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Negation, the Law of Non-Contradiction, and
the Explosion Principle in Paraconsistent Logic

HE Jian-feng' & YUAN Xu-liang®
(1. School of Philosophy, Zhongnan University of Economics and Law, Wuhan 430073, China;
2. Department of Philosophy, Dalian University of Technology, Dalian 116024, China)

Abstract; Negation, the law of non—contradiction, and the explosion principle are the core concepts for
discussing the relationship between paraconsistent logic and classical logic. From the view of paraconsistent
logic, the classical negation is nothing but a model of the natural language negation, and there are other mod-
els of the natural language negation, such as the cancellation model, the paraconsistent conservative model ,
and the paraconsistent radical model. The paraconsistent conservative model is the most appropriate explanation
for the natural language negation. The definitions of contradiction can be roughly divided into four kinds: se-
mantic, syntactic, pragmatic, and ontological. Different definitions of contradiction give rise to different laws
of non-contradiction. To investigate in what sense the law of non—contradiction is denied in paraconsistent logic
is to investigate whether each school of paraconsistent logic denies these four laws of non-contradiction. The ex-
plosion principle has various forms. If it is regarded as the decisive factor that distinguishes paraconsistent logic
from classical logic, the {A,= A} FB is the most appropriate form of the explosion principle.

Key words: paraconsistent logic; negation; the law of non-contradiction; the explosion principle
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