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Abstract

Belief change theory is a big area of research in theoretical computer science.
Among other things, it is related to updates in database theory. A multi-
agent system is a collection of rational agents. These can be computers in a
network, processors in a computer, or processes in an operating system. A
rational agent is the concept of some object (or person) that can do reasoning
based on its beliefs. This thesis deals with the question how to change some
rational agents’ beliefs. It is divided into two parts.

The first part of this thesis is about belief change in classical propositional
logic. That is, facts are represented by propositional formulas, and we only
deal with the beliefs of one agent. A belief state of the agent is represented
by a set of models, which are usually called possible worlds. There are many
types of belief change functions, but we concentrate on four of them. Revision
is at the centre of our considerations, and we also investigate the related belief
change types: expansion, contraction, and update. We give a survey on
traditional belief revision and update theory and we translate specifications
and some results to the notion of model sets, our way of representing belief
states. In addition, we give an answer to the question how to deal with belief
change functions in the context of consistent beliefs. Furthermore, we suggest
a way of translating a given revision function to an update function and vice
versa. Finally, we introduce new revision and update functions, which also
give rise to new contraction functions via our translations.

The second part of this thesis deals with belief expansion in several systems
of multi-agent modal logic, also called epistemic or doxastic logic. The beliefs
of the agents contain both propositional facts and agents’ beliefs. In some
systems, the beliefs have to be consistent. There are also some systems
where the beliefs have to be true; in this case we talk about knowledge
instead of belief. The beliefs can be changed by an announcement of new
information encoded by an arbitrary formula. The announcement can come
from the environment or can be made by an agent. There is the concept
of group announcements, which can be made to arbitrary groups of agents,
even to a single agent. Hereby, we distinguish two possible behaviours of



vi Abstract

the agents: trustful and sceptical. Trustful agents learn every announced
formula, whereas sceptical agents reject the information if it contradicts their
beliefs. A special case are public announcements, where the new information
is always given to the whole community of agents. We give a survey of the
well-known truthful public announcements, which are partial, and we provide
new syntactical proofs for many known results. We then introduce a new
semantics that allows for announcing formulas that are not necessarily true.
These announcements are called total public announcements and we use this
approach to incorporate public announcements into the logic of knowledge

and belief.



Acknowledgements

First, I want to thank my supervisor Gerhard Jager for giving me the oppor-
tunity to do this fascinating research for the last few years. He has awaken
my interest in theoretical computer science and logic and has been guiding
me in an enjoyable way. I am also grateful to Jiirg Kohlas for refereeing this
thesis and to Jiirg Schmid for being the examiner on my final exam.

I acknowledge the financial support of my work by the Swiss National Science
Foundation and the University of Bern.

Many thanks go to Roman Kuznets for proofreading my thesis. His com-
ments have been very useful and he has found several non obvious mistakes.
Moreover, he has given me many explanations concerning the English lan-
guage. The fruitful collaboration with Thomas Studer has lead to the pub-
lication of the results about total public announcements [62]. My officemate
Daria Spescha has been providing excellent help whenever I had a computer
problem or a question concerning the markup language ETEX.

I am indebted to all the members of the research group for theoretical com-
puter science and logic in Bern as well as my former officemate Theo Burri.
We have had a friendly working atmosphere and a lot of fun during the tradi-
tional coffee breaks. Special thanks go to Bettina Choffat for her competent
administrative assistance and her kind helpfulness.

Last but not least, I want to thank my family for the great support. My
parents and my sister have been very patient and I sincerely apologise for
the low frequency of my visits. My deepest thanks go to my wife Monika for
her caring encouragement and her most charming love.

Bern, April 2009, David Steiner






Contents

Abstract

Acknowledgements

I Propositional belief change

Introduction to Part I
Outline . . . . . . .

1 Basic definitions
1.1 Syntax and semantics . . . . . . .. ...
1.2 Propositional databases . . . . ... ... ... ... .. ...

2 Belief change functions
2.1 Revision . . . . . .. ...
2.2 Contraction . . . ... .. ... ...
2.3 Update. . . . .. ..

3 Relationships
3.1 Consistent databases . . . . .. .. . ... ... ... ...
3.2 Revision and contraction . . . . . . . ... ... .. ... ...
3.3 Revision and update . . . . .. .. ... 0L

4 New functions
4.1 New update functions. . . . . . . .. ... ... ... . ....
4.2 Minimal change reconsidered . . . . . . . . ... ... ... ..

vil

18

23
23
29
34

43
43
23
60



Contents

II Belief change in modal logic

Introduction to Part I1

Outline . . . . . . . . . . .

5 Multi-agent modal logics

5.1 Epistemic logics . . . . . .. .. ...
5.2 Logics of common knowledge . . . . . . . . ..
5.3 Combining knowledge and belief . . . . . . ..
5.4 Announcement logics . . . . .. ... ... ..

6 Belief expansion

6.1 Trustful agents . . ... ... ... ... ...
6.2 Sceptical agents . . . . . .. ...
6.3 Adding common belief . . .. ... ... ...

7 Knowledge expansion

7.1 Truthful public announcements . . . . .. ..
7.2 Total public announcements . . . . .. .. ..

7.3 Adding common knowledge operators

8 Expansion in bimodal systems

8.1 Trustful behaviour . ... ... .. ... ...

Concluding remarks

Concerning Part I. . . . . .. ... ... ... ...
Concerning Part IT . . . . . . ... ... ... ...

A Comparing O, with Opm,

Some empirical data . . . . ... ... ...
Table with update results . . . . . ... ... ...

Bibliography
Notation index

Index

91

123

......... 123
......... 133
......... 146

155

......... 155
......... 174
......... 186

207

......... 207

217

......... 217
......... 219

223

......... 223
......... 225

233

241

247



Part 1

Propositional belief change






Introduction to Part 1

The first part of this thesis is about three types of belief change functions
in classical propositional logic: revision, contraction, and update. The con-
tribution of Alchourrén, Gérdenfors, and Makinson [2] can be seen as the
foundation of belief revision theory. Revision is the process of consistently
adding new information to some representation of a given belief state. There
is no problem if the new information is consistent with our beliefs. But if the
new information contradicts our beliefs, then we have to retract some of them.
There is no unique answer to the question which beliefs should be retracted.
It has often been argued that we should retract as few beliefs as possible,
which is known as the requirement of minimal change, cf. Gardenfors [27].
We discuss the properties of revision functions and work towards a definition
of a new revision function. In some cases we are going to depart from the
idea of minimal change and we will give reasons for that. The alternative we
are proposing is called minimax change, described by the minimax revision
function.

The revision process is defined to take place in a static world. That is, the
facts have not changed, we have just got new information. So if the new in-
formation contradicts our beliefs, then we have to retract some of the original
beliefs because they are false. Contraction is another type of belief change
function that takes place in a static world. It is the process of removing
some beliefs from a given belief state representation. This can happen if we
learn that it has been wrong to add some information. Contraction is closely
related to revision, cf. [2, 27], and the problems with revision translate to the
case of contraction. That is, it is not generally clear how to perform a con-
traction. Similar to revision, the requirement of minimal change demands
that we should not retract too many beliefs by performing a contraction.
We will investigate the properties of contraction functions and explore the
relationships between revision and contraction. These relationships and the
new revision function will lead to the definition of the minimax contraction
function.

Update is another type of belief change function that is closely related to
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revision. It is also defined to be the process of consistently adding new in-
formation to a given belief state representation. The only difference from
revision is that the update process takes place in a dynamic world. That is,
the beliefs may need to be changed because of the change of some facts. Kat-
suno and Mendelzon [47] have argued that update functions should therefore
satisfy properties different from those that revision functions are supposed to
have. But they agree on the requirement of minimal change. We will analyse
the properties of update functions and provide new relationships between
revision and update. Moreover, we will define new update functions and in-
vestigate how they translate to revision according to the new relationships.
Finally, we will define the minimax update function, which corresponds to
our new revision function.

Outline

In Chapter 1 we will give the formal definitions and notions that we are going
to use in Part I. We will start with the syntax and semantics of classical
propositional logic and state some results for later use. Moreover, we will
define the two operators Mod and Th, which will be very important for the
results in Chapter 2 and Chapter 3. The operator Mod maps a set T' of
formulas to a set that contains all models satisfying all formulas in 7". The
operator Th maps a set S of models to the set that contains all formulas
satisfied in all models from S.

