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% & 4 (AABFATL)

Q09tR] o] 2oliM Fal= o WRH M2 Soickx] HHAL Alole] THE AEck FHH2
2le o3 WHA M BNeiol Rsickx] HHAM LLCE T et &8 HH 2 2FE + Acks Zi
Holck X [Col RpFel WH=2lof AFREH 2HE HIIS ¥ BNciol of M LLC™ 2 HoE
Acks #HEg Zeloh

> filo 40 —

[F20f] ozh=2|, chxl=2l, BNey, LLC, LLC', HY,

1. Eoj7te= 2

A 309 A 7 A=t d@=gE #HEAE A7 o= A= IAHHIU
ok WA, 2 e d#d=gE 94T 4% AH]ifour valued semantics 97+&
£ 7 3t o]t WDumn [8, 11], 9/ ¥ Bimbo [4], ¥dBelnap (2, 3], #=%
Restall [19] 5o 93 A B=AJ EAZ, Q(/vlolo]Meyer) [10, 12]0] ¢ aA
A 9 A A Apropositional calculus R-mingle(RM)o] iR 2] 3 thx] A A
AHLCYS Tg3te A Asuper systemel]l A-&-3tthe Aol W FT) o] FoA
e & 43 GAALNT 53 oA FAALL Alele] #AE ZUrh

AT HAAN F TAE 4 A+ AAconstructable falsity A4t N°1 19494
W<ENelson [17]e] oJ3f AAHAS F@pFe] HAAL HoA F4 FHE
negation axiomsS wlxz thAl F-Agelnegated implication, F7Fnegated
negatlon E 3 Aabsurdity, = 27 #F& #H/MFgo 24, S N AAE A

T Aok of AA A A B3 FHS W F = NS 94 d0. ©
984 dFE ATE/dE=Almukdad & Nelson [11o] 28l A=, 2000
11]e ojs) d78 L =28 F BNt 2t} A7lo] AQchain 73S €YU
2 A Aol 93] R BNero] Evt
F oA FaAl A Bste] 19699 g MResher [18]0] &3 LLC Al
At ol 5 Hnegationd]l #3 F FIL U A F-3F ohx] HAALL

o % flr Nl
g3

o
I,
ox

2

Loy
=y g
JﬂrO"
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(LO)9) A7 XevaluationsE, &9implicationd] #3 3 g9 LCY AHAE

2E AAolth. ¥E LLC AAe obgxeE 19 RE A4 ¥normal
extensions®] S4AE § ok Fo| F24 [22]o] o3 HAHH

o] FolA S dF FAAL BNeio) F& thAl BA AL LLCE E338=
g AAZ 252 § dvE AL = LLCo F#AF FAl=gol AMed F
A& H7ME ¥, BNeiol o] AR ¥9E 4 ke AL 1ok $eE 2@
B 7R Apseudo-negationol gt B2i 74L& T LLCE LLC'E
By Aojr},

2. LLC$} LLC’

E (22Dl LLCY 2E RFgshge] gado] oln| FHHUY dEl
ANME 98 B "He g Ao =out FPsith F e @A LLC
(3 LLCHE 918 g Htables for evaluations, & %%]axiom schemata, &
T+2rules of inference JE7H AAGLD LECE $% g Aevaluations T
Bl of# L(~, —, A, V, p, py, .. )9 BE F GAstE 4 Ewell-formed
formulas® S5 B4 v PA — [0, 1] o]}, (PA: A W] A%, [0, 1)
03} 1 Abele} &)

<TABLES>

1. v(~P) = 1 - v(P),

2. viP—Q) = 1 if v(P) < v(Q)
v{Q) otherwise,

3. v(PAQ) = min(v(P), v{Q)),
4. v(PVQ) = max(v(P), v(Q)).

<AXIOM SCHEMATA>

Al. A—~>(B—A) {positive paradox)
A2. (A—~B—-C)—((A—B)—(A—C) (self-distribution)
A3. (AAB)—A / (AAB)—B (A —elimination)

IZQ’. AR @Ris] velA] Ago] diElN $ele §44< 718 notations} 8-of Hterminology
& WhETh LLCY] (RE gagge]) b 4dy A4S =9 sy 2 2218 3=
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Ad. ((A-B)AA—C)—(A—BAQ) ( A-introduction)
A5. A—(AVB) / B—>(AVB) (V -introduction)
A6. ((A-C)AB—-C)2(AVB)—C) (V —elimination)
A7. (A-B)V(B—A) (chain)
A8 A—->~~A/ ~~A—A (double negation)

A9. ~(AVB)»>~AA~B/ ~AA~B—>~(AVB) (negated disjunction)

<RULES>
MP (modus ponens)
AD (adjunction)

dfD) PVQ = (P-Q—->QA(Q-P)—-P),
(df2) 0 := ~1,
(df3) P—Q = (P-Q) AQ—P).

dfl, df2ol 98] Y22 7] SprimitivesE ~, —, A, 12 Y = I3 d39] o3
A8 A9E tgo=m uHEE 4 9t}

A8 A« ~~A
A9. ~(AVB) & ~AA~B.

