
How’d We Arrive Here?
(Selmer’s Leibnizian Whirlwind History of Logic,

with Its Impact on Arguments for The Arrival of “The Singularity”)

Rensselaer AI & Reasoning (RAIR) Lab
Department of Cognitive Science
Department of Computer Science

Lally School of Management & Technology
Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute (RPI)

Troy, New York 12180 USA

Intro to Logic
1/29/2026

Selmer Bringsjord



Logic (& AI) in the news 
…
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Later (see syllabus), history w.r.t.
Powerful-Autonomous-Intelligent 

Machines



…

Numerisk

“Wow Euclid, humans are 
really smart!”

A fragment of first-order 
logic =  introduced.ℒ1

Aristotle

325 
BC

Only Logic Can Save Us, i.e. 
only Logisk can save us.

OLCSU

2026

“Danger, Will 
Robinson!”

First-order logic = 
 discovered, and 

modal logic as well.
ℒ1

Leibniz

C. 
1700

Logisk

LogicTheorist
Birth of Modern AI

1956

McCulloch & Pitts
Neural Networks for Logic

1943

Numerisk

?
Deep Learner 
in the saddle.



Last time …



A criminal genius nearly a 
match for Sherlock Holmes 
(Do you recognize the Dr?) 
has built a massive hydrogen 
bomb, and life on Earth is 
hanging in the balance, 
hinging on whether you 
make the logical prediction.  
Dr M gives you a sporting 
chance to: make the right 
prediction, snip or not snip 
accordingly, and prove that 
you’re right …
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 If one of the following assertions is true then so is 
the other: 

(1) If the red wire runs to the bomb, then the blue 
wire runs to the bomb; and, if the blue wire runs to 
the bomb, then the red wire runs to the bomb. 

(2) The red wire runs to the bomb.

Given this perfectly reliable clue from Dr Moriarty, if either wire is more likely 
to run to the bomb, that wire does run to the bomb, and the bomb is ticking, 
with only a minute left!  If both are equiprobable, neither runs to the bomb, and 
you are powerless.  Make your prediction as to what will happen when a wire is 
snipped, and then make your selected snip by clicking on the wire you want to 
snip!  Or leave well enough alone!

Blue more likely.

Red more likely.

Equiprobable.





Life 
on 
Earth 
has 
ended
.

advance one more 
slide to see a proof 
that you indeed made 
an irrational 
decision… 

Snip



Proposition:  The blue wire is more likely!

Proof:  (1) can be treated as a biconditional, obviously (R <=> B).

There are two top-level cases to consider:  (1) and (2) are both true; 
or both are false.  In the case where they are both true, it’s trivial to 
deduce both R and B.  So far, then, R and B are equiprobable.  What 
happens in the case where (1) and (2) are both false?  We immediately 
have ~R from the denial of (2).  But a biconditional is true just in case 
both sides are true, or both sides are false; so we have two sub-cases 
to consider.

Consider first the case where R is true and B is false.  We have an 
immediate contradiction in this sub-case, so both R and B can both be 
deduced here, and we have not yet departed from equiprobable.  So 
what about the case where R is false and B is true?  The falsity of R is 
not new information (we already have that from the denial of (2)), but 
we can still derive B.  Hence the blue wire is more likely.  QED

STOP





Life on 
Earth 
is 
saved!

if you can now hand Dr 
M a proof that your 
decision was the rational 
one!

Advance one more slide 
to see a proof from 
Bringsjord that yours 
had better match up to 
…

Snip



Proposition:  The blue wire is more likely!

Proof:  (1) can be treated as a biconditional, obviously (R <=> B).

There are two top-level cases to consider:  (1) and (2) are both true; 
or both are false.  In the case where they are both true, it’s trivial to 
deduce both R and B.  So far, then, R and B are equiprobable.  What 
happens in the case where (1) and (2) are both false?  We immediately 
have ~R from the denial of (2).  But a biconditional is true just in case 
both sides are true, or both sides are false; so we have two sub-cases 
to consider.

Consider first the case where R is true and B is false.  We have an 
immediate contradiction in this sub-case, so both R and B can both be 
deduced here, and we have not yet departed from equiprobable.  So 
what about the case where R is false and B is true?  The falsity of R is 
not new information (we already have that from the denial of (2)), but 
we can still derive B.  Hence the blue wire is more likely.  QED

STOP





Life 
on 
Earth 
has 
ended
.

advance one more 
slide to see a proof 
that you indeed made 
an irrational 
decision… 



Proposition:  The blue wire is more likely!

Proof:  (1) can be treated as a biconditional, obviously (R <=> B).