The main task of Chapter 1 is to give three different definitions of proposi-
tional databases. A propositional database is the mathematical formalisation
of a belief state. That is, it contains collected information represented by
propositional formulas. First, a database can be a set S of models, which we
will call a model set. The formulas stored in S are given by the set Th(S).
Model sets are our preferred kind of database, and we will argue for our
choice. Second, from traditional belief revision theory, a belief state can be
represented by a deductively closed set T' of formulas, which is called a belief
set, cf. [27]. This set itself is the collection of all facts that we believe to
be true. Third, from traditional update theory, a database can be a formula
¢, which is called a belief base, cf. [39]. The formulas stored in this kind of
database are all the formulas that are logically entailed by .

We will show how we can store new information in a database. This operation
is called expansion, and we will define the expansion function for each kind
of belief state representation. Furthermore, we will show how to translate
a database of a given type to a database of another type so that they both
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contain the same information. The operators Mod and Th will be used for
the definition of these translations.

We will then present the famous AGM postulates for revision and contraction
from [2] in Chapter 2. They have been formulated in order to capture the
notion of minimal change. It has turned out that these two sets of postulates
do not lead to the definition of a unique revision and contraction function,
cf. [2]. Furthermore, there are examples of revision and contraction functions
that satisfy all of the respective postulates, yet it is commonly agreed that
these functions are not acceptable for practical use, cf. [2, 27]. The AGM
postulates have been formulated in the context of belief sets. We will give
the corresponding postulates in the context of model sets and show that they
are equivalent to the original ones. For this purpose, the operators Mod and
Th from Chapter 1 will again be very useful.

The KM postulates for update from [47] are the corresponding formalisa-
tion of minimal change for update functions. They do not uniquely define
an update function either, e.g. two different functions satisfying all of the
postulates can be found in [39]. In addition, the change performed by an
update function is in general considered to be too minimal, cf. [39]. The KM
postulates have been stated in the context of belief bases and for a finite set
of propositions. We will translate them to the notion of model sets in such
a way that we can also consider infinite sets of propositions. We will show
that our reformulation of the update postulates is equivalent to the original
one.

Although not all of the original postulates are acceptable for practical use,
we believe that most of the postulates make sense and should be required.
The main goal of our translation to model sets is to explore the relation-
ships between revision and update in Chapter 3. Another goal is to provide
alternative postulates for revision, contraction, and update in Chapter 4.

It is the aim of Chapter 3 to provide translations from belief change functions
of a given type to functions of the two other types. First, we will define
the concept of consistent databases. Consistency is the requirement that a
model set must never be empty. We will explain why it is not possible to
get consistency of model sets by using integrity constraints, cf. [38, 46, 48,
58]. We will then suggest a consistency preserving contraction function that
always results in a non empty model set. Moreover, we will modify postulates
for revision, contraction, and update in the context of consistent model sets.
We will provide translations that transform a belief change function on model
sets to a belief change function on consistent model sets and vice versa.
These translations have the following property: if a function satisfies all of
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the postulates, then its translation also does.

It has been mentioned by Levi [51] that revising with a formula « is equivalent
to first contracting with -« and then expanding with «. Harper [35] has
proposed that contracting with a formula « should be the same as taking the
original beliefs that remain after the revision with —«. It has been proved
that these translations from revision to contraction and vice versa preserve
the AGM postulates, cf. [27]. We will present the same result for the revision
and contraction postulates in the context of model sets, as well as a similar
result for the modified revision and contraction postulates in the context of
consistent model sets.

Our main contribution in Chapter 3 is the definition of translations from
revision to update and vice versa. We will prove that if a function satisfies
all revision postulates, then its translation satisfies all update postulates. On
the other hand, if a function satisfies all update postulates, then its transla-
tion satisfies all but one revision postulates. This is not a big disadvantage
since, as we will argue in Chapter 4, this revision postulate may be omitted.
Furthermore, we will prove similar results for the translations of revision and
update functions on consistent model sets. At the end of Chapter 3 we will
argue for some common behaviour for revision and update functions. We
will argue that in some cases revision and update functions should perform
the same belief change.

We will work towards a new revision function in Chapter 4. For this pur-
pose, we will first define new update functions. We will also get new revision
functions by using the translation from update to revision from Chapter 3.
The new update functions we are going to define do not satisfy all update
postulates. Instead, we will minimise the amount of change by minimising
the symmetric difference between the original and the updated model set.
One of the new update functions, the cautious standard update, performs
minimal change in many cases, but a rather substantial change in some few
cases. This function is a good example for our new notion of minimax change.
In Appendix A we will compare this new update function with the possible
models approach, an update function that satisfies all of the original KM pos-
tulates. It turns out that on average, the cautious standard update function
actually performs less change.

Finally, we will commit ourselves to new sets of postulates for revision, con-
traction, and update functions. For revision and contraction, we will just
drop two problematic postulates and add a new one. For update, we will
reject three postulates, add a new one, and modify a postulate that is too
strong. These new sets of postulates are compatible with our new idea of
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minimax change. We will then adapt the results from Chapter 3 to the new
postulates, that is we will define new translations from belief change func-
tions of a given type to functions of another type. In addition, we will give
examples of revision, contraction, and update functions that satisfy the new
sets of postulates and conform to minimax change.






Chapter 1

Basic definitions

This is a preparatory chapter in order to introduce the notions that we are
going to use in the first part of this thesis. In Section 1.1 we will define the
syntax and semantics of classical propositional logic. In addition, we will
provide some useful abbreviations as well as some first properties. We will
then define belief states and present three different belief state representa-
tions in Section 1.2. We will show how these definitions are related and give
arguments for our choice. By defining the belief expansion function for each
notion of belief state, we will illustrate how beliefs can be changed, however
they are represented. Expansion is the simplest known belief change oper-
ation and there is a common agreement among researchers how expansion
has to be implemented. One can therefore say that the definition of the
expansion function is uniquely determined and beyond controversy.

1.1 Syntax and semantics

In this thesis, we will always deal with a countable set P # 0 of proposi-
tions whose existence we presuppose. Propositions stand for statements that
cannot be divided into smaller units, so we also call them atoms.

Definition 1.1.1. The language L, of classical propositional logic is the set
of formulas that is defined by the following grammar (p € P),

a=p | a | (aAha).

The propositional constants L (falsum) and T (verum) can be defined by
the use of some fixed py € P, that is by

L = (po A —po),
—|— = —|J_.
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Disjunction, implication, and equivalence are defined as usual,

(V@) = =(-a A=),
(@ = 0) = (-aVp),
(@< f):=((a—=B)A(B—a)).
If no confusion arises, we will omit brackets with the convention that the

connectives A and V bind more strongly than — and <. As usual, a literal
is an atom or a negated atom, and a disjunction of literals is called a clause.

Given a finite totally ordered set Ay = {ai,...,ax}, the conjunction and
disjunction over Ay are inductively defined as follows,
/\AO = T, \/AO = J_,

N A1 = (/\ Ak) A Qpyts V Apyr = (\/ Ak;) V gy

If we deal with an arbitrary finite set of formulas, the conjunction and dis-
junction over this set can always be made determined. We only have to
define a total order on P U {—,A,(,)}. The lexicographic order will then
induce a total order on the alphabet (P U {—, A, (,)})*, hence on the set Ly
of all formulas. We refer to the book by Baader and Nipkow [3] for a proof.

Definition 1.1.2. We use the notation |«| for the length of a formula « € Ly,
which is defined by induction on the structure of « as follows,

Ip| =1,
|_'ﬁ| = |ﬁ|+17
1B A= 16+ |y + 1.

For a formula o € £y we will write “by induction on o” as an abbreviation
for “by induction on the length of a”. The notion of subformula is such an
inductive definition.

Definition 1.1.3. The set sub(«) of subformulas of a formula o € Lg is
defined by induction on « as follows,

sub(p) == {p},
sub(—3) := {=4} Usub(s),
sub(B A7) :={B A~} Usub(f) Usub(y).

Substitution is another purely syntactical operation on formulas. It is the
process of replacing in a formula all occurrences of another formula by a
third one.
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Definition 1.1.4. Given «, p,v € L, the substitution of ¢ for ¢ in «a,
denoted by afp/1], is defined by induction on « as follows,

plio /] = {“” R,

p  otherwise,

. % if w = _‘ﬁa
(=B)lp/Y] = {ﬁ(g[gp/w]) otherwise,

e ity =06 N,
el = {(ﬁwwn Nafg/v]) - otherise.

A model is just a set w C P of propositions. The idea is that the elements of
w are considered to be the true propositions, the other atoms are all supposed
to be false.

Definition 1.1.5. The notion of a formula o € £ being satisfied in a model
w C P, denoted by w F «, is defined by induction on « as follows,

wEp & pew,
wkE -0 s wkpS,
wkEBAYy &= wkEfand wE 7.

