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Abstract. A teacher’s knowledge base consists of knowledge of math-
ematics content, knowledge of student epistemology, and pedagogical
knowledge. It has severe implications on the understanding of student’s
knowledge of content, and the learning context in general. The necessity
to formalize the different content knowledge in approximate senses is rec-
ognized in the education research literature. A related problem is that
of coherent formalizability. Existing responsive or smart Al-based soft-
ware systems do not concern themselves with meaning, and trained ones
are replete with their own issues. In the present research, many issues in
modeling teachers” understanding of content are identified, and a two-
tier rough set-based model is proposed by the present author for the pur-
pose of developing software that can aid the varied tasks of a teacher. The
main advantage of the proposed approach is in its ability to coherently
handle vagueness, granularity and multi-modality. An extended exam-
ple to equational reasoning is used to demonstrate these. The paper is
meant for rough set researchers intending to build logical models or de-
velop meaning-aware Al-software to aid teachers, and education research
experts.

Keywords: Rough Sets, Education Research, Mathematics Teaching, Equational
Reasoning, Mereology, Formalizability Problem, Knowledge Representation,
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1 Introduction

A number of granular and nongranular semantics of rough sets are known in
the literature. Concepts of knowledge can be associated with these from multi-
ple perspectives such as those based on classical rough ideas [32], mereological
axiomatic granular perspectives [19/17/18], classical granular computing [35],
interpretations of modal logic [31)29], constructive logic [12], concept analysis
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[36/8/18], evidence theory, and machine learning. These ideas of knowledge are
not uniformly well-developed across these types of rough sets. Possible appli-
cations of these to education research, and specifically mathematical education
research is a very domain-specific matter. Many aspects of these are explored
by the present author in her earlier papers [20/27/16/22)23].

Application of rough sets and other artificial intelligence methodologies to
education research is important for all the fields involved. This is because of
the intense complexity of knowledge representation in education research. The
subject is substantially population specific, and is strongly influenced by socioe-
conomic, psychological, and cultural factors. The very idea of core content for a
level of learning as understood from the perspective of a subject specialist is
not reasonably definable without additional constraints. The field of marginal
mathematics is, for example, handled through very different approaches (see
for example, [25]). However, the idea of core content in mathematics (for exam-
ple) for regular courses in middle school or higher can be specified though not
exactly as one would want to.

In the modern view [, three components that determine a teacher’s knowl-
edge base are knowledge of mathematics content, knowledge of student episte-
mology, and pedagogical knowledge. The first is about the breadth and depth
of a teacher’s knowledge of the subject. The second concerns understanding of
the psychological principles of learning, concept formation, assimilation, and
maturation. Teacher’s understanding of teaching in the light of the other com-
ponents is knowledge of pedagogy. In [10], for example, a very instructive ap-
plication of the concepts is presented in brief, and it is shown how a teacher’s
fixation with some computational procedures for understanding functions can
adversely affect conceptual learning outcomes of the class. In the example, the
teacher chose not to use the second of the problems suggested (as “it is about
chemistry”):

1. A pharmacist is to prepare 15 ml of 2% eye drops for a glaucoma patient.
However, she has only 10% and 1% solutions in stock. Can she compound
these to fill the prescription?

2. Help her find a convenient way of dispensing different volumes of 2% eye
drops for other patients using the same solutions in stock.

Further associations between a teacher’s beliefs about the nature of the subject
(such as school mathematics is a fixed set of concepts and procedures that
are to be delivered to and remembered by students), and the fixations are de-
ducible. These aspects matter for both the training of, and designing intelligent
software aids for teachers (and additionally for the development of curricula
and textbooks).

A student’s understanding of a mathematics textbook in relation to the in-
structional context is distinct from a teacher’s understanding of the pedagogic
content (including psychological aspects) and context — the latter, in turn typ-
ically differs from a subject expert’s view on the matter (see [1] for a detailed
discussion). The categories of students, teachers and experts may be classifi-
able into a number of finer categories on the basis of subsets of features. The
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classification of conceptual knowledge as evidenced by the work produced by
learners (using any form of expression or in any settings or context) takes many
forms. While concept inventories are useful to access over many types of con-
texts, they do not typically have the breadth to consider atypical reasoning,
and related errors. Teachers understanding of the pedagogic content is in relation to
all these, and specifically to the meta-level language used for the context. The purpose
of this research to propose a framework for this idealized understanding. In ac-
tual practice, teachers may themselves have their own misunderstandings, un-
founded beliefs and biases, and may lack suitable training for the job. The last
aspect is ignored here, and therefore the research is about an idealized under-
standing. Teachers and students, in a classroom, actually approximate a body of
knowledge formed in a distributed cognition perspective [28] in different ways.