There are two top-level cases to consider:  (1) and (2) are both 
true; or both are false.  In the case where they are both true, it’s 
trivial to deduce both R and B.  So far, then, R and B are 
equiprobable.  What happens in the case where (1) and (2) are 
both false?  We immediately have ~R from the denial of (2).  But a 
biconditional is true just in case both sides are true, or both sides 
are false; so we have two sub-cases to consider.

Consider first the case where R is true and B is false.  We have an 
immediate contradiction in this sub-case, so both R and B can 
both be deduced here, and we have not yet departed from 
equiprobable.  So what about the case where R is false and B is 
true?  The falsity of R is not new information (we already have that 
from the denial of (2)), but we can still derive B.  Hence the blue 
wire is more likely.  QED
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The Universe of Logics
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L!1!
<latexit sha1_base64="6QTBLq7Snn0MqwYuB9YLScIUffM=">AAACHHicbVBNS8MwGE7n15xfVY8iBIfgabQi6HHoxYOHCe4D1lHSLN3CkqYkqTBKT/4P7171L3gTr4L/wJ9h2vXgNh8IPDzP+5UniBlV2nG+rcrK6tr6RnWztrW9s7tn7x90lEgkJm0smJC9ACnCaETammpGerEkiAeMdIPJTe53H4lUVEQPehqTAUejiIYUI20k3z72ONJjhWV6l/mpJzgZId+FM5L5dt1pOAXgMnFLUgclWr794w0FTjiJNGZIqb7rxHqQIqkpZiSreYkiMcITNCJ9QyPEiRqkxTcyeGqUIQyFNC/SsFD/dqSIKzXlgaksjl70cvE/r5/o8GqQ0ihONInwbFGYMKgFzDOBQyoJ1mxqCMKSmlshHiOJsDbJzW3JZ0sVqqxmonEXg1gmnfOG6zTc+4t687oMqQqOwAk4Ay64BE1wC1qgDTB4Ai/gFbxZz9a79WF9zkorVtlzCOZgff0CLDWikw==</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="6QTBLq7Snn0MqwYuB9YLScIUffM=">AAACHHicbVBNS8MwGE7n15xfVY8iBIfgabQi6HHoxYOHCe4D1lHSLN3CkqYkqTBKT/4P7171L3gTr4L/wJ9h2vXgNh8IPDzP+5UniBlV2nG+rcrK6tr6RnWztrW9s7tn7x90lEgkJm0smJC9ACnCaETammpGerEkiAeMdIPJTe53H4lUVEQPehqTAUejiIYUI20k3z72ONJjhWV6l/mpJzgZId+FM5L5dt1pOAXgMnFLUgclWr794w0FTjiJNGZIqb7rxHqQIqkpZiSreYkiMcITNCJ9QyPEiRqkxTcyeGqUIQyFNC/SsFD/dqSIKzXlgaksjl70cvE/r5/o8GqQ0ihONInwbFGYMKgFzDOBQyoJ1mxqCMKSmlshHiOJsDbJzW3JZ0sVqqxmonEXg1gmnfOG6zTc+4t687oMqQqOwAk4Ay64BE1wC1qgDTB4Ai/gFbxZz9a79WF9zkorVtlzCOZgff0CLDWikw==</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="6QTBLq7Snn0MqwYuB9YLScIUffM=">AAACHHicbVBNS8MwGE7n15xfVY8iBIfgabQi6HHoxYOHCe4D1lHSLN3CkqYkqTBKT/4P7171L3gTr4L/wJ9h2vXgNh8IPDzP+5UniBlV2nG+rcrK6tr6RnWztrW9s7tn7x90lEgkJm0smJC9ACnCaETammpGerEkiAeMdIPJTe53H4lUVEQPehqTAUejiIYUI20k3z72ONJjhWV6l/mpJzgZId+FM5L5dt1pOAXgMnFLUgclWr794w0FTjiJNGZIqb7rxHqQIqkpZiSreYkiMcITNCJ9QyPEiRqkxTcyeGqUIQyFNC/SsFD/dqSIKzXlgaksjl70cvE/r5/o8GqQ0ihONInwbFGYMKgFzDOBQyoJ1mxqCMKSmlshHiOJsDbJzW3JZ0sVqqxmonEXg1gmnfOG6zTc+4t687oMqQqOwAk4Ay64BE1wC1qgDTB4Ai/gFbxZz9a79WF9zkorVtlzCOZgff0CLDWikw==</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="6QTBLq7Snn0MqwYuB9YLScIUffM=">AAACHHicbVBNS8MwGE7n15xfVY8iBIfgabQi6HHoxYOHCe4D1lHSLN3CkqYkqTBKT/4P7171L3gTr4L/wJ9h2vXgNh8IPDzP+5UniBlV2nG+rcrK6tr6RnWztrW9s7tn7x90lEgkJm0smJC9ACnCaETammpGerEkiAeMdIPJTe53H4lUVEQPehqTAUejiIYUI20k3z72ONJjhWV6l/mpJzgZId+FM5L5dt1pOAXgMnFLUgclWr794w0FTjiJNGZIqb7rxHqQIqkpZiSreYkiMcITNCJ9QyPEiRqkxTcyeGqUIQyFNC/SsFD/dqSIKzXlgaksjl70cvE/r5/o8GqQ0ihONInwbFGYMKgFzDOBQyoJ1mxqCMKSmlshHiOJsDbJzW3JZ0sVqqxmonEXg1gmnfOG6zTc+4t687oMqQqOwAk4Ay64BE1wC1qgDTB4Ai/gFbxZz9a79WF9zkorVtlzCOZgff0CLDWikw==</latexit>

