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Modern Analysis of Law of Indirect Proof and Reductio

Du Guo-ping ™

(2.Nanjing University. Nanjing 210093,China; 2.Nanjing University of Aeronautics and Astronautics, Nanjing
210016,China)

Abstract: By way of modern propositional logic, this paper proves three issues: Firstly, In positive
propositional logical system, the indirect proof is more efficient than reductio, and the difference between
them is that the former has the law of double negation. Secondly, reductio is equivalent to the law of
non-contradiction with negative consequent of sufficient conditional additionally. At last, the law of indirect
proof is equivalent to the combination of law of non-contradiction; excluded middle; negative consequent of
sufficient conditional and negative affirmation form of disjunctive reasoning.

Key words: indirect proof, reduction to absurdity, positive propositional logical system, law of excluded
middle, law of non-contradiction.
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