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_ Abstract—There is knowledge. There is belief. And there language. While it is certain that concepts expressiblénén t
is tacit agreement.’ ‘We may talk about objects. We may talk alternative language sustain no degree of ambiguity in what
about attributes of the objects. Or we may talk both about they refer to, and in this sense it may be said to have an

objects and their attributes.” This work inspects tacit agreements dvant ¢ | the ab f abstract t
on assumptions about the relation between objects and their advantage 1o our languages, the absence ol abstract cencep

attributes, and studies a way of expressing them, presentinas that we so often rely upon for reasoning is rather grave a
the result what we term gradual logic in which the sense of backlash that would stem its prospect for wide circulation,
truth gra.dually shifts.. It extends classical !ogic instanes WiFh a because - after all - who is capable of showing knowledge of
new logical connective capturing the object-atiribute reation. 4, gpiect that (s)he has never seen before; then who could
A formal semantics is presented. Decidability is proved. Pa- . . .
consistent/epistemic/conditional/intensional/desgption/combined conﬂdentl_y assert that his/her listener could understand a
logics are compared. part of his/her speech on a matter that only he/she knows
of if all of us were to adopt the alternative language? By
|. INTRODUCTION contrast, concepts in our languages, being an identifier of a
It is 9roup rather than an individual, allow generation of a vast
domain of discourse with a relatively small number of them
ig aggregatione.g.‘book’ and ‘title’ cover anything that can
bé understood as a book and/or a title, and they at the same
g’we enable refinemeng,.g. title’d ‘book’ denotes only those
ooks that are titled. The availability of mutually influémg
it has the said title, and that it is authored by Descartes.uke generic_concepts adds to so_much _flexibility in_our Igng_uages
In this document, we will be interested in primitively

suppose that | am with a friend of mine. If | simply sditlere . . . .
is a bookirrespective of being fully conscious that the boo%epresentlng the particular relation between objectsiepts

that | have spotted is the described book and none others, Ha special d_lstlnc_tlon betW(_aen the two hereafter) and what
friend of mine, who is here supposed oblivious of any arsicld"®Y f‘“f“ their attrlbgtes, Wh'Ch will Ie_ad to developmem_aof
on the desk, would have no reason to go against imaginiH w logic. Our domain of discourse will range over certain se

whatever that is considered a book, say ‘Les Misérablgsa 1O (attributgd) objectg (which may thems_elves be an atei
short statement by itself does not forestall such a pogsibil other (attributed) objects) and pure attributes that grpese

By contrast, if, as in the description provided at the beigign existence of some (attributed) object as their host. Needle

| ask him to think of a laid-on-desk René Descartes bookditl to say, when we talk about or even just imagine an object

‘Meditations and Other Metaphysical Writings’, then therg\’ith some explicated attribute, the attribute must be found

would be certain logical dissonance if he should still thinRMON9 all t.ha.t can become an at.tnbute toit. To th.'s extast it
of ‘Les Misérables’ as a possible option that conforms ® t onfined within the presumed existence of the object. The new

given description. In innumerable occasions like this eptem ogic intends to address certain phenomena around atdbut

adjectives (or adverbs or whatever terms that fulfil the sarﬂgleas which | think are reasona_lbly common to us t_)ut which

purpose) are utilised to disambiguate terms that may denBigy not be reasonably_expres_smle n cla35|ca_l logic. L.Et us

more than what we intend to communicate. turn to an example for illustration of the peculiar behaviou
This feature of natural languages, allowing formulatiowalt attributed objects often present to us.

of a precise enough concept through coordination of (1)

broad concepts and (2) attributes that narrow down thélr On peculiarity of attributed objects as observed in nega-

possibilities, is a very economical and suitable one for uon. and on the truth ‘of’ classical logic

For imagine otherwise that every word exactly identifies a gpisodelmagine that there is a tiny hat shop in our town,

unique and indivisible object around us, then we would haygying the following in stock:

no abstract concepts such as generalisation or compositio

since generalisation must assume specificity and compositi

decomposability of what result from the process, neither of

which accords with the proposed code of the alternative

A short descriptionThere is a book. It is on desk.
titted ‘Meditations and Other Metaphysical Writings’. by
the document from which the English translation was born
is written by René DescarteBeriod

I have just described a book, not some freely arbitrary bo
but one with a few pieces of information: that it is on deslatth

rl) 3 types of hats: orange hats, green hats ornamented with
some brooch, and blue hats decorated with some white
hat-shaped accessory, of which only the green and the
blue hats are displayed in the shop.

Lwe’ is preferred throughout this document save where theeaiighe term 2) 2 type; of Shlrt§: yellow .and blue, of which only the
is most unnatural. blue shirts are displayed in the shop.
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Imagine also that a young man has come to the hat shép.unless, of course, the probability of 30 % should mean to
After a while he asks the shop owner, a lady of many a yeascribe to our own confidence level, which | here assume is
of experience in hat-making; “Have you got a yellow hat?iot part of the logic, of the proposition being true.
Well, obviously there are no yellow hats to be found in her However, one curious fact is that the observation made so
shop. She answers; “No, | do not have it in stock,” negatirfgr can by no means preclude a deduction thiareforeand
the possibility that there is one in stock at her shop at tm® matter how controversial it may appear, the meaning of the
present point of timePeriod truth, so long as it can be observed only through the interpre
But “what is she actually denying about?” is the inquiry thaations that force the value of propositions to go coinctden
| consider pertinent to this writing. We ponder; in delivegi with it and only through examination on the natuid those
the answer, the question posed may have allowed her to infeopositions that were made true by them, must be invariably
that the young man was looking for a hat, a yellow hat idependant on the delimiter of our domain of discourse, the se
particular. Then the answer may be followed by she sayingf, propositions; on the presupposition of which are segsibl
“...but | do have hats with different colours including onemeaningful the interpretations; on the presuppositionaity,
not currently displayed.” That is, while she denies the@nes in turn, is possible classical logic. Hence, quite desgiie t
of a yellow hat, she still presumes the availability of hats actuality that for any set of propositions as can form a domai
which she reckons he would like to learn. It does not appeairdiscourse for classical logic it is sufficient that thesednly
so unrealistic, in fact, to suppose such a thought of hetdhha one truth, it is nota priori possible that we find by certainty
may be ready to compromise his preference for a yellow haty relation to hold between such individual truths and the
with some non-yellow one, possibly an orange one in stodkniversal truth, if any, whom we cannot hope to successfully
given its comparative closeness in hue to yellow. invalidate. Nor is ita priori possible to sensibly impose a
Now, what if the young man turned out to be a townrestriction on any domain of discourse for classical reagpn
famous collector of yellow articles? Then it may be that frorto one that is consistent with the universal truth, providgdin
his question she had divined instead that he was looking fitiat such should exist. But, then, it is not by the force of
something yellow, a yellow hat in particular, in which cage h necessity that, having a pair of domains of discourse, we find
answer could have been a contracted form of “No, | do nohe individual truth and the other wholly interchangeahte.
have it in stock, but | do have a yellow shirt nonetheless (&snor, suppose that truths are akin to existences, theragust
you are looking after, | suppose?)” there are many existences, so are many truths, every one of
Either way, these somewhat-appearing-to-be partial negehich can be subjected to classical reasoning, but no distin
tions contrast with classical negation with which her answeairs of whicha priori exhibit a trans-territorial compatibility.
can be interpreted only as that she does not have a yellow it the lack of compatibility also gives rise to a possililit
nothing less, nothing more, with no restriction in the ranfie of dependency among them within a meta-classical-reagonin
possibilities outside it. that recognises the many individual truths at once. In 8dna
An analysis that | attempt regarding this sort of usual everwhere some concepts in a domain of discourse over which
day phenomenon around concepts and their attributes, whieilgns a sense of truth become too strong an assumption to be
leads for example to a case where negation of some conciatsibly falsified, the existence of the concepts becomes no
with attributes does not perforce entail negation of theceph falsifiable during the discourse of existences of theiilaites
itself but only that of the attributes, is that presuppositof (which form another domain of discourse); it becomes a
a concept often becomes too strong in our mind to be invatlelimiter of classical reasoning, that is, it becomes athtru
dated. Let us proceed in allusion to logical/computer smenfor them.
terminologies. In classical reasoning that we are familiein,
1 - truth - is what we should consider is our truth and B- Gradual classical logic: a logic for attributed objects

- falsehood - is what we again should consider is our non-it goes hopefully without saying that what | wished to
truth. When we suppose a set of true atomic propositiofifipart through the above fictitious episode was not so much
p.q,r,-- under some possible interpretation of them, the trubout which negation should take a precedence over thesother
embodied in them does - by definition - neither transcend tag about the distinction of objects and what may form their
truth that the 1 signifies nor go below it. The innumerable triattributes;.e. about the inclusion relation to hold between the
propositions miraculously sit on the given definition of Wi two and about how it could restrict domains of discourse df w
true, 1. By applying alternative interpretations, we mayeha are to assume attributed objects as primitive entities by
different set of innumerable true propositions possiblfedi we for example do not just have the negation that negates the
ing from thep, ¢,r, - --. However, no interpretations are meangresence of an attributed object (attributed-object riegpt

to modlfy the perceived Significance of the truth which remsai on the other hand, the |Ogic should be able to express the
immune to them. Here what renders the truth so immutaldegation that applies to an attribute only (attribute niegat

is the assumption of classical logic that no propositioret thand, complementary, we may also consider the negation that

cannot be given a truth value by means of the laws of classiggiplies to an object only (object negation). We should also
logic may appear as a proposition: there is nothing that is 30