If w F «a, we also say that « holds in w, or that w is a model of a. A formula
« is called valid, denoted by F «, if it holds in all models. Dually, we call a
formula satisfiable, if there exists a model satisfying it. Two formulas o and
G are called equivalent, if the formula o <« 3 is valid, that is if they have
exactly the same models.

The following lemma states that classical propositional logic has the substi-
tution property.

Lemma 1.1.6. For all o, 3, € Ly and all p € P we have

Faef = Falp/pl < Ble/p]
Proof. Let w C P be an arbitrary model. Then we define the model w’ by
. wU{p} ifwkEp,
" lw\ {p} otherwise.

It is now easy to prove that for all v € Ly we have w FE v[p/p] if and only if
w’ E v by induction on gamma. Therefore, we get

wEalp/p] & wEa & WEL < wkEBlp/p.

Since w has been arbitrarily given, we are done. O
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Now, we are going to define the set of atoms occurring in a formula, as well
as the set of atoms that really influence the validity of a formula. The latter
has been introduced by Herzig and Rifi [39], for instance.

Definition 1.1.7. We write atm(«) for the set of propositions occurring in
a formula a € L. It is defined by induction on « as follows,

atm(p) := {p},
atm(~3) i= atm(3),
atm(5 A y) := atm(3) U atm(7).

A proposition p € P is called relevant for a formula o € Ly, if for every
B € Ly that is equivalent to a we have p € atm((3). That is,

p is relevant for o & p € [ {atm(B) : F 3 < a}.

The set of propositions that are relevant for « is denoted by atm®(a). A
proposition p € atm(a) that is not relevant for « is called redundant in .

As an immediate consequence of Definition 1.1.7, we get that the redundant
propositions of « are given by the set atm(a) \ atm?(«). For instance, p and
q are both relevant for p V ¢, whereas p is redundant in both formulas p — p
and ¢ A (p V q). The following lemma has been mentioned by Herzig and
Rifi [38] in a slightly different way.

Lemma 1.1.8. For all o € Ly we have
atm’(a) = {p € P : ¥ [T /p| < a[L/p]}.

Proof. We will show that for all p € P we have p ¢ atm(«) if and only if
F af[T/p] < a[L/p]. For the direction from left to right, assume p ¢ atm®(a).
Then for some ( € Ly we have F § < « and p ¢ atm(3). We obviously get
F B[T/p] < B]L/p]. Therefore, we immediately get F «[T /p] <> a|L/p| by
Lemma 1.1.6. For the converse direction, assume F o[ T /p] <> a[L/p] and let
w C P be arbitrarily given. First, if w F p, then we have w F a < a[T/p].
On the other hand, if w F —p, then we have w F o <> a[L/p], and we get
w E a < «fT /p] by assumption. Since w has been arbitrarily given, we get
F o« afT/p]. Of course, we have p ¢ atm(a[T /p]), and we get p ¢ atm®(a)
by definition. O

A theory is a set T' C L of formulas. We write w F T to express that for all
a €T we have w E a. A theory T is called consistent, if there is a model w
such that w E T. If S C Pow(P) is a set of models, we write S F a to say
that for every w € S we have w F a.
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Definition 1.1.9. The operators Th and Mod are defined by

Th: Pow(Pow(P)) — Pow(Ly), Th(S) :={a € Ly: SF a},
Mod: Pow(Ly) — Pow(Pow(P)), Mod(T) :={w CP:wkET}.
Clearly, a theory T is consistent, if and only if Mod(T") # 0. Accordingly, the

non empty sets of models are called consistent, as well. Moreover, a formula
a € Ly is called consistent with a set S of models, if S ¥ —a.

We will use the abbreviation ||«/|| for the expression Mod({a}) in the follow-
ing. In addition, we will make use of the facts that for all , 3 € Ly and all
S C Pow(P) we have

[=el] = Pow(P) \ [, Fa—p < ol <|sl,
lae A B = [l VI, SEa < 5C|af.

As an immediate consequence of these facts, we get the following lemma.

Lemma 1.1.10. For all S C Pow(P) and all o, 5 € Ly we have
SEa—0 < Sn|a| kEpg.

We will now prove some properties of the operators Mod and Th, which will
be important in what follows.

Lemma 1.1.11. For all T C Pow(Pow(P)) and all J C Pow(Ly) we have

N Th(S) = Th (U I), N Mod(T) = Mod(U j),

Sel TeJ

U n(s) ¢ (7). U Mod(T) € Mod (7).

Sel TeJ

Proof. Given a formula a € Ly, we directly get

ae () Th(S) & forall SeZ, SClal

Sel

s Uzc|ol aETh(UI),

a€ |J Th(S) & forsome S €Z, S C ||a
SeZ

= NZIC|al aeTh(ﬂI).

The assertions concerning the operator Mod can similarly be proved. O
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In order to see that the two inclusions of Lemma 1.1.11 can be strict, we give
the following counterexamples.

Example 1.1.12. Let P := {p,q}. First, we define S := ||p||, S" := ||q|,
and a := p A q. Then we immediately get « € Th(S N S") = Th(||p A q|),
but o ¢ Th(S) U Th(S") = Th(||p||) U Th(]|¢||). For the second example, we
define T := {-p,p Aq}, T' := {—q,p A ¢}, and w := {p,q}. Then we have
w € Mod(T NT") = ||p A q|, but w ¢ Mod(T') UMod(T") = 0.

The following lemma states that the operators Mod and Th form a Galois
connection*. We use the same definition of Galois connections as Birkhoff
does in [14].

Lemma 1.1.13. For all S C Pow(P) and all T C Ly we have
S C Mod(T) < T C Th(S).

Proof. For the direction from left to right, assume S C Mod(T"). Then we
have

aeT = Mod(T)F «a
= SFa«a by assumption
& a € Th(S).

The direction from right to left is similar. O

The next lemma lists a few properties that every two operators forming a
Galois connection satisfy. This result can also be found in [14].

Lemma 1.1.14. For all S,S" C Pow(P) and all T,T" C Ly we have

SCS = Th(S)DTh(S), TCT = Mod(T)2 Mod(T"),
S C Mod(Th(S)), T C Th(Mod(T)),
Th(S) = Th(Mod(Th(S))), Mod(T") = Mod(Th(Mod(T))).

Because we will often use the operators (Mod o Th) and (Th o Mod), we will
now introduce convenient abbreviations for these operators.

Definition 1.1.15. For all S C Pow(P) and all ' C L we define

S := Mod(Th(9)), T := Th(Mod(T)).

'Like Galois theory, Galois connections are named after the French mathematician
Evariste Galois (1811-1832).
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For instance, some of the properties of Lemma 1.1.14 can be abbreviated as
follows,

Scs, TCT

Th(S) = Th(S) = Th(S), Mod(T') = Mod(T) = Mod(T).

Of course, the abbreviations from Definition 1.1.15 have been chosen because
the operators (Mod o Th) and (ThoMod) are both closure operators, as is
defined in the book by Davey and Priestley [16]. This actuality is directly
implied by the fact that Mod and Th form a Galois connection, see [14, 16]
for a proof. Therefore, we have the following additional properties.

Lemma 1.1.16. For all S,S" C Pow(P) and all T, T" C Ly we have

SCS = ScCg, TCT = TCT,
S=75, T=T,
SCS & Scgs, TCT < TCT.

The operator (Mod o Th) even is a topological closure operator, as we state
in the following lemma. A proof has been given by Parikh [56].

Lemma 1.1.17. For all S,S5" C Pow(P) we have
S=0 = S=0, SUS =SuUSs.

It is not hard to find a theory T that is a proper subset of T. For instance,
for every finite T C L, we have that T is infinite, hence a proper superset
of T. On the other hand, it is not obvious that there are sets S of models
such that S # S. We give such a set of models in the following example.

Example 1.1.18. Let the set P = {p; : ¢ € N} be infinite and define
S == |Ipol|\{{po}}. We will now show that S = ||po||. Since we have S C ||po||
and ||po|| = ||lpoll by Lemma 1.1.14, we get S C ||po]| by Lemma 1.1.16. For
the other inclusion, we only have to show that {py} € S, because we have
S = ||poll \ {{po}} € S. By Lemma 1.1.13, it is enough to show that Th(S)
is a subset of Th({{po}}). For this purpose, let a € Ly be given and assume
a ¢ Th({{po}}). Then we get {{po}} ¥ a, that is {po} ¥ a. Now, if we
define w := {po} U {p; : p ¢ atm(a)}, then we get w # {po} and w € ||pol|,
so we obviously get w € S and w ¥ «a. Therefore, we have S ¥ «, which is
equivalent to o ¢ Th(S), and we are done.

