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1. INTRODUCTION

The language of modal logic is widely used to formalize notions like knowledge,
possibility and necessity. The modal logics for grading formalize our ability to
express assertions about quantity, number or a part of the whole and there are
well known results in the integer grading. In this paper we examine grading with
rational values. We start with a brief review of two distinctive modal logics for
grading.

1.1. GRADED MODAL LOGIC GML

The Graded modal logic formalizes the reasonings about a finite number of
objects, i.e. it is connected with integer “grading” of the number of objects.

IThis paper is partially supported by Sofia University Science Fund, Contract No 27/2006.
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Graded modal logic (GML) was introduced for the first time by Kit Fine [2].
Some important results were obtained by Fattorosi-Barnaba and Cerrato [3] and
by Caro [4]. We introduce briefly the language of GML, its interpretation and the
main results known.

The language of GML contains a countable set of propositional variables P =
{p1,p2,...}, the Boolean connectives = and V, and a countable set of modal
operators ¢,,, n € N.

A formula o« of GML has the following syntactic form:

a:=p|-a|laVal by,

where p € P and n € N.

The “integer” modal operators ¢, extend in a natural way the language of
normal modal logics, in which Qa says that “« is true in at least one accessible
world”. The meaning of O« is that “« is true in (strictly) more than n accessible
worlds”.

The GML formulae are interpreted in the usual Kripke structures. Let 9T =
(U,R,V) be a Kripke model, where U is a non-empty set of worlds, R C U?
is an accessibility relation in U and V : P — 2V is a valuation function. The
propositional variables and the Boolean connectives are evaluated as usual. The
evaluation of modal operators is defined in the following way:

M,z = Opa & {y|zRy and M,y = a}| > n.

A formula « is valid in a model 9 iff « is true in any world of the model. « is valid
iff it is valid in all models (based on a certain class of frames?). We will also use the
following notation throughout this paper: R(z) := {y|zRy} and for an arbitrary
formula « (of the corresponding language) R, (x) := {y| Ry and y = a}. So for
the definition above we get the alternative notation:

M,z = Ona & |Ra(x)] > n.

GML is shown to be sound and complete with respect to the class of all frames.
GML is shown also to be decidable as it has the finite model property. It is
proven that the decidability problem for GML is PSP AC E-complete.

1.2. MAJORITY LOGIC MJL

The Majority logic was introduced by Eric Pacuit and Samer Salame [5] with
the aim to model the concept of majority, i.e. to formalize the reasoning how far a
given number of objects is a majority (part) of the whole. The concept of majority
plays an important role in different social situations — from taking a decision of
a group of friends how to spend the evening, to determining the result of a given

2Unless otherwise stated we assume the models, based on the class of all frames.
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vote. MJL axiomatizes that concept. Now we give in this section a brief overview
of basic ideas, formulations and results from [5].

As an example of the type of reasoning, captured in MJL, a variant of the
muddy children puzzle is considered. Suppose that there are n > 1 children who
have been playing outside and k£ > 1 of them have mud on their forehead. (At that
we assume that the children are perfect reasoners, honest, and cannot see the mud
on their forehead.) After a while an adult comes and announces: “strictly more
than half of you have mud on your forehead”. The man then proceeds to ask the
children to say if they have mud on their forehead. It is not too hard to see that
the (k — [2])™ time the children are asked, the dirty ones will correctly respond.

The language of MJL extends GML with a new unary modal operator W,
where Wa has the meaning “a is true in more than or equal to half of the accessible
worlds” (Weak majority). Hence the dual Mo means « is true in more than half
of the accessible worlds (strict Majority). It is shown that the operator W cannot
be defined from the standard modal operators (O and ¢), the same is true for
the operator ¢,,. Furthermore, the modal operator M cannot be expressed by the
operators of GML. Hence as in GML, in MJL more expressive power of the language
is achieved with the new modal operators.

The intuitive semantics of W and M, described above, makes sense only when
the half of a finite set “is measured”. The key problem is what is the majority
(ie. > % or at least 50%) of an infinite set. As a decision the so called majority
systems, which generalize the concept of the ultrafilters, are introduced. Having in
mind the majority systems, the valid formulae are axiomatized and soundness and
completeness are proven.

1. Syntax and semantics of MJL. A formula « of MJL has the syntactic
form:

a=p|-alaValdpa| Wa,

where p € P, P = {p1,p2,...} is a countable set of propositional variables, and
neN Ma:=-W-a.

MJL formulae are interpreted in the usual Kripke models [1]. If for any
accessible world z the set R(x) is a finite set then the natural semantics is the
following:

M,z = Wa & [Ra(z) > %|R(m)|.