(df4) 7P = PDOF
%3 olshat LLCA the FHUE $71% A4, $el& LLC AAE Qerh

Al0. (A—>"B) < (B— A (contraposition)
All. "'(A—A) — B
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3. BNi## BNc;

1ol A A3 g2 BNi# BNei® ¢S | (11 o8 SH¥EUT 2
Ay 2RSS L AASIE ol F sl ot Aty R GFojT2 o
714 S8 BNy, BNa® F AAld 48 =& dAFgezn F AA7}
oA 4HY + dv A& Fvl EW b

3.1. ¢jujd =9

3714 & BNj, BNci9) oul& o8& %t du]d =0l & Fegich. FAHL
2 %2+ Dunn 3 Bmatrix¥} 42 7 Zfour-valued consequences HETH W
A, € [6, 8 9, 10, 1119 W&t 92+ &/ Jevaluationg EZEZFH g &
& 22 ¢ FREE F AL A Fshe A4S XFshE 24 I
S Aol gh),

5,7, 10, 1AM W& 47 BL Hatice® 2 T TAE lattice 422
Bk zela Qe g 1 (), (0}, {1}, 0, & ZZ N, F, T, BZ 3883
ol A& = thA] 4% $ER me @l a8s 12E Dunn d¥olzta FE
04 — — A, VY B8 ggoez P

2) tgs AAe] Felste g¥ A= Dunn (11], 28-30% & =,

3) #Fine {14} N7 B} 395 98 744 852 4 Funderdetermination? 234474
overdeterminationg BA}SHE “gaps"9 "gluts” @ £o1HE mdsi}

4) A} 4 Y # lattice 4% Yol o) AgoR E AEH o ATHAUM o A
& Az387] 48 $¥& lattice 4 4 Dunn FPo]d FHS ARSI

5 — A, Vel g3 $8) Rl 1 2 3 4 B T, N, B, F& A28 (71949 ~ &
v Aes} 2 [7], 15387 244148 nek
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- TNBF

T F T TNBF

N N NTTFF

B B B TFTF

F T FTTTT

A TNBF vV TNBF
T TNBF TTTTT
N NNFF N TNTN
B BFBF B TTBB
F FFFF F TNBF

Aq71A S8 — -, A, V7L olujEiA B3 ddAlRE AMgETE o 9
Bart Aok FAe TR =9 9o ofs) BwysiA & zlolth

9 013 AR 8 daXE Fodct DumdlA J2/Ae E4ER
BE Dunno. 7be ot g+ e Xfunctional evaluationell W3] 2=
0, 1°o] 2% v(A)o &8k 4-$(both 0, 1 € v(ANE #A] et & gz
total evaluation°] 3} $-2l&= 0, 1 5 A% shte v(A)dl &3k 850, 1
eviA)E ZetleviAd) EFMAZ 0 vA) & Fo A 2 & 119
o Fede FAEH vA, @ B a F A a o A 2 SiA JAE wiARs
giparameterize. &, ©JW ¢ “7}e AAETHE “AX Adelinformation state”
2 F3, o)A $Eie A 9AE dgog Ao

["e13.1.1] (& (11D 4% A4 HAconsequence relations
(DA EMNBERE vol gia] -1 A ol® ') A ot} FAliffelt;
2 A ENB = 2E vol s Y% A oJd % A ojche} FAiffelr);
@AM B E RE vol g8l A o8 YA olthel FAiffolch

(1) A& B&truth-preserving AZ2E, Q& A3 & A4S, 283 )
& (1), (2) RFE et 934 BN 9871 Dupn 330 Jgx& {9
31 N Be A48 zets 218 293 3
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[BA3.12] (| [11) 9 A2 AdEe BF FXequivalento]

Dunn #8% vpdslA 2 TU NS 3 ge2 23X d 43 D3 & 4
o8 4 k. 98E Dy 2 {T, N, F}9] 3$E, Dw 2 (T, B, F}9 %8
BT (B3 L1049 ANS 4 AUANE AvFozA A7 AA =Y,
N ENo g, A Az Agstosd Ad A B £ BPp & 398
4 Utk Yolrl o] ngog d@i=g RY ‘194 d@delfirst degree
entailments”& $18 AA TAL & T E 2R S¥AE Hd 5 Ut

(4 [11], 4.