L1 = first-order logic
<latexit sha1_base64="45ddNPsZu/fZxPjqZFRqcoCgy/Q=">AAACJ3icbVDLSsNAFJ34rPUVdelmsAjdWBIRdCMU3bhwUcE+oAlhMp20QyeZMDMRS8gv+B/u3eovuBNduvMznKRZ2NYDA4dz7muOHzMqlWV9GUvLK6tr65WN6ubW9s6uubffkTwRmLQxZ1z0fCQJoxFpK6oY6cWCoNBnpOuPr3O/+0CEpDy6V5OYuCEaRjSgGCkteWbdCZEaSSzS28yz4SV0Qp8/pgEVUp1wMSACMj6kOPPMmtWwCsBFYpekBkq0PPPHGXCchCRSmCEp+7YVKzdFQlHMSFZ1EklihMdoSPqaRigk0k2LH2XwWCsDGHChX6Rgof7tSFEo5ST0dWVx/7yXi/95/UQFF25KozhRJMLTRUHCoOIwjwcOqCBYsYkmCAuqb4V4hATCSoc4syWfLWQgs6qOxp4PYpF0Thu21bDvzmrNqzKkCjgER6AObHAOmuAGtEAbYPAEXsAreDOejXfjw/icli4ZZc8BmIHx/QuIhqbm</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="45ddNPsZu/fZxPjqZFRqcoCgy/Q=">AAACJ3icbVDLSsNAFJ34rPUVdelmsAjdWBIRdCMU3bhwUcE+oAlhMp20QyeZMDMRS8gv+B/u3eovuBNduvMznKRZ2NYDA4dz7muOHzMqlWV9GUvLK6tr65WN6ubW9s6uubffkTwRmLQxZ1z0fCQJoxFpK6oY6cWCoNBnpOuPr3O/+0CEpDy6V5OYuCEaRjSgGCkteWbdCZEaSSzS28yz4SV0Qp8/pgEVUp1wMSACMj6kOPPMmtWwCsBFYpekBkq0PPPHGXCchCRSmCEp+7YVKzdFQlHMSFZ1EklihMdoSPqaRigk0k2LH2XwWCsDGHChX6Rgof7tSFEo5ST0dWVx/7yXi/95/UQFF25KozhRJMLTRUHCoOIwjwcOqCBYsYkmCAuqb4V4hATCSoc4syWfLWQgs6qOxp4PYpF0Thu21bDvzmrNqzKkCjgER6AObHAOmuAGtEAbYPAEXsAreDOejXfjw/icli4ZZc8BmIHx/QuIhqbm</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="45ddNPsZu/fZxPjqZFRqcoCgy/Q=">AAACJ3icbVDLSsNAFJ34rPUVdelmsAjdWBIRdCMU3bhwUcE+oAlhMp20QyeZMDMRS8gv+B/u3eovuBNduvMznKRZ2NYDA4dz7muOHzMqlWV9GUvLK6tr65WN6ubW9s6uubffkTwRmLQxZ1z0fCQJoxFpK6oY6cWCoNBnpOuPr3O/+0CEpDy6V5OYuCEaRjSgGCkteWbdCZEaSSzS28yz4SV0Qp8/pgEVUp1wMSACMj6kOPPMmtWwCsBFYpekBkq0PPPHGXCchCRSmCEp+7YVKzdFQlHMSFZ1EklihMdoSPqaRigk0k2LH2XwWCsDGHChX6Rgof7tSFEo5ST0dWVx/7yXi/95/UQFF25KozhRJMLTRUHCoOIwjwcOqCBYsYkmCAuqb4V4hATCSoc4syWfLWQgs6qOxp4PYpF0Thu21bDvzmrNqzKkCjgER6AObHAOmuAGtEAbYPAEXsAreDOejXfjw/icli4ZZc8BmIHx/QuIhqbm</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="45ddNPsZu/fZxPjqZFRqcoCgy/Q=">AAACJ3icbVDLSsNAFJ34rPUVdelmsAjdWBIRdCMU3bhwUcE+oAlhMp20QyeZMDMRS8gv+B/u3eovuBNduvMznKRZ2NYDA4dz7muOHzMqlWV9GUvLK6tr65WN6ubW9s6uubffkTwRmLQxZ1z0fCQJoxFpK6oY6cWCoNBnpOuPr3O/+0CEpDy6V5OYuCEaRjSgGCkteWbdCZEaSSzS28yz4SV0Qp8/pgEVUp1wMSACMj6kOPPMmtWwCsBFYpekBkq0PPPHGXCchCRSmCEp+7YVKzdFQlHMSFZ1EklihMdoSPqaRigk0k2LH2XwWCsDGHChX6Rgof7tSFEo5ST0dWVx/7yXi/95/UQFF25KozhRJMLTRUHCoOIwjwcOqCBYsYkmCAuqb4V4hATCSoc4syWfLWQgs6qOxp4PYpF0Thu21bDvzmrNqzKkCjgER6AObHAOmuAGtEAbYPAEXsAreDOejXfjw/icli4ZZc8BmIHx/QuIhqbm</latexit>

