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Abstract. Over the past 50 years, Nelson algebras have been extensively studied by

distinguished scholars as the algebraic counterpart of Nelson’s constructive logic with

strong negation. Despite these studies, a comprehensive survey of the topic is currently
lacking, and the theory of Nelson algebras remains largely unknown to most logicians.

This paper aims to fill this gap by focussing on the essential developments in the field

over the past two decades. Additionally, we explore generalisations of Nelson algebras,
such as N4-lattices which correspond to the paraconsistent version of Nelson’s logic, as

well as their applications to other areas of interest to logicians, such as duality and
rough set theory. A general representation theorem states that each Nelson algebra is

isomorphic to a subalgebra of a rough set-based Nelson algebra induced by a quasiorder.

Furthermore, a formula is a theorem of Nelson logic if and only if it is valid in every
finite Nelson algebra induced by a quasiorder.

1. Introduction

In 1949, David Nelson introduced constructive logic with strong negation, often called
simply Nelson logic. The introduction of Nelson logic was part of a larger effort to provide
a constructive account of mathematical reasoning, as evidenced by Nelson’s later papers
such as [3, 100]. While the intuitionists focused on the analysis of the notion of truth,
Nelson’s proposal sought to provide a formal framework for a constructive analysis of the
notion of falsity.

Subsequent research since the 1950s has shown that the theory of Nelson logic is in-
teresting beyond its original motivations. Helena Rasiowa was among the first scholars to
take an interest in the topic, initiating the investigation of algebraic models of Nelson logic,
which are now known as N3-lattices or Nelson algebras. More recently, following in Ra-
siowa’s footsteps, Sergei Odintsov characterised the algebraic models of the paraconsistent
weakening of Nelson logic, which were introduced in [3] and later named as N4-lattices
[101, 102]. From the study of these classes of algebras, a rich structure theory has emerged,
and interesting connections with other algebraic models of non-classical logics have been
discovered.

While partial overviews of Nelson logic and its algebraic models can be found in the
paper [142] and the second part of the book [106], no comprehensive survey currently
exists. We recommend these works to the reader for further historical background. The
present work focuses on the recent developments of the last two decades.

Since the turn of the twenty-first century, several noteworthy results have emerged in this
area that we believe should be consolidated and reviewed in a single publication. Specifically,
we are referring to the following:

• the extension of the theory of Nelson algebras to the paraconsistent setting of N4-
lattices;

• recent developments on the representation of N3- and N4-lattices, as well as related
algebras such as bilattices, using twist structures;
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• novel views of Nelson logic as a substructural logic and of paraconsistent Nelson logic
as a relevance logic, both based on term equivalence results between the correspond-
ing classes of algebras;

• the connection between N3-lattices and the theory of rough sets.

Due to space and time limitations, it will not be possible to cover all the recent interesting
developments in this survey. However, we would like to mention some noteworthy ones,
including:

• abstract, universal algebraic characterisations of Nelson algebras [95];

• investigations of closely related logico–algebraic systems, such as the substructural
logic introduced by Nelson under the name of S [97, 98];

• the extension of the theory of Nelson algebras beyond the involutive setting [96, 122,
124, 127, 131].

In creating this contribution, we aimed to balance two competing demands. On the one
hand, we sought to produce a survey that would provide specialists with quick updates on
the latest developments in the field. On the other hand, we aimed to make the content
accessible to a wider community, including experts in algebra and logic who may not be
familiar with Nelson logic and algebras. We hope to have fulfilled both of these goals,
but especially the latter. We believe that bridging the gap between researchers in algebra
and logic and experts in Nelson-like logics and algebras could be highly beneficial for the
community, given the exciting contemporary developments referenced above.

The rest of the paper is organised as follows. Section 2 provides an introduction to
Nelson logic [99] and its paraconsistent counterpart [3]. While we briefly touch upon the
former, we mainly focus on the latter and its algebraic models, known as N4-lattices. The
decision to present the material in this order, contrary to the historical development of the
field, is motivated by pedagogical reasons. In fact, results concerning N4-lattices readily
specialise to N3-lattices, which we discuss in Section 3.

After covering the fundamental theory, we introduce the twist-structure representation of
N4-lattices and discuss its key applications in Subsection 2.3. As we show in Subsection 2.4,
the use of twist structures extends far beyond the context of Nelson logics. In the final
subsection (2.5), we provide a brief review of the Priestley-style duality for N4-lattices,
which we revisit in Section 4 from the perspective of rough set theory.

In Section 3 we move towards results that are specific to N3-lattices, but we begin by
showing how both N3- and N4-lattices may be presented as residuated algebras (Subsec-
tion 3.1). We then restrict our attention to N3-lattices, discussing a number of alternative
characterisations (Subsection 3.2), which can be grouped into (1) the syntactic, i.e. obtained
by means of identities other than (Nelson), (2) the order-theoretic (e.g. Proposition 3.1)
and (3) the congruence-theoretic, leading to the notion of congruence-orderability.

In Section 4 we introduce rough sets determined by quasiorders, which give rise to special
Nelson algebras. Rough set theory was initially based on the assumption that knowledge
about the objects of a universe of discourse is expressed in terms of an equivalence inter-
preted so that two objects are related if we cannot distinguish them by using the information
we have. Rough sets induced by equivalences form regular double Stone algebras. Moreover,
each Nelson algebra defined on an algebraic lattice is isomorphic to the rough set algebra
based on a quasiorder. We provide a general representation theorem, stating that each
Nelson algebra is isomorphic to a subalgebra of a Nelson algebra induced by a quasiorder.
Additionally, in this section, we give a completeness result with the finite model property for
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Nelson logic. The section concludes by exploring residuated lattices determined by rough
sets.

2. Paraconsistent Nelson logic and N4-lattices

2.1. Nelson logic and its algebraic semantics. Nelson’s system N3 is a well-known
non-classical logic that combines the constructive approach of intuitionistic logic with a
De Morgan negation.

A Hilbert-style calculus for N3 may be obtained by expanding the positive fragment
of intuitionistic logic (axioms (A1) to (A8) in Subsection 2.2) with a new strong negation
connective ∼ whose behaviour is captured by the following schemata:

(A9) ∼∼φ↔ φ

(A10) ∼(φ ∨ ψ) ↔ (∼φ ∧ ∼ψ)

(A11) ∼(φ ∧ ψ) ↔ (∼φ ∨ ∼ψ)

(A12) ∼(φ→ ψ) ↔ (φ ∧ ∼ψ)

(A13) φ→ (∼φ→ ψ).

The algebraic models of N3 form a variety known as Nelson algebras (or Nelson resid-
uated lattices or N3-lattices): this variety has been studied since at least the late 1950s
(firstly by H. Rasiowa; see [119] and references therein) and is by now fairly well understood.
One of the main algebraic insights on Nelson algebras was obtained, towards the end of the
1970s, with the discovery (independently due to M. M. Fidel and D. Vakarelov) that every
N3-lattice can be represented as a special binary product of (here called a twist-structure
over) a Heyting algebra. This correspondence was formulated by A. Sendlewski, in the
early 1990’s, as a categorical equivalence between N3-lattices and a category of enriched
Heyting algebras, which made it possible to translate a number of fundamental results from
the more developed theory of intuitionistic logic into the Nelson realm.

After Sendlewski’s work, the most important advance in the theory of N3-lattices has
probably been the discovery that Nelson logic can be viewed as one among the so-called
substructural logics. This result – first proved in 2008 by M. Spinks and R. Veroff [135,
136] – entails that, modulo algebraic signature formalities, N3-lattices can be presented
as a subvariety of (commutative, integral, bounded) residuated lattices [51]; whence the
alternative name of Nelson residuated lattices. Given the flourish of studies on substructural
logics and residuated structures (leading to and following the book [51]), this alternative
perspective on N3-lattices turned out to be very fruitful. Indeed, it made in the first
place possible to recover or recast a number of results on N3-lattices by specialising more
general ones about residuated structures. Furthermore, and perhaps more interestingly, it
allowed scholars to formulate new questions that can be best appreciated within the broader
framework of residuated lattices.

Formally, a commutative residuated lattice (CRL) is an algebra A = ⟨A;∧,∨, ∗,⇒, 1⟩ of
type ⟨2, 2, 2, 2, 0⟩ such that:

(i) ⟨A;∧,∨⟩ is a lattice (with an order ≤);

(ii) ⟨A; ∗, 1⟩ is a commutative monoid;

(iii) for all a, b, c ∈ A, we have a ∗ b ≤ c iff a ≤ b⇒ c.

The last property, known as residuation, may be expressed within the setting of residuated
lattices purely by means of identities. Thus the class of all CRLs is equational. A commu-
tative residuated lattice A = ⟨A;∧,∨, ∗,⇒, 1⟩ is integral when the constant 1 is interpreted
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as the greatest element of the lattice ⟨A;∧,∨⟩, and it is bounded when ⟨A;∧,∨⟩ also has a
least element – denoted by 0, and usually added to the algebraic language as a constant.
We abbreviate “commutative integral (bounded) residuated lattice” as CI(B)RL.

On each CIBRL A = ⟨A;∧,∨, ∗,⇒, 1, 0⟩, a negation operator is usually defined by
∼x := x ⇒ 0. Using this abbreviation, we may compactly express two key properties of
N3-lattices, namely involutivity and the Nelson identity. Formally, a CIBRL is involutive
when it satisfies the double negation identity:

∼∼x ≈ x.(Inv)

In fact, “one half” of the above identity, namely x ≤ ∼∼x (which, as is customary, we
consider an abbreviation of the identity x ≈ x ∧ ∼∼x) is satisfied by every CIBRL.

N3-lattices are involutive CIBRLs, but not every involutive CIBRL is an N3-lattice.
The last missing ingredient is the Nelson identity :(

x⇒ (x⇒ y)
)
∧
(
∼ y ⇒ (∼ y ⇒ ∼x)

)
≈ x⇒ y.(Nelson)

Again, we note that the following half of the Nelson identity is easily seen to be satisfied
by every CIBRL:

x⇒ y ≤
(
x⇒ (x⇒ y)

)
∧
(
∼ y ⇒ (∼ y ⇒ ∼x)

)
.

N3-lattices may be defined, as a subvariety of CIBRLs, precisely by the identities (Inv)
and (Nelson).

The term x⇒ (x⇒ y) appearing in the left side of identity (Nelson) plays an important
role within the theory of N3-lattices. Indeed, letting

x→ y := x⇒ (x⇒ y)

we obtain the implication connective → (known as weak implication) which was originally
used in Nelson’s presentation of the logic. Then (Nelson) can be rewritten more compactly
as:

x⇒ y ≈
(
x→ y

)
∧
(
∼ y → ∼x).

This rephrasing suggests that, conversely, the residuated (usually known as the strong)
implication is term definable from the weak one (provided the conjunction and the negation
are available). The interplay between the two implications is one of the distinctive features
of Nelson logics: while the weak one plays a prominent role from a logical point of view – it
is the implication that enjoys the Deduction Theorem, and which allows us to view Nelson
logic as a conservative expansion of positive intuitionistic logic – the strong one witnesses
the algebraisability [14] of Nelson logic, and allows us to view N3 as a substructural logic.

In the next subsection we shall see an alternative presentation of N3-lattices which takes
the weak (rather than the strong) implication as primitive, and is therefore closer to the
original setting proposed by Nelson.

2.2. Paraconsistent constructive logic with strong negation. Paraconsistent con-
structive logic with strong negation (N4) was introduced by Nelson in [3] – though equiv-
alent systems were also independently considered in the earlier papers [85, 132] – as a
generalisation of N3 which might “be applied to inconsistent subject matter without neces-
sarily generating a trivial theory” [3, p. 231]. Formally, N4 is also (as is N3) a conservative
expansion of the negation-free fragment of the intuitionistic propositional calculus [119,
Ch. X] by a unary logical connective ∼ of strong negation [137, p. 323].
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The logico-algebraic community devoted comparatively little attention1 to N4 until
S. Odintsov’s contribution in the early 2000’s, in which the nowadays standard alge-
braic semantics of (the propositional part of) N4 was introduced and investigated; this
research, originating from Odintsov’s DSc thesis [105], was published in the series of pa-
pers [101, 102, 103] and the monograph [106]. Thanks also to the effort of a few other
authors [25, 77, 137], N4 is nowadays known to play a central role in the study of three-
and four-valued logics.

Odintsov has shown that the algebraic models of N4 form a class of De Morgan lattices
structurally enriched with a (“weak”) implication, which he dubbed N4-lattices. General-
ising the works of Fidel, Vakarelov, and Sendlewski on N3-lattices, he also provided a most
useful representation theorem for N4-lattices by means of twist-structures, which we shall
review in Subsection 2.3.

The basic propositional language of N4 is the same as that of the constant-free version
of N3 as originally introduced by Nelson, i.e. {∧,∨,→,∼}. Further connectives ∗,⇒,↔,
and ⇔ may be defined as follows: the strong implication ⇒ is given by

φ⇒ ψ := (φ→ ψ) ∧ (∼ψ → ∼φ),

the strong (or multiplicative) conjunction ∗ by

φ ∗ ψ := ∼(φ⇒ ∼ψ),

and we have two equivalence connectives, a weak one ↔ given by

φ↔ ψ := (φ→ ψ) ∧ (ψ → φ)

and a strong one ⇔ given by

φ⇔ ψ := (φ⇒ ψ) ∧ (ψ ⇒ φ).

N4 may be introduced in the standard way through a Hilbert-style calculus [106, p. 133]
consisting of the following axiom schemes, with modus ponens as the only inference rule:

(A1) φ→ (ψ → φ)

(A2) (φ→ (ψ → γ)) → ((φ→ ψ) → (φ→ γ))

(A3) (φ ∧ ψ) → φ

(A4) (φ ∧ ψ) → ψ

(A5) (φ→ ψ) → ((φ→ γ) → (φ→ (ψ ∧ γ)))

(A6) φ→ (φ ∨ ψ)

(A7) ψ → (φ ∨ ψ)

(A8) (φ→ γ) → ((ψ → γ) → ((φ ∨ ψ) → γ))

(A9) ∼∼φ↔ φ

(A10) ∼(φ ∨ ψ) ↔ (∼φ ∧ ∼ψ)

(A11) ∼(φ ∧ ψ) ↔ (∼φ ∨ ∼ψ)

(A12) ∼(φ→ ψ) ↔ (φ ∧ ∼ψ)

A Hilbert-style presentation for N3 can be obtained from the preceding one by adding
the single explosion axiom:

(A13) φ→ (∼φ→ ψ).

1But see, e.g., [144], where N4 is proposed as a logic for non-monotonic reasoning.



6 JOUNI JÄRVINEN, SÁNDOR RADELECZKI, AND UMBERTO RIVIECCIO

Odintsov [101] gives three alternative but equivalent algebra-based semantics for N4,
namely (1) Fidel-structures (or F-structures), (2) twist-structures and (3) N4-lattices. F-
structures were introduced in [47] as a semantics (for N3) alternative to twist-structures.
An F-structure ⟨A; {Na}a∈A⟩ is a Heyting algebra A structurally enriched with a special
family of unary predicates distinguishing classes of counterexamples for elements of A. Thus
each Na is a set of all possible negations of a ∈ A. The study of F-structures originated
with Fidel’s investigations [45] into da Costa’s family Cn (n ≥ 1) of so-called logics of
formal inconsistency [38], and they have been mostly exploited in that context; a modern
treatment of F-structures for N3 and N4 can be found in [106]. As F-structures and twist-
structures are mutually interdefinable [106, Chapter 8, §3], we shall not deal further with
F-structures here, preferring instead to work with twist-structures, which we treat in detail
in the next subsection.

Before we present Odintsov’s definition of N4-lattice, we need to introduce a couple
of definitions. A De Morgan lattice is an algebra ⟨A;∧,∨,∼⟩ such that ⟨A;∧,∨⟩ is a
distributive lattice and the negation ∼ satisfies the double negation law

∼∼x ≈ x

and the two De Morgan laws

∼(x ∨ y) ≈ ∼x ∧ ∼ y ∼(x ∧ y) ≈ ∼x ∨ ∼ y.

A De Morgan lattice whose lattice reduct is bounded is known as a De Morgan algebra.

The following definition of N4-lattices can be found in Odintsov’s paper [101, Def. 5.1].
It is clearly inspired by (and generalises) Rasiowa’s definition of N3-lattices [119, Ch. V]; see
also the presentation of [13, p. 357–8], which appears even closer to Odintsov’s. Following
standard usage, we write |a| as a shorthand for a → a, for every a ∈ A. Similarly, given a
term φ, we let |φ| := φ→ φ.

Definition 2.1. An algebra A = ⟨A;∧,∨,→,∼⟩ of type ⟨2, 2, 2, 1⟩ is an N4-lattice if:

(N4.i) The reduct ⟨A;∧,∨,∼⟩ is a De Morgan lattice with lattice ordering ≤.

(N4.ii) The relation ≼ on A defined for all a, b ∈ A by a ≼ b iff a → b = |a→ b| is a
quasiorder (i.e. is reflexive and transitive).

(N4.iii) The relation Ξ := ≼ ∩ (≼)−1 is a congruence on the reduct ⟨A;∧,∨,→⟩ and the
quotient algebra ⟨A;∧,∨,→⟩/Ξ is a Brouwerian lattice (i.e. the 0-free subreduct
of a Heyting algebra; see below).

(N4.iv) For all a, b ∈ A, it holds that ∼(a→ b) ≡ a ∧ ∼ b (mod Ξ).

(N4.v) For all a, b ∈ A, it holds that a ≤ b iff a ≼ b and ∼ b ≼ ∼ a.

A typical example of a N4-lattice (which is not an N3-lattice) is the well-known four-
element lattice FOUR, whose Hasse diagram is shown in Figure 1, which provides a se-
mantical basis for the Belnap-Dunn “useful four-valued logic” [8]. The behaviour of the
(non-lattice) algebraic operations on FOUR (as well as the names of its elements) is de-
termined by the twist construction that we shall introduce in a moment (see Example 2.4).
Indeed, the twist construction is an easy means of producing further examples of “proper”
N4-lattices (e.g. by taking the factor lattice to be a Brouwerian lattice that is not a Heyting
algebra).

In this setting, N3-lattices may be defined as precisely those N4-lattices that further
satisfy any of the equivalent items listed in Proposition 2.2 below (we write x≼ y as an
abbreviation of the identity x→ y ≈ |x→ y|).
Proposition 2.2. For every N4-lattice A, the following are equivalent:
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Figure 1. The Belnap lattice FOUR.

⟨0, 1⟩

⟨1, 1⟩

⟨1, 0⟩

⟨0, 0⟩

(a) A is an N3-lattice.

(b) The unary term |x| is constant over A.

(c) The unary term x⇒ x is constant over A.

(d) A |= x ∧ ∼x≼ y.

(e) A |= x ≤ y ⇒ x.

(f) A |= x ∗ y ≤ x, where x ∗ y := ∼(x⇒ ∼ y).

In the standard terminology on substructural logics, the last item of Proposition 2.2 says
that N3 is the axiomatic extension of N4 by weakening. We note that every N4-lattice
satisfies the identity |x| ≈ x ⇒ x, which explains the equivalence between the second and
third item. In an N3-lattice, the term |x| (or, equivalently, x ⇒ x) is interpreted as the
greatest element of the lattice reduct of A, and ∼ |x| as the least element. No constant term
is definable, in general, over N4-lattices. On the other hand, as witnessed by FOUR, only
requiring the lattice reduct of an N4-lattice A to be bounded is not sufficient to ensure
that A is an N3-lattice (more on this below).