But in the common case the set R(z) can be infinite (and that is the case in
proving the completeness, for example). The solution of the problem is found
by giving to any set R(z) the opportunity to determine which of its subsets are
majority ones. That is achieved by defining for each R(z) a family of subsets,
called a majority system, members of which satisfy properties in accordance with
our intuition of majority subset. For the finite sets this definition completely agrees
with the well-known properties of the majority subsets. For the infinite sets it
was proven that these properties also hold. The connection between the majority
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systems and ultrafilters, is also proven: namely every non-principal ultrafilter is a
majority system; the reverse is not true. Next, the majority models are defined by
adding to the definition of a standard Kripke model a majority function, comparing
to any set of accessible worlds R(z), x € U, its majority system.

2. The main results, stated and proven in [5], are: Soundness theorem,
saying that MJL is sound with respect to the class of all majority models, and
canonical model theorem, proving completeness of MJL by means of canonical
majority model.

It is pointed out that the main question remains open — the decidability of
MJL — with the expectation MJL to possess the finite model property, already
proven for GML.

Finally, a possible application of logics for grading is noted and in particular
of MJL, in the so called social software, for example in the voting systems.

Now we shall proceed to presenting the modal logic, suggested by us, which
introduces modal operators for rational grading and which thus develops modal
grading, moving the things forward as in comparison with GML, so with MJL. At
that we shall follow the semantic approach — we define the language of the new
logic and we give the appropriate semantics without axiomatizing the system. Also,
we shall consider finite sets of admissible worlds only, i.e. we want the set R(z) to
be finite for any z € U. The main results we shall present are: the finite model
property with respect to the class of tree-like models, and the decidability of the
new logic. The basic idea of the proofs originates in [6] and uses a variant of a
theorem from [7].

2. MODAL LOGIC FOR RATIONAL GRADING

2.1. SYNTAX

We define a modal language Lpr, containing a countable set of propositional
variables P = {p1,pa,...}, the Boolean connectives -, A and V, and the modal
operator MP+9, where p and ¢ are relatively prime integers and 1 < p < q.

Formulae in Ly; are defined inductively:

1. The elements of P are formulae;

2. If ¢ and ¥ are formulae, then =@, o A, @V 1p, MP9p are also formulae.

In what follows a formula will mean a formula in Ly;.

We define, in addition, in the standard manner the rest of the usual Boolean
connectives — and <, and the dual to M?'? modal operator WP4 := = MP9-. We
also denote: T := ¢ — ¢, L:= =T, where ¢ is an arbitrary formula.
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2.2. SEMANTICS

A frame for Ly is a tuple (U, R), where U is a non-empty set, called universe,
consisting of points or (possible) worlds; the elements of U we denote: z, y, dots,
eventually with indices. R C U? is an accessibility relation in U, and we want
for any « € U the set R(z) = {y|(z,y) € R} to be finite. For (z,y) € R we
use the notation R(z,y), also xRy and we say that y is an (R-)successor of x or
(R-)accessible from .

A model for Ly is a triplet (U, R, V), where (U, R) is a frame for £y, and
V : P — 2V is a valuation of the variables. We call the model (U, R, V) a model
based on the frame (U, R). We denote models by 93, M.

Truth: The valuation V from a model 9t is inductively extended for an
arbitrary formula; so we obtain a valuation of all the formulae in the model. For
x € V(p), x € U, we say that ¢ is true in a world x and we denote also M,z = ¢
or simply x = ¢, when that makes no confusion.

The set of successors of the world = in which the formula ¢ is true, i.e. the set
{yl(z,y) € R and y |= ¢}, we denote by R, (z).

For the Boolean connectives the inductive definition is standard:

Vi) = U\V(p)
Vieny):=V(e)nV(y)
VieVy) :=V(p)uV(y)
For the modal operator we define:
p
V(MPp) :={x : |Ry(z)| > EIR(CE)I}
or, with the equivalent notation,

M, = MPUp & |Ry(x)| > §|R<x>|7

ie. MP9p is true in a world z if ¢ is true in a (strict) greater than % part of the
successors of x. About the dual modal operator we obtain

p.q b q9—p
Mz f WP & [Rep(o)] < LIRG)] (& |Ro(2)] 2 & FIR()]).

ie. WPy is true in a world z if ¢ is refused in not greater than % part of the
successors of z.
A formula ¢ is wvalid in a model M = (U, R, V), notation M E ¢, if ¢ is true

in any world of the model, i.e.
MEp e Ve elU)M,zE ).

A formula ¢ is valid in a frame §F =(U, R), denoted by § F ¢, if ¢ is valid in any
model on the frame. A formula ¢ is valid (or tautology), if ¢ is valid in any frame
(from a given class), notation F .
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A formula ¢ is satisfiable in a model if it is true in some world of the model. A
formula ¢ is satisfiable in a frame if it is valid in some model, based on the frame.
A formula ¢ satisfiable if it is satisfiable in some model.

Definition 1. The logic RGML is the set of all formulae, valid in the class of
all frames.