L0 = zeroth-order logic
<latexit sha1_base64="rae+VGvksk3nCsYockaB25wnhnQ=">AAACKHicbVDLSsNAFJ3UV62vqks3g0XQhSURQTdC0Y0LFxXsA9pSJtObdugkE2YmYg35Bv/DvVv9BXfSrSs/w0mbhW09MHA45z7mHjfkTGnbHlu5peWV1bX8emFjc2t7p7i7V1cikhRqVHAhmy5RwFkANc00h2Yogfguh4Y7vEn9xiNIxUTwoEchdHzSD5jHKNFG6hZP2j7RA0VlfJd0bXyF274rnuJnkEIPToXsgcRc9BlNusWSXbYnwIvEyUgJZah2iz/tnqCRD4GmnCjVcuxQd2IiNaMckkI7UhASOiR9aBkaEB9UJ56clOAjo/SwJ6R5gcYT9W9HTHylRr5rKicHzHup+J/XirR32YlZEEYaAjpd5EUca4HTfHCPSaCajwwhVDLzV0wHRBKqTYozW9LZUnkqKZhonPkgFkn9rOzYZef+vFS5zkLKowN0iI6Rgy5QBd2iKqohil7QG3pHH9ar9Wl9WeNpac7KevbRDKzvX3aSp2M=</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="rae+VGvksk3nCsYockaB25wnhnQ=">AAACKHicbVDLSsNAFJ3UV62vqks3g0XQhSURQTdC0Y0LFxXsA9pSJtObdugkE2YmYg35Bv/DvVv9BXfSrSs/w0mbhW09MHA45z7mHjfkTGnbHlu5peWV1bX8emFjc2t7p7i7V1cikhRqVHAhmy5RwFkANc00h2Yogfguh4Y7vEn9xiNIxUTwoEchdHzSD5jHKNFG6hZP2j7RA0VlfJd0bXyF274rnuJnkEIPToXsgcRc9BlNusWSXbYnwIvEyUgJZah2iz/tnqCRD4GmnCjVcuxQd2IiNaMckkI7UhASOiR9aBkaEB9UJ56clOAjo/SwJ6R5gcYT9W9HTHylRr5rKicHzHup+J/XirR32YlZEEYaAjpd5EUca4HTfHCPSaCajwwhVDLzV0wHRBKqTYozW9LZUnkqKZhonPkgFkn9rOzYZef+vFS5zkLKowN0iI6Rgy5QBd2iKqohil7QG3pHH9ar9Wl9WeNpac7KevbRDKzvX3aSp2M=</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="rae+VGvksk3nCsYockaB25wnhnQ=">AAACKHicbVDLSsNAFJ3UV62vqks3g0XQhSURQTdC0Y0LFxXsA9pSJtObdugkE2YmYg35Bv/DvVv9BXfSrSs/w0mbhW09MHA45z7mHjfkTGnbHlu5peWV1bX8emFjc2t7p7i7V1cikhRqVHAhmy5RwFkANc00h2Yogfguh4Y7vEn9xiNIxUTwoEchdHzSD5jHKNFG6hZP2j7RA0VlfJd0bXyF274rnuJnkEIPToXsgcRc9BlNusWSXbYnwIvEyUgJZah2iz/tnqCRD4GmnCjVcuxQd2IiNaMckkI7UhASOiR9aBkaEB9UJ56clOAjo/SwJ6R5gcYT9W9HTHylRr5rKicHzHup+J/XirR32YlZEEYaAjpd5EUca4HTfHCPSaCajwwhVDLzV0wHRBKqTYozW9LZUnkqKZhonPkgFkn9rOzYZef+vFS5zkLKowN0iI6Rgy5QBd2iKqohil7QG3pHH9ar9Wl9WeNpac7KevbRDKzvX3aSp2M=</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="rae+VGvksk3nCsYockaB25wnhnQ=">AAACKHicbVDLSsNAFJ3UV62vqks3g0XQhSURQTdC0Y0LFxXsA9pSJtObdugkE2YmYg35Bv/DvVv9BXfSrSs/w0mbhW09MHA45z7mHjfkTGnbHlu5peWV1bX8emFjc2t7p7i7V1cikhRqVHAhmy5RwFkANc00h2Yogfguh4Y7vEn9xiNIxUTwoEchdHzSD5jHKNFG6hZP2j7RA0VlfJd0bXyF274rnuJnkEIPToXsgcRc9BlNusWSXbYnwIvEyUgJZah2iz/tnqCRD4GmnCjVcuxQd2IiNaMckkI7UhASOiR9aBkaEB9UJ56clOAjo/SwJ6R5gcYT9W9HTHylRr5rKicHzHup+J/XirR32YlZEEYaAjpd5EUca4HTfHCPSaCajwwhVDLzV0wHRBKqTYozW9LZUnkqKZhonPkgFkn9rOzYZef+vFS5zkLKowN0iI6Rgy5QBd2iKqohil7QG3pHH9ar9Wl9WeNpac7KevbRDKzvX3aSp2M=</latexit>