As in the case of Rasiowa’s definition of N3-lattices, it is not immediately evident that
the above-defined class of algebras can be axiomatised by means of identities only; this
is a further result established by Odintsov [101, Thm. 6.3] exploiting Pynko’s insights on
expansions of the Belnap-Dunn logic [117].

As a variety of algebras in the language {∧,∨,→,∼}, the class of N4-lattices can be
presented through the following identities [101, Def. 6.1].

(N4.a) |x| → y ≈ y

(N4.b) (x ∧ y) → z ≈ x→ (y → z)

(N4.c) x→ (y ∧ z) ≈ (x→ y) ∧ (x→ z)

(N4.d) (x ∨ y) → z ≈ (x→ z) ∧ (y → z)

(N4.e) x ≤ y → x

(N4.f) (x→ y) ∧ (y → z)≼x→ z

(N4.g) |x| ≤ ∼(x→ y) → x

(N4.h) |x| ≤ y → (∼x→ ∼(y → x))

(N4.i) |x| ≤ ∼(y → x) → ∼x

(N4.j) x ∧ (x→ y) ≤ y ∨ ∼(∼ y → ∼x)

(N4.k) x ≤ |y| ∨ ∼(∼ y → ∼x).

While some of the above identities are somewhat opaque (even to a specialist), no es-
sentially more transparent axiomatisation seems to be currently available – by contrast,
for N3-lattices we have the elegant equational axiomatisation due to Brignole and Mon-
teiro [22].
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Odintsov proved that N4 is strongly complete with respect to the class of N4-
lattices [101, Thm. 5.5]. His results actually entail that N4 is regularly algebraisable in the
sense of [14], and has the variety of N4-lattices as its equivalent algebraic semantics [120,
Thm. 2.6]; one may take {φ ⇔ ψ} as a system of equivalence formulas and {x ≈ |x|} as a
system of defining equations witnessing algebraisability2.

Algebraisability of N4 w.r.t. the variety of N4-lattices immediately entails that the
lattice of axiomatic extensions of N4 is dually isomorphic to the lattice of subvarieties of
N4-lattices [101, Thm. 6.10]; by the same token, a more general isomorphism holds between
the lattice of all finitary extensions of N4 and the lattice of subquasivarieties of N4-lattices
[12, Lecture 6; Thm. 1.4], [116, Thms. 3.13–3.15]. This connection is further exploited and
investigated in [103, 104].

As mentioned earlier, an N4-lattice may be bounded without necessarily being an N3-
lattice. This suggests that by adding a falsum constant ⊥ to N4 one obtains a logic N4⊥
– having the variety of bounded N4-lattices as equivalent algebraic semantics – which is
still distinct from N3. In N4⊥ the presence of the propositional constant ⊥ allows one to
introduce a second (so-called intuitionistic) negation ¬ given by ¬φ := φ→ ⊥ (but notice
that ∼ is not strong with respect to ¬ in the same sense as it is in N3: see [106, p. 4]).
One can then show that N4⊥ is a conservative expansion of full intuitionistic logic [106,
Cor. 8.6.6]. The variety of bounded N4-lattices is better-behaved, from an algebraic point
of view, than the class of all N4-lattices: it is indeed in the bounded setting that one
can exploit at its best the connection between N4-lattices and Heyting algebras given by
the twist-structure representation. Before going into further detail on these results, let us
introduce formally the definition of twist-structure and the corresponding representation
theorem.

2.3. Twist-structures for N4-lattices. The twist-structure is a straightforward yet pow-
erful algebraic construction used to represent N3- and N4-lattices as special direct squares
of (generalised) Heyting algebras. For N3-lattices, twist-structures were first introduced
by Vakarelov [141] and independently by Fidel [46], but a full representation – in fact, a
categorical equivalence – was only obtained by Sendlewski [134]; the algebraic content of
the latter paper was extended to N4-lattices by Odintsov [102]. In more recent years, the
twist construction has been employed to obtain similar representations for a wide family of
related algebras: see [108, 120, 122, 123, 125, 126, 129, 130, 131] as well as the works cited
in the next subsection.

Recall that a Brouwerian lattice (cf. item (N4.iii) of Definition 2.1) is an algebra B =
⟨B;∧,∨,→⟩ such that ⟨B;∧,∨⟩ is a lattice with an order ≤ and → is the residuum of ∧,
that is, a∧ b ≤ c iff a ≤ b→ c, for all a, b, c ∈ B. The latter property entails that the lattice
⟨B;∧,∨⟩ is distributive and has a top element 1 (while the bottom element may not exist),
so 1 can be safely added to the algebraic language as a primitive nullary operation.

On every Brouwerian lattice B = ⟨B;∧,∨,→⟩ one can define the set of dense elements
D(B) := {a∨ (a→ b) : a, b ∈ B}, which is a lattice filter of B. Accordingly, a lattice F ⊆ B
such that D(B) ⊆ F is said to be dense (or Boolean). As is well known, every filter F ⊆ B
is the congruence kernel of a congruence on B, and it is easy to see that a filter F is dense
if and only if the associated congruence θF yields a generalised Boolean algebra B/θF as

2Other connectives might be used here, suggesting a number of fragments of N4 that are also algebrais-

able (e.g. the {∼,→}-fragment, the {⇒}-fragment and so on). A study of these fragments has not been

attempted yet, whereas some work has been recently done on fragments of constructive logic with strong
negation: see [96, 122, 124, 127].
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a quotient (generalised Boolean algebras are precisely the zero-free subreducts of Boolean
algebras: see e.g. [58]).

Definition 2.3. Let B = ⟨B;∧,∨,→⟩ be a Brouwerian lattice, let F ⊆ B be a dense filter
and I ⊆ B an arbitrary lattice ideal. The N4-twist-structure

Tw(B, F, I) = ⟨A;∧,∨,→,∼⟩
is the algebra with universe

A := {⟨a, b⟩ ∈ B ×B : a ∨ b ∈ F, a ∧ b ∈ I}
and operations defined as follows: for all ⟨a, b⟩, ⟨c, d⟩ ∈ B ×B,

∼⟨a, b⟩ := ⟨b, a⟩,
⟨a, b⟩ ∧ ⟨c, d⟩ := ⟨a ∧ c, b ∨ d⟩,
⟨a, b⟩ ∨ ⟨c, d⟩ := ⟨a ∨ c, b ∧ d⟩,
⟨a, b⟩ → ⟨c, d⟩ := ⟨a→ c, a ∧ d⟩.

As the reader may have noticed, following standard usage in the literature, in Defini-
tion 2.3 we are overloading the symbols ∧,∨ and → to denote operations on the Brouwerian
lattice B as well as on the twist-structure Tw(B, F, I). Every N4-twist-structure is eas-
ily seen to be an N4-lattice; moreover, Odintsov’s representation result states that every
N4-lattice can be constructed in this way.

In this representation, N3-lattices correspond precisely to the twist-structures
Tw(B, F, I) such that B is a Heyting algebra (with least element 0) and I = {0}.

Example 2.4. Let B2 = ⟨B2 = {0, 1};∧,∨,→⟩ be the two-element Boolean algebra viewed
as a Brouwerian lattice. Taking F = I = B2, we have that Tw(B2, B2, B2) is the four-
element Belnap lattice of Figure 1. Note that Tw(B2, B2, B2) is not an N3-lattice because
it does not satisfy |x| ≈ |y| (cf. Proposition 2.2). Indeed, we have for instance |⟨1, 1⟩| =
⟨1, 1⟩ ≠ ⟨1, 0⟩ = |⟨1, 0⟩|.

The converse and more interesting direction of Odintsov’s representation works as follows.
Given an N4-lattice A, one considers the quotient B(A) = ⟨A;∧,∨,→⟩/Ξ defined in the
preceding subsection, which is guaranteed to be a Brouwerian lattice by item (N4.iii) of
Definition 2.1, together with the sets A+ := {a∨∼ a : a ∈ A} and A− := {a∧∼ a : a ∈ A}.
Denoting the canonical epimorphism by π : A → A/Ξ and defining F (A) := π[A+] and
I(A) := π[A−], one has that F (A) ⊆ B(A) is a dense filter and I(A) ⊆ B(A) is a lattice
ideal. This yields the following.

Theorem 2.5. Every N4-lattice A is isomorphic to the N4-twist-structure

Tw(B(A), F (A), I(A))

via the map a 7→ (a/Ξ, ∼ a/Ξ) for all a ∈ A.

The object-level correspondence established by Theorem 2.5 can be easily extended to an
equivalence between the algebraic category of N4-lattices (with algebraic homomorphisms
as morphisms) and a category having as objects triples of type (B, F, I) and, as morphisms,
the Brouwerian lattice homomorphisms that respect F and I; this equivalence was first
established (and exploited) in [65], to which we refer for further details. This suggests
that, from the point of view of (e.g. Priestley-style) duality, one may study N4-lattices
qua triples (B, F, I), relying on the well-known results of Esakia duality for (generalised)
Heyting algebras.
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Thanks to Theorem 2.5, Odintsov [102, Sec. 4] was able to characterise N4-lattice homo-
morphisms in terms of the homomorphisms between the corresponding Brouwerian lattices;
the following description of congruences – which can also be obtained as a corollary of the
categorical equivalence – is particularly useful.

Theorem 2.6. The congruence lattice of every N4-lattice A is isomorphic to the congru-
ence lattice of the underlying Brouwerian lattice B(A).

Among other things, Theorem 2.6 entails that an N4-lattice A is subdirectly irreducible if
and only if B(A) is a subdirectly irreducible Brouwerian lattice; this result is obviously quite
helpful in the study of subvarieties of N4-lattices. Furthermore, in view of the observation
that N4-lattices are congruence-permutable [137, Thm. 4.24], it is also an easy observation
that an N4-lattice A is directly indecomposable if and only if the Brouwerian lattice B(A)
is directly indecomposable.

Theorem 2.5 is directly useful in the study of subvarieties of N4-lattices as well, because
equational conditions (say, on an N4-lattice A) may correspond to conditions on the Brouw-
erian lattice B(A) or on the subsets F (A) and I(A). For instance, as mentioned earlier,
an N4-lattice A is an N3-lattice (i.e. satisfies any of the items of Proposition 2.2) if and
only if I(A) is the singleton ideal (that is, iff B(A) has a least element 0 and I(A) = {0}).

We conclude the subsection with the anticipated overview on Odintsov’s results on the
lattice of extensions of N4⊥, and in particular on the connections with extensions of intu-
itionistic logic.

As mentioned earlier, paraconsistent constructive logic with strong negation N4 may
be viewed as a (conservative) expansion of positive intuitionistic logic; more precisely, the
{∧,∨,→}-fragments of both logics coincide – the connectives here being interpreted as
suggested by the notation, in particular, → is the weak implication on N4. A similar result
holds for the expansion of N4 with truth constants: the {∧,∨,→,¬}-fragment of N4⊥ (the
connective ¬ being defined by ¬φ := φ → ⊥) coincides with full intuitionistic logic [106,
Cor. 8.6.6]. These observations suggest that one can define a mapping σ associating, to a
given a logic L extending N4⊥, the {∧,∨,→,¬}-fragment of L, denoted σ(L), which is a
super-intuitionistic logic (i.e. a strengthening of intuitionistic logic).

Given a bounded N4-lattice A ∈ N4⊥, we denote by H(A) := ⟨A;∧,∨,→,⊥⟩/Ξ the
Heyting algebra quotient obtained as per Definition 2.1. Similarly, given a class of N4⊥-
lattices K, let H(K) := {H(A) : A ∈ K}. Recall that, in the setting of finitary extensions
of a finitary base logic (in our case, N4⊥) which is algebraisable with respect to a given
(quasi)variety (in our case, the variety of N4⊥-lattices), one can associate to every subclass
K (⊆ N4⊥) the (algebraisable) logic L(K) determined by the quasivariety generated by K.

Proposition 2.7. [106, Lemma 10.1.2, Prop. 10.1.1]

(a) For every A ∈ N4⊥ and every formula φ in the language of intuitionistic logic, we
have A |= φ ≈ |φ| if and only if H(A) |= φ ≈ 1.

(b) If L(K) is a logic extending N4⊥ determined by a class K of N4⊥-lattices, then
σ(L(K)) = L(H(K)).

Conversely, given a super-intuitionistic logic J, one may consider the family σ−1(J) of
super-N4⊥-logics that are conservative expansions of J. This class of logics forms an inter-
val [η(J), η◦(J)] in the lattice of N4⊥-extensions whose endpoints are the logics defined as
follows: η(J) is the expansion of J obtained by enlarging the language of J with the strong
negation connective, axiomatised by axioms (A9)–(A12) from our Hilbert-style presentation
of paraconsistent Nelson logic, and η◦(J) is the axiomatic extension of η(J) obtained by
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adding the explosion axiom (φ → (∼φ → ψ)) and the normality axiom ¬¬(φ ∨ ∼φ) [106,
Prop. 10.1.9]. These two propositional axioms have a straightforward algebraic interpreta-
tion: the former, as we have seen, characterises N3-lattices among N4-lattices (or, equiv-
alently, the N4-lattices of type Tw(B, F, I) with B bounded by 0 and I = {0}), while the
latter characterises the N4-lattices of type Tw(B, F, I) such that F is the least dense filter,
i.e. F = D(B).

The maps σ, η and η◦ provide the following link between family of super-N4⊥-logics and
the family of super-intuitionistic logics, both viewed as complete lattices [106, Prop. 10.1.12]:

(i) σ is a complete and surjective lattice homomorphism;

(ii) η is a complete lattice embedding;

(iii) η◦ is an isomorphism between the lattice of super-intuitionistic logics and the lattice
of normal (i.e. satisfying ¬¬(φ ∨ ∼φ)) extensions of Nelson logic.

This connection may then be used to obtain information on the order-theoretic structure
of the lattice of super-N4⊥-logics. For instance, excluding the trivial logic, we can observe
that this lattice has, besides a greatest element η◦(CL), where CL is classical logic, exactly
three co-atoms, one of them coinciding with three-valued  Lukasiewicz logic. Due to space
limitations we shall not mention the numerous further results in this direction, but refer
the reader to Sections 10.2–10.5 of [106].

2.4. Applications and abstractions of twist-structures. Over time, the twist-
structure construction has proven to be a flexible and powerful tool, which has been used
mainly for (1) ‘reducing’ certain questions regarding unfamiliar classes of algebraic struc-
tures to more familiar settings, and (2) introducing new classes of algebras – usually as
intended semantics for some logical system – possessing certain desired properties. In more
recent years, twist-structures have been generalised and extended in several directions, with
original research being naturally focused on a third line of research, namely (3) the nature,
properties and applicability of the construction itself. In this subsection we shall discuss a
few outstanding examples from each of the above-mentioned trends.

The first (1), to which most applications of twist-structures within the area of Nelson
logics belong, is certainly the oldest among the three. Since the above-mentioned works of
Fidel, Vakarelov and Sendlewski, its main goal has been to reduce, as it were, the study of
N3-lattices, and later on also of N4-lattices (Odintsov), to that of (respectively) Heyting
algebras and their 0-free subreducts (i.e. Brouwerian lattices), thus being able to exploit
well-developed techniques and results available for the latter classes of algebras. A similar
technique was applied – independently of research in the Nelson setting, apparently – to the
study of bilattices, algebraic structures introduced by Ginsberg [56] as a uniform framework
for (non-monotonic) inference in AI, which generalise the Belnap-Dunn logic carrying two
simultaneous lattice reducts. In this case twist-structures provided a link between the
theory of bilattices and that of plain lattices (or lattices with an involution); the connection
between bilattices and the algebras of Nelson logics appears to have been first noticed
in [125]; we shall say more on bilattices later. To mention but one last example within this
trend, twist-structures have been used to provide a representation for Sugihara monoids
(algebraic models of certain relevance logics) as twist-products over relative Stone algebras
(i.e. prelinear Brouwerian lattices) enriched with a modal operator called a nucleus; a similar
approach has been recently employed to extend the twist-structure construction beyond the
setting of involutive lattices (more on this below).

Having observed that a number of algebras associated to non-classical logics are indeed
representable as twist-structures – e.g. N3- and N4-lattices, various classes of bilattices,
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Sugihara monoids, Kleene algebras [32] – the obvious next step for a mathematical mind
was to try and explore abstractly the limits of the twist construction itself. This resulted
in the research directions introduced above as (2) and (3).

The earliest papers belonging to (2) were perhaps [63, 120], followed over the next decade
by a number of others [1, 26, 54, 108, 121, 129]. The main idea in this setting is to start with
a familiar class of algebras (call it K) and look at the class Tw(K) of all algebras that can be
obtained as twist-structures over members of K. In most of the examples appearing in the
above-mentioned papers, K is a class of residuated lattices which gives rise to a class Tw(K)
whose members are also residuated lattices with some additional operations (in particular,
an involutive negation given as in Definition 2.3). Typical questions in this setting are:

• whether Tw(K) forms an equational class, and, if so, one that admits a transparent
presentation relating to more familiar classes of algebras;

• which universal algebraic properties does Tw(K) inherit from K, or viceversa; in par-
ticular, whether a result analogous to Theorem 2.6 – establishing a correspondence
between the generators of both classes, if these are equational – can be obtained;

• what is the relation between the logical counterpart of K and the logic naturally
associated to Tw(K).

To mention but one example, the paper [26] addresses the following question. Consider
the twist construction that, given a Brouwerian lattice L, produces a family of N4-lattices,
i.e. all the possible twist-structures over L according to Definition 2.3. Suppose we relax
the requirements on the factors, that is, we only require L to be a (commutative, inte-
gral) residuated lattice. Then a straightforward generalisation of the construction given
in Definition 2.3 allows one to obtain a family of twist-structures over L, each of them
being itself a (not necessarily integral) commutative residuated lattice [26, Thm. 3.1]. In
the terminology introduced above, letting CIRL be the variety of all commutative integral
residuated lattices, denote by Tw(CIRL) the class of algebras obtained as twist-structures
over some member of CIRL; the algebras in Tw(CIRL) have been dubbed Kalman lattices
in [26]. The authors provide an equational axiomatisation for Kalman lattices, and extend
to the latter class a number of well-known results on N4-lattices, establishing in particu-
lar an analogue of Theorem 2.6. It is further proved in [26] that every Kalman lattice A
embeds into a twist-structure Tw(L), with L ∈ CIRL; an isomorphism result such as that
of Theorem 2.5, however, could so far only be established for the subvariety of CIRL that
satisfies the Glivenko identity :

¬¬(x→ y) ≈ x→ ¬¬y.

The above results have a straightforward categorical counterpart. Namely, one can estab-
lish an adjunction between the algebraic category of CIRL and the category corresponding
to Kalman lattices. If we restrict our attention to special subcategories, then the adjunction
can be upgraded to a categorical equivalence: this holds for the case of the Kalman lattices
corresponding to full twist-structures (where F = I = L, in the terminology of Defini-
tion 2.3) and also for the subcategory of CIRL whose members satisfy the Glivenko identity
(the latter is not among the results explicitly stated in [26], but is an easy consequence
thereof). By specialising this result, one can indeed recover the categorical equivalence
between N4-lattices and twist-structures of type Tw(B, F, I) established in [65].