% true, and also nothing that is true by the probability of 30 2Philosophical, that is, real, reading of the symbpls, 7, . . . .



consider what it may mean to conjunctively/disjunctivety and it is true thatbject, has an attribute ofvject.,, (, or of
several attributed objects and should attempt a consbructi Attributes).” Given an attributed objectbject, > 0jbect,
the logic according to the analysis. | call the logic derivefbr Object, > Attributes), —(Object, > Object,) eXpresses
from all these analysigradual classical logicin which its attributed object negatiomobject, > Object, itS object
the ‘truth’, a very fundamental property of classical lggicnegation andbject, > —0bject,, its attribute negation. Again
gradually shifts by domains of discourse moving deeper insehematic readings for them are, respectively;

attributes of (attributed) objects. For a special emphdmse « It is false that the attributed objecbject, > Object, IS
the gradation in truth occurs only in the sense that is spelle  (Cf. above for the reading of ‘an attribute object is’).
out in the previous sub-section. One in particular shoultd no « It is false thatobject, is, but it is true that some non-

confuse this logic with multi-valued logics [11], [12] thiaave Object, is which has an attribute afbject,.

multiple truth values in the same domain of discourse, fgr an o It is true thatobject, is, but it is false that it has an
(attributed) object in gradual classical logic assumey onke attribute ofobject,.

out of the two usual possibilities: either it is true (that isThe presence of negation flips “It is true that ...” into “It
because we shall essentially consider conceptual exiseitc js false that ...” and vice versa. But it should be also noted

is synonymous to saying that it exists) or it is false (it does how negation acts in attribute negations and object/ateib

exist). In this sense it is indeed classical logic. But in 8onhegations. Several specific examflesnstructed parodically
sense - because we can observe transitions in the sense offi@ the items in the hat shop episode are;

truth’ within the logic itself - it has a bearing of meta-siical 1) Hats vellow: It is true that hat is, and it is true that it is

logic. As for inconsistency, if there is an inconsistentamgnt yellow(ed).

within a discourse on attributed objects, wherever it may be2y vejiow > Hat It is true that yellow is, and it is true that
that it is occurring, the reasoning part of which is incotesis it is hatted.

cannot be said to be consistent. For this reason it remains in3) Hats —vellow: It is true that hat is, but it is false that it
gradual classical logic just as strong as is in standardicials is yellow(edf]

logic. 4) —Hat> Yellow: It is false that hat is, but it is true that

yellow object (which is not hat) is.
5) —(Hat> Yellow): Either it is false that hat is, or if it is
true that hat is, then it is false that it is yellow.

C. Structure of this work

Shown below is the organisation of this work.

* :?fvelopment of gradual classical logic (Sections | ang' Object/attribute relation and conjunctior-(and A)
« A formal semantics of gradual classical logic and a proof We examine specific examples first involving and A
that it is not para-consistent/inconsistent (Section I1l) (conjunction), and then observe what the readings imply.
« Decidability of gradual classical logic (Section 1V). 1) Hat> GreenA Brooch It is true that hat is, and it is true
« Conclusion and discussion on related thoughts: para- thatit is green and brooched.
consistent logics, epistemic/conditional logics, intens ~ 2) (Hat> Green A (Hat> Brooch): for one, it is true that hat

al/description logics, and combined logic (Section V). is, and it is true that it is green; for one, it is true that
hat is, and it is true that it is brooched.
Il. GRADUAL CLASSICAL LOGIC: LOGICAL PARTICULARS 3) (HatA Shirt) > Yellow: It is true that hat and shirt are, and
In this section we shall look into logical particulars of it is true that they are yellow.

gradual classical logic. Some familiarity with propositéd 4) (Hat> Yellow) A (Shirt> Yellow): for one, it is true that
classical logic, in particular with how the logical conriees hat is, and it is true that it is yellow; for one, it is true
behave, is presumed. Mathematical transcriptions of gladu  that shirt is, and it is true that it is yellow.
classical logic are found in the next section. By now it has hopefully become clear that byistential facts

as truthsl do not mean how many of a given (attributed) object
exist: in gradual classical logic, cardinality of objectehich
is an important pillar in the philosophy of linear logic [1&hd

It was already mentioned that the inclusion relation thatat of its kinds of so-called resource logics, is not whatiitst
is implicit when we talk about an attributed object shalbe responsible for, but only the facts themselves of whether
be primitive in the proposed gradual classical logic. Wany of them exist in a given domain of discourse, which is
shall dedicate the symbob to represent it. The usage ofin line with classical logi@ Hence they univocally assume
the new connective is fixed to take either of the forms
Obj?Ctl > Obj,e°t2 or Objef:tl > Attributegl. Both denote a_n my purpose is to illustrate the reading »f So there are ones that ordinarily
attributed object. In the first casebject, is a more generic appear to be not very reasonable.
object tharbbject, >0bject, (Object, acting as an attribute to  “In the rest, this -ed to indicate an adjective is assumed elegis omitted
Object, makesibject, more specific). In the second case, Wé”SOther emphasis. , y _

. L. . . . That proposition A is true and that proposition A is true mehat

have a pure attribute which is not itself an object. Eltheywapr

. ; . ; - oposition A is true; the subject of this sentence is edentato the object
a schematic reading is as follows: “It is true tlwafect, iS, of its.

A. Logical connective for object/attribute and interactio
with negation & and —)

| do not pass judgement on what is reasonable and what is mef ag



a singular than plural form, as in the examples inscribed2) Hat> (Hat> White): It is true that hat is, and it is true
so far. That the first and the second, and the third and the that it has the attribute of which it is true that hat is and
fourth, equate is then a trite observation. Nevertheldss, i that it is white. (More simply, it is true that hat is, and
still important that we analyse them with a sufficient prisis it is true that it is white-hatted.)
In the third and the fourth where the same attribute is shared3) —(Hat> Yellow) > Brooch Either it is false that hat is, or
among several objects, the attribute of being yellow asstib else itis true that hat is but it is false that it is yeIIB\J\f.
all of them. Therefore those expressions are a true statemen it is false that hat is, then it is true that brooched object
only if (1) there is an existential fact that both hat and tstiie (which obviously cannot be hat) is. If it is true that hat
and (2) being yellow is true for the existential fact (forntgd is but it is false that it is yellow, then it is true that the
existence of hat and that of shirt). Another example is found  object thus described is brooched.
in Figure[1. Note that to say that Hat Brooch (brooched hat) is being
green, we must mean to say that the object to the attribute of
(Object) Brooch  Shirt Hat being greeni.e. hat, is green. It is on the other hand unclear
() T >< T / T if green brooched hat shoulq or should not mean that the
(Attribute) Large  Yellow Hat brooch, an accessory to hat, is also green. But common sense
about adjectives dictates that such be simply indeterminat
It is reasonable for (Hat- Brooch) > Green, while if we
have (Hat> Large)> Green, ordinarily speaking it cannot be
the case that the attribute of being large is green. Thexefor
we enforce thaf0bject, > Object,) > Object, amounts to
goject, > Objects) A ((Object; > Object,) V (Object; >
Object, > Object,))) in which disjunction as usual captures
the indeterminacy. 2) poses no ambiguity. 3) is understaod i
the same way as 1).

Fig. 1: lllustration of an expressiafiBroochA Shirt) > Large) A
((BroochA Shirt A Hat) > Yellow) A (Hat> Hat): the existential
fact of the attribute large depends on the existential fa€ts
brooch and shirt; the existential fact of the attribute oiihge
yellow depends on the existential facts of brooch, shirt arﬁ
hat; and the existential fact of the attribute hat dependthen
existential fact of hat to which it is an attribute.

E. Two nullary logical connectives and L

C. Object/attribute relation and disjunction-(and V) Now we examine the nullary logical connectivesand |

We look at examples first. which denote, in classical logic, the concept of the trutl an
1) Hat> (HatVv Brooch): It is true that hat is, and it is true that of the inconsistency. In gradual classical logicienotes
that it is either hatted or brooched. the concept of the presence andlenotes that of the absence.

