, 2z € G,
MMy—z=Gc—a)~Wy—2), y~vz=(z~z) =y~ u),
Jy=@y—az)~z, y=@y~z) oz,
Jx=y<—=z—-y=0<=z~y=0,
yx — 0=z~ 0.
The implicative-group is said to be commutative or abelian if t — y =z~ y, for all z,y € G.
Let G be an implicative-group. Then, we have, for all z,y, z € G:
IN0—-z=2=0~uzx,
(18) 2~ (y > 2) =y — (2~ 2),
I19)z—-z=0=x~u=x,

zor=y—2) > Y—ow), 2oz=(Y~z)~ (Y~ o) (37)

An equivalent definition of the implicative-group is the following: an implicative-group is an algebra
G = (G, —,~,0) of type (2,2,0) such that (I1), (I7), (I3), (I4) hold.
The groups and the implicative-groups are termwise equivalent:



Theorem 2.4 ([19], Theorem 4.13)
(1) Let G = (G, +,—,0) be a group. Define ®(G) = (G,—,~»,0) by: for all z,y € G,

vy @t () =@y =y-=

def.
proy " ()t a) = —(—y+a) =~z .
Then ®(G) is an implicative-group.
(1’) Conversely, let G = (G, —,~»,0) be an implicative-group. Define ¥(G) = (G,+,—,0) by: for all
z,y € G,

—xde:f'z—>0(lz4)x~»0,

4y = () C —y~ (—a)).

Then ¥(G) is a group.
(2) The maps ® and ¥ are mutually inverse.

The implicative-group is commutative if and only if the term equivalent group is commutative, i.e.
x —y=ux~yforall z,y if and only if x +y =y + z for all x,y.

o A partially-ordered implicative-group or a po-implicative-group for short ([19], Definition 4.17) is a
structure G = (G, <, —,~»,0), where (G, —,~,0) is an implicative-group and < is a partial order on G
compatible with —, ~+, i.e. we have: for all z,y,z € G,

(I5) x <y implies z mx < z—-yand z~ax <z~ g

The po-groups and the po-implicative-groups are termwise equivalent ([19], Theorem 4.23).

Let G be a po-implicative-group. A deductive system of G ([19], Definition 4.27) is a subset S C G
which satisfies: for all z,y,a,b € G,

(DS1) 0 € S,

(pDS2)(a) z € S,z -y € Simplyy € S (orz € S, z~ y € S imply y € S); (b) = € S implies
r—0=x~0€S5,

(pDS3) a,b € S and a <z <bimply z € S.

Theorem 2.5 ([19], Theorem 4.28)
Let G, = (G,<,+,—,0) be a po-group and let G;y = (G,<,—,~,0) be the term equivalent po-
implicative-group. Then, the convex po-subgroups of G, coincide with the deductive systems of G;q.

Remark 2.6 Thus, we can roughly speak about the convex po-subgroups and the deductive systems of
Gy (or of G;y) and say that they coincide.

e If the partial order relation < is a lattice order relation, with the lattice operations A and V defined
by: z<yexAy=z< zVy=uy,then G is a lattice-ordered implicative-group or an l-implicative-group
for short, denoted G = (G, V, A, —,~»,0).

The [l-groups and the l-implicative-groups are termwise equivalent ([19], Corollary 4.31).

2.3 “Vertical” connections (between group level and algebras of logic level)
e At partial order level, we have:

Theorem 2.7 ([19], Theorem 5.1) Let G = (G, <,+, —,0) be a po-group. Then
(1) G~ =(G~,<,0 =4,1=0) is a left-poim (= partially-ordered, integral left-monoid);
(1’) Gt = (G*,<,® = +,0 = 0) is a right-poim (= partially-ordered, integral right-monoid).

Theorem 2.8 ([19], Theorem 5.2) Let G = (G, <,+,—,0) be a po-group and S be a convex po-subgroup
of G. Then,

(1) St =SNG~ is a filter of the left-poim G~ = (G~,<,® = +,1 = 0) from Theorem 2.7 (1).

(1) SE =SNGt is an ideal of the right-poim G+ = (G*,<,@® = +,0 = 0) from Theorem 2.7 (1°).



Recall from part I that, by above theorem, a better name for a “convex po-subgroup” should
be that of “filter-ideal”.

e At lattice order level, we have:

Theorem 2.9 ([19], Theorem 5.3) Let G = (G, V, A, —,~,0) be an l-implicative-group.
(1) Define, for all x,y € G~:

=Py @ myno, ety @y o (38)

Then, GL' = (G=, A, Vv, =L ~L 1 = 0) is a distributive left-pseudo-BCK (pP) lattice (with the pseudo-
product ® = +) verifying conditions (pC) and (*) (see condition (pP2) from the definition of a (left-)
pseudo-product algebra and (21)).
(1°) Define, for all x,y € G*:
9U—>Ryd€:f'(sc—>y)\/07 xMRydezf'(a:«»y)\/O. (39)
Then, GF = (G*,V, A, =B, ~B 0 = 0) is a distributive right-pseudo-BCK (pS) lattice (with the pseudo-
sum ® = +) verifying the dual condztwns (pC?) and (*2).

Theorem 2.10 ([19], Theorem 5.9) Let G = (G,V,A,—,~,0) be an l-implicative-group and S be a
deductive system of G. Then,

(1) St =SNG~ is a (=L, ~L)-deductive system of GL' = (G, A, V, =L ~E 1 = 0) from Theorem
2.9 (1).

(1’) SB = SNGT is a (—F,~F)-deductive system of GI* = (G*,V, A, =T, ~T 0 = 0) from Theorem
2.9 (1)

In Part I, we “bounded” the algebras G and G® from Theorem 2.9 in two different ways: first, with
an “internal” element, second, with an “external” element; we obtained the equivalent of known results,
as follows:

Corollary 2.11 (/19], Corollary 5.8)
(i) Let GL = (G=, A, vV, =L, ~E 1 =0) from Theorem 2.9 (1). Let us “bound” this algebra in two different
ways:

1) Let us take v’ < 0 from G~ and consider the interval [u’,0]. Then the algebra

glL = ([u/a0]7/\7\/a_>L7’\">L70 = u/71 = 0)

is a bounded left-pseudo-BCK (pP) lattice (with the pseudo-product x ©F y ael (xoy)vVu =(x+y)Vu)
with condition (pC), i.e. is an equivalent definition of the left-pseudo-Wajsberg algebra (see [17] and
[21], [10] for the commutative case)

L L

Gl = ([, 0], =", ~5, 7 7 0=, 1=0).

2) Let us consider a symbol —oo distinct from the elements of G. Define G_ ael {—0} UG and

extend the operations —X ~L © from G~ to G~ as follows:
x =Ly, if xyeGT r~Ly if zyeGT
L def. X _ L def. ) _
rT—=5 Yy = —00, if reG,y=—0 Ty Yy = -0, if veG,y=—
0, if x=—o0, 0, if x=-00

def. [ zOQy=z+y, if z,yeG”
T2y = { —oo, if otherwise.

We extend the lattice order relation < as follows: we put —oo <z, for any x € GZ_,. Then, the algebra

QQL:(G /\\/—>2,M2,0 00,1 =0)



is a left-pseudo-H4jek(pP) algebra (with the pseudo-product ) verifying conditions (pP1)
and (pP2) (see [17]).

(i’) Let GE = (G*,v,A, =B ~F 0 = 0) from Theorem 2.9 (1°). Let us “bound” this algebra in two
different ways:
1°) Let us take u > 0 from GT and consider the interval [0,u] = {x € GT | 0 < z < u}. Then the
algebra
GR = ([0,u], vV, A, =B, ~F 0=0,1=u)

is a bounded right-pseudo-BCK (pS) lattice (with the pseudo-sum z & y def @y Au=(r+y)Au)

with condition (pC?), i.e. is an equivalent definition of the right-pseudo-Wajsberg algebra
Gt = ([0,u], =T~ =7~ 0=0,1=u).

2’) Let us consider a symbol +oo distinct from the elements of G. Define G Ay {+0} and
extend the operations —% ~% @ from G to GIOO as follows:

wer. | # —Ry if zyeGt wer. | ® ~B iz e GY
-8y = oo, if TE€GT, y=400 x~Ry = +oo, if z€GT, y=+4o0
0, if x=+o0, 0, if x=+o0,

v,y i r®y=z+y, if v,y G
2¥ = +oo, if otherwise.

We extend the lattice order relation > as follows: we put +0o0 > x, for any x € Gioo. Then, the algebra
G5 = (Gla V. A, =35, 0 = 0,1 = +00)

is a right-pseudo-H4jek(pS) algebra (with the pseudo-sum @) verifying the dual conditions
(pP1%) and (pP2%).

Note that in Part I, Theorem 2.9 was formulated equivalently ([19], Theorem 5.10) for I-groups and
(1) left-I-rims G (equivalent to noncommutative left-residuated lattices) and (1°) right-l-rims GF. Also
in Part I, the above corollary was formulated equivalently ([19], Corollary 5.12) for: (i) left-I-rims, left-

L

pseudo-MV algebras GL,, = ([, 0], oF, &L, ~ o=, 1= 0), where, for every x,y € [u',0]:

m@Lyde:f'(CL‘CDy)\/u':(gc—i—y)\/u’, :UEBLyde:f'(;v—u'—i—y)/\O, e — T

and left-pseudo-product algebras and, dually, for: (i) right-l-rims, right-pseudo-MV algebras g}jﬂ, =
R R

([0,u], &7, &% =7 ,~",0 = 0,1 = u), where, for every x,y € [0,u]:

xEBRydezf'(a:EBy)/\u:(x+y)/\u, x@Ryde:f'(x—u—G-y)\/O, x*Rd;f'u—x, o= R

and right-pseudo-product algebras.
Recall also from Part I that the left-pseudo-MV algebra Qﬁll, is term equivalent to the right-pseudo-

MV algebra GLE, = ([u',0], &%, &F, - , NL,O =/,1 = 0) and dually, the right-pseudo-MV algebra GF

ml’ ml’
is term equivalent to the left-pseudo-MV algebra GEL = ([0, u], ©F, @F, *R, NR, 0=0,1=u).

ml =

3 Normal filters/ideals and compatible deductive systems

3.1 po-groups (po-implicative groups) and associated algebras on G—, G

Recall the following definition:



Definition 3.1 Let G, = (G, <,+,—,0) be a po-group. A convex po-subgroup S of G, is normal if the
following condition (Ng) holds:

(Ng) foranyge G, S+g=g+5.

Recall that S + g = g + S means:
(i) for each h € S, there exists h’ € S such that h + g =g+ I/;
(ii) for each h' € S, there exists h € S such that g +h' = h + g.