Over the last decade, the issues dealt with in the papers belonging to the research line
(2) have been naturally formulated in increasingly more general and abstract contexts,
therefore leading to an investigation on the very nature and applicability of the twist-
structure construction, i.e., the line introduced earlier as (3). In our opinion, even today
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the latter studies cannot be said to have attained a fully satisfactory level of generality,
for reasons that will be discussed presently. For the time being, let us mention that the
most interesting series of papers recently published in this direction are certainly those on
biliattices due to H. Priestley and collaborators [28, 29, 30].

The twist (or ‘product’) representation of bilattices may be viewed as a simplification
of the construction for N4-lattices. Indeed, bilattices having an implication (see [20, 125])
correspond, structurally, precisely to those N4-lattices that are representable as twist-
structures Tw(B, F, I) where B = F = I, i.e. the full twist-structures. Thus, as far as
bilattices as twist-structures are concerned, the parameters F and I may be omitted, and
we may simply denote by Tw(B) a twist-structure (over some algebra B) viewed as a
bilattice.

The algebraic language in which bilattices are traditionally presented need not include
the Nelson implication, but it always includes the operations ∧ and ∨ (given, on each
bilattice Tw(B), as per Definition 2.3) as well as an independent pair of lattice operations
(⊗,⊕) defined as in a direct product, that is given, for all ⟨a, b⟩, ⟨c, d⟩ ∈ B ×B, by:

⟨a, b⟩ ⊗ ⟨c, d⟩ := ⟨a ∧ c, b ∧ d⟩,
⟨a, b⟩ ⊕ ⟨c, d⟩ := ⟨a ∨ c, b ∨ d⟩.

These are obviously lattice operations, which determine a second lattice order on Tw(B):
hence the term bi -lattice.

Abstractly, a bilattice may be defined as an algebra A = ⟨A;∧,∨,⊗,⊕⟩ such that the
reducts ⟨A;∧,∨⟩ and ⟨A;⊗,⊕⟩ are both lattices. In practice, the most interesting classes of
bilattices arise by imposing some interaction between the two lattice structures, for instance
by requiring the lattice operations to be monotone with respect to the other lattice order
(so-called interlaced bilattices) or by adding a negation operator ∼ (also given, on twist-
structures, as in Definition 2.3) that reverses the order corresponding to ∧ and ∨ (as in the
case of N4-lattices) while preserving the order that corresponds to ⊗ and ⊕.

Having the four lattice operations available, and independently of the existence of an
implication in the language, we can establish twist representation theorems for various
equationally defined classes of bilattices (see [29, 125] for a comprehensive list). It may be
interesting to observe that, in the case of negation-free bilattices, the equivalence relation Ξ
of Definition 2.1 must be replaced by two relations (say, Ξ+ and Ξ−) which can be defined
(on each bilattice A) as follows (this was first noticed in [19]):

Ξ+ := {⟨a, b⟩ ∈ A×A : a ∧ b = a⊗ b} Ξ− := {⟨a, b⟩ ∈ A×A : a ∧ b = a⊕ b}.

On a twist-structure, Ξ+ is easily seen to be the relation that identifies all the pairs that
share the same second coordinate, while Ξ− identifies all the pairs having the same first
coordinate. Given a bilattice A = ⟨A;∧,∨,⊗,⊕⟩, the twist-structure is then defined on the
direct product ⟨A;∧,∨⟩/Ξ+ × ⟨A;∧,∨⟩/Ξ−. Note that negation-free bilattices are, in this
sense, more general than N4-lattices, for on the latter the two relations are inter-definable:
indeed, we have ⟨a, b⟩ ∈ Ξ+ iff ⟨∼ a,∼ b⟩ ∈ Ξ− and ⟨a, b⟩ ∈ Ξ− iff ⟨∼ a,∼ b⟩ ∈ Ξ+.

The studies of Priestley and her collaborators [28, 29, 30] in the setting of bilattices
(though cast in more abstract categorical terms) resemble the ones we have described with
respect to Kalman lattices: one starts with a class K of algebras (typically lattices, perhaps
enriched with further operations) and looks at the resulting class of (enriched) bilattices
Tw(K) consisting of (in this case, only the full) twist-structures over members of K. The
main novelty in [29] is the observation that the twist representation theorem (and its con-
sequences, notably the equivalence of categories) essentially depends only on the existence
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of certain algebraic terms in the language of Tw(K); the representation results can then be
proved in a uniform categorical way for all the classes of algebras of interest.

Consider a class of algebras K in some algebraic language Σ. To obtain a class Tw(K), it
suffices to fix a set Γ of pairs of Σ terms, declaring Γ to be the algebraic language of Tw(K).
For instance, if K is a class of lattices (so Σ = {∧,∨}), then the bilattice operation ⊗ may
be represented by the pair of 4-ary Σ-terms ⟨s⊗, t⊗⟩ defined by s⊗(x1, x2, x3, x4) := x1∧x3
and t⊗(x1, x2, x3, x4) := x2∧x4, while the bilattice negation ∼ is given by the pair of binary
Σ-terms ⟨s∼, t∼⟩ defined by s∼(x1, x2) := x2 and t∼(x1, x2) := x1.

Now, considering the varieties V(K) and V(Tw(K)) generated by (respectively) K and
Tw(K), Cabrer and Priestley pose the following question: under which conditions can
one establish a twist representation theorem between V(K) and V(Tw(K)), thereby also
obtaining an equivalence between the corresponding algebraic categories? The surprisingly
simple answer, which constitutes the main new insight of [29], is that a sufficient condition
for this to hold is the existence of certain terms in Γ .

Thus, for instance, one requires the existence of a Γ -term v such that, for every A ∈ K
and for all a, b, c, d ∈ A, one has v(⟨a, b⟩, ⟨c, d⟩) = ⟨a, d⟩. The role of this term, which in the
case of bilattices can be given by v(x, y) := (x⊗ (x ∨ y)) ⊕ (y ⊗ (x ∧ y)), is to merge pairs
of elements. One also postulates a permuting Γ -term s satisfying s(⟨a, b⟩) = ⟨b, a⟩, which
is obviously the bilattice (or Nelson) negation; see [29, Definition 3.1] for further details.

If the above-mentioned terms exist, then a twist representation theorem and a categorical
equivalence can be established between V(K) and V(Tw(K)). As shown in [29], virtually
all the classes of bilattices known to be representable as twist-structures (as of 2015) pos-
sess algebraic terms that satisfy the above-mentioned requirements. Hence, all the known
corresponding categorical equivalences – which had been established by different ad hoc
constructions in the previous literature – are retrieved as special cases of the general re-
sults of [30, 29]; even certain biliattice-like algebras (e.g. trilattices) and classes of bilattices
not previously known to be representable (e.g. bilattices with a negation and a so-called
conflation that do not commute with each other) are covered by the same approach.

To conclude our overview of abstractions, let us mention an even more general twist
construction introduced in a series of recent papers [96, 122, 124, 127, 130, 131]. The latter
explore the possibility of representing Nelson-like and bilattice-like algebras endowed with
a negation that is not necessarily involutive. The motivation for such a study comes from
two independent lines of research: on the one hand, the study of algebraic structures arising
as duals of bitopological spaces [62]; on the other hand, an algebraic investigation of the
meaning and implications of the Nelson identity in the setting of (non-involutive) residuated
lattices.

Drawing inspiration from the representation of negation-free bilattices, one may start
from a direct product L+ × L− of two algebras having a lattice reduct (plus perhaps ad-
ditional operations), requiring L+ and L− to be (not necessarily isomorphic, as in the
Nelson and bilattice cases, but) related by two maps n : L+ → L− and p : L− → L+

that satisfy suitable conditions (e.g. forming a Galois connection). Then, by letting
∼⟨a, b⟩ := ⟨p(b), n(a)⟩ for all ⟨a, b⟩ ∈ L+×L−, one obtains a negation-like operator satisfying
properties that will depend on what we ask of the maps n and p: as a limit case, by requir-
ing both to be mutually inverse isomorphisms, we recover the standard twist construction
for involutive algebras.
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The four bilattice operations on L+ ×L− may be defined as in the case of negation-free
bilattices, namely, letting

⟨a, b⟩ ∧ ⟨c, d⟩ := ⟨a ∧+ c, b ∨− d⟩
where ∧+ denotes the meet on L+ and ∧− denotes the meet on L−, and similarly with
the other meet (⊗) and the two joins (∨ and ⊕). Further operations that shuffle the two
components may also be easily obtained in this setting, for instance a Nelson-like implication
can be defined by:

⟨a, b⟩ → ⟨c, d⟩ := ⟨a→+ c, n(a) ∧− d⟩
where →+ denotes the implication on L+.

As shown in [128], this straightforward generalisation proved to be sufficiently flexible
to represent a number of classes of algebras related to bilattice and Nelson logics (and
even, as a limit case, Heyting algebras themselves). This generalisation, whose limits are
currently being investigated, has already enabled us to resolve various questions related to
these algebras.

2.5. Priestley duality for bounded N4-lattices. As mentioned earlier, an N4-lattice
A = ⟨A;∧,∨,→,∼⟩ may be viewed as a De Morgan lattice ⟨A;∧,∨,∼⟩ structurally enriched
with an implication operation. If A is bounded (by ⊥ and ⊤), then ⟨A;∧,∨,∼,⊥,⊤⟩ is a
bounded De Morgan lattice (i.e. a De Morgan algebra); and a De Morgan algebra, in turn,
is just a bounded distributive lattice enriched with an involutive dual automorphism. This
observation inspired Cornish and Fowler [36, 37] to introduce a Priestley-style topological
duality for De Morgan algebras which is a straightforward extension of standard Priestley
duality for bounded distributive lattices [114]. In the Cornish-Fowler duality, the topologi-
cal spaces that form the category dual to De Morgan lattices (De Morgan spaces) are just
Priestley spaces equipped with an extra unary function that is an order-reversing homeo-
morphism. It is also easy to specialise the duality in order to obtain spaces corresponding
to Kleene algebras, i.e. De Morgan algebras that additionally satisfy the following Kleene
identity :

x ∧ ∼x ≈ x ∧ ∼x ∧ (y ∨ ∼ y).

The latter observation is relevant in the Nelson setting, for it is well known that the class
of implication-free reducts of N3-lattices is (precisely) the class of Kleene algebras.

The above considerations suggest that the Cornish-Fowler approach to duality might
be successfully extended to N4- and N3-lattices, obtaining a duality for these two classes
of algebras that relies on the Cornish-Fowler duality just as the latter relied on Priestley
duality for distributive lattices. This strategy was indeed successfully pursued by Odintsov,
who introduced in [107] a Priestley-style duality for N4-lattices based on the Cornish-Fowler
duality for De Morgan lattices, thereby also obtaining, by specialisation, a duality for N3-
lattices (the latter class of algebras had however been studied from a duality point of view
already by Sendlewski [133] and Cignoli [32]).

Before we get into the details of Odintsov’s duality for N4-lattices, let us mention an
alternative approach which may be employed in a duality-theoretic study of these algebras.
As mentioned in the preceding subsection, the twist representation of N4-lattices can be
easily formulated as a (covariant) categorical equivalence between N4-lattices and a cat-
egory having for objects tuples of type (B, F, I), where B is a Brouwerian lattice, F is a
dense lattice filter and I is a lattice ideal of B. This suggests that, by introducing a category
of topological spaces dual to the category of tuples of type (B, F, I), we would also obtain
a duality for N4-lattices simply by composing the relevant functors. This is the approach
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applied to N4-lattices in [64, 65] and extended to more general algebras in [128] (see also
the earlier papers [76, 88] on dualities for various classes of bilattices).

As Odintsov’s duality relied on the Cornish-Fowler duality for De Morgan lattices, so
the approach developed in [64, 65] relies on Esakia duality for Heyting algebras, which
is essentially a restriction (rather than an extension) of Priestley duality for distributive
lattices. Indeed, the fact that Esakia duality concerns more familiar algebraic structures and
spaces may be regarded as an advantage of the twist-structure-based approach to duality
over Odintsov’s proposal.

Let us now recall the main definitions and results involved in the duality for N4-lattices
introduced in [107]. The original Priestley duality concerns the category D of bounded
distributive lattices and bounded lattice homomorphisms. Usually, Priestley-style dualities
deal with algebras that have a bounded lattice reduct. The presence of the bounds is not a
necessary requirement, but the corresponding spaces turn out to be more natural than those
one would obtain by allowing for unbounded algebras. In the same spirit, Odintsov [107]
also develops his duality only for bounded N4-lattices; for details on how to deal with
(Esakia duality for) unbounded algebras, see [64, 65].

To every bounded distributive lattice L, one associates the set X(L) of its prime filters.
On X(L) one has the Priestley topology τ , generated by the sets φ(a) := {x ∈ X(L) : a ∈ x}
and φ′(a) := {x ∈ X(L) : a ̸∈ x}, and the inclusion relation between prime filters as an
order. The resulting ordered topological spaces are called Priestley spaces. Abstractly, a
Priestley space is defined as a compact ordered topological space ⟨X, τ,≤⟩ such that, for
all x, y ∈ X, if x ̸≤ y, then there is a clopen up-set U ⊆ X with x ∈ U and y /∈ U . This
condition is known as the Priestley separation axiom. It follows that ⟨X, τ⟩ is a Stone space.

A homomorphism h between bounded distributive lattices L and L′ gives rise to a func-
tion X(h) : X(L′) → X(L), defined by X(h)(x′) = h−1[x′], that is continuous and order-
preserving. Taking functions with these properties (called Priestley functions) as morphisms
between Priestley spaces one obtains the category PrSp, and X is now readily recognised
as a contravariant functor from D to PrSp.

For a functor in the opposite direction, one associates to every Priestley space X =
⟨X, τ,≤⟩ the set L(X) of clopen up-sets. This is a bounded distributive lattice with respect
to the set-theoretic operations ∩,∪, ∅, and X. To a Priestley function f : X → X ′ one
associates the function L(f), given by L(f)(U ′) = f−1[U ′], which is a bounded lattice
homomorphism from L(X ′) to L(X). So L constitutes a contravariant functor from PrSp
to D.

The two functors are adjoint to each other with the units given by:

ΦL : L → L(X(L)) ΦL(a) = {x ∈ X(L) : a ∈ x}
ΨX : X → X(L(X)) ΨX(x) = {U ∈ L(X) : x ∈ U}

One shows that these are the components of a natural transformation from the identity
functor on D to L ◦ X, and from the identity functor on PrSp to X ◦ L, respectively,
satisfying the required diagrams for an adjunction. In particular, they are morphisms in
their respective categories. Furthermore, they are isomorphisms and thus the central result
of Priestley duality is obtained.

Theorem 2.8. The category D of bounded distributive lattices with homomorphisms is
dually equivalent to the category PrSp of Priestley spaces with Priestley functions via the
above-defined functors X and L.
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As mentioned earlier, in order to obtain a duality for bounded De Morgan lattices, it
suffices to find a way to represent the De Morgan negation on Priestley spaces. This was
accomplished by Cornish and Fowler [36, 37] as follows. Given a bounded De Morgan lattice
L = ⟨L;∧,∨,∼, 0, 1⟩ and a prime filter x ∈ X(L), define:

∼x := {a ∈ L : ∼ a ∈ x}.

For any x ∈ X(L), we have that ∼x is a prime ideal. Hence, defining:

g(x) := L \ ∼x

we have that g(x) is a prime filter (this construction dates back, at least, to [9]). It is then
easy to check that the map g : X(L) → X(L) is an order-reversing involution on the poset
⟨X(L),⊆⟩, i.e., that g2 = idX(L) and, for all x, y ∈ X(L), we have:

x ⊆ y iff g(y) ⊆ g(x).

If we endow X(L) with the Priestley topology, we have that the structure

⟨X(L), τ,⊆, g⟩
is a De Morgan space, which is abstractly defined as follows: a De Morgan space is a
structure X = ⟨X, τ,≤, g⟩ where ⟨X, τ,≤⟩ is a Priestley space and g : X → X is an order-
reversing homeomorphism such that g2 = idX .

Conversely, given a De Morgan space X = ⟨X, τ,≤, g⟩, one defines on the Priestley dual
⟨L(X);∩,∪, ∅, X⟩ an operation ∼ as follows. For any U ∈ L(X), let

g[U ] := {g(x) : x ∈ U}
and

∼U := X − g[U ].

Then ⟨L(X);∩,∪,∼, ∅, X⟩ is a bounded De Morgan lattice. One also shows that the unit
maps ΦL preserve the negation, so they are bounded De Morgan lattice isomorphisms.

On the spatial side one defines a De Morgan function f : X → X ′ to be a Priestley
function for which f ◦ g = g′ ◦ f . One then shows that the unit maps ΨX are in fact De
Morgan functions and hence De Morgan isomorphisms (since the extra structure g can be
viewed as a unary algebraic operation).

Theorem 2.9. The category DM of bounded De Morgan lattices with homomorphisms is
dually equivalent to the category DMSp of De Morgan spaces with De Morgan functions via
the above-defined functors X and L.

De Morgan duality specialises to one between the full subcategories of bounded Kleene
lattices and Kleene spaces, defined as follows. Given a De Morgan space ⟨X, τ,≤, g⟩, consider
the sets

X+ := {x ∈ X : x ≤ g(x)}, X− := {x ∈ X : g(x) ≤ x}.
A Kleene space is then defined as a De Morgan space ⟨X, τ,≤, g⟩ such that X = X+ ∪X−.
specialising Kleene algebras further to Boolean algebras one obtains the classical Stone
duality by insisting that g be the identity map.

In order to extend the Cornish-Fowler duality to N4-lattices, it only remains to take
care of the Nelson implication operator.

Let A = ⟨A;∧,∨,→,∼⟩ be an N4-lattice, and let X(A) be the De Morgan space corre-
sponding to the →-free reduct of A. We are going to use the quasiorder ≼ of Definition 2.1
to distinguish the prime filters of A between two further kinds.
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A filter x ∈ X(A) is a special filter of the first kind (sffk for short) if, for all a, b ∈ A,
a ∈ x and a ≼ b imply b ∈ x. Dually, x ∈ X(A) is a special filter of the second kind (sfsk
for short) if, for all a, b ∈ A, a ∈ F and ¬b ≼ ¬a imply b ∈ F .

Every prime filter in X(A) is either a sffk or a sfsk (it may be both). That is, we have

X(A) = X1(A) ∪X2(A),

where X1(A) denotes the set of prime filters of the first kind and X2(A) the set of prime
filters of the second kind. On the other hand, as mentioned earlier, in general we do not
have

X(A) = X+(A) ∪X−(A)

unless the De Morgan reduct of A is a Kleene algebra. The following properties, however,
hold for arbitrary N4-lattices.

Proposition 2.10. Let A be an N4-lattice.

1. ⟨X(A), τ,⊆, g⟩ is a De Morgan space.

2. g[X1(A)] = X2(A).

3. X(A) = X1(A) ∪X2(A) and X1(A) ∩X2(A) = X+(A) ∩X−(A).

4. X1(A) is closed in τ and X1(A) with the induced topology is an Esakia space3.

5. For all x ∈ X1(A) and y ∈ X2(A), if x ⊆ y, then x ∈ X+(A), y ∈ X−(A) and
there exists z ∈ X(A) such that x, g[y] ⊆ z ⊆ g[x], y.

