arXiv:2401.17556v1 [cs.IT] 31 Jan 2024

Model-Theoretic Logic for Mathematical Theory of Semantic Information and Communication

Ahmet Faruk Saz^∗, Siheng Xiong^+, Yashas Malur Saidutta, and Faramarz Fekri Georgia Institute of Technology Atlanta, GA, USA Email: {asaz3^∗, sxiong45^+}@gatech.edu

Abstract—THIS PAPER IS ELIGIBLE FOR THE STUDENT PAPER AWARD. In this paper, we propose an advancement to Tarskian model-theoretic semantics, leading to a unified quantitative theory of semantic information and communication. We start with description of inductive logic and probabilities, which serve as notable tools in development of the proposed theory. Then, we identify two disparate kinds of uncertainty in semantic communication, that of physical and content, present refined interpretations of semantic information measures, and conclude with proposing a new measure for semantic content-information and entropy. Our proposition standardizes semantic information across different universes and systems, hence bringing measurability and comparability into semantic communication. We then proceed with introducing conditional and mutual semantic continformation measures and point out to their utility in formulating practical and optimizable lossless and lossy semantic compression objectives. Finally, we experimentally demonstrate the value of our theoretical propositions.

I. INTRODUCTION Latest developments in 5G has saturated the physical limits of information transmission, posing a great challenge in an age where data is aplenty, yet power, bandwidth, and compute are increasingly scarce [1]. These developments have sparked an interest in long neglected semantic level of communication. Initial attempts in the field largely focused on learning-based (i.e., JSCC [2], [3], [4]) and complex numerical solutions such as simulated annealing and alternating minimization [5]. Despite their powerful approximation capabilities, these solutions have implicit operating characteristics, have application specific implementation, error and quality metrics [6], and more importantly, avoid vagueness and subjective interpretation of semantics, which some scholars assert is intrinsic [7]. These colleagues view model-theoretic frameworks such as Carnap’s or Floridi’s negatively citing computational difficulties, theoretical flaws, or lack of probabilistic structure [7], [8]. Currently, the theoretical developments in the field are limited to a few works containing equations similar to Shannon’s derivations yet in essence solve the problem via vector-based quantization [9]. We, on the other hand, view things differently and believe there needs to be a general framework for Semantic Information and Communication. Hence, in this paper, we make a first attempt at a unified (e.g., data-agnostic) quantitative theory of semantic information and communication, footed on inductive logic and free from aforementioned flaws. Admittedly, there are a few other works (i.e., [10]–[13]) that have proposed the use of probabilistic logic for semantic communication before, yet their approach to logic is strictly different from ours. We can summarize the highlights of the article as:

• We assert in semantic communications there exist not one, but two kinds of unrelated uncertainties. One is similar to uncertainty in physical communications yet is over semantic messages, and other is an uncertainty regarding the content of the messages. We characterize them from the lens of First-Order-Logic (FOL) and make use of inductive probabilities.

• We introduce a refined, computable definition of contentropy. We then use this definition to compare contentinformativeness of rival semantic sources.

• Our formulae brings measurability and comparability to semantic content-information across sources that describe the universe with possibly different FOL-based ontologies that may vary in number and type of entities and predicates.

• We present conditional and mutual semantic information and show how they form the foundation for practical and optimizable semantic rate-distortion objectives.

• Finally, we experimentally validate our theoretical propositions.

In next section, we describe concepts from FOL and induction that will be utilized in development of our theory. We made use of [14]–[24] in development of our theory.

II. DESCRIPTION OF FOL LANGUAGE L In this paper, we deal with a kind of language, L, in a universe U, where expressions are in the form of FOL statements. The basic statements of the language are dyadic (i.e., two-place) predicates, stating a relationship P_i between a subject x, and an object y, P_i(x, y), where x and y are entities (a.k.a., individuals) in U. More complex sentences can be constructed from basic statements using logical connectives ∧ (and), ∨ (or), ¬ (not). Assume, we’re given a story about Alice and Bob as in Table I. Then, two such statements are P_1(Alice, Apple) where P_1 is the relationship Likes. Similarly, P_2(Alice, Bob) expresses another relationship where P_2 is IsFriend. The language L contains finitely many such predicates, {P_1(x, y), P_2(x, y), . . . , P_m(x, y)} ∈ Φ_R. The set of entities is denoted with E, where n entities {a_1, a_2, . . . , a_n} ∈ E_o are observed. In our example, Alice, Bob, Apple, Car are members of set E_o.

Define R-conjunctions to represent relationships an individual x has with another individual y, such that R_i(x, y) = (±)P_1(x, y) ∧ (±)P_2(x, y) ∧ . . . ∧ (±)P_m(x, y), where ± means ’the predicate itself or its negation’. Then, all possible relationships between any two individuals in U can be specified by a Q-predicate such that Q_i(x, y) = R_i(x, y)∧R_i(y, x). R-conjunctions characterize the relationship one individual has to another, i.e., Alice is a friend of Bob. However, as relationships are not necessarily symmetric, we need to characterize R-conjunctions for both permutations of a pair of individuals, which is what Q-predicates express. For example, Alice may like apples, but claiming apples like Alice is absurd.

Then, one can characterize the kind of an individual via what is called attributive constituents, defined as Ct_i(x) = (∃y)Q_{i1} (x, y) ∧ . . . ∧ (∃y)Q_{ih} (x, y) ∧ (∀y){Q_{i1} (x, y) ∨ ... ∨ Q_{ih} (x, y)} where H = {Q_{i1} , Q_{i2} , . . . , Q_{ih} } is the set of Q-predicates, that a particular kind of individual possess. Attributive constituents specify the relationship patterns of an individual. For example, Alice is the kind of person who has friendship and liking relationships, but she does not have ownership relationship. On the other hand, Bob could be a different kind of person having friendship and ownership relationships but not the liking.

Finally, from attributive constituents, one can build constituents, specifying all different kinds of individuals present in the universe, which are of the form, C_w = (∃x)Ct_{i1} (x) ∧ . . . ∧ (∃x)Ct_{iw} (x)∧ (1) (∀x)(Ct_{i1} (x) ∨ . . . ∨ Ct_{iw} (x)), where w (width) denotes the number of different kinds of individuals that C_w asserting are present. For example, in the Alice-Bob example, if apple and car are same kinds of individuals, given Alice and Bob are two different kinds, and no other kinds of but those 3 are present, then a constituent C_3 would be the true constituent describing the universe. If apple and car are different kinds but no other kinds are present, then C_4 would be the true constituent whereas if in addition to apple, car, Alice and Bob, t additional kinds are present C_{4+t} would truly describe the universe. Constituents are mutually exclusive and jointly exhaustive and therefore serve as the building blocks in U such that any sentence h of L can be expressed as their finite disjunction. Then, ⊢ h ≡ ⋁ i∈I C_i (2)

for some suitable finite index set I and ⊢ is logical entailment operator and ≡ is logical equivalency. Inductive (i.e., data-driven) probability of a sentences h is the posterior probability of its truth given observations (i.e., evidence). Then, given an inductive probability distribution over constituents i.e., over (1), inductive probability of a sentence h is equal to sum of the probabilities of constituents C_i, i ∈ I as per (2).

