Contradictions

Yang Xu® ", Shuwei Chen® ", Xiaomei Zhong® ¢, Jun Liu®™ ¢, and Xingxing He®°

a School of Mathematics, Southwest Jiaotong University, Chengdu, Sichuan, China
b School of Computing, Faculty of Computing, Engineering and the Built Environment,
Ulster University, Belfast, Northern Ireland, UK
¢ National-Local Joint Engineering Laboratory of System Credibility Automatic

Verification, Southwest Jiaotong University, Chengdu, Sichuan, China

Abstract: Trustworthy Al requires reasoning systems that are not only powerful but also transparent and
reliable. Automated Theorem Proving (ATP) is central to formal reasoning, yet classical binary resolution
remains limited, as each step involves only two clauses and eliminates at most two literals. To overcome
this bottleneck, the concept of standard contradiction and the theory of contradiction-separation-based
deduction were introduced in 2018. This paper advances that framework by focusing on the systematic
construction of standard contradictions. Specially, this study investigates construction methods for two
principal forms of standard contradiction: the maximum triangular standard contradiction and the
triangular-type standard contradiction. Building on these structures, we propose a procedure for
determining the satisfiability and unsatisfiability of clause sets via maximum standard contradiction.
Furthermore, we derive formulas for computing the number of standard sub-contradictions embedded
within both the maximum triangular standard contradiction and the triangular-type standard contradiction.
The results presented herein furnish the methodological basis for advancing contradiction-separation-
based dynamic multi-clause automated deduction, thereby extending the expressive and deductive

capabilities of automated reasoning systems beyond the classical binary paradigm.
Keywords: contradiction, standard contradiction, triangular standard contradiction, automated reasoning

1. Introduction

Trustworthy Artificial Intelligence (Al) requires reasoning systems that are not only powerful
but also reliable, transparent, and adaptable. Among the core pillars of trustworthy Al are
automatic reasoning and knowledge representation, which together provide interpretable and
verifiable mechanisms for intelligent decision-making. Recent initiatives emphasize that Al
systems must demonstrate robustness, transparency, and accountability if they are to be trusted

in high-stakes domains. Logic plays a central role in this context, offering a robust and
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expressive language for structuring knowledge in ways that are both human-understandable and
machine-processable. Automated Theorem Proving (ATP) is one of the most prominent tools
in this domain. Based on first-order logic, ATP systems use symbolic reasoning to derive
conclusions with mathematical rigor, making them essential for applications such as
mathematical proof verification, problem solving, program verification, and broader domains
of formal verification and safety-critical Al.

Since Hao Wang first derived inference rules from logical deduction, used computers to
prove 220 theorems from Principia Mathematica in 1959, and subsequently published Toward
Mechanical Mathematics [1] in the IBM Journal of Research and Development, logic-based
automated reasoning systems have developed rapidly. A major breakthrough came in 1965,
when Robinson proposed the Resolution Principle [2]. ATP systems built upon this principle
quickly became one of the most influential and widely applied directions in automated
deductive reasoning, producing a wealth of important results. This breakthrough method for
first-order logic forms the theoretical basis for modern ATP systems. State-of-the-art systems—
including Vampire [3,19], E [20], SPASS [21], and Prover9 [22]—still rely on binary resolution
as their core inference mechanism [23-25].

Nevertheless, the capability and efficiency of resolution-based ATP systems remain
insufficient for many practical demands. For example, among the most challenging conjunctive
normal form (CNF) problems (Rating 1) in the well-known TPTP problem library [3], 1,581
instances can be solved only by a very small number of ATP systems. The underlying limitation
lies in the fundamental mechanism of binary resolution, wherein each inference step involves
exactly two clauses and eliminates at most two literals. Although variants such as group
resolution [4], linear resolution [5, 6], and lock resolution [7] have been proposed, they still
conform to this binary restriction, thereby constraining further improvements in both capability
and efficiency.

To overcome this bottleneck, Xu et al. [8] introduced the concept of contradiction
separation (CS) and proposed a novel inference rule for automated deduction. This approach
generalizes classical binary resolution to handle multiple clauses dynamically and
synergistically, with binary resolution appearing as a special case. CS-based automated
deduction is thus characterized as a dynamic, multi-clause, collaborative, goal-oriented, and
robust framework [9]. This advancement provides a more powerful and efficient methodology
for addressing logical reasoning and problem-solving challenges across scientific research,
technological innovation, and social applications.

Based on this framework, corresponding methods and systems for CS-based dynamic



automated deduction have been developed [10-13]. These systems have collectively proved
over 260,000 theorems expressed in first-order logic. Among them, the prover CSI-V1.1, which
integrates CS-based inference with Vampire 4.9—the most advanced ATP system of the past
two decades—has proved 11498 theorems from TPTP, exceeding Vampire 4.9 alone by 470.
A comparative evaluation against Vampire 4.9 has also been conducted using problems from
the CASC2020 to CASC2024 (500 problems per year), with results summarized in Table 1.1.
Moreover, by combining our prover with the internationally renowned prover E, we have
achieved outstanding performance in CASC since 2018, including one second-place finish,
three third places, two fourth places, and one fifth place in the FOF division, as well as a first-
ever second place in the ICU division. Additionally, we were awarded the “Newcomer Prize”
in 2018.
Table 1.1. Comparison results of CSI-V 1.1 against Vampire 4.9

2020 2021 2022 2023 2024  Total

(500)  (500)  (500)  (500)  (500)  (2500)
Vampire 4.9 457 455 453 450 451 2266
CSI-V 1.1 487 485 492 491 491 2446

In contradiction-separation-based dynamic deduction, the construction of contradictions
constitutes the essential mechanism for generating new separation clauses. Unlike classical
binary resolution, where each inference step is strictly limited to two clauses and at most two
literals, this framework permits the participating clauses and literals in a contradiction to be
flexibly and dynamically varied during the deduction process. Such flexibility greatly enhances
the expressive and deductive capacity of the system but also makes the method of contradiction
construction a decisive factor in determining overall efficiency. This paper focuses primarily
on the core theory and methods of contradiction-separation-based dynamic automated
deduction, with particular emphasis on the theory and methods for constructing and using
contradictions determining satisfiability and unsatisfiability of clause sets. In particular,
different construction strategies yield different deductive behaviors. We introduce the maximal
contradiction provides a comprehensive, static structure capable of determining satisfiability
and unsatisfiability of clause sets, whereas the triangular standard contradiction introduces a
dynamic mechanism that allows contradictions to be constructed and adjusted simultaneously
with the deduction process itself. Thus, the study of contradiction construction methods—both
maximal and triangular—forms the theoretical and methodological foundation for advancing

contradiction-separation-based dynamic multi-clause deduction.

This paper makes the following key contributions:



1) Definition, Construction and Use of the Maximal Contradiction: We define the
maximal contradiction, present its construction method, and provide theoretical proofs
of its soundness. We establish its role in determining satisfiability and unsatisfiability
of clause sets, and further show that it can generate concrete satisfiable instances when

clause sets are satisfiable.

2) Development of Triangular Standard Contradictions: To overcome the rigidity of
maximal contradictions, we introduce triangular standard contradictions, which allow
contradictions to be dynamically adjusted during deduction. We present their formal

definition, construction method, and theoretical validation.

3) Analysis of Sub-Contradictions: We study the structural properties of triangular
standard contradictions by classifying their sub-contradictions into homotypic and non-
homotypic types. Four forms of homotypic sub-contradictions are identified and
analyzed, and formulas are derived for computing the number of sub-contradictions in

both maximal and triangular standard contradictions.

4) Methodological Foundation for Multi-Clause Deduction: Collectively, the concepts,
construction methods, and structural analyses introduced in this paper establish the
methodological groundwork for advancing contradiction-separation-based dynamic
multi-clause automated deduction, enabling more expressive and efficient reasoning

systems.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: Section 2 provides an overview of
related works. Section 3 introduces basic definitions and theoretical concepts of contradiction,
forming the foundation for multi-clause automated deduction; Section 4 defines the maximal
contradiction, presents its construction method, and establishes theoretical results on its
relationship with satisfiability and unsatisfiability of clause sets. Methods for satisfiability
determination and instance construction are described and illustrated with examples. Section 5
proposes triangular standard contradictions as a dynamic alternative to maximal contradictions.
The definition, construction methods, and theoretical proofs of validity are provided, along with
illustrative examples. In addition, Section 5 also examines the internal structure of triangular
standard contradictions, classifies their sub-contradictions, and derives formulas for computing
the number of sub-contradictions in both maximal and triangular standard contradictions.
Section 6 summarizes the main contributions and outlines directions for future research,
particularly the progressive development of contradiction-separation-based dynamic multi-

clause deduction methods and their applications in automated theorem proving.



2. Related Works
2.1 Theories of Automated Deduction Based on the Resolution Principle

In 1965, Robinson proposed the resolution principle and unification [2], thereby laying the
foundation for logic-based resolution automated deduction. To this day, the resolution principle
remains the most influential and widely applied inference rule, dominating logic-based
automated reasoning for decades.

In 1967, Slagle introduced group resolution through his theory of semantic clash deduction
[4]. However, each “clash” in this approach is still realized through a sequence of binary
resolution steps.

In 1968, Robinson [14] and later Harrison et al. (1978) [15] independently proposed the
generalized resolution principle. Despite some theoretical novelty, these approaches shared two
strict requirements: (1) all participating clauses must be binary, and (2) there must exist a special
clause containing the negation of one literal from these binary clauses. Under these conditions,
both principles produce a resolvent of essentially the same form. Although this enabled, in
theory, the simultaneous handling of multiple clauses, in practice such special clauses were
difficult to obtain. Moreover, the reliability of the method still relied fundamentally on binary
resolution. Consequently, generalized resolution did not exert lasting influence.