If a set of models contains only one model, then it is closed, as we state in
the following lemma.
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Lemma 1.1.19. For all w C P we have
{w} = {w}.

Proof. By Lemma 1.1.14, it will suffice to show {w} C {w}. So let v € {w},
that is v F Th({w}). Since we have wU{-p:p € P\w} C Th({w}), we get
vEwU{=p:pe€ P\ w}. But this implies v = w, and we are done. O

Given a theory T" and a formula «, we will sometimes write T'F « to express
that a is a logical consequence of T'. This means that for all models w we
have that w F T implies w F «. That is, we have T' F « if and only if
Mod(T') E «. Therefore, we can say that a theory 7' is consistent if and only
if T ¥ 1, which is equivalent to T # L.

Definition 1.1.20. Given T' C L, the set Cn(T') of all logical consequences
of T is defined by

Cn(T) ={aeLy:TFa}.

Clearly, we have Cn(T) = {a € Ly : Mod(T) E a}. A theory T' C Ly is
called closed (under consequences), if Cn(7) = T. It is immediate that Cn
is the same operator as (Th o Mod), which we state in the following lemma.

Lemma 1.1.21. For all T C Ly we have
Cn(T)=T.
Proof. We have T = Th(Mod(T)) = {a € Lo : Mod(T) Ea} =Cn(T). O

Due to Lemma 1.1.21, a theory T C Lg is closed if and only if T = T.
Accordingly, a set S C Pow(P) is called closed, if S = S. If the set P is
finite and S C Pow(P) is a set of models, then we can define a formula whose
models are exactly the elements of S.

Definition 1.1.22. If P is finite, then for all S C Pow(P) we define

fml(S) == \V AwuU{-p:peP\w}).

weE S

Although we need a total order on Ly to make the formula fml(S) uniquely
defined, it does not matter which order we take. We can prove that the
models of the formula fml(S) are the same for all S C Pow(P).

Lemma 1.1.23. If P is finite, then for all S C Pow(P) we have
|[fml(S)|| = S.
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Proof. For all w C P we have

w € ||[fml(S)]] & w E fml(S)
& for some v € S, w#/\(vu{—'p:pép\v})
& for some v € S, w = v,
which is equivalent to saying that w is an element of S. O

As a consequence of Lemma 1.1.14 and Lemma 1.1.23, we immediately get
the following result.

Corollary 1.1.24. If P is finite, then for all S,S" C Pow(P) we have
S =25, S CS & Th(S) 2 Th(S).

The following lemma states two more properties of the operator fml, which
will be useful in what follows.

Lemma 1.1.25. If P is finite, then for all a € Ly and all T C Ly we have

E fml(||al]) < a, [fml(Mod(7))} = T.

Proof. Both assertions are a direct consequence of Lemma 1.1.23. U

We are now going to define the notion of a complete formula. The idea is
that a complete formula is either unsatisfiable or has exactly one model.

Definition 1.1.26. A formula o € L, is called complete, if for all 3 € L,
we have F o — for F a — —f.

Observe that if P is infinite, then the only complete formulas are the unsat-
isfiable ones. It is not hard to show that a formula « is complete if and only
if for all p € P we have that at least one of the formulas &« — p or &« — —p
is valid.

Definition 1.1.27. Given two sets (or models) w and v, the symmetric
difference of w and v is defined by

wAv:=(w\v)U(v\w).

The symmetric difference of two sets w and v is also called the distance
between w and v. It is easy to see that for all sets w and v we have

wAv=vAw=(wUov)\ (wNo).
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1.2 Propositional databases

A propositional database is an object that has to satisfy at least the following
two properties. First, it must be possible to store new information in the
database. Such information is usually given by a propositional formula. Sec-
ond, there must be a way to find out whether or not a given formula holds in
the database. This means that we can check if a formula « is in the closure
T of the set T of all formulas that have been stored in the database. It is
not necessary that we can find out which formulas have been stored. But
when storing a formula, the database has to be modified in such a way that
this formula will hold afterwards. Throughout this thesis, we will follow the
open world assumption, that is to say it can happen for some formula «, that
neither o nor =« holds in a given database.

A propositional database can be seen as the representation of a belief state.
Since our beliefs can change with time, a belief state is a momentary descrip-
tion of our beliefs. A formula « has to hold in a given database, if and only
if we believe that the facts represented by « are true. We are now ready to
define three different types of belief state representations. All of them have
been widely discussed in literature, see Géardenfors [27, 28] for an overview.

Definition 1.2.1. We have the following kinds of propositional databases.

1. A model set is a set of models. We say that a formula o holds in the
model set S, if S F a. A model set S is called consistent, if S # (.
M := Pow(Pow(P)) denotes the set of all model sets.

2. A belief set is a closed theory. A formula « holds in a belief set T, if
a € T. A belief set T is called consistent, if T' # L. The set of all
belief sets is denoted by B:={T C Ly : T = T}.

3. A belief base is a formula. A formula « holds in a belief base ¢, if the
implication ¢ — « is valid. A belief base ¢ is called consistent, if it is
satisfiable. Clearly, £, is the set of all belief bases.

In the context of belief change, belief states have been defined to be model
sets by Harper [35] and Grove [31], for example. The original motivation
for model sets is the possible worlds approach often used in philosophy, see
Hintikka [40]. We focus on the notion of model sets, because we will define
belief change functions in modal logic in Part II. There, the beliefs of the
agents are represented by sets of possible worlds. A possible world is a
model augmented with some additional information. Belief change functions
defined on models sets can be transferred to functions on sets of possible
worlds. There are two technical advantages of the notion on model sets.
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First, if the set P is finite, then every model set is also finite. Second, model
sets can be arbitrarily given, they need not be closed sets of models. By
Lemma 1.1.14, we immediately get that for all S € M and all o € Ly we
have

SEa & SEa.

Belief sets have been used in traditional belief revision theory, in particular in
one of the first contributions by Alchourrén, Géardenfors, and Makinson [2].
They have been considered as “the simplest way of modelling a belief state”,
see Gérdenfors [28]. But note that even if the number of propositions is
finite, every non empty belief set is an infinite set.

Belief bases are used in update theory, which is still a very relevant subject
in computer science. A belief base can be seen as the conjunction over a
finite set of formulas consisting of the collected facts we believe to be true.
That is where the name belief base comes from. Hence one can distinguish
between the collected information and the derivable one. Depending on the
application, this property can be an advantage.

We are now going to show how the different notions of databases are related.
Every database of a certain type can be translated to a belief state repre-
sentation of another type, such that exactly the same formulas hold in both
databases. Given a model set S, the corresponding belief set is given by
Th(S). On the other hand, the model set Mod(7") corresponds to any belief
set T. If ¢ is a belief base, then we have that [|¢|| and {p} are the respec-
tive model set and belief set. If the set P is finite, the belief base fml(S)
corresponds to a given model set S and a given belief set 7" translates to the
belief base fml(Mod(T")). The next lemma shows that these translations lead
to equivalent belief state representations.

Lemma 1.2.2. Let S € M, T € B, and ¢ € Ly be arbitrary belief state
representations. Then for all o € Loy we have

SEa < aeTh(S9), Feo—a & |¢ Fa,
aeT < Mod(T)FE a, Fo—a & ac{p)

Moreover, if the set P s finite, we have

SEFa < Ffml(S) — a,
aceT < Ffml(Mod(T)) — a.

Proof. We will prove three assertions. First, we have S F a < « € Th(S)
directly by Definition 1.1.9. Second, we have a € T" implies Mod(T') F a by
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Definition 1.1.9, as well. For the converse direction, we have that Mod(T) F «
implies &« € T = T, because T' € B. Third, we have F ¢ — « if and only if
]l € |laf|, which is equivalent to ||| F a. The other three assertions have
similar proofs. O

In Definition 1.2.1 we have only defined when a formula is supposed to hold
in a database. We have not yet given the functions that store new informa-
tion in a belief state representation. This kind of belief change function is
called expansion. Expansion is the process of adding new information to a
given belief state without checking for consistency, thus it is rather simple
to implement. For the notion of belief sets, the Gdardenfors postulates for
expansion from [27] define the behaviour of expansion functions.

Definition 1.2.3. A function +: B x Ly — Pow(Ly) is an ezpansion func-
tion, if for all T,T" € B and all o € L we have

El TH+a=T+ a,

>

(Elp)

(E23) a €T +a,

(E33) T C T+ «,

(Edg) a€T = T+a=T,

(E5s) TCT = T+aCT +a,

(E6p) For all T € B and all o € Ly, T + « is the smallest belief set that
satisfies (Elz)—(Ebg).