6. For all x ∈ X2(A) and y ∈ X1(A), if x ⊆ y, then x ∈ X+(A), y ∈ X−(A) and
x ⊆ g[y].

Odintsov [107] defines an N4-space to be a tuple X = ⟨X,X1, τ,≤, g⟩ such that properties
(1) to (6) of Proposition 2.10 (where X2 := g[X1]) are satisfied.

Given an N4-space ⟨X,X1, τ,≤, g⟩, the algebra ⟨L(X);∩,∪,∼, ∅, X⟩ defined as before is
a bounded De Morgan lattice. On this lattice, one defines an implication operation → as
follows: for any U, V ∈ L(X),

U → V :=
(
X1 \ ((U\V ) ∩X1)↓

)
∪
(
X2 \ (g[U ]\V )

)
.

Then ⟨L(X);∩,∪,→,∼, ∅, X⟩ is a bounded N4-lattice.

To complete the picture, one defines an N4-function to be a function f between N4-spaces
⟨X,X1, τ,≤, g⟩ and ⟨Y, Y 1, τ ′,≤′, g′⟩ that satisfies the following:

(i) f is a De Morgan function from ⟨X, τ,≤, g⟩ to ⟨.Y, τ ′,≤′, g′⟩.
(ii) f [X1] ⊆ Y 1.

(iii) f : X1 → Y is an Esakia function, i.e., for any open O ∈ τ ′,

f−1[(O ∩ Y 1)↓] ∩X1 = (f−1[O ∩ Y 1])↓ ∩X1.

Theorem 2.11. [107, Thm. 5.4] The category N4 of bounded N4-lattices with homomor-
phisms is dually equivalent to the category N4Sp of N4-spaces with N4-functions via the
above-defined functors X and L.

By specialising Theorem 2.11 one obtains a duality for N3-lattices: as expected, the
corresponding spaces are precisely those N4-spaces of type ⟨X,X1, τ,≤, g⟩ that satisfy X+∪
X− = X.

3An Esakia space (also known as Heyting space) is a Priestley space such that, for any open set O, the
downset O↓ is also open [44, 115].
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We conclude the section by giving a few more details on the alternative approach to
duality (called “two-sorted duality” in [128]) that was mentioned earlier. We restrict our
attention to bounded N4-lattices, corresponding to triples (H, F, I) such that H is a Heyting
algebra (rather than a Brouwerian lattice), but the result is established for the unbounded
case as well in [65]. This duality also builds on Priestley and Esakia but (unlike Odintsov’s)
it does not rely on the results of Cornish and Fowler.

The category N4 of N4-lattices is defined as before; moreover, we have a category Tw
whose objects are triples (H, F, I) such that H is a Heyting algebra, F ⊆ H is a dense filter
of H and I ⊆ H a lattice ideal. A morphism between objects (H1, F1, I1), (H2, F2, I2) ∈ Tw
is a Heyting algebras homomorphism h : H1 → H2 that preserves the filter and the ideal,
that is, we require h[F1] ⊆ F2 and h[I1] ⊆ I2.

One can then define functors N : Tw → N4 and T : N4 → Tw that establish a covariant
equivalence between both categories. So far as objects go, given (H, F, I) ∈ Tw, we follow
Definition 2.3, letting N(H, F, I) := Tw(B, F, I). Conversely, given a bounded N4-lattice
A ∈ N4, we let T (A) := (B(A), F (A), I(A)) be given as in Theorem 2.5. As for mor-
phisms, given objects (H1, F1, I1), (H2, F2, I2) ∈ Tw and a Tw-morphism h between them,
we let N(h) : Tw(H1, F1, I1) → Tw(H2, F2, I2) be given by N(h)(⟨a, b⟩) := ⟨h(a), h(b)⟩.
Conversely, to a bounded N4-lattice homomorphism g : A1 → A2 we associate the Tw-
morphism T (g) : (B(A1), F (A1), I(A1)) → (B(A2), F (A2), I(A2)) given by T (g)(a/Ξ1) :=
g(a)/Ξ2, where Ξ1 and Ξ2 are the equivalence relations defined on A1 and A2 according to
Definition 2.1.

Theorem 2.12 ([65], Thm. 2.6). The category N4 of bounded N4-lattices with homomor-
phisms is equivalent to the category Tw via the above-defined functors N and T .

Now it suffices to invoke Esakia’s results on Heyting algebras to obtain a duality between
the category Tw (and, hence, also N4) and a category of enriched topological spaces defined
as follows.

Given a Priestley space ⟨X, τ,≤⟩, denote by max(X) the set of points of X that are
maximal with respect to ≤. Following [65, Def. 3.3], we define an NE-space as a tuple
X = ⟨X, τ,≤, C,O⟩ such that ⟨X, τ,≤⟩ is an Esakia space, C ⊆ X is a closed set such
that max(X) ⊆ C and O ⊆ X is an open up-set. To an NE-space X = ⟨X, τ,≤, C,O⟩ we
associate the triple L(X) := (L(X), FC , IO), where L(X) is the Heyting algebra of clopen
up-sets corresponding to the Esakia space ⟨X, τ,≤⟩, FC := {U ∈ L(X) : C ⊆ U} and
IO := {U ∈ L(X) : U ⊆ O}. Since FC is a dense filter and IO an ideal of L(X), we have
that (L(X), FC , IO) ∈ Tw. Conversely, to each (H, F, I) ∈ Tw we associate the NE-space
X(H, F, I) := ⟨X(L), τ,⊆, CF , OI⟩ such that ⟨X(L), τ,⊆⟩ is the Esakia space dual to the
Heyting algebra H, CF :=

⋂{φ(a) : a ∈ F} and OI :=
⋃{φ(a) : a ∈ I}.

A morphism between NE-spaces ⟨X1, τ1,≤1, C1, O1⟩ and ⟨X2, τ2,≤2, C2, O2⟩ is defined
as an Esakia function f : X1 → X2 that satisfies f [C1] ⊆ C2 and f−1[C2] ⊆ O1. The dual
L(f) of a morphism of NE-spaces is defined as in Priestley duality, and is readily verified
to be a morphism in the category Tw. Conversely, the dual X(h) of a Tw-morphism h,
once again defined as in Priestley duality, is a morphism of NE-spaces. We thus reach the
following equivalence results.

Theorem 2.13. [65, Thm. 3.11] The category NESp of NE-spaces is dually equivalent to
the category Tw via the above-defined functors L and X.

Theorem 2.14. [65, Cor. 3.12] The category N4 of bounded N4-lattices with homomor-
phisms is dually equivalent to the category NESp of NE-spaces via the functors X ◦ T and
N ◦ L.
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Having laid down the details of both alternative dualities for bounded N4-lattices, we
can close the section with a comparative remark. As mentioned earlier, an advantage of the
two-sorted duality is that it allows one to work within the more well-known setting of Esakia
spaces, without any need to refer to Cornish and Fowler’s results on De Morgan algebras;
while a drawback, one might argue, is that the duality is indirect in that it relies essentially
on the covariant equivalence between N4 and Tw, and thus on the twist representation for
N4-lattices. However, an inspection of the proofs contained in [107] reveals that Odintsov’s
duality also relies heavily (if more covertly) on the twist representation.

Another feature that makes Odintsov’s proposal somewhat unusual among Priestley-
type dualities is the following. As is well known, it is possible to give a logical reading of
Priestley-type dualities: since the points of the space dual to an algebra (say, a Heyting or
a Boolean algebra) are logical filters, they correspond to (prime) theories of (intutionistic,
or classical) logic; the same continues to hold in the setting of the Cornish-Fowler duality
for De Morgan lattices if we view the latter as an algebraic semantics for the Belnap-
Dunn logic [48]. This correspondence is not preserved in Odintsov’s duality, because the
space dual to a N4-lattice consists of filters of the first kind (which correspond to theories
of Nelson’s paraconsistent logic) as well as filters of the second kind (which do not). In
contrast, the correspondence between points and logical theories is restored by the duality
of [65], because the poset of (prime) filters on the Heyting algebra H(A) associated to a
given N4-lattice A is isomorphic to the poset of the (prime) filters of the first kind on A.

3. Nelson and residuated lattices

3.1. N3- and N4-lattices as residuated algebras. As mentioned in Subsection 2.1, an
N3-lattice may be alternatively defined as:

(i) an involutive CIBRL A = ⟨A;∧,∨, ∗,⇒, 1, 0⟩ that further satisfies (Nelson);

(ii) an N4-lattice A = ⟨A;∧,∨,→,∼⟩, given as per Definition 2.1, that further satis-
fies any of the properties in Proposition 2.2 (this is Rasiowa’s original definition as
rephrased by Odintsov).

The above correspondence amounts to a term equivalence between the two classes of
algebras. To go from (i) to (ii), it suffices to let:

x→ y := x⇒ (x⇒ y)

∼x := x⇒ 0.

For the other direction, one defines (letting |x| := x⇒ x):

x⇒ y :=
(
x→ y

)
∧
(
∼ y → ∼x)

x ∗ y := ∼(x⇒ ∼ y)

1 := |x|
0 := ∼ 1.

As mentioned earlier, Spinks and Veroff [137] have established a similar result for general
N4-lattices. In this endeavour, the first challenge must have been to come up with a suitable
alternative presentation for N4-lattices as residuated structures. Note, for instance, that
one cannot hope to be dealing with residuated lattices in the sense of [51], for we know
that an N4-lattice may not have any term definable algebraic constant, hence there may
be no neutral element for the ∗ operation. Furthermore, it is not hard to check that the
definition x → y := x ⇒ (x ⇒ y) cannot possibly work in the setting of general N4-
lattices; a more involved term needs to be used, significantly complicating the proof of term
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equivalence. Simpler terms and a simpler proof may be obtained if we allow ourselves to
expand the language of N4-lattices with a constant (to be interpreted as the neutral element
of the monoid operation). Such a strategy, pursued in [25], is unsatisfactory in that we are
restricting our attention to a proper subclass – which is not even a sub(quasi)variety – of
N4-lattices.

Spink and Veroff’s solution to the first issue was to introduce the class of dimorphic
paraconsistent Nelson RW-algebras. Here, “RW” is a reference to Brady’s contraction-free
relevance logic RW [21], and in fact Spinks and Veroff’s term equivalence result entails that
paraconsistent Nelson logic may be viewed as an axiomatic extension of RW (for further
background on the involved terminology, we refer the interested reader to [137]). We may
gradually approach their definition through the following observations. Starting with an
N4-lattice A = ⟨A;∧,∨,→,∼⟩ given as per Definition 2.1, let

x⇒ y :=
(
x→ y

)
∧
(
∼ y → ∼x)

and
x ∗ y := ∼(x⇒ ∼ y).

In this way one may be reassured to verify that the pair (∗,⇒) satisfies the residuation
property introduced in Subsection 2.1. One may furthermore show that:

(i) The algebra ⟨A;∧,∨, ∗,⇒⟩ is the 1-free subreduct of a commutative residuated lat-
tice.

(ii) The identity x ⇒ y ≈ ∼ y ⇒ ∼x (well known to hold on all involutive residuated
lattices) is satisfied.

The class of algebras satisfying the first of the above items has been characterised as the
variety of adjunctive residuated lattice-ordered semigroups. These are algebras ⟨A;∧,∨, ∗,⇒
⟩ of type ⟨2, 2, 2, 2⟩ such that ⟨A;∧,∨⟩ is a lattice (with an order ≤), the operation ∗ is
associative and commutative, and, for all a, b, c ∈ A:

(i) if a ≤ b, then a ∗ c ≤ b ∗ c (compatibility)

(ii) a ∗ b ≤ c iff a ≤ b⇒ c (residuation)

(iii) (|a| ∧ |b|) ⇒ c ≤ c (adjunction).

It is known that the above conditions may be replaced by identities; hence adjunctive
residuated lattice-ordered semigroups form an equational class.

Summing up the previous observations, we have that every N4-lattice A = ⟨A;∧,∨,→
,∼⟩ has a term definable reduct which is the subreduct of a (distributive) residuated lattice;
moreover, the operation ∼ is a compatible involution, i.e. we have a ⇒ b = ∼ b ⇒ ∼ a and
∼∼ a = a for all a, b ∈ A. Even all these properties taken together, however, are still not
enough to provide an alternative characterisation of N4-lattices. To achieve this, we need
one more identity, and some ingenuity. Defining:

(1) x→′ y := (x ∧ |y|) ⇒ ((x ∧ |y|) ⇒ y)

we observe that every N4-lattice satisfies the identity x→′ y ≈ x→ y, suggesting one may
define in this way the weak implication in terms of the strong one. We further note that
the following identity, called Internal Weakening in [137, p. 332], is also satisfied:

(x ∗ y) →′ x ≈ |(x ∗ y) →′ x| .

Let us define A = ⟨A;∧,∨, ∗,⇒,∼⟩ to be an algebra of type ⟨2, 2, 2, 2, 1⟩ such that:

(i) the reduct ⟨A;∧,∨, ∗,⇒⟩ is a distributive and adjunctive residuated lattice-ordered
semigroup,
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(ii) the operation ∼ is a compatible involution,

(iii) letting

x→ y := (x ∧ |y|) ⇒ ((x ∧ |y|) ⇒ y),

we have:

x⇒ y ≈
(
x→ y

)
∧
(
∼ y → ∼x) and (x ∗ y) → x ≈ |(x ∗ y) → x| .

Spinks and Veroff [137] dub such a structure a dimorphic paraconsistent Nelson RW-algebra,
and proceed to show that, from every such algebra A = ⟨A;∧,∨, ∗,⇒,∼⟩, we may obtain
an N4-lattice ⟨A;∧,∨,→,∼⟩ by the above prescriptions. Since every N4-lattice also gives
rise to a dimorphic paraconsistent Nelson RW-algebra as described above, we have mutually
inverse translations that establish a term equivalence, as anticipated.

Spinks and Veroff’s result has several consequences, both logical and algebraic. On a
logical level, it allows us to view the paraconsistent system of Nelson as a contraction-
free relevance logic, and thus to place it within the taxonomy of well-known relevance
systems. We have observed earlier that Brady’s logic RW may be viewed as a weakening of
paraconsistent Nelson logic; we may now further verify that several other systems can be
obtained as axiomatic extensions of Nelson’s – for instance the system BN of Slaney, the
three-valued relevance logic with mingle RM3, the nilpotent minimum logic NM of Esteva
and Godo (see [137, p. 328] for further examples and background). Obviously the original
logic of Nelson, as well as all its strengthenings (e.g. the three-valued logic of  Lukasiewicz),
are also extensions of paraconsistent Nelson.

On an algebraic level, the term equivalence allows one to apply or adapt to the setting of
(N3- and) N4-lattices results that are known to hold for residuated structures. We have,
for instance, that the variety of N4-lattices is congruence-permutable [137, Thm. 4.24],
therefore also arithmetical, and enjoys equationally definable principal congruences. Spinks
and Veroff also obtain further information on definable term functions: they show, for
instance, that N4-lattices possess a ternary and a quaternary deductive term in the sense
of Blok and Pigozzi [15], and identify the discriminator varieties of N4-lattices. All these
results obviously specialise to N3-lattices as well.

3.2. Further characterisations of N3-lattices. We have mentioned in Subsection 2.2
that, in contrast to the case of N4-lattices, for N3-lattices a concise and elegant equational
axiomatisation is available. This is due to Diana Brignole [22], who built on earlier work
by Antonio Monteiro. In Brignole’s presentation, an N3-lattice is defined as an algebra
A = ⟨A;∧,∨,→,∼, 1⟩ of type ⟨2, 2, 2, 1, 0⟩ that satisfies the following identities:

(N3.i) x ∨ 1 ≈ 1

(N3.ii) x ∧ (x ∨ y) ≈ x

(N3.iii) x ∧ (y ∨ z) ≈ (x ∧ y) ∨ (x ∧ z)

(N3.iv) ∼∼x ≈ x

(N3.v) ∼(x ∧ y) ≈ ∼x ∨ ∼ y

(N3.vi) x ∧ ∼x ≤ y ∨ ∼ y

(N3.vii) x→ x ≈ 1

(N3.viii) ∼x ∨ y ≤ x→ y

(N3.ix) x ∧ (∼x ∨ y) ≈ x ∧ (x→ y)

(N3.x) x→ (y ∧ z) ≈ (x→ y) ∧ (x→ z)

(N3.xi) x→ (y → z) ≈ (x ∧ y) → z.



NELSON ALGEBRAS, RESIDUATED LATTICES AND ROUGH SETS: A SURVEY 23

The preceding identities entail that, upon letting 0 := ∼ 1, the structure ⟨A;∧,∨,∼, 0, 1⟩
is a Kleene algebra; thus, conversely, a Nelson algebra may be defined as a Kleene al-
gebra structurally expanded with a binary connective → (of weak implication) satisfying
identities (N3.vii) to (N3.xi).

A number of new characterisations of N3-lattices in terms of the strong implication have
been presented in the paper [95], which is probably the latest study of N3-lattices from the
standpoint of residuated lattices. We conclude the section by recalling a few of them.

Let A = ⟨A;∧,∨, ∗,⇒, 1, 0⟩ be a compatibly involutive CIBRL, i.e. one that satisfies the
identities x⇒ y ≈ ∼ y ⇒ ∼x and ∼∼x ≈ x (where, as before ∼x := x⇒ 0). Abbreviating
x2 := x ∗ x and x3 := x ∗ x ∗ x, we can write the important 3-potency identity:

x3 ≈ x2.

Let us also abbreviate x → y := x2 ⇒ y. Consider, as in Subsection 2.2, a relation ≼
defined, for all a, b ∈ A, by a ≼ b iff a → b = 1. Note that, on a CIBRL A, we could
equivalently define a ≼ b iff a2 ≤ b. If A is moreover 3-potent, then ≼ is a quasiorder
which may be used to obtain a Heyting algebra quotient (cf. [95, p. 2309] and Definition 2.1
above).

The first characterisation we present allows us to view the property of “being Nelson”
as an order-theoretic one.

Proposition 3.1. [95, Thm. 4.11] Let A be a 3-potent compatibly involutive CIBRL (with
a lattice order ≤), and let ≼ be given as above. Further define a ≼′ b iff ∼ b ≼ ∼ a for all
a, b ∈ A. The following are equivalent:

(a) A is an N3-lattice.

(b) The relation ≼ ∩ ≼′ is a partial order coinciding with ≤.

(c) The relation ≼ ∩ ≼′ is a partial order.

(d) The relation ≼ ∩ ≼′ is antisymmetric.

The following result is instead purely algebraic, and gives us two equivalent alternatives
to (Nelson).

Proposition 3.2. Let A be a compatibly involutive CIBRL. The following are equivalent:

(a) A is an N3-lattice.

(b) A satisfies x ∗ y ≈ (x2 ∗ y) ∨ (x ∗ y2) [95, Prop. 4.1].

(c) A satisfies x ≈ x2 ∨ (x ∧ ∼x) [95, Thm. 6.1].

We stress that the equivalences stated in Proposition 3.2 rely essentially on the involu-
tivity of the negation; it is for instance easy to observe that, in a non-necessarily involutive
setting, the identity x ≈ x2 ∨ (x ∧ ∼x) follows from, but does not entail, (Nelson) [126,
Lemma 5.1].

The next two characterisations we present have once more an order-theoretic flavour.

Proposition 3.3. [95, Prop. 4.4] Let A be a compatibly involutive CIBRL. The following
are equivalent:

(a) A is an N3-lattice.