Further attempts at extending resolution include Krishnamurthy (1985) [16], who combined
the extension principle, the symmetry principle, and resolution to improve deductive capability,
and Egly et al. (1993) [17], who developed SR-deduction by incorporating symmetry-derived
clauses. In 2004, Tammet [18] proposed the chain resolution principle, where binary clauses
are connected via implication chains; however, this principle effectively reduces to repeated
applications of binary resolution.

In summary, since Robinson’s seminal proposal, there has been no fundamental theoretical
breakthrough in logic-based automated deduction for more than half a century. State-of-the-art
systems—including Vampire [3, 19], E [20], SPASS [21], and Prover9 [22]—still rely on binary
resolution as their core inference mechanism [23-25]. As early as 2003, Andrei Voronkov, one
of the leading figures in automated reasoning and the developer of Vampire (a multiple-time
CASC champion), emphasized the urgent need for new theoretical advances in logic-based

deduction [26]. Yet, to date, no milestone theory has emerged [27].
2.2 Methods of Automated Deduction Based on the Resolution Principle

Although no breakthrough theories have been achieved since Robinson, a variety of methods

have been proposed to enhance the efficiency of resolution-based deduction by optimizing the



use of binary resolution.

(a) Methods with Restricted Clauses or Literals

Efforts in this direction focus on constraining clause interactions to reduce redundancy.

Examples include:

The set-of-support method (Wos et al., 1965) [28], which restricts resolution by
forbidding inference between clauses within a designated satisfiable subset.

Semantic clash resolution (Slagle, 1967) [4], which partitions the clause set into disjoint
subsets using an interpretation, prohibiting intra-subset resolution.

Linear resolution (Luckham and Loveland, 1968) [5,6], which uses the derived
resolvent as the pivot for subsequent resolutions; complete for propositional logic but
not for first-order logic.

Lock resolution (Boyer, 1971) [7], sound and complete but lacking a practical method
for assigning locks.

SLD resolution (Kowalski and Kuehner, 1971) [29], a goal-directed variant of linear
resolution, complete under a selection function.

Ordered linear resolution (Chang and Lee, 1973) [30], which improves efficiency but
sacrifices completeness.

Resolution with constrained clauses (Hans et al., 1994) [31], sound and complete under
specific restrictions.

Goal-oriented semantic forward reasoning (Choi, 2002) [32], which minimizes
redundant models before applying resolution.

Generalized ordered resolution (Belaid ef al., 2010) [33].

Goal-sensitive semantic resolution (Bonacina et al., 2017) [34].

Conflict resolution (Bruno et al., 2017) [35,36], inspired by CDCL, which incorporates

decision literals and conflict clauses but remains limited for first-order logic.

These approaches reduce redundancy and improve efficiency by selectively restricting clause

and literal participation.

(b) Methods Applying Heuristic Strategies

Heuristics have also been widely used to guide resolution. For example, Fellows et al. (2006)

[37] studied parameterized problem control to obtain bounded-length resolutions and minimally

unsatisfiable subsets. Heuristic strategies have since been refined in major theorem provers

such as SPASS, Vampire, Otter, and E.

(c) Methods for Reducing the Deductive Search Space



Another key direction has been to reduce the search space of resolution. Examples include:

e The layered resolution method (Anatoli et al., 2003) [38], which eliminates redundant

clauses but is limited in generality.

e Relevance filtering (Meng et al., 2009) [36], which retains only clauses relevant to a

strategically chosen subset.

e Splitting resolution (Prcovice, 2012) [39], evolved from extended resolution, which

substantially reduces the combinatorial search space.

e Heuristic handling of inequalities (Avigad et al., 2016) [40], demonstrating tailored

heuristics for specific clause sets.

In summary, across these decades of work, numerous strategies have been devised to
restrict clause interactions, prioritize specific inferences, apply heuristics, or reduce the search
space. While these approaches have yielded notable improvements in efficiency, they all remain
confined to the framework of binary resolution. To date, no method has succeeded in
fundamentally breaking through the limitations imposed by the binary resolution principle.

In contrast, Xu et al. [8] advanced a new line of research through contradiction
separation (CS) and the associated concept of standard contradictions, which enable the
simultaneous participation of multiple clauses and the elimination of multiple literals in a single
inference step. By shifting from binary to dynamic multi-clause deduction, this work addresses
the limitations identified in prior research and establishes a new theoretical foundation for the

next generation of logic-based automated reasoning.

3. Concepts of Contradiction

To overcome the limitations of binary resolution, deduction must allow multiple clauses to
participate and multiple literals to be eliminated in a single step. This section introduces the
fundamental concepts of contradiction, which provide the theoretical basis for such multi-
clause deduction.

In propositional logic, a literal refers to a propositional variable or its negation. For
example, let / be a propositional variable in propositional logic; then both / and ~/ (the negation
of /) are literals, and / and ~/ are called a complementary pair. A disjunction of several literals

is called a clause, and a conjunction of several clauses is called a conjunctive normal form

(CNF). For example, S =CiACA...AC, is a conjunctive normal form, where Ci, C», ..., C, are
clauses. Sometimes S is denoted as S ={Ci, C, ..., Cy}, in which case S is also referred to as a
clause set.

In first-order logic, if P(x1,..., X,) is an n-ary predicate symbol and #,..., t, are terms, then



P(t,..., t,) is an atom. A literal refers to an atom or its negation. A clause is a disjunction of
several literals. A clause set S'is a predicate logic formula in which all clauses in S are conjoined,
and every variable in S is considered to be universally quantified. For a clause C in propositional
logic or first-order logic, the set of all literals in C is still denoted as C.

Definition 3.1 [8] (Contradiction) Assume a clause set S ={Ci, Cs, ..., Cy} in
propositional logic or first-order logic. If for any literal x; from a clause C; (i=1,..., m), there
exist some complementary pair of literals among x1,..., x», then S=AIZ, C; is called a standard
contradiction. If A%, C; is unsatisfiable, then S = A%, C; is called a quasi-contradiction,
where C; is also regarded as a set of literals (=1, ..., m).

Example 3.1 Suppose that S={C), C5, Cs3, C4} is a clause set in propositional logic, where
Ci=livh, C=~bh, C3=~1,withl, L, being propositional variables. It can be seen that S
is a standard contradiction, as well as a quasi-contradiction.

Lemma 3.1 [8] Assume a clause set S ={C1, C, ..., C,} in propositional logic, then S'is a
standard contradiction if and only if S is a quasi-contradiction. Therefore, in propositional logic,
both standard contradiction and quasi-contradiction are shortly called contradiction.

Remark 3.1 (1) Whether A%, C; is a standard contradiction is regardless of the ordering
of the clauses Ci, Ca,..., Cp.

(2) In first-order logic, a quasi-contradiction is not necessarily a standard contradiction.
Take the clause set S={P(x), ~P(f(y))} as an example. It can be seen easily that S is unsatisfiable,
i.e., S'is a quasi-contradiction. However, S is not a standard contradiction since P(x) and ~P(f(y))
are not complementary to each other.

Lemma 3.2 [8] Assume a clause set S ={Ci, (3, ..., Cy»} in first-order logic, if S is a
standard contradiction, then S is a quasi-contradiction, i.e., S is unsatisfiable.

Corollary 3.1 [8] Suppose S={Ci, C,,..., Cu}, where C,, C,,..., C,, are clauses in the first-
order logic. If CiACyA...A Cy, is a standard contradiction, then for any variable substitution o
of S, (CiAnCon.. . AC,) is still a standard contradiction.

Remark 3.2 In first-order logic, a quasi-contradiction may not be a quasi-contradiction
any more after applying some substitution. For example, considering S={L(x), ~L(f(a))}, here
a is a constant, obviously S is unsatisfiable. Suppose a substitution o={a/x} is applied, then S°
= {L(a), ~L(f(a))}. Obviously, S° is satisfiable, and not a quasi-contradiction anymore.

Theorem 3.1 Assume a standard contradiction S ={Ci, (>, ..., C,} in propositional logic
or first-order logic, if ;' is a clause formed by some of the literals from C; (i=1, ..., m), then
A, €7 is a standard contradiction.

Proof. Because S={Ci, C, ..., Cy} is a standard contradiction, for any literal x; in C;, i =



1, 2,..., m, there must be complementary pair of literals among xi,..., x,». Furthermore, as C;
is a clause formed by some of the literals from C; (i=1, ..., m), then for any literal y; in C;, there
must be complementary pair of literals among yi,..., ym, and therefore, A2, C;' is a standard
contradiction. m

In order to study the sub-structure of standard contradiction, the concept of standard sub-
contradiction of a standard contradiction is given in the following Definition 3.2.

Definition 3.2 (Sub-contradiction) Assume S=A"; C; is a standard contradiction in
propositional logic or first-order logic. Foru=1, 2,..., ¢, C;(i) is a clause formed by some of
the literals from C;, where i € {1, 2,..., m}, t <m. If A{_; C;;(i) is a standard contradiction,
then AL_; Cp(i) is called a standard sub-contradiction of A%, C;.

Example 3.2 Suppose that S={Ci, C>, C3, C4} is a standard contradiction in propositional
logic, where C1 =l1 v I, Co=Liv~bL, C3=~1v b, Cs=~Il v ~bL,with [, [, being propositional
variables. Suppose that Ci'=1lvh, C =~b, C3 =~I,then Ci"A C2'A Cs3” is a standard sub-
contradiction of S.

Definition 3.3 [8] Suppose a clause set S = {C;, C5, ..., C;,} in first-order logic. Without
loss of generality, assume that there does not exist the same variables among Cj, Cs, ..., G, (if
there exist the same variables, there exists a rename substitution can then be applied to make
them different). The following inference rule that produces a new clause from S is called a
standard contradiction separation rule, in short, an S-CS rule:

Foreach C; (i = 1,2,...,m), firstly apply a substitution o; to C; (o; could be an empty

(o] gi -
; s then separate C;'' into

substitution but not necessary the most general unifier), denoted as C
two sub-clauses C;"~ and Cia"Jr such that

(1) ¢'=c"v Cigi+, where €' and Cigi+ have no common literal,

o+ . oi— X
(2) €' canbe an empty clause itself, but C;'* cannot be an empty clause;
(3) A2, C’" isastandard contradiction, that is V(xy, ..., X,) € [1/2, C/'", there exists
at least one complementary pair among {Xy, ..., X, }.