Before we move on to explain how to calculate inductive probabilities, a chief point to clarify regards to their interpretation. Inductive probability, as initially posited by Carnap, aims to enclose the degree of support evidence e provides for a hypothesis h. In model-theoretic inductive-logical framework, hypothesis h and evidence e are any two consistent sentences that can be described in L, and degree of support is proportional to degree of partial implication. In other terms, in deductive reasoning given two facts, P_j (x, y) ⊢ P_i(x, y) and P_k(x, y) ⊢ P_j (x, y), is is possible, with deductive certainty, to conclude that P_k(x, y) ⊢ P_i(x, y). However, it is frequent to encounter situations, where there does not exist a deductive implication between two facts, yet one partially supports the other. Inductive probabilities, in such cases, explicate to what degree one fact confirms the other based on number of overlapping constituents, state descriptions (i.e., logical sentences specifying the state of the world uniquely) etc. Then, given a logical sentence, hypothesis h and another logical sentence, evidence e in L, the degree of confirmation h provides to e is: c(h, e) = p(h|e) = p(h ∧ e) p(e) (3) where probabilities p(·) are of inductive nature. This equation Carnap proposed in his seminal work has several cardinal implications, depending on the interpretation of h and e. First, if hypotheses h are state-descriptions in a finite Carnapian universe, or constituents in an infinite Hintikkan universe (i.e., an extension of Carnapian universe to infinitely many individuals); and e is a singular sentence describing the entire (possibly observational) evidence, then (3) yields a distribution of over state of affairs in the universe, based on our knowledge. If, there is a deductive certainty present regarding the state of affairs, then c(h^∗, e) = 1 for the true state h^∗ and 0 for all others. As per decades-old principle omnis negatio est determinatio (every determination is a negation), this interpretation implies inductive probability c(h, e) quantifies the uncertainty regarding state of affairs in U.

Another cardinal implication is related to inductive inferences and generalizations [25]–[27]. If h is regarded as an -inductive- prediction, and e as available evidence, then (3) reflects the confidence in the realization of the prediction. For example, if h is the hypothesis that next set of individuals will possess a particular property h_i = P_i(x, y), then c(h_i, e) is the -inductive- confidence (i.e., probability) of h_i given e.

The last cardinal implication we wish to mention relates to Bayesian aspect of (3). Carnap’s original proposition for (3) function was:

n_i +^λ_K n + λ (4) Eqn. (4) in essence combines two chief aspects of Bayesian probability, namely prior distribution and learning from experience. The classical notion of probability, as accepted by many past mathematicians such as Laplace, Bernoulli, and Leibniz, assigns equal probability to all possible outcomes under complete lack of, or symmetrically distributed evidence. In such circumstances, probability of an event is equal to fraction of possibilities an event occurs to total number of possibilities. This is reflected in (4) with factor 1/K where K is total number of possibilities (i.e., state descriptions, constituents, etc.). Even though 1/K assumes uniform prior, it is also possible to assign a different prior contingent upon the application. Learning from evidence is reflected in factor n_i/n where given n trials, n_i is number of times h occurs. Then λ is a factor that balances between the effect of prior and experience, and c(h, e) is the posterior probability. Even though there are some technical imperfections in Carnap’s definitions and theory, they’re corrected by Hintikka in later years, whose inductive system we make use in this paper. A final piece of comment is that -as is the case with every other Bayesian scheme- c(h, e) converges to true probabilities as |e| → ∞. This implies that, with increasing evidence, any alphabet describing U will converge to true statistical probabilities (in classical Shannon sense) irrespective of it being composed of English letters or semantic triplets. Also, only those inductive inferences and generalizations that are true will receive c(h, e) = 1 while all others will have c(h, e) = 0. Then, we next look at how to determine an inductive probability distribution. We know from (2) that an inductive probability distribution over constituents permits computation of inductive probability of any sentence h expressible in U. Hence, we focus out attention to computing a distribution over constituents.

NL Representation FOL Representation

NL Sentences: Alice likes apples, Alice is a friend of Bob, Bob owns a car, ...

Dyadic Predicates: P_1(Alice, Apple), P_2(Alice, Bob), P_3(Bob, Car), ... Alice’s relationship to Bob: Alice likes and is a friend of Bob, but does not own him, ...

R-Conjunctions: R_1(Alice, Bob) ≡ P_1(Alice, Bob) ∧ P_2(Alice, Bob) ∧ ¬P_3(Alice, Bob)

Alice and Bob’s relationship to each other: Alice and Bob like one another and are a friends, but neither owns other, ...

Q-Predicates: Q_1(Alice, Bob) ≡ R_1(Alice, Bob) ∧ R_1(Bob, Alice) ≡ R_1(Alice, Bob)

Alice’s relationship to all others, stating what kind of an individual Alice is in terms of its relationships: Alice is friends with and like at least one other individual, but neither owns other. Alice also owns and likes at least one other individual (but not vice versa) but none are other’s friends, ... AND Alice only has stated relationships with others, ...

Attributive-Constituents:

Ct_1(Alice) ≡ (∃y)Q_{i1} (Alice, y) ∧ (∃y)Q_{i2} (Alice, y) ∧ (∃y)Q_{i3} (Alice, y) ... ∧ (∀y){Q_{i1} (Alice, y) ∨ ...}

Kinds of individuals present in U: There is at least one individual of kind C_{ti1} , ... , C_{tiw} in the universe AND C_{ti1} , ... , C_{tiw} are the only kinds.

Constituents: C_w = (∃x)C_{ti1} (x) ∧ . . . ∧ (∃x)C_{tiw} (x)∧ (∀x)(C_{ti1} (x) ∨ . . . ∨ C_{tiw} (x)), where w is the number of different kinds of individuals.