LPropCalc = propositional calculus
<latexit sha1_base64="DE1nAlInoZB4QbARKY9i/o//6a4="></latexit><latexit sha1_base64="DE1nAlInoZB4QbARKY9i/o//6a4="></latexit><latexit sha1_base64="DE1nAlInoZB4QbARKY9i/o//6a4="></latexit><latexit sha1_base64="DE1nAlInoZB4QbARKY9i/o//6a4="></latexit>

DCEC⇤
<latexit sha1_base64="jH7bxOPxNLvK9MqLWOo6fnj1hGk=">AAACEnicbVDLSsNAFJ3UV62vaJduBovgqiQi6LJYBZcV7AOaWG6mk3bo5MHMRCghf+Herf6CO3HrD/gHfoaTNgvbemDgcM69cw/HizmTyrK+jdLa+sbmVnm7srO7t39gHh51ZJQIQtsk4pHoeSApZyFtK6Y47cWCQuBx2vUmzdzvPlEhWRQ+qGlM3QBGIfMZAaWlgVl1AlBjAjy9ad42s0cHpBqYNatuzYBXiV2QGirQGpg/zjAiSUBDRThI2betWLkpCMUIp1nFSSSNgUxgRPuahhBQ6aaz8Bk+1coQ+5HQL1R4pv7dSCGQchp4ejKPKpe9XPzP6yfKv3JTFsaJoiGZH/ITjlWE8ybwkAlKFJ9qAkQwnRWTMQggSve1cCX/W0hfZhVdjb1cxCrpnNdtq27fX9Qa10VJZXSMTtAZstElaqA71EJtRNAUvaBX9GY8G+/Gh/E5Hy0ZxU4VLcD4+gWz5p4L</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="jH7bxOPxNLvK9MqLWOo6fnj1hGk=">AAACEnicbVDLSsNAFJ3UV62vaJduBovgqiQi6LJYBZcV7AOaWG6mk3bo5MHMRCghf+Herf6CO3HrD/gHfoaTNgvbemDgcM69cw/HizmTyrK+jdLa+sbmVnm7srO7t39gHh51ZJQIQtsk4pHoeSApZyFtK6Y47cWCQuBx2vUmzdzvPlEhWRQ+qGlM3QBGIfMZAaWlgVl1AlBjAjy9ad42s0cHpBqYNatuzYBXiV2QGirQGpg/zjAiSUBDRThI2betWLkpCMUIp1nFSSSNgUxgRPuahhBQ6aaz8Bk+1coQ+5HQL1R4pv7dSCGQchp4ejKPKpe9XPzP6yfKv3JTFsaJoiGZH/ITjlWE8ybwkAlKFJ9qAkQwnRWTMQggSve1cCX/W0hfZhVdjb1cxCrpnNdtq27fX9Qa10VJZXSMTtAZstElaqA71EJtRNAUvaBX9GY8G+/Gh/E5Hy0ZxU4VLcD4+gWz5p4L</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="jH7bxOPxNLvK9MqLWOo6fnj1hGk=">AAACEnicbVDLSsNAFJ3UV62vaJduBovgqiQi6LJYBZcV7AOaWG6mk3bo5MHMRCghf+Herf6CO3HrD/gHfoaTNgvbemDgcM69cw/HizmTyrK+jdLa+sbmVnm7srO7t39gHh51ZJQIQtsk4pHoeSApZyFtK6Y47cWCQuBx2vUmzdzvPlEhWRQ+qGlM3QBGIfMZAaWlgVl1AlBjAjy9ad42s0cHpBqYNatuzYBXiV2QGirQGpg/zjAiSUBDRThI2betWLkpCMUIp1nFSSSNgUxgRPuahhBQ6aaz8Bk+1coQ+5HQL1R4pv7dSCGQchp4ejKPKpe9XPzP6yfKv3JTFsaJoiGZH/ITjlWE8ybwkAlKFJ9qAkQwnRWTMQggSve1cCX/W0hfZhVdjb1cxCrpnNdtq27fX9Qa10VJZXSMTtAZstElaqA71EJtRNAUvaBX9GY8G+/Gh/E5Hy0