The resulting clause V%, Ci0i+, denoted as C,? (Cy, ..., Cpy) (here “s” means “standard”,
o =UZ,0;, o is a substitution to C;, i =1,..,m), is called a standard contradiction
separation clause (S-CSC) of Cj,...,Cpy, and AL, C” is called a separated standard
contradiction (S-SC).

The most intuitive feature of this definition is the involvement of multiple clauses in the
deduction, as reflected in Csy (Cy, ..., Cpp,), reflecting the synergy of multiple clauses. We can

see that the contradiction contains at least one complementary pair, as demonstrated in (3) of

Definition 3.3. Typically, more than one complementary pair is deleted in the deduction process.



This is different to binary resolution.

Definition 3.4 [8] Suppose a clause set S ={C;,C5, ..., Cp} in first-order logic.
D,,P,,...,. D, iscalled a standard contradiction separation based dynamic deduction sequence
from S to a clause @, denoted as D?, if

(1) &;€8,i€e {1,2, .. ,t}or

(2) thereexist 1y, T3, ..., T,<i, ®; = Cigi"(tbrl, Py, ... , Py ), where 6; = U]’Zlaj,

g; is a substitution to Cbrj, j=1.2,.. )k;.

In Definition 3.4, subscripts and substitutions can be changed, reflecting the dynamic and
flexible feature of S-CS deduction. Of course, the S-CS rule also satisfies soundness and
completeness, and the corresponding conclusions are as follows.

Theorem 3.2 [8] (Soundness Theorem of the S-CS Based Dynamic Deduction in First-
Order Logic) Suppose a clause set S = {C;,C,,....C;,} in first-order logic. ®4,P,,--, P, is
an S-CS based dynamic deduction from S to a clause ®,. If @, is an empty clause, then S is
unsatisfiable.

Theorem 3.3 [8] (Completeness of the S-CS Based Dynamic Deduction in First-Order
Logic) Suppose a clause set S = {C;,C5,...,C;,} in first-order logic. If S is unsatisfiable, then
there exists an S-CS based dynamic deduction from S to an empty clause.

In summary, the S-CS rule offers several key advantages over traditional binary resolution:

(1) Multi-Clause Involvement: Unlike binary resolution, S-CS allows multiple clauses to
be used simultaneously in a deduction. This means it isn't limited to using only two clauses that
contain a complementary unifiable literal pair.

(2) Dynamic, Synergized, and Flexible: The S-CS rule's design makes the deduction
process more adaptable and cooperative, allowing clauses to work together in a more integrated
manner.

(3) Controllability: S-CS allows for direct control over the number of participating
clauses and the size of the standard contradiction. This controllability helps to reduce the
number of literals in the resulting clause, which effectively mitigates the space explosion
problem that often challenges binary resolution-based systems.

(4) Repeatability: Clauses can be reused in the deduction process to speed up the overall
proof search.

The work in [8] lays the first formal foundation for contradiction-separation-based
dynamic multi-clause deduction, extending the theoretical scope of logic-based automated
reasoning beyond binary resolution. By enabling simultaneous multi-clause participation,

contradiction separation and standard contradictions open a new path toward significantly more



efficient automated deduction. However, [8] is mainly placed a theoretical foundation, theory
and methods for constructing and using contradictions are crucial, which is the focus of the

present work, and are detailed in the subsequent sections.

4. Definition, Construction and Use of the Maximal Contradiction

To investigate methods for determining the properties of a clause set using contradictions, this
section examines how the properties of a given clause set SSS can be established through a
special contradiction constructed from all propositional variables occurring in SSS, namely the
maximal contradiction.

The following presents the definition and construction method of the maximal
contradiction, along with its theoretical proof.

Theorem 4.1 Let V={/,,..., [,} be a set of propositional variables, and for each variable /,
let p(i)e {I;, ~I;} be a literal. Suppose we have a clause C(p(1),..., p(i),..., p(n))=Vi=,p(i), and
a clause set S(n)={C(p(1),..., p(i),..., p(n))| p(i) € {Li, ~I;} » i=1,..., n}, then S(n) is a contradiction
that contains all the variables in 7 and consists of 2" x n literals. S(n) is called the maximal
contradiction generated by V.

Proof. Based on the definition of S(n), we know that there are 2" literals that can be
denoted as Ci,..., C,...,Con. S(n) can then be represented as CNF,

S(1) =V (21,0 % 2yn ) EC X XC .. Xy CES (M), =1,..,27 (X1 Av A X AL A Xgn).
Therefore, S(n) is a contradiction if and only if x; A...A x; A...A x,n is unsatisfiable for any
(X1, e s Xjyoneny Xon) € Gy X... X Cj X..X Con, G €S(0),j =1,...,2" | ie, there is
complementary pair of literals among xq,...,X;

e ens Xon for any (xl,...,xj,....,xzn)e
Cl XXC}XXCZ‘n’ C}ES(n),]=1,,2n

The following is proved by induction.

When n= 1, S(1)={/1, ~1}, the conclusion holds.

When n=2, SQ)={/i v b, ly v ~b, ~l, v L, ~I; v ~L>}, the conclusion also holds.

Suppose that the conclusion holds when n = £, i.e., for any (xq,...,%j,....,X,k) €
Ci X..X Cj X..X Cor, G € S(k),j=1,..., 2k, there is complementary pair of literals among
XgyeensXjyoens Xoke

When n= k+1, S(k+1)={C(p(1),..., p(@),..., p(k), )| pQi) e {l, ~l}, i=1,..., k} U
{C(p(),..., p(Q),..., p(k), ~li)| p(De {li, ~li}, i=1,..., k}.

If  there  exits  (Xo1,-+)X0ir-+-1 Xgaks Yo1r++ -1 Y0jr--+» Vozk) € €1 X...X Cj X... X
Cokt1,C €S(k+1),j = 1,...,2%*1 such that there is no complementary pair of literals

among (Xoq, -+, Xois«-+» Xg2ks Yo1s--» Yoj» -+ » Yook ), Where C, € {C(p(1), ..., p(i),..., p(k), li+1)|



pyell, ~}, i=1,..., k}, r=1,...,2% C, €{Cp()...., p(i),..., p(k), ~lp1)| p(i)e {L;, ~L}, i
=1,..., k}, t= 2k +1,...,2%*1 then the following two conclusions hold: (1) there is no
complementary pair of literals among X¢q, ..., X, - -, Xy,k; and (2) there is no complementary
pair of literals among ¥oq,..., Yoy -+, Yo2k-

It can be seen from (1) that, there exists xo € {Xg1,...,Xg;, .-, Xk} such that xo = le1. If
forany x € {Xg1,..-, Xpis -+, Xgpk }» X # e, then (Xoq, ..+, Xgjy -0 Xgok) € €y XX Cj X... X
C,k, C; € S(k). Based on the induction assumptions, there is complementary pair of literals
among Xoi,...,Xqi,---» Xk » Which contradicts with (1). From (2), there exists yo €
{Yo1r--»Y0j»e-» Yook} such that yo = ~liwr. If for any y € {Yo1,---, Vo)) Yook} ¥ # ~lit1,
then (Yo1,-++)Yojs--+-1Vgook) € C1 X...X Cj X...X Cy, Cj € S(k) . Based on the induction
assumption, there is complementary pair of literals among yoq,...,Y0j,---, Yo,k » Which
contradicts with (2). Since l+1 and ~/1 is a complementary pair of literals, there is
complementary pair of literals among (xg1,...,Xgj, - ) Xg2k) Y01, +-» Yoj» - +» Yook)> and this
contradicts to the assumption.

Therefore, for any (X1 s Xiy oo Xghey Y1y w0y Vo s Yok ) € Cp Xt X G X, X
Coesr,GGES(K+1), j=1,..., 2k*1 | there is complementary pair of literals among
(X105 ey Xiy oo Xk, Y1y -+ V)i - -+ Yok ), Which means that the conclusion holds when n= k+1.

Note that S(n)={C(p(1),..., p(D),..., p(n)| p(i)e {l;, ~l;}, i=1,..., n} consists of all the n-ary
clauses formed by the variables {/i,..., /,}, where there are 2™ clauses and 2" Xn literals. m

For a given clause set S, its property can be only one of two cases: either S is unsatisfiable
or S is satisfiable. Accordingly, the following discussion examines these two cases separately,
analyzing the relationship between the maximal contradiction constructed from all
propositional variables of S and the property of S, and presenting methods for determining the
property of S based on this contradiction.

The relationship between the maximal contradiction of S and the unsatisfiability of S is
given as follows:

Theorem 4.2 Let S={C,, C,,..., C,} be a clause set in propositional logic, where the
variable set of S'is V(S) = {/i,..., [,}. For the clause set S(n)={C(p(1),..., p(Q),..., p(n))| p(i)e{l;,
~li}, i=1,..., n}, where clause C(p(1),..., p(i),..., p(n))=Vie,p(i), p(i)e{li, ~I;}, i=1,..., n, the
following conclusions hold:

(1) For any C; €S, there exists C(p(1),..., p(i),..., p(n))eS(n), such that C;SC(p(1),...,
p(@),..., p(n)). It is called C; generates C(p(1),..., p(i),..., p(n)).

(2) For any CjeS, suppose S(C)={C(p(1),..., p(D),..., p(n)eSn) | GE C(p(1),..., p(i),...,
p(n))}, then S is unsatisfiable if and only if UL, S(C;) = S(n).