TABLE I EXPLANATION OF INDUCTIVE LOGIC TERMS

III. INDUCTIVE POSTERIOR OVER CONSTITUENTS

Given n individuals in U that are observed, we can describe the evidence with singular sentence e, that declares for each pair of individuals a_i, a_j ∈ E_o the Q-relations in between such that:

e = Q_{i1} (a_1, a_2) ∧ Q_{i2} (a_1, a_3) ∧ . . . ∧ Q_{il} (a_{n−1}, a_n) (5)

Then, given e, the posterior distribution of constituents can be computed with help of Bayes Rule as: p(C_w|e) = p(C_w)p(e|C_w) ∑ i p(C_i)p(e|C_i) (6) In order to be able to compute the probability in (6), one needs a prior distribution p(C_w) on constituents, and the likelihoods p(e|C_i). Hintikka, in his study of inductive logic, proposes the use of a version of Carnap’s λ-continuum’s characteristic function (4). Then, posterior becomes a function of λ and w. p(C_w|e) = A(w, λ(w)) B(λ(w)) (7) Due to strict space constraints, we refer reader to appendix for full derivation and explicit equations. The reader may notice that one apparent problem with (7) is the fact that space of constituents is too large for computation and storage of their probabilities to be practical, let alone computing c(h, e) for arbitrary h. Another apparent issue presents itself in the way Hintikka formulated his inductive system -on which our derivations are based- such that evidence in (5) assumes all relationships between all individuals given in evidence e are fully specified. However, in most real cases, there never exists a complete knowledge of all relationships between entire set of individuals, and we’re often presented with incomplete evidence e^′. For example, we may not know if Bob likes apples, or if there exits any relationship between apples and a car. To resolve both issues, we employ a so-called language trick to construct an artifical sub-language where evidence e^′ becomes complete. Fortunately, this trick also permits us to derive analytical equations that yield the desired values of (3) for most h yet only require computing probabilities for a small subset of (7), rendering computations feasible. We refer reader to appendix for detailed derivations and explanation on language trick. Finally, we’d like to mention that there exist rigorous proofs, devised by Hintikka and his students that inductive probabilities converge to true probabilities with increasing evidence and there exists probable approximate correctness (PAC) bounds that characterize the relationship between number of observations and accuracy. Interested reader may find these proofs in appendix. In the next section, we present our framework of semantic information and communication based on inductive posterior probabilities.

IV. FORMULATION OF SEMANTIC INFORMATION Weaver defined semantic communication as "How precisely do the transmitted symbols convey the desired meaning?". The subtlety with his definition is to realize that it presents two different components of semantic communication, namely ’desires/intentions’ and ’meaning’, on the same plate. The former relates to personal and psychological aspects of semantic communication whereas the latter is about quasi-objective semantic concepts. In our paradigm, we consider a universe being composed of mutually exclusive, jointly exhaustive, and fully descriptive objects of meaning, whose relationship to one another is expressed via FOL. From transmission of semantic information, we understand the transmission of these objects, leaving personal and psychological aspects out.

A. Physical Transmission of Semantic Objects

In semantic transmission, there exists two kinds of uncertainty. The former relates to physical aspects of transmission of -aforementioned- semantic objects whereas the latter relates to their actual content, meaning. In the former kind of transmission, given an arbitrary semantic alphabet A used to describe the universe U, the entropy of physical transmission of semantic objects can be characterized in terms of the persemantic-symbol entropy of a source that transmits them. Within the context of present discussion, the source is assumed to contain either partial or complete information about universe U; and if partial, it’s knowledge can either be static, i.e., evidence e is fixed and does not change over time (such as information of a book or a movie) or dynamic, i.e., evidence e increases in time with more observations. Then, per-symbol source entropy can be measured in an identical manner to Shannon entropy, where statistical probabilities are replaced with degree of confirmation, yielding average Carnapian inf entropy:

H_{inf}(U) = ∑ i c(A_i, e) × log(inf(c(A_i, e))) (8) where ⋃ i A_i = A and ⋃ being the set union. In the context of our running example, if each symbol in A is assumed to be a triplet, i.e., A_1 = P_1(Alice, Apple), A_2 = P_2(Alice, Bob) etc. then entropy of the source is characterized through degree of confirmations of set of all possible triples. On the other hand, if each symbol A_i is taken as a complete state description, then entropy of the source is characterized through degree of confirmations on the state-space. An important consideration regarding (8) is that, the quality of inductive probabilities depend on the number of available samples (i.e., |e|). Furthermore, even if |e| ≫ 0, size of alphabet |A| and the actual distribution of c(A_i, e) for i ∈ A, depends strictly on engineer’s choice of how to represent the source (i.e., universe U), what kind of alphabet A to use, and the real-life application under consideration. Hence, per-symbol entropy H_{inf}(U) could be larger or smaller than the per-symbol entropy of the same source’s classical Shannon representation as also suggested in seminal paper [8]. The unifying point, however, is that irrespective of choice of A, as |e| → ∞, the inductive distribution will approach to true distribution.

B. Semantic Content-Information Measure

The latter kind of uncertainty pertains that of content. Semantic communication, when considered from the perspective of receiver, pertains to what use the content of the message has for the receiver. In the absence of any downstream task, receiver’s interest can broadly be understood in terms of reducing its uncertainty regarding the content of information present at source about universe U. Then, we can characterize average semantic content-information as:

Proposition 1 (Average Semantic Content Information of Source). Assume a universe U where cardinality of set of predicates is |P| = p and cardinality of set of entities is |E| = e. Given that Carnapian content-information measure is denoted as cont(·) and a suitable disjoint partitioning of universe U such that ⋃ i∈U U_i ≡ U, where |U| = 2^{p×e} is formed. Then, if a set of FOL expressions ⋃ i∈U m_i ≡ M where m_i = m_j iff i = j is given such that each m_i has 1-to- 1 correspondence to U_i expressing its content and it yields a degree of confirmation c(m_i, e) under the evidence e present at semantic source, the semantic content information of the source regarding U is formulated by the equation:

H_{cont}(m, p, e) = ∑ i c(m_i, e) × 2^{p×e} × cont(c(m_i, e)) (9) where for a finite Carnapian universe M can be the set of state descriptions and in an infinite Hintikkan universe, M can be the set of constituents.

Corollary 1. Given Proposition 1, average semantic content information of the source per partition (i.e., per-state-description, per-constituent etc.) is equal to H_{cont}(m, p, e)/2^{p×e}.

We refer reader to appendix for our axioms, derivation and discussion of cont-entropy. This metric not only characterizes how much, on average, the uncertainty regarding the state of the world is reduced at receiver after semantic communication, but is also useful in characterizing, comparing, and contrasting the content-informativeness of rival semantic information sources (i.e., text data, visual data, knowledge bases, RDF stores etc.) described with possibly different ontologies.