(b) A is 3-potent and satisfies the quasi-identity: if x2 ≈ y2 and (∼x)2 ≈ (∼ y)2, then
x ≈ y.
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The preceding characterisation suggests that (Nelson) not only entails (as is easily ver-
ified) the above quasi-identity, but also 3-potency. On the other hand, in the absence of
3-potency the quasi-identity alone does not seem to be sufficient to ensure that a compatibly
involutive CIBRL be an N3-lattice.

We know that we may drop the assumption of 3-potency if we slightly modify the above
quasi-identity, as shown by the following result.

Proposition 3.4. [95, Prop. 4.10] Let A be a compatibly involutive CIBRL. The following
are equivalent:

(a) A is an N3-lattice.

(b) A satisfies the quasi-identity: if x2 ≤ y and (∼ y)2 ≤ ∼x, then x ≤ y.

In the light of the Priestley duality for N3-lattices expounded in Subsection 2.5, the
quasi-identities considered above may be read as follows: whenever two elements a, b of an
N3-lattice are distinct, then either a2 ̸= b2, in which case there is a special (prime) filter
of the first kind containing (say) a but not containing b, or (∼ a)2 ̸= (∼ b)2, in which case
there is a special (prime) filter of the second kind containing (say) a but not b. Given
the well-known correspondence between filters and congruences on residuated lattices, it
is natural to ask whether the previous properties might also be rephrased in congruence-
theoretic terms. This leads us to consider the notion of congruence orderability introduced
in [95].

Given any algebra A, let us denote by θ(a, b) the least congruence on A that relates a
and b. Assuming A has some constant c in its language, we shall say that A is c-congruence
orderable if, for all a, b ∈ A,

θ(a, c) = θ(b, c) implies a = b.

The term “orderability” may be justified by noting that, on a c-congruence orderable algebra
A, the relation ≤ defined by

a ≤ b if and only if θ(a, c) ⊆ θ(b, c)

is indeed a partial order. The notion of congruence orderability, which can be traced back
to the work of Büchi and Owens [23], has been formally introduced and extensively explored
in [59].

In the setting of lattices that are either bounded or residuated, it is natural to investigate
the c-congruence orderable algebras for c ∈ {0, 1}. In many cases, c-congruence orderabil-
ity turns out to be captured by identities: we have, for instance, that the 1-congruence
orderable CIBRLs (no involutivity being assumed) are precisely the Heyting algebras [95,
Prop. 5.8], while the 0-congruence orderable ones are precisely the Boolean algebras [95,
Prop. 5.9]. If we restrict our attention to involutive CIBRLs, then the 1-congruence or-
derable members coincide with the 0-congruence orderable ones, which are the Boolean
algebras [95, Prop. 5.10].

The previous considerations entail that N3-lattices are, in general, neither 1- nor 0-
congruence orderable; but one may ask whether a similar property may be employed to
characterise N3-lattices, for instance among involutive CIBRLs. This question led to the
introduction of the notion of (c, d)-congruence orderability in [95], which we now proceed
to formally define.
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Let A be an algebra having constants c and d in its language4. We say that A is
(c, d)-congruence orderable when, for all a, b ∈ A, we have that

θ(a, c) = θ(b, c) and θ(a, d) = θ(b, d) imply a = b.

It is clear that the above notion may be applied to various classes of bounded lattices,
residuated lattices (having a designated constant 0) etc. With regards to N3-lattices, we
may observe the following:

(i) On any N3-lattice A and for all a, b ∈ A, we have θ(a, 1) = θ(b, 1) if and only if the
elements a and b generate the same special filter of the first kind (that is, a and b
are indistinguishable by means of special filters of the first kind).

(ii) Symmetrically, we have that θ(a, 0) = θ(b, 0) if and only if a and b generate the same
special filter of the second kind.

(iii) By the previous considerations, every N3-lattice is (0, 1)-congruence orderable [95,
Cor. 5.4].

(iv) In fact, N3-lattices are precisely the class of (0, 1)-congruence orderable involutive
CIBRLs [95, Thm. 5.11].

N3-lattices further satisfy an even stronger congruence-theoretic property, namely, they
are (0, 1)-Fregean. According to Idziak et al. [59], an algebra A having a constant c is
c-Fregean if A is both c-congruence orderable and c-regular, the latter meaning that con-
gruences on A are determined by their c-coset (for all congruences θ1, θ2, one has θ1 = θ2
whenever c/θ1 = c/θ2). N3-lattices are 1-regular as well as 0-regular, but they are obvi-
ously neither 1- nor 0-Fregean. Following [95, p. 2313], we say that an algebra A having
residually distinct constants c and d is (0, 1)-Fregean when A is (0, 1)-congruence orderable
and both c- and d-regular. According to this definition, N3-lattices are (0, 1)-Fregean [95,
Thm. 5.11]; in fact, we have the following more informative result.

Proposition 3.5. [95, Cor. 7.2] Let A be a compatibly involutive CIBRL. The following
are equivalent:

(a) A is an N3-lattice.

(b) A is (0, 1)-congruence orderable.

(c) A is (0, 1)-Fregean.

As the reader will have guessed, the properties of being (c, d)-congruence orderable (or
Fregean) may be studied in more general settings (see e.g. [123, Sec. 6]). For instance, as
observed in [95, Example 5.6], the (0, 1)-congruence orderable De Morgan algebras are pre-
cisely the Kleene algebras. Indeed, the study of the notion of (0, 1)-congruence orderability
in the setting of non-necessarily involutive CIBRLs led to the introduction of quasi-Nelson
algebras, which can also be defined equationally as the non-necessarily involutive of CIBRLs
which satisfy (Nelson).

4. Rough sets and their algebras

4.1. Algebras with pseudocomplementation. We begin this section by recalling some
facts about pseudocomplemented lattices and their relationship with three-valued  Luka-
siewicz algebras and semi-simple Nelson algebras. Also some essential results related to
algebraic and completely distributive lattices are recalled. These considerations are found,
for instance, in the books [4, 17, 40, 57]. For more specific results, a reference will be given.

4To capture the intuition that c and d should normally not be interpreted as the same element of A, we
further require them to be residually distinct, which means that θ(c, d) = A×A.
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In a lattice L = ⟨L;∧,∨, 0⟩ with least element 0, an element a ∈ L is said to have a
pseudocomplement if there exists an element a∗ ∈ L having the property that for any b ∈ L,
a ∧ b = 0 iff b ≤ a∗. Note that if a pseudocomplement exists, it is unique. The lattice L
itself is called pseudocomplemented, if every element of L has a pseudocomplement. Every
pseudocomplemented lattice has a greatest element 1 = 0∗, which can then safely be added
to the algebraic signature.

Let L = ⟨L;∨,∧, ∗, 0, 1⟩ be a pseudocomplemented lattice. The following hold for every
a, b ∈ L:

(i) a ≤ b implies b∗ ≤ a∗;

(ii) the map a 7→ a∗∗ is a closure operator;

(iii) a∗ = a∗∗∗;

(iv) (a ∨ b)∗ = a∗ ∧ b∗;

(v) (a ∧ b)∗ ≥ a∗ ∨ b∗.

A distributive pseudocomplemented lattice L is called a Stone algebra if L satisfies the
Stone identity :

x∗ ∨ x∗∗ ≈ 1.

In a Stone algebra L, the following identities also hold:

(x ∧ y)∗ ≈ x∗ ∨ y∗ and (x ∨ y)∗∗ ≈ x∗∗ ∨ y∗∗.

By dualising, we get the concepts of dual pseudocomplement, dual pseudocomplemented
lattice, and dual Stone algebra. A double pseudocomplemented lattice is a pseudocomple-
mented lattice which is also a dual pseudocomplemented lattice. Similarly, a double Stone
algebra is a Stone algebra which is also a dual Stone algebra. Every double Stone algebra
satisfies x∗ ≤ x+, where + denotes the dual pseudocomplement operation. We say that a
double Stone algebra is regular if it satisfies the quasi-identity

(M) x∗ ≈ y∗ and x+ ≈ y+ imply x ≈ y.

Here ‘regularity’ refers to ‘congruence-regularity’. An algebra is called congruence-regular
if every congruence is determined by any class of it: two congruences are necessarily equal
when they have a class in common. J. Varlet has proved in [143] that double pseudocom-
plemented lattices satisfying (M) are exactly the congruence-regular ones.

It is known (see e.g. [78]) that in any double Stone algebra, the ‘regularity condition’
(M) is equivalent to x ∧ x+ ≤ y ∨ y∗.

Example 4.1. Let B = ⟨B;∨,∧, ′, 0, 1⟩ be a Boolean algebra. Denote

B[2] := {(a, b) ∈ B2 | a ≤ b}.

Now B[2] is a regular double Stone algebra with the operations:

(a, b) ∨ (c, d) := (a ∨ c, b ∨ d), (a, b) ∧ (c, d) := (a ∧ c, b ∧ d),

(a, b)∗ := (b′, b′), (a, b)+ := (a′, a′).

More generally, if F is a lattice filter of B, then by [79],

(B,F ) := {(a, b) ∈ B2 | a ≤ b and a ∨ b′ ∈ F}

forms a regular double Stone algebra in which the operations are defined as in B[2].
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The reader may have noticed a similarity between the algebra defined in the preceding
example and the twist-structure construction for Nelson algebras considered earlier (see
e.g. Definition 2.3 in Subsection 2.3).

Following A. Monteiro [91], we can define a three-valued  Lukasiewicz algebra as an algebra
L = ⟨L;∧,∨,∼,▽, 0, 1⟩ such that ⟨L;∧,∨,∼, 0, 1⟩ is a De Morgan algebra and ▽ is an unary
operation, called the possibility operator, satisfying:

(i) ∼x ∨ ▽x ≈ 1,

(ii) ∼ x ∧ x ≈ ∼x ∧ ▽x,

(iii) ▽(x ∧ y) ≈ ▽x ∧ ▽y.

Let us recall from [91] that the map x 7→ ▽x is a closure operator. In addition,

▽0 ≈ 0 and ▽(x ∨ y) ≈ ▽x ∨ ▽y.
The necessity operator is defined by △x := ∼▽∼x. The operation △ is the dual operator of
▽. Also △ and ▽ have some mutual connections, for instance:

△▽x ≈ ▽x and ▽△x ≈ △x.
Three-valued  Lukasiewicz algebras satisfy the following determination principle introduced
by Gr. C. Moisil:

△x ≈ △y and ▽x ≈ ▽y imply x ≈ y.

Any regular double Stone algebra L = ⟨L;∧,∨, ∗,+, 0, 1⟩ defines a three-valued
 Lukasiewicz algebra ⟨L;∧,∨,∼,▽, 0, 1⟩ by setting

▽x := x∗∗ and ∼x := x∗ ∨ (x ∧ x+).

Similarly, each three-valued  Lukasiewicz algebra L = ⟨L;∧,∨,∼,▽, 0, 1⟩ defines a double
Stone algebra ⟨L;∧,∨, ∗,+, 0, 1⟩ by

x∗ := ∼▽x and x+ := ▽∼x.
This double Stone algebra is regular, that is, ∗ and + satisfy (M). In addition, these
pseudocomplements determine each other by

∼x∗ ≈ (∼x)+ and ∼x+ ≈ (∼x)∗.

This correspondence between regular double Stone algebras and three-valued  Lukasiewicz
algebras is one-to-one.

In universal algebra, an algebra A is called simple if it has only the identity and the
universal relations as its congruences. A is semisimple whenever A is isomorphic to a subdi-
rect product of simple algebras. It is known that a Nelson algebra A = ⟨A;∧,∨,→,∼, 0, 1⟩
is semisimple iff x ∨ (x → 0) ≈ 1. Every three-valued  Lukasiewicz algebra determines a
semisimple Nelson algebra upon setting x → y := ▽∼x ∨ y. Similarly, each semisimple
Nelson algebra induces a three-valued  Lukasiewicz algebra upon setting ▽x := ∼x→ 0; see
e.g. [92].

Jan  Lukasiewicz’s three-valued logic  L3 allows propositions to have the values 0, 1
2 , and

1 where the third logical value 1
2 may be interpreted as “possibility” (see [86]).  Lukasiewicz

defined in  L3 the operations ∼ and → by

∼a := 1 − a and a→ b := min{1, 1 − a+ b}.
In 1930’s, Mordchaj Wajsberg presented an axiomatisation for  L3. An algebraic counter-
part of this axiomatisation is called a Wajsberg algebra L = ⟨L;→,∼, 1⟩ defined by the
identities [49]:
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(W1) 1 → x ≈ x

(W2) (x→ y) → ((y → z) → (x→ y)) ≈ 1

(W3) ((x→ y) → z) ≈ ((y → x) → x)

(W4) (∼x→ ∼y) → (y → x) ≈ 1.

A three-valued  Lukasiewicz algebra L = ⟨L;∧,∨,∼,▽, 0, 1⟩ defines a Wajsberg algebra
by setting

x→ y := (∇∼x ∨ y) ∧ (∇y ∨ ∼x).

Similarly, a Wajsberg algebra L = ⟨L;→,∼, 1⟩ defines a three-valued  Lukasiewicz algebra
in which

x ∨ y := (x→ y) → y, x ∧ y := ∼(∼x ∨ ∼y), ∇x := ∼x→ x, 0 := ∼1.

C.C. Chang introduced MV-algebras in [31]. It is proved in [49] that any MV-algebra
defines a Wajsberg algebra, and every Wajsberg algebra determies an MV-algebra. In ad-
dition, D. Mundici proved in [93] that MV-algebras are categorically equivalent to bounded
commutative BCK-algebras introduced by S. Tanaka in [139]. Thus, we can consider the
following algebras as equivalent:

• three-valued  Lukasiewicz algebras,

• regular double Stone algebras,

• semisimple Nelson algebras,

• Wajsberg algebras,

• MV-algebras,

• bounded commutative BCK-algebras.

Note that since the pseudocomplement and the dual pseudocomplement are uniquely deter-
mined by the order ≤ of a lattice (L,≤) forming a regular Stone algebra, this means that
the order-structure of L fully determines the unique operations of the above-listed algebras.

As is well known, a lattice can be defined either as an algebra ⟨L;∨,∧⟩ or as an ordered
set ⟨L;≤⟩. Focusing on the latter view, we now recall some facts on a complete lattice
L = ⟨L;≤⟩. We need these properties especially when considering the structure of the
complete lattice of rough sets. A complete lattice L is completely distributive if for any
doubly indexed subset {ai, j}i∈I, j∈J of L, we have:∧

i∈I

( ∨
j∈J

ai, j

)
=

∨
f : I→J

(∧
i∈I

ai, f(i)

)
,

that is, any meet of joins may be converted into the join of all possible elements obtained
by taking the meet over i ∈ I of elements ai, k, where k depends on i. The power set lattice
⟨℘(U);⊆⟩ of a set U is a well-known completely distributive lattice. The set ℘(U) × ℘(U)
can be ordered coordinatewise by ⊆, and the joins and meets are the coordinatewise unions
and intersections, respectively. Therefore, ⟨℘(U) × ℘(U);≤⟩ is a completely distributive
lattice. Also a complete sublattice of a completely distributive lattice is clearly completely
distributive.

Let L be a complete lattice and let k ∈ L. The element k is said to be compact if for
every subset S of L,

k ≤
∨
S implies k ≤

∨
F for some finite subset F of S.
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The set of compact elements of L is denoted K(L). A complete lattice L is said to be
algebraic if, for each a ∈ L,

a =
∨

{k ∈ K(L) | k ≤ a}.
The powerset ℘(U) forms an algebraic lattice in which finite subsets of U are the compact
elements. A product of algebraic lattices is algebraic (see [55, Proposition I-4.12]), which
implies that ℘(U)×℘(U) is algebraic. In addition, each complete sublattice of an algebraic
lattice is algebraic [40, Exercise 7.7].

An element j ∈ L of a complete lattice L is called completely join-irreducible if j =
∨
S

implies j ∈ S for every subset S of L. Note that the least element 0 ∈ L is not completely
join-irreducible. The set of completely join-irreducible elements of L is denoted by J (L),
or simply by J if there is no danger of confusion. A complete lattice L is spatial if for each
a ∈ L,

a =
∨

{j ∈ J | j ≤ a}.

If L is an algebraic lattice, then its completely join-irreducible elements are compact.
Let the lattice L be both algebraic and spatial. Since any compact element can be written
as a finite join and any finite join of compact elements is compact, the compact elements
of L are exactly those that can be written as a finite join of completely join-irreducible
elements.

An Alexandrov topology [2, 10] T on a set U is a topology in which also intersections of
open sets are open, or equivalently, every point x ∈ U has the least neighbourhood N(x) ∈ T .
For an Alexandrov topology T , the least neighbourhood of x is N(x) =

⋂{B ∈ T | x ∈ B}.

A complete lattice L satisfies the join-infinite distributive law if for any S ⊆ L and a ∈ L,

(JID) a ∧
(∨

S
)

=
∨

{a ∧ b | b ∈ S}.

The following conditions for a complete lattice L are equivalent; see [40], for instance:

(Alex1) L is isomorphic to the lattice of all open sets in an Alexandrov topology;

(Alex2) L is algebraic and completely distributive;

(Alex3) L is distributive and doubly algebraic (i.e. both algebraic and dually algebraic);

(Alex4) L is spatial and satisfies (JID).

Suppose L = ⟨L;∨,∧⟩ is a lattice and a, b ∈ L. If there is a greatest element c ∈ L such
that a∧ c ≤ b, then this element c is called the relative pseudocomplement of a with respect
to b and is denoted by a ⇒ b. If a ⇒ b exists, then it is unique. A Brouwerian lattice L is
a lattice in which a ⇒ b exists for all a, b in L. Every Brouwerian lattice L has a greatest
element 1.

Indeed, for every a ∈ L, a ⇒ a is the greatest element of L. As noted in [11], any
Brouwerian lattice is distributive. A complete lattice L = ⟨L;≤⟩ is Brouwerian if and only
if it satisfies (JID). In such a case, for all a, b ∈ L,

a⇒ b =
∨

{c ∈ L | a ∧ c ≤ b}.

A Heyting algebra is a Brouwerian lattice with least element 0. Therefore, a complete
lattice is a Heyting algebra if and only if it is a Brouwerian lattice. In particular, any finite
distributive lattice is a Brouwerian lattice and a Heyting algebra. As in Section 2, we may
regard Brouwerian algebras as universal algebras L = ⟨L;∧,∨,⇒, 1⟩ of type ⟨2, 2, 2, 0⟩ and
Heyting algebras as algebras L = ⟨L;∧,∨,⇒, 0, 1⟩ of type ⟨2, 2, 2, 0, 0⟩.
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It is known [89, 92] that every three-valued  Lukasiewicz algebra forms a Heyting algebra
where

(1) x⇒ y := △∼x ∨ y ∨ (▽∼x ∧ ▽y).

Let P = ⟨P ;≤⟩ be an ordered set with a least element 0. An element a ∈ P is an atom
if a covers 0, that is, 0 ≺ a. The ordered set P is atomic if every element b > 0 has an
atom below it, and P is atomistic, if every element of P is the join of atoms below it. For
a Boolean algebra B, the following are equivalent:

(i) B is atomic,

(ii) B is atomistic,

(iii) (B,≤) is a completely distributive lattice,

(iv) B is isomorphic to ⟨℘(U);∪,∩, c, ∅, U⟩ for some set U .