2) (Hat> Hat) v (Hat> Brooch): At least either that it is true Several examples for the readings are;
that hat is and it is true that it is hatted, or that it is true 1) T > Yellow: It is true that yellow object is.

that hat is and it is true that it is brooched. 2) Hat> (T » Yellow): It is true that hat is, and it is true
3) (Hatv Shirt) > Yellow: It is true that at least either hat or that it has the following attribute of which it is true that

shirt is, and it is true that whichever is existing (or both) it is yellow object.

is (or are) yellow. 3) L > Yellow: It is true that nothingness is, and it is true
4) (Hat> Yellow) v (Shirt> Yellow): At least either it is true that it is yellow.

that hat is and it is true that it is yellow, or it is true that 4) Hat> T: It is true that hat is.

shirt is and it is true that it is yellow. 5) Hat> 1: Itis true that hat is, and it is true that it has no

Just as in the previous sub-section, here again 1) and 2), and attributes. _ _ o
3) and 4) are equivalent. However, in the cases of 3) and 4)0) L > L: Itis true that nothingness is, and it is true that

here, we have that the existential fact of the attributeoyell it has no attributes.

depends on that of hat or shirt, whichever is existing, ot tha) and 2) illustrate how the sense of the ‘truth’ is consesdin

of both if they both exidi by the object to which it acts as an attribute. For the rest,
however, there is a point around the absence which is not so

D. Nestings of object/attribute relations vacuous as not to merit a consideration, and to which I in fact

An expression of the kin@dbject, > Object,) > Object, is append the following postulate. _ _
ambiguous. But we begin by listing examples and then movePostulate 1: That which cannot have any attribute is not.

onto analysis of the readings of the nesting of the relationsConversely, anything that remains once all the attribuseh
1) (Hat> Brooch) » Green It is true that hat is, and it is been removed from a given object is nothingness for which

true that it is brooched. It is true that the object thu@nY scenario where it comes with an attribute is inconcéévab
described is green. . _ . . :
With it, 3) which asserts the existence of nothingness is
6In classical logic, that proposition A or proposition B isiermeans that contradictory. 4) then behaves as expected in that Hat which

at least one of the proposition A or the proposition B is tiueugh both can
be true. Same goes here. 7 This is the reading of-(Hat > Yellow).



is asserted with the presence of attribute(s) is just asripeme o For the binary connectives, !o>!1>!> for some three
term as Hat itself is. 5) which asserts the existence of a@obbj recognisable entities is an abbreviation!©f (1;>15).
with no attributes again contradicts Postulate 1. 6) itatss op this preamble we shall begin.

that any attributed object in some part of which has turndd ou

to be contradictory remains contradictory no matter hovg it A. Development of semantics

to be extended: & cannot negate another. ~ The set of literals in gradual classical logic is denoted by
But how plausible is the postulate itself? Let us imaging \yhose elements are referred to byvith or without a sub-

hat. If the word evoked in our mind any specific hat witherint, This set has a countably many number of literalseGiv
specific colour and shape, we first remove the colour out of ¥.jiteral ¢ ¢ 4. its complement is denoted by which is in

If the process should make it transparent, we then remove theas ysual, we havea e A(a®)¢ = a. The setAU{T}U{L}
transparentness away from it. And if there should be stf&o \ynere T and L are the two nullary logical connectives is
things that are by some means perceivable as have origingigfloted bys. Its elements are referred to byith or without
from it, then because they are an attribute of the hat, wenaggi sub-script. Givens € S, its complement is denoted by
remove any one of them. the humanly no longer detectableyphich is ins. Here we haverc — | and L€ — T. The set of
something is not nothingness not itself contradictory, then 5 mulas is denoted bg whose elementss with or without

there must be still some quality originating in the hat thaf g/super-script, are finitely constructed from theofeing
makes the something differ from nothingness. But the q”al'ﬁgrammar'

must again be an attribute to the hat, which we decisively . ._ | FAF|FVF|=F | F>F

remove away. Therefore, at least intuition solidifies the®  \\e now develop semantics. This is done in two parts: we
of Postulaté 11 A further pursuit on this topic may be usefuls not outright jump to the definition of valuation (which we
For now, however, we shall draw a direct support from - among, 4, but which we simply do not choose in anticipation for
otherg - Transcendental Aesthetic in Critique of Pure Reasg@qer proofs). Instead, just as we only need consider negati
(English translation[[14]), and close the scene. normal form in classical logic because every classicaldogi
formula definable has a reduction into a normal form, so

shall we first define rules for formula reductions (for any
Gradual classical logic was developed in Section | and, F,, F; € 3):

Section Il. The next two sections Section Il and Section IV
study its mathematical aspects.

F. Sub-Conclusion

Vs € S.—s +— s° (= reduction 1).

-(F\ A F2) = —F1 V =F, (- reduction 2).

o —=(F1V F») — =F1 A —F, (- reduction 3).

(s> Fb) = s°V (s > ~F3) (- reduction 4).

(F1 > FQ) > F3 — (Fl > Fg) A ((F1 > FQ) V (Fl > Fh > Fg))
(> reduction 1).

(F1 A Fy) > F3 — (F1 > F3) A (F2 > F3) (> reduction 2).
(F1V ) » F3 — (Fy > F3) V (F2 > F3) (> reduction 3).
Fy > (Fo A F3) — (FyL > F2) A (Fy > Fs) (> reduction 4).
orfo=0at1=1AT0=0, and1 Al 1 =1. 1> (F2 V F3) — (Fy > F) V (Fy > F3) (> reduction 5).
AT, vI =1 T 3 and v are meta-logical connectives: Definition 1 (Valuation frame)let S* denote the set union
conjunction, disjunctiol,material implication, negation, of (A) the set of finite sequences of elementssfand (B)
existential quantification and universal quantificatiora singleton se{¢} denoting an empty sequence. We define a
whose semantics follow those of standard classical logizaluation frame as a 2-tuplét, J), wherel : §* x S — {0,1}
We abbreviatg A - B) AT (B =1 A) by A «T B. is what we call local interpretation and: S*\{e} — {0,1} is
Binding strength of logical or meta-logical connectivesvhat we call gloal interpretation. The following are defined
is, in the order of decreasing precedence; satisfy.

FI> A VI [E] > Y >R A VIS 2> (0. Regarding local interpretation

I1l. M ATHEMATICAL MAPPINGS: SYNTAX AND SEMANTICS

In this section a semantics of gradual classical logic is e
formalised. We assume in the rest of this document;

« N denotes the set of natural numbers including 0.
At andvT™ are two binary operators on Boolean arithmetic.
The following laws holdivii=1vio=0vi1 =1,

)A(
)V (
. )A(

« For any binary connectives, for anyi,j € N and for . [(50.. . 501, T) = 1@ (1 valuation of T)
lo,!1,--+,!; that are some recognisable entities,,!; is . (s "S - 7L) _ 0] (That of 1) '
an abbreviation ofo)?(h)? - (4. o U5 n2,a8) = O]V 1501541, a) = 1]
« For the unary connective, ——! for some recognisable (Théf of a]it;zral) """ o
entity ! is an abbreviation of:(-!). Further,-*! for some o i o
o [I(s0..... Sk—1,ak) = 0] <7 [I(so..... Sk—1,0%) =

k € N and some recognisable entitys an abbreviation

of ~-.. .
——
k

1] (That of a complement).

9Simply for a presentation purpose, we use comma suckjas,; for
87,85 € 8* to show thats].s5 is an element ofS* in which sj is the

8 These two symbols are overloaded. Save whether truth valughe
ternary values are supplied as arguments, however, thmdiish is clear
from the context in which they are used.

preceding constituent angly the following constituent ok7.s5.
10 whenk = 0, we assume thgi(so. . . .. Sk—1, k) = I(€, s0)]. Same
applies in the rest.



o [I(s0..... Sk—1,8k) = 1(s0. . ... Sk—1,Sk)]
(Synchronization condition om interpretation;

this reflects the dependency of the existential 3)
fact of an attribute to the existential fact of

objects to which it is an attribute).
Regarding global interpretation
. [J(SO ..... Sk) = 1]
N. /\IiO“(SQ ..... Si—1, Si)
contradictoryJ valuation).
o J(so.....55) = 0] «T i € N < k] AT
[I(so- ... si-1,s;) = 0] (ContradictoryJ valua-

Vi €
(Non-

o f

Note that global interpretation is completely charactstiby
local interpretations, as clear from the definition.

Definition 2 (Valuation):Suppose a valuation frantet =
(1,J). The following are defined to hold for alfy, > € § and
forall k e N:

. [Dﬁ ': So>81 > > Sk] = J(S().Sl. - Sk)

e MERAAFR]=[ME RBATNE F.

e MERAVE]=ME RV [NE .
The notions of validity and satisfiability are as usual.

Definition 3 (Validity/Satisfiability):A formula F € § is
said to be satisfiable in a valuation frameiff 1 = [ & FJ;
it is said to be valid iff it is satisfiable for all the valuatio
frames; it is said to be invalid iff = @ = F] for some

that0 # 1 = [9 = F] or thatl # 0 = [ = F], to settle
down the other inquiries partially.
to prove that the reduction throughreductions and-
reductions on any formul@ € ¥ is normal in that, in
whatever order those reduction rules are applied to
any Freacea IN the set of possible formulas it reduces
into satisfies for every valuation frame either tiftat =
Freaucea] = 1, OF that M | Freaucea] = 0, for all such
Freaucea, 10 cONclude.

1) Every formula is 0/1-assignabléle state several defi-
nitions for the first objective of ours.

Definition 4 (Chains/Unit chains):
A chain is defined to be any formulg € § such thatF =
Fo > Fy »--- > Fyy for k € N. A unit chain is defined to be
a chain for whichF; € S for all 0 < i < k + 1. We denote
the set of unit chains byt. By the head of a chaim € §, we
mean some formul#, € § satisfying (1) thatr, is not in the
form F, > F. for someF,, F. € § and (2) thatF = F, > F,
for someF, € 3. By the tail of a chainF € §, we then mean
some formulaFy, € § such thatrF = F, > F, for someF, as
the head ofF.

Definition 5 (Unit chain expansion):
Given anyF < §, we say thatF is expanded in unit chains
only if any chain that occurs i is a unit chain.