One striking issue that has prevented development of theoretical semantic communication, as presented by Carnap, has been the issue of additivity in absence of L-exclusivity. This was the primary reason behind the duality of Carnapian semantic information measures inf and cont (refer to appendix for definitions and discussion). We however, proposed a different understanding and use for inf metric (c.f., Section IV.A), and posited an advancement to cont metric (c.f., Proposition 1). However, neither of these constitute a response to the problem Carnap presented. Hence, we next present definitions of conditional content-entropy and mutual content-information that are able to handle consequent transmissions that are not L-exclusive or additive. Given two particular FOL messages to be transmitted in succession by sender, namely s_1 and s_2, content-information at receiver can be characterized as:

cont(s_2|s_1) = cont(s_2 ∧ s_1) − cont(s_1) (10)

transcont(s_2|s_1) = cont(s_2) − cont(s_2|s_1) = 1 − c(s_2 ∨ s_1, e) (11)

Then, on average, for an arbitrary message s transmitted after another arbitrary message r, conditional content-entropy and mutual content-information can be defined as:

H_{cont}(s|r) = ∑ i,j p(s_i, r_j ) × 2^{|P|×|E|} × cont(s_i|r_j ) (12)

I_{cont}(s; r) = ∑ i,j p(s_i, r_j ) × 2^{|P|×|E|} × transcont(s_i, r_j ) (13)

Conditional cont-information entropy as in (12) characterizes the additional reduction in content uncertainty transmission of s allows after r has been already transmitted. Mutual cont-information, as presented in (13), characterizes the interdependence between s and r, where s and r are arbitrary messages. Then, it is easy to notice (13) reduces to (9) if m = s ∨ r. In the next section, we make use of these metrics to formulate lossy semantic source coding theorem.

C. Lossy Content-Semantic Compression Theorem 1 (Lossy Content-Semantic Compression). Given a semantic information source in a universe U, and a message s to be transmitted, where s is a singular FOL sentence expressing the entire content of the source (i.e., s is a single message to be transmitted) and in the absence of any downstream task, compressed semantic representation ŝ that is most content-informative is found as solution to following optimization problem:

min_{p(ŝ|s)} I_{shn}(s; ŝ) subject to I_{cont}(s; ŝ) ≥ d^∗ (14)

where I_{shn}(·) is Shannon mutual information and I_{cont}(·) is as defined in (13).

V. EXPERIMENTAL VALIDATION AND CONCLUSION To showcase practical value of our formulation, we study a case of semantic text transmission, over 7 different stories, where each story is considered a different semantic source. Dataset we’ve utilized for experimentation is available on GitHub (https://github.com/xiongsiheng/Inductive- Semantic-Communication-Dataset). A receiver, who wishes to choose which source to communicate with (assuming the transmission of the entire file will happen, and hence block length is entire file) can make his choice based on semantic content-entropy of the sources given in (9). To make comparisons intuitively easier to understand, we initially present normalized versions of (9) as presented in Corollary 1. Then, as the difference in unit is eliminated, we also scale each content-entropy value with minimum of the normalized values and maximum of the normalized values on seperate columns, respectively. The content-entropies for all stories are as given in Table III. Then, the most informative story that will reduce receiver’s uncertainty to the largest extent is the first one, yet the least informative story is the second one. Given the normally computationally NP-hard size of modeltheoretic space, the massive differences between numbers make sense. It is beneficial at this point to reiterate that our framework reduces the computationally hard problems to computational manageable ones such that implementation is practically feasible. Then, in a second set of experiments, we perform lossless physical-semantic compression based on (8) and lossy content-semantic compression based on (14) for all seven stories. The results are as presented in Figure 1. In lossless physical-semantic compression, compression gains come two-fold. Initially, a compression gain due conversion from English representation to FOL semantic representation takes place. Later, further compression comes via (8), yielding total compression ratios between 8.35× - 15.54×. Finally, we semantically compress all stories in accordance with lossy content-compression objective of (14) and demonstrate relative change in the content-informativeness of transmitted compressed representations for the receiver versus number of bits required for transmission in Figure 1. Relativization is achieved by diving the mutual-content information in (13) to content-entropy of each source as computed from (9). In all experiments, our framework shows superior performance against Shannon compression, while still preserving explainability. Furthermore, as demonstrated with theory-supported experimentation, proposed theory provides computable and practical metrics and optimizable objectives for semantic information and communication.

ID H_{cont, norm} H_{cont, min} H_{cont, max} 1 1.18×10^{−563} 9.0×10^{14161} 1.0 2 1.31×10^{−14725} 1.0 1.1×10^{−14162} 3 4.34×10^{−9459} 3.3×10^{5266} 3.7×10^{−8896} 4 1.08×10^{−867} 8.2×10^{13857} 9.1×10^{−305} 5 2.54×10^{−12274} 1.9×10^{2451} 2.1×10^{−11711} 6 1.20×10^{−619} 9.2×10^{14105} 1.0×10^{−56} 7 1.02×10^{−2802} 7.9×10^{11922} 8.7×10^{−2240} TABLE II COMPARISON OF CONT-ENTROPIC MEASURES OF RIVAL STORIES

Story ID Lossless Semantic Compr. Shannon Compr. Story 1 840 bits 11018 bits Story 2 1006 bits 13116 bits Story 3 892 bits 13862 bits Story 4 899 bits 11713 bits Story 5 1015 bits 8462 bits Story 6 888 bits 12269 bits Story 7 856 bits 11686 bits TABLE III COMPARISON OF LOSSLESS SEMANTIC AND SHANNON COMPRESSION

Fig. 1. Lossy Semantic Source Coding

REFERENCES

[1] Deniz Gündüz, Zhijin Qin, Inaki Estella Aguerri, Harpreet S. Dhillon, Zhaohui Yang, Aylin Yener, Kai Kit Wong, and Chan-Byoung Chae. Beyond transmitting bits: Context, semantics, and task-oriented communications. IEEE Journal on Selected Areas in Communications, 41(1):5– 41, 2023.

[2] Yashas Malur Saidutta, Afshin Abdi, and Faramarz Fekri. Joint sourcechannel coding over additive noise analog channels using mixture of variational autoencoders. IEEE Journal on Selected Areas in Communications, 39(7):2000–2013, 2021.

[3] Zhenzi Weng, Zhijin Qin, and Geoffrey Ye Li. Semantic communications for speech recognition. In 2021 IEEE Global Communications Conference (GLOBECOM), pages 1–6, 2021.

[4] Chao Zhang, Hang Zou, Samson Lasaulce, Walid Saad, Marios Kountouris, and Mehdi Bennis. Goal-oriented communications for the iot and application to data compression. IEEE Internet of Things Magazine, 5(4):58–63, 2022.

[5] Başak Güler, Aylin Yener, and Ananthram Swami. The semantic communication game. IEEE Transactions on Cognitive Communications and Networking, 4(4):787–802, 2018.

[6] Zhijin Qin, Xiaoming Tao, Jianhua Lu, and Geoffrey Y. Li. Semantic communications: Principles and challenges. ArXiv, abs/2201.01389, 2021.

[7] Tilahun M. Getu, Georges Kaddoum, and Mehdi Bennis. Making sense of meaning: A survey on metrics for semantic and goal-oriented communication, 2023.