Proof. (1) For any clause C;eS, suppose that C;= pi v...v pr V...V p, the for any p; (k
=1,..., 1), there exists ire{l,..., n} satisfying p; = ix or ~ i. Therefore, there exists clause
Cp(1),..., p(Qi),..., p(n))=pi1Vv...v prv...v piv C €S(n), and C;SC(p(1),..., p(i),..., p(n)).

(2) Sufficiency. Apply disjointization processing to {S(C;) | j =1,..., m} first.

Let §* (C1)=S(Cv),

S*(C)=8(C) = §*(C),

S*(C3)=8(C5) = [S*(CHUS* ()],

S*(C)=S(C) =Usr,..j11S'(C), j =1,..., m.

Note that: (1) the elements of {S°(C)) | j=1,..., m} do not conclude each other, (2) the
elements of {S"(C;) | j/=1,..., m} are not empty and do not intersect each other, and (3) Uj=1.... m
S°(C)) = S(n). Therefore, suppose that the elements of {S*(C)) | j=1,..., m} are not empty, do not
intersect each other, and the union of all the elements is S(n).

There are 2™ clauses in S(n), and can be denoted as Di,..., D;,...,Dyn.

Suppose that S(C;) = {D;, € {D1,***,D;,***,Dyn}lh = 1,--+,h}, j =1,..., m, and therefore
Yz hy =2

It is assumed that Dy,,. "’Dlhl’ ...,D

gy

D

jhj""'Dm1""'Dm correspond to Dy,...,

hm
D;,...,Dan one by one without loss of generality, and so, A2y C; =AjL; [Cj A...A €] where
clause C; appears h; times. The Cartesian product of the corresponding set of literals of each
clause of AL G is [[jL;[Cj X...X Gj] € Dy X ==X D; X -+ X Dyn where clause C; appears
h; times. It can be concluded that ]'[;-":1 [C; X...X ;] is unsatisfiable from the unsatisfiability of
Dy A+ AD; A+~ A Dan. Therefore, S =AZ; C; is unsatisfiable.

Necessity. Apply induction on 7, the number of variables of S.

(1) When n=1, S(n) = {li, ~ [ }. It can be seen from the unsatisfiability of S={Ci,..., C,}
that C;=1;, Co=~ 1y and so S(C1)= 11, S(C>)= ~I;. Therefore, U%_, S(C;) = {h,~h}=58(1), and
the conclusion holds.

(2) Suppose that the conclusion holds when n=k, that is, U/~ S (C j) = S(n) based on the
unsatisfiability of S= {Ci,..., Cu}.

(3) The following proves the conclusion holds when n=k+1.

As §={C,..., Cy} is unsatisfiable, we can assume that: literals /t+; and ~/;+1 do not exist
in clauses Ci,..., C,, literal [+ exists but ~/x+; does not exist in clauses Ce+1,..., Cy, and literal
~li+1 exists but /i+ does not exist in clauses Cg,. .., Cy. Therefore,

Cin. . ACy =[Ci Ao A C] At v (Ceort™ Av A CO A [~k Vv (Crt” Aveon G

=[C1 Ac.A Ce] A ATt A ~lki1] V [Tt A (Cra” AvccA Cu)]V [(Cest A ACE) A~ st v



[(Cer1' A . ACH) A (Cria ' A . ACH]Y
={[CiA..A C] A [lknin~ L]} v
{[CiA...A C] A [l (Cra AocA Co)]Y v
{[CIA..ACIA[(Cort Ace.A CF) A~ Leit]} v
{[CIA .. ACI AT (Cort' A . A CPY A (Cri ' AA G}
={[CIA ..A CI A [l A (Cri'AvcA G} v
{[CIA...ACIA[(Cort Acc.A CF) A~ Leit]} v
{[CIA..A CIAL (Cert’Aec.ACF) A(Cra " A A CiD]L.
The following three equations are unsatisfiable follows from the unsatisfiability of CiA...A
Ch.
[CiA...A C A [l A (Cri' A A G,
[CiA...A C A [(Cort A A CF) A~ i),
[CIA ...ACIA(Cort " Aec.A CFY A (Cra A A G
Since both the literals /x+; and ~/x+; do not exist in clauses Ci,..., Ce, Cf+1*,. ..,Cy', it can be
obtained that Cy A...A Co A Ci'A...A Gy is unsatisfiable from unsatisfiability of Cia...A C.
ALt A Cra'A...A Gy, and the number of variables of Ci A...A Co A Cri A...A Cy being n <
k.
If n<k, suppose the variables in C; A...A Ce A Cf+1*/\.../\ C," are xi,..., xn, then Ci A...A
Ce A Cri'A...A Cy" can be transformed to Ci A...A Ce A Cri" Ao A Ci A Xnt1 A...A Xg, and 50O
there are k variables in Cy A...A Co A Cri Avc.A Co A Xt A A Xk and Ci AL A Co A Crt AL A
Cn'A Xut1 A...A Xi is unsatisfiable if and only if Cy A...A Ce A Cri"A...A C," is unsatisfiable.
Therefore, suppose that there are k variables in Ci A...A C. A CriA...A Cy,'. Based on the
induction assumption, U%_; S(C,.) U (UZL}CH S(C;)) = S(k). There are 2* clausesin S(k),
and k variables in each clause. Add literal ~/x+; to each clause in S(k), then for any re{l1,...,
e}, S(C,) becomes {CV ~l;.1|C € S(C,)}. Denote S(C,)!={CV ~lx41|C € S(C)},
where there are k+1 variables in each clause. For any ge{ f+1,..., m}, add literal /t+ to each
clause of S(C,;), which makes S(C;) becoming S(Cg), where there are k+1 variables in each
clause. Hence, Uf_; S(C,) U (Ugtryq S(C7)) becomes Ug_; S(C)' U (Ughsiq S(Cy)) s
where there are 2% clauses in U¢_; S(C,)t U (U;”=f+1 S(Cq)), are k+1 variables in each
clause.
Similarly, as both the literals /x+; and ~/x+1 do not exist in clauses Ci,...,C, Coit',.. .,C;, it
can be obtained that C; A...A Ce A Ceri'A...A Cf is unsatisfiable from unsatisfiability of
Cin..A Co A~ A Cori'A...A Cf. Suppose that there are k variables in Cia...A C. A

Cert'A...A Cf. It follows from the induction assumption that U¢_; S(C,.)U



(U£= er1 S (C;)) = S(k), where there are 2% clauses in S(k), and k variables in each clause.
Add literal /;+; to each clause in S(k), then for any re{l,..., e}, S(C,) becomes {C v
lin1|CeS(C)}. Denote S(C,)? = {C Vi+1|C € S(C,)}, where there are k+1 variables in each clause.
For any pe{e+1,..., f}, add literal /i+1 to each clause of S(C}), which makes S(C,) becoming
S(Cp), where there are k+1 variables in each clause. Hence, Uf_; S(C;) U (UpL.yq S(Cp))
becomes Uf_; S(Cr)? U (Uptoiq S(Cp)), where there are 2% clauses in Uf_; S(C,)* U
(Up=e+1 S(Cp)), are k+1 variables in each clause.

Take the union of U%_; S(C,)?, (Ugtre1 S(C))sV5—q S(CH?, (U£=e+1 S(Cp)) as they
do not intersect with each other to obtain 2% x 2 clauses, where there are k+1 variables in each
clause. S(C,)* U S(C,)? contains all the clauses generated by C,.. Therefore,

U1 (S(C) U S(C)?) U (Ul sy S(Cq) ) U (Uhoors S(C,)) =Uly S(C)),
which means that the conclusion holds for n=k+1.

Sum up above, the conclusion holds. m

It can be seen from the proof of Theorem 4.2 that redundant clauses are allowed in the
original clause set S ={Ci, (..., Cy}. Accordingly, a method for determining the
unsatisfiability of a clause set by utilizing the maximal contradiction deduction can also be
obtained based on Theorem 4.2, as illustrated firstly in the following example.

Example 4.1 Suppose that S= {C, C;, C3, C4, Cs, Cs} is a clause set in propositional logic,
with C1=li v, Co=hLv il C3=Lv iy, Co=~l3v ~l, Cs=~ Iy v ~lh, C¢=~l v ~I3, where [},
b, I3, l; are propositional variables. Please check the unsatisfiability of S using the maximal
contradiction deduction.

Method 1.

Step 1. Construct the maximal contradiction S(3) based on variables /1, /», /3 as follows.

hivhbvi

hivhv~Dh

hive~hvi
hiv~bhv~5h

~hivhvi
~hvhv~Dh
~lhiv~bhvi

~hiv~hv~Dh
Step 2. Generate a subset of S(3) based on clauses Ci, C», C3, Cs, Ce, and obtain Ro= /4.
Step 3. Put Ry= /4 into S, and apply unit clause rule to obtain S;:
Ci=hvh



C2=lz\/l3

C4=~l3v~11
Cs=~1h
C6=~lz\/~l3

Step 4. Generate a subset of S(3) based on S, and it can be drawn that S is unsatisfiable,
and therefore S is unsatisfiable.
Method 2.
Step 1. Construct the maximal contradiction S(2) based on variables /, /3 as follows.
hvih
hv~5h
~bvih
~hv~Dh
Step 2. Generate a subset of S(2) based on clauses Ci1 =11 v b, Co=hL v 5, Cs=~bL v ~ 1L,
Cs=~[lyv ~ b, and obtain C; =1 v ~ 4. Put C7 into S.
Step 3. Construct the maximal contradiction S(3)" based on variables /1, /5, /4 as follows:
hivivi
hivhv~l
hiv~Lhvi
hiv~Lv~
~liviivi
~lv 3 v~
~hiv~Lvi
~iv~l3v~ly
And generate a subset of S(3)" based on clauses C3, C4, Cs, Cs, C7, and obtain Cy =~ .