2.3. MODAL ELEMENTARY CONJUNCTIONS
Definition 2. We define by induction modal depth (mnd) of a formula:
md(p) =0

md(=p) = md(p)
md(p A 9) = maz(md(p), md()), & = A,V
md(MP19) = md(p) + 1, hence:
md(@ ) maz(md(p ) d()),0 =—, <

(W

md(W =md(p) +

Using induction on the complexity of formula, it is easy to prove the following
properties of the formulae:

Fact 1. md(p) = 0 iff ¢ is a Boolean formula.
Fact 2. md(p) > md(x), for any subformula x of ¢.

Definition 3. Modal elementary conjunction is a formula of the kind:
O =p7' A APt AMPIoy Ao A MP Yo, ANWPIpy Ao AWP Sy, (2.1)
where g5, =1,...,n, are 0 or 1 and for any formula ¢ we use the notation @' :=

@, @0 =—0p.

Proposition 1. There ezists an algorithm N, acting on an arbitrary formula
@, which terminates in a finite number of steps and the result N'(p) is a (finite)
disjunction of modal elementary conjunctions (i.e. N transforms an arbitrary
formula in a modal equivalent of DNF) and the following holds:

1. For arbitrary model M and world x from it

M,z = ¢ N(p),

2. md(p) = md(N(p)).

The role of N can play any algorithm, transforming a Boolean formula in DNF,
just treating the subformulae with a modal operator on the outer level as variables.
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For 2. it is sufficient to note that the transformation in modal DNF cannot increase
the modal depth, while a modal operator can be reduced in case of exclusion in
disjunction, if a subformula occurs both in positive and negative form.

From Proposition 1 and Fact 2 follows:

Fact 3. Any modal elementary conjunction from N (p) has depth, not exceeding
the depth of ¢, i.e. md(0) < md(p), for any 0 — a modal elementary conjunction
from N ().

From Proposition 1 it also follows that the question for the satisfiability of a
formula can be reduced to the one for the satisfiability of a finite number of modal
elementary conjunctions, each of which with modal depth, not exceeding a constant
— the modal depth of the formula itself.

Let us consider one such modal elementary conjunction 6 and its satisfiability.

Case 1. The Boolean part of 6, we denote it by By := pi* A ... A pSr, is not
satisfiable (when for some ¢ # j < n it holds p; = p; and ¢; # ¢;).

Then 6 is not satisfiable.

Case 2. By is satisfiable.

Then we examine the rest (modal) part of § — the satisfiability of the whole
0 depends on it:

MPpy Ao ANMP Y, ANWPAhy Ao AN WPy,

m>0,1>0.

Case 2.1. m = 0.

Then the modal part is true in any one-world model. Really, let 2t be a model
with a single world . From the valuation of WP¢ for any formula v holds:

M,z | WP <|Ry(x)| > %m(mn.

As z has no successors, Ry(x) = R(z) = @ and the inequality on the right is
fulfilled as the equality 0 = 0. Hence M, x = WP 44).

Therefore, as every modal conjunct, so the whole modal part of 6 are true in
every one-world model, and particularly in every one-world model for By, and such
a model exists. Hence 6 is satisfiable.

Case 2.2. m > 0, i.e. at least one conjunct of the form MP%p participates in

Let some model 9t and a world z from the model fulfil M, x |= 6, then M, = =
MPip. If we assume that R(x) = o, from the evaluation of M?9 we obtain
0 =[Ry(2)| > E|R(z)| = 0 — a contradiction.

Hence, if 4 is true in the world x, then = has a > 0 successors.

We will formulate and prove a proposition connected with the satisfiability of
0 in Case 2.2. First we will give a definition.
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Let us consider a model 9 and a world zy from the model, having a > 0
successors (i.e. |R(xo)| = a > 0), and examine the truth of § in zo.
We consider all the conjunctions of the form:

OTYA NS AT A LAY (2.2)

where €, j=1,...,m+1[,are 0 or 1 and let 7q,..., 7 are all of them, which are
satisfiable, 0 < t < 2™+ je.

L= QP AL AR AT AL A

7= O A LA QS AT A L A

where €;; is short for €; ; and ;5,1 =1,...,¢t,7=1,...,m+1{, are O or 1.

We denote T := {7y,...,7:}.

Let 9" = (U’, R', V') be an arbitrary model. For all formulae in 0, ¢;, j =
1,...,m, ¥j_m, j=m+1,...,m+1, consider the corresponding sets V'(y;), and
V'(j—m). For 2/ € U’, we define

o 1, 2 eV'(ypj)
! 0; x/gvl(cpj)’ j:]-a"'ama
1, 7€ Vl(wj—m)

£ . =
J 0, 2 ¢ V(

We consider 7/ = 1" A ... A @i A" AL A, ™. Then 2/ = 7/ and hence
TeT#@andt>0,ie 1<t <2mH,

~

Suppose 7; is satisfiable in a; worlds from R(xg), i.e. |R,(x0)| =ai, 0 <a; <

a, t=1,...,t. We form the following system of m + [ linear inequalities, in which
we consider aq,...,a; as unknowns:
t
Eijai>§(a1+---+at), ji=1....m
i=1
(o9) (2.3)
t
Yoeigai = Ll (ar+ - tar), j=m+l m+l

1

i

Definition 4. We call the above system of linear inequalities corresponding
to the modal elementary conjunction 6.