Definition 6 (Formula size):The size of a formula is de-
fined inductively. LetF be some arbitrary formula, and let

valuation frame; it is said to be unsatisfiable iff it is invalid f_size(F) be the formula size of". Then it holds that;

for all the valuation frames.

B. Study on the semantics

We have not yet formally verified some important points.
Are there, firstly, any formulag® € § that do not reduce

o f size(F)=1Iif Fe8.

o f size(F) =f_size(F\)+£f_size(F2)+1if F= FiAF,
F=FVF; O FF =F > F>.

o f size(F) =f_size(F})+1if F=-F.

Definition 7 (Maximal number of nestings):

into some value-assignable formula? Secondly, what if botH{ven & formular” € §, we denote byreg_max(F) a maximal

1= E F]and1 = [ &= —F], or botho = [  F] and
0 = [ = —F] for someF € § under somen? Thirdly, should
it happen thaf9n = F] = 0 = 1 for any formulaF, given a
valuation frame?

number of- nestings inF, whose definition goes as follows;
o If Fy =s, thenneg max(Fy) = 0.
o If Fo=I NF; 0r Fy = Fy V Fy Or Iy = Fy > Fy, then
neg_max(Fp) = max(neg_max(F1),neg_max(F:)).

If the first should hold, the semantics - the reductions ande If Fo = —Fi, thenneg max(fo) = 1 + neg_max(F1).
valuations as were presented in the previous sub-section -

would not assign a value (values) to every membef efren

We now work on the main results.

with the reduction rules made available. If the second shoul Lemma 1 (Linking principle)Let F; and £, be two formu-

hold, we could gain = [t = F A —F], which would relegate
this gradual logic to a family of para-consistent logics][17

quite out of keeping with my intention. And the third should

never hold, clearly.

las in unit chain expansion. Then it holds that> F» has a
reduction into a formula in unit chain expansion.

Proof: In Appendix A. ]
Lemma 2 (Reduction without negatiordny formula F,

Hence it must be shown that these unfavoured situations glan which no -~ occurs reduces into some formula in unit

not arise. An outline to the completion of the proofs is;

chain expansion.

1) to establish that every formula has a reduction through Proof: By induction on formula size. For inductive cases,

- reductions and- reductions into some formula for
which it holds thatvon.[0t = F] € {0, 1}, to settle down
the first inquiry.

to prove that any formuld& to which a value 0/1 is
assignablavithout the use of the reduction rulsatisfies
for every valuation frame (a) thdm = F]vi [ =
-F]=1and 9 = F] AT [ = -F] = 0; and (b) either

2)

consider whatr, actually is:
1) Fy = FiAF» or Fy = FyVF»: Apply induction hypothesis
on F; and F.
2) Fv = F1 > F»: Apply induction hypothesis o and
F, to getFy > F;, whereF; and F3 are formulas in unit
chain expansion. Then apply Lemina 1.



Lemma 3 (Reduction)Any formula F, € § reduces into Now, for the second objective of ours, we prove that S,
some formula in unit chain expansion. recursiveReduce, VI and A" form a Boolean algebraCf.
Proof: By induction on maximal number of nestings [20] for the laws of Boolean algebra), from which follows
and a sub-induction on formula size. Lemima 2 for base cas#® required outcome.
Details are in Appendix B. [ ] Proposition 3 (Annihilation/Identity)For any formulafr in
Lemma 4:For any F € § expanded in unit chains, thereunit chain expansion and for any valuation frame, it holds (1
existsv € {0,1} such that[yn = F] = v for any valuation that[dt = TAF] = [ = F]; (2) that[n = TVF] = [ = TJ;
frame. B thatp = LAF] =M [ 1]; and (4) thafm = LV F] =
Proof: Since a value 0/1 is assignable to any element 6t = F].
S U i by Definition[2, it is (or they are if more than one in Lemma 5 (Elementary complementatiofpr anyso > s1 >
{0, 1}) assignable tdom = F. <>, € UUS for somek € N, if for a given valuation frame
m it holds that[m = so > s1 » - > s,] = 1, then it also holds
Hence we obtain the desired result for the first objective. that[M |= recursiveReduce(so > s1 > -+ > s)] = 0; or if it
Proposition 1: To any F € § corresponds at least oneholds that[t k= so > s1 > --- > 5] = 0, then it holds that
formula £, in unit chain expansion into whick reduces. It [ = recursiveReduce(so > s1 > -+ > sx)] = 1. These two

holds for any suclF, that[9 = F.] € {0, 1} for any valuation €vents are mutually exclusive.
frame. Proof: In Appendix C. ]

Proposition 4 (Associativity/Commutativity/Distribuitiy):
For the next sub-section, the following observation aboiVeN any formulasr, 7, F; € § in unit chr.:un expansion
negation on a unit chain comes in handy. Let us state®3d @ny valuation framer, the following hold:

procedure. 1) [ E A]AT (N E B AT E B) = (0 AT
Definition 8 (ProcedurerecursiveReduce): [ = F2]) AT [ = F3] (associativity 1).

The procedure given below takes as an input a formfula 2 [ Fi] V! (0 = B VI[N = F5)) = (M = 7] V!

unit chain expansion. [ | F2]) VT F5 (associativity 2).

Description of recursiveReduce(F) M E RIATM E R =M E BRADME R

1) Replacen in F with v, and v with A. These two Ecommutatlwty L)-

somes and its tail Fi.ii, replacer, with (s¢ v (s »
(recursiveReduce(Fiai1)))).
4) Reducer via > reductions in unit chain expansion.

Then we have the following result. _ _ ~_Proposition 5 (Idempotence and Absorption):
Proposition 2 (Reduction of negated unit chain expansiog}ien any formula Fi,F» € § in unit chain

Let F be a formula in unit chain expansion. ThefR reduces expansion, for any valuaton frame it holds that

via the - and » reductions into recursiveReduce(F). MERIATME R =[ME R VI[N E R =[N E R

Moreover recursiveReduce(F) is the unique reduction of (idempotence); and thant = AT ([0t = RV = F)) =

~I". Proof: For the uniqueness, observe that onlyeductions on = my]vf ([t = B AT [0 = ) = [ = F1] (absorption).
and > reduction 5 are used in reduction ef", and that at

any point during the reduction, if there occurs a sub-foamul Proof: Both F, I, are assigned one and 0n|y one value
in the form £, the sub-formular, cannot be reduced by, ¢ {0, 1} (Cf. Appendix D). Trivial to verify.

operations are simultaneous. 4) ?:):)m':mlljtl;tyit[m; F Bl = E RV E A
2) Replace all the non-chainse S in F simultaneously 5) EW = R AT ([};)t)|.: RV B]) = ([0 = ] AT
with ¢ (€ S). . o 3 A
3) For every chainF, in F with its heads e S for 6) %i%}f% (([[;j: "z];;]]% [?DJTT'T:FEL)])@S;;;UQV;{]?;

[

M = B)) AT (N AV e ) (distributivity 2).
Proof: Make use of Lemma]5. Details are in Appendix
|

any reduction rules. Then the proof of the uniqueness is u
straightforward. We now prove laws involving-ecursiveReduce.
u Lemma 6 (Elementary double negatioet F denote

2) Unit chain expansions form Boolean algebra: so > s > --->s5, € 4US for somek € N. Then for
We make use of disjunctive normal form in this sub-secticany valuation frame it holds thatm = F] = [ E
for simplification of proofs. recursiveReduce(recursiveReduce(F))].

Definition 9 (Disjunctive/Conjunctive normal formp Proof: recursiveReduce (recursiveReduce(F)) is in con-
formula F € § is defined to be in disjunctive normal formjunctive normal form. Transform this to disjunctive normal
only if 34,5,k € N Jho,- -+ ,h; € N Ifoo, ..., fun, € HUS.F = form, and observe that almost all the clauses are assigned 0.
vE /\;?;O fi;- Dually, a formulaF € § is defined to be in Details are in Appendix E. ]
conjunctive normal form only if3,j,k € N 3ho,--- ,h; € Proposition 6 (Complementation/Double negation):

N 3foo, - -+, fen, EUUS.F = AL, ij;O fije For any F in unit chain expansion and for any valuation

frame, it holds thatt = [ E F V recursiveReduce(F)]



and thato = [ = F A recursiveReduce(F)] (complemen- F’ differ only by the shown sub-formulas.
tation). Also, for anyF € ¥ in unit chain expansion and F[=(Fa A Fy)] F'[-Fy v —F)]
for any valuation frame it holds thgbn = F] = [ E '

/
recursiveReduce(recursiveReduce(F))] (double negation). F[ﬁ(F;,Eg i‘bz} ’ ?,E]Fa A ~Fil
Proof: Make use of disjunctive normal form, Lemrha 5 R
. . . F[sVF,Vs] , F'[sVFg
and Lemmal6. Details are in Appendix F. [ ] ,
Theorem 1:Denote byX the set of the expressions com- Flsnsl F,[S]
prising all [ = £.] for f, € 4US. Then for every valuation Fls AFans] F,[S Nl
frame, (X, recursiveReduce, AT, V') defines a Boolean alge- FlsT  Fls]
bra.
Proof: Follows from earlier propositions and lemmas. Proof: By simultaneous induction on the number of
B reduction steps and a sub-induction on formula size. Betail
3) Gradual classical logic is neither para-consistent noare in Appendix H. ]
inconsistent : Lemma 9 (Normalisation without negationgiven a for-