The real numbers are taught in certain languages with much interspersed
vagueness in middle school. Further, mathematical problem-solving methods,
and concepts have vagueness in related discourse. Making use of predicates
such as is an approximation of, is a superset of, is a subset of, and is definitely a
part of much of the formalization is possible. The harder problem of expressing
them through general rough approximations is additionally explored in this re-
search after formalizing the school real numbers typically ignored by formal
mathematicians. Work in the area is primarily limited because of the need to
systematically confront the varieties of vagueness inherent in it [13)2]. How-
ever, there is much work on pragmatic approaches to the ontology of the real
numbers in the context. They serve as sources for building viable models.

In the context of mathematics education research, the very idea of formal
language or model is open for some debate. In [23], it is argued that mereology
combined with a language of approximations can potentially be used to build
higher order formalizations of concepts that go beyond the restrictions envis-
aged in [13] or in earlier work [2].

Further, a common practice in teaching mathematics is to use everyday lan-
guage when describing and explaining ideas. Teachers may use phrases such
as plug in a value to evaluate a function, and cancel instead of dividing by the
common factor. These and the overuse of pronouns can obscure the meaning of
the procedures and concepts being used. While learning from errors can be a
productive exercise [5], the use of imprecise, loose language, and unidentified
errors by teachers can be counterproductive [7]. These and related studies moti-
vate the need to build reasonably formal models to study teachers” knowledge
of content, and more so for the purpose of building intelligent aids for teachers.
ML approaches based on numeric simplifications of language features or key-
words cannot succeed in the context, and none are attempted in the literature.

The authors of [13], specify the concept of coherent formalizability thus: "By
coherence, we mean that formalisation of disparate elements hangs together as a mean-
ingful whole. The classroom discourse includes many parts pertaining to definitions,
visualisations, representations, conjectures, exemplification, providing counterexam-
ples, justification, and refutation”. Formal models are however not offered in the
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mentioned paper. This problem is addressed in more detail here through the
machinery of partial algebraic systems, mereology, and general rough sets.

To summarize, the following are done in this research (within the domain
of pedagogic knowledge):

e A much improved applicable model of the vague version of real numbers
is proposed;

e The model is intended for use with a companion model that involves multi-
ple general rough approximation operators, mereological and rough predi-
cates (possibly functional), and

e ajustification of aspects of the above is argued for through equational rea-
soning contexts.

Directions for future research are additionally provided.

2 Background

Partial operations, and partial algebraic systems pervade this research. For the
basics of partial algebras, the reader is referred to [14]. A partial algebra P is a
tuple of the form

<Ea flv f27 ) fna (Tla RS TT\.))

with P being a set, f;’s being partial function symbols of arity (or place-value)
ti. The interpretation of f; on the set P should be denoted by fi; however, the
superscript will be dropped in this paper as the application contexts are simple
enough. If predicate symbols enter into the signature, then P is termed a partial

algebraic system.

In this paragraph the terms are not interpreted. For two terms s, t, s = t

shall mean, if both sides are defined then the two terms are equal (the quantifi-
cation is implicit). £ is the same as the existence equality (sometimes written

as =) in the present paper. s Lt shall mean if either side is defined, then the
other is and the two sides are equal (the quantification is implicit). Note that
the latter equality can be defined in terms of the former as

(s 2s —s=2t)& (t 2t — s =2t)

A partial weak lattice is a partial algebra of the form L = (L,V, /) (with L
being a set) that satisfies

aNa=a=aVa (aAb)Ac=2aA(bAc). (wpll)
(aVb)VeZ2aV(bVe) (wpl2)
(aAb)VaZ2a. aAbZ2ZbAa.aVb=2bVa (wpl3)
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2.1 Rough Concept Inventories