3.2. BNi3& BNeis 9% 293

299 =99 FAG olf 2 1714 & ¥4 BNt BNag A% FUE

43} 2EFHY A @t
<AXIOM SCHEMATA>

L  A—(B-A)

O (A—>B-C)—({(A-B)—(A—-C)
m. (AAB)—A / (AAB)—B

IV. ((A—B)A(A—C)—{A—>(BAC)
V. A—-(AVB) / B—(AVB)

VI. ((A=CAB-C)2((AVB)—C)
VIL (A—B)V(B—A)

VIII. A & —A

IX. —(AVB) « (—AA—B)®

X. —(AAB) < (—AV—DB)

XI. —(A—-B) < (AAN—B)

<RULES>
MP
AD

6) « & A9 Re (df3)} ek

(positive paradox)
(self-distribution)

{ A —elimination)

{ A-introduction)

{V -introduction)

(V —elimination)
(chain)

(negated negation)
(negated disjunction)
(negated conjunction)
(negated implication)

{modus ponens)
(adjunction)
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AA (FETF +)
BNy 38 1~ VI+ VI - XII,
BNci: BN; + VIL

3.3. 9ukshsl Kripke ¢ju]&

2 dejzl g2 o] Heyting 2 AT =8 HE 9% 9v|Ee] A|Y7] [16]
of ojsf) AAFHUE 1 $e7t o714 “AE 2 AMinformation order” 2 IH3}
© 28 A7VsA AAbinary accessibility relation =& ARR3lth #d st
ErtEThomason (2118 Blgluts)9) 28] & 314324 a7 9grEs o
wslstith. o9 QAAANAM & vSlaney/<F A F ZSurendonkz/AGirle {20]
o oj3) Be} N9 A& g dgste A4 BNY dujgo] d75HAx, d [11]
<= o1& (42 AEH 74) BNi# BNi9] 2$-2744 dutshsis gF:d
e o2 AAE A% BNy, BNy ©H2 JFH o2 g}

Ze]¢franes { € U ¢ col U oA £¥ FAlpartial orderdd +2 S =
(€, U, © otk & [11]e] @&} $-efe UE “AR A"y Jgoz k53t a
EB0aBel ad AWJ P AR EFHTGE AE nigitt 3o &) &
e BE ZYYsy AFE AA @

+ev 7HAYdenumerably many {AHEAE] e A R
Sentences 3ol T4 W o3 AFA — -, A, VERE AEEL
2 Aodds RE M@ (vl dparameterized) BN A
BNi-evaluations= o}&} 24 3o e ¥4 X U 2% Dunn, Do XDa, 22
o] 3 v(A, o) olth Valewm o 93 $2li= o]# g A EY AFS AAG
a8 viA ag=1SalF AR v(Aad=0%alA R &k T,
FEE FE AW vE AFE Aot

ac pBold B A (HCY)
alFgpAoliac B old B ko A (HCo)

gl —A © algA (—1)
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alFg—A © alki A (—o)

alk; AAB © alkj Aolila b B (AD

a g AAB © a ko A %¥akoB (Ao

alk; AVB © a i AEEa 1 B (V)

a g AVB & allgA°lila B (Vo)

a ki A-B & VBzalB - A °lE, B I B) (=1)

ad o A>B © alFiAoliza 1 B (-0)
8+ (- A KStruth preservation 2, ()& Yelcounter example

2 RE Ho|u}

24 AE =9 S = (@, U, &) oA BNy~ Zualidslths Vv € Valen, ¢

I A & FAlffolt}. oAl 38 ZY Y& fHgolgtxn &xl £4 Ax BNi-&
PFvaliddt}l, Epa A, B VS € 3, Ay Sol4 BNyj-g3validsltbel {0},

BN Y8iAM $8l& ool thg9 onlolM HZF Heonnected ZHUES 2L
#H g,

doel g, e U aw polAY B = a olth

4% Aflinear order= 2% #% 4Xconnected partial orderojt}h, 18t
W HFE-ZHYL L €U 9 oo U HollA A8 49 F2 5=, U, ) 9]
t}. (vl 7} Hparameterized) BNci- % 2] Xlevaluations tHe& FHigE AL A9
shil BNit 22 2718 w53t % X U 25 H Dunn 229 5 v(A, o)
olt}.

g Fg A>B & () alkf Aojila - B £ (=
(i) ¢ ¥o A—B

Valgna ol 93 -2J& ol2fd A& A¢E AA@H.