We also define a system of linear inequalities, corresponding to a modal elemen-
tary conjunction 6, consisting just of a (satisfiable!) Boolean part, i.e. we define a
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system of linear inequalities, corresponding to a satisfiable Boolean formula B, in
the following way:

(c)|a>a

Note 1. In the condition of Case 2.2 (m > 0), if (0p) has a solution, then this
solution is not zero, as (o) contains at least one strict inequality.

Note 2. In Case 2.1 (m = 0) we can also consider a system (oy), corresponding
to 6, but that system has always the zero solution as a system of non-strict
homogeneous linear inequalities. This exactly corresponds to the fact that the
modal part of 6 is always satisfiable, but we already know that. That is why the
interesting case is when (op) has (only) non-zero solution.

Now we formulate a proposition related to the satisfiability of 6 in Case 2.2.

Proposition 2. For any modal elementary conjunction 0 with a satisfiable
Boolean part and a modal part which is either empty or has at least one conjunct
with modal operator MP1, the following three statements are equivalent:

(i) 0 is satisfiable;

(i) 0 is satisfiable in the root of a finite tree-like model;

(iii) the system of linear inequalities (o9 ), corresponding to 0, has non-negative
(non-zero) integer solution.

Proof. We use induction on the modal depth of 6.

1. For md(f) = 0, 6 is a Boolean formula. Then 6 is satisfiable iff it is satisfiable
in a single-world model. As it is satisfiable under the terms of the proposition, it
is also satisfiable in a single-world (tree-like) model. (op) has (a trivial) solution 1.
So (i), (ii) and (iii) are fulfilled, and hence are equivalent.

2. (ih) Let, for any modal elementary conjunction 6 with md(0) < n, (i), (ii)
and (iii) be equivalent.

3. Consider §: md(f) =n + 1.

3.1. (ii) = (i) is always (trivially) fulfilled;

3.2. (i) = (iii)

Let 0 be satisfiable. Then there exist a model 9 and a world zg from the
model in which 6 is true and let the number of successors of zg, |R(zo)|, is a® > 0.

Let 71,...,7: be all the conjunctions from T (as defined above), and let 7;
be true in af in number worlds from R(z¢), i.e. |R; (7o) = af, 0 < a? < aY,
i=1,...,t

For any = € R(xo) there exists 7 € T: x | 7, i.e. © € R.(xg), (7 can be
constructed as in the proof of T # @), i.e. © € Ry, (xg) for some i, 1 < i < .
Hence R(zo) € J'_, Ry, (z0). The reverse inclusion obviously holds, so R(zg) =
Ui_, R-.(20). Then

t t
a® = |R(xo)| = | U Ry, (20)| < Z IR, (z0)| = af + -+ + af
i=1

i=1
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Let o' € R;,(z0). As for i # j, 7; differs from 7; at least in one conjunct,
" ¢ R (x0). Hence R, (x0) N Ry, (x0) = @, for all i # j, 4,5 € {1,...,t}, and
| Uizt Br, (20)l = X1y | R, (20)]. Hence

a®=ad+ - +a) >0

Now, as 0 is true in xg, any of MP9p;, j = 1,...,m, and any of WP9),_,,,
Jj=m+1,...,m+1, is also true in xg. Now consider any of the sets R, (zo),
7 =1,...,m. From the truth definition for MP-? follows:

R (0)| > Ca® = (0 + -+ af) (2.4)

But Ry, (z0) is a union of sets R, (xg) for those 7; in which ¢; is in positive form.
As these sets are pairwise disjoint and taking into account how the coefficients ¢;;
are defined, we get that the following holds:

t t
Ry, (z0)] = > &ijl Rri (o) = > 50y (2.5)
=1 =1

From (2.4) and (2.5) we obtain that |R.,(zo)] = af, i = 1,...,t, satisfy the
inequalities from the system (oy), corresponding to 6, for j =1,...,m.
In the same way, considering any of the sets Ry, , (20), j =m+1,...,m+1,

from the truth definition for W?4, we get

t t
3 eia) =3 ey Rey(@0)| = Ry, (z0)] = 2 - Poo 1 - P+ +a?) (2.6)
=1 =1

From (2.6) we obtain that |R.,(z0)| = a?, i = 1,...,t, satisfy also the inequalities
from (og) for j=m+1,...,m+1.