We introduce now the following definition:

Definition 3.2 Let G;, = (G, <,—,~,0) be a po-implicative-group. A deductive system S of G;, is
compatible if the following condition (C;4) holds:

(Cig) foranyz,y e G, v -yeS<=r~yechs.
Using Remark 2.6, we formulate the following complex result (which brings together more results):

Theorem 3.3

Let Giy = (G, <,—,~,0) be a po-implicative-group (or let G, = (G, <,+,—,0) be a po-group). Let S
be a deductive system of Giy (or, equivalently, a convexr po-subgroup of G ).
Then, S is compatible if and only if S is normal, i.e. (Cig) <= (Ng).

Proof. (C;y) = (Ny): Suppose that (C;4) holds and let g € G.

notation

(i) Let h € S; denote y =" h + g and remark that by (19) we have

g—y)+g=y=9+@g~y).

Hence, y = h+ g = (¢ — y) + ¢, which implies that h = g — y. Hence, g — y € S. By (C,y), it follows
that g ~ y € S also. Hence, there exists b’ = g ~ y € S such that
htg=(g—-y+g=y=g+(g—y) =g+

(i) Similarly, let A’ € S; denote x notation o 4 b/ and remark that by (19) we have

(g—z)+g=r=9g+ (9~ 7).

Hence, x = g+ b/ = g+ (g ~ x), which implies b’ = g ~ z. Hence, g~ z € S. By (C,y), it follows that
g~ x € S too. Hence, there exists h = g — x € S such that
gth =g+(g~z)=z=(9—2)+g=h+yg
By (i) and (ii), we obtain that (Ng) holds.
(Ng) = (Cig): Suppose that (Ng) holds and that z — y € S. By (19), we have

(x—y)tr=y=a+(x~y).

Put then h = 2 — y € S; hence, h+ 2 =y = =+ (z ~ y). By (Ny), there exists b’ € S such that
h+x=y=x+h'" Hence, y=x+ (x~ y) =2+ h'. It follows that x ~ y = h'. Thus, x ~ y € S.
Similarly, x ~» y € S implies that x — y € S.

Thus, (C;4) holds. O

We introduce now the following definition:

Definition 3.4
(1) Let ME = (MY <, ®,1) be a left-poim. A filter S* of M is normal if the following condition
(NE) holds:
(NH) foranyxze M*, Stor=z0St
(1') Let M = (M%, <,®,0) be a right-poim. An ideal S® of M is normal if the following condition
(N*?) holds:
(N1 foranyxz e ME, SR@z=20 "



Then we have the following result:

Proposition 3.5 Let G = (G, <,+, —,0) be a po-group and S be a normal convex po-subgroup of G. Then,
(1) St = SN G~ is a normal filter of the left-poim G~ = (G, <, = +,1 = 0) from the Theorem 2.7
(1).
(1°) S =SNGt is a normal ideal of the right-poim Gt = (G*,<,® = +,0 = 0) from the Theorem 2.7
(17).
Proof. (1): By Theorem 2.8 (1), S is a filter of G~. It remains to prove that is a normal filter, i.e. (N¥)
holds.
(i) Let h € SE =SNG, ie. h € Sand h <0. S being normal, by (N,) it follows that there exists b’ € S
such that '
s Ly =+ W

We must prove that A’ < 0. First, notice that s < x, since h < 0 implies that s = h+2 <0+ 2 = z.
Then, s < x implies that s = z + A’ < x, and therefore h’ < 0.
Thus, ¥ € S =SNGl and hoz =20}
(i) Similarly, for b’ € ST, there exists h € ST, such that x ® b’ = h ® z. By (i) and (ii), (N¥) holds.

(1’) has a similar proof. O

Recall the following definition.

Definition 3.6 (see ([20], Definition 2.2.1)
(1) Let AL = (AL, <, —% ~+L 1) be a left-pseudo-BCK algebra. We say that a (—%, ~+%)-deductive
system ST of AL is compatible if the following condition (C¥) holds:

(ch) forany xz,y € AY, z =L ye St =z~ ye st

(1) Let A% = (AR < —F ~E 0) be a right-pseudo-BCK algebra. We say that a (—1, ~+f)-deductive
system S of AF is compatible if the following condition (C#) holds:

(CTy forany x,y € AR, z -y e St = z~ufy e ST

3.2 [-groups (l-implicative groups) and associated algebras on G—, G+
In lattice order case, we have the following result:

Proposition 3.7 Let G = (G,V,A\,—,~,0) be an l-implicative-group and S be a compatible deductive
system of G. Then,

(1) S¥ = SN G~ is a compatible (—L,~1)-deductive system of the left-pseudo-BCK (pP) lattice G& =
(G=,A,V, =L ~E 1 =0) from Theorem 2.9 (1).

(1’) SE = SN GT is a compatible (—F ~T)-deductive system of the right-pseudo-BCK (pS) lattice GI =
(GT, v, A, =T~ 0 =0) from Theorem 2.9 (17).

Proof. (1): By Theorem 2.10 (1), S is a (—L,~sL)-deductive system of GL. It remains to prove that
ST is compatible, i.e. for all z,y € G™:

r—lye St = z~tyec St (40)
Since  — y € G, x ~L y € G, it remains to prove that

r—tyeSe=az~lycs. (41)
Butx wly=(z—y)A0=(z - y) Az — ) (‘(g)xﬂ(y/\x) and similarly z ~% y = 2 ~ (y A z) and

since S is compatible, we have

x—(yhr)e Sz~ (yAx)€ES. (42)
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It follows that (41) holds, hence (40) holds.
(1’) has a similar proof. O

Using Remark 2.1 and (b), (b’), we formulate the following complex result:

Theorem 3.8

(1) Let AL = (AL A, v, —E ~E 1) be a left-pseudo-BCK (pP) lattice verifying (pdiv) (or let AL =
(AL AV, 0,1) be a left-I-rim verifying (pdiv)). Let S* be a (—%,~%)-deductive system of A* (or,
equivalently, a filter of AL ).

Then S* is compatible if and only if is normal, i.e. (CF) <= (N¥).

(1°) Let AR = (AR v, A, =B~ 0) be a right-pseudo-BCK (pS) lattice verifying (pdiv?) (or let AR =
(AR VN, @,0) be a right-l-rim verifying (pdiv?)). Let ST be a (—%,~T)-deductive system of AT (or,
equivalently, an ideal of AR ).

Then S is compatible if and only if is normal, i.e. (CF) & (NE).

Proof. (1): Suppose that ST is compatible, i.e. that (C¥) holds. We must prove that S is normal, i.e.
that (NZ) holds. Indeed, let z € A~.

(i) Let h € S¥. We put s notation b o . First, notice that s < x, since h ® x < z. Then, by (pdiv), we
have
s=xAs=(zx—=Ls)Or=10(x~"s).

But z —% s =2 =L (h®z) > h, by ([18] page 354, property (10.3)). Hence + —% s > h and h € SL.
Since ST is a filter, it follows that  —% s € S¥. Then, by (C¥), we obtain that # ~+’ s € S* too; hence,

there exists &’ ""%"" g ~sL s € SE such that hOz =2 O K.
(ii) Similarly, for A’ € ST, there exists h € S¥ such that 2 © b/ = h © .
By (i) and (ii), (N¥) holds.

Suppose now that S* is normal, i.e. that (N*) holds. We must prove that S* is compatible, i.e. that
(CE) holds. Indeed, let z,y € A”.
Assume z —L y € SL. Then putting h = x —¥ y, by (NL) there exists ' € S¥ such that hOx =z O K.
But, by (pdiv),

tAhy=(x -ty or=20@~Ly),

ie. tAy=horz=20 (r~Ly). Hence, tAy=20h =206 (z~Fy).
We must prove that x ~% y € SE. Indeed, x ~F y =2 ~EF (zAy) =2 ~F (xoh) > 1,
by ([18] page 367, property (10.49) and page 354, property (10.3)).
Hence, x ~L y > b/ and b/ € S¥; since S* is a filter, it follows that z ~»% y € SL.
Similarly, assuming = ~+% y € S”, we shall obtain that z —% y € S~.
Thus, (CL) holds.
(1"): similarly. O

Remark 3.9 Note that condition (pdiv) ((pdiv?) respectively) is a necessary condition in order to have
that “compatible property is equivalent to normal property”. In the absence of condition (pdiv) ((pdiv?)
respectively), we may have any situation.

Open problem 3.10 Find an example of left-pseudo-BCK(pP) lattice, for instance, not verifying (pdiv),
which has a filter that is normal but not compatible, or is compatible but not normal.

Finally, using the Remarks 2.6 and 2.1, we formulate the following complex result:

Theorem 3.11
Let G,y = (G,V,\,—,~,0) be an l-implicative-group (or let G = (G,V, A, +,—,0) be an l-group). Let
S be a compatible deductive system of Gig (or, equivalently, a normal convex l-subgroup of G, ).
Then,
(1) St = SN G~ is a compatible (—L,~L)-deductive system of the left-pseudo-BCK (pP) lattice G* =

11



(G=, A\, V, =L ~E 1 =0) (or, equivalently, ST is a normal filter of the left-I-rim Gt = (G=,A,V,® =
+,1=0)), and S* is compatible if and only if is normal, i.e. (C*) < (N¥).

(1°) S = SNG™ is a compatible (—T, ~+F)-deductive system of the right-pseudo-BCK (pS) lattice Gt =
(G, v, A, =T ~E 0 =0) (or, equivalently, ST is a normal ideal of the right-l-rim GE = (GT,V,\,® =
+,0=0)), and ST is compatible if and only if is normal, i.e. (CT) <= (NF).

Proof. (1): ST is a compatible (—%,~+E)-deductive system of GZ by Proposition 3.7 (1).
SE is a normal filter of GL by Proposition 3.5 (1).
(CL) < (NT) by Theorem 3.8 (1), since G (GL)) verifies condition (pC) and (pC) implies (pdiv).
(1°) has a similar proof. 0

In other words, the above Theorem 3.11 says that normality (compatibility) at I-group (l-implicative-
group) G level is inherited by the algebras obtained by restricting the l-group (l-implicative-group)
operations to the negative cone G~ and to the positive cone G*. Also, it says that the equivalence
(Cig) <= (Ng) (compatible if and only if normal), existing at I-group (l-implicative-group) level (Theo-
rem 3.3), is preserved by the algebras obtained by restricting the I-group (I-implicative-group) operations
to G~ and to GT.

3.3 [-groups (l-implicative groups) and associated algebras on [v/,0], [0, u]

Remarks 3.12

(a) It is proved in [13], ([14] Lemma 3.2) that in right-pseudo-MV algebras, an ideal is normal if
and only if is compatible. Hence, dually, in left-pseudo-MV algebras, a filter is normal if and only if is
compatible.

(b) Note that these dual results follow by Theorem 3.8 (1’) and (1), since in a left-pseudo-MV algebra
(right-pseudo-MV algebra) condition (pdiv) (condition (pdiv?) respectively) is verified.