4.2. Rough sets defined by equivalences. The basic idea of rough set theory is that
knowledge about objects is represented by indistinguishability relations. Indistinguishabil-
ity relations are originally [112] assumed to be equivalences interpreted so that two objects
are equivalent if we cannot distinguish them by their properties. We may observe objects
only by the accuracy given by an indistinguishability relation. This means that our abil-
ity to distinguish objects is blurred – we cannot distinguish individual objects, only their
equivalence classes. In this section, we recall from the literature the main facts about rough
set algebras defined by equivalences.

Let E be an equivalence on a set U . For each x ∈ U , we denote by x/E the equivalence
class of x. For any subset X of U , let

X▼ := {x ∈ U | x/E ⊆ X} and X▲ := {x ∈ U | X ∩ x/E ̸= ∅}.
The sets X▼ and X▲ are called the lower and the upper approximation of X, respectively.
The set B(X) := X▲ \X▼ is the boundary of X.

The above definitions mean that x ∈ X▲ if there is an element in X to which x is E-
related. Similarly, x ∈ X▼ if all the elements to which x is E-related are in X. Furthermore,
x ∈ B(X) if both in X and outside X there are elements which cannot be distinguished
from x. If B(X) = ∅ for some X ⊆ U , this means that for any object x ∈ U , we can with
certainty decide whether x ∈ X just by knowing x ‘modulo E’.

A set X is called definable if X▲ = X▼. We denote by Def (E) the set of all definable
sets. When there is no danger of confusion, we denote Def (E) simply by Def . It is clear
that X ∈ Def iff B(X) = ∅.

A complete Boolean algebra is a Boolean algebra whose underlying lattice is complete.
Given a complete Boolean algebra B and a subalgebra A ≤ B, we say that A is a complete
Boolean subalgebra of B if ⟨A;≤⟩ is a complete sublattice of ⟨B;≤⟩. The family Def
forms a complete Boolean subalgebra of ⟨℘(U),∪,∩,c , ∅, U⟩. Thus, the complete lattice
Def = ⟨Def ;⊆⟩ is completely distributive. Moreover, Def is atomic and atomistic, and its
atoms are the E-classes. In particular, approximations are definable and for any X ⊆ U ,

X▼ =
⋃

{A ∈ Def | A ⊆ X} and X▲ =
⋂

{A ∈ Def | X ⊆ A}.

Define a binary relation ≡ on ℘(U) by X ≡ Y if X▼ = Y ▼ and X▲ = Y ▲. The
equivalence classes of ≡ are called rough sets [112]. By definition, each rough set is uniquely
determined by the pair (X▼, X▲), where X is a member of that rough set. Let us denote
by RS (E) the collection {(X▼, X▲) | X ⊆ U} of all rough sets determined by E. We will
denote RS (E) simply by RS if there is no danger of confusion. The set RS is ordered
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naturally by (X▼, X▲) ≤ (Y ▼, Y ▲) if X▼ ⊆ Y ▼ and X▲ ⊆ Y ▲. The pair (∅, ∅) is the least
and (U,U) is the greatest rough set.

An algebraic study of rough sets was started by T. B. Iwiński in [61], where he considered

the system Def [2] = {(A,B) ∈ Def 2 | A ⊆ B}. As noted in Example 4.1, Def [2] forms a
regular double Stone lattice such that

(A,B) ∨ (C,D) = (A ∪ C,B ∪D), (A,B) ∧ (C,D) = (A ∩ C,B ∩D),

(A,B)∗ = (Bc, Bc), (A,B)+ = (Ac, Ac),

where Xc denotes the complement U \X of the set X ⊆ U . In addition, Iwiński associated

with each pair (A,B) ∈ Def [2] its rough complement ∼(A,B) = (Bc, Ac) and noted that

with respect to ∼, Def [2] forms a De Morgan algebra.

Not all pairs (A,B) ∈ Def [2] form a rough set. The set RS was characterised as a

subset of Def [2] by P. Pagliani in [110]. Denote by S the set of elements x ∈ U such
that x/E = {x}. These elements are called singletons. By the definition of rough set
approximations, x ∈ X▼ ⇐⇒ x ∈ X▲ for all for X ⊆ U and x ∈ S. Because X▼ ⊆ X▲,
this means that S ∩ (X▲ \X▼) = ∅ and S ⊆ (X▲ \X▼)c = X▼ ∪X▲c.

Theorem 4.2. For any equivalence,

(2) RS = {(A,B) ∈ Def 2 | A ⊆ B and S ⊆ A ∪Bc}

The ⊆-part of (2) follows from the above observations. Let us consider the ⊇-part in
detail. Suppose (A,B) ∈ Def 2 is such that A ⊆ B and S ⊆ A ∪ Bc. Now both A and
B \A belong to Def and thus they are unions of some E-classes. By our assumption, B \A
is a union of such E-classes that contain at least two elements each. Using the Axiom of
Choice, we can pick one element from each of the E-classes forming B \ A. Let us denote
by C the set of these elements. Now (A,B) is the rough set of A∪C, because (A∪C)▼ = A
and (A ∪ C)▲ = B.

That RS is a complete sublattice of ℘(U) × ℘(U) is not obvious, because it is not clear
that for any {(Xi

▼, Xi
▲) | i ∈ I} ⊆ RS , the pairs (

⋂
iXi

▼,
⋂

iXi
▲) and (

⋃
iXi

▼,
⋃

iXi
▲)

really belong to RS . But they do, because for each x ∈ U \S, we pick one element from x/E.
Denote by C the set of all these elements. For X ⊆ U , we denote Xα := X▼ ∪ (X▲ ∩ C).
Clearly, X ≡ Xα. The family {Xα | X ⊆ U} is a complete sublattice of ℘(U) isomorphic
to RS . By applying this observation, J. Pomyka la and J. A. Pomyka la [113] proved the
following result.

Theorem 4.3. For any equivalence, RS forms a complete Stone lattice such that for all
(A,B) ∈ RS and {(Ai, Bi)}i∈I ⊆ RS,∨

i∈I

(Ai, Bi) =
(⋃
i∈I

Ai,
⋃
i∈I

Bi

)
∧
i∈I

(Ai, Bi) =
(⋂
i∈I

Ai,
⋂
i∈I

Bi

)
,

(A,B)∗ = (Bc, Bc).

It should be noted that Z. Bonikowski presented a similar observations in [18]. He used
so-called minimal lower samples to prove that RS forms a complete atomic Stone algebra.
Also M. Gehrke and E. Walker considered the above representative Xα in [53]. These
results and more are considered in [7], which gives a summary of the work done related to
algebras and rough sets defined by equivalences.
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Theorem 4.3 was improved by S. D. Comer [34] by stating that RS forms a regular double
Stone algebra and the dual pseudocomplement (A,B)+ of (A,B) is (Ac, Ac). A semantical
study of these pseudocomplementation operations is given in [84]. Note also that because
RS is a complete sublattice of ℘(U) × ℘(U), RS is algebraic and completely distributive.

Example 4.4. The family ↑S = {X ∈ Def | S ⊆ X} is a lattice filter of Def . Using (2),
I. Düntsch [42] noted that RS coincides with {(A,B) ∈ Def 2 | A ⊆ B and A ∪Bc ∈ ↑S}.
From this it also follows that RS is a regular double Stone algebra as shown in Example 4.1.

In [53], M. Gehrke and E. Walker proved that RS is order-isomorphic to 2I ×3K , where
I is the set of singleton E-classes and K is the set of nonsingleton equivalence classes of E.
Comer [35] gave the following representation theorem of complete atomic regular double
Stone algebras in terms of rough sets.

Theorem 4.5. Each complete atomic regular double Stone algebra is isomorphic to some
rough set double Stone algebra determined by an equivalence.

As we already noted, there is a one-to-one correspondence between regular double Stone
algebras and three-valued  Lukasiewicz algebras. This implies the following corollary; cf. [5,
6, 39, 60, 110].

Corollary 4.6. For any equivalence, RS forms a three-valued  Lukasiewicz algebra such
that

∼(A,B) = (Bc, Ac), △(A,B) = (A,A), ▽(A,B) = (B,B).

L. Iturrioz [60] also proved that each three-valued  Lukasiewicz algebra can be embedded
into some rough set  Lukasiewicz algebra defined by an equivalence.

Pagliani considered in [110] the so-called disjoint-representation of rough sets

dRS := {(X▼, X▲c) | X ⊆ U}.
Obviously, there is a one-to-one correspondence between RS and dRS . Pagliani defined a
congruence θ on (Def ,∪,∩) by

θ := {(A,B) | (∃Z ∈ ↑S)A ∩ Z = B ∩ Z}.
For X ∈ Def , XθU iff there is a Z ∈ ↑S such that X ∩ Z = U ∩ Z = Z, that is, Z ⊆ X.
This means that

XθU ⇐⇒ S ⊆ X.

This implies by (2) the following proposition:

Proposition 4.7. Let E be an equivalence on U . Then

dRS = {(A,B) ∈ Def | A ∩B = ∅ and (A ∪B)θU}.

Because Def is a complete Boolean algebra, the congruence θ is trivially a Boolean
congruence. Therefore, dRS forms a Nelson algebra by Sendlewski’s construction [134]:

Nθ(L) = {(a, b) ∈ L2 | a ∧ b = 0 and (a ∨ b)θ1},
where L is a Heyting algebra and θ is a Boolean congruence on L. Pagliani noted in [110]
that the Nelson algebras on dRS and RS are semisimple.

Let (A,B) and (C,D) be elements of RS . The Nelson implication is defined in RS by

(A,B) → (C,D) = (Ac ∪ C,Ac ∪D).
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Since every three-valued  Lukasiewicz algebra forms a Heyting algebra, RS is a Heyting
algebra in which

(3) (A,B) ⇒ (C,D) = ((Ac ∪ C) ∩ (Bc ∪D), Bc ∪D).

In [111], the authors consider so-called C-algebras. They show that dRS , with suitable
operations, forms a C-algebra and that each C-algebra can be embedded in dRS .

These results fit into a larger picture. Recall from universal algebra that the (ternary)
discriminator [24, Definition IV§9.1] on a set A is the function t : A3 → A defined for all
a, b, c ∈ A by

t(a, b, c) :=

{
c if a = b;

a otherwise.

A (ternary) discriminator variety is a variety V for which there exists a ternary term
t(x, y, z) of V that realises the discriminator on each subdirectly irreducible member of V;
by an instructive characterisation due to Blok and Pigozzi [13, Corollary 3.4] (see also [50]),
an equational class forms a discriminator variety iff it is congruence permutable, semisimple,
and has Equationally Definable Principal Congruences (EDPC) in the sense of [80].

According to Burris and Sankappanavar [24, Chapter IV§9, 10], discriminator varieties
constitute “. . . the most successful generalisation of Boolean algebras to date, successful
because we obtain Boolean product representations.” As such, discriminator varieties have
been considered extensively in the literature—standard references include Werner [145] and
Jónsson [75]—and it is known, in particular, that the regular double Stone algebras, the
three-valued  Lukasiewicz algebras, and the semisimple Nelson algebras all form discrimina-
tor varieties.

4.3. Complete lattices of rough sets defined by quasiorders. In the literature, nu-
merous studies exist on rough sets that are determined by different types of relations re-
flecting distinguishability or indistinguishability of the elements of the universe of discourse
U ; see e.g. [41]. Rough sets induced by quasiorders have been in the focus of recent interest;
see [52, 68, 69, 70, 72, 74, 81, 82, 83, 94, 118], for example. In this section, we consider the
order-theoretical properties of rough sets defined by a quasiorder.

Let ≲ be a quasiorder on U , that is, ≲ is reflexive and transitive binary relation on the
set U . The inverse of ≲ is ≳. Denote [x) = {y ∈ U | x ≲ y} and (x] = {y ∈ U | x ≳ y}. We
define the following rough approximation operators for any X ⊆ U :

X▲ := {x ∈ U | [x) ∩X ̸= ∅}, X▼ := {x ∈ U | [x) ⊆ X},
X△ := {x ∈ U | (x] ∩X ̸= ∅}, X▽ := {x ∈ U | (x] ⊆ X}.

By definition,

X▼c = Xc▲, X▽c = Xc△, X▲c = Xc▼, X△c = Xc▽.

In [81] it was noted that

X▲▽ = X▲, X△▼ = X△, X▼△ = X▼, X▽▲ = X▽.

A quasiorder ≲ can be interpreted as a specialisation order, where x ≲ y may be read
as “y is a specialisation of x”. In [52], a specialisation order is viewed as “non-symmetric
indiscernibility” such that each element is indistinguishable with all its specialisations, but
not necessarily the other way round. Then, in our interpretation, x ∈ X▲ means that there
is at least one specialisation y in X, which cannot be distinguished from x. Similarly, x
belongs to X▼ if all its specialisations are in X; this is then interpreted so that x needs to
be in X in the view of the knowledge ≲.
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Each Alexandrov topology T on U defines a quasiorder ≲T on U by x ≲T y if and only if
y ∈ N(x) for all x, y ∈ U . On the other hand, for a quasiorder ≲ on U , the set of all ≲-closed
subsets of U , called also the up-sets of (U,≲), forms an Alexandrov topology T≲. Thus,
B ∈ T≲ if and only if x ∈ B and x ≲ y imply y ∈ B. The correspondences T 7→ ≲T and
≲ 7→ T≲ are mutually invertible bijections between the classes of all Alexandrov topologies
and of all quasiorders on the set U .

We also have that

T≲ = {X▼ | X ⊆ U} = {X△ | X ⊆ U}
and

T≳ = {X▲ | X ⊆ U} = {X▽ | X ⊆ U}.
For the Alexandrov topology T≳, (x] = {x}▲ is the smallest neighbourhood of the point

x ∈ U and ▲ : ℘(U) → ℘(U) is the smallest neighbourhood operator. The map △ : ℘(U) →
℘(U) is the closure operator of T≳. Note that the family of closed sets for the topology T≳
is T≲. The map ▽ : ℘(U) → ℘(U) is the interior operator.

Similarly, [x) = {x}△ is the smallest neighbourhood of a point x ∈ U in T≲. The map
△ : ℘(U) → ℘(U) is the smallest neighbourhood operator, ▲ : ℘(U) → ℘(U) is the closure
operator and ▼ : ℘(U) → ℘(U) is the interior operator of T≲.

For a quasiorder ≲, we denote by RS (≲) the set of rough sets {(X▼, X▲) | X ⊆ U}
induced by ≲. As in the case of equivalences, we denote RS (≲) simply by RS when
there is no chance for confusion. The set RS can be ordered coordinatewise and in [74]
Järvinen, Radeleczki, and Veres proved the following theorem stating that, as in the case
of equivalences, RS forms a complete sublattice of ℘(U) × ℘(U).

Theorem 4.8. For any quasiorder, ⟨RS ;≤⟩ forms a complete lattice such that for all
{(Ai, Bi)}i∈I ⊆ RS,∨

i∈I

(A,Bi) =
(⋃
i∈I

Ai,
⋃
i∈I

Bi

)
and

∧
i∈I

(Ai, Bi) =
(⋂
i∈I

Ai,
⋂
i∈I

Bi

)
.

In [69] it is noted that

RS = ⟨RS ;∧,∨,∼, (∅, ∅), (U,U)⟩
is a Kleene algebra such that ∼(X▼, X▲) = (Xc▼, Xc▲). A De Morgan algebra A is centered
if there exists an element such that c = ∼c; this element c is called the center of A. It is
well known and obvious that a Kleene algebra can have at most one center. We also write
S := {x ∈ U | [x) = {x}} for the set of the singletons.

Let R be a binary relation on U that is at least transitive. A successor of x ∈ U is an
element y ∈ U such that xR y. Let X ⊆ Y ⊆ U . Then, X is cofinal in Y if each x ∈ Y
has a successor in X. We also say that a set is cofinal, if it is cofinal in U . M. H. Stone
has proved [138, Theorem 1] that a necessary and sufficient condition that the set U has a
partition into k cofinal subsets is that each element of U has at least k successors.

Proposition 4.9. The Kleene algebra RS is centered if and only if the set of ≲-singletons
S is empty.

Proof. Indeed, if S = ∅, then each element x ∈ U has at least two successors. This implies
that U can be divided into two cofinal subsets X and Y . Obviously, X▲ = U . Suppose that
X▼ ̸= ∅, Then there is x ∈ U such that x ∈ [x) ⊆ X. But this is not possible because Y is
cofinal in U and x has a successor in Y . Since X and Y are disjoint, we have a contradiction.
Thus, X▼ = ∅ and (∅, U) is the unique center of RS.
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On the other hand, suppose that there is a center (C▼, C▲) in RS . Then (C▼, C▲) =
(C▼, C▲) ∧ ∼(C▼, C▲) = (C▼ ∩ C▲c, C▲ ∩ C▼c) giving C▼ = C▼ ∩ C▲c ⊆ C▼ ∩ C▼c = ∅.
Analogously, (C▼, C▲) = (C▼, C▲) ∨ ∼(C▼, C▲) = (C▼ ∪ C▲c, C▲ ∪ C▼c) yields C▲ =
C▲ ∪C▼c ⊇ C▼ ∪C▼c = U . Thus, (C▼, C▲) = (∅, U). Assume S ≠ ∅. Then, there is x ∈ U
such that [x) = {x}. Because x ∈ C▲ = U , we have x ∈ C and x ∈ C▼, which is impossible
because C▼ = ∅. Thus, S = ∅. □

The characterisation of RS was given by Järvinen, Pagliani and Radeleczki [67, 68] and
independently by E. K. R. Nagarajan and D. Umadevi [94] and Quanxi Qiao [118]:

Theorem 4.10. For any quasiorder ≲,

RS = {(A,B) ∈ T≲ × T≳ | A ⊆ B and A ∩ S = B ∩ S}.

Equivalently we can write

RS = {(A,B) ∈ T≲ × T≳ | A ⊆ B and S ⊆ A ∪Bc}.
Remark 4.11. The proofs of Theorems 4.8 and 4.10 require the condition that U has a
partition into k cofinal subsets if and only if every element of U has at least k successors. As
we already mentioned, J. Pomyka la and J. A. Pomyka la showed in [113] that for equivalence
relations, RS is a Stone lattice. In their proof they used Zermelo’s Axiom of Choice.
Interestingly, the proof of the condition for cofinality by Stone also requires Axiom of
Choice.

Because RS = ⟨RS ;≤⟩ is a complete sublattice of ⟨℘(U) × ℘(U);≤⟩, RS is completely
distributive. This means that RS forms a Heyting algebra. Although this fact has been
well known, in the literature one cannot find the description of the relative pseudocomple-
ment operation. Our next proposition removes this disadvantage. For the proof, note that
Theorem 4.10 means that (A,B) is a rough set iff A ⊆ B and for x ∈ S, x ∈ B implies
x ∈ A.

Proposition 4.12. For rough sets (A,B) and (C,D) determined by a quasiorder ≲,

(A,B) ⇒ (C,D) = ((Ac ∪ C)▼ ∩ (Bc ∪D)▽▼, (Bc ∪D)▽).

Proof. Clearly, (Ac ∪ C)▼ ∩ (Bc ∪D)▽▼ belongs to T≲ and (Bc ∪D)▽ is in T≳. It is also

obvious that (Ac ∪ C)▼ ∩ (Bc ∪D)▽▼ ⊆ (Bc ∪D)▽.