It follows that (|Rr, (x0)l,-..,|Rr(z0)|) is a solution of (o¢), moreover non-
negative (non-zero) integer one, i.e. (iii) holds.

3.3. (i) = (ii)
Let (0g) be the system, corresponding to 6 (i.e. it is formed in the way,

described above), and let it have at least one non-negative (non-zero) integer
t

solution, i.e. there exist numbers a{, ... ,a?, ad eN,i=1,....t a% = Y oic1 ad >
0, and (af,...,a?) is a solution of (ay).

So, there exist just ¢ different conjunctions of form (2) — we denote them
by 7i,...,7& — which are got from 6 and which are satisfiable. As md(r;) <
md(0) — 1 = n, by (ih) the proposition holds for 7, ¢ = 1,...,¢. Hence any 7;
is satisfiable in the root of a finite tree-like model. For any 7; we consider a?
finite tree-like models M = (Ui, Rir, Vi), k = 1,...,a?, with roots, denoted
by i1,..., Tiq0 respectively, in each of which 7; is true. In addition, we want the

universes of the models M, i =1,...,t, k=1,...,a, to be pairwise disjoint (we

» Wi

can obtain these models by some procedure of “copying” or “colouring”).
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Let the Boolean part of 6, By, be true in a single-world model Mty = (Uy, Ro, Vo),
where Uy = {zo}, Ro = @ and V} is an evaluation in 9y for which ¢ = Bp; such
a model exists as By is satisfiable. We define a model 9 = (U, R, V) as a natural
union of the above models in the following way:

My Lo

aq at

t af
U = {:Eo}UU U Uir,

1=1k=1
t af
R = {(l’o,ﬂ?ik), ]-Slgt; 1§k§a?}UUURzka
1=1k=1

t af
vV = VOUUUV"’“

i=1 k=1

and the definition of V is extended to the set of all formulae.
From the definition of 9 follow:

Fact 4. I is a finite tree-like model with a root — the world xo, which has

a®=af +---+a? > 0 successors.

Fact 5. For any Boolean formula A: xg € V(A) < xo € Vp(A), i.e.
m,l‘o ': A @mo,l‘o ': A
So for the modal part By of 6 holds:
M, xg ): By (2.7)
Fact 6. For any world x € U, © # xq, there exist 1 <i <t, 1 <k < ag such

that x € Uy, and for any formula ¢: x € V(9) < = € Vig(p), i.e.
Moo M,z E@
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so that

M =T, i =1,...,t, k=1,...,a. (2.8)
Now we examine the truth of ¢; from 6, j = 1,...,m. Any ¢; is true just
in those worlds, in which are true these 7, ¢ = 1,...,¢, in which ¢; takes part in

positive form, i.e. ¢;; = 1. For the number of R-successors of zg, in which ¢; is
true, we have:

t

t
%xowzstnzowZ%f “gz ) (29

From (2.9), using the truth definition for M9, we get:
M, zo = MPlp;, j=1,...,m. (2.10)

In the same way, for the number of R-successors of x, in which ¥;_,, j =
m+1,...,m+ [, are true, holds:
¢
Ry, (20)| = D £35| R (o)
i=1
= st a

From (2.11), using the truth definition for W#1, we get:

from (09) q

Z a? = L |R(zo)). (211)

fm,xOl:W”’qwj_m, j=m+1,... m+1. (2.12)
From (2.7), (2.10) and (2.12) we get:
m, ZTo ): 9,

which, taking into account Fact 4, means that 6 is satisfiable in the root of a finite
tree-like model, i.e. (ii) holds. O

The equivalence of (i) and (ii) from the Proposition 2 gives, as an immediate
corollary, the following proposition:

Proposition 3. The logic RGML coincides with the set of formulae, valid in
the finite trees.

Later on we will use Proposition 2 to prove that the logic RGML is decidable.

But first we state briefly some elements from the theory of systems of linear
inequalities and we prove a proposition connected with them.
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3. SYSTEMS OF LINEAR INEQUALITIES

3.1. A METHOD OF SOLVING OF SYSTEMS OF LINEAR INEQUALITIES BY
CONSECUTIVE REDUCTION OF THE NUMBER OF UNKNOWNS

Here we present a modified version of the method stated in [7]. Consider a
system of linear inequalities (o):
a1171 + -+ a1 Tp + a1 20
() | : (3.1)
Am1®1 + -+ Gmp®pn + @ =0

where the sign > stands for > or >.