A test that focuses on evaluating a student’s competence in a specific skill is a
criterion-referenced test. Usually a person’s test scores are intended to suggest
a general statement about their capabilities and behavior. Concept inventories
(Cls) are criterion-referenced test designed to test a student’s functional under-
standing of concepts. However, they are mostly used by education researchers
to assess the effectiveness of pedagogical methods. Computer-based assess-
ment software do use conceptual models such as labeled conceptual graphs
and formal concept analysis. But related exercises require careful formalism to
avoid misunderstanding and automatic evaluation is known to miss concep-
tual problems [34]. In the present author’s view this is also because they try to
avoid (rather than confront) vagueness inherent to the available knowledge.

Concept inventories are not well-suited for student-centered methods of
evaluation because they make use of questions in the multiple-choice query
format (MCQ) alone. The reason for choice of incorrect or correct answers can
be elicited through additional requirements of explanations [30]. In [20], rough
concept inventories are proposed by the present author. These are intended as
modification of the methods of a concept inventory for effectively handling
vagueness inherent in relatively student centric perspectives. Rough sets are
used to represent approximate evaluations of explanations. However, the qual-
ity of the methodology is bound to depend on that of the underlying language
used, and the latter is explored in this research.

Mereology: Mereology [6] consists of a number of theoretical and philosophical
approaches to relations of parthood (or is a part of predicates) and relatable ones
such as those of being connected to, being apart from, and being disconnected from.
Such relations can be found everywhere, and they relate to ontological features
of any body of soft or hard knowledge (and their representation). Mereology is
used within general rough sets by the present author [I8/I7/I9/15] and others
[1TI33]. The subject is applied to education research in [23|20/21)27] by her.

2.2 Negations and Implications

Some essential generalized implications and negations (for more details, see
for example [24)3]) on a bounded partially ordered set with top element T and
bottom L are mentioned here. Consider the conditions possibly satisfied by a
mapn:L+——L:

nlL)=T &n(T)=1 (N1)

(Va,b)(a < b — n(b) <n(a)) (N2)
(Va)n(n(a)) =a (N3)

n(a) e{l,T}ifandonlyifa=Llora=T (N4)

n is a negation if and only if it satisfies N1 and N2, while n is a strong negation
if and only if it satisfies all the four conditions.
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Implications satisfy a wide array of properties as they depend on the other
permitted operations. Here some relevant ones are mentioned.

A function J: L? — L is an implication if it satisfies (for any a,b,c € L) the
following:

If a < b then Jbc < Jac (First Place Antitonicity FPA)
If b < ¢ then Jab < Jac (Second Place Monotonicity SPM)
JllL=T (Boundary Condition 1: BC1)
ATT=T (Boundary Condition 2: BC2)
ATL=1 (Boundary Condition 3: BC3)

Some other properties of interest in this paper are

JTx=x (LNP)

Ja(3dbe) = 3(b3(ac)) (Exchange Principle EP)
Jab=1lifandonlyifa<b (Ordering Property, OP)
Ja(3ab) = 3ab (Tterative Boolean Law, IBL)

b < Jab (Consequent Boundary, CB)

Jaa=T (Identity Principle, IP)

Ja(3dbe) = 3(Jab)(3ac) (T3)
J(Jab)b = J(Jba)a (T4)

3 The Real Numbers and the Formalizability Problem

In [21J27], formal structures associated with the course content of middle school
students was not explored as the primary concern was about coherently intro-
ducing negative numbers to primary school students. Here the partial algebraic
systems are enlarged to fit the larger context, and for the purposes of relating it
to teachers knowledge of content.

From the algebraic perspective, primary and middle school students typi-
cally learn subsets of the real numbers over a permissive implicit model with
a very long signature. No distinction is made between operation symbols and
their interpretations (interpreted operations), the symbol + is interpreted both
as a binary and a unary operation. The same is the case with the symbol —,
while a + b may also be written as . For reference, omitting exponentiation,
the signature is

Z = (<7>7+7 ><7+7_7 7697@7\/7071’(2727272’272’27 1)1717070)'

The numbers in the braces refer to the place value of operation symbols, and
the plus and minus signs have been denoted as @ and & respectively. The standard
conception of terms in universal algebra is partially split into a number of concepts
such as multiplicative terms, binomials, monomials, rational fractions, and fractions in
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school algebra. Multiplicative terms are also simply referred to as terms, and even
these are only implicitly provided with a recursive definition. The concept of
variable symbols and their interpretation over domains is standard in universal
algebra. However, the concept of a variable is used in a loose way without a
clean specification of the domains in school textbooks.