4 AE ZdY S = {, U, ©) 94 BNei- B Budlidstths Vv € Valsna,
¢ "1 A 9 EAliffoltt. oA T& ZlYEel Agoleln a4 £4 Ax BNer-
E}dvalidslth, Epva A, ¥ VS € T, Ax SolA] BNci-Et3validstrhel 5-X| o]
.
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BNi(%+& BNc)& 98] F012 24 Mpi (EE= Mool d31A, 8= (10l
Aeske e JE BE) A4S dgeg A 4 Utk

[(BoA331IT Fpu AMRET Epna A) & RE R M= ([, U, =, v) € Mpa(E
EMene) ol OiSl), S REBET A gl T ' BoA L 1 A
o|t}e} FAliffe|c},

3.4. BNi3} BNc;8] €H44

BNi# BNci®| ¢34 S8 A $eE thie] Fod A8 288 §
o e 1119 (AY2]eA (22422918 FUdezA o AYg 4+
o @A AFE OE o] YL vX e =8 & gFE duby o] opd
TAA oA =95 F3dvie FoM g (1119 FEE 5483 7878 4
27} & & BNen2 B8 98l 7 =g AAE g4 Jepdnh

22 Fenot § =8 BNen9l 997Fs A deducibility A2 SAZ 84 @t
BNy-°1&9 3 d9715A ofd 23 EAES As TE vt (Hef
A ETeola A bFpnen B o8, B e T o|th). ¥&Fprimary BN~ 29l ¢
3 AVB € T o]" A € TolAY B € T9l o8& gn|dr}. AlL dhrivial
BNei-o[&9 931d BNep® A &% JAFL 9udtth. BNep-ol& T
BNcn®l 2E AIES st 284 (Te) T3] 8 F fvke 3ol F
23 Fa7t Aok BNyl 22 A Fdisjunction ot&) 23 th

olA| FFcaanonical BNc-ZA QDL ean© 953 BNiei-°l20] U]
e 3 924 BNeopr-ol259 A 2831 Cean®l Ul AR =2
T2 (Cean, Uean, Eean) 2H3L 3F2L WA Oh - F WA= AE 3

[H*M3.4.11 ¥Fcanonical BNep-Z# e BEH oz £ o]z Upartially
ordered.

[H3.42] AA BNciol disiA T2 =g dado) (oM d¥gzor &
4 Ao} A tHinearly ordered).

ol#l $-2lv a3 2L BNcnd @¥ubgLindenbaum BE2AIYE A&

A,

+
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(HAM343] (VduLe B 2A) VAT ¥anen AR, T S Lol AE L &l
Ax2 o]&o] glt}.

4%, BNicn2l 2 Z23tg 459 94 {An i n € 0} & FH3pAL S A
o8} ALEY Ya sequence of setsE ThEA Y A gir)

To = {A”: tanen A')
G = Th(G U {Aia)) o, AiibFBnol A ©] A571 obd d,
& o )

olA {7} olE ¥ LE AN Fumionolx 3kxk W 7t AS XA
RE o]EtheoryTs AL 44 & & sith $ele =8 230 primeoehe A
< 2Y F ok

2&g Tojur] S8 BVC € L oj3 B, C & {& 7HgsA, 23893
B 81 UC Z%E dojxl o]28 55 AE EFsjorgth o257 H 'AB
BNt A 013l UAC Faver A 91 19 9489 dlconjunction 170] A=
o] wreht ot 1¥ o MR A AV -elimination°] &3 ('AB) VvV 'AC)
Fenen AS SAE T, A i Adistributive lawol] 23] UABVC) Fanen
AE derh oZRE A € (& 4¢ F %3 ol /N ZeEt W

w T C

olA] ¥% A& Xcanonical evaluation® &0 8 Aols}A}

1chan(A, (1) i AEG,
0 € ve(A, @) & —A € q,

o|2RE] BNend ¢AAE A% g 324 E 98 F It
[ExHe|344] (& FPR 2Z2AE) vens A8 Aevaluation®] .