For a discussion on these postulates, we refer to the book by Géardenfors [27].
It has turned out that the Gardenfors postulates for expansion determine a
unique expansion function. A proof of the following theorem can be found
in [27].

Theorem 1.2.4. A function +: Bx Ly — Pow(Ly) is an expansion function,
iof and only iof for all T € B and all a € Ly we have

T+ a=TU{a}.
From now on, we will exclusively use the symbol + to denote the uniquely
defined expansion function from Theorem 1.2.4.

Before we are going to define the expansion function for the notion of model
sets, we will mention an important property that belief change functions on
model sets should satisfy. Given a belief change function ®: M x Ly — M,
we require that for all S € M and all a € Ly we have

Th(S ® a) = Th(S ® ). (1.1)
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This ensures that given two model sets S,.S” with Th(S) = Th(S’), we get
Th(S ® a) = Th(S" ® a). Throughout this thesis, we will require prop-
erty (1.1) for all belief change functions. If we deal with a given belief change
function *: Lo x Ly — Lo, then we want that F (¢ *x a) <> (1 x ) whenever
F ¢ < 1 for the same reason. Finally, if *: B x Ly — Pow(Ly) is our belief
change function, then we require another important property, because differ-
ent belief sets always contain different formulas. But we have to ensure that
T xa = T * «, which is the same as to specify T % o € B.

Since there exists a unique expansion function on belief sets, we do not
translate the expansion postulates to the notion of model sets. We just give
the appropriate definition and show that it corresponds to the function +.

Definition 1.2.5. The expansion function ©&: M x Ly — M is defined by
S@a:=SN|«.

First of all, we are going to show that the expansion function @ indeed
satisfies property (1.1).

Lemma 1.2.6. For all S € M and all o € Ly we have
Th(S @ a) = Th(S @ ).

Proof. For all § € Ly we have # € Th(S & «) if and only if & — € Th(S)

by Lemma 1.1.10. Since Th(S) = Th(S), we get the desired result by again
applying Lemma 1.1.10. U

Belief bases can be expanded by the conjunction A: (¢, a) — @ A a. It is
not hard to see that the functions & and A are the adequate reformulations
of + in the context of model sets and belief bases respectively.

Lemma 1.2.7. Let S € M, T € B, and ¢ € Ly be arbitrary belief state
representations. Then for all o, f € Ly we have

S@ak B < BeThS)+a,
BeT+a < Mod(T)®akEf,
Forna—pB < [ol|loakp,

Foha— B & Be{pt+a
Furthermore, if the set P s finite, we have

Seakp & Fml(S) ANa— g,
geT+a < Ffml(Mod(T)) N — .
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Proof. We show how to prove the first three assertions. First, we have

Th(S @ a) = Th(S @ «a) by Lemma 1.2.6
= Th(S N [la)
= Th(S)U{a} by Lemma 1.1.11
= Th(S) + «

For the second assertion, we have

T+a=TU{a}
= Th(Mod(T") N ||a||) by Lemma 1.1.11
= Th(Mod(T') & «).

The third assertion can be proved as follows. We have F ¢ A a — (3 if and
only if || A a] C ||3]], which is equivalent to ||¢|| & « E 3. The other three
equivalences can similarly be proved. O

We have now seen that the same belief state can be represented in three
different ways. Accordingly, we have also defined three expansion functions,
one for each type of belief state representation. These expansion functions
have exactly the same impact on each kind of database. The expansion
function is just adding new information without retracting any beliefs. There
is no problem as long as the incoming information is consistent with our belief
state. Otherwise, the expanded database is inconsistent and our collected
information is lost.

Lemma 1.2.8. For all S € M and all o € Ly we have
SE-a & Soa=10.

Proof. We have SE —a & SC|-a| & Sea=Sn|al=0. O

In the following chapter, we will introduce more sophisticated belief change
functions in order to avoid such unsatisfactory situations.
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Belief change functions

It is the aim of this chapter to introduce the concepts of traditional belief re-
vision and update theory. The types of belief change functions of our interest
are expansion, revision, contraction, and update. We have already defined
expansion in Section 1.2. Revision stands in the middle of our considerations,
whereas contraction and update are closely related to it. There are several
other kinds of belief change: merging, consolidation, deletion/erasure, and
so on. But they are not directly related to revision and are therefore beyond
the scope of this thesis. Section 2.1, Section 2.2, and Section 2.3 deal with
the principles of revision, contraction, and update functions respectively. We
will show how these principles translate into the notion of model sets, our
preferred representation of belief states.

2.1 Revision

Revision is the process of adding new information to a belief state while
attending to consistency. Moreover, the revision process is defined to take
place in a static world. This means that the original belief state and the new
information both refer to the same situation. An inconsistency between the
beliefs and the incoming information is explained by the possibility of having
false beliefs. Thus the incoming information is always regarded as the most
credible one and a revision function

®IMX£0—>M

modifies a model set .S in a way that a new information a holds in the revised
model set S ® «.

It has been argued by many authors that it is not possible to define a revision
function that can be used for all situations, see Alchourrén, Géardenfors, and
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Makinson [2], Gérdenfors [28], as well as Friedman and Halpern [26]. The
following example should illustrate this statement.

Example 2.1.1. Let P = {p,q} and S = {{p}}, so we believe that p is true
and ¢ is false. Assume we learn that ¢ holds. Then we have the following
possibilities to revise our beliefs.

1. If p means “lions are mammals” and ¢ means “lions are carnivores”,
we might want to get S ® g = {{p, q}}, because we consider p and ¢ to
be independent.

2. If p means “lions are herbivores” and ¢ means “lions eat zebra”, we
might want to get S®q = {{q}}, because we believe that ¢ implies —p.

3. If p means “lions eat plants” and ¢ means “lions eat zebra”, we might
want to get S ® ¢ = {{q},{p,q}}, because we are not sure about p
being true anymore.

There are several proposals in literature how to deal with the above men-
tioned problem, all of them adding some properties to the logic. We confine
ourselves to mentioning two different approaches.

Epistemic entrenchment is a relation < on the formulas and leads to a degree
of how much a formula is epistemically entrenched. The meaning of o < f3
is that we have to retract « as soon as we give up (3, see Géardenfors [28].

Another similar approach is the definition of—possibly infinitely many—
degrees of belief. A preference relation on the models leads to the different
degrees of belief, see van Ditmarsch [20]. A special feature of this solution
is, that a revision operation also changes the degrees of belief, including
the preference relation, whereas an epistemic entrenchment is defined to be
constant.

However, the use of an epistemic entrenchment relation or a preference rela-
tion both lead to a unique revision function, but there exist infinitely many
entrenchment and preference relations. That is, the problem is only shifted
to another level, but is not really solved.

As a consequence of all these difficulties, researchers have started to discuss
several properties that have to be satisfied by revision functions. One point
that almost everybody agrees with is the term of minimal change. That is,
revising a belief state should change it as little as possible. Since it is not clear
how the amount of change can be measured, researchers have been stating
several properties a revision function has to satisfy. The pioneering work by
Alchourrén, Gérdenfors, and Makinson [2] provides the famous AGM postu-
lates for revision, which are supposed to describe rational revision functions.
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The following version of the postulates by Gérdenfors [27] has been most
commonly used in contributions to belief revision.

Definition 2.1.2. A function +: B x Ly — Pow(Ly) is an AGM revision

(on belief sets), if for all ' € B and all «, f € Ly we have
(Rlg) TH+a=T+a,

(R2g) aeT+a,

(R33) TH+aCT+a,

(Rdg) ~a¢T = T+aCT+a,

(R53) T+a=Ly & Fq,

(Rég) Fa—pg = TH+a=TH+p,

(R75) T+ (anpB)C(T+a)+p,

(R8g) ~B¢T+a = (TH+a)+BCT+(aAp).

Observe that we could drop (R1g) by specifying +: B x Ly — B. But we
state the postulates in the original way for historical reasons. We want to
mention that the other postulates are formulated in such a way that they
only make sense if (R1z) holds.

(R2p) requires that the new information has to hold in the revised belief set.
The postulates (R3z) and (R4p) are stating that revision should have the
same effect as expansion, whenever the new information is consistent with
the original beliefs. (R5z) is directly implied by the general definition of the
revision process. It makes sure that the revised belief set is consistent as long
as the new information is satisfiable. (R6g) specifies that the revision process
has to be syntax independent. The postulates (R1z)—-(R6g) are also called the
basic AGM postulates for revision. The postulates (R75) and (R83) describe
the behaviour of iterated revision, see Katsuno and Mendelzon [46, 48] or
Halpern [33] for a detailed discussion.