ZxU4VLcD4+gWz5p4L</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="jH7bxOPxNLvK9MqLWOo6fnj1hGk=">AAACEnicbVDLSsNAFJ3UV62vaJduBovgqiQi6LJYBZcV7AOaWG6mk3bo5MHMRCghf+Herf6CO3HrD/gHfoaTNgvbemDgcM69cw/HizmTyrK+jdLa+sbmVnm7srO7t39gHh51ZJQIQtsk4pHoeSApZyFtK6Y47cWCQuBx2vUmzdzvPlEhWRQ+qGlM3QBGIfMZAaWlgVl1AlBjAjy9ad42s0cHpBqYNatuzYBXiV2QGirQGpg/zjAiSUBDRThI2betWLkpCMUIp1nFSSSNgUxgRPuahhBQ6aaz8Bk+1coQ+5HQL1R4pv7dSCGQchp4ejKPKpe9XPzP6yfKv3JTFsaJoiGZH/ITjlWE8ybwkAlKFJ9qAkQwnRWTMQggSve1cCX/W0hfZhVdjb1cxCrpnNdtq27fX9Qa10VJZXSMTtAZstElaqA71EJtRNAUvaBX9GY8G+/Gh/E5Hy0ZxU4VLcD4+gWz5p4L</latexit>
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There’s a thing such that it’s both a llama and a non-llama;
or

there’s a thing such that if it’s a llama, everything is a llama;
or

there’s a thing such that every llama is a non-llama.

Special Llamas Disjunction

Is this disjunction TRUE, FALSE, or UNKNOWN?

Later … discover a formal proof!
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Syntax

S ::=
Object | Agent | Self @ Agent | ActionType | Action v Event |

Moment | Boolean | Fluent | Numeric

f ::=

action : Agent⇥ActionType ! Action

initially : Fluent ! Boolean

holds : Fluent⇥Moment ! Boolean

happens : Event⇥Moment ! Boolean

clipped : Moment⇥Fluent⇥Moment ! Boolean

initiates : Event⇥Fluent⇥Moment ! Boolean

terminates : Event⇥Fluent⇥Moment ! Boolean

prior : Moment⇥Moment ! Boolean

interval : Moment⇥Boolean

⇤ : Agent ! Self

payoff : Agent⇥ActionType⇥Moment ! Numeric

t ::= x : S | c : S | f (t1 , . . . , tn)

f ::=

t : Boolean | ¬f | f^y | f_y |

P(a, t,f) | K(a, t,f) | C(t,f) | S(a,b, t,f) | S(a, t,f)

B(a, t,f) | D(a, t,holds( f , t0)) | I(a, t,happens(action(a⇤ ,a), t0))

O(a, t,f,happens(action(a⇤ ,a), t0))

Rules of Inference

C(t,P(a, t,f)! K(a, t,f))
[R1 ]

C(t,K(a, t,f)! B(a, t,f))
[R2 ]

C(t,f) t  t1 . . . t  tn

K(a1 , t1 , . . .K(an , tn ,f) . . .)
[R3 ]

K(a, t,f)

f
[R4 ]