To achieve the last objective we assume two notations. mula F € §, if - does not occur irF, then it holds for every
Definition 10 (Sub-formula notation)Siven a formular ¢~ valuation frame either that = F.] = 1 for all i, € F(F) or
3, we denote by[F,] the fact thatF, occurs as a sub-formula€lse thatn = F,] = o for all F, € F(F).

in . Here the definition of a sub-formula of a formula follows ~ Proof: Consequence of Lemnfa 7. u

one that is found in standard textbooks on lodic| [1B]itself =~ Theorem 2 (Normalisation)Given a formular € 3, de-

is a sub-formula ofF. note the set of formulas in unit chain expansion that it can
Definition 11 (Small step reductionsBy Fi ~ F, for re_duce into byF,. Then it holds for every valuation frame

some formulas? and F, we denote thatry reduces in one €ither that[ = F.] = 1 for all F. € 7, or else that

reduction step intoFy. By i ~, F, we denote that the M = Fu] =0 for all F, € 7. _ _

reduction holds explicitly by a reduction rule (which is Proof: By induction on maximal number of nestings

either of the 7 rules). By, ~* F» we denote thar, reduces and a sub-induction on formula size. We quote Leniina 9 for

into F in a finite number of steps including O step in whictPase cases. Details are in Appendix I.

caseF; is said to be irreducible. By, ~* F, we denote .
that the reduction is in exactly steps. ByFy ~7, ., F By the result of Theorern] 1 and T_he_or@n 2, we may define
or Fy ok ., F» we denote that the reduction is via thosémplication: 1 > F» to be an abbreviation 6fF, v F» - exactly

{r1,r2,

specified rules-, r, --- only. the same as in classical logic.

IV. DECIDABILITY

We show a decision procedugefor universal validity of

some input formular. Here,z : Z for somez and Z denotes
- . ) A~ a variablez of type Z. Also assume a terminology of ‘object

el e e o7 o oot sccur, level’, which is defined inductively. Giver¥ in unit chain

F' differs from F only by the shown sub-formulage. F/ €xpansion, (A) ifs € S in F* occurs as a non-chain or as a
derives fromF by replacing the shown sub-formula fé& head of a unit chain, then it is said to be at the O-th object
with the shown sub-formula foF" and vice versa. Then for |evel. (B) if it occurs in a unit chain as > --- > s, > s Or as
each pair(F, F’) below, it holds for every valuation frames0 >...> s, > s> .. for somek € N and someso, ..., s, €

tFrLaé []_.m(F'?)_Fl] = D B forall ;i € 7(F) and for all S, then it is said to be at the (k+1)-th object level. Further,
assume a functiofoSeq : N — S* satisfyingtoSeq(0) = ¢ and

Along with them, we also enforce that(F') denote the set of
formulas in unit chain expansion thate § can reduce into.
A stronger result than Lemnia 2 follows.

Fl(Fa ANFy) > F. , F'[(F.> F.)A(F, > F.)] toSeq(k+1)=T.....T.

F((F.VF)>F.) , F'[(F.»F.)V(Fy>»F.)] k+1

FlF. > (FsAE)] o F(Fas Fy)A(Fa> F)| $(F: 3, object_level : N)

FlF, > (FyVE)] , F(Fa>F)V (Fa> F)| return_lng either 0 or 1

FI(E, » Fy) > o] F'[(Fa > F A (Fa > Fy) V (Fa > Fy > F) \\ This pseudo-code useso: N, F,, F, : 3.

LO: Duplicate F and assign the copy ta,. If F,
is not already in unit chain expansion, then reduce

Proof: By inducti th b ¢ reduct ; it into a formula in unit chain expansion.
roof: By induction on the number of reduction steps L1: F, := EXTRACT(Fa, object_level).

and a sub-induction on formula size in each direction of L2: 1 :— COUNT_DISTINCT(F}).

bisimulation. Details are in Appendix G. ] i ) . Lot
Lemma 8 (Other bisimulations}or each paifF € §, F' € ]['3Oj[h For elachl ) :ose?(()biet;t_le.vel) le. d|;st||nct|
) below, it holds for every valuation frame (1) thaf; e or the » elements ofS at the given object level,

F(F)3F € F(F).M = B = [M = F] and (2) thatvF, € Do:
F(F).3F € F(F).M E FR] = [M E F2]. Once againF and L3;: If UNSAT(F, 1), then go toL5.



L3,: Else if no unit chains occur i, go toL35. cannot be valid, which in turn implies that the input formula

L33: o0:= §(REWRITE(F,, |, object_level), cannot be valid I(3,). If the snapshot is satisfiable and if

object_level + 1). the maximum object-level in the input formula is the Oth,

L34: If o=0, go tolL5. i.e. the snapshot is the input formula, then the input formula

L35: End of For Loop. is satisfiable for this particular valuation frame, and so we

L4: return 1.\\ Yes. check the remaining valuation frames3(). Otherwise, if it

L5: return 0.\\ No. is satisfiable and if the maximum object-level in the input

formula is not the Oth, then we need to check that snapshots in

EXTRACT(F : §, object_level : N) returning?” : § all the other object-levels of the input formula are satidéa

LO: F/ .= F. by all the valuation frames. We do this check by recursion

L1: For everyse > s; > --- > s for somek € N (L33). Notice the first paramet@EWRITE(F,, |, object_level)

greater than or equal tobject_level and some here. This returns some formuld. At the beginning of the

s0,51,...,5 € S occurring in F’, replace it with Sub-proceduref” is a duplicated copy of%. (not £3). Now,

503 -+ > Sobject_level - under the particular O-th object level interpretatipgome unit

L2: return F. chain in F, may be already evaluated to 0. Then we do not
COUNT_DISTINCT(F : §) returningn : N need consider them z_ﬂ any deeper obje_ct_-level._So we remove

LO: returnn :— (number of distinct members ot them frqmF’. OtherW|s_e, in all thg remaining unit chains, the

in F). 0-th object gets local interpretation of 1. So we replace the

. S element at the 0-th object level with which always gets

UNSAT(F 5l ) returningtrue or false . 1. Finally, all the non-chairs constituents and all the chains

LO: return true if, for_ the given interpretatiort, shorter than or equal tebject_level in F, are irrelevant at

[(1,J) = F] = 0. Otherwise, returr‘fal.se. a higher object-level. So we also remove them (frBfjh We
REWRITE(F : §,1: 1, object_level : N) returningr” : § pass thisF’ and an incrementedbject_level to the main

LO: = F. _ _ _ ~ procedure for the recursion.

L1: remove all the non-unit-chains and unit chains The recursive process continues either until a sub-formula

shorter than or equal tebject_level from F. The passed to the main procedure turns out to be invalid, in which

removal is in the following sense: if. A Fu, Fo A case the recursive call returns D26 and L4 in the main

fer fo V Fo OF Fy v f, occurs as a sub-formula inprocedure) to the caller who assigns 0dt@L24) and again

F” for f. those just specified, then replace them nQgtyrns 0, and so on until the first recursive caller. Theecall

simultaneously but one at a time 1o until no more recejves 0 once again to conclude thds invalid, as expected.

reductions are possible. / Otherwise, we have thaf is valid, for we considered all
L2,: For each unit chairf in F’, Do: the valuation frames. The number of recursive calls cannot
L2;: if the head off is O underl, then remove the pe infinite.

unit chain from¥r”; else replace the head gfwith -

T.

L25: End of For Loop. V. CONCLUSION AND RELATED THOUGHTS

L3: return ", There are many existing logics to which gradual classical

The intuition of the procedure is found within the proof belo logic can relate, including ones below. “G(g)radual cleski
logic” is abbreviated byGrad.
Proposition 7 (Decidability of gradual classical logic): ) )

Complexity of §(F,0) is at MOStEXPTIVME. A. Para-consistent Logic

Proof: We show that it is a decision procedure. That the In classical logic a contradictory statement implies just
complexity bound cannot be worse tHeEXPTIME is clear from anything expressible in the given domain of discourse. Mot s
the semantics (fok0) and from the procedure itself. Considein the family of para-consistent logics where it is distirghed
LO of the main procedure. This reduces a given formula intofeom other forms of inconsistency [17]; what is triviallyeth
formula in unit chain expansion. Inl of the main procedure, case in classical logic, say A af D a2 for any propositions
we get a snapshot of the input formula. We extract from, and a», is not an axiom. Or, if my understanding about
it components of the O-th object level, and check if it ithem is sufficient, it actually holds in the sense that to each
(un)satisfiable. The motivation for this operation is asoiwk: contradiction expressible in a para-consistent logic ciases
if the input formula is contradictory at the Oth-object Iebe a sub-domain of discourse within which it entails anything;
input formula is contradictory by the definition of Since we however, just agrad internalises classical logic, so do para-
are considering validity of a formula, we need to check aflonsistent logics, revealing the extent of the explosigene
the possible valuation frames. The number is determined bf/ contradiction within them. In some sense para-consisten
distinct A elements.L2 gets the number (n). The For looplogics model parallel activities as seen in concurrencyawh
starting atL3, iterates through the™ distinct interpretations. Grad on the other hand aims to model is conceptual scoping.
If the snapshot is unsatisfiable for any such valuation fratme As they do not pose an active conflict to each other, it should



be possible to derive an extended logic which benefits from v such that u = v. For a compariso@rad does not treat
both features. intension explicitly, for if some entity equals anotherGinad,
] ) ] » ] then they are always extensionally equal: if the morningista