We shall clarify in this subsection how the results from the above Remark are connected with those
from I-groups (I-implicative-groups) level.
First note that we have the following general theorem that generalizes the Corollary 2.11, (1),(1’).

Theorem 3.13
(1) Let AF = (AF AV, —E ~E 1) be a left-pseudo-BCK(pP) lattice (with the pseudo-product ©)
verifying condition (pC). Let us “bound” this algebra with an “internal” element in the following way: let
us take u' < 1 from A* and consider the interval [u',1] = {x € AL | v <2z <1} C AE. Then the algebra
Af = (W 1), A, v, =E ~F 0=/ 1)

is a bounded left-pseudo-BCK (pP) lattice (with the pseudo-product x ®L y ael- (x ©y) V') with condition
(pC), i.e. is an equivalent definition of the left-pseudo-Wajsberg algebra (see [17])

AL = ([ 1], =L~ =7 0=/, 1).
(1°) Let AR = (AR v, A, =B ~B0) be a right-pseudo-BCK (pS) lattice (with the pseudo-sum @)
verifying condition (pc?). Let us “bound” this algebra in the following way: let us take u > 0 from AR

and consider the interval [0,u] = {x € A% |0 <z <u} C AR. Then the algebra

Al = ([0,u], v, A, =B, ~B 0,1 = u)

is a bounded right-pseudo-BCK (pS) lattice (with the pseudo-sum x ®F y def- (z ® y) Au) with condition
(pC?), i.e. is an equivalent definition of the right-pseudo-Wajsberg algebra

A{{’ = ([Oau]vﬁRa/\’)Ra_ aN a071 = U)
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Proof. (1): [v/,1] is obviously closed under A and V. [u/,1] is closed under —%: let x,y € [/, 1];
y < 1implies z =% y < 2 =% 1 =1; v < y implies =% v/ < z =¥ y and v/ < 2 —% o/; hence
u' < x —Ty < 1. Similarly, [u/,1] is closed under ~»~. Tt follows that A is a bounded left-pseudo-BCK

lattice verifying (pC). Then, it verifies (pDN), where 2~ = "y Ly and o~ = 2~ gl o,

for any « € [/, 1]. Consequently, there exists

(»C)

Fa' "= (zoy) v

l’@Ly:(x _L y_)N:(LC _L (y_>L u/))ML u'z((x@y) _L ’U/)’\»
Thus, A¥ is a bounded left(pseudo-BCK(pP) lattice with pseudo-product ®F, verifying (pC).
(1’) has a similar proof. O

Open problem 3.14 It remains an open problem if there are other examples than [-implicative-groups
producing left-pseudo-BCK(pP) lattices verifying condition (pC) (right-pseudo-BCK(pS) lattices verifying
condition (pC?%), respectively).

Note that we can reformulate Theorem 3.13 equivalently, by (c), (¢’) and (d), (d’), as follows:

Theorem 3.15
(1) Let AL = (AL A, V,©,1) be a left-I-rim (with the pseudo-residuum (—% ~L)) verifying condition
(pC). Let us “bound” this algebra with an “external” element in the following way: let us take v’ < 1 from
AL and consider the interval [u',1] C AL. Then the algebra
AL ([’U/,].],/\,\/, ®L70 :ul71)

ml —

ef.
= ( L

is a bounded left-I-rim (with x ©F y o y) Vu' and the pseudo-residuum (—
(pC), i.e. is an equivalent definition of the left-pseudo-MV algebra (see [17])

,~LY) with condition

L

AL = (1], 05, el "~ o= 1).

(1)) Let AR = (AR vV A @,0) be a right-l-rim (with the pseudo-coresiduum (—T,~1)) verifying
condition (pc?). Let us “bound” this algebra in the following way: let us take u > 0 from A® and consider
the interval [0,u] C A®. Then the algebra

Aty = ([0,u], v, A, @7,0,1 = u)
is a bounded right-l1-rim (with x &y def- (x @ y) Au) with condition (pC?), i.e. is an equivalent definition
of the right-pseudo-MYV algebra

R

Ay = ([OauL@Rv@Ra_RyN 0,1 =u).

A filter of the left-pseudo-MV algebra AL, is a filter of the left-poim ([u/, 1], <,®¥,1) and an ideal
of the right-pseudo-MV algebra A%, is an ideal of the right-poim ([0,u], <,®%,0). Then we have the
following result.

Proposition 3.16 Let G = (G,V,A,+,—,0) be an l-group and S be a convex l-subgroup of G. Then,
(1) for any ' < 0 and S* = SN G~, the set S[L] = Sn[u,0 = SEnN[,0] is a filter of the
left-pseudo-MV algebra

gﬁll' = ([u/’o]’®L7@L7 _L,NL,O = UI, 1= 0)
(1°) for any u > 0 and S® = SN G*, the set Sﬁ = SN[0,u] = SEN[0,u] is an ideal of the
right-pseudo-MV algebra

R R

gﬁl/:([oau]’®R7®R77 7~ 70:0,1:U)
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Proof. (1): First, note that by Theorem 2.8(1), S* is a filter of G~.
We prove that S[L] = SEn/,0] is a filter of GE |,
(F1): 0 € S[L] since 0 € S and 0 € [/, 0].

(F2): Let 2,y € Sﬁ, ie. x,y € SV and x,y € [u',0]. We must prove that z ©Ly € Sﬁ. Since ST is a filter

of G, it follows that r ©y € SE; but 0 y = (x ©y) V' > 2 ®y, hence x ©F y € SL. On the other
hand, v’ < z,y < 0 imply that

W <zoly=(xoy vu =(r+y Vvu <0,

hence z ©L y € [u/,0]. Thus, z ©Fy € SEN[v/,0] = Sﬁ.

F3): Let 2 € 8%, 2 <y (y € [/,0]). We must prove that y € S&. But ST is a filter of G, hence y € S~.
(1 (]

Since y € [u, 0], we obtain that y € S N [u/,0] = S[L].

(1°): has a similar proof. O

Proposition 3.17 Let G = (G,V,\,—,~,0) be an l-implicative-group and S be a compatible deductive
system of G. Then,

(1) for any u' < 0 and S* = SNG~, the set Sﬁ =SnN,0] =SEN[u,0] is a compatible (—L ~L)-
deductive system of the bounded left-pseudo-BCK (pP) lattice verifying condition (pC)

glL = ([ul70]v/\7v7_)La'\”L70 = U/71 = O)

from Corollary 2.11(i) (i.e. of the left-pseudo-Wagjsberg algebra GL ).
(1°) for any u > 0 and ST =SNG, the set S[R =5n[0,u] = SEN0,u] is a compatible (—F ~T)-
deductive system of the bounded right-pseudo-BCK (pS) lattice verifying condition (pC?)

G = ((0,u], v, A, —F, 5,0 =0,1 =)
from Corollary 2.11(i’) (i.e. of the right-pseudo- Wajsberg algebra GE ).

Pz‘oof. (1): First, note that by Proposition 3.5 (1), S* is a compatible (—%,~+L)-deductive system of
gecond, S[L] is a (—%,~+F)-deductive system of [u/,0] since:
(ds1): 1=0€ S", [, 0], hence 0 € Sfr.
(ds2): Let z € S[L] and z <y (y € [v/,0]). It follows that y € ST. Since we also have that y € [/, 0], it
follows that y € ST N [u/,0] = S’[L].
Third, we prove that S[L] is compatible. Indeed, let z,y € [v’, 0].
Assume that z —% y € Sﬁ, ie. x = ye Stand x - y € [u',0]. ST being compatible, it follows
that  ~L y € S too. Since [v/,0] is closed under —¥ and ~ ([19], Lemma 5.7), it follows that
z~ty € [u,0]. Hence, z ~"y e 84 nu,0] = Sf.
Assume that z ~L y € S[L]. We obtain similarly that 2 —~ y € S[L]. Thus, S[L] is compatible.
(17): has a similar proof. O
Finally, using the Remarks 2.6 and 2.1, we formulate the following complex result:

Theorem 3.18

Let G,y = (G,V,\,—,~,0) be an l-implicative-group (or let G = (G,V, A, +,—,0) be an l-group). Let
S be a compatible deductive system of Gig (or, equivalently, a normal convex l-subgroup of Gy ).
Then,
(1) for any v’ < 0 and S* = SNG~, the set Sﬁ =SN[u,0] = SEN[w,0] is a compatible (—L, ~L)-
deductive system of the bounded left-pseudo-BCK (pP) lattice verifying condition (pC)

glL = ([u/’0]7/\7va_)L7/\’)L70 = ’U//71 = 0)
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from Corollary 2.11(i), i.e. of the left-pseudo- Wagsberg algebra G (or, equivalently, S[L] is a normal filter
of the bounded left-l-rim verifying condition (pC)

Ghy = (W, 0,A, v, 0", 0 =u/,1=0),

i.e. of the left-pseudo-MV algebra GE,,), and S[L] is compatible if and only if is normal, i.e. (CT) <
(NF).

(1°) for any u > 0 and S® = SNGT, Sﬁ = 95N[0,u] = SEN0,u] is a compatible (—F,~F)-deductive
system of the bounded right-pseudo-BCK (pS) lattice verifying condition (pC?)

gfi = ([O7U],V7A7—)R7MR’O = 071 = u)

from Corollary 2.11(i’), i.e. of the right-pseudo- Wagsberg algebra GI (or, equivalently, S’ﬁ is a normal
ideal of the bounded right-l-rim verifying condition (pC?)

G = ([0,u], v, A, ©%,0=0,1=u),

i.e. of the right-pseudo-MV algebra GE,,), and Sﬁ is compatible if and only if is normal, i.e. (CF) <=
(NB).

Proof. (1): S[L] is a compatible (—%,~+F)-deductive system of G¥ by Proposition 3.17 (1).

Sﬁ is a filter of GL| (i.e. [u’,0]) by Proposition 3.16(1).
(CL) <= (N%) by Theorem 3.8 (1), since G¥ verifies condition (pC) and (pC) implies (pdiv); hence S[L]
is a normal filter of [«/,0].
(1’): has a similar proof. O
In other words, the above Theorem 3.18 says that normality (compatibility) at I-group (l-implicative-
group) G level is inherited by the algebras obtained by restricting the l-group (I-implicative-group) op-
erations to any segment [u/,0] C G~ and to any segment [0,u] C G*. Also, it says that the equivalence
(Cig) <= (INy) (compatible if and only if normal), existing at I-group (I-implicative-group) level (Theorem
3.3), is preserved by the algebras obtained by restricting the I-group (l-implicative-group) operations to
[v/,0] and to [0,u] (see also Remarks 3.12 (a)).