The predicates < and > are used in the sense of being numerically less than
or being numerically greater than. In the context of word problems, ideas of some
objects being bigger or smaller than others often leads to ambiguity and vague-
ness. This is especially true when objects under consideration have multiple
attributes associated. It is also the case that transitive parthood is frequently as-
sociated with the < relation. Functional non-transitive parthood is apparently
not commonly used in mathematics text books at least — though this typically
happens in the context of activities and descriptions that are very contextual
and under-specified. For example, 3 is the greatest prime less than 5 and 5 is
the greatest prime less than 7. However, 3 is not the greatest prime less than 7.
All this means that the addition of an additional parthood predicate P to the
signature is a good idea. However, the question remains that Where should such
predicates be used (since multiple models are intended for the procedure)? Such
parthood predicates should be kept in the companion model to avoid compli-
cating the concept of vague reals further. In [27], this aspect is not clarified.

Relative to the former signature, the partial algebraic systems that are taught
to middle school children are related to R = (X*, Z) with X* being a subset of
the set corresponding to the algebraic closure of the union of algebraic numbers
and {7t}. For convenience, this can simply be taken as the algebraic numbers
because the transcendental nature of 7t is never taught before high school. Some
properties satisfied by the partial algebraic system are as follows:

(Va,b)(a<b+b>aq) (defl)

+, x are weakly commutative, and associative (ascl)
(Va,b,c)ax (b+c)=(axb)+(axc) (I-dist)
(Va,b,c)(b+c)xa=(bxa)+(cxa) (r-dist)
(Va)a+0=ax1l=a (identity)
(Va)esa=a=(0—(0—a)) (minusl)
(Va)a+ca=0=a—a (minus2)
VMa)®a=a=0+a=a+ (®a) (plusl)
(Va,b)(a < b+ ©b < ©a) (sgnord)
(Va,b)(a<b <+ b>a) (defl)
(Va,b,c)(la<b—a+c<b+c) (comp1)
(Va,b)(la<b«<0<b—a) (ordiff)

(Va,b)a<borb<a (totalord)
(Va,b)(©a) x (6b) =axb (signl)
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(Va,b)(©a) x (@b) =S(a x b) (sign2)

(Va,b)(Ga) x (&b) =a xb (signl)

(Va)a+ (a)=0 (sign3)

(Va,b)(b#0 — (a+b)xb=aqa) (div1)
(Va,b,¢c)(b#0 — (a+b) xc=(axc)+b) (div2)
(Va,b)(a+b =0+ b=06q) (inv+)

(Va)a + 0 = undefined (div3)

(Va3 =£a (sul)

Vayb £ /(ab) (su2)

The above system will be referred to as the Vague Real Number System.

It is not that every student understands or assumes all the axioms men-
tioned above simultaneously. It can be expected that these are partially ordered
in distinct ways in the context of problem-solving, and moreover

e Only certain subsets (X say) of these and variants may be understood as the
basic axioms,

e from the basic axioms, only certain subsets of derivations may be used, and

e in addition alternate conceptual axioms (possibly higher order) may be as-
sumed.

All this can be used to explain only aspects of diverse problem-solving behav-
iors, and concepts of negative numbers adhered to. Further, linguistic diver-
sity (due to natural languages, and artificial modes of communication) has far-
reaching implications on reasoning about the axioms. For a recent overview,
the reader is referred to [2]. Alternate conceptual axioms can, for example, arise
from the use of different types of negation in a language. Intuitionist negations
that work with adjectives, for example, are not uncommon. Such differences
may have a long history as in Chinese mathematics [23]. Apart from the col-
ored rod systems with their own computational processes associated, in the
context of astronomical computations, concepts of directional strong and weak
approximations of real numbers were considered as positive and negative (If a
larger number approximates a given number it is a stronger or positive approx-
imation, while approximations that are smaller are negative.