[8] Jie Bao, Prithwish Basu, Mike Dean, Craig Partridge, Ananthram Swami, Will Leland, and James A. Hendler. Towards a theory of semantic communication. In 2011 IEEE Network Science Workshop, pages 110–117, 2011.

[9] Shuai Ma, Huayan Qi, Hang Li, Guangming Shi, Yong Liang, and Naofal Al-Dhahir. A theory for semantic channel coding with many-to-one source, 2023.

[10] Sejin Seo, Jihong Park, Seung-Woo Ko, Jinho Choi, Mehdi Bennis, and Seong-Lyun Kim. Semantic communication protocol: Demystifying deep neural networks via probabilistic logic. In 2023 20th Annual IEEE International Conference on Sensing, Communication, and Networking (SECON), pages 1–3, 2023.

[11] Sejin Seo, Jihong Park, Seung-Woo Ko, Jinho Choi, Mehdi Bennis, and Seong-Lyun Kim. Toward semantic communication protocols: A probabilistic logic perspective. IEEE Journal on Selected Areas in Communications, 41(8):2670–2686, 2023.

[12] Abanoub M. Girgis, Hyowoon Seo, Jihong Park, and Mehdi Bennis.

Semantic and logical communication-control co-design for correlated dynamical systems. IEEE Internet of Things Journal, pages 1–1, 2023.

[13] Jinho D. Choi, Seng Wai Loke, and Jihong Park. A unified view on semantic information and communication: A probabilistic logic approach. 2022 IEEE International Conference on Communications Workshops (ICC Workshops), pages 705–710, 2022.

[14] Rudolf Carnap. The continuum of inductive methods. Philosophy, 28(106):272–273, 1953.

[15] Rudolf Carnap and Yehoshua Bar-Hillel. An outline of a theory of semantic information. 1952.

[16] Risto Hilpinen. On inductive generalization in monadic first-order logic with identity. Studies in logic and the foundations of mathematics, 43:133–154, 1966.

[17] Risto Hilpinen. Relational hypotheses and inductive inference. Synthese, 23:266–286, 1971.

[18] Ilkka Niiniluoto. On a k-dimensional system of inductive logic. PSA:

Proceedings of the Biennial Meeting of the Philosophy of Science Association, 1976:425 – 447, 1976.

[19] Raimo Tuomela. Inductive generalization in an ordered universe. Studies in logic and the foundations of mathematics, 43:155–174, 1966.

[20] Ilkka Niiniluoto and Raimo Tuomela. Theoretical concepts and hypothetico-inductive inference. 1973.

[21] Jaakko Hintikka. Perspectives on the logical study of language. Logica Universalis, 13:151 – 163, 2019.

[22] Jaakko Hintikka. Distributive normal forms in first-order logic. Studies in logic and the foundations of mathematics, 40:48–91, 1965.

[23] Jaakko Hintikka. A two-dimensional continuum of inductive methods*.

Studies in logic and the foundations of mathematics, 43:113–132, 1966. [24] Risto Hilpinen. Rules of acceptance and inductive logic. 1968.

[25] Yuan Yang, Siheng Xiong, James Clayton Kerce, and Faramarz Fekri.

Temporal inductive logic reasoning. ArXiv, abs/2206.05051, 2022. [26] Siheng Xiong, Yuan Yang, Faramarz Fekri, and James Clayton Kerce.

Tilp: Differentiable learning of temporal logical rules on knowledge graphs. In International Conference on Learning Representations, 2023.

[27] Siheng Xiong, Yuan Yang, Ali Payani, James Clayton Kerce, and Faramarz Fekri. Teilp: Time prediction over knowledge graphs via logical reasoning. ArXiv, abs/2312.15816, 2023.

APPENDIX A DISCUSSIONS ON CONSTITUENTS

A. Inductive Posteriors of Constituents

In order to be able to compute the probability in (6), one needs a prior distribution p(C_w) on constituents, and the likelihoods p(e|C_i). The prior in this situation reflects the belief in the uniformity of the universe before observations. The sense of uniformity in present context is about how many different ’kinds’ of individuals are exemplified in the universe U. Then, in a universe with high degree of uniformity, the inductive probability mass is concentrated over one or a few kind of individuals such that if one were to guess the properties of an unobserved individual, it wouldn’t be too difficult. On the other hand, the most disorderly universe is the one where all ’kinds’ of individuals have been observed, and the properties of the next individual is determined by fair coin toss(es). On, the other hand, for n >> 0, the effect of prior fades (unless the effect of evidence is completely ignored, i.e., dogmatism) and hence choice of prior becomes less important with increasing evidence. Hintikka proposes the use of a Carnap’s λ-continuum’s characteristic function for computation of a meaningful prior, as presented in (4).

Generalizing from this equation, Hintikka proposes that the prior for constituents shall be proportional to (as if there exits) α individuals who are compatible with a particular constituent C_w:

p(C_w) ∝ (wλ/K) λ 1 + (wλ/K) 1 + λ · · · α − 1 + (wλ/K) α − 1 + λ , (15)

p(C_w) = Γ ( α +^w_K ) Γ (_w K ) /_K∑ i=0 ( K i ) Γ ( α +^{iλ}_K ) Γ (_{iλ} K ) Likelihoods, p(e|C_w) is computed in a similar fashion, using a variation of (4) (i.e., changing the variable K with w of C_w to ensure compatibility with given constituent). Then, given n_i, the number of observed samples corresponding to a particular attributive constituents Ct_i(x) in evidence e, the likelihoods can be computed as:

p(e|C_w) = (λ/w) λ 1 + (wλ/K) 1 + λ · · · n_1 − 1 + (λ/w) n_1 − 1 + λ (λ/w) n_1 + λ · · · · · · n_2 − 1 + (λ/w) n_1 + n_2 − 1 + λ (λ/w) n_1 + n_2 + λ 1 + (λ/w) n_1 + n_2 + 1 + λ · · · · · · = Γ(λ) Γ(n + λ) c∏ j=1 Γ(n_j + (λ/w) Γ(λ/w) (16)

Then, posterior p(C_w|e) becomes:

A(w, λ) = { π ( α,^{w·λ(K)}_K )/ π(n, λ(w)) } ∏_c j=1 π ( n_j ,^{λ(w)}_w ) (17) B(λ) = ∑_{K−c} i=0 [(_{K−c} i ) { π ( α,^{(c+i)·λ(K)}_K )/ π (n, λ(c + i)) } ∏_c j=1 π ( n_j ,^{λ(c+i)}_{c+i} )] (18) p(C_w|e) = A(w, λ) B(λ) (19)

Under assumptions of λ(w) = w, and α = 0, (19) can be used to compute the posterior probability that next individual observed will be of type Ct_j (x). Then, given n_j :