B. Epistemic Logic/Conditional Logic the evening star, it cannot be because the two terms designat

Epistemic logic concerns knowledge and belief, augmentitige planet Venus thatrad says they are equal, but because
propositional logic with epistemic operataks for knowledge they are the same. But it expresses the distinction pagsivel
and B. for belief such thatk.a/B.a means that a propositionin the sense that we can meta-logically observe it. To wit,
a is known/believed to be true by an agent[13]. Grad consider an expressiofT > Space > Wide) A (Space > Wide).
has a strong link to knowledge and belief, being inspired biyhen, depending on what the given domain of discourse is,
tacit agreement on assumptions about attributed objects. tie sense ofSpace in T > Space » Wide may not be the
seek a correspondence, we may tentatively assign t0a; same as that ofpace in Space > Wide. Similarly for wide.
a mapping ofao A K./Bc.a:. However, this mapping is not (Incidentally, note that- is not the type/sub-type relation.)
very adequate due to the fact that/B. enforces a global The intensionality in the earlier mentioned conditionalits
sense of knowledge/belief that does not update in the course provided counterfactual statements are reasoned @ lin
of discourse. The relation that expresses betweesny and with the prescription in Appendix J, slightly more explicit
a; is not captured this way. A more proximate mapping ithe judgement of Y depends on intension of X. But in many
achieved with the conditional operatsrin conditional logics of the ontic conditional logics in_[1], it does not appear ® b
[1] with which we may mapao > a1 INto ap A (a0 > a1). explicitly distinguished from extension.
But by this mapping the laws of will no longer follow It could be the case tha@trad, once extended with predi-
any of normal, classical, monotonic or regul&@f.([7] or cates, may be able to express intensionality in a natura] way
Section 3 in [[1]; note that the small lette&sb,c, ... in the e.g. we may sayJIntension(Adjective > Sheep) = Ovine
latter reference are not literals but propositional forasyl (in some, and not necessarily all, sub-domains of discyurse
conditional logics’. RCEA holds safely, but all the rest: RC, At any rate, how much we should care for the distinction
RCM; RCR and RCK fail since availability of sonteandc of intensionality and extensionality probably owes much to
equivalent in one sub-domain of discourseGatid does not personal tastes. We may study intensionality as an inde-
imply their equivalence in another sub-domain. Likewides t pendent component to be added to extensional logics. We
axioms listed in Section 3 of [1] fail save CC (understand ihay alternatively study a logic in which extensionality is
byaAn(a>b)AaA(a>c)Dan(a>bAc)), CMon and CM. deeply intertwined with intensionality. It should be thertso
Further studies should be useful in order to unravel a ldgicaf applications we have in mind that favours one to the other.
perspective into how some facts that act as pre-requisites f Of the logics that touch upon concepts, also worth mention-
others could affect knowledge and belief. ing are a family of description logic§1[2] that have influence
in knowledge representation. They are a fragment of the first
order logic specialised in setting up knowledge bases, in

Conditional logics were motivated by counterfactuals [16feasoning about their contents and in manipulating tHem [3]
[19], e.g.“If X were the case, then Y would be the case.The domain of discourse, a knowledge base, is formed of two
According to the present comprehension of the author's aba@momponents. One called TBox stores knowledge that does not
reasoning about such statements as found in Appendix Jussually change over time: (1) concepts (corresponding &myun
the form of an informal essay, the reasoning process ingolveredicates in the first-order logic) and (2) roles (corresjiog
transformation of one’s consciousness about the antetederbinary predicates), specifically. The other one, ABoares
that he/she believes is impossible. However, even if weirequcontingent knowledge of assertions about individuasy.
the said transformation to be minimal in its rendering thilary, an individual, is mother, a general concept. Given the
impossible X possible, we still cannot ensure that we otdaindomain of discourse, there then are reasoning facilities in
unigue representation of X, so long as X is not possible. Hendescription logics responsible for checking satisfiapitif an
it is understood to be not what it is unconditionally, butyonlexpression as well as for judging whether one description is
what it is relative to a minimal transformation that applieda sub-/super-concept of another (here a super-concept of a
The collection of the possible representations is sometimgoncept is not “a concept of a concept” in the term[of [8]).
described as thextensionof X. Of course, one may have Description logics were developed from specific applica-
certain intention, under which X refers to some particuldions, and capture a rigid sense of the concept. It should be o
representations of X. They are term@uensionof X for interest to see howrad may be specialised for applications
contrast. in computer science. To see if the usexofis a meta-relation

The two terms are actively differentiated in Intensionan description logic instances can lead to results that have
Logic [5], [8], [18]. For example, suppose that we have twbeen conventionally difficult to cope with is another hopefu
concepts denoting collections U and V such that their uniatirection.
is neither U nor V. Then, although U is certainly not equal
to V, if, for instance, we regard every concept as a designato
of an element of the collection, then U is V if & u and V

C. Intensional Logic/Description Logic



D. Combined Logic

Grad is a particular kind of combined logic¢I[4].[6].[9]
combining the same logic over and over finitely many timegis]
The presence of the extra logical connectivecarcely diverts
it from thed%hilosophy of combined logics. Instead of regagd |1,
base logias] as effectively bearing the same significance in
footing, however, this work recognised certain sub-ortiama
between base logics, as the new logical connective ch
acterised. Object-attribute negation also bridges actbes
base logics. Given these, a finite number of the base logic
combinations at once made more sense than combinations of
two base logics finitely many times, for the latter approach
may not be able to adequately represent the meta-base-logic
logical connectives with the intended semantics of gradual
classical logic. Investigation into this sub-set of condun
logics could have merits of its own.

[16]
[17]

E. Conclusion

This work presentedirad as a logic for attributed ob-
jects. Its mechanism should be easily integrated into many
non-intuitionistic logics. Directions to future researarere
also suggested at lengths through comparisons. Congiderin
its variations should be also interesting. For applicaiof
gradual logics, program analysis/verification, databaaesl
artificial intelligence come into mind.
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APPENDIXA: PROOF OFLEMMA 1] APPENDIX D: PROOF OFPROPOSITIONZ]

Let us generate a set of expressions finitely constructew fro

First apply> reductions 2 and 3 oR; > F% into a formula in .
the following grammar;

which the only occurrences of the chains dge- F», f1 > Fb, o : t
..., fr > F» for somek € N and somef, f1,..., fr € 4US. hX ? [932 'f:D”q .| Xt/\ 'Xht|fX N )JtWhireftiuUS' Pl
Then apply> reductions 4 and 5 to each of those chains int-g en first of allit s straightforward to show thalt |=p F:] =

a formula in which the only occurrences of the chains arg: for eachi € {1,2,3} for some.X;, X;, Xs that the above
grammar recognises. By Lemnia 5 each atomic expression
fo>go, fo>g1,..., fo>gi, [i>go, ..., f1>95, s [k> G0, -y

fr > g; for somej € N and someyo, g1,...,g; € 4. To each M f=p f.] for somefw_e UuUS) s assigned one a_nd only
: . o . one valuey € {0, 1} (again note that we are considering well-
such chain, apply- reduction 1 as long as it is applicable

i f1—1viog=0vi1=
This process cannot continue infinitely since any formurgrmEd formulas only). Then sinae/T1 =1v10=0v'1=1,

tg=oAt1 = 1AT0 = ] — initi
's finitely constructed and since, under the premise, we c |ver(1) z; tohg bleiinlni/; Oo;tr?i'sasnedctlié\n 1itiis 1allfscg (tiﬁélr(l:lggg tha
apply induction on the number of elements ®foccurring 9 9 9 '

in g, 0 < = < j. The straightforward inductive proof is [ = F3) is assigned one and only one values {0, 1} for

left to readers. The result is a formula in unit chain expamsi _eachz' < {1,2,3}. Then the proof for the current proposition
is straightforward.