Step 4. Put C; — Cs together to obtain an empty set.

e Procedure for Determining the Unsatisfiability of a Propositional Clause Set via

Maximal Contradiction Deduction

The following outlines the steps for determining the unsatisfiability of a propositional
logic clause set S using the deduction of the maximal contradiction:

Step 0. Perform direct redundancy processing on S to obtain Sp.

Step 1. Construct the maximal contradiction C(V,) generated by some variables of So
(denote the set of these variables as V). Let L(Vo) be the complete set of literals produced by
Vo, and define C(Vo) = {O1(Vo), ..., OdVo),..., Ovo1(Vo)}. Foreacht e {1,..., 2Il}, O(7%) is

a clause generated by Vo, with |O(V0)|=|Vo|, meaning O« Vo) contains |Vo| distinct literals from



L(Vo), and O« Vo) is not a tautology. The set of literals in O« V)) is still denoted as O« Vs). Proceed
to Step 2.
Step 2. Select clauses Ci,..., Ci,...,C,vo consequently satisfying:
(1) For O1(Vo), select clause C; that satisfies the following two conditions:
C': CiINO\(Vy) # ©;
Ci%: |C1—01(Vo)| is minimum in Sp.
(2) For Ox(Vy), select clause C, that satisfies the following two conditions:
G GNOA(Vo) # 0;
G2 |[Co—O02(Vo)IN[C1—O01(Vo)]| is maximum, which is to guarantee the number of
the remaining literals that are not the same to be minimum.
C*: |Cr—[0x(Vo)U (Ci—01(V0))]] is required to be minimum in Sy under the premise
of satisfying C,' and C,°.
(t) For 0.(Vy), select clause C; that satisfies the following two conditions:
C': CNO(Vo) # 0;
CH [Cr — 0.(V)] nniZT [C; — 0;(Vp)] is maximum.
C?: |C— [0« Vo) U UiZT (C; — 0;(Vp))]| is required to be minimum in Sy under the
premise of satisfying C,' and C/.
(2%l)y For 0w, (Vp), select clause C,v, that satisfies the following two conditions:
Cowol's Cyvyl ! 0,vol(Vo)# @;
Covor™: [[C vl — O,1vo1 (Vo)] nﬂflzvlm_l [C; — 0;(Vy)]| is maximum;
Cowor’s |Covol — [0vo (Vo) U Ufl!lm_l (C; — 0;(Vy))]| is required to be minimum

in Sp under the premise of satisfying C 2|v0|1 and C 2|V0|2.

.....

..........

..........

0.:(Vy)] is also a contradiction and the remaining literals are very few.

Step 3. Perform direct redundancy processing on So U {Ry}, denote the resulting set as S,
and proceed to Step 4.

Step 4. Repeat Step 1 for S;.

until the empty clause is obtained or the problem cannot be determined.



In the following, we examine the relationship between the maximal contradiction and the
satisfiability of a clause set, and present a method for determining satisfiability using the
maximal contradiction.

Definition 4.1 Let S={Ci, C,,..., Cy»} be a clause set in propositional logic, where the
variable set of S'is V(S). Clause D is called a maximal clause regarding V(S), if for any xe V(S),
exactly one of x and ~x is present in clause D, and D contains |V(S)] literals.

Definition 4.2 Let S={Ci, C,,..., C} be a clause set in propositional logic, where the
variable set of S'is V(S), and D is a maximal clause regarding V(S). If there is no clause Cin S
such that C ¢ D, then D is said to be non-expandable by S; that is, DeS(n) —Uj"’;1 S(Cj), where
S(n) is the maximal contradiction generated by V().

Theorem 4.3 Let S={Ci, C,,..., C,} be a clause set in propositional logic, where the
variable set of S'is V(S) = {/1,..., [r}. S(n) is the maximal contradiction generated by V(S), then
the following conclusions are equivalent.

(1) Sis satisfiable;

(2) S(n) -V, S(C)) #4;

(3) There is maximal clause D regarding variable set V(S) that is non- expandable by S;

(4) There is maximal clause D regarding variable set V(S), such that for any CeS, there

exists x €C, ~x €D;

(5) There is maximal clause D regarding variable set V(S), such that for any Ce S, CN~D#

@, where ~D is the clause obtained by negating all literals in D.

Proof. The equivalence of (1) and (2):

Since S is unsatisfiable if and only if UL, S(Cj) =S(n), and UL, S(Cj) c S(n), it
follows that S is satisfiable if and only if U2, S(C;) € S(n), i.e., S(n) —UJL, S(C;) # 9.

The equivalence of (2) and (3) is obvious.

The equivalence of (3) and (4):

(Necessity) If there exists C; € S such that for every x € C;, ~x & D, then since D is
a maximal clause with respect to the variable set V(S), it follows that x € D. Therefore, C; <
D, which contradicts the fact that D is non-expandable by S. Hence, the conclusion holds.

(Sufficiency) If D can be expanded by S, then there exists C;; € S such that C; < D.
Thus, for every x € C;, x € D, and ~x & D. This contradicts (4), so the assumption is false,
and conclusion (3) holds.

The equivalence of (4) and (5):

It suffices to note the construction of ~D, i.e., ~D = {~y|y € D}, which means y € D

ifand only if ~y € ~D. m



According to conclusion (2) of Theorem 4.3, the satisfiability of a clause set can be
determined using the maximal contradiction, as shown in Example 4.2.

Example 4.2 Let S={C,, C, (3, C4} be a clause set in propositional logic, with C; =~ [},
Cr=~hv iy, C3=~bv ~ls, C4= v I v I3, where [1, I, I3, [; are propositional variables. Please
check the satisfiability of S using the maximal contradiction.

Actually, all the variables in S are /i, I, /5, s, and the maximal contradiction generated by
L, b, b, 14 1s S(4):

Gi=lhivhvihvi
Gy=Livhvihv~
Gi=hivhv~LhLvi

Gi=hivhv~Lv~l
Gs=Lhv~hLvhvl
Ge=liv~bvilv~I
Gi=hv~hv~hvi
Gs=liv~hv~hv~I
Go=~Livhvivi
Guo=~hLvhviv~I
Gi=~hvhv~hvi
Go=~hvhv~hv~L
Gu=~hLhv~hvhvli
Gu=—hv~bhvhv~I
Gs=~hv~bv~hvi
Gig=~hv~hv~Lv~I

It is obvious that G, and Gg cannot be generated by any clause of S, that is, S(4) —
Ui_; S(C;) # @, and so S is satisfiable.

Theorem 4.4 Let S = {Cy, -, Cy,} be a satisfiable clause set in propositional logic, S(#)
is the maximal contradiction generated by all propositional variables appearing in S, and
S(n) — (U}Zl S(Cj)) = {D;,*+,D;}. Then, for any (xq, ..., %Xn) EU]F=1 [Ti%,(C; N~ D;), the
set {xq, .., Xy} isasatisfiable instance of S, where ~D; is the clause obtained by negating all
literalsin D;, j=1,..,m

Part 1 of Proof. Apply induction on m, the number of clauses of S.

(1) When m=1, it is obvious that § is satisfiable as there is only one clause in S. For any

x EU}:1 (C1 N~ Dj), x is a satisfiable instance of S = {C;} as x € Cy, and so the

conclusion holds.



(2) Assume that the conclusion holds when m=k, that is, for any (xq,...,x;) €
U}=1 ]_[i-‘=1(Ci N~ D;), {xq, ..., X;} is a satisfiable instance of S = {Cy, -, Cx}.

(3) When m=k+1, suppose that S = {Cy, -+, Cy, Cry1} 1s satisfiable, and so is S =
{Cy, -, Cy}, then the induction assumption can be applied to {C;, -, C}. Let S(n) —
(Ui S(6)) = 1, a3

For every D € {D,,-:-,D,}, it is known from the induction assumption that for any
(%1, -, X)) € [11(C; N~ D), {xq,..,x;} is a satisfiable instance of S = {Cy, -, Cy}, i.e.,
there is no complementary pair of literals among {xq,...,x;}. We prove that there is no
complementary pair of literals among {Xy, ..., Xx, Xx41}, for any (xq,...,x,) € [I,(C; N~
D) and xy,q € Cppq N~ D.

In fact, it can be seen that x; E~ D as x; € C; N~ D,i.e.,~x;eD,i=1,..., k. From xj,,; €
Cr+1 N~ D, we know that x;11€~D, i.e., ~xx+1€D. Since D is a maximal clause regarding the
variable set V(S), there is no complementary pair of literals in D. Therefore, there is no
complementary pair of literals among {~xi,..., ~xs, ~xXx+1}, and there is no complementary pair
of literals among {xi,..., X, xx+1} as well.

Therefore, for any (xq,.., X Xgs1) € Uf=1 {-‘:f(Ci N~ D;) , there is no
complementary pair of literals among {xi,..., X, Xi+1}, and so {xi,....xk, Xs+1} is a satisfiable
instance of S ={Ci,...,Ci, Cg1}.

Part 2 of Proof.

(1) For any CeS={C,...,Cn}, for any DeS(n)-UiZ; S(C;) ={Du,..., D}, CN~D# @. In
fact, for any CeS, for any D €{D.,..., D;}, as C[1D, there exists xoe C, xo&D, since D
1s a maximal clause, then ~xoeD, i.e., xoe~D, and therefore xoe CN~D# @, and further
(CiN~D)X...x (C,N~D) # @.

(2) For any De{D,,..., D:}, for any {xi,..., xu} €(CiN~D)X...X (CnN~D), there is no
complementary pair of literals among {xi,..., xn}. Actually, if there exist x; and
xj, that are complementary to each other, it means that there is complementary pair of
literals in D, as both x;, and x;, are in D, which contradicts that D is a maximal
clause. Hence, there is no complementary pair of literals among {xi,..., x»}, and
{x1,...,xm} is a satisfiable instance of S.