We associate with (o) a system (o’), called attendant on (o), which has just
one unknown less than (o) and for definiteness let it be the one with the greatest
index — x,. Let

b1z 4+ bpzn +5>0 (32)

be an arbitrary inequality from (o). The following possibilities for b,, exist:

1) b, = 0 — in that case we do not change the inequality (3.2);

2) b, > 0 — in that case we divide (3.2) by b,, and take all the members except
z, from the right side; we get the inequality

Ty = C1T1+ -+ Cp1Tp_1 +¢C (3.3)

3) b, < 0 — in that case we take the member with x,, on the right side and
divide (3.2) by —by, so we get:

dll'l + -+ dnflmnfl + d = T, (34)

Applying this procedure to every inequality from (o), we get (with possible
change in the order of the inequalities) the system (c*), equivalent to (o) and
having the form

Pz,
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R =20

R, >0

The first block of (¢*) includes the inequalities from (o), falling in case 3), the
second — in case 2 and the third — in case 1, and obviously P,, 1 < a < p, Qg,
1<pB<gand R,, 1 <y <r, are linear functions of z,...,z,_1, not containing
T

(o*) can be written shortly:

Pa>xn>Qﬁa a:]-apaﬂ: »q
R, >0, y=1,r

We consider the system (o”):
Q@p;
0

)

Po
RV

Q
I
“}—‘
=
@
I
i_l
<

(o)

\VARR\

2
I
=
<

Definition 5. The system (o) considered as derived from system (o*) is called
attendant on the system (o).

Obviously (¢/) has n — 1 unknowns z1,...,T,_1.

Note. If there is no inequality in (o), falling in case 1, then the second group
of inequalities in (o) is missing. If there is no inequality in (o), falling in case 2 or
if there is no inequality in (o), falling in case 3, then the first group of inequalities
in (0') is missing.

The following theorem about the systems above holds:

Theorem 1. For any solution (z1,...,2zy) of (o), (X1,...,Zn-1) s a solution
of (¢/). Conversely, for any solution (x1,...,xn—1) of (¢’) there is a number x,
such that (x1,...,Tn—1,%,) is a solution of (o), i.e. any solution of the attendant

system can be extended to a solution of the initial one.

Proof. The proof follows the steps of the one stated in [7], with just one
additional check to ensure that everything goes well in both cases — in a non-strict
as well as in a strict inequality. O

The next proposition is an immediate corollary of Theorem 1.

Proposition 4. The system (o) has a solution iff the system (o’) has a
solution.

Definition 6. Admissible vector for the first k unknowns of (o) is the vector
of numbers (z9,...,20), if it can be extended to a solution of (), i.e. if there exist
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0

o) is a solution of (o).

numbers :cgﬂ, oo, @Y such that (29, ... ,Ig,l‘ngl, N

Now we denote with C' the algorithm which, for a given system of linear
inequalities, constructs (in a finite number of steps) its attendant system, excluding
the unknown with the greatest index. So C'((¢)) = (¢'), and if (¢) has unknowns
Z1y...,Tn, then (o’) has unknowns x1,...,2,_1. We can use again ¢’ to act on
(0/). After n—1 usages of C' we get C"1((0)) = (6™~ 1), where (6™ 1) is a system
of linear inequalities with just one unknown z;.

Using Proposition 4 n — 1 times we get that (o) is compatible iff (¢"71) is
compatible. In case that (6"~1) is compatible, we can easily find a solution 29 of
(om~1), which is also an admissible vector for (¢"~2). Substituting 2 for z; in
(0™2) and solving (¢~ 2) regarding a2, we get 29. (2, 29) is a solution of (¢"~2)
and an admissible vector for (¢"~3). Continuing in that reverse way for n — 1 steps
we get a solution (29,...,2%) of ().

3.2. ALGORITHM FOR SYSTEMS OF LINEAR HOMOGENEOUS INEQUALITIES WITH
RATIONAL COEFFICIENTS

Proposition 5. There exists an algorithm, acting on systems of linear homo-
geneous inequalities with rational coefficients, which terminates for any such a
system (o) in a finite number of steps, giving a result yes if (o) has a non-negative
non-zero integer solution, and no in the opposite case.

Let, for definiteness, (o) has n unknowns x1,...,z,. We expand the system
with the inequalities

33120

Ty >0
14+, >0

Note. If at least one of the inequalities in (o) is strict, the last one of the upper
inequalities is redundant and we do not add it.

We denote the expanded system by (o). Obviously the system (o) has a
non-negative non-zero solution iff (¢+) has a solution.

Let D be an algorithm, acting on systems of linear homogeneous inequalities
with just one unknown, which terminates in a finite number of steps with a result
yes if the system is compatible, and no in the opposite case. It is easy to see that
such an algorithm exists and it can be easily constructed.

Then we put C((¢)) = D(C" (0T)) and state that C is the algorithm we ask
for.
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Proof of Proposition 5.
1. C((0)) is well defined and terminates in a finite number of steps.

Really, (o) is a system of linear (homogeneous) inequalities with n unknowns,
so C'((o1)) is defined and, after being applied n — 1 times, C' transforms (in a
finite number of steps) (¢7) into a system (o+"~1) with just one unknown (from
subsection ). Then the algorithm D(C"!(c1)) is also defined and in a finite
number of steps gives a result yes or no.