P (Q_i(a^{ec}_{n+1}) = (n_i + 1) ∑_{K−c} i=0 (_{K−c} i )_{(a+c+i−1)!} (n+c+i)! ∑_{K−c} i=0 (_{K−c} i )_{(a+c+i−1)!} (n+c+i−1)! (20)

B. Language Trick

The derivations here are given for a monadic language. However, extension to dyadic case is trivial. Given n_j individuals have attributive constituent Ct^l_{ij} , where j ∈ {1, . . . , h} and l = {1, . . . , 2^{K−(m+1)}} where K is number of attributive constituents and m is the number of attributive constituents of super-language used in the disjunction to form the artificial predicates of the sub-language. Further assume v^j_l individuals belong to Ct^l_{ij} , such that

∑_2K−(m+1) l=1 v^j_l = n_j probability distribution can be written as:

p(C) = 1 · 2 · . . . · v^1 · 1 · 2 · . . . · (v^1_2 ) · . . . · (n1 −

∑_2K−(m+2) l=1 v^1_l ) w(1 + w) · . . . · (v^1 − 1 + w) · (v^1 + w) · . . . · (n1 − 1 + w) × × 1 · 2 · . . . · (v^2_1 ) · 1 · 2 · . . . · (n2 −

∑_2K−(m+2) l=1 v^2_l ) (n1 + w) · . . . · (n1 + n2 − 1 + w) × . . .

= v^1 ! . . . (n1 − 2K−(m+2) ∑ l=1 v^1_l ))! · v^2_1 ! · . . . · (n_h − 2K−(m+2) ∑ l=1 v^h_l )! × (w − 1)!

(n − 1 + w)!

(21) Then, the probability of the singular sentence:

A = M_1(a_1) ∧ · · · ∧ M_1(a_{n1} ) ∧ M_2(a_{n1 +1}) ∧ · · · ∧ M_h(a_n) (22) can be written as:

P (A) =

t^1∑

v^1 =0 n_1−t^1∑

v^1_2 =0 · · · n_h − ∑_2K−(m+3) l=1 t^h_l ∑ v^h_{2K−(m+2)} =0 ( n_1 v^1 )( n_1 − v^1 v^1_2 ) · · ·

· · · ( n_1 −

∑_2K−(m+3) l=1 v^1_l v^1_{2K−(m+2)} ) · · · ( n_h − ∑_2K−(m+3) l=1 v^h_l v^h_{2K−(m+2)} ) × P (C) (23)

where t^j_l ’s are some appropriate threshold values. We, however, do not need to compute them explicitly, as the equation simplifies, as per the factorial form of binomial coefficient to:

P (A) =

t^1∑

v^1 =0 n_1−t^1∑

v^1_2 =0 · · · n_h − ∑_2K−(m+3) l=1 t^h_l ∑ v^h_{2K−(m+2)} =0 × (w − 1)!

(n − 1 + w)!

n_1! · · · n_h!

(24) which further simplifies as:

P (A) =

(w − 1)!

(n − 1 + w)!

(n_1 + 1)! · · · (n_h + 1)! (25)

Then, the probability of A and M_i(a_{n+1}) is:

P (A&M_i(a_{n+1})) =

(w − 1)! (n + w)!

(n_i + 2) h∏ j=0 (n_j + 1)! (26)

Hence, degree of confirmation P (M_i(a_{n+1})|e) is equal to:

P (M_i(a_{n+1})|e) =

P (A&M_i(a_{n+1})) P (A) = n_i + 2 n + w (27)

C. PAC Bound and Convergence of Constituents

One can wonder the preference of Hintikkan inductive logic system in place of its -already known- Carnapian counterpart. One is sometimes interested in more than just so-called singular inferences, but is instead curious about inductive generalizations and other kinds of inductive inferences. This is not merely because Carnapian system is monadic and stateof-the art requires dyadic, but is also because P (C_w) = 1 where w = K apriori. This implies that Carnapian system assumes U is uniform apriori. In such a universe, all inductive generalizations, logical rules that are inductively valid for entire population, all have probability zero.

Theorem 2 (Convergence of Constituents). There is one and only one constituent C_c which has asymptotically the probability one when the size n of the sample e grows without limit. This is the “minimal” constituent C_c which states that the universe U instantiates precisely those c attributive constituents which are exemplified in the sample e:

P (C_c|e) → 1, if n → ∞ and c is fixed. (28) P (C_w |e) → 0, if n → ∞, c is fixed and w > c. (29) P (C_w |e) = 0, if c is fixed, and w < c. (30)

Then, if sample e is a good enough representative of state of affairs in the universe (i.e., no new kinds except those in e will be observed in the future) the constituent describing the sample (i.e., C_c) asymptotically receives probability 1. An application of this theorem with (2) yields the following lemma.

Corollary 2 (Convergence of Hypotheses). Assuming that n → ∞ and c is fixed,

P (h|e) → 1 if and only if C_c ⊢ h. (31)

Corollary (2) implies that any (and only those) hypothesis h that contains the ’minimal’ constituent C_c asymptotically receive probability 1. This hypothesis can vary from likelihood of observing a particular predicate in the future or a particular inductive rule that holds for entire population. In the next theorem, we show the minimum number of samples required to consider the minimal constituent C_c probably approximately correct (PAC).

Theorem 3 (PAC-bound for Constituents). Given evidence e of size n, let n_0 be the value such that P (C_c|e) ≥ 1 − ϵ if and only if n ≥ n_0. Then:

ϵ^′ ≤ max K−c∑ i=1 ( K − c i ) ( c c + i )_{n−α} (32)

where the maximum is taken over values of c , 0 ≤ c ≤ K − 1, and ϵ^′ =^ϵ_{1−ϵ} .

APPENDIX B DISCUSSIONS ON CLASSICAL SEMANTIC INFORMATION THEORY

A. Information Measures, L-Exclusivity, Additivity and Inductive Independence

Carnap and Bar-Hillel, in their seminal paper, proposed a quantitative way of measuring semantic information in a FOL monadic (one-place) predicate language. They adopt a Tarskian model-theoretic view of a finite universe where all possible state of affairs can be expressed with a suitably chosen disjunction of state descriptions. Each state description is sentence in the language that entirely and uniquely specifies a possible state of universe for all individuals with respect to all predicates. Carnap and Bar-Hillel then inductively assign a probability distribution M_c, based on observations E_o, over the set of state descriptions and use it to compute semantic information. They propose two metrics of semantic information, namely cont(m) and inf(m) based on inductive probabilities. Given a sentence m with inductive probability p(m), these metrics are defined as: cont(m) = 1 − p(m) (33)

inf(m) = 1 1 − cont(m) = 1 p(m) (34)

The intuition behind the first measure is to assign greater information to a sentence m that is less likely to be true, i.e., the set of models (state descriptions) m is comprised of are less likely to be true. However, Bar-Hillel and Carnap assert that cont(m) cannot be the only quantitative measure of semantic information as it does not satisfy additivity property unless sentences are L-exclusive. Then, another measure inf(s) is necessary for sentences that are inductively independent. These concepts are defined as:

Definition 1 (L-Exclusion). Two sentences m_1 and m_2 are L-exclusive iff propositions K_1 ≡ (¬m_1) ⊭ (¬m_2), K_2 ≡ (¬m_2) ⊭ (¬m_1), and K_1 ∧ K_2 ≡ 1 holds.