Open problem 3.19 Find a direct proof that a normal convex I-group of an l-group G produces a normal
filter of G|, (a normal ideal of GF,,) (see Proposition 3.16 and Theorem 3.18).

m1’ m1’
3.4 I-groups (l-implicative groups) and associated algebras on {—oo} UG,
Gt U {+o0}

First note that we have the following general theorem that generalizes the Corollary 2.11, (2),(2’):

Theorem 3.20

(i) Let AL = (AL A v, =L ~L 1) be a left-pseudo-BCK (pP) lattice (with the pseudo-product ©)
verifying (pC) and (*). Let us “bound” this algebra in the following way (the usual way of “bounding” the
Hilbert algebras - in the commutative case): let us consider a symbol —oco distinct from the elements of

AL Define AL ael {—oc} U AL and extend the operations —L ~L @ from AL to AL __ as follows:
x—ty, if x,ye AP by, if xye AP
L, def. ; L o, L, def. ’ Lo, _
T —5 Yy —o0, if xe€ A" y=—-0 Ty Yy = —00, if x€ A" y= -0
1, if x=—o0, 1, if x=-—o0,

def. [z Oy, if x,ye AL
T2y = { —oo, if otherwise.

We extend the lattice order relation < as follows: we put —co < x, for any x € AL__. Then, the algebra

Aé = (Afoo,/\,\/,—>§,«,>§,0 = —00,1)
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is a left-pseudo-H4jek(pP) algebra (with the pseudo-product ) verifying conditions (pP1)
and (pP2) (see [17]).

(i’) Let A" = (AR v A, —B ~F 0) be a right-pseudo-BCK (pS) lattice (with the pseudo-sum &) veri-
fying conditions (pC?) and (*¢). Let us “bound” this algebra in the following way: let us consider a symbol

+oo distinct from the elements of AT. Define Af:”oo el gr {+0c0} and extend the operations —T ~%

@ from AR to AR as follows:

=Py, if xye AR z~f xy e AR
R def. X R R, def. : R
T oy Yy = +oo, if re A" y=400 x~oxty = +o00, if ve€ A", y=+4o0
0, if x=+o0, 0, if x=+o0,

v,y [ PO, if x,ye€ AR
2V = +oo, if otherwise.

We extend the lattice order relation > as follows: we put +0o0 > x, for any x € Afoo. Then, the algebra
"45 = (Afoo7 \/7 /\7 _757'\”57 0, 1 - +OO)

is a right-pseudo-H4jek(pS) algebra (with the pseudo-sum @) verifying the dual conditions
(pP1%) and (pP2%).

Proof. (i): Obviously, A% is a bounded left-pseudo-BCK(pP) lattice, with the pseudo-product ® (by
condition (pP)):
x@ﬂ;dﬁ' min{z € AL |z <y -k 2}=

L : L
y—rz, if y,ze A {x@y, it 2ye AL

= min{z € AL x < —o0, if c Al 2= —o0)} = . .
{ oo |7 ’ y ’ } —o0, if otherwise.

1, if y=-
AP verifies condition (pC), hence it verifies conditions (pprel) and (pdiv). We shall prove that A%
does not verifies (pC) anymore, but it satisfies (pprel) and (pdiv). Indeed,
- A% does not verifies (pC), since for —co and any z # 1, we have:
r=—-o0oVx#(z—F—00) L —00o=—-00~t —0c0=1.
- A verifies (pprel): since A verifies (pprel), it is sufficient to prove that

(z —>§ y)\/(y—>2L x)zlz(xMQL y)\/(y'\»QL x), for x,ygAL.

Indeed, for z = —co and y € A%, we have (—oo0 =& y) V (y =& —0) =1V —0o =1 and
for x,y = —o0, we have (—oo =1 —00) V (—00 =& —c0) =1V 1=1,
and similarly for ~»1".

- AL verifies (pdiv): since A* verifies (pdiv), it is sufficient to prove that

Ay =(z—5y) 2z =a0s (x~>yy), for zyg A"

Indeed,
- for # = —oo and y € AF, we have —co Ay = —o0, (—00 =L ) ©®y —00 = 1 ®3 —00 = —o0 and
—00 @9 (=00~ ) = —00 @9 1 = —o0;
- for x € AL and y = —o0, we have z A —00 = —o00, (z —% —00) @32 = —00 ®3 z = —oo and
2 @3 (2 ~rk —00) = @3 00 = —co;
- for z,y = —o0, we have x Ay = —00, (—00 — —00) @y —00 = 1 @3 —00 = —00 and —00 Oy (—o0 ~+&
—00) = —00 By 1 = —00.
Thus, A% is a left-pseudo-H4jek(pP) algebra.
-AE verifies (pP1). Indeed,
_ I r =k —oco, if xec AL —o0, if xe€AF
xT =x —5 —00 = 7 . - = . -
—00 —5 —oo, if z=-00 1, if z=—o0.
Similarly, z~ = z ~& —c0 = v~y —oo, if x €A = { oo, if zed
’ 2 —00 ~k —oc0, if 1= -00 1, if z=—cc.
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Note that = = 27, for all » € AL.

— if AL — if AL
Then, z Az~ =z A oo ve _ ] Thoo, : re = —00
1, if xz=-—0c0. A1, if xz=-—o0.
and similarly z A 2™~ = —o0.

-A% verifies (pP2). Denote first

notatwn
F (2

@2 Z) (y @2 Z) and E notatwn ( _)_ @2 F

We must prove that
E<z —>2L .

There are eight cases:
.x €Al ye AL z e A",
.x €Al yec AL 2 = —o0,
.x €Al y=—00, z € A",
re Al y=—00, z = —00,
r=—o0,y€c AL, 2 € AL,
=00,y € AL, 2 = —o0,
= 00,y =—00, 2z € AL,
= —00, Yy = —00, z = —0Q.
Recall that 2= =4 O’ ?f ze Al hence
1, if z=—o0,
(z_)_:{ —oc0~, if ze AL :{ 1, if ze Al
1=, if z=-00 —o0, if z=—o0.
We then obtain:

P NSO =

8 8 8

LG )y =LE=10F=F2z sLy=z Ly

2: (27)" =-00, E= -0 F = —c0 <z =& y.

3 (z7)” :1,E:1®2F:F:(x®z)—>§(—oo®2z):(m®z)—>2L—oo=—oo:x—>2L—oo.

4: (z27)" =—00, E= -0 @y F = —00 = 2 =¥ —c0.

5: (27) =1, E=10 F=F =(—00032) =% (y®22) = —00 =& (y @2 2) =1 = —00 =& y.

6: (27)" =—00, E=—-00®y F = —00 < —o0 =L y=1.

7 (27) =1, E=10F=F=(-00022) = (~0®32) = —00 =} —co=1=2 =L y.

8 (27) " =-00, E=-c0 F=-c0c<z—ky=1

Similarly one can prove the second inequality. (i’) has a similar proof. |

Open problem 3.21 It remains an open problem if there are other examples than [-implicative-groups
producing left-pseudo-BCK(pP) lattices verifying condition (pC) and (*) (right-pseudo-BCK(pS) lattices
verifying condition (pC?) and (*?), respectively).

Note also that we can reformulate Theorem 3.20 equivalently, by using (c), (¢’) and (f), (f’); this is left to
the reader.

Let now G;4 = (G, V, A, —,~>,0) be an [-implicative-group (or let G, = (G, V, A, +, —,0) be an [-group).
Let S C G be a deductive system of G;, (or, equivalently, a convex [-subgroup of G,;). Note that:

(1)if SE=5NG~, —00 ¢ G and G___ = {—00} UG~ (see Corollary 2.11(i)(2)), then
SNG-. =S8N ({—cc}UG™) distriutivity (SN {-coh)U(SNG™) =huS" = 5"

(1) smularly, if S#F=95NG*, —0o ¢ G and G, = GT U {400} (see Corollary 2.11(i’)(2’)), then
SNGt, =S~

Hence, using the Remarks 2.6 and 2.1, we formulate the following complex result:

Theorem 3.22

Let G,y = (G,V,A\,—,~,0) be an l-implicative-group (or let G = (G,V, A, +,—,0) be an l-group). Let
S be a compatible deductive system of Gig (or, equivalently, a normal convex l-subgroup of Gy ).
Then,
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(1) SNG—_ = ST is a compatible (—%,~L)-deductive system of the left-pseudo-Hdjek(pP) algebra (with
the pseudo-product ®q) verifying conditions (pP1), (pP2) (see Corollary 2.11(i)(2))

G = (GZ N\, V, =L ~E 0= —00,1=0)
(or, equivalently, ST is a normal filter of the left-pseudo-product algebra (see [19], Corollary 5.12(i)(2))
gLy = (G2 NV, 0o, =5, ~5,0 = —00,1 = 0)),
and S* is compatible if and only if is normal, i.e. (CT) < (NT).
(1’) SN Gioo = S s a compatible (—L,~L)-deductive system of the right-pseudo-Hdjek(pS) algebra
(with the pseudo-sum @3 ) verifying conditions (pP1%), (pP2%) (see Corollary 2.11(i’)(2°))
GR = (GIOC, VoA, =B R 0=0,1=400)
(or, equivalently, ST is a normal filter of the right-pseudo-product algebra (see [19], Corollary 5.12(i’)(2’))
oo = (Gloes Vi A, @2, =55, 0 = 0,1 = +00)),
and S is compatible if and only if is normal, i.e. (CF) < (NF).

Proof. (1): SY C G~ is a compatible (—%,~+L)-deductive system of G, by Proposition 3.7 (1). It
follows obviously that ST is a compatible (—%, ~»)-deductive system of GZ.
ST is a normal filter of GL | by Proposition 3.5 (1). It follows obviously that S* is a normal filter of G
(CL) <= (NT) by Theorem 3.8 (1), since G (GZ,,) verifies condition (pdiv).

(1’) has a similar proof. O

L
m2’

In other words, the above Theorem 3.22 says that normality (compatibility) at I-group (l-implicative-
group) G level is inherited by the algebras obtained by restricting the l-group (I-implicative-group) op-
erations to G—, and to GI . Also, it says that the equivalence (Ciy) <= (N,) (compatible if and
only if normal), existing at I-group (I-implicative-group) level (Theorem 3.3), is preserved by the algebras
obtained by restricting the [-group (I-implicative-group) operations to GZ_ and to G’ioo.

Finally, we have the following general complex result:

Corollary 3.23

(1) Let AV = (AL A v, =T ~F 0,1) be a left-pseudo-Hdjek(pP) algebra (with the pseudo-product ®)
verifying (pP1), (pP2) (or let AL, = (AL AV, ©, =L ~E 0,1) be a left-pseudo-product algebra). Let S©
be a (=1 ~L)-deductive system of AL (or, equivalently, a filter of AL, ).

Then S* is compatible if and only if is normal, i.e. (CF) <= (N¥).