As of now, explicit mathematical models of the reals are not used often
enough in the associated discourse at both pedagogic content knowledge and
subject levels. However, the need to incorporate subclasses of such partial alge-
braic systems for relatively more exact discourse is compelling. More so because
of the broader developments in artificial intelligence.

4 Extended Example: Equational Reasoning

In middle school, skills in equational logic (in a loose sense), the ability to solve
simultaneous and linear equations in at most two variables, and related word
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problems are an essential part of the course contents. These can be related to
implicit or explicit concept inventories associated, and several distinct method-
ologies may be adopted to solve problems in the domain. Examples of weak
equational logic that can potentially be used (even in school algebra) may be
found in [9]]. This is because substitution rules form hierarchies of their own,
and partial interpretation of operations are not uncommon. Further, the rigor
aspect can be restricted to specific types of operations on the real numbers, and
related formulas.

Every other middle school mathematics textbook specifies the sub-concepts
(such as the operation of adding or subtracting both sides of an equation by a constant
or variable does not alter its solution) that a student is expected to be familiar with.
Let a representation of the students’ knowledge of content be SC. and the objec-
tive content be C. Now, an ideal teacher of the subject can be required to know
a lot more about C, the learning of SC by a student of type T € T (where T is
a categorization of students by their sociocultural context) TC, and the relation
of SC to the teacher’s understanding of the content T, and relevant concepts
Co. Partial models MP of Co, and sufficient models MS of the ideal teachers’
knowledge of content T may be constructed from the information. Thus, the
components of the ecosystem may be represented by the interrelationship dia-
gram Fig[Il (the hierarchies are left to the reader to understand).

MP <—— MS

SC«——T

Fig. 1: Components of the Ecosystem

4.1 How to Specify Approximations?

Many concepts generated by students are upper approximated by a concept
in the real or virtual teacher’s knowledge of content. It is very much possible
that relatively unrelated concepts of students are approximated by the same
upper approximation. This is not very helpful in practice, as it points to the use
of insufficiently fine-grained granules in the process of constructing approxi-
mations, and additionally, using an insufficient number of approximation op-
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erations. Optimizing over these choices is important, and is illustrated below.
Optionally, approximations can be constructed using the methods of by
treating the steps of proofs as granules, adding additional granules, and speci-
fying an up-directed possibly contains relation.

Suppose that a number of students solve the problem Solve 2x +3 = 4x + 1.
Let six different refined versions of their solutions be as below. Such a scenario
may be the case when the problem is offered in a student-centric mode of learn-
ing in a larger context. A non-student centric learning algebra context might
yield some of the first four responses. Starred steps refer to failed conceptions or
attempts at comprehending rules. Each of the solutions can be characterized rel-
ative to the concept formation, assimilation, and maturity of the nearest proper
solution of the type demonstrated. For example, Solution-5 is a proper version
of Solution-1. Part of Solution-1 is correct, and a much greater part of Solution-2 is
correct. While predicates such as much greater part of might appear to be a higher
order fuzzy predicate, it would be better to characterize them with upper ap-
proximations. Writing (Solution — 1)*“* = Solution — 5 = (Solution — 2)**
is certainly a meaningful interpretation of a non-idempotent abstract upper ap-
proximation. u annihilates negative or insufficient or defective understanding
of specific operations or rules, and is therefore a special kind of upper approxi-
mation.

Solution-1

Step-1 2x + 3 = 4x + 1 (Given)

Step-2 x + 3 = 2x + 1 (x Cancelling 2 from both sides).
Step-3 x + 3 — 3 = 2x + 1 — 3 (Subtracting 3 from both sides)
Step-4 x = 2x — 2 (Simplifying)

Step-5 x — x = 2x — 2 — x (Subtracting x from both sides)
Step-6 0 =2 —x and so x = 2 (Transposing)

Solution-2

Step-1 2x + 3 = 4x + 1 (Given)

Step-2 2x + 3 — 1 = 4x (Transposing 1

Step-3 2x + 2 = 4x (Simplifying)

Step-4 x + 2 = 2x (x Cancelling the factor 2)

Step-5 x + 2 — x = 2x — x (Subtracting x from both sides)
Step-6 x = 2 (x Transposing)

The steps of a solution may be seen as concept abstractions, and approximated.
Step-2 of Solution-1 and Step-4 of Solution-2 apparently share a similar kind
of conceptual error. However, the level of misconception in the former is more
than in the latter. Therefore, it is safe to assert that a negation of the latter is part
of a negation of the former.