It can be seen from the arbitrariness of D that for any (xq, ..., X;,) EU]?:1 [T21(C; n~ Dy),

{x1, ..., x} 1is a satisfiable instance of S. m
e Procedure (Method I) to find a satisfiable instance

From Theorem 4.4, we know that the maximal contradiction can not only be applied to

determine the satisfiability of a clause set but also provide a satisfiable instance when the clause



set is satisfiable. The specific method is outlined as follows: Let S = {C;,--,C,} be a
satisfiable clause set in propositional logic, and let V(S) be the set of variables in S. Suppose
[V(S)| = n, and let S(n) be the maximal contradiction generated by V(). According to Theorem
4.4, S(n) —U;, S(C;) # @. The specific steps to find a satisfiable instance are summarized:

Step 1. Generate a candidate maximal clause D with respect to the variable set V(S)
randomly, and turn to Step 2.

Step 2. Check whether DeS(n)—Uj";1 S(C;) holds or not. If it holds, proceed to Step 3;
otherwise, return to Step 1.

Step 3. Output ~D, and proceed to Step 4.

Step 4. Select x; € C; N~ D, i=1,..., m, consequently, then {x4,...,x,,} is a satisfiable
instance of S.

The following example provides an illustration:

Example 4.3 Let S={Ci, (3, C3} be a clause set in propositional logic, with C, =/, v b,
Cr=h v b3, C3=~lv~l3, where 1, 1, [; are propositional variables. Please check the satisfiability
of S using the maximal contradiction, and provides a satisfiability instance of S.

Step 1. Generate a maximal clause S(/i, l», /3) base on /1, 12, 3 appearing in S as follows.

hiv bv I3

hiv bv~I3
liv~bv I3
liv~ Lv~I3
~hv v
~ v v~
~hiv~hv i
~ liv~ Lv~I3

Step 2. For the clause [, v ~l v I3 in S(I1, L, 3), it is evident that the literal /, from clause
C1, the literal /; from clause (C,, and the literal ~/3 from clause Cs do not appear in the clause /;
v ~l v l5. Therefore, the clause set S is satisfiable. Let D = [; v ~I, v I3 for convenience.

Step 3. Denote the clause obtained by negating every literal in D as D, i.e., D = ~I; V
l, v ~l5. Clearly, the literal [, from clause C;, the literal [, from clause C,, and the literal

~l; from clause C; all appear in D. Thus, the literal I, from clause C;, the literal [, from

clause C,, and the literal ~I; from clause C; collectively form a satisfiable instance of S.
The following corollary can be obtained from Theorem 4.4.

Corollary 4.1 Let S = {Cy,--,C,;,,} be a satisfiable clause set in propositional logic,

V(S)={1,..., n} be the set of variables in S, and S(7) be the maximal contradiction generated by



V(S), then the following conclusions hold.

(1) If all clauses in S are maximal clauses, then S is unsatisfiable if and only if 2" = m.
QjeD_{QjED

m ) = = —
(2) For any DeS(n) —-U;Z; S(Cp), let In()) _{1,]' ¢D 1,jeD

,j=1,...,n,thenIpisa

satisfiability instance of S.

Proof. (1) Since all the clauses of S are maximal clauses, i.e., for any CeS, S(C)={C}, and
so UL, S(C)) ={Ci,..., Cu}=S, that is, S(n)-UjZ; S(C))= S(n)—{C,..., Cu}. Because S is
unsatisfiable if and only if S(n)- U}Zl S(C) = 9, then S(n)—{C\,..., C,}=0, that is,

S(n)y={Ci,...,Cn}, 2= m. Therefore, the conclusion holds.
(2) Since for any DeS(n)—U]-";1 S(Cj), x1,..., xu} is a satisfiable instance of S={C,..., Cn}

for any (x1,..., xm)€[[i%,(C; N~ D), we know that ~D is a satisfiable instance of S, i.e., ~

. _(0,j¢~D_(0,~jE~D
bG) = {1,1 e~D {1,1' e~D

V(S), we know that jeD if and only if j&~ D if and only if ~je~D. Therefore, In(j) = ~D(j),

. Because both D and ~D are maximal clauses regarding

j=1,..., n, i.e., Ip is a satisfiable instance of S. m

e Improved method II to find a satisfiable instance

According to (2) of Corollary 4.1, to find a satisfiable instance of S, it is only necessary to
find DeS(n) —Uj”;l S(C;). Thus, the following improved method for finding a satisfiable
instance can be obtained.

Let S = {Ci,..., Cx} be a satisfiable clause set in propositional logic, and V(S) ={1...., n}
be the set of variables of S. Let K be the number of times set for constructing maximal clauses
with respect to V(S). The specific steps of the simplified method for finding a satisfiable
instance are summarized as follows:

Step 1. If the number of times k& < K for randomly (or by other methods) generating a
maximal clause about V(S), then randomly (or by other methods) generate a maximal clause
regarding V(S) as D(k)= p(1) v...v p(i) v...v p(n), where p(i)e {i, ~i}, i=1,**, n, and proceed
to Step 2; if the number of times k& > K for randomly (or by given methods) generating a maximal
clause about ¥(S), then stop.

Step 2. Delete the clauses containing ~p(1) from S to obtain the clause set Si. If $1=@, then
Ip is a satisfiability instance of S; if Si # @: when n > 1, proceed to Step 3; when n = 1, return
to Step 1.

Step 3. Repeat Step 2 for ~p(2) and Si.

Remark 4.1 Within the preset limit K for constructing maximal clauses about V(S), if a
maximal clause about V(S), i.e., D(k) = p(1) v...v p(i) v...v p(n) is randomly generated, and
by sequentially deleting clauses containing ~p(1), ~p(2), ..., ~p(f) (t < n) from S = {Ci,...,



C»}, which indicates that the sequentially deleted clauses cannot be expanded to D(k). In fact,
if C contains ~p(i), since p(i) € D(k), it follows that ~p(i) € D(k). Thus, C cannot be contained
in D(k), meaning C cannot be expanded to a clause of D(k) so as to obtain an empty set, then it
means D(k)€S(n) — U}Zl S(C;)# 9. According to the conclusion (2) of Corollary 4.1, a

satisfiability instance /p) is obtained.
The following example provides an illustration:

Example 4.4 Let S={Ci, (3, C3} be a clause set in propositional logic, with C, =/, v b,
C,=~b v I3, C3= ~liv~l;, where [, b, [z are propositional variables. Please check the
satisfiability of S using the maximal contradiction, and provides a satisfiability instance of S.

Step 1. Construct a maximal clause /i v ~/» v~[3using all the variables /i, />, /s appearing
inS.

Step 2. Delete all the clauses in S containing ~/, />, /3 to obtain a new clause set S; that is
obvious an empty set. So, clause set S is satisfiable. Actually, let Ip(/1) = 0, Ip(L) =1, Ip(3) =

1, then Ip(S) =1, and so I is a satisfiability instance of S.
e Improved method III to find a satisfiable instance

In fact, the method (Methods I and II) for constructing satisfiability instances described
above can be further improved, leading to the following approach: Let S = {Ci,..., C,} be a
satisfiable clause set in propositional logic, and let V(S) ={1,..., n} be the set of variables in S.
Set the number of times for constructing maximal clauses about V(S) to K. The specific steps
are summarized as follows:

Step 1. If the number of times & < K for randomly (or by other methods) generating a
maximal clause about ¥(S), then randomly (or by other methods) generate a maximal clause
regarding V(S) as D(k)= p(1) v...v p(i) v...v p(n), where p(i)e {i, ~i}, i=1,***, n, and proceed
to Step 2; if the number of times &> K for randomly (or by given methods) generating a maximal
clause about ¥(S), then stop.

Step 2. Delete the clauses containing ~p(1) from S to obtain the clause set S;. If S1=@, then
Ip is a satisfiability instance of S; if S; # @: when n > 1, proceed to Step 3; when n =1, proceed
to Step 4.

Step 3. Repeat Step 2 for ~p(2) and Si.

Step 4. Without affecting the clauses that have already been deleted, adjust the parts of
D(k) that are not involved to obtain D*(k), so as to delete the clauses in S;. If $1=0, then I D*(k)

is a satisfiability instance of S; otherwise, return to Step 1.

The following theorem can be obtained as a further consequence.



Theorem 4.5 Let C; and C; be clauses in propositional logic, where C;° is a non-empty
subclause of C;, fori=1, ..., k. If /\{-‘=1 C; is a standard contradiction, then /\i-‘=1 C/ isalsoa
standard contradiction. In other words, any Cartesian subset of a standard contradiction is still
a standard contradiction.

Proof. It needs only to notice that if there is complementary pair of literals among any

(%1, ) xx) EHZ-‘Zl C; , then there is also complementary pair of literals among any

1 yi) €N, G/ m
5. Triangular Standard Contradiction

As discussed in Section 3, the method for determining the properties of a clause set using a
maximal contradiction proceeds as follows: first, a maximal contradiction is constructed, and
then this contradiction is applied to determine whether the clause set is satisfiable or
unsatisfiable. The limitation of this approach lies in its rigidity—once constructed, the
composition of the maximal contradiction cannot be adjusted during the determination process.
This constraint reduces the flexibility and, to some extent, the efficiency of contradiction-based
deduction. To overcome this deficiency, it is necessary to develop a deductive reasoning
method in which the composition of contradictions can be modified dynamically as needed
during the determination process. The core theory underlying such a method is the concept of
the triangular standard contradiction detailed in this section.

Unlike the maximal contradiction approach, where the contradiction is constructed in
advance and then used to “filter” the original clause set, deduction with triangular standard
contradictions integrates construction and inference simultaneously. In the maximal
contradiction method, the original clause set generates the maximal contradiction, with all
maximal clauses covering the original set forming the maximal clause set. The disjunction of
the residual literals in each original clause (i.e., those retained after filtering) then constitutes
the outcome of deduction. In contrast, triangular standard contradictions allow contradictions
to be progressively constructed and adapted in parallel with the deduction process itself,

offering a more flexible and efficient framework for reasoning.