(1°) Let AR = (AT v, wedge, =, ~+%,0,1) be a right-pseudo-Hdjek(pS) algebra (with the pseudo-sum
®) verifying (pP1%), (pP2%) (or let AR, = (AR, v, A, &, =%, ~70,1) be a right-pseudo-product algebra,).
Let S® be a (=1 ~B)-deductive system of AR (or, equivalently, an ideal of AL, ).

Then S is compatible if and only if is normal, i.e. (CT) < (N&).

Proof. (1): It follows by Theorem 3.8, because both AX and AL, satisfy condition (pdiv).
(1’): similarly. O

4 Representability

4.1 Representable [-groups, [-implicative-groups

Recall (see [1], for example) that an [-group is representable if it is a subdirect product of totally-ordered
groups. Recall also the following theorem that gives characterizations of representable I-groups, some of
them needed in the sequel.
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Theorem 4.1 (see [1], Theorem 4.1.1)
The following are equivalent for an l-group G = (G, V,A,+,—,0):
(a) G is representable.
(b) For all a,b € G, 2(a Ab) = 2a A 2b;
(b%) For all a,b € G, 2(aV b) = 2a V 2b.
(c) For alla,be G, aN(=b—a+b) <0;
(¢?) For alla,b € G, aV (=b—a+1b) > 0.
(d) Each polar subgroup is normal.
(e) Each minimal prime subgroup is normal.
(f) For each a € G, a >0, aN(=b+a+0b) >0, forallb € G;
(f!) For each a € G, a <0, aV (=b+a+b) <0, for allb e G.
Note that ¢ means “dual”.

Remarks 4.2 Note that in commutative [-groups we have, for all a,b € G:

2(aNb)=2aN2b< (b—a)A(a—b)
2(aVvbd)=2aV2b<— (b—a)V(a—b)

IN

0.
0.

v

Indeed, for example:
2(aVb) =2aV2<—
(aVbd)+(aVvb)=2aV2 <
2aV2b=la+ (aVD)]V[b+ (aVb)] <=
2aVvV2b=2aV(a+b)V(b+a)V2b<—=
2aV2b=2aV2bV (a+b) <=
2aV 2b>a+b<—
(2aV2b) —b>a<—=
2a—b)Vb>a<—=
[2a—b) VI —a>0<—
(a—=b)V(b— )>0<:>
(b—a)vie—0b)=

We obtain in the non-commutative case the following results.
Proposition 4.3 Let G = (G,V,A,+,—,0) be an l-group. Then
(b) = (bl) = (b2), (b = (b1?) <= (b2%),

where:

(b1) for all a,be G, (b—a)A(a~b) <OA[(b~ a)~ (b—a)],
(b2) for all a,b € G, (b~ a)A(a—b) <OA[(b—a)— (b~ a)];
(b1?) for all a,b € G, (b— a) V (a~>b) > 0V [(b~ a) ~ (b— a)],
(b2¢) for all a,b € G, (b~ a)V (a —b) >0V [(b—a)— (b~ a)].

Proof.

(b?) <= (b19): 2(a V b) = 2a V 2b <=
(aVb)+(aVvb)=2aV2 <
[a—i—(a\/b)]\/[b (aVb)]=2aV2<—
2aV(a+b)V(b+a)V2b=2aV2b<—
2aV2bV (a+b)V(b+a)=2aV 2
2aV2b> (a+b)V(b+a) <=
(2aV 20) —b > [(a+b) V (b+a)] —b—
(2a—b)Vb>aV(b+a—b) <
—a+[2a=b) Vb >—-a+aV (b+a—Db)] =
(a=b)V(—a+b)>0V(—a+b+a—0) <
b—a)V(ia~b>—-a+b+[(-b+a)V(e—b]=—(-b+a)+[b~a)V(b—a)] <=
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(b—a)V(a~b)> (b~ a)~[(b~a)V(b— a) (—S))O\/[(b«»a)«»(b—wL)].

(b?) <= (b29): 2(aVb) =2aV 2b <= ... &=
2aV2b> (b+a)V(a+b) <
[av(2b—a)l+a>DV(e+b—a)+a<=
aV(2b—a)>2bV(a+b—a) =
b+[(-b+a)V(b—a)>b+[0V(-b+a+b—a)] <=
(=b+a)V(b—a)>0V(-b+a+b—a) <=
(b~a)V(a—b)>[(a=b)V(-b+a)]+b—a<=
(b~a)V(a—b)>[(a=b)V(-b+a)]—(a—b) =
(b~a)V(a—=b)=(0—a)=[b=a)V(b~a)=0V][0b—a)— (b~ a)

The rest of the proof is similar.

Remarks 4.4 (see Remarks 4.2)
Note that

(b1) = (b17), (2) = (b2"); (b1%) = (b197), (2%

where:
(bl ) for all a,b € G, (b — a) A(a~b) <0,
(b2”) for all a,b € G, (b~ a) A (a — b) <0;
(b197) for all a,b € G, (b — a) V (a~> b) > 0,
(b2797) for all a,b € G, (b~ a) V (a —b) >0
Note that the converse implications are not true.

Note also that (b1”) and (b2”) coincide and that (b19”) and (b29”) coincide.

Proposition 4.5 Let G = (G,V,A,+,—,0) be an l-group. Then

() = (1) <= (), () <> (1) <= (2%),

where:
(c1) for all z,y, z,w € G, (.~ y) A (([((y ~ 2) ~ 2) ~ 2] — w) )<0
(c2) for all x,y,z,w € G, (x = y) A (([((y = z) — 2) = 2] ~ w) ) <0
(c1?) for all z,y,z,w € G, (x~y)V (([(y ~ ) ~ 2) ~ 2] = w) = w) >0
(c2) for all z,y,z,w € G, (x = y)V (([(y = ) — 2) — 2] ~ w) ~w) >0
Proof.

(c!) = (c1%): (l‘vy) ([((y~ )~ 2) o 2] 5 w) = w) =
(—z+y) V(([~(=(—y+2)+2)+2] > w) s w) =
(—z+y) vV (([-(= l’+y+z)+z]ﬂw)ﬂw)
(—z+y)V({([~z—y+r+2] > w) —w)=
(—z+y)V((w—[-z—y+z+2]) - w) =
(—z+y)V(w—z—z+y+2)—>w)=
(—z+y)Vw—(w—z—2+y+2))=
(—x—|—y)\/(w—z— +r+z2—w)=
(—z+y)V((w—2) - (I+y)+(2*w)):
a\/(—b—a—i—b)>0 by (c).

(c19) = (c¥): Take 1 =0,y =a, z = 0, w = —b in (c19); we obtain:
(O«»a)\/ ([((a~0)~0)~ 0] = =b) = —=b) > 0 <=

( a— —b) — —b) >0«

(=

V((=b—=(=a) = =b) 20

V({(=b+a)— —b) >0

—b—( b+a)) >0
b—a+b)>0. Thus (¢?) < (c19).
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(c?) = (c2%): (z = y) V (([((y = 2) = 2) = 2]~ w) ~ w) =
—2)V(([z-(z=(z-y)]~>w)~w)=
—2)V(([z = (z+y—2)]~>w)~w) =
=—2)V(([z+z—-y—zl~w) ~w)=
y—2)V((~zt+z—y—2+w)~w)=
(y—2)V(z+y—z—2z+w)~w)=
W=DV (~(ety—z—2+w)+w)=
y—z)V(—wtz+r—y—z+w)=

aV (=b—a+b) >0, by (c?).
c2?) = (c?): Take z =0, y = a, 2 = 0, w = b in (c2%); we obtain:
(0—=a)Vv(([((e = 0) = 0) = 0]~ b)~b) >0 <=
aV((—a~>b)~b)> 0=
aV((a+b)~b) >0+
aV (=b—a+b) > 0. Thus (c?) < (c29).
The rest of the proof is similar. a

We shall say that an [-implicative-group is representable if it is a subdirect product of totally-ordered
implicative-groups. Consequently, an [-implicative-group is representable if and only if its term equivalent
l-group is representable. Then we have the following result, needed in the sequel.

Theorem 4.6
The following are equivalent for an l-implicative-group G = (G,V, A\, —,~,0):

(a) G is representable, (b1), (b2), (b1?), (b2¢), (c1), (c2), (c1?), (c2%).

Proof. By Theorem 4.1 and Propositions 4.3, 4.5. a
We can put together Theorems 4.1 and 4.6 in the following resuming statement:

Theorem 4.7 Let G = (G,V, A\, +,—,0) be an l-group or, equivalently, let G = (G,V,N\,—,~,0) be an
l-implicative-group. The following are equivalent:
(a) G is representable.

(b) For all a,b € G, 2(a Ab) = 2a A 2b,
(b1) For all a,be G, (b—a)A(a~b) <OA[(b~ a)~ (b— a)l,
(b2) For all a,be G, (b~a)A(a—b) <OA[(b—a)— (b~ a)l.

(b1) For all a,b € G, 2(aVb) = 2aV 2b,
(b1¢) For all a,b € G, (b—a)V (a~b) >0V [(b~ a)~ (b— a)],
(b2¢) For all a,b € G, (b~ a)V (a—b) >0V [(b— a) — (b~ a)].

(c) For alla,be G, aN(=b—a+b) <
(c1) For all z,y,z,w € G, (z~ y) A ((
(c2) For all x,y,z,w € G, (x = y) A (([((y = ) = 2z) = 2] ~ w) ~ w)

(c1?) For all x,y,z,w € G, (z~ y) V (( ) >
(c2?) For all x,y, z,w € G, (x = y) V (([(((y — ) — 2) = 2] ~ w) ~ w) >

(d) Each polar subgroup is normal.

(e) Each minimal prime subgroup is normal.

(f) For eacha € G, a>0, aAN(=b+a+b) >0, forallbe G;
(f!) For each a € G, a <0, aV (=b+a+b) <0, forallb € G.
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4.2 Connections between the representability at /-implicative-group G level
and the representability at G—, G level

e Recall that in the commutative case:

A left-residuated lattice AX = (AL A, Vv,®,—% 1) or, equivalently, a left-BCK(P) lattice AF =
(AL A, v, —T 1) with product:
(P) there exist # ® y """ min{z |z <y —L 2}, for all z,y € AL,
is representable if it is a subdirect product of linearly-ordered ones. It is known that representable such
algebras are characterized by the prelinearity condition:

(prel) (z =" y)Vv(y—=ta) =1

Dually, a right-residuated lattice A" = (A% v, A, @, —% 0) or, equivalently, a right-BCK(S) lattice
AR = (AR v, A, =1 0) with sum:
(S) there exist z @y "2 max{z | # >y —F 2}, for all z,y € AR,
is representable if it is a subdirect product of linearly-ordered ones; representable such algebras are char-

acterized by the dual prelinearity condition:

(prel?)  (z="y)A(y—="2)=0.
Then we have the following result:

Theorem 4.8 Let G = (G, V, A, —,0) be a representable commutative l-implicative-group.
(1) Define, for all x,y € G~:
x—>Lyde:f' (x — y) AO. (43)
Then, Gt = (G, A,V,—L,1 =0) is a representable left-BCK(P) lattice.
(1°) Define, for all x,y € G+:
xﬂRydgt' (x = y)VO. (44)
Then, GI' = (G*,V, A, —%,0 = 0) is a representable right-BCK(S) lattice.