Remark 2.1.3. The AGM postulates have also been reformulated in order
to fit the notion of belief bases, see Katsuno and Mendelzon [46, 48]. In this
context, a revision function maps from Ly x Ly to Ly.

It has been mentioned by Gérdenfors [28] that the AGM postulates for revi-
sion do not uniquely determine a revision function. He believes “it would be
a mistake to expect that only logical properties are sufficient to characterise
the revision process”. However, in the context of classical propositional logic,
we think that it should be possible to define one or two revision functions
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that one can use for most applications. In Chapter 4 we will suggest two
potential candidates and explore their properties.

We will now give an example that illustrates that not every revision function
satisfying (R1z)—(R83) behaves as we would expect. The presented function
has been introduced by Alchourrén, Géardenfors, and Makinson [2].

Example 2.1.4. The full meet revision function +¢,: B x Ly — Pow(Ly) is
defined by

| T+a if-a¢T
T+ma:{ ta ifmag

{a} otherwise.

The function +¢, is an AGM revision on belief sets, a proof can easily be
derived from the results in [2]. This function has often been mentioned in
literature, cf. Nebel [53, 54]. Alchourrén, Gérdenfors, and Makinson argue
in [2] that in the case —a € T, the belief set {a} “is far too small in general
to represent the result of an intuitive process of revision of T so as to bring
in «”. The case ~« ¢ T' is beyond controversy.

We are now going to give the appropriate translation of the AGM postulates
for revision to the notion of model sets. Since model sets need not be closed
sets of models, we do not require a revised model set to be closed either. So
our first postulate is property (1.1) instead. The other seven postulates are
an exact reformulation of (R25)—(R83).

Definition 2.1.5. A function ®: M x Ly — M is an AGM revision (on
model sets), if for all S € M and all o, € Ly we have

R1 Th(S ® a) = Th(S ® a),

M
R2,r) S®aF a,
R3y) Th(S®a)C Th(S @ «),

SFE-a = Th(S® «a) C Th(S ® a),

R5 SRa=0 < F -a,

M
R6ym) Fa«— 8 = Th(S®a)=Th(S® p),
R70m) Th(S® (aAB)) C Th((S® a) & B),

(
(
(
(R
(
(
(
(R8m

<
~— T N~ N

S@akF - = Th((S®@a)® [) CTh(S @ (aA ).

According to the definition of the full meet revision function +¢,, we define
a similar revision function on model sets, which satisfies all of the translated
postulates for revision.
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Example 2.1.6. The function ®¢m: M X Lo — M defined by

S if SF -
S ®fm o = EB “ . @
|laf|  otherwise,

is an AGM revision on model sets. We show that ®g, satisfies (R7,,). Let
S € M and «, € Ly be given. If S ¥ —(a A [3), then we also have S ¥ -«
and thus, we get Th(S®sm (aAB)) = Th(SO||laAS|) = Th((SN||a|)N||A]]) =
Th((S ®m a) ® B). If S E =(a A ), we distinguish the following two cases.
If S F —a, then we get Th(S ®m (e AB)) = Th(|ja AB]]) = Th(||laf|N||B]]) =
Th((S ®¢m ) & [). If SE —a, then we have

Th(S ®@mm (a A B8)) = Th(lla A B||) = Th(|[a|| N [|B]])
C Th((S N lall) N IB]) = Th((S @m ) & B).
It is immediate how to translate a function defined on belief sets into a

function operating on models sets and vice versa. We use the translations
from belief sets to model sets and backwards.

Definition 2.1.7. Given a function +: B x Ly — Pow(Ly), the function
Qi Mx Ly — M, (S, ) — Mod(Th(S) + «a),

is the corresponding function on models sets. On the other hand, given a
function ®: M x Ly — M, the function

+g: B x Lo — Pow(Ly), (T, ) — Th(Mod(T) ® «),
is the corresponding function on belief sets.

Definition 2.1.7 makes sure that the functions ® 1 and 4+ satisfy (R1,) and
(R1p) respectively. Moreover, we can prove that the postulates (R2,()—(R8 )
are equivalent to (R2;3)—(R8g) with respect to the above defined translations.

Lemma 2.1.8. We have the following correspondences between the two sets
of revision postulates.

1. Let +: B x Ly — Pow(Ly) be given. Then the function @i satisfies
(R1n). If + satisfes (R1g), then we have that + satisfies (R25)—(R8g)
if and only if @4 satisfies (R2p)—(R8 ).

2. Let @: M x Loy — M be given. Then the function +¢ satisfies (R1p).

If ® satisfes (R1pq), then we have that @ satisfies (R2,)—(R8r) if
and only if + satisfies (R25)—(R8z).
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Proof. Tt is obvious that the functions ®; and +g both satisfy the first
postulate. We will show the equivalence of one postulate for both assertions.

1. We prove that (R4z) and (R4 ,4) are equivalent. For the direction from
left to right, let S € M and a € Lj be given. From S ¥ —«a we can
directly conclude —a ¢ Th(S). Then we have

Th(S & o) = Th(S) + « by Lemma 1.2.7
C Th(S) + a by (Rdg)
=Th(S) +a by (R1p)
= Th(S ®1 )

For the direction from right to left, let 7' € B and o € Ly be given and
assume -« ¢ T. Since T =T, we immediately get that Mod(7T") ¥ -«
and we have

T+ a=ThMod(T) @ «) by Lemma 1.2.7
C Th(Mod(T) ®4 «) by (R4 )
=T+ a
=T+«
=T + « by (R]-B)

2. We give the proof for the equivalence of the postulates (R3,() and
(R3p). For the direction from left to right, let 7" € B and o € Ly be
given. Then we have

T +5 a = Th(Mod(T) ® )
C Th(Mod(T') ® «) by (R3um)
=T+« by Lemma 1.2.7.

For the other direction, let S € M and o € Ly be given. Then we have

Th(S ® a) = Th(S ® «) by (R1r)
C Th(S) + « by (R35)
= Th(S & «) by Lemma 1.2.7.
The equivalence of the other postulates can be proved the same way. O

The proof of Lemma 2.1.8 shows that the postulates (R1g) and (R1n) are
important. They are also a necessary condition for the following result.
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Lemma 2.1.9. Composing @i and -+ from Definition 2.1.7 results in
equivalent belief state representations.

1. If a function @: M x Ly — M satisfies (R1rq), then for all S € M
and all o € Ly we have Th(S ®1,) @) = Th(S ® ).

2. If a function 4: B x Ly — Pow(Ly) satisfies (R1p), then for all T € B
and all o € Lo we have T g,y =T + a.

Proof. For the first assertion, we have Th(S ®(j,)a) = Th(Mod(Th(S®a)))
by definition, which is the same as Th(S ® a) by Lemma 1.1.14 and (R1 ).
For the second assertion, we have T+, yov = Th(Mod (T +«)) by definition,
which equals T + o by (R1g) and the fact that T = T. O

In the next section we will introduce contraction, which is closely related to
revision, and we will establish similar results for contraction functions.

2.2 Contraction

Contraction is the process of removing some information from a belief state
without adding any new beliefs. Like revision, contraction is an action that
takes place in a static world. The request to remove some belief from a given
belief state can occur, if we learn that it has been wrong to add it. The new
awareness that one has to remove some belief is always regarded as the most
reliable information. Thus, a contraction function
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modifies a set of possible worlds S in a way that the retracted belief o does
not hold in the contracted model set S © «, except in case « is valid. Clearly,
this task is different from (consistently) adding —«. Nevertheless, contraction
is closely related to revision, as we will see in Section 3.2.

We will now give an example to illustrate why it is difficult to agree on how a
contraction function should behave. Observe that we will have to add models
to a given model set 5, if we want to reduce the set of beliefs holding in S.

Example 2.2.1. Let P = {p,q} and S = {{p}, {p, q¢}} be given and assume
we learn that it was wrong to add p, that is we do not have any reason to
believe wether p is true or not. Then the contracted belief state can be one
of the following model sets.

1. If p means “lions eat plants” and ¢ means “lions are herbivores”, we
might want to get S & p = {{p}, {p, ¢}, 0}, because we believe that ¢
implies p.
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2. If p means “lions eat plants” and ¢ means “lions eat meat”, we might
want to get S © p = {{p}, {p, q}, {¢}}, because we believe that pV ¢ is
true.

3. If p means “lions eat plants” and ¢ means “lions are mammals”, we
might want to get S ©p = {{p},{p,q},0, {q}}, because we consider p
and ¢ to be independent.

One could argue that there are several other model sets that have to be
considered as a possible contracted belief state. But if we took away one of
the models in S, then we would automatically add some new beliefs'. This
is something we cannot accept because of the definition of the contraction
process.