2. C((0)) = no = (o) has no non-negative non-zero integer solution.

Let D(C"1(o1)) = D((67" 1)) = no. Then (6" 1) is incompatible and by
Proposition 4 (o) is also incompatible, i.e. has no solution. Hence (o) has no
non-negative non-zero (integer) solution.

3. C((0)) = yes = (o) has non-negative non-zero integer solution.

Let D(C'"Y(o1)) = D((07™ 1)) = yes. Then (67" 1) has a solution and by
Proposition 4 (o) is also has a solution.
Now consider the system (¢t"~1). It contains the inequality

and (eventually) other inequalities of that kind and of the following kinds:

ry > 0 (37)
—z1 > 0 (3.9)

As (6771) has a solution, it has no inequalities of the kind (3.9) and also it has no
together inequalities of kinds (3.7) and (3.8), i.e. it contains, except the inequality
(3.6), (eventually) inequalities of kind (3.7) or inequalities of kind (3.8). Hence the
set of solutions of (6+"~1) is either the point 2§ = 0 or a positive half-line with
the beginning at the point 0 (eventually not including the point 0 itself). In the
second case we can chose 29 = 1 (or arbitrary rational number). Thus obtained !
is an admissible vector for (67"72). Substituting it for 1 in (¢7""2) we can get
29, by Theorem 1. Besides, as all the coefficients in (¢7), and finally consecutively
obtained from it attendant systems, are rational and z{ is also rational, we can get
29 also to be rational. (z9,29) is an admissible vector for (¢7"~3) and, continuing
in that way, we get (in n— 1 steps) X° = (29,...,2%) — a (non-negative, non-zero)
rational solution of (67). Hence XU is a non-negative non-zero rational solution of

(@)

Let k be the lowest common denominator of the integers z9,...,2%. Then
kX0 = (k29,...,kx0) is also a solution of (¢), moreover kX is a non-negative
non-zero integer solution of (o). O
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4. DECIDABILITY OF THE LOGIC RGML

Theorem 2. There exists an algorithm A, acting on formulae, which, applied
on an arbitrary formula ¢, terminates in a finite number of steps with result yes
or no such that

A(p) = yes iff ¢ is satisfiable. (4.1)

Proof. We construct A by induction on the modal depth of the formulae,
namely we build a sequence of algorithms Ay, Aj,... such that the algorithm A,
acts only on formulae with modal depth not greater than n and for these formulae
it carries out the equivalence (4.1).

1. Ag is an algorithm, acting on the Boolean formulae.

2. (ih) Let Ag, A1, ..., A, be defined and let the assertion of the theorem hold
for them.

3. We define A, 41 in the following way:

3.1. Let ¢ be such that md(y) < n. We put A,1+1(p) = An(p).

3.2. Let ¢ be such that md(¢) = n + 1. We present ¢ in the form \/f=1 0;,
where 6;, i = 1,...,k, are modal elementary conjunctions. By Proposition 1 there
exists an algorithm N, transforming ¢ in this form in a finite number of steps, and
md(0;)) <n+1,i=1,... k.

We define the algorithm B5,,41, acting on modal elementary conjunctions with
md < n + 1, which, for § — a modal elementary conjunction with md(0) < n+ 1,
gives the result yes, if 0 is satisfiable, or no in the opposite case.

3.2.a. md(0) < n, Bp+1(0) := A, ().

3.2.b. md(0) =n+ 1. Let By is the Boolean part of 6. Then:

b.1. If Ag(Bg) = no, i.e. if By is not satisfiable, then 6 is not satisfiable also,
and we put B,11(0) = no.

b.2. Let Ag(Bp) = yes, i.e. By is satisfiable, and the modal part of 6 contains
only conjuncts with W?¢ on the outer level. Then the whole 6 is satisfiable (in a
single-world model), so we put B,,1(6) = yes.

b.3. Let Ag(Bp) = yes, i.e. By is satisfiable, and the modal part of 6 contains
at least one conjunct with MP? on the outer level. Then we consider all the
conjunctions of the form (2.2) for §. They are with modal depth not greater than n
and the algorithm A,, acts on them. We implement A,, on any of them consecutively
and pick out which of them are satisfiable: let these be 7,..., 7, 1 <t < 2™+,

Then we consider the system (og), attendant on § and having the form (2.3).
By Proposition 2 the formula 6 is satisfiable iff (0y) has non-negative (non-zero)
integer solution. Let C be the algorithm from Proposition 5 (which for any system
of the above kind tells if the system has non-negative non-zero integer solution or
not). In this case we put By4+1(0) := C((09)).
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Now we proceed with A, 41 in case 3.2. Having the algorithm B, 1 just
defined, we define A, 1 as an implementation of the algorithm A/, followed the
implementations of B,1 on each of the modal elementary conjunctions 6;, i =
1,...,k, of . If for some i, 1 <i <k, By41(6;) = yes, we put A,11(p) = yes; in
the opposite case, i.e. if all the results are no, we put A,+1(¢) = no.