Proof.

(1): By Theorem 2.9, G is a left-BCK(P) lattice. To prove that it is representable, we must prove that
(prel) holds. Indeed, (x =L y)V (y =L z) =[x = y) AO]V[(y = 2) A0 =[(z — y)V (y — 2)] A0 =0,
by Theorem 4.1 and Remarks 4.2.

(1) By Theorem 2.9, G is a right-BCK(S) lattice. To prove that it is representable, we must prove that
(prel?) holds. Indeed, (z —=E y)A (y —=F z) =[(z = y) VO]A[(y = 2) VO] =[(z = y) A (y — )] VO =0,
by Theorem 4.1 and Remarks 4.2. O

e Recall that in the non-commutative case, a non-commutative left-residuated lattice
AL = (AV AV, 0, =, ~E 1) or, equivalently, a left-pseudo-BCK(pP) lattice AX = (AF A, Vv, =L ~F
,1) (with the pseudo-product ®) is representable if it is a subdirect product of linearly-ordered ones. C.J.
van Alten [2] proved that such non-commutative algebras are representable if and only if they satisfy the
identity:
(2 ~F )V ([((y ~ @) ~F 2) o 2] = w) —F w) = 1, (45)

or the identity
(@ ="y vV (([((y =" ) =" 2) =F 2] »Fw)~F w) =1 (46)

Dually, a non-commutative right-residuated lattice A% = (A%, Vv, A, @, =~ 0) or, equivalently, a
right-pseudo-BCK (pS) lattice AT = (A% v, A, =T~ 0) (with the pseudo-sum @) is representable if it
is a subdirect product of linearly-ordered ones; representable such algebras are characterized then by the
dual condition:

(2 ~F ) A ([((y ~" ) 7 2) P 2] o7 ) =P ) =0, (47)
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or
(@ =" y) A (([((y =" 2) =5 2) =5 2]~ w) ~Fw) =0. (48)
We shall prove the following result:

Theorem 4.9 (see Theorem 2.9)

Let G = (G,V, A\, —,~,0) be a representable l-implicative-group. Then,

(1) G = (G, AV, =L ~L 1 = 0) is a representable left-pseudo-BCK (pP) lattice (with the pseudo-
product © = +).

(1) G = (G*,V, A, =B ~T 0 = 0) is a representable right-pseudo-BCK (pS) lattice (with the pseudo-
sum @ = +).

Proof.
(1): By Theorem 2.9, G¥ is a left-pseudo-BCK (pP) lattice. To prove that G is representable, we must
prove that condition (45), for example, holds. First denote:

AT (ot @) ot 2) o

B nota:tion (A *)L ’LU) ‘}L w,

C nota:tion (37 ,\/_)L y) v B.

We must prove, by (45), that C' = 1. Indeed,

e First proof:
A= ((y~ob @) b 2) ok 2 = ([(—y+2) A0~k 2) ol 2 =
[(=[(=y+2) A O]+ 2) AO] > 2 =
[(—z+y) VO +2) A0 ~F 2=
(—x4+y+2)Vz] A0 ~L 2=
—[(—z+y+2)Vz]A0+2)A0=
—((—z4+y+2)Vz)VOl+2)A0=
[(—z—y4+2)A(=2)]VO]+2)A0=
[(—z—y—l—x)/\)(—z) Z)Vz)AN0 =

—z—y+x+2)V7]
B=(A—-tw) -tw=
(w—A)ANO] = w =

[

(w—[(w—=A)ANO0))AO=

(w+[(A=w)VO])A0=

(w+A—-—w)Vw) A0 =

W+ ([(—z—y+z+2)Vz]A0)—w) VW] A0 =
[((w+[(=z=y+z+2) V) Aw —w)Vw] A0 =
[([(w=—z—y+z+2)V(w+2)]Aw]—w)Vw] A0 =
([(w—z—y+z+z—w)V(w+z—w)]A0)VwAD=
[(w—z—y+zx+z—w) A0 V[(w+z—w)AO]VwW]AOD=
(w—z—y+z+2z—w)AO]V[(w+2z—w)AO]Vw>
(w—z—y+z+2z—w)AO0.

Hence,
C=(x~ty)vB>
[(—z+y)AOV][(w—2z—y+z+2z—w)A0] =
(—z+y)Vw—z—y+z+z—w)|A0=
[aV(=b—a+b)]A0, witha=—-2z+y,b=2z—w.
But G is representable, hence by Theorem 4.1 (c?), for all a,b € G, aV (=b—a+b) > 0. Hence C >0
and thus C =0, i.e. C =1.
e Second proof: Denote

D"E (g~ 7)o 2) o 2,

23



E notg‘/ion (D - w) o w.

By Theorem 4.6 (c1¢), we have
(x~y)VE >0. (49)
Then,
A= ((y~ot a) P 2) b 2 = [([(y~ 2) A 0]~ 2) A0 o 2 P
[((y~> @)~ 2) V (0~ 2)) AO] ~F 2 =
((y~ )~ 2)V2)AQ] ~Loy distrib.

((y~ z)~ 2) AO]V (2 A0)] ~F 2

B=(A—Fw) =L w=([(DVz)A0 = w) A0 =L wZ

[(DV2) = w) V(0= w)] A0 =L w=
(

([((DVZ)—>w)\/w]—>w)\/(0_>w))/\0(2:'7) |
(((D\/Z)—>w)Hw)A(w_)w)]vw)AOdzsgzb.
(

>
<
&

—w) —w)Vw] AOVw)]A0=

D\/z)—>w)—>w)\/w]/\0(2:7)

~

D—wA(z—w)] —wva A0 Z

(
(D—w)—w)V((z—w)—w)]VwAO=
EV((z—w)— w)Vw] AO.
C=(x~ty)vB=
[(~y) AOIV(EV ((z — w) = w)Vw)AO
[(z~y)VEV((z—w)— w)Vw] A0 =0,
since (x ~y)VEV ((z > w) 2 w)Vw > (x~ y)VE >0, by (49), and hence [(x ~ y) V E] A0 = 0.
Thus, C' = 1.

distrib.

(1’) has a similar proof, using Theorem 4.1 (c), in the first proof, and Theorem 4.6 (c1), in the second
proof. a
Finaly, we present some intermediary results and an open problem.

Theorem 4.10 (see Theorem 2.9)
Let G = (G, V, A, —,~,0) be a representable l-implicative-group. Then,
(1) the reversed left-pseudo-BCK (pP) lattice G¥ = (G, A, V, =L ~L 1 = 0) (with the pseudo-product
©® = +), verifying condition (pC), verifies also the following conditions: for all a,b € G,
(i) (aVb)? =a* Vb2, ie. (aVDh)®(aVb)=(a®a)V (bOb),
(i1) Condition (i) is equivalent with condition

b—=L(a~t(a@a)| Ve~ (b= (bob)=1. (50)

(iii) (b =T a) v (a~T b) =1,
(iv) Condition (i) implies condition (50).
(1°) the reversed right-pseudo-BCK (pS) lattice G = (G+, Vv, A, =8 ~F 0 = 0) (with the pseudo-sum
© = +), verifying the dual condition (pC?), verifies also the following conditions: for all a,b € G+,
(i) 2(a A b) =2a A2b, i.e. (aNb)P(anb)=(ada)N(bdDb),
(i1’) Condition (i’) is equivalent with condition

b= (e~ (a@a)) Ve~ b= (bab)=0. (51)
(iii°) (b —T a) A (a ~F b) =0,
(iv’) Condition (iii’) implies condition (51).
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Proof. We prove (1). We denote —=—% and ~»=-~1.

(i): follows obviously by Theorem 4.7 (b?), since G is representable.
(ii): We shall prove that (i) <= (50). Indeed,
(i) = (50):
(i) (avd)®(aVd)=(a®a)V (bOb) —
[(aVb)©a]V[(aVb) b =(a®a)V (bob)
a®avbOavad®bVbOb=a0aVboOb=

a®bVvVboOa<a®aVbOb.

And (52) =
a®Ob<a®aVbOb=—
b—(a®b)<b— (a®aVbOb) =

a~ (b= (a@b)<a~(b—(a®@aVbob)).
Buta~ (b—(a®b)=b— (a~ (a®b) <b—b=1,since b<a~ (a®b). Hence, (53) =
a«»(b—>(a@a\/b®b)):1(§g£)

a~[b—a®a)V(b—-0b0b)]=1 (rprg)
[a~ (b—a®a)|Via~(b—-b0b)]=1—
b— (a~ (a®a))]Via~ (b— (b®b))]=1,ie.(50) holds.
Note we have used an equivalent condition with (pprel) denoted (pprel.y) in [18], pag. 386:
(pprely) 2 — (yVz)=(x—y) V(e —z)and x~ (yVz) = (z~y) V(z~ 2).
50) = (i):
(50) b— (a~ (a@a))|Via~((b— (bOD)] =1«

o (b= (@@ a)]V[a~s (b — (b o b)) =1 E
a~(b—=(a®aVvVbod) =1
1<a~b—(a®aVbod) =

(pdiv)

a=a®l<a®a~ (b= (a®@aVboOb))] =
a<aAN(b—(a@aVbobd) <a=
a=aN(b—(a®@aVbOb)) —
a<(b—=(a0aVbobd) =

(pdiv)

a®b<(b—(a@aVboOd) b=

a®b<bA(@®aVbOD)<a®aVbIOb=

a®Ob<LaGaVbOb.

Similarly,

bOa<boObVa®a,

ie. a®aVb®bis an upper bound of a ® b and b ® a. It follows that

a®bVboa<a®aVbOb, ie (52) holds. And we have seen above that (52) <= (i).
(iii): (b =L a)V (a~Lb) =[b— a) AO]V [(a~ b) AO] =

[(b—a)V(a~b)]A0>(0V][b~ a)~ (b—a)])A0=0=1, by Theorem 4.7 ((a) <= (b1%).

(iv): Condition (iii) implies condition (50). Indeed,
since a < a~L (a®a) and b < b —L (b ® b) by [18], condition (10.3), it follows that
b—La<b—-tla~E (a®a)] and a~F b <a~T [b—L (b®b)], hence
1=(b-=La)Vv(ia~Lb) <(b—=La~L(aoa))V(a~T[b—L (bob)]), hence
(b=t fa~P (a0a))V(a~t b —=F (bOD)]) =1.