Let x ∈ S be a singleton such that x ∈ (Bc ∪ D)▽. Because [x) = {x}, we have
x ∈ (Bc ∪ D)▽▼. In addition, x ∈ Bc ∪ D implies x ∈ Ac ∪ D because A ⊆ B. Again,
[x) = {x} implies x ∈ (Ac ∪D)▼. If x ∈ D, then x ∈ C because (C,D) is a rough set and
x is a singleton. We have x ∈ (Ac ∪ C) and x ∈ (Ac ∪ C)▼. Thus, we have proved that
((Ac ∪ C)▼ ∩ (Bc ∪D)▽▼, (Bc ∪D)▽) is a rough set.

It is also clear that

(A,B) ∧ ((Ac ∪ C)▼ ∩ (Bc ∪D)▽▼, (Bc ∪D)▽) ⊆ (A ∩ (Ac ∪ C), B ∩ (Bc ∪D))

= (A ∩ C,B ∩D) ⊆ (C,D).

Now assume that (A,B)∧ (X,Y ) ≤ (C,D) for some rough set (X,Y ). Then A∩X ⊆ C
and B∩Y ⊆ D imply X ⊆ Ac∪C and Y ⊆ Bc∪D. Because X ∈ T≲ and Y ∈ T≳, we have

X = X▼ ⊆ (Ac ∪ C)▼ and Y = Y ▽ ⊆ (Bc ∪D)▽. Now X ⊆ Y implies X = X▼ ⊆ Y ▼ ⊆
(Bc ∪D)▽▼. Combining these, we get X ⊆ (Ac ∪C)▼ ∩ (Bc ∪D)▽▼. This means that have
now shown that

(X,Y ) ≤ ((Ac ∪ C)▼ ∩ (Bc ∪D)▽▼, (Bc ∪D)▽),

which completeness the proof. □
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Note that if ≲ is an equivalence E on U , then ≲ is symmetric and we have X▼ = X▽

and X▲ = X△ for all X ⊆ U . Additionally, T≲ = T≳ equals the family of E-definable sets.
This means that the operation of Proposition 4.12 becomes

(A,B) ⇒ (C,D) = ((Ac ∪ C) ∩ (Bc ∪D), Bc ∪D),

which coincides with (3).

In any Heyting algebra L, the pseudocomplement x∗ equals x ⇒ 0. Therefore, for any
rough set (A,B), we obtain

(A,B)∗ =
(
(A,B) ⇒ (∅, ∅)

)
= (Ac▼ ∩Bc▽▼, Bc▽) = (B△▲c, B△c).

Note that A ⊆ B gives Bc ⊆ Ac and Bc▽▼ ⊆ Ac▽▼ = A△c▼ = Ac▼. Because A ∈ T≲,

A△ = A. Now (A,B)∗ coincides with the pseudocomplement given in [74, Proposition 4.2].
In addition,

RS = (RS ,∧,∨,∼,∗ , (∅, ∅), (U,U))

forms a pseudocomplemented Kleene algebra in which the dual pseudocomplement is defined
by (A,B)+ = (A▽c, A▽▼c), as stated in [74, Proposition 4.3].

A pseudocomplemented De Morgan algebra A is called normal if

x∗ ≤ ∼x ≤ x+.

Let (A,B) ∈ RS . Then A ⊆ B and Bc ⊆ Ac give

(Bc▽▼, Bc▼) ≤ (Bc, Ac) ≤ (Ac△, Ac△▲),

that is (A,B)∗ ≤ ∼(A,B) ≤ (A,B)+ and RS is normal.

Completely join irreducible elements of RS were found in [74]:

Proposition 4.13. Let ≲ be a quasiorder on U . Then,

J = {(∅, {x}▲) | card
(
[x)

)
≥ 2} ∪ {({x}△, {x}△▲) | x ∈ U}.

Because the complete lattice RS = ⟨RS ;≤⟩ is algebraic and completely distributive, RS
is spatial. Note that Proposition 4.13 implies that if S = ∅, then (∅, U) is a rough set;
cf. Proposition 4.9.

The dually pseudocomplemented distributive lattice RS is not generally regular or a
Stone lattice. For a quasiorder ≲ on U , the smallest equivalence containing ≲ is the
transitive closure of the relation ≲ ∪ ≳. The following characterisation is presented in
[74].

Proposition 4.14. Let ≲ be a quasiorder. The following are equivalent:

(a) ⟨RS ;∨,∧, ∗,+, (∅, ∅), (U,U)⟩ is a (double) Stone lattice;

(b) ≳ ◦≲ is equal to the smallest equivalence containing ≲.

For any binary relation R on U , a set C is called a connected component of R, if C is an
equivalence class of the smallest equivalence relation containing R. Denote by Co(R) the
set of all R-connected components. We also denote Co(R) simply by Co in the case there
is no danger of confusion. Let ≲ be a quasiorder. For any connected component C ∈ Co
and x ∈ U , [x) ∩ C ̸= ∅ implies x ∈ C, and x ∈ C implies [x) ⊆ C. Hence, C▲ ⊆ C ⊆ C▼.
This means that C▼ = C = C▲ for any connected component C.

We denote for each C ∈ Co by RS (C) the set of rough sets on the component C deter-
mined by the restriction of ≲ to C. A binary relation R on U is left-total if for any x ∈ U ,
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there exists y ∈ U such that xR y. Note that every reflexive relation is left-total. In the
literature left-total relations are also called total or serial relations.

In [74], the following decomposition theorem was proved even in the general setting of a
left-total relation.

Theorem 4.15. For any quasiorder,

⟨RS ;≤⟩ ∼= ⟨
∏

C∈Co

RS (C);≤⟩.

Note that from Theorem 4.15 we obtain the above-mentioned result by Gehrke and
Walker stating that for an equivalence E, ⟨RS ;≤⟩ is order-isomorphic to a pointwise-ordered
direct product of chains of two and three elements. This is because if x is a singleton, then
its connected component is C = {x} and RS (C) forms a chain of two elements (∅, ∅) and
(C,C). In the case x is not singleton, then the connected component C containing x has
at least two elements and RS (C) is a chain of the three elements (∅, ∅), (∅, C) and (C,C).

As in the case of equivalences, we say that X ⊆ U is definable with respect to ≲ if
X▼ = X▲. Clearly, ∅ and U are definable. The following result is not appearing in the
literature. Therefore, we are presenting a proof for it.

Proposition 4.16. For a quasiorder ≲, the definable sets are the unions of the connected
components of ≲ and the empty set ∅.

Proof. Let U be a set and let X be a union of connected components of a quasiorder ≲
on U . This means that there exists a subfamily H ⊆ Co such that X =

⋃H. Because
C▼ = C▲ for all C ∈ H, we have X▲ =

(⋃H)▲ =
⋃{C▲ | C ∈ H} =

⋃{C▼ | C ∈ H} ⊆
(
⋃H

)▼
= X▼ ⊆ X▲. Thus, X▲ = X▼.

Conversely, if X ̸= ∅ is definable, then X▼ = X = X▲ and X belongs both to T≲ and
T≳. Therefore, X is closed with respect to ≲ and ≳. This means that for any x ∈ X and
y, z ∈ U , x ≲ y implies y ∈ X and x ≳ z implies z ∈ X. Since the smallest equivalence E
containing ≲ and ≳ is their lattice-theoretical join, we have (u, v) ∈ E for some u, v ∈ U if
and only if there exist z0, z1, ..., zn ∈ U such that u = z0, v = zn, and zi−1 ≲ zi or zi−1 ≳ zi
for all 1 ≤ i ≤ n. Therefore, for any x ∈ X, (x,w) ∈ E implies w ∈ X. Hence X is closed
with respect to the equivalence E and this implies that X equals to a union of some classes
of E. However, the classes of E are just the connected components of ≲. Thus, X is a
union of some connected components of ≲. □

We end this subsection by noting that there are also other choices for lower-upper ap-
proximation pairs defined in terms of a quasiorder ≲ on U . In [82, 83] Kumar and Banerjee
define the operators L and U by

L(X) =
⋃

{D ∈ T≲ | D ⊆ X} and U(X) =
⋂

{D ∈ T≲ | X ⊆ D}
for any X ⊆ U . The sets L(X) and U(X) belong to the same topology T≲, whose elements
Kumar and Banerjee called “definable”. These operators can be also be written in form

L(X) = {x ∈ U | [x) ⊆ X} and U(X) = {x ∈ U | (x] ∩X ̸= ∅}.
This approach differs significantly from the one considered here, because now the rough set
system

{(L(X),U(X)) | X ⊆ U}
is not generally a lattice with respect to the coordinatewise order, as noted in [72, 83].
In [82] it is shown that {(L(X),U(X)) | X ⊆ U} is isomorphic to the complete lattice
{(D1, D2) ∈ T≤ × T≤ | D1 ⊆ D2} if and only if all the pairs (D1, D2) satisfy |D2 \D1| ≠ 1.



38 JOUNI JÄRVINEN, SÁNDOR RADELECZKI, AND UMBERTO RIVIECCIO

4.4. Nelson algebras of rough sets. In this section, we consider Nelson algebras of
quasiorder-based rough sets. We also recall the representation theorem for Nelson algebras
defined on algebraic lattices in terms of rough sets.

According to R. Cignoli [32], a quasi-Nelson algebra is a Kleene algebra

A = ⟨A;∧,∨,∼, 0, 1⟩
such that for all a, b ∈ A, the weak relative pseudocomplement of a with respect to b

(4) a→ b := a⇒ (∼a ∨ b)
exists. This means that every Kleene algebra whose underlying lattice is a Heyting algebra,
and, in particular, any Kleene algebra defined on an algebraic lattice, forms a quasi-Nelson
algebra.

We say that a De Morgan algebra A is completely distributive, if its underlying lattice A
is completely distributive. In such a case, we define for any j ∈ J the element

(5) g(j) =
∧

{a ∈ A | a ≰ ∼j}.

The properties of g(j) were presented in [90] for finite De Morgan algebras. We recall them
here in the case A is a completely distributive De Morgan algebra. First we note that

(6) (∀j ∈ J ) g(j) ≰ ∼j.
Indeed, if g(j) ≤ ∼j, then

∼j = ∼j ∨
∧

{a ∈ A | a ≰ ∼j} =
∧

{a ∨ ∼j | a ∈ A and a ≰ ∼j}.

Since j ∈ J , the element ∼j is completely meet-irreducible. We have that ∼j = a ∨ ∼j
and a ≤ ∼j for some a ∈ A such that a ≰ ∼j, a contradiction.

For a ∈ A and j ∈ J ,

(7) j ≰ ∼a ⇐⇒ g(j) ≤ a.

To verify (7), assume j ≰ ∼a. Because this is equivalent to a ≰ ∼j, we directly get g(j) ≤ a.
Conversely, assume g(j) ≤ a. If j ≤ ∼a, then j ≤ ∼a ≤ ∼g(j) and g(j) ≤ ∼j contradicting
g(j) ≰ ∼j. Thus, j ≰ ∼a.

Note also that by (5) and (6), g(j) is the least element of A which is not below ∼j. Using
this fact we can prove that g(j) ∈ J . Namely, if g(j) =

∨
S for some S ⊆ A, then b ≤ g(j)

for all b ∈ S. Assume that b < g(j) for all b ∈ S. Then b /∈ {a ∈ A | a ≰ ∼j} and b ≤ ∼j
for all b ∈ S. Therefore, g(j) =

∨
S ≤ ∼j, a contradiction to (6). We obtain that b = g(j)

for some b ∈ S and g(j) ∈ S. This means that g(j) ∈ J .

Thus, g is a mapping J → J . The idea is that for a completely distributive De Morgan
algebra A, the map g on J behaves similarly as the map g of Section 2.5 on the set X(A)
of prime filters of A. But dealing with completely join-irreducible elements is easier than
dealing with prime filters. By overloading the notation g, we can write that for every j ∈ J ,

g([j)) = {a ∈ A | ∼a ∈ [j)}c = {a | j ≤ ∼a}c = {∼a | j ≤ a}c

= {a | a ≤ ∼j}c = {a | a ≰ ∼j} =
[
g(j)

)
.

It is well-known that in any distributive lattice, [j) is a prime filter for each j ∈ J .

We have that

(8) (∀j ∈ J ) g(g(j)) = j.
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This is because g(g(j)) =
∧{a ∈ A | a ≰ ∼g(j)}, g(j) ≰ ∼j gives j ≰ ∼g(j) and g(g(j)) ≤

j. On the other hand, g(j) ∈ J gives g(g(j)) ≰ ∼g(j) by (6). This implies g(j) ≰ g(g(j)).
By (7), this is equivalent to j ≤ g(g(j)). Thus, j = g(g(j)).

Let j ≤ k for some j, k ∈ J . Then ∼k ≤ ∼j. This means that for any a ∈ A, a ≤ ∼k
implies a ≤ ∼j, or equivalently, a ≰ ∼j implies a ≰ ∼k. Therefore, {a ∈ A | a ≰ ∼j} ⊆
{a ∈ A | a ≰ ∼k} and g(j) =

∧{a ∈ A | a ≰ ∼j} ≥ ∧{a ∈ A | a ≰ ∼k} = g(k). We can
write:

(9) (∀j, k ∈ J ) j ≤ k ⇒ g(j) ≥ g(k).

Note that (8) and (9) mean that J is self-dual, that is, (J ,≤) ∼= (J ,≥).

Let A be a completely distributive Kleene algebra. Assume that j ≰ g(j) and g(j) ≰ j
for some j ∈ J . By (7), we get that j ≤ ∼j and g(j) ≤ ∼g(j). Because A is a Kleene
algebra, we have

g(j) = g(j) ∧ ∼g(j) ≤ j ∨ ∼j = ∼j
contradicting (6). Thus, we have shown that

(10) (∀j ∈ J ) j ≤ g(j) or g(j) ≤ j.

Define three sets:

J− := {j ∈ J | j < g(j)},
J ◦ := {j ∈ J | j = g(j)},
J + := {j ∈ J | j > g(j)}.

Because j and g(j) are always comparable, we have

J = J− ∪ J ◦ ∪ J +.

Clearly, j ∈ J− ⇐⇒ g(j) ∈ J +. We also have that for all j ∈ J ,

[j) ∈ X(A)+ ⇐⇒ j ∈ J + ∪ J ◦ and [j) ∈ X(A)− ⇐⇒ j ∈ J− ∪ J ◦,

where X(A)+ and X(A)− are defined as in Section 2.5, that is, X(A)+ = {P ∈ X(A) | P ⊆
g(P )} and X(A)− = {P ∈ X(A) | g(P ) ⊆ P},

A Kleene algebra is said to have the interpolation property [32] if for any prime filters P
and Q such that P,Q ⊆ g(P ), g(Q), there is prime filter F such that

P,Q ⊆ F ⊆ g(P ), g(Q).

Theorem 4.17. [32, Theorem 3.5] A quasi-Nelson algebra is a Nelson algebra if and only
if it has the interpolation property.

Let A be a completely distributive Kleene algebra. We say that J satisfies the in-
terpolation property if for any p, q ∈ J such that p, q ≤ g(p), g(q), there is f ∈ J such
that

p, q ≤ f ≤ g(p), g(q).

In [69, Proposition 3.5] is presented the following theorem for Kleene algebras defined
on algebraic lattices. This result can be viewed as a counterpart of Theorem 4.17.

Theorem 4.18. If A = ⟨A;∧,∨,∼, 0, 1⟩ is a Kleene algebra defined on an algebraic lattice,
then ⟨A;∧,∨,→,∼, 0, 1⟩ is a Nelson algebra, where the operation → is defined by (4), if
and only if J satisfies the interpolations property.
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Lemma 4.19. [69] Let ≲ be a quasiorder on U . We have that in ⟨RS ;≤⟩:
J− = {(∅, {x}▲) | |R(x)| ≥ 2},
J ◦ = {({x}, {x}▲) | R(x) = {x}},
J + = {(R(x), R(x)▲) | |R(x)| ≥ 2}.

For any (∅, {x}▲) ∈ J−, g
(
(∅, {x}▲)

)
) = (R(x), R(x)▲). It is proved in [69] that the set

J (RS ) of completely join-irreducible elements of RS has the interpolation property. This
means that

Theorem 4.20. Let ≲ be a quasiorder on U . Then,

RS = ⟨RS ;∧,∨,→,∼, (∅, ∅), (U,U)⟩
is a Nelson algebra.

For the rough sets (A,B) and (C,D), the operation → is defined by

(A,B) → (C,D) = (A,B) ⇒ (∼(A,B) ∨ (C,D))

= (A,B) ⇒ (Bc ∪ C,Ac ∪D)

= ((Ac ∪Bc ∪ C)▼ ∩ (Bc ∪Ac ∪D)▽▼, (Bc ∪Ac ∪D)▽)

= ((Ac ∪ C)▼ ∩ (Ac ∪D)▽▼, (Ac ∪D)▽).

Note that Ac and D belong to T≲, meaning that also Ac∪D is in T≲. Therefore, (Ac∪D)▽ =

Ac ∪D. This also implies that (Ac ∪ C)▼ ∩ (Ac ∪D)▽▼ = (Ac ∪ C)▼. We have that

(A,B) → (C,D) = ((Ac ∪ C)▼, Ac ∪D).

One can also show that RS is a Nelson algebra by using Sendlewski’s construction. Let
L be a distributive lattice and let F be a lattice filter of L. The equivalence

θF := {(a, b) ∈ L× L | (∃c ∈ F ) a ∧ c = b ∧ c}
is a congruence on L. In a pseudocomplemented lattice, an element a is called dense if
a∗ = 0. A filter F is dense if it contains all dense elements of L. In particular, a filter F
is dense if and only if θF is a Boolean congruence; see e.g. [16, Exercise 8.28]. In case L
forms a Heyting algebra, these definitions agree with the definitions of dense elements and
filters given in Section 2 for Brouwerian lattices.

If X ∈ T≲ is dense, then S ⊆ X. Indeed, if x ∈ S, then x ∈ X▲ = U means [x)∩X ̸= ∅.
Because x is a singleton, we have x ∈ X. This gives that if F = ↑S is the principal filter
generated by S, then F is contains the filter of all dense elements of T≲. Therefore,

θS = {(A,B) ∈ T≲ × T≲ | (∃Z ∈ ↑S)A ∩ Z = B ∩ Z}
is a Boolean congruence on ⟨T≲;∪,∩⟩. It is easy to see that

(A ∪B) θS U ⇐⇒ (∃Z ∈ ↑S)Z ∩ (A ∪B) = Z ∩ U = Z

⇐⇒ (∃Z ∈ ↑S)Z ⊆ (A ∪B) ⇐⇒ S ⊆ A ∪B.
Now

NθS (T≲) = {(A,B) ∈ T≲ × T≲ | A ∩B = ∅ and (A ∪B) θS U}
is a Nelson algebra. By replacing B with its complement Bc, it follows that

{(A,B) ∈ T≲ × T≳ | A ⊆ B and S ⊆ A ∪Bc}
forms a Nelson algebra. The inclusion S ⊆ A∪Bc is obviously equivalent to A∩S = B ∩S
for all (A,B) ∈ T≲ × T≳ such that A ⊆ B. This means by Theorem 4.10 that we can use



NELSON ALGEBRAS, RESIDUATED LATTICES AND ROUGH SETS: A SURVEY 41

also Sendlewki’s construction to show that RS forms a Nelson algebra with the operations
already presented in this subsection.

It should be noted that in [146] M. Wolski considered Vakarelov’s twist structures
{(a, b) ∈ L × L | a ∧ b = 0} in the case L is the Alexandrov topology T≲ and called
them as special N -lattices of approximations. Using this construction, we obtain a rough
set Nelson algebra determined by a quasiorder ≲ only if S = ∅.