Thus the inductive definition of A, for any natural number n is finished. Let
M be an algorithm, calculating the modal depth of the formulae, i.e. M acts on
an arbitrary formula and gives (in a finite number of steps) as a result a natural
number, so that M(p) = n iff md(p) = n. It is easy to see that, as the formulae
are of finite length and the modal depth is inductively defined, such an algorithm
exists.

Now we define the algorithm A for an arbitrary formula ¢ in the following
way: first we implement the algorithm M on ¢, next we implement the algorithm
Am(p) on @, and then we put

A(p) == Amp) (9)

It is clear from the above definitions that A always terminates in a finite number
of steps and satisfies the equivalence (4.1). O

As a corollary of Theorem 2 we obtain the main theorem of this paper:
Theorem 3. The logic RGML is decidable.

Proof. Let us use the notation yes := no and mo := yes. We define the
algorithm R, acting on formulae, in the following way: R(p) := A(—¢). We state
that R is a decision method for RGML and the formula ¢ belongs to RGML iff
R(p) = yes.

Indeed, for an arbitrary formula ¢ the algorithm R terminates in a finite
number of steps and R(p) = yes iff A(—¢p) = no, i.e. just when -y is not satisfiable.
But that holds iff ¢ is valid or — what is the same — ¢ belongs to RGML. O

5. SOME EXTENSIONS OF THE LANGUAGE

We extend the language £, with additional “rational” modal operators.

1. We consider n fractions %, e % and the corresponding to them modal
operators MP+% 1 < p < qx, px and g are relatively prime integers, k = 1,...,n,

with the interpretation in a model
M, o = MP%p & |R,(z)] > EE|R()], k=1,...,n.
qk
We consider also the dual modal operators WP+ 9 respectively with the interpretation

M, 2 = WPtk & [Ro,(2)] < %|R(z)|, k=1,...,n.
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The logic, consisting of all valid formulae, we denote by RGML™.
The common form of a modal elementary conjunction is:

mi Mn
0=BAN\MPUgn A\ MPTA
=1 J=ma 11

1A In

N\ WPetg an [\ WPy

j=1 j=ln_141

For the system of linear inequality, attendant on 6, we get:
t t
Z €505 > z—: Z a;,
i=1 i=1
k:17...,n, j:17,m1++mn
t _ t
> cija; > BB 57 a;,
=1 i=1

k:l,,n,]:m1++mn+17’m1++mn+l1++ln

Besides, the tree-like model which we build in Proposition 2, is still finite and all
the propositions from the case with just one modality hold.

2. If we consider all fractions 2 with relatively prime integers p, ¢ with 1 <
p < ¢, we obtain the logic RGMLY.

As in the language under consideration there are only finite formulae, any
modal elementary conjunction 6 is finite and therefore contains only finitely many
modal operators. Hence we can consider the attendant on it (finite) system (oyg).
The tree-like frame and model are finite again, and all the propositions from the
case with a single modality, including the decidability, hold.

The following proposition holds for the above defined logics:

Theorem 4. The logic RGML™ (RGML¥) is decidable. It coincides with the
set of formulae, valid in the finite trees.

REFERENCES

1. Blackburn, P., de Rijke, M., and Venema, Y. Modal Logic. Cambridge University,

2001.
2. Fine, K. In so many possible worlds. Notre Dame Journal of formal logic 13, 1972,
4, 516-520.

Ann. Sofia Univ., Fac. Math and Inf., 100, 2010, 47-66. 65



3. Fattorosi-Barnaba, M., and Cerrato, C. Graded modalities i. Studia Logica 47, 1988,
99-110.

4. Caro, F. D. Graded modalities ii (canonical models). Studia Logica 47 (1988), 1-10.

5. Pacuit, E., and Salame, S. Majority Logic. Proceedings of KR200.

6. Tinchev, T. A note on intersection of modalities. Annuaire de I’Université de Sofia
St. Kliment Ohridski. Faculté de mathématiques et informatique, Livre 1 — Mathé-
matiques, 87, 1993.

7. Solodovnikov, A. S. Sistemy linejnyh neravenstv. Nauka, 1977. (In Russian)
English translation: Solodovnikov, A. S. Systems of Linear Inequalities. The University
of Chicago Press, 1980.

Received on March 28, 2010

Faculty of Mathematics and Informatics

“St. KI. Ohridski” University of Sofia

5, J. Bourchier Blvd, 1164 Sofia

BULGARIA

E-mail: tinko@fmi.uni-sofia.bg, yanchev@fmi.uni-sofia.bg

66 Ann. Sofia Univ., Fac. Math and Inf., 100, 2010, 47-66.