Similar to revision, there have been a lot of discussions whether or not it is
possible to define one contraction function with the most rational behaviour.
Again, the only agreement has turned out to be the notion of minimal change.
The eight AGM postulates for contraction were presented by Alchourrdn,
Gérdenfors, and Makinson [2] for the first time, we present the version by
Gérdenfors from [27].

Definition 2.2.2. A function ~: B x Ly — Pow(Ly) is an AGM contraction
on belief sets), if for all T' € B and all «, 5 € Ly we have

(

Cly) T—a=T=a,
(C25) T+-aCT,

(C3g) a¢T = T-a=T,

(Clg) Fa = aé¢T —-a,

(Cog) aeT = TC(T+a)+a,

(Cbp) Fa—pf = T-a=T-=7,

(C7g) (T=a)N(T=06)CT = (aNp),

(C8g) a¢T = (anp) = T=(aANpB)CT = a.

Again, all of the postulates are formulated in such a way that they only

make sense if (Clg) holds. Similar to revision, the postulates (Clz)—(C6p)
are called the basic AGM postulates for contraction.

(C25) makes sure that no new beliefs can occur in a contracted belief base.
(C3p) states that if the formula we are supposed to contract with is not part
of our beliefs, then we must not retract any belief. (C4p) is an immediate

'If P was infinite, then this would not necessarily be the case.
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consequence of the definition of the contraction process. It requires that the
formula we contract with does not hold in the contracted belief set, whenever
the formula is not valid. (C5p) states that we must be able to recover the old
beliefs by expanding the contracted belief state with the same formula. (C6g)
is the specification of syntaz independence. Finally, the postulates (C75) and
(C8p) are the technical counterparts to the revision postulates (R7z) and
(R8g). For a detailed discussion on the postulates for both revision and
contraction, we refer to Chapter 3 of the book by Gérdenfors [27].

In the following example we will present an AGM contraction.
Example 2.2.3. The full meet contraction function defined by

T oo o T'n{-a} ifac T,
T otherwise,

is an AGM contraction on belief sets. A proof and some further discussion
can be found in [2]. Tt has been argued in [2] that in the case a € T, the set
T N{-a} “is in general far too small”.

The following postulates are the adequate translation of the AGM postulates
for contraction to the notion of model sets. Again, we have replaced the first
postulate by property (1.1).

Definition 2.2.4. A function ©: M x Ly — M is an AGM contraction (on
model sets), if for all S € M and all a, 8 € L, we have

(Cly) Th(S©a)=Th(S©a),

(C2pm) Th(S e a) C Th(S),

(C30) SEa = Th(Sea)=Th(S),

(Cap) Fa = SecaFa,

(C50) SEa = Th(S) CTh((Se a)® a),

(C6p) Eae— B = Th(SSa)=Th(SSpH),

(C7pm) Th(Sea)NTh(Se B) CTh(S e (anpB)),

(CBr) Se(anp)Fa = Th(Se (anp)) CTh(S o a).

Inspired by the full meet contraction function, we will now give an example
of an AGM contraction on model sets.

Example 2.2.5. The function &¢,: M X Ly — M defined by

SU|—al if SE a,
S Ofm O 1= .
S otherwise,
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is an AGM contraction on model sets. We show how to prove that Sgy,
satisfies (C5x¢). Let S € M and a € Ly be given and assume that S F a.
Then we have

Th(S) € Th(S N flafl) = Th((S U [[-al)) N flaf]) = Th((S Sm a) & a).

Of course, we can also use the translations from Definition 2.1.7 for contrac-
tion functions. Given a function —: B x Ly — Pow(Ly), the function

Ot MxLy— M, (S, a) — Mod(Th(S) - «),

is the adequate translation that operates on models sets. If the function
S: M x Ly — M is given, then the function

~5: B x Ly — Pow(Ly), (T, «) — Th(Mod(T) & «),

is the corresponding function on belief sets. Again, the functions ©. and -
obviously satisfy (Clx) and (Clg) respectively. In addition, the reformula-
tion of the AGM postulates for contraction ensures that (C2,()—(C8x4) are
equivalent to (C25)-(C8g) with respect to the above defined translations.

Lemma 2.2.6. We have the following correspondences between the two sets
of contraction postulates.

1. Let =: B x Ly — Pow(Ly) be given. Then the function ©. satisfies
(Cla). If = satisfies (Clg), then we have that — satisfies (C25)—(C8p)
if and only if ©- satisfies (C20)—(C8 ).

2. Let ©: M x Ly — M be given. Then the function ~ satisfies (Clg).
If & satisfies (Clpq), then we have that & satisfies (C2p)—(C8aq) if
and only if —5 satisfies (C25)—(C8p).

Proof. 1t is easy to see that the functions ©. and = both satisfy the first
postulate. For both assertions, we show the equivalence of one postulate.

1. We prove that (C4g) and (C4,4) are equivalent. For the direction from
left to right, let S € M and o € Ly be given, and assume that « is not

valid. Then, by (Clg) and (C4p), we have that o ¢ Th(S) - «, and we
immediately get

S 6. a=Mod(Th(S) = a) Z ||«

For the other direction, let 7" € B and a € Ly be given and assume
that « is not valid. By (C4) we have that Mod(T) 6. a ¢ |||, and
we can directly conclude

a ¢ Th(Mod(T) 6-a) =T - «,
and therefore, a ¢ T = «.
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2. We give the proof for the equivalence of the postulates (C8,) and
(C8z). For the direction from left to right, let 7' € B and «a € Ly be
given and assume a ¢ T = (o A ) = Th(Mod(T") & (o A 3)). Then
we immediately get Mod(T') & (o A B) ¥ «, thus we have

T =5 (aAf)=Th(Mod(T) & (a A B))
C Th(Mod(T) & «) by (C8um)
=T -5 a.

For the direction from right to left, let S € M and a € L be given
and assume S & (a A B) ¥ o. Then we get a ¢ Th(S & (a A 3)), which
is equivalent to @ ¢ Th(S) =5 (a A 8) by (Clr), and we get

Th(S & (aAB)) =Th(Se (aAB)) by (Clu)
= Th(S) = (@ A )
C Th(S) ~¢ « by (C8s)
= Th(S © a)
=Th(S & «) by (Clup).
The equivalence of the other postulates can similarly be shown. O

As we can see in the proof of Lemma 2.2.6, the respective first contraction
postulate is important for both kinds of database. The postulates (Clz) and
(C1l,,) are also necessary for the following result.

Lemma 2.2.7. Composing ©- and =5 from Definition 2.1.7 results in
equivalent belief state representations.

1. If a function ©: M x Ly — M satisfies (Clyg), then for all S € M
and all o € Ly we have Th(S ©(-,) o) = Th(S © «).

2. If a function =: B x Ly — Pow(Ly) satisfies (Clp), then for all T € B
and all o € Ly we have T ~.ya =T = a.

Proof. The proof is identical to the proof of Lemma 2.1.9 for the following
reasons. First, ©. and =4 are the same functions as ® ; and +¢ respectively.
Second, the postulates (Cly ) and (Clg) are identical to (R1y) and (Rlg)
respectively. O

In the next section we will introduce update, which is also related to revision,
and we will establish similar results concerning update functions.
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2.3 Update

Update is the process of incorporating new information into a knowledge
base with regard to consistency. Unlike revision, update has to be performed
because of some real change in a dynamic world. The general assumption is
that our beliefs are true. Thus, only a change in the real world can bring
us to change the database. An inconsistency between the beliefs and the
incoming information is explained by the change that has taken place. The
incoming information is always regarded as the most current one and an
update function
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modifies a model set S in a such way that a new information « holds in the
updated model set S © a.

Similar to revision, it is in general not clear how to update a database, see
Herzig and Rifi [39] for a discussion on many different update functions. The
following example shows that it can depend on the situation how the updated
knowledge base has to be defined.

Example 2.3.1. Let P = {p,q} and S = {0} be given, that is we believe
that p and ¢ are both false. Assume we learn that p V ¢ is true. Then the
updated belief state can be one of the following model sets.

1. If p means “the road is wet” and ¢ means “it is raining”, we might want
to get S® (pVq)={{p}, {p,q}}, because we believe that ¢ implies p.

2. If p means “Switzerland has won the championship” and ¢ means “All
Swiss people are sad”, we might want to get S © (pV ¢) = {{p},{¢}}
because we believe that p and ¢ cannot both be true at the same time.

3. If p means “Switzerland has won the championship” and ¢ means “it is
raining”, we might want to get S® (pVq) = {{p}, {¢}, {p, ¢} }, because
we consider p and ¢ to be independent.