APPENDIX E: PROOF OFLEMMA

APPENDIXB: PROOF OFLEMMA recursiveReduce(recursiveReduce(F')) =

. . . . recursiveReduce(sGV (so>s7)V---V(sog>s1> - >sp_1>5%)) =
By induction on maximal number of nestings and a sub- su A (55 V (503 51)) A (S5 (50 3 55) V (03 513 52)) A+ + A (55

induction on formula size. We quote Lemina 2 for base cases. " . .
For inducti that th tl hold %@é>sl)\/~~\/(so>sl>~~~>sk,2>sk,1)v(50>sl>~~~>sk)).

for ITI tl::: |\;e casles, aiiume aF € (;urrer: :m_ma 0%es re, assume that the right hand side of the equation which is
or al d eb oanu as V\t';] ?gtg_?ﬁxr]( I(:j) (i upf 0 ith (?n i\;; in conjunctive normal form is ordered, the number of terms,
conciude by showing that it Stll holds true tor all tne Tona&s! ¢ ) g 1o right, strictly increasing from 1 t@ + 1. Then
with neg_max(Fy) of k+1. Now, because any formula is finitely

tructed. th it sub-f las in which 8 as the result of a transformation of the conjunctive normal
constructed, there exist sub-formulas in which occurhey ffrm into disjunctive normal form we will have 1 (the choice

Lemma2, those sub-formulas have a reduction into a formyja, o ot conjunctive clause which contains only one

in unit chain expansion. Hence it suffices to show that thoagrm s6) x 2 (a choice from the second conjunctive clause
formulas—F’ with F’ already in unit chain expansion reduc%vith 2 termssg and so > s1) x « (k + 1) clauses. But
0 0 > 1 S .

into a formula in unit chain expar\sion, upon which ir]dUCtin’?ilmost all the clauses i =p (the disjunctive normal forpj
hypothesis applies for a conclusion. Consider whats: will be assigned 0 (trivial; the proof left to readers) so

1) s: then apply— reduction 1 on-F’ to remove the- that we gain[ p (the disjunctive normal forid = 9 |=p
occurrence. so] AT [ Ep so > si] AT+ AT Ep so > 81> -3 5] =
2) F.AFy: apply- reduction 2. Then apply (sub-)induction|on =p so > s1 > - - - > 5.
hypothesis on-F, and—F;.
3) F.VFy: apply—reduction 3. Then apply (sub-)induction

hypothesis on-£, and . APPENDIX F: PROOF OFPROPOSITIONG]
4) s > F € y: apply - reduction 4. Then apply (sub- Firstly for 1 = [ [Ep F V recursiveReduce(F)].
)induction hypothesis orF. By Proposition [#, F has a disjunctive normal form:
F =V, fi; for somei, j,k € N, someho,--- ,hx € N
APPENDIX C: PROOF OFLEMMA B and somefoo, - - - , fxn, € UUS. ThenrecursiveReduce(F) =

/\i?:0 \/j“:0 recursiveReduce(f;;), Which, if transformed into
(Note again that we are assuming well-formed formulas disjunctive normal form, will havéh, + 1) [a choice from
only.) For the first one[n =p so > s1 > -+ - > s,] = 1 implies  recursiveReduce(fo), recursiveReduce(fo1),.. .,

that I(e, s0) = I(s0,51) = ... =1(s0.51. .. .. Sk—1,8k) = 1. SO We recursiveReduce(fon,)] x (h1 + 1) [a choice from
have; I(e, s§) = 1(s0,8f) = -+ = I(s0.51....5k—1,8%) = 0 by recursiveReduce(fio),recursiveReduce(fi1),...,
the definition ofl. Meanwhile, recursiveReduce(sp > s1 > recursiveReduce(fin,)] X---x (hx + 1) clauses. Now if

o> sg) = 8§V (so > ((s§V (s1>:-+)))) =85V (so>sf)V [9M Ep F] = 1, then we already have the required result.
(s> 8 >85)V--V(s>s1 > > s,_1 > s;). Therefore Therefore suppose thém =p F] = 0. Then it holds that
[ Ep recursiveReduce(so » s1 > --- > s)] = 0 # 1 for Vi € {0,...,k}.35 € {0,...,h:}.(90 Ep fi;] = 0). But by

the given valuation frame. Lemmd5, this is equivalent to saying thate {0,...,k}.35 €
For the second obligatior0t Ep so > s1 > -+ > s5] = {0,...,h}.(M |Ep recursiveReduce(fi;)] = 1). But
0 implies that [I(e,s0) = 0] VI [I(s0,51) = 0] Vi ... vi then there exists a clause in disjunctive normal form of

[I(s0-81. ... sk—1,8x) = 0]. Again by the definition ofl, we [M |Ep recursiveReduce(F)] which is assigned 1. Dually for
have the required result. That these two events are mutually: 9 =p F A recursiveReduce(F)].
exclusive is trivial. For [m Ebp F) = [om Ebp



recursiveReduce(recursiveReduce(F))], by Propositiod 4 F
has a disjunctive normal forme = \/*_ A2 f; for some
i,3,k € N, somehy, . .

Then

By induction on the number of reduction steps and a sub-
induction on formula size, we first establish thatr)
F(F») (by bisimulation). Into one way to show that to each
reduction onF’ corresponds reduction(s) anis straightfor-
ward, for we can choose to reduceinto F’, thereafter we
synchronize both of the reductions. Into the other way tmsho
that to each reduction oR corresponds reduction(s) aft,
we consider each case:

1) The first pair.

recursiveReduce(recursiveReduce(F))
\/i?:0 /\j“:0 recursiveReduce(recursiveReduce(fi;)). But by
Lemmd®[Mt =p recursiveReduce(recursiveReduce(fi;))] =
M =p fi;] for each appropriate and j. Straightforward.

F' = F'[F}[(Fa » F.) A (Fy > F.)]]. Therefore we
apply the same reduction dff to gain; F'[F, [(F.>
Fo) N (Fy > Fe)]] ~ FpFy[(Fo > Fo) A (Fy > Fe)]].
Induction hypothesis.
2) The second, the third and the fourth pairs: Similar.
3) The fifth pair:

a) If a reduction takes place on a sub-formula which
neither is a sub-formula of the shown sub-formula
nor has as its sub-formula the shown sub-formula,
then we reduce the same sub-formulain Induc-
tion hypothesis.

If it takes place on a sub-formula af,, F, or
F., then we reduce the same sub-formula of all
the occurrences of the showmn, F, or F. in F’.
Induction hypothesis.

If > reduction 4 takes place om such that we
have; F[(F, > Fy) > F.] ~ Fu[(Fu > F.) A (Fa >
F)V (F, » Fy, > F.))], then do nothing orF’. And

F, = F’. Vacuous thereafter.

., hi € Nand somefoo, . . ., frn, € UUS.

APPENDIX G: PROOF OFLEMMA [7]

b)

c)

a) If a reduction takes place on a sub-formula which
neither is a sub-formula of the shown sub-formula
nor has as its sub-formula the shown sub-formula,
then we reduce the same sub-formulain Induc-

d) If a reduction takes place on a sub-formuaof
F in which the shown sub-formula af occurs as

a strict sub-formula, then similar to the case 1) f).

By the result of the above bisimulation, we now have

tion hypothesis (note that the number of reductioy_r(F) — F(F’). However, without- occurrences irF it takes

steps is that of* into this direction).

only those 5> reductions to derive a formula in unit chain

b) If it takes place on a sub-formula 6f, or F, theln expansion; hence we in fact have(F) = F(F,) for some
we reduce the same sub-formulafofor £ in . tormula £, in unit chain expansion. But then by Theorem
Induction hypothesis. [, there could be only one value out ¢f,1} assigned to

c) If it takes place on a sub-formula @t. then we oy L, 1 if F, is well-formed; otherwisejllFormed is
reduce the same sub-formula of both OCCUITeNCgSsigned.
of F. in F'. Induction hypothesis.

d) If > reduction 2 takes place oR such that we
have;F((Fa A Fy) > F) ~ Fp[(Fa > Fo) A (Fy > Fo)) APPENDIXH: PROOF OFLEMMA
}’;?fnrlig':ge};” d(z;ﬁr?c:tr?igly :r%,thinthoWE ;l,Jb By simultaneous induction on reduction steps and by a
Vacuous thereafter 9 ' 7 7 " sub-induction on formula size. One way is trivial. Into the

e) If > reduction 2 tallkes lace of such that we direction to showing that to every reduction éncorresponds
have; F[(Fs A F.) > F.] % [(Fu> F) A (Fo > F.)] reduction(s) onr’, we consider each case. For the first case;

’ d e) > Lic| ~ L'y d > c e > I'c . . .
where F;, # F, and F; # F,, then without loss 1) Ifareduction takes place on a sub-formula which neither
of generality assume that, A F5 = F, and that is a sub-formula of the shown sub-formula nor has as
Fs A F, = F.. Then we apply> reduction 2 on the its sub-formula the shown sub-formula, then we reduce
(FaAFs)>F. in F' 5o that we haver'[((FuAFs)> the same sub-formula iA’. Induction hypothesis.
FOA(Fy>F)] ~ F"[(Fi>Fo)A(Fs»F)A(Fy>F.)]. 2) If it takes place on a sub-formula @f, or F;, then we
Since (Ful(Fa » Fu) A (F. > F.)] =)Ful(Fa > Fo) A Leyc:;é?ﬁ etgles same sub-formulaef o F, in #'. Induction
(FgANFy) > F.)] = Fo[(Fs AN Fy) > F] and F"[(Fy > g
FIN(F>F)A(Fy> Fo)] = F"[(Fs>F)A(Fy> F)] 3) If - reduction 2 takes place oR such that_we ha/ve;
such thatr"” and 7/, differ only by the shown sub- i[ﬁd(Fa A Fb)/] :; Fal-Fa \:;Fb]vf then do nothing orr”".
formulas, we repeat the rest of simulation 8f nd £, = F'. Vacuous thereafter.
and F””. Induction hypothesis. 4) If - reduction 2 takes place on such that we have;

f) If a reduction takes place on a sub-formufg F[~(Fa A Fo)] ~ Fy[=Fq v —F.] where Fy # F, and
of F in which the shown sub-formula of oc- Fy # Fy, then V\énr;]out loss of gen;a_Lallty assumle that
curs as a strict sub-formula((F, A F) > F.] = FaNFp = Fa and thatls A Fy = Ie. Then we apply-
F[F,[(F. A Fy) > F.]]), then we haveF|F,[(F, A ;S/?U(‘;E'O?\ Ii ?r\‘/ thl;&](Fd /\FII‘;[E')IL” VF' ;0 iha;\ivesri]r?::;
Fy) > F.]| ~ F.[F[(F. A Fy) > F.]]. But we have " [ﬁFZ $ ﬁge] :)F;[ﬁFd y —‘(ng/\ ) ﬁ‘: > [ﬂzll% e