C(t,K(a, t1 ,f1 ! f2))! K(a, t2 ,f1)! K(a, t3 ,f2)
[R5 ]

C(t,B(a, t1 ,f1 ! f2))! B(a, t2 ,f1)! B(a, t3 ,f2)
[R6 ]

C(t,C(t1 ,f1 ! f2))! C(t2 ,f1)! C(t3 ,f2)
[R7 ]

C(t,8x. f ! f[x 7! t])
[R8 ]

C(t,f1 $ f2 ! ¬f2 ! ¬f1)
[R9 ]

C(t, [f1 ^ . . .^fn ! f]! [f1 ! . . .! fn ! y])
[R10 ]

B(a, t,f) f ! y

B(a, t,y)
[R11a ]

B(a, t,f) B(a, t,y)

B(a, t,y^f)
[R11b ]

S(s,h, t,f)

B(h, t,B(s, t,f))
[R12 ]

I(a, t,happens(action(a⇤ ,a), t0))

P(a, t,happens(action(a⇤ ,a), t))
[R13 ]

B(a, t,f) B(a, t,O(a⇤ , t,f,happens(action(a⇤ ,a), t0)))

O(a, t,f,happens(action(a⇤ ,a), t0))

K(a, t,I(a⇤ , t,happens(action(a⇤ ,a), t0)))
[R14 ]

f $ y

O(a, t,f,g)$ O(a, t,y,g)
[R15 ]

1

3

always position some particular work he and likeminded collaborators
are undertaking within a view of logic that allows a particular
logical system to be positioned relative to three dimensions, which
correspond to the three arrows shown in Figure 2. We have positioned
DCEC ⇤within Figure 2; it’s location is indicated by the black dot
therein, which the reader will note is quite far down the dimension
of increasing expressivity that ranges from expressive extensional
logics (e.g., FOL and SOL), to logics with intensional operators for
knowledge, belief, and obligation (so-called philosophical logics; for
an overview, see Goble 2001). Intensional operators like these are
first-class elements of the language for DC EC ⇤. This language is
shown in Figure 1.

Syntax

S ::=
Object | Agent | Self � Agent | ActionType | Action � Event |

Moment | Boolean | Fluent | Numeric

f ::=

action : Agent⇥ActionType ! Action

initially : Fluent ! Boolean

holds : Fluent⇥Moment ! Boolean

happens : Event⇥Moment ! Boolean

clipped : Moment⇥Fluent⇥Moment ! Boolean

initiates : Event⇥Fluent⇥Moment ! Boolean

terminates : Event⇥Fluent⇥Moment ! Boolean

prior : Moment⇥Moment ! Boolean

interval : Moment⇥Boolean

⇤ : Agent ! Self

payoff : Agent⇥ActionType⇥Moment ! Numeric

t ::= x : S | c : S | f (t1 , . . . , tn)

f ::=

t : Boolean | ¬f | f^� | f�� | 8x : S. f | �x : S. f

P(a, t,f) | K(a, t,f) | C(t,f) | S(a,b, t,f) | S(a, t,f)

B(a, t,f) | D(a, t,holds( f , t�)) | I(a, t,happens(action(a⇤ ,a), t�))

O(a, t,f,happens(action(a⇤ ,a), t�))

Rules of Inference

C(t,P(a, t,f) ! K(a, t,f))
[R1 ]

C(t,K(a, t,f) ! B(a, t,f))
[R2 ]

C(t,f) t  t1 . . . t  tn

K(a1 , t1 , . . .K(an , tn ,f) . . .)
[R3 ]

K(a, t,f)

f
[R4 ]

C(t,K(a, t1 ,f1 ! f2) ! K(a, t2 ,f1) ! K(a, t3 ,f3))
[R5 ]

C(t,B(a, t1 ,f1 ! f2) ! B(a, t2 ,f1) ! B(a, t3 ,f3))
[R6 ]

C(t,C(t1 ,f1 ! f2) ! C(t2 ,f1) ! C(t3 ,f3))
[R7 ]

C(t,8x. f ! f[x �! t])
[R8 ]

C(t,f1 � f2 ! ¬f2 ! ¬f1)
[R9 ]

C(t, [f1 ^ . . .^fn ! f] ! [f1 ! . . . ! fn ! �])
[R10 ]

B(a, t,f) B(a, t,f ! �)

B(a, t,�)
[R11a ]

B(a, t,f) B(a, t,�)

B(a, t,�^f)
[R11b ]

S(s,h, t,f)

B(h, t,B(s, t,f))
[R12 ]

I(a, t,happens(action(a⇤ ,a), t�))

P(a, t,happens(action(a⇤ ,a), t))
[R13 ]