Definition 2 (Inductive Independence). Given probability measure M over sentences in a language L, m_1 and m_2 are inductively independent iff p(m_1 ∧ m_2) = p(m_1) × p(m_2) =⇒ p(m_1|m_2) = p(m_1) and p(m_2|m_1) = p(m_2) holds.

Definition 3 (Additivity Condition). Given an information metric info(.) over sentences in a L and let {m_1, m_2} be two sentences in L, if m_1 and m_2 are inductively independent, then info(m_1 ∧ m_2) = info(m_1) + info(m_2) must hold.

L-exclusion is most easily understood if one considers each possible state of the universe to be a unique element in a universal set where K_1 and K_2 are two set-theoretic propositions over them. Then, L-exclusion only holds if the intersection of K_1 and K_2 is empty. It is natural to wonder as to why such distinction, and hence two separate measures were deemed necessary by Carnap and Bar-Hillel. Let’s now illustrate this through a toy example.

Assume, for simplicity, we are only interested in a small universe U^′ with a single person, {Alice}, two entities, {car, house}, and a single predicate {Has(x, y)} is present. In U^′, observing m_1 = Has(Alice, car) ≡ Has(Alice, car) ∧ [Has(Alice, house) ∨ (¬ Has(Alice, house)), which has inductive logical probability of p(m_1) = 0.5, yields information value of cont(m_1) = 1 − 0.5 = 0.5. Then, assume one subsequently observes m_2 = Has(Alice, house) ≡ Has(Alice, house) ∧ [Has(Alice, car) ∨ (¬ Has(Alice, car)), which also has a logical probability of p(m_2) = 0.5. Then, the total information one gains up to that point is cont(m_1 ∧m_2) = 1−0.25 = 0.75. In turn, this implies observing m_1 helps one gain semantic information in the amount 0.5 whereas observing m_2 on top of that contributes an additional information of 0.25, totaling to a cont value of 0.75. This, in other words, would imply that the semantic information m_2 provided on top of m_1 is halved. Let us keep this result in mind for a moment.

Carnap asserts that any two primitive predicates that are inductively independent are by construction irrelevant (i.e., carry no logical implication relationship in between). Then, as expected, p(m_1 ∧ m_2) = p(m_1) × p(m_2) = 0.5 × 0.5 = 0.25 holds. Here, the dilemma is that, how can observing two things that are inductively independent have differing amounts of information? Why would observing that m_1, which is inductively independent from m_2, be more or less informative than m_2? Therefore, Carnap suggests, if two sentences m_1 and m_2 are inductively independent, the information they convey together should be equal to the sum of information they convey separately, which is what is called the additivity condition. This condition does not hold for cont and hence Carnap and Bar-Hillel concludes there must be not one but at least two different metrics of semantic information, where cont is valid in cases where sentences are L-exclusive, and inf valid when sentences are inductively independent.

B. On parameter λ

An intuitive interpretation of this function is as follows. Assume, we’re given an urn filled with infinitely many balls, where each ball has one of K-colors. The distribution of colors among the balls is unknown yet fixed. At the beginning, we’re not presented with any other information, and we believe each color is equally likely to be drawn, i.e., we assign a uniform prior. We’re then presented with an opportunity to observe a sample of n balls being drawn where n_i happens to be the number of balls drawn with color i for i = {1, . . . , K} and

∑ i n_i = n. Then, (4) represents our degree of confidence that the next ball drawn will be of color i. The parameter λ is a weighting factor that determines how much confidence we have in our prior beliefs as opposed to empirical evidence in a case of singular inference. If we choose λ = 0, then we only take into account the effect of evidence (i.e., empiricism) in forming our beliefs whereas λ → ∞ would imply we only resort to prior beliefs such that evidence is completely ignored (i.e., dogmaticism).

APPENDIX C DERIVATION AND DISCUSSION OF CONT-ENTROPY

Fundamental motivation behind a unified theory of quantitative information and communication is to be able to study the properties of rival communication systems and measure how much information is transmitted after communication takes place. Before Shannon, the problem was considered as deterministic signal reconstruction. Initially, Hartley asserted one needed an anchor to quantitatively define information. That anchor shall ignore the psychological aspects of communication and focus merely on physical. Then, for any physical system, Hartley posited, these anchors should be the number of transmissions and number of available symbols at each transmission. Shannon conjoined Hartley’s insights with the notion that there exists statistical imbalance between likelihoods of different symbols, separated the channel noise from communication system design and modelled the sources probabilistically. Further, based on Nyquist’s conclusion that capacitors of the time were best suited to represent two levels of voltage and came up with B(inary Dig)it as unit of information. The reason behind the recap of Shannon and Hartley’s well-known work was to bring reader’s attention to how Shannon and Hartley approached the problems of physical communication and quantification of information.

Weaver defines semantic communication as "How precisely do the transmitted symbols convey the desired meaning?". It is our view that subtlety with his definition is in realizing that it presents two unassociated components of semantic communication, namely ’desires/intentions’ and ’meaning’, on the same plate. The former relates to personal and psychological aspects of semantic communication whereas the latter is about quasi-objective semantic concepts. In our paradigm, we consider a universe being composed of mutually exclusive, jointly exhaustive, and fully descriptive objects of meaning, whose relationship to one another is expressed via FOL. From transmission of semantic information, we understand the transmission of these objects, leaving subjective interpretations of these concepts out. In our framework, we use the set entities of E in FOL language L to represent these semantic concepts and express their interrelationships via the set of dyadic predicates P. Then, each semantic triplet of the form P_i(x, y) becomes a semantic object of transmission. Characterization of intentions, desires (and consequent subjective interpretations of these semantic objects) is beyond the scope of this paper and is left as future work.

Furthermore, as explained above for physical communication, in order to come up with a quantitative framework of semantic information and communication, one needs suitable anchor(s) for representing semantics. In Tarskian modeltheoretic view of semantic information, knowledge and truth, one can reasonably take number of possible state descriptions eliminated as a result of a transmission to characterize the so-called content-information of messages.