Solution-3

Step-1 2x + 3 = 4x + 1 (Given)
Step-3 2x +3 — 1 = 4x + 1 — 1 (Subtracting 1 from both sides)
Step-4 2x + 2 = 4x (Simplifying)
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Step-5 2x + 2 — 2x = 4x — 2x (Subtracting 2x from both sides)
Step-6 2 = 2x (Simplifying)
Step-7 x = 1 (Cancelling 2 from both sides).

Solution-5

Step-1 2x + 3 = 4x + 1 (Given)

Step-2 0 = 4x + 1 — (2x + 3) (Transposing 2x + 3 to RHS)
Step-3 0 = 2x — 2 (Simplifying)

Step-4 2 = 2x (Transposing 2 to LHS))

Step-5 x = 1 (Cancelling the common factor 2 from both sides).

Solution-6

Step-1 2x + 3 = 4x + 1 (Given)

Step-2 Let, f(x) be the function defined by f(x) =4x +1— (2x +3))

Step-3 The graph of the function is a straight line that intersects the X-axes at
x = 1 only, and so it is the required solution of the equation.

Solution-9

Step-1 2x + 3 = 4x + 1 (Given)

Step-2 Let, f(x) be the function defined by f(x) = 4x+1— (2x+3))

Step-3 f(0) = —2 < 0, while f(2) =2 > 0.

Step-4 A linear equation can have zero, one or infinitely many solutions.

Step-5 The function changes sign between x = 0 and x = 2. So its solution is
between 0 and 2.

Step-6 The graph of the function from x = 0 to x = 2 is a straight line segment
that intersects the X-axes at x = 1, and so it is the required solution of the
equation.

Any comparison of Solution-9 or 6 with the rest requires additional approx-
imate predicates that works across subdomains. Specifically, the comparison
of the quality of Solution-6 and Solution-5 can be done through an inventory
of common features. This is suggestive of functional parthood predicates [6]
such as is a substantial part of [26] or is at least as good as among many others.
While the retention of such predicates is useful, it is always better to replace
them with ones that are functional (mathematically). More importantly, most
teachers would not want to mix up graphical and equational reasoning. Such a
desire can be manifested through multiple approximation operators (possibly
partial).

5 The Companion Algebraic Rough Systems

Multiple systems may be proposed that fit the constraints specified, and those
implicit in the previous sections. It can be seen that the partial algebraic system
should have enough order structure, parthood predicates (or other mereologi-
cal predicates), multiple total or partial lower and upper approximation opera-
tors, meaningful negations and implications at least. In addition, granulations
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in the axiomatic sense [19] are desirable as they are closely tied with meaning
(though the requirement that all abstract approximations be granular would be
too strong for all use cases within the context). In addition to these, a predicate
is an approximation of A is permitted, though its use is strongly discouraged.

In [24], a minimalist model for rough sets called a rough convenience lat-
tice (RCL) is introduced, and it is shown that it is equivalent to RCL aggrega-
tion negation algebras, and RCL aggregation implication algebras in a perspec-
tive. However, a minimalist model such as those of a rough convenience lattice
(RCL) [24] or its well-justified abstract generalizations CRCLANA or CRCLAIA
may not be optimal to build upon as the lattice order structure cannot be ex-
pected to be shared among the many approximation operators that are desired.
A bounded quasi-ordered set would be more appropriate for the purpose. The
elements of the base set are intended to correspond to sets of statements about
the reals or related structures.