The next representation theorem is given in [69].

Theorem 4.21. Let A = ⟨A;∧,∨,→,∼, 0, 1⟩ be a Nelson algebra defined on an algebraic
lattice. Then, there exists a set U and a quasiorder ≲ on U such that A ∼= RS.

Let us recall the main ideas of the proof of Theorem 4.21 from [69]. It is noted in that
paper that if L = ⟨L;∧,∨,∼, 0, 1⟩ and K = ⟨K;∧,∨,∼, 0, 1⟩ are two De Morgan algebras
defined on algebraic lattices and φ : J → K is an order-isomorphism such that

(11) φ(g(j)) = g(φ(j))

for all j ∈ J , then L ∼= K. This means that proving A ∼= RS can be done by proving that
the ordered sets of completely irreducible elements of A and RS are isomorphic and φ is
compatible with g.

We set U = J and define a mapping ℓ : J → J by

ℓ(j) =

{
g(j) if j ∈ J +

j otherwise

Now ℓ(ℓ(j)) = ℓ(j) and ℓ(j) = ℓ(g(j)) for all j ∈ J . A quasiorder ≲ on J is defined by
setting

(12) j ≲ k ⇐⇒ ℓ(j) ≤ ℓ(k).

Let A be a Nelson algebra defined on an algebraic lattice and let the relation ≲ on
U = J be defined as in (12). The isomorphism φ satisfying (11) between the set J of the
completely join-irreducibles of A and J (RS ) is defined by

φ(j) =


(∅, {x}▲) if j ∈ J−,

({x}, {x}▲) if j ∈ J ◦,

(R(x), R(x)▲) if j ∈ J +.

Example 4.22. Consider the Nelson algebra A of Figure 2(a). Since A is finite, it is
trivially defined on an algebraic lattice. Suppose that the operation ∼ is defined by ∼0 = 1,
∼a = f , ∼b = e, and ∼c = d. The completely join-irreducible elements J are marked by
filled circles, and we have g(a) = e, g(b) = f , and g(d) = d. The induced quasiorder on
U = J = {a, b, d, e, f} is given in Figure 2(b) and the corresponding rough set structure RS
is depicted in Figure 2(c). Recall that the operation ∼ is defined in RS by ∼(X▼, X▲) =
(X▲c, X▼c).

Proposition 4.23 ([69]). If ≲ is a quasiorder, then the rough set lattice RS is a three-valued
 Lukasiewicz algebra if and only if ≲ is an equivalence.

Recall from Section 4.2 that rough sets determined by equivalences correspond to atomic
regular double Stone algebras. Because regular double Stone algebras, semisimple Nelson
algebras, and three-valued  Lukasiewicz algebras are equivalent notions, we obtain that a
regular double Stone algebra is atomic if and only if it is algebraic. In fact, we can write
the following proposition.
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(∅, {a, e})

(b) Induced quasiorder .

Figure 2. Constructing RS from A.

Proposition 4.24. Let L be a regular double Stone algebra. The following are equivalent:

(a) L is a direct product of the chains 2 and 3;

(b) L is algebraic;

(c) L is complete and spatial;

(d) L is complete and atomic.

Proof. Since 2 and 3 are finite lattices, they are algebraic. As we have already noted, a
direct product of algebraic lattices is algebraic. Thus, (i) implies (ii). An algebraic lattice
is complete by definition. Because L is a regular double Stone algebra, it is distributive
and self-dual (via the induced ∼). If L is algebraic, its dual is also algebraic. Thus, L is
spatial by the equivalence of conditions (A1)–(A4), and (ii) implies (iii).

Because L is a regular double Stone algebra, it is a Heyting algebra as shown by T. Kat-
riňák [78, Theorem 1]. Since L is a complete lattice, this means that L satisfies (JID).
Again, by the equivalence of (A1)–(A4), this means that L is algebraic. Since L is algebraic
and regular, the set J of completely join-irreducible elements has at most two levels; see
[71, Proposition 4.4]. Let x be a nonzero element of L. Because L is spatial, there is j ∈ J
such that j ≤ x. If j is not an atom, then g(j) is an atom below j. Therefore, (iii) implies
(iv). The implication (iv)⇒(i) follows explicitly from [35, Lemma 2.6]. □

Note also that the equivalent conditions of Proposition 4.24 do not imply that L is
atomistic, because atomistic pseudocomplemented lattices are Boolean algebras; see [43,
Theorem 5.2.].

Concerning the discriminator varieties, the (subdirectly irreducible) rough set algebras
defined by a quasiorder admit a discriminator term if and only if the quasiorder is an
equivalence. This is because Nelson algebras admit a discriminator term if and only if they
form a semisimple variety, and this holds if and only if the relation is an equivalence. In this
case, all the other algebras defined on them in Section 4.2 are term equivalent to semisimple
Nelson algebras.

Let us briefly recall the topological representation of Nelson algebras by D. Vakarelov
[141]. This is needed to have a general representation of Nelson algebras in terms of rough
sets. The construction here resembles the Priestley duality presented in Section 2.5. Let
(X,≤, g) be a structure such that (X,≤) is an ordered set and g is a map on X satisfying
the following conditions for all x, y ∈ X:
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(J1) if x ≤ y, then g(y) ≤ g(x),

(J2) g(g(x)) = g(x),

(J3) x ≤ g(x) or g(x) ≤ x,

(J4) if x, y ≤ g(x), g(y), then there is z ∈ X such that x, y ≤ z ≤ g(x), g(y).

Following Vakarelov, we call such systems Monteiro spaces. Because ≤ is an order, the
Alexandrov topology T≤ forms a T0-space, that is, for any two different points x and y,
there is an open set in T≤ which contains one of these points and not the other. Using the
notation of Section 2.5, we denote the topology T≤ defined by the Monteiro space (X,≤, g)
here by L(X).

Each Monteiro space (X,≤, g) defines a Nelson algebra

L(X) = ⟨L(X);∪,∩,→,∼, ∅, X⟩,
where the operations ∼ and → are defined by:

∼A := {x ∈ X | g(x) /∈ A} and A→ B := A⇒ (∼A ∪B).

The operation ⇒ is defined in the Heyting algebra T≤ by

B ⇒ C = {x ∈ X | x ≤ y and y ∈ B imply y ∈ C}.

Vakarelov showed that every Nelson algebra A can be embedded into the Nelson algebra
L(X(A)) defined from the Monteiro space (X(A),⊆, g), where X(A) is the set of prime
filters of A = ⟨A;∨,∧⟩ and the map g : X(A) → X(A) is defined as

g(P ) := {x ∈ A | ∼x /∈ P}.
The embedding A → L(X(A)) is the same as in Section 2.5, that is,

x 7→ {P ∈ X(A) | x ∈ P}.
Because the induced Nelson algebra L(X(A)) is such that the underlying lattice is alge-
braic, there exists an isomorphic rough set Nelson algebra RS. This implies the following
representation theorem given in [70].

Theorem 4.25. Let A be a Nelson algebra. There is a set U and a quasiorder ≲ on U
such that A is isomorphic to a subalgebra of RS.

By applying Theorem 4.25, the following completeness result (with the finite model
property) for Nelson logic was proved in [70].

Theorem 4.26. Let α be a formula of the Nelson logic. The following are equivalent:

(a) α is a theorem,

(b) α is valid in every finite rough set-based Nelson algebra determined by a quasiorder.

In 1989, P. A. Miglioli with his co-authors [87] introduced a constructive logic with strong
negation, called effective logic zero and denoted by E0, containing a modal operator T such
that for any formula α of E0, T(α) means that α is classically valid. The motivation of the
logical system E0 was to grasp two distinct aspects of computation in program synthesis
and specification: the algorithmic aspect and data. P. Pagliani [109] gave an algebraic
model for E0, called effective lattices. They are special type of Nelson algebras determined
by Glivenko congruences on Heyting algebras. More precisely, for any Heyting algebra L
and its Glivenko congruence Γ := {(a, b) ∈ L × L | a∗ = b∗}, the corresponding effective
lattice is the Nelson algebra NΓ (L). Note that for all a ∈ H, aΓ 1 if and only if a is dense.
This means that the universe of NΓ (L) consists of the pairs (a, b) such that a ∧ b = 0 and
a∨ b is dense (see Remark 2 in [134]). It is proved in [70] that the rough set Nelson algebra
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RS is an effective lattice iff the set S of the singletons is cofinal—this means that for all
x ∈ U , the principal quasiorder filter [x) intersects with S.

We end this section by considering residuated lattices determined by rough sets. Let
A = ⟨A;∧,∨,→,∼, 0, 1⟩ be a Nelson algebra. By recalling from Section 3.1 the definitions

x ∗ y := ∼(x→ ∼y) ∨ ∼(y → ∼x) and x⇒ y := (x→ y) ∧ (∼y → ∼x),

we obtain a Nelson FLew -algebra ⟨A;∧,∨,⇒, 0, 1⟩, on which ∼x = x⇒ 0.

We can define the operations ∗ and ⇒ for rough set algebras, obtaining a Nelson FLew -
algebra ⟨RS;∧,∨, ∗,⇒, (∅, ∅), (U,U)⟩, where ⇒ is the adjoint operation to ∗, not the relative
pseudocomplement operation considered earlier. Let (A,B) and (C,D) be rough sets. Then,

(A,B) ∗ (C,D) = ∼((A,B) → ∼(C,D)) ∨ ∼((C,D) → ∼(A,B))

= ∼((A,B) → (Dc, Cc)) ∨ ∼((C,D) → (Bc, Ac))

= ∼((Ac ∪Dc)▼, Ac ∪ Cc) ∨ ∼((Cc ∪Bc)▼, Cc ∪Ac)

= ((Ac ∪ Cc)c, (Ac ∪Dc)▼c) ∨ ((Ac ∪ Cc)c, (Cc ∪Bc)▼c)

= (A ∩ C, (A ∩D)▲) ∨ (A ∩ C, (B ∩ C)▲)

= (A ∩ C, (A ∩D)▲ ∪ (B ∩ C)▲)

= (A ∩ C, ((A ∩D) ∪ (B ∩ C))▲)

and

(A,B) ⇒ (C,D) = ((A,B) → (C,D)) ∧ (∼(C;D) → ∼(A,B))

= ((Ac ∪ C)▼, Ac ∪D)) ∧ ((Dc, Cc) → (Bc, Ac))

= ((Ac ∪ C)▼, Ac ∪D)) ∧ (D ∪Bc)▼, D ∪Ac)

= ((Ac ∪ C)▼ ∩ (Bc ∪D)▼, Ac ∪D)

=
(
((Ac ∪ C) ∩ (Bc ∪D))▼, Ac ∪D

)
.

It can be easily checked that(
(A,B) ⇒ (∅, ∅)

)
=

(
(Ac ∩Bc)▼, Ac

)
=

(
Bc▼, Ac

)
= (Bc, AC) = ∼(A,B).

This is because B ∈ T≳ gives Bc ∈ T≲ and so Bc▼ = Bc.

Let us denote by ⇒∗ the relative pseudocomplement operation in RS .

Proposition 4.27. Let ≲ be a quasiorder on U . For all rough sets (A,B) and (C,D),

(A,B) ⇒∗ (C,D) ≤ (A,B) ⇒ (C,D) ≤ (A,B) → (C,D).

Proof. Since Bc ⊆ Ac, we have

(A,B) ⇒∗ (C,D) = ((Ac ∪ C)▼ ∩ (Bc ∪D)▽▼, (Bc ∪D)▽)

≤ ((Ac ∪ C)▼ ∩ (Bc ∪D)▼, Ac ∪D) = (A,B) ⇒ (C,D)

≤ ((Ac ∪ C)▼, Ac ∪D) = (A,B) → (C,D). □

Because Nelson FLew -algebras are term equivalent with Nelson algebras, we have that the
identities satisfied by Nelson FLew -algebras are the identities satisfied by the finite rough
set based residuated lattices determined by a quasiorder. By Theorem 4.25, a formula α
is a theorem iff it is valid in any finite rough set Nelson algebra defined by a quasiorder
R. Therefore, any identity which holds in every finite rough set Nelson FLew -algebra holds
also in every Nelson FLew -algebra.
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An element a of a lattice L is a Boolean if there exists an element a′ ∈ L such that
a ∧ a′ = 0 and a ∨ a′ = 1. We know that if L is distributive, then a′ (if it exists) is
unique, and is called the Boolean complement of a. In view of R. Cignoli and F. Esteva
[33], the set of Boolean elements of a bounded residuated lattice L = ⟨L;∧,∨, ∗,⇒, 0, 1⟩ are
B(L) = {x ∈ L | x ∨ (x⇒ 0) = 1}.

We say that a rough set (A,B) is exact if A = B. Note that X is ≲-definable if and only
if (X▼, X▲) is exact.

Proposition 4.28. Let ≲ be a quasiorder. The Boolean elements of the Nelson FLew -
algebra ⟨RS;∧,∨, ∗,⇒, (∅, ∅), (U,U)⟩ are the exact rough sets.

Proof. Suppose that ((A,B) ⇒ (∅, ∅)) ∨ (A,B) = (U,U) for some rough set (A,B). Then
(Bc, Ac) ∨ (A,B) = (U,U) yields A ∪Bc = U , that is, Ac ⊆ Bc. Since A ⊆ B is equivalent
to Bc ⊆ Ac, we obtain Ac = Bc and A = B. This means that (A,B) is an exact rough set.
Conversely, if (A,A) is an exact set, then ((A,A) ⇒ (∅, ∅)) ∨ (A,A) = ∼(A,A) ∨ (A,A) =
(Ac ∪A,Ac ∪A) = (U,U). □

Let us now consider the operations in the case RS is determined by an equivalence E.
Now

(A,B) ∗ (C,D) = (A ∩ C, ((A ∩D) ∪ (B ∩ C)));

(A,B) ⇒ (C,D) = ((Ac ∪ C) ∩ (Bc ∪D), Ac ∪D).

In particular, for exact sets (X,X) and (Y, Y ),

(X,X) ∗ (Y, Y ) = (X ∩ Y,X ∩ Y ) and (X,X) → (Y, Y ) = (Xc ∪ Y,Xc ∪ Y ),

which are again exact sets. The operation ∗ is equal to ∧ and Xc ∪ Y is the relative
pseudocomplement of X with respect to Y in ⟨Def (E);∪,∩⟩.

Recall that an FLew -algebra is 3-potent if it satisfies the identity x3 ≈ x2 As mentioned in
Subsection 3.2, Nelson FLew -algebras are 3-potent. In particular, in the case of equivalences
(A,B) ∗ (A,B) = (A ∩ A, ((A ∩ B) ∪ (B ∩ A))) = (A,A). Thus, (A,B)k = (A,A) for all
k ≥ 2.

Concluding remarks

As mentioned in the Introduction, limitations of space and scope have led us to exclude
from the present survey a number of recent and interesting developments in the area Nelson-
related logics. Having almost concluded our journey, we would now like to spend a few more
words on these directions, which may prove the most fruitful in future research. We begin
with the topics cited earlier.

Abstract, universal algebraic characterisations of Nelson algebras. As mentioned
at the end of Subsection 3.2, the paper [95] characterises the variety of N3-lattices as
precisely the class of (0, 1)-congruence orderable involutive CIBRLs. Due to its abstract
universal algebraic nature, the notion of (c, d)-congruence orderability may be studied in
wider contexts, beginning with non-necessarily involutive algebras (see below) but poten-
tially leading to generalisations that might be applicable to non-pointed classes of algebras,
where no algebraic constant is term definable (e.g. N4-lattices).
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Investigations of closely related logico–algebraic systems, such as the substruc-
tural logic introduced by Nelson under the name of S. This logic has been recently
shown to be precisely the logic of the class of 3-potent involutive CIBRLs [97, 98]. It is
worth mentioning that another prominent solution to the question of “how to extend intu-
itionistic logic with an involutive negation” is provided by Moisil’s symmetric modal logic,
whose algebraic counterpart is the variety of symmetric modal algebras [92]. These algebras,
which are comparatively little known, certainly deserve further study, both in isolation and
in connection with the most recent developments in the theory of N3-lattices.

The extension of the theory of Nelson algebras beyond the involutive setting.
This project has proved to be quite fruitful, leading to a substantial research output [127,
122, 124, 130, 131, 96]. In our opinion, two particularly promising lines of research are
worth mentioning. Firstly, the abstract study of the twist construction and the limits of its
applicability within the setting of substructural logics (see, in particular, [27]). Secondly,
and most importantly for our present interest, the investigation of potential connections
with rough set theory. Indeed, N4-lattices and the quasi-Nelson algebras introduced in [130]
are both mild generalisations of N3-lattices, obtained by abandoning, respectively, the
explosive and the involutive law. It seems thus natural to speculate whether some suitable
generalisation of rough sets induced by quasiorders might provide sufficiently general classes
of structures, which one could match with the above-mentioned varieties.

Structures arising from rough sets. Both the algebraic and the order-theoretic struc-
ture of rough sets systems defined by equivalences were thoroughly established during the
1990s. However, exploring structures induced by various types of relations has yielded fruit-
ful results. Rough sets defined by quasiorders were in a central role in Section 4, where we
discussed how rough sets defined by quasiorders correspond the Nelson algebras defined on
algebraic (e.g. finite) lattices. Hence, in view of our formerly discussed results, they can
be presented as algebras defined on residuated lattices as well. We also know that rough
sets defined by tolerances (reflexive and symmetric binary relations) induced by irredun-
dant coverings are (up to isomorphism) the regular pseudocomplemented Kleene algebras
defined on algebraic lattices [71]. It is worth noting that, for an arbitrary tolerance, the
ordered set defined on the rough set algebra RS is not necessarily a lattice, as highlighted
in [66]. In [140], D. Umadevi presented the Dedekind-MacNeille completion of RS for arbi-
trary binary relations. Subsequently, it was shown in [73] that, for reflexive relations, this
completion forms a pseudo-Kleene algebra. Moreover, a so-called PBZ-lattice can always
be defined on it. It is important to notice that covering-based rough sets provide another
way to generalize approximations based on equivalences, and there exists an extensive body
of literature related to them, as discussed in [147]. This diversity of approaches means that
there are numerous interesting algebraic structures emerging from rough sets defined in
various settings.
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Collected Works of J. Richard Büchi, pages 53–80. Springer, New York, 1975.
[24] S. Burris and H. P. Sankappanavar. A Course in Universal Algebra, volume 78 of Graduate Texts in

Mathematics. Springer-Verlag, New York, 1981.
[25] M. Busaniche and R. Cignoli. Residuated lattices as algebraic semantics for paraconsistent Nelson’s

logic. Journal of Logic and Computation, 19:1019–1029, 2009.
[26] M. Busaniche and R. Cignoli. The subvariety of commutative residuated lattices represented by twist-

products. Algebra Universalis, 71:5–22, 2014.
[27] M. Busaniche, N. Galatos, and M. A. Marcos. Twist structures and Nelson conuclei. Studia Logica,

110(4):949–987, 2022.
[28] L. M. Cabrer, A. P. Craig, and H. A. Priestley. Product representation for default bilattices: an

application of natural duality theory. Journal of pure and applied algebra, 219(7):2962–2988, 2015.
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50 JOUNI JÄRVINEN, SÁNDOR RADELECZKI, AND UMBERTO RIVIECCIO
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