5.1 Definition of triangular standard contradiction

An intuitive explanation of triangular standard contradictions is provided through a diagram as
follows. The clauses contained within the gray triangular area in Figure 5.1 form a triangular
standard contradiction. In fact, any region arbitrarily selected within the gray area of Figure 5.1,
as long as it involves all clauses Di, Da,..., Di that constitute the triangular standard

contradiction, is a standard contradiction, as established by Theorem 3.1. For example, the



irregular region indicated by the curve in Figure 5.2 is one such case.

Dk Dk_1 Di D3 D2 Dl

~Xf-1

in

~X3

~X1 ~X1 ~X1 ~Xi e

Figure 5.1 Illustration figure of triangular standard contradiction

Dk D]rl Di D3 D2 Dl

~Xi-1

in

~X3

~x2

~X1 ~X1 ~X1 ~X1 X1

Figure 5.2 A standard contradiction
The concrete definitions and construction methods of triangular standard contradictions
are provided in the following.
Theorem 5.1 Let xy,..., xi1 be some literals in propositional logic or first-order logic, and
clauses D1=x1, D2 =x2V ~X1,..., Di= XV ~X1 V ~X2 V..V ~Xt—1,. .., Dic1 = Xj-1 V ~X1 V ~X2 V...V

~Xk—, D= ~X1 V ~X3 V...V ~x—1, then A',f=1 D, is a standard contradiction. A't‘=1 D; is then



called a full triangular standard contradiction.

Proof. When k=2, A?_; D; = x; A ~x,, then the conclusion holds.

Suppose that the conclusion holds when k=r, i.e., Al_; Dy =AIZ1 Dy A (~xq V ~x5 V -+ V
~X,_q) 1s a standard contradiction.

We prove in the following that the conclusion holds for k=r+1.

AS Dy =~X1 V ~X2 V...V ~Xp,

D, =X,V ~X1 V ~X2 V...V ~Xp_1,

Di=x;v~x1V~xaV..V~x,t=r—1,.., 2,

D= x1.

ALZL De=AL_1 DeA Dyt =NEZE DA Dy A (~X1V ~X2 V..V ~X)

=A[Z1 Den (X0 Vv ~X1 V ~X2 VoV ~Xm1) A (RXT VY ~X2 VLY )

= (NFZE DA xe A (~x1 v ~x2 Vv ~X)) V (AEZE Den (~X1 vV ~X2 V.V ~X1) A (~XT Y ~X2
V...V ~Xp))

= Ov@
where, @O = AIZI D, Axy A (~xy V ~x5 V -+ V ~X,.);

@ = ANZI Dy A (~x1 V ~Xy VooV o~Xpg) A (~X V ~Xp VeV ~X,).

Base on the induction assumption, ATZ] Dy A (~x; V ~x, V +++V ~x,_;) is a standard
contradiction, and therefore @ is a standard contradiction.

Since D=ALZL Dy A xp A (~Xq V ~Xp V -V ~X.)=ALZE DeAxe A ((~X1 V ~X2 V...V~ 1)
V ~X;)

= (ALZE DA o A ((~x1 Vv ~x2 Voo v ~xm1)) Vv (ALZE DA X0 A ~xy)

=@v@®

Base on the induction assumption, (3 is a standard contradiction and @ is obviously a
standard contradiction, and therefore (1) is a standard contradiction. The conclusion holds. m

In fact, AF_, D, constitutes the gray triangle area in Figure 5.1.

Remark 5.1 In triangular contradictions, according to the proof of Theorem 5.1, it is
generally not required that the set of literals on the main boundary {xi, x»,..., X1} contains no
complementary pairs. However, based on the construction process of triangular contradictions,
it naturally follows that the set of literals on the main boundary {xi, x2,..., x,-1} contains no
complementary pairs. Special cases are handled as follows: If, when selecting a main boundary
literal (e.g., y) for a clause C; ,and y = x; where j, € {1,---, jo — 1}, then if pulling y down
to the expanded triangle would leave no literals above the main boundary of C; , y is moved
down to the expanded triangle. Otherwise, y is placed on the main boundary of C; and remains

there until subsequent clauses are selected, at which point x;, in those clauses will be moved



down to the expanded triangle.

Remark 5.2 If y is placed at the main boundary line of C;, as in Remark 5.1, then when
the expanded triangle is completely filled, the part of the clause C, which comes after C;  that
lies within the extended triangle will contain a complementary pair, as shown in Figure 5.3.

C Ci

X

X, o

Figure 5.3. Expanded triangle containing a complementary pair on the main boundary line

Remark 5.3 When performing expanded triangular deduction in propositional logic, since
no clause in propositional logic contains complementary pairs, the situation described in
Remark 5.2 does not occur. However, when performing extended triangular deduction in first-
order logic, substitutions may introduce complementary pairs into clauses, thus leading to the

situation described in Remark 5.2.

5.2 Sub-contradiction of triangular standard contradiction

This section presents some properties of sub-contradictions within triangular standard
contradictions. First, an intuitive introduction to sub-contradictions is provided through Figure
5.4.

As the gray area in the triangular standard contradiction in Figure 5.4 shows, the
“diagonal-line triangle”, “checkered triangle”, and “horizontal-line triangle” all exhibit the
same structure: AI_; D,, where D\=xi,..., D;=x, v D, and D/” is a clause composed of some

literals from {~x1, ~X2,..., ~x,-1}. Dr=~xr_1 v D7°, and D" is a clause composed of some literals

from {~x1, ~x2,..., ~x7—2}. All of these marked triangles are standard contradictions.



Dy Dy D; Dy D, D

~Xk-1 Xi-1

Figure 5.4 Sub-contradiction in triangular standard contradiction

Theorem 5.2 Let E be a triangle corresponding to triangular standard contradiction. For
any sub-structure with the same shape of E, say AI_; D,, where Di=xi,..., Di=x, v D (t =
2,..., T-1), and D, is a clause composed of some literals from {~x1, ~x2,..., ~xi-1}. Dr=~x7-1
v D7, and D7’ is a clause composed of some literals from {~xi, ~x,..., ~x7}, then the
following conclusions hold.

(1) AT_; D, is a standard contradiction.

(2) Iffort=1,2,..., T, D} isaclause composed of some literals from D,, then AI_; D}

is a standard contradiction.

(3) Delete Dy from AI_; D, , and literal xy_; from Dy_; . Check whether

D?_;,D%_,,+++,DY is empty one by one. If D} is the first non-empty clause, suppose

that the literal with the biggest subscriptin D! is ~ xj,, thendelete Dy_q, Dr_», ...,



Diy1,%i, Di—1,Di_3, -+, Dj 41 consequently, and then the remaining part is a standard
contradiction.

(4) For any foe{l,..., -2}, delete clause D;  and literals x; , ~ x;, from AT_, Dy,

then the remaining part is a standard contradiction.

Proof. (1) If for t = 2,..., T-1, D = ~x| V ~x2 V... ~Xr1, D2 = ~x| Vv ~x2 V...V ~X122,
then according to Theorem 4.1, AI_, D, is a triangular standard contradiction. Clearly, for any
v € Dy, where t = 1,..., T, there exists a complementary pair among yi, ..., yr. Therefore,
when Di=x,..., D;=x; v D? (t=2,..., T-1), where D% is a clause composed of some literals
from {~x1, ~x2,..., ~xi-1}, and Dyp=~x7 VD7Q, where D7Q is a clause composed of some literals
from {~xi, ~x2,..., ~xr2}, then for any y,€D,, t = 1,..., T, there exists a complementary pair
among y1, ya,..., yr. Thatis, AT_; D, is a standard contradiction, and the conclusion holds.

(2) Since Af_; D, is a standard contradiction, for any y; € Dy, t = 1,..., T, there exists a
complementary pair among yi, »,..., yr. Furthermore, for t=1,..., 7, D is a clause composed
of some literals in D;; obviously, for any y; € D{, ¢t = 1,..., T, there exists a complementary
pairin y;,ys,,y+, which means AI_; D/ is a standard contradiction.

(3) If Dy is deleted, DY is the first non-empty clause of D2_;,D2_,,---,D?, and the
literal with the biggest subscript in D? is ~ Xj,- The remaining part is /\{0=1 D.AD? after
deleting Dy_q, Dy_3, -+, Diy1, %, Di—q, Di_p,*++, Dj 41 consequently, where D= xi,..., Di=x;
v D (t=2,..., jo), DY is a clause generated by some of the literals from {~xi, ~x,...,~
Xj,—1 - Therefore, the remaining part has the same structure with AT_, D;, and so the
conclusion holds.

(4)For AT_; Dy, where Di=xi,...,D,=x,vD? (t=2,..., T — 1), D? isaclause generated
by some of the literals from {~x1, ~x2,...,~ X;_1}. Dr= ~ xp_; V D2, D? isaclause generated
by some of the literals from {~x, ~x2,...,~ xy_,}. For any e {1,..., T-2}, the remaining part
is /\?:1;#0 D; after deleting clause D;, and literals x; , ~ x; , where D1=x,..., Di=x, vD}
(t=2,...,T-1, t#1), DY isaclause generated by some of the literals from {~xi,...,~ Xeg—15"
Xtg 415> ~Xe-1}. Dr= ~xXp_1 V D2, D2 is a clause generated by some of the literals from
{~X1pee™~ Xpg—1 >~ Xggt1s--0 ~X72}. It is obvious that Aleltﬂo D; has the same structure

with AI_; D, and therefore /\Ll'mtO D, is a standard contradiction. m
e Structural Analysis of Sub-Contradictions

As shown in Figure 5.4, within the gray triangular standard contradiction, in addition to

99 ¢¢

the aforementioned “diagonal-line triangle,” “checkered triangle,” and “dotted triangle,” there
are two irregular white regions. Since the checkered triangle region is also a standard

contradiction, each irregular white region contains literals from every clause of a standard



contradiction. Therefore, according to Theorem 3.1, the clause sets corresponding to these two
irregular white regions each form a standard contradiction. Furthermore, by Definition 3.2, the
clause sets corresponding to these irregular white regions are sub-standard contradictions of the
respective standard contradictions. Thus, based on the shapes of the graphical representations
of sub-standard contradictions within triangular standard contradictions, sub-standard
contradictions can be classified into homotypic sub-standard contradictions and non-homotypic
sub-standard contradictions. In fact, triangular standard contradictions exhibit the following

four types of homotypic sub-standard contradictions.
Type I: Transversely-cut type

The upper part of the triangular standard contradiction is horizontally cut along the row
where x; is located, that is, the standard contradiction formed by the grid part in Figure 5.5,

which may be denoted as H; for convenience.