Definition 1. An partial algebraic system of the form B = (B,l,u, <,V,/\, L, T)
with (B, <, L, T) being a bounded quasi-ordered set will be said to be a rough conve-
nience quasi-order (RCQO) if the following conditions are additionally satisfied (\/
and /\ being partial weak lattice operations, and the operations 1 and w are generalized
lower and upper approximation operators respectively):

(Va,b)JaVb=boraAb=a—a<b (wl12)
(Va,b,c)(aVb=corcAb=a — a <c) (wl34)

(Px)xtt = xb <x < xt < xM (qlul)

(Va,b)(a <b— a' <bY. (Va,b)(a <b — a* < bY) (qlu-mo)
a* Vot 2 (aVb)t (aAb) 2 at Abt (qlu23)

TH=T & L'=1=1" (topbot)

Definition 2. An Abstract RCQO Aggregation Implication Algebra (RQOAI) is

an algebra of the form B = (B, <, ®,-,V, A, L, u,3-, 3 L, T) that satisfies:
B,V, A\, Lu, L, T) isa RCQO. (rcl)

(A" =a"&b*"™ =b"&e"" =e" — a® (b®e)=(a®b)Re)

(wAassol)
a®((bVe)®a)=((aVb)®c)@c (WAss02)
3. satisfies FPA, SPM, BC3, and IBL. (imsc)
- satisfies FPA, IP, SPM, BC1, BC2, and BC3. (inegc)

with - being a commutative, monoidal, order-compatible operation with identity L, and
® additionally being a commutative, order-compatible operation with identity T.

These considerations lead to the following proposed model over the signa-
ture (for a finite integer n > 0) of type (2,2,2,2,1,1,1,...,1,1,...,1,0,0)

L= (P7<7®7'7:ﬁ7:N7]'13-'-I'T\.vulv"'aunala—l—)'
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Definition 3. An ER Companion Model shall be a partial algebraic system of the
form S = (S, %) (with S being a set) that satisfies (B, <, ®,-,V,/\, L, ui, -, 3. L, T)
is a RCQO for each i € {1,2,...n}, and UL1, UL2, UL3, and TB hold for some
1€ {1,2,...n}, and the others hold universally.

(Vx)Pxx; (Vx,b)(Pxb & Pbx — x =b) (PT1, PT2)
(Va,b)aVb=2bVa; (Va,blaAb=2bAa (G1)
(Ya,b)(aVb)Aa=a; (Va,b)(aAb)Va=a (G2)
(Va,b,c)(aAb)VeZ(aVe)A(bVe) (G3)
(Va,b,c)(aVb)AcZ(aAc)V (bAc) (G4)
(Va,b)la<b«< aVb=b < a/Ab=aqa) (G5)

(Va € S)Pa'a & a'' = o' & Pa“a™" (UL1)

(Va,b € S)(Pab — Pa'b! & Pa“bY) (UL2)
1t=1 & 1% = 1L & PT'T & PTHT (UL3)
(VaeS)PLla & PaT (TB)

Granularity is often clearly identifiable in education research contexts. The
existing axiomatic frameworks for granularity such as those of high general gran-
ular operator space can be directly adapted for the purpose in the light of
the assumptions on an ER companion model. The usual approach would be to
regard basic concepts as granules.

6 Directions

In this research, a formal approach to the problem of reasonably formalizing
teachers’” knowledge in middle school mathematics is proposed. The proposed
system consists of three major blocks: an improved better suited description of
the real numbers as understood in school mathematics, formal systems for rea-
soning about mathematical assertions that accommodate mereology and vague-
ness, and psychosocial factors, and a granular extension of the same based on
earlier work of the present author. Student-centric rough concept inventories
[20] can additionally be handled more smoothly through the companion mod-
els introduced as automatic evaluation of explanations is dependent on the
latter. The coherent formalizability issue in the education research literature
is thus addressed to an extent. The suggested higher-order formalizations of
equational reasoning (including [28]) are not unique, and making these more
unique is an important problem.

The purpose of the proposal is to characterize the underlying ontology, im-
prove understanding, and see the impact of many interventions at a formal
level. Additionally, it should be usable in focused contexts such as the study of
the study of equational reasoning or reasoning about fractions or soft geometry
through Geogebra, for a deeper understanding of their potential, and limita-
tions. Future computational models for the contexts, if at all possible, may be
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assessed through the frameworks introduced. Issues relating to use of multi-
ple approximation operators, ideas of overlap predicates, generalized overlap
functions, weak rough implications, rationality, and substantial parthood [26],
will be investigated further in future work. The extent of decision-making af-
forded by the companion systems analogous to those using ortho-pairs [4] is
additionally of interest. Additionally, this research motivates higher order ap-
proaches in rough sets, that would have been previously glossed over through
hybrid layers.
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