B(a, t,f) B(a, t,O(a⇤ , t,f,happens(action(a⇤ ,a), t�)))

O(a, t,f,happens(action(a⇤ ,a), t�))

K(a, t,I(a⇤ , t,happens(action(a⇤ ,a), t�)))
[R14 ]

f � �

O(a, t,f,�) � O(a, t,�,�)
[R15 ]

1

Fig. 1. DCEC ⇤Syntax and Rules of Inference

Fig. 2. Locating DCEC ⇤in “Three-Ray” Leibnizian Universe

The final layer in our hierarchy is built upon an even more expres-
sive logic: DCEC ⇤

CL. The subscript here indicates that distinctive
elements of the branch of logic known as conditional logic are

U

ADR M

DCEC ⇤

DC EC ⇤
CL

Moral/Ethical Stack

Robotic Stack

Fig. 3. Pictorial Overview of the Situation Now The first layer, U, is, as
said in the main text, inspired by UIMA; the second layer is based on what
we call analogico-deductive reasoning for ethics; the third on the “deontic
cognitive event calculus” with a indirect indexical; and the fourth like the
third except that the logic in question includes aspects of conditional logic.
(Robot schematic from Aldebaran Robotics’ user manual for Nao. The RAIR
Lab has a number of Aldebaran’s impressive Nao robots.)

included.8 Without these elements, the only form of a conditional
used in our hierarchy is the material conditional; but the material
conditional is notoriously inexpressive, as it cannot represent coun-
terfactuals like:

If the robot had been more empathetic, Officer Smith would have thrived.

While elaborating on this architecture or any of the four layers
is beyond the scope of the paper, we do note that DCEC ⇤(and a
fortiori DCEC ⇤

CL) has facilities for representing and reasoning over
modalities and self-referential statements that no other computational
logic enjoys; see (Bringsjord & Govindarajulu 2013) for a more in-
depth treatment.

B. Augustinian Definition, Formal Version
We view a robot abstractly as a robotic substrate rs on which we
can install modules {m1,m2, . . . ,mn}. The robotic substrate rs would
form an immutable part of the robot and could neither be removed
nor modified. We can think of rs as akin to an “operating system”
for the robot. Modules correspond to functionality that can be added
to robots or removed from them. Associated with each module mi
is a knowledge-base KBmi that represents the module. The substrate
also has an associated knowledge-base KBrs. Perhaps surprisingly,
we don’t stipulate that the modules are logic-based; the modules
could internally be implemented using computational formalisms (e.g.
neural networks, statistical AI) that at the surface level seem far away
from formal logic. No matter what the underlying implementation of
a module is, if we so wished we could always talk about modules
in formal-logic terms.9 This abstract view lets us model robots that

8Though written rather long ago, (Nute 1984) is still a wonderful intro-
duction to the sub-field in formal logic of conditional logic. In the final
analysis, sophisticated moral reasoning can only be accurately modeled for
formal logics that include conditionals much more expressive and nuanced
than the material conditional. (Reliance on conditional branching in standar
programming languages is nothing more than reliance upon the material
conditional.) For example, even the well-known trolley-problem cases (in
which, to save multiple lives, one can either redirect a train, killing one
person in the process, or directly stop the train by throwing someone in front
of it), which are not exactly complicated formally speaking, require, when
analyzed informally but systematically, as indicated e.g. by Mikhail (2011),
counterfactuals.

9This stems from the fact that theorem proving in just first-order logic is
enough to simulate any Turing-level computation; see e.g. (Boolos, Burgess
& Jeffrey 2007, Chapter 11).
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Here’s what a computer is, 
and given that, sorry, the 
Entscheidungsproblem can’t be 
solved by such a machine!
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And now, the Theoremhood Decision Problem,
i.e., the Entscheidungsproblem,

(THEOREMFOL) 
for First-Order Logic (FOL)

input output

Yes, proof

Not just hard:  impossible for a (and 
this needed to be invented in the 
course of clarifying and solving the 
problem) standard computing machine.

Llama(larry) ! 9x(Llama(x))

Llama(larry) ! 9x(Llama(x))
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(Good-Chalmers Argument)

(Kurzweil is an “extrapolationist.”)



Applying this to …
The Singularity Question

So, these super-smart machines that will 
be built by human-level-smart machines, 
they can’t possibly be smart enough to 
solve the Entscheidungsproblem.  Hence 
they’ll be just (recursively) faster at 
solving problems we can routinely solve?  
What’s so super-smart about that?



Logistics …
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Let’s go live for a 
tutorial …





Logikk kan gi dyp glede!