(1’) has a similar proof.

Proposition 4.11 (see Theorem 2.9) Let G = (G,V, N\, —,~»,0) be an l-implicative-group.
(1) If G verifies the condition (b1%”) from Remarks 4.4:
(b1%7) for all a,b € G, (b — a)V (a~b) >0,

(52)

(53)

then the reversed left-pseudo-BCK (pP) lattice G& = (G=, A, V, =L ~L 1 = 0) verifies the condition (iii)
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from Theorem 4.10 (1):
(iii) for all a,b € G=, (b =L a)V (a~Lb)=1=0.
(1°) If G verifies the condition (b1”) from Remarks 4.4:
(b1”) for all a,b € G, (b —a)A(a~b) <0
then the reversed right-pseudo-BCK (pS) lattice G® = (G+,V, A, =T, ~1 0 = 0) verifies the condition
(i1i°) from Theorem 4.10 (1°):
(iii’) for all a,b € G, (b =2 a) A (a~Tb) =0=0.

Proof. (1): (b= a)V (a~%b) = [(b— a) A0V [(a~ b) A 0] distrib.
[(b— a)V (a~s )] AO <”1:‘“’> 0—1.

(1): (b—="a) Ala~Rb) =[(b— a) VO] Alla~ b) V0] =
[(b—a)A(a~b)]vo ™) 0=o0. _

Open problems 4.12

(1) Find if there are connections between the representability of G¥' = (G, A, V, =¥, ~L 1 = 0) (or
of the left-pseudo-MV algebra [v/,0]) and the conditions (i) <= (50), (iii).

(1°) Find if there are connections between the representability of G = (G*, Vv, A, =%, ~8 0= 0) (or
of the right-pseudo-MV algebra [0, u]) and the conditions (i’) < (51), (iil’).

Open problem 4.13 Find connections between the representability at I-group (I-implicative-group) G
level and the representability at [u/,0] C G, [0,u] C G* level and at G_, G1, level.

—0o0)

5 States

We study the additive-states on po-groups [15] and on I-groups and we introduce and study the implicative-
states and the Bosbach-states. New properties needed will be first proved.

5.1 New properties
Following the ideas from [7], we define the following distances:

Definition 5.1 Let (G,V,A,+,—,0) be an I-group. We define the following distance functions, by (33)
and (34):

def. _ def. _
d(ey) D @vy) —@ry e, day) DL @vy ~@ry e,
def. def.
df@,y) D (wny) = (@vy) €Gt, dB(ey) L (@ny) ~ (xvy) € G
Proposition 5.2 (G,V,A,+,—,0) be an l-group. Then the above defined distance functions verify the
following properties (see [7]): for all z,y,z € G,
(1) df (x,y) = df (y,x), d5(z,y) = d5(y,x),
(1°) df(z,y) = df(y,x), df(z,y) = df(y,z),
(2) df(z,y) =0 <=z =y <= dj(z,y) =0,
(2°) dit(z,y) = 0 <= & = y <= d(z,y) = 0,

(3) df<x70>—dé<x,o>—{ — L if x>0

z Lif x <0,

xz ,if x>0,

(4) dlL x’y) = d% _'r7_y)7 d%(x,y) = d{‘(—l‘, y);
(4 ’) d{% :r,y) = dQR(fxa 7y)7 d2 ( ay) - dl ( X, 7y))
(@%aw+%mz+%mm<#m@ d (y, 2) + df (z,y) + dg (y, 2) < d¥(z,2),
(6) df (z,y) +di (y,2) + di (z,y) < df(x,2), df(y,2)+d(z,y) +df(y,2) < df(z,2),
(ﬂ%%@+ﬁ&@+ﬁh)2§@d A3 (y, 2) + d3 (2, y) + d5 (y, 2) > d5 (x, 2),
(6°) di(z,y) + dfi(y, 2) + di(x,y) > df(z,2), di(y,2) +df(z,y) + di(y, z) > df(z, 2).



Proof.
(1), (1’): Obvious, by (33) and (34).
2): di(z,y) =0<= (r—YYA(y—=2)AN0=0<= (z =Y A(y—2)>0<=2—>y>0,y =z >
O<—=y—2>20,z—y>0<=y >z, x>y<=z=y. The other equivalence has a similar proof.
(2’): has a similar proof.
(3): By (33), d¥(2,0)=(z = 0)A (0 = 2) A0 = (—2) Az AO:
- if 2 >0, then —z < 0, hence d¥(z,0) =0 A (—z) = —x;
- if £ <0, then —z > 0, hence d¥(2,0) =2 A0 = z.
d¥(z,0) = (x ~ 0) A (0~ 2) A0 = (—z) Az A0 = dE(x,0).
(3’): has a similar proof.

(4): dE(z,y) = (x> y) Ay = 2) A0 Z [(my) ~ (—2)] Al(=2) ~ (=9)] A0 = dE(—z, ).
dk(z,y) = (z~ y) Ay~ 2) A0 L [(—y) > (—2)] A (=) = (—9)] A0 = dF(—z, ).
’): has a similar proof.

(4
(5): by (G9) and Proposition 2.2 (a), we obtain:
dy (z,y) + dj (y, 2) + dg (z,y) =
(@~ y) Ay~ 2) NOJA[(y ~ 2) A(z~ y) ANOJA (@~ y) A (y ~ x) A O] =
aNbAcANdANeANf Am AnApA
a NY NS AN ANENF Am AR AP A
' AV A A ANE A FT A AR A
where:
a=@~y)+y~2)t@~vy,b=(@~y)+y~z)+y~a),c=@~y +y~z)+0=a~ 2z
d=(@~y)+(z~y+ @~y e=@~y)+ @~y +E~a), f=@@~>y +(E~y) +0,

m=(@~y)+0+(z~y),n=(@~y +0+(y~2r)=0,p=(r~y) +0+0,
a’:(va)ﬂyvz}Hxvy),b’:(yva(vaH(yvx),C’:(va)+(yv2)+07
d=y~z)+(Ez~y +@~y),e (yvx)ﬂzvy)ﬂyvx) f'=Wy~z)+(z~y) +0,
m' =(y~z)+0+ @~y =00 =(@y~z)+0+(y~z),p ={Hy~2z)+0+0,

a" =0+ (y~2)+(x~y), 0" =0+ (y~2)+(y~x), " =0+ (y~2)+0,
d"=0+(z~y)+(@~y),e" =0+ 2~y +(y~z)=z2~z f"=0+(z2~y) +0,
m’ ' =04+0+(x~y),n" =040+ (y~z),p"=0+0+0=0
But, df (z,y) + d¥ (y,2) + d¥ (z,y) <che’ AP’ = (z~ 2)A(z~ 2) N0 = dE(z,2).
The second inequality of (5) has a similar proof.
(6), (5°), (6) have similar proofs. O

5.2 Additive-states and implicative-states

We generalize to arbitrary po-groups with strong unit the definition of states for the abelian po-groups
from [15].

Definition 5.3 (see also [9]) Let G = (G, <,+,—,0) be a po-group with strong unit » (i.e. v > 0 and
for every x € G, there exists some positive integer n such that ¢ < u+wu+...4+u) and let R = (R, <
—_———

n times
,+,—,0)) be the additive abelian po-group of real numbers with strong unit 1.

An additive-state or a state for short on G is any positive (or equivalently order preserving) group
homomorphism s : G — R verifying s(u) = 1, i.e. s is a state iff the following properties hold: for all
z,y € G,

(s1) s(z +y) = s(x) + s(y
(s2) x>0 1mp11eb s(x)
(s3)

$3) s(u) =

~—

)

v

0,
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Proposition 5.4 Let s be a state on (G,u). Then, the following properties hold: for all z,y € G
(s4) s(0) =

(s5) s(—x) = —s(x),

(s6) x <y implies s(x) < s(y),

(s7) s(x — y) = s(z) = s(y) = s(z ~y).

Proof.

(s4): s(x) = s(x +0) = s(x) + s(0) implies s(0) = 0.

(s5): 0=s(0) = s(z + (—z)) = s(x) + s(—z) implies s(—z) = —s(z).

(s )( a; < y implies y — 2 > 0 implies s(y — x) > s(0), i.e. s(y) + s(—z) > 0, hence s(y) — s(z) > 0
hence s(z) < s(y

(S7): s(z — ) s(y —x) = s(y) + s(—z) = s(y) — s(x) = s(x) — s(y) and s(z ~ y) = s(—x +y) =

s(
s(=2) +5(y) = —s(z) + s(y) = s(2) ~ s(y) = s(z) = s(y). O

Definition 5.5 Let G = (G, <, —,~»+,0) be a po-implicative-group with strong unit u and let (R, <, —,0)
be the abelian po-implicative-group with strong unit 1 of real numbers.
An implicative-state on (G, w) is any map s : G — R verifying: for all z,y € G,
(is-1) s(z — y) = s(x) — s(y) = s(z ~ y),
(is-2) > 0 implies  s(x) > 0,

(is-3) s(u) = 1.

Proposition 5.6 Let s be an implicative-state on the po-implicative-group G = (G, <, —,~»,0) with strong
unit w. Then, the following property holds: for all z,y € G

(is-4) (0) = 0,

(is-5) s(—z) = —s(z).

Proof.
(is-4): s(0) &) s(x — z) = s(x) — s(x) e 0,
(is-5): s(—z) = s(x — 0) = s(z) — 0 = —s(x). O

Theorem 5.7 The states on the po-group G, = (G,<,+,—,0) with strong unit u coincide with the
implicative-states on the term equivalent po-implicative-group G;q = (G, <, —,~,0).

Proof.

e Let s be a state on G,. To prove that s is an implicative-state on G, it is sufficient to prove that
(is-1) holds for all z,y € G. Indeed,
s(x > y) = sy —a) =sy) +s(—x) = s(y) + (=s(x)) = s(z) — s(y) and s(z ~ y) = s(—z +y) =
s(=) + 5(y) = —s(x) + s(y) = 5(x) ~ s(y) = s(z) — s(y).

e Let s be an implicative-state on G;;. To prove that s is a state on G, it is sufficient to prove that
(s1) holds for all z,y € G. Indeed,

s(+y) =s(=(z = (-y) = =s(z = (=y)) = —(s(x) = s(=y)) = —(s(x) = (=5(y))) = s(zx) +s(y). O
5.3 State morphisms and implicative-state morphisms

Definition 5.8 Let G = (G, V, A, +, —,0) be an I-group with strong unit v and let R = (R, max, min, +, —, 0)
be the additive abelian [-group of real numbers with strong unit 1.
A state morphism on G is a state s on G verifying the following property: for all z,y € G,

(s0) s(z Ay) = s(x) A s(y) = min(s(z), 5(y)).