Dy, Dy D; D; D, D

~Xk-1

Figure 5.5 Transversely-cut triangular standard sub-contradiction

That is, Hy =AK; D7, where D} = {x;}, D{ = {x,} U{~x;|j = i,-,t — 1}, 1= i*1,...,

k=1, Dy = {~x;|j = i,+,k — 1}, x; is the literal of clause set S.
Type II: Vertically-cut type

Cut out the right part of the triangular standard contradiction vertically along the column

where D; is located, i.e., the standard contradiction H, formed by the grid part in Figure 5.6.



Dy Dy D;  Di D, D

~Xj—1

Figure 5.6 Vertically-cut triangular standard sub-contradiction

That is, H, =Ai_y Df, where Df =Dy = {x;}, D; =Dy = {x,}U{~x;|j =1, t —

1}, t=2,...,i~1, Dy = {~x;|j = 1,--,i — 1}, x; is the literal of clause set S.

Dy Di— D; D, D, D,

~Xk-1

Figure 5.7 Middle type triangular standard sub-contradiction



Type I11: Middle type

Along the row where x; is located for a horizontal cut and the column where D; is
located for a vertical cut, the contradiction enclosed together with the diagonal line, that is, the
standard contradiction H; formed by the grid part in Figure 5.7.

Thatis, Hs =Ai_j, D;,where D; = {x;}, D{ = {x U {~x;]j = h,--, t —1}=,1=2,...,

i1, D{={~x;|j=h,..,i-1},1 <h<i-1, x; is the literal of clause set S.
Type IV: Deletion type

Delete the columns where D, and D; are located and the rows where x; and x; are
located. The remaining portion forms the standard contradiction, specifically the standard

contradiction H, obtained after removing the white parts in Figure 5.8.

Dk le 1 D,‘ Dh D]

~Xj-1 X1

Xi

X

X1

Figure 5.8 Deletion type triangular standard sub-contradiction

That is, H, =/\f:1,t¢h,i D¢, where Df =Dy ={x1}, Df = {x3U{~x|j =1, ,t -
Lj#hi}=,t=2.., k1 t#hi Dj={~|j=1,..k-1j#hi}, x; is the literal of
clause set S.

e Invariant under scaling about standard contradiction

The standard contradiction is invariant under scaling as detailed below:

1) For a clause set S={C},...,Cn}, if the constructed standard contradiction is A%, C;, then

it can be expanded to a bigger standard contradiction A%, (C; V 1) A AX,(C; V ~1), where [ is



any literal in the clause set.

In fact, for any (x1,.. ., Xm, Xm+1,-- ., X2m) € [[[12(C; V 1) X [TI2(C; V ~1):

() If (x1,..., xm) E[TZ C; or (Xm+15.--, X2m) E[T]2 C;, then there are complementary pairs of
literals among (x1,..., Xm) and (Xme1,..., X2m) because A, C; is a standard contradiction.
Therefore, there is complementary pair of literals among (x1,..., Xm, Xm+1,. .., X2m)-

(i) If (x1,..., xm)€ [T72 C; and (Xm1,. .., X2m)€ [1}= C;, then there exists xi1 € {x1,...,xm} and
X2€ {Xm+1,..., Xam}, Xi1= / and xip=~ [, furthermore, there is complementary pair of literals among
(X1, . Xm, Xm+1,..., X2m), say, [ and ~ /. Therefore, there is complementary pair of literals among
(X150 ey Xmy Xmtlsee.p X2m)-

2) For clause set S={C,...,Cn}, if the constructed standard contradiction is A%, C;, then
for any clause set S»={Di,..., Dn}, it can be expanded to a bigger standard contradiction
AZ1 Ci ANT- D;.

In fact, for any (x1,..., Xm, Xm+1,- .., X2m)€ [[1% C; X H;'l=1 D;, there are complementary pairs
of literals among (x1,..., xm) because AL, C; is a standard contradiction. Therefore, there are
complementary pairs of literals among (x1,...,Xm, Xm+1,-...,X2m).

3) For clause set S={C1,...,Cn}, if the constructed standard contradiction is Aj%; C;, then
is can shrink to a smaller standard contradiction A%, [(C; — Dor(C; — ~1D)] =A%, (C; —
{l,~1}), where [ and ~/ are any literals in the clause set.

Actually, it is noted that, for each clause C;, there is only one literal from / and ~/ can be
contained in C;. Therefore, for any (xi,...,xm) € [[[2,[(C; — Dor(C; — ~D] =[12,[(C; —
{l,~1}], i.e., (x1,...,xm)E [172 C;, but (x1,...,xm)& [11=,{l, ~1}.

Because AL, C; is standard contradiction, there is no complementary pair of literals
among (x1,..., xm).For triangular standard contradiction, it is actually Type IV shown above.

Based on the definition of standard contradiction, we have the following theorem.

Theorem 5.3 Let S be a clause set, E =AX_, D, is a triangular standard contradiction,
where Di={x}, D= {xJU{~x; | j=1,..., t=1}, t = 2,..., k=1, Dy ={~x; | j =1,..., k—1}, and x; is
with the maximum number of clauses in S containing £.

In a triangular standard contradiction, after deleting some literals, the remaining part may
still form a standard contradiction. Therefore, to study the number of substandard contradictions
contained within a triangular standard contradiction, with the requirement that the standard sub-
contradiction contains the same number of clauses as the triangular standard contradiction, the
following example of a triangular standard contradiction composed of # clauses D1, Ds,..., D,

is used to illustrate this problem.



In fact, the triangular standard contradiction formed by D1, Ds,..., D,, denoted as A for

convenience, corresponds to the following Figure 5.9.

X3

X2

X1

Figure 5.9 Deletion type triangular standard sub-contradiction

Since the number of clauses contained in the standard sub-contradiction is the same as that

in A, forj=1,2, ..., n-1, the number of types of literals placed in D; is as follows:
G+ CP .. +C =X CF (5.1)
where Cjk denotes the number of ways to place literals when only & out of the j positions of D;

have literals, where 1 < k£ <. Since the number of ways to place literals in these j positions
should be equal to the number of non-empty subsets of {~xi,..., ~xj_1, x;}, this is thus a
combination problem. For the last clause D,, as D, corresponds to n-1 positions, the number of
ways to place literals in D, is Y.R_1 C¥_,. Additionally, it should be noted that the relationship
between the clauses is a “conjunction” relationship; when calculating the total number of ways
to place literals across all clauses, “conjunction” is reflected as a “multiplication” relationship.

Therefore, the total number of ways to place literals is as follows.

CN(n) =1}21 Trer CF X ZRZ1CE_, (5.2)

That is, the triangular standard contradiction of contains CN(n) distinct standard sub-
contradictions.
Suppose the maximum standard contradiction contains # literals, then this maximum

standard contradictory body has 2™ clauses, with each clause containing # literals. The number



of standard sub-contradictions it contains, denoted as MSC(n), is calculated as follows.
MSC(n) = (S G (53)
In binary resolution, only the simplest contradiction, namely a complementary pair, can
be separated at a time. This demonstrates that in contradiction separation based dynamic
automated reasoning, a large number of contradictions can be separated simultaneously. This
sufficiently illustrates that contradiction separation based dynamic automated deduction

possesses strong reasoning capabilities.

6. Conclusions and Future Works

This paper has advanced the theory and methodology of contradiction-separation-based
dynamic multi-clause automated deduction by focusing on the systematic construction of
standard contradictions. Building upon the theoretical foundations established in 2018 [8], we
introduced two principal forms of standard contradictions: the maximal triangular standard
contradiction and the triangular-type standard contradiction. For maximal contradictions, we
presented their definition, construction method, and theoretical properties, demonstrating their
effectiveness in determining both satisfiability and unsatisfiability of clause sets, and in
constructing satisfiable instances when applicable. To address the rigidity of maximal
contradictions, we then developed the theory of triangular standard contradictions, which
support the dynamic adjustment of contradiction composition during the deduction process.

Furthermore, we analyzed the structural properties of triangular standard contradictions by
identifying and classifying their sub-contradictions into homotypic and non-homotypic types.
Explicit formulas were derived for computing the number of sub-contradictions embedded
within both maximal and triangular standard contradictions, thereby providing tools for
quantitative structural analysis. Collectively, these results establish a methodological
foundation for extending automated reasoning beyond the intrinsic limitations of classical
binary resolution, enabling more expressive, efficient, and robust forms of logic-based
deduction.

Looking ahead, future work will concentrate on the progressive development of dynamic
deduction methods grounded in contradiction separation, particularly those that integrate
multiple forms of standard contradictions in a unified framework. We also aim to investigate
practical implementations of these methods in state-of-the-art ATP systems and to evaluate
their performance across large-scale benchmark libraries such as TPTP and CASC competitions.
Ultimately, these efforts will contribute to building the next generation of trustworthy Al

reasoning systems that are both theoretically sound and practically powerful.
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