% @ [11], [R=Ae29]0] <), B
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o)A %8 BNend #étstrong A Asoundness® €34 completeness S
FHE 5 ok

[H2]3.4.5] ([11], BN(C)l% A A3 AR 4A) BNepol dlsh,
I' Fonot A = T Eanven A 3 FAliffo]d).,

F5, W) («) [BA343)(B e B2A8)3% [B2A344(EF A A
Z238)8 JL8Fo2M BNepd ¢44& Itk
(=) AAAL Agsts mdoA 2zt Felo] g§dA YU verifications E3 &

4. BNai#} LLC

TEE #% & BN LLC' 9] 4 A Aol s|gact. o1& £93] 87] ¢
ol & BNad 35S LLC'Y B3do=2 HulEmaps BNCIP_.i—‘?LEi
LLC+o.29] HYtranslationsS A|E3CED 2d Hal=g 2 5E] A5 ¥
Azg 2] WAGentzen WY (15D S Fot 2l o] AU S At e
AR g Ao #AG HolF Pe 2 3}

do

[Hel41] =HAALT Lz%FY HAALY  MoE9 el E3T
theorem-preserving map= W+3-& WEshs L 258H Ly 229 &
ojth BE Adl o3y,
FL A E by A" 9 EXiffo]t}
& U g9 HYtranslationolth: BE T, Aol W&,
T'FL A =T Fum A" 9 Fxliffo]t},
25 LESEH Mo.29 (o]2|d) Migo] s, L>>M 22 BAIR
=3

o

[Hel42] " = & FHd gl BNg o 28 F4E5L LIC' 9 F4ERE AHA
° 2 ¥ulinductively maps BNa 2. 258 LLC' 29 HYo|th

7 Wgel #@ ol E A [13], XFE F2T A
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Q) A7t E498gd A, A = A
i) A=-—BZH A = B;

(i) A = BAC &8, A" = BAC;

Gvy A=BVC &3, A = ("BATC)
(v) A=B->C &% A =B-C.

obe] [H2j43]8 FHs7] 98l -8 LLC (e LO) 9 UE BEUE A
Kiges

1) A— TTA

(2) "{AVB) « (TTAATB),
3 (A—B) » (TB—~>A),
@ (AATB) - T(A-B),
6 A-(TA-B).

[(&2]4.3] BNc:o) ¢1elol 4 Aol Wi, A7l BNciel Alghs A& A’
LLC'Y AFE AR SAiffo]r}.

F9, (&) Fuc A &3 2L 2899, (D3 MPl 98] buc TTA & &
ok LLC' € BN ©]7] W&ol e Fuce A olEHH bana —A 9]
ok A banvag —A ol FE VIS MPY 98] bFava A & EETh

(=) BNa19l % o] floide] Aol & el olg FHact 2y
T AAZE 2 F2 AEHY 49 ZYE 27 g $2E BNeid 58 =4
o AtglEo] LLC'Y] HeElz dod & &g Hele ez FE3t & ¢
T BNai® 59 do] 1 aAwe 8 "art vk BNag 94¢ 39 =4 1
oA VII 74217 LEC'S 93 7 £4] Al oA A7 o2 ¥Wog $ gide A
& Atk VI, X & ohg3 o] Agd 4 ok vilel digtq s -
e A TTTTTA & Haokgt), () bgee T A A S (D
o o8 FEgch () Fuc 7 TTA - A £ 1319 73 (A ALl 9
3 gk Xl digte] 8 Fuc T(TTAVTUB) © (TTTAATT
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TB) & Rojopgith ol (2 o8 YT X, XI & v53 o] WqE

A,

S Bojopgit,

@ Fuc

FLEce
FrLece
rrc
~uc
e
Firce

N OO W=

'_LLC+

TTOTTAATTTTTTB S (FF)

A (1, O, MP)

A (2, 13] 7 [(HZE5e], MP)

7B G frAleHAD

TTAATTB (3,4, AD)

(TTTTAATTTTB) > (TTAATTB) (4L, D)
TCTTTAATTB) - T(TTTTTAATTTTTB) (6, 3), MP)

(ll) }_LLC‘ ﬁ(‘ﬁ—\—\ﬁA/\ﬁﬁ—VﬁB) —> ﬁ(ﬁﬁA/\——!ﬁB) (1)34_ 101‘/\]’8}‘7'“

XI o Bt} ¢ Fupc (TTATTB) o (TTAATTTTB) & B
oFgtth (i) e (TTAATTTB) > T(TTA- T TB) & (Dol o3 AT

o,

(i Fuc (TTA-TTB) > (TTAATTB)

Frice
Fixce
F1ace
FLrce

G W N

b 11c

TA-(TTA-TTB)  ((9)

STBo(TTASTTB) (D)

T(TTASTTB)STTA (1, (3), MP)

T(TTASTTB) TR (@2, (9), MP)
T(TTA-TTB) > (TMTAATTTB) 3,4 IV, MP) B
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5 ¥t 3 FA

oA LLC'e] gk

o] 2
LLC'S] 2 98 2d9e 9
2P LIC o2l Mg ud £ it o e AWS A 2PsA 2

J . ©

=2

l’x’.

o}y Al ket vtk 927t 278l A
gl st 2ds B¢ BNa &
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