In order to get a better comprehension this last statement, consider the a toy universe U_1 where there exists a single entity, E_1 = {Alice}, and two monadic predicates, P_1 = {HasHouse(x), HasCar(x)} are present. Then, the state space is SS = {Q_1 = HasHouse(Alice) ∧ HasCar(Alice), Q_2 = HasHouse(Alice) ∧ ¬HasCar(Alice), Q_3 = ¬HasHouse(Alice) ∧ HasCar(Alice), Q_4 = ¬HasHouse(Alice)∧ ¬HasCar(Alice)}. Then, these four states characterize all possible affairs in universe of discourse U_1. Then, if three messages m_1 = {HasHouse(Alice) ∨ HasCar(Alice)}, m_2 = {HasHouse(Alice)}, and m_3 = {HasHouse(Alice) ∧ HasCar(Alice)} are given; message m_1 conveys the information that state description Q_4 is false hence eliminating one possible state, message m_2 conveys the information that state descriptions Q_2 and Q_4 are false hence eliminating two possible state descriptions, and message m_3 conveys the information that state descriptions Q_2, Q_3, and Q_4 are false hence eliminating three possible states and revealing that true state of U_1 is Q_1. As easily observed, messages get more and more, precise, descriptive and hence informative (from m_1 to m_3) as the number of state descriptions they eliminate increase. Therefore, the reduction in uncertainty regarding the state of the world is proportional to number of state descriptions the content of a message eliminates, hence it shall be proportional to the amount of semantic continformation it conveys. This leads us to our first axiom for a quantitative measure of semantic information:

Axiom 1 (Linearity in Elimination). Given a uniform prior and uniform inductive probability distribution over state space SS in a universe U, Carnap’s cont(m) measures the fraction of state descriptions eliminated if a message m is observed. Then, increase in semantic cont-information shall be linear in ratio of state descriptions eliminated, i.e.,

H(m) ∝ cont(m) =⇒ H(m) = K_1 × cont(m) (35)

where H(m) is a semantic cont-information metric.

Another anchor one shall consider is related to the volume (i.e., size) of the universe, which is useful in characterizing the maximum amount of content (i.e., state) uncertainty. Hence, the content-informativeness of a universe shall be exponential in its granularity (i.e., area, number of entities times predicates). Consider another universe U_2, that has same set of entities, i.e., E_1 = E_2 = {Alice} but contains more descriptive predicates, i.e., P_2 = { HasBeachHouse(x), HasCondo(x), HasBlackCar(x), HasWhiteCar(x) }. Then, the number of state descriptions quadruples from 4 to 16, as well as the uncertainty in the universe. Similarly, consider one other universe, U_3, that has same set of predicates as U_1, i.e., P_1 = P_3 = {HasHouse(x), HasCar(x)} but contains one more entity Bob, i.e., E_3 = {Alice, Bob}. Again, the number of state descriptions quadruples from 4 to 16, so is the uncertainty. Finally, consider one last universe, U_4, that has both individuals E_4 = E_3 and all four predicates P_4 = P_2. Then number of state descriptions increases from 4 to 64. With increasing volume of the state space, number of state descriptions that need to be eliminated increases linearly as well (c.f., (35)). This increase is exponential in its granularity (i.e., area). Then, we can present the following axiom:

Axiom 2 (Exponentiation of Granularity). Given cardinality of set of predicates |P| = p and cardinality of set of entities |E| = e in a universe U, increase in semantic cont-information shall be exponential in granularity of U, i.e., p × e. Then, H(p, e) ∝ 2^{p×e} =⇒ H(p, e) = K_2 × 2^{p×e} (36) where H(p, e) is a semantic cont-information metric.

The axiom of Exponentiation of Granularity provides a useful anchor in comparing and contrasting the contentinformativeness of distinct universes. In other terms, it is frequently the case that same semantic source is described via different ontologies and at varying granularities in distinct universes. Such differences are natural and can be thought of discrete quantizations of the continuous space of semantics. Then, it is the volume of a universe that determines its continformativeness, as presented by next axiom:

Axiom 3 (Equality of Volumes). Given two universes U_i and U_j , they are equally cont-informative if they have the same volume, i.e.,

2^{pi×ei} = 2^{pj ×ej} =⇒ H(p_i, e_i) = H(p_j , e_j ) (37)

where I(p, e) is a semantic cont-information metric.

Combining the first three axioms, we are now ready to present the following axiom on quantification of semantic cont-information in a message m,

Axiom 4 (Characterization of Cont-Information). Given a universe U, where cardinality of set of predicates |P| = p and cardinality of set of entities |E| = e and Carnap’s cont measure denoted as cont(·), the cont-information of a message m in this universe can be characterized as: H ∝ 2^{p×e} ×cont(m) =⇒ H(m, p, e) = K^′ ×2^{p×e} ×cont(m) (38) where H(m, p, e) is a semantic cont-information metric and K^′ is an arbitrary constant that is same for all semantic systems.

As K^′ is arbitrary, constant, and same for all systems, we can drop it. Finally, as the nature of communication is in itself probabilistic and not deterministic, we do not know which message m will be transmitted by the source, and hence quantifying the average uncertainty (i.e., average continformativeness) makes natural sense. The apparent problem in this line of thinking is the potential of overlap between semantic messages, and lack of additivity property in cont measure unless the messages are L − exclusive. This is, however, not a big concern in Tarskian model theoretic view as there exists multiple sets (i.e., sets of constituents, attributive constituents or state descriptions) whose members form disjoint partitioning of the universe.

Another important point in characterization of semantic information is that Axiom 1 assumes a uniform prior and uniform distribution over the disjoint partitioning. This is, however, not an accurate assumption in practice as observations (i.e., evidence) made over time changes one’s posterior beliefs about what the true state of the world is, i.e., some states become more likely to be the true state whereas some others turn out less favorable by evidence. Then, the content informativeness of a source, i.e., on average how much the receiver’s uncertainty regarding the state of the world would be reduced -on average- if semantic communication were to take place also depend on source statistics, in this case being inductive probabilities of messages associated with that source. Hence, we propose to define average semantic continformation, a.k.a., semantic cont-entropy of a source as:

Proposition 2 (Average Semantic Content Information). Given a universe U where cardinality of set of predicates is |P| = p, cardinality of set of entities is |E| = e, Carnap’s cont measure is denoted as cont(·), a set of messages ⋃ i∈M m_i form a disjoint partitioning of U, and p(·) is an inductive probability distribution over set M. Then, the average contentropy of a semantic source is defined as:

H_{cont}(m, p, e) = ∑ i p(m_i) × 2^{p×e} × cont(m_i) (39) Corollary 3. Given Proposition 2, average semantic content information of the source per partition (i.e., per-state-description, per-constituent etc.) is equal to H_{cont}(m, p, e)/2^{p×e}.