12This note ‘where ..." is assumed in the remaining. and F'[-Fy vV =Fs V =Fy) = F"'[-Fz vV =F,] such that



F" and F. differ only by the shown sub-formulas, we-t3F,..F, = -F,..

repeat the rest of simulation of, and F’”. Induction Hence for our supposition to hold, it must satisfy that there

hypothesis. exists no bisimulation betweeR, and—-F,. But because it is
5) If a reduction takes place on a sub-formuia of F trivially provable that to each reduction of corresponds

in which the shown sub-formula df occurs as a strict reduction(s) on—-F, (, for we can choose to apply the

sub-formula, then similar to the 1) f) sub-case in Lemmi@duction on—F. to gain F.,) it must in fact satisfy that

[@ not to each reduction onF., corresponds reduction(s) ary.
The second case is similar. For the third case: Consider what reduction applies on a sub-formula-6f:
1) If no reduction is applicable, then vacuousit o 1) any - reduction: Then the reduction generates A
F]=[MEp F]. contradiction to supposition has been drawn.
2) If a reduction takes place on a sub-formula which neither2) > reduction 1: Consider how. looks like:
is a sub-formula of the shown sub-formula nor has as a) F, = I|[(F, > F,) > F,] A F»: But then the same
its sub-formula the shown sub-formula, then we reduce reduction can take place anf = —~F[(F, > F,) >
the same sub-formula if’. Induction hypothesis. F,] v =F;. Contradiction.
3) If a reduction takes place on a sub-formulaof F in b) F. = 1 A B[(Fu > F,) » F,]: Similar.
which the shown sub-formula of occurs as a strict C) F. = Fi[(Fu. > F,) » F,] V F»: Similar.
sub-formula, then; d) F,=FV E|(F,>F,) > F,]: Similar.
a) If the applied reduction is reduction 2 or 4, then e) F. = (F.>F,)>F,: This case is impossible due to
straightforward. the observation given earlier in the current proof.
b) If the applied reduction is: reduction 3 such that f) F. = (R[(F. > F) > Fu] > F2) > Fy: Similar.
(F = Fu[~(Fy VsV sV E)]) ~ (Fy[~F, A —s A g) The rest: all similar.

=8 A —F,] = F.[ns A —s]) ~ Fy[s¢ A s°] for some  3) » reduction 2: Similar.
F, and F, (the last transformation does not cost 4) > reduction 3: Similar.
generality due to simultaneous induction), then we 5) > reduction 4: Consider how. looks like:

reducer”’ as follows:(F' = F,[~(F, VsV F)]) ~ a) F. = s>(FiAF): Then—F, ~ =((s>F1)A(s>F)).
(Fy[~Fe A =s A =F,] = Fi[s]) ~ Fy[s°]. Induction But by Lemmd8, it does not cost generality if we

hypothesis. Any other cases are straightforward. reduce the- to have;—((s > Fi) A (s > F2)) ~

c) If the applied reduction is> reduction 1-4, then —(s>F1)V-(s>F»). MeanwhileF! = s¢V(s>—(Fi A
straightforward. F»)). By Lemmal8, it does not cost generality if

Similarly for the remaing ones. we haveF, = s°V (s> (=F; V—F)) instead ofF..
But it also does not cost generality (by Lemma

APPENDIX |: PROOF OFTHEOREMI[Z] [0) if we have F)’ = s°V (s » ~Fy) V (s > —F3)

By induction on maximal number of nestings and a sub- instead ofF’. But by Lemmd.B, it again does not
induction on formula size. We quote Leminia 9 for base cases. cost generality if we have” = s° v (s > ~F1) v
For inductive cases, assume that the current theorem holds s°V (s > —F3) instead. Therefore we can conduct
true for all the formulas witheg_max(F,) of up to k. Then bisimulation betweer(s > Fi) ands® Vv (s > —F1)
we conclude by showing that it still holds true for all the and betweem (s> Fz) ands“V(s>=F%). Since each
formulas withneg_max(Fy) of k + 1. First we note that there of ~(s > F1) and =(s > F) has a strictly smaller
applies no- reductions on-F, if F, is a chain whose head formula size tham(s > (Fi A F»)), (sub-)induction
is not an element of. But this is straightforward from the hypothesis. Contradiction.
descriptions of the reduction rules. b) The rest: Trivial.

On this observation we show that if we have a sub-formula6) > reduction 5: Similar.
-F, such that no-~ occurs inF,, thenF, can be reduced into
a formula in unit chain expansion with no loss of generality, =~ ~APPENDIXJ: AN ESSAY ON REASONING ABOUT
prior to the reduction of the outermost Then we have the COUNTERFACTUALS
desired result by induction hypothesis and the results én th Conditional logics were motivated by counterfactuals. Wha
previous sub-section. But suppose otherwise. Let us dédayotefollows is but a personal viewpoint on the process of reaspni
F the set of formulas in unit chain expansion thdt, reduces about counterfactuals. Earlier ideas in the line of Sta#nak
into whereF., is a unit chain expansion af,. Now suppose and others’[[1] helped sharpen this view. An essential psgpo
there existsF, in unit chain expansion thatF, can reduce of reasoning about counterfactuals is, to the author at,leas
into if the outermost reduction applies beforg, has reduced conducting a partial examination on the faculty of our imagi
into a formula in unit chain expansion such as to satisfy thaation. A ‘flying emu’ which is considered to be non-existing
M =p Fy] # M |Ep Fg) for someFs € 7. We here have;  can be, despite all the contradictions that the term causes
—Fo ~{sreductionsonty "= ~*{sreductionsonty ~Fr (- reauctionsong 18 @0INSt what we find within the knowledge, accommodated
and —F: ~{; reductionsonly —F> ~*-reducion - ~" F, where in our imagination. There what the knowledge says is the



state of being flying and what it says is something that isL43 If Y is not the case in Im, then return false.
an emu are refined into combinable forms so that a flyingL4, End of For loop
emu comes to existence within the parallel consciousnessL5  Return true.

But because it does not exist in the knowledge, taken twocouple of relevant points are: (1) If a counterfactual b is
volunteers who are for simplicity supposed sharing the samfe as judged by the above pseudo-code, then it is true by the
knowledge, even if the flying emu in imagination of one o§ense delimited by D. (2) A counterfactual is an impossible
them does not coincide in features with that in the othel thease: if it were possible, it would not be a counterfactual.
cannot be said to be unjustifiable as a proper representatiféhce if by a possible world we mean to refer to a world
for the mismatch found between them, since no definition gfhich may just as feasibly exist as our own world, there is no
a flying emu is in any case found in the knowledge. Takgsbssible world that makes the antecedent of the counteefct
countably many volunteers, it comes of no surprise if theue, for if in some possible alternative world the antecede
number of representations of a flying emu is also countalifere true, the statement would not be a counterfactual to
many, each one of which is justified as a proper in eaghe reasoning body, which goes against the supposition that
respective imagination space. Therefore, for countertdst it js a counterfactual. The antecedent is always false in
in particular out of other forms that imagination enables ugvery alternative world that a reasoning body could comside
if we have “If there were a flying emu, then Y would be thgossible. (3) Under the stated truth judgement, we have that
case,” one plausible way of obtaining the truth value fos thi.(q > b) is true if and only if it is not the case that> b is
expression is as stated in the following pseudocode: true.

(Pre-condition)

Some domain of discourse D is given. For intuition,
assume that D represents the mind of an individual.
D is assumed to be a logical space. Knowledge is
what holds in D in which, like in gradual classical
logic, nothing can designate a unique and indivisible
object Cf. Introduction and Postulate 1): any one of
them may be precise enough but never unique. We
suppose that ‘emu’ and ‘the state of being flying’ are
in the knowledge.

L1  If either flying emu’ or Y holds in knowledge, then
return false.

L2  Duplicate knowledge. Apply a function F: knowl-
edge— knowledge such that F(duplicated space)
knowledge. The F(duplicated space) is what we here
call imagination.

L3  Letus mean by refinement of an element in imagina-
tion its enlargement by means of any element(s) that
are presently found in imagination acting upon it in
the manner lawful to D. In this term of refinement,
keep refining elements of imagination insofar as such
refinement is strictly necessary to generate a flying
emu in the imagination. Call the state of the updated
imagination Im if it is not inconsistent. Here, by
such a refinement being strictly necessary, we mean
that (1) the flying emu in Im ceases to exist if the
last change that was taken to derive Im is undone,
and that (2) any changes made to the elements
of (Im\{flying emu})\(knowledge) cannot be any
smaller for the particular flying emu to not cease
to exist.

L4, If there is no such Im, that is, if no imagination
space in which a flying emu exists derives from
the duplicated knowledge following the prescribed
alteration process such that it be contained within
the boundary of D, then return true.

L4, For each such Im, do:
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