Note that (s0) can be replaced by the weaker condition

s(z) As(y) < s(zAy),

since s(z Ay) < s(x) A s(y) always holds (indeed, x Ay < z, y implies s(z Ay) < s(z), s(y), i.e. s(zAy)
is a lower bound of s(x), s(y); hence, s(z Ay) < s(z) A s(y)).
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Proposition 5.9 Let s be a state-morphism on the l-group with strong unit G = (G,V,\,+,—,0). Then,
forall x,y € G:

(s07) s(z Vy) = s(x) V s(y) = max(s(z), s(y))-

(G12) (G12)
= S =

Proof. s(zVy) (@— (@ y)+y) = s(x) —s(zAy) = s(y) = s(z) —s(z) As(y) +5(y)

s(z)Vs(y). O
Note that an equivalent definition of a state-morphism on an [-group G with strong unit would be, by
Proposition 5.9 and by (G12), the following:

A state-morphism on G is any state s on G verifying the following property: for all z,y € G,

(s0) s( vV y) = s(x) V 5(y) = max(s(z), s(y)),

and then (s0) will follow.

Definition 5.10 Let G = (G,V,A,—,~,0) be an l-implicative-group with strong unit « and let R =
(R, max, min, —, 0) be the abelian I-implicative-group of real numbers with strong unit 1.
An implicative-state morphism on G is an implicative-state s on G verifying (s0).

By Theorem 5.7, we immediately obtain that the states morphisms on the I-group G, = (G,V,A,+,—,0)
with strong unit v coincide with the implicative-states morphisms on the term equivalent
l-implicative-group G, = (G, V, A\, —,~,0).

5.4 Bosbach-states

In this subsection, G = (G, V, A, +, —,0) is an l-group with strong unit v and R = (R, V, A, 4+, —,0) is the
additive I-group of real numbers with the strong unit 1; we denote them (G, u) and (R, 1) respectively.

Proposition 5.11 (See [12], Proposition 2.1)
Let s : G — R such that s(0) = 0. Then, the following are equivalent:
(i) s(@Vy)+s(df(@,y)) = s(zAy),
(i) s(y) +s((y = 2) AO) = s(z Ay),
(iii)  s(x) +s((z = y) AO) = s(y) + s((y — 2) A 0).

Proof.
(i) <= (ii): Let us consider @ < b in G; then a Ab = a and a V b = b, hence d¥(a,b) = b — a. It
follows, by (i), that
s(b) + s(b — a) = s(a). (54)

Let us take a = x Ay and b = y. By (54), we obtain:
s(y)+s((y = x) A0) =s(y) +s(y — (z A y)) = s(x Ay), i.e. (ii) holds.
(ii) <= (iii): s(z) = s((z — y) A0) 2 s(y Az) = s(z Ay) = s(y) + s((y — x) A0), Le. (iii) holds.
(it}) <= (): s(zV )+ s(d(2,9)) = sz V) +s((xVy) = (@ Ay) E
sz vy) +s(l@vy) = @Al A0) = s(@Ay)+s(l(z Ay) = (@ VY] A0) = s(z Ay)+5(0) = s(z Ay),
?la:nf/ey) — (zAy) <0and hence (zVy) — (xAy)=[(zVy) — (x Ay)] A0 and since
z Ay <zVyand hence [(x Ay) — (z V)] Comllzary > 0. O

The following proposition has a similar proof:

Proposition 5.12 (See [12], Proposition 2.2)
Let s : G — R such that s(0) = 0. Then, the following are equivalent:
(i) s(zVy)+s(d(z,y) = s(zAy),
(i) s(y) +s((y ~ x) AO) = s(z Ay),
(iir)  s(x) + s((z~y) N0) = s(y) + s((y ~ z) A D).

Dually, we have:
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Proposition 5.13
Let s : G — R such that s(0) = 0. Then, the following are equivalent:
(i?)  s(@Ay)+s(df(z,y)) = s(z Vy),
(i@7)  s(y) +s((y — ) VO) = s(zVy),
(iii’)  s(x) +s((x —y) vV 0) =s(y) +s((y - z)Vv0).

Proof.
(i') <= (ii"): Let us consider @ < b in G; then a Ab = a and a V b = b, hence d¥(a,b) = b — a. Tt
follows, by (i’), that
s(a) + s(a — b) = s(b). (55)

Let us take a = y and b =z V y. By (55), we obtain:
s(y)+s((y—x)vV0)=s(y)+sly— (zV gl/)) = s(x Vy),ie. (ii’) holds.
(i") < (iil’): s(z) = s((x — y) V0) @) s(yva)=s(xVy) =s(y)+s((y — z)V0),ie. (iii’) holds.
(i) <= (): s(z A y) +s(@f(2.9)) = s@ A y) +s((@Ay) = @ V) D

s@Ay) +s(@Ay) — @V Vo) "E s@vy)+ sl Vy) — @AY VO) = s(zVy) +s(0) = s(x Vy),

sHnee Corollary 2.3
z Ay <zVyand hence [(x Ay) — (z V)] > 0. ]

The following proposition has a similar proof:

Proposition 5.14
Let s : G — R such that s(0) = 0. Then, the following are equivalent:
(i’) sz Ay)+ s(df(2,y)) = s(z Vy),
(i@7)  s(y) +s((y~ ) V0) =s(zVy),
(i) s(x)+ s((x~y) V0) =s(y) +s((y ~z) V0).

Definition 5.15 A Bosbach-state on (G, u) is a function s : G — R such that: for all z,y € G,
(S1)  s(@)+s((x —y) A0) =s(y) + s((y — x) A D),

(52)  s(@) +s((x~y) AO) = s(y) + s((y ~ 2) A D),

(S17)  s(z) + s((@ — y) V0) = s(y) + s((y — ) V0),

(527)  s(@) + s((@~y) VO) =s(y) + s((y ~ ) V0),

ESB) s(0) =0, s(u) =1,

S3’) x>0 implies s(x) > 0.

Note that Propositions 5.11, 5.12 (5.13, 5.14) give equivalent conditions to (S1), (S2) ((S1’), (S2’)
respectively).

Proposition 5.16 (See [12], Proposition 2.7)
Let s be a Bosbach-state on G. Then, for all z,y € G:
(54) s((x —y) NO) = 5((x ~ y) N0),
(54) s((x — 4) v 0) = s((z ~ 3) V 0),
(55) 5(d¥ (z,)) = s(dk(z, 1),
(55°) (@l (z,9)) = s(df (z,1)),
(S6) s(x) + s(—x A0) = s(z A0),
(S6°) s(x) + s(—x VvV 0) = s(xzV0),
(57) s(=x) = —s(x),
(S8) x <y implies  s(y — x) = s(y~ x) = s(y) — s(x),
(88°) x <y implies  s(z —y) = s(z~y) = s(z) — s(y),
(S9) x <y implies  s(x) < s(y).

Proof.

(54): (s(x)+s((x = y) A0) = s(yAx) = s(z) + s((z ~ y) A0), by Propositions 5.11 (ii) and 5.12 (ii).
Hence, s((z — y) A0) = s((z ~ y) AO).

(S4): (s(z) +s((x — y)VO0) =s(yVa)=s(x)+ s((x~ y)VO0), by Propositions 5.13 (ii’) and 5.14
(ii”). Hence, s((x — y) V0) = s((z ~ y) V 0).
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(S5): s(xzVy)+s(d(z,y)) = s(x Ay) = s(x Vy) + s(dk(z,y)), by Propositions 5.11 (i) and 5.12 (i).
Hence, s(d¥(z,y)) = s(d%(x,y)).

(S5’): Similarly, by Propositions 5.13 (i’) and 5. 14 (i).

(S6): 5(2) +s(=2 7 0) 2 s(@) + s((x — 0) A 0) 2 5

(S6): s(x) +s(—2 v 0) L s(x) + s((z — 0) v0) L

(S7): First, we prove that:

0) + 5((0 — 2) A0) 2 0+ s(x A0) = s(x A 0).

5(0) + s((0 — x) v 0) @0+ s(x v 0) =s(zVO0).
s(—x) + s(x A0) = s(—z A O). (56)

Indeed, s(—z) + s(z A 0) = s(—z) + s((—(—2)) A 0) ) s(—z A 0).

Now, s(z A 0) (9 s(x) + s(—x A 0) (20 s(x) + s(—x) + s(x A 0). Tt follows that s(x) 4+ s(—x) = 0, i.e.
s(—x) = —s(x).
(S8): Let z <y;thenz -y >0, 2~y >0and y — 2 <0, y~ x <0, by Corollary 2.3. Then:

s(y) + sty — 7) = s(y) + s((y — ) A0) 2 s(2) + s((@ — y) A0) = s(x) + 5(0) = s(x); hence,

—z) = s(z) —s(y) = s(y) — s(x). Similarsly,
y) + sy ~ ) = s(y) +s((y ~ 1) A0) ) s@) + s((z ~ y) A0) = s(@) +5(0) = s(2); hence,

S8): Let x <y;thenx -y >0, z~y>0andy — x <0, y~ x <0, by Corollary 2.3. Then:

(
s(y) = s(y) +0 = s(y) + 5(0) = s() + s((y — 2) V0) ‘B 5(2) + s((z — y) V0) = s(z) + s(x — ); hence,
s(x —y) = s(y) — s(z) = s(x) — s(y). Similarly, s(z ~ y) = s(y) — s(z) = s(z) — s(y).

(S9): Let x < y; hence x — y > 0. By (S3°), s(x — y) > 0; but, by (S8), s(x — y) = s(y) — s(z); it

follows that s(y) — s(z) > 0, hence s(z) < s(y). O
Theorem 5.17 Any state is a Bosbach-state.

Proof. By definitions of states and Bosbach-states, it remains to prove (S1)-(S2’). Indeed,

s state

(S1): s(x) +s((z — y) A0) = s((x — y) A0) +s(z) " E 5([(x = y) A0+ 2) = s([(x > y) +a] Az) =

s(yna)=s@Ay) =...=s(y)+s((y > ) AD).

(82): s(a )t 5((2 0 0) A0) L5 (o 1 [z~ y) AO]) = s((e 4 (2~ 9)] A2) = sy A 2) = s(z Ay) =
s(y) + s((y ~ ) A).

( ) s(@) +s((z — ) V0) = s((x — y) VO) +s(@) " E s([(z — y) VO] +2) = s([(z — y) +a]Va) =

s(yvrw)=s(xVy)=...=s(y)+s((y —z)VvO0).

( ) s(x) + ((my)vm“t“” s+ (@~ y) Vo) =s(z+ (@~ y)Va) =slyVa) =s(xVy) =
s(y) + s((y ~ x) v 0). 0

Open problem 5.18 Study the restrictions of the various kinds of states from the I-group level to the
G~, G* level, the [u/, 0], [0,] level and the G, G level.

—0o0?
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