Herzig has illustrated in [37] how we can formalise interrelations between
formulas using dependence functions. A dependence function maps a propo-
sition p to a set dep(p) of propositions, which means that the propositions
in dep(p) are dependent from p. For a formula «, dep(«) is defined to be the
union of dep(p) over all p € atm(a). Dependence functions are an additional
tool to improve the behaviour of update functions. However, they do not
prevent us from carefully defining reasonable update functions.

The following postulates have been presented by Katsuno and Mendelzon
[47]. They can be seen as an answer to the AGM postulates for revision.
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Katsuno and Mendelzon argue that the update process is different from re-
vision and that it therefore needs a different set of postulates. They have
presented eight postulates, where the first five KM postulates for update are
the counterpart of the first seven AGM postulates for revision. We have to
mention here that we have split the fourth KM postulate from the original
version into (UOg,) and (U4, ), because (UO.,) is the exact reformulation of
property (1.1).

Definition 2.3.2. A function ¢: Ly X Lo — Ly is a KM update (on belief
bases), if for all (belief bases) ¢, € Ly and all (formulas) «, 5 € L, we have

oy,
Ulg,
U2.,

(UOgy) Foeoy = Flpoa) < (Yoa),

(Ulg) Flpoa)—a,

(U2g) Ep—a = E(poa) <,

( ) E-pand ¥ —a = K =(poa),

(Udr) FaepB = Elpoa) < (pof),

(Ubzy) E(poa)AB — (po(anp)),

(Ubz,) F(poa)— BandF(pof) = a = F(poa) < (pof),
(U7g,)
(

c

()]
j§)
)

U7.,) @ is complete = E(poa)A(pof) — (po(aVp)),
U8e,) F((pVy)oa) = (poa)V(¥oa)

The postulates (UOg,) and (U4,,) are the requirement for syntax indepen-
dence. (UQg,) states that equivalent belief bases must be updated the same
way, whereas (U4.,) states that two updates with equivalent formulas must
result in the same belief base. (Ulg,) requires that the new information
always holds in the updated belief base. (U2,,) states that if the new infor-
mation holds in the original belief base, then the update must not change
it. (U3g,) makes sure that the updated belief base is consistent whenever
the original belief base is consistent and the new information is satisfiable.
(U5.,) is the translation of (R7,¢) to the notion of belief base. (U6, ) states
that if two formulas are equivalent under a given belief base, then they have
the same effect on this belief base. (U7,,) is stated for complete belief bases,
exclusively. Remember that a complete belief base is a formula that is either
unsatisfiable or has exactly one model. While the former case is not that
interesting, the latter can only happen if the set P is finite. With model sets
we do not need this restriction. A complete model set is just a singleton or
the empty set. Since we learn from (U8.,) that every model of the belief
base can be updated separately, we interpret (U7.,) in the following way.
It defines how the update of every single model has to be performed with
disjunctive input.
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We are now giving an example for a KM update. The following function has
been used to present the KM postulates in [47], where we can also find a
proof that it satisfies (U0g,)—(U8,).

Example 2.3.3. Let P be finite. Then the function opma: Lo X Lo — Lo
called possible models approach is defined as follows,

o opma |l := | {velal:foralluc|al, wAugwAuv}.

w € |||l

As usual, the resulting belief base is defined by its models, cf. [39]. The func-
tion ¢pma has been introduced by Winslett [64] and follows the idea that only
the “closest models” (with respect to the symmetric distance) are possible
models for the updated belief base. Herzig and Rifi [39] have shown that
the function opm, is in general too restrictive in the following sense. Given a
belief base ¢ € L, and propositions p, ¢ € P satistying F (¢ opmap) — —¢ and
F (¢ opma ¢) — —p, we get that the formula (p A ~¢) V (—p A ¢) always holds
in the updated belief base ¢ opma (p V ¢). This behaviour is known under the
term “the problem of disjunctive input” and should be avoided, see [39] for
a detailed discussion.

The following update postulates are an exact translation of the KM postu-
lates to the notion of model sets. Observe that postulate (UO.,) translates
to property (1.1).

Definition 2.3.4. A function ©®: M x Ly — M is a KM update (on model
sets), if for all S, 5" € M and all o, f € Ly, we have

(U0y) Th(S®a)=Th(S® a),

(Uly) Soaka,

(U2p) SEa = Th(S®a) = Th(s),

(U3p)) S#Dand ¥ —a = SO a#l,

(Udp) Fa— B = Th(S®a)=Th(S®p),

(Usm) Th(S© (anpB)) S Th((S© o) @ 3),

(Ubp) SeOaEpfand SO®FEFEa = Th(S®a)=Th(So /M),
(U7p) Card(S) <1 = Th(So® (aV ) CTh((S®a)N(SeH)),
(UBxr1) Th((SUS)®a)=Th((S®a)U (S e a)).

The original KM postulates for update have been stated for finite sets P of
propositions. The postulates (UOrq)—(U8x) are formulated in such a way
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that they also make sense if P is infinite. One could ask why we have not
formulated the eighth update postulate as follows,

mh((Uz)©a)=h( U (Soa)

Sez
for every set Z of model sets. However, this version would have been much
stronger and there would not have been any advantage for our purposes.

Inspired by the possible models approach ¢pma on belief sets, we are now
going to define a KM update on model sets. Since the definition of opm,
works with models instead of formulas, it is not very hard to define the
corresponding function on model sets. Nevertheless, there is a technical
detail that is necessary to make (U0, ) being satisfied. The reason is that
the set P does not need to be finite.

Example 2.3.5. The function ®pms: M x Ly — M defined by
S Opmaai= |J{velal: foraluc|af,wAugwAuv}

weS

is a KM update. By taking the union over all w € S, we make sure that ®pma
satisfies (UOp¢). Observe that Lemma 1.1.17 directly implies that (U8x4) is
satisfied. The other postulates can be proved the same way as the respective
postulates for the function ¢pm,.

Due to the existence of the function fml, we are able to translate functions
on belief bases to functions on model sets and vice versa. Observe that both
translations make use of fml, hence P must be finite.

Definition 2.3.6. Let P be finite. Given a function ¢: Ly X Lo — Ly, then
the function

Ot M X Loy — M, (5, @) = [[fml(S) o af|

is the respective function defined on model sets. On the other hand, given a
function ©: M x Ly — M, the function

0e: Lo X Lo — Lo, (¢, @) — ml([le]| © a),
is the corresponding function operating on belief bases.

If P is finite, we can apply Lemma 1.1.23 and Corollary 1.1.24, and we get
that for all S € M and all o € Ly we have

S Oopma) X = U {velal forallue |laf, wAug wAv} =5 Opma a.

we S
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It is easy to see that the function ®, satisfies (U0x) because the set P is
finite, and the function o satisfies (UOg,) by definition. Furthermore, we
can prove that the postulates (Ul )—(U8,) are an exact translation of the
postulates (Ul.,)—(U8.,).

Lemma 2.3.7. Let P be finite. Then we have the following correspondences
between the two sets of update postulates.

1. Let o: Lo x Lo — Ly be given. Then the function ©, satisfies (U0 ).
If © satisfies (UOg,), then we have that ¢ satisfies (Ulz,)—(U8.,) if and
only if ®, satisfies (ULpn)—(U8 ).

2. Let ©: M x Ly — M be given. Then the function og satisfies (UOg,).
In addition, we have that © satisfies (Ulx)—(UBxq) if and only if og
satisfies (Ulz,)—(U8g,).

Proof. 1t is obvious that ®, and ¢ satisfy (UOn) and (UO.,) respectively.
We will prove the equivalence of one postulate for each assertion.

1. We show that (U8,) and (U8,4) are equivalent. For the direction from
left to right, let S, 5" € M and « € L be given. We have

(SUS") @ a=|fml(SUS") ol

= [|(fml(S) V fml(S’)) ol by (UOg,) and
Lemma 1.1.23

= ||(fml(S) ¢ @) V (fml(S") o a)|| by (U8¢,)
= ||fml(S) ¢ af| U ||fml(S’) ¢ «||
= (S ©,a)U (S ® ).

For the converse direction, let (the belief bases) ¢,v € Ly and (the
formula) a € Ly be given. We get

1oV ) oall = [[fml(fle v ¥[) o af by (U0g,) and
Lemma 1.1.25
= [l Vol @ a
= (lellUll¢ll) ©. a
= ([lell @6 a) U ([[¥]] @6 @) by (U8x)

= [[fml([|el]) o ]| U [[fml([[¢[]) o o

= [[(fml(flo[]) © @) V (fml([[¢0]]) © @)
= [l(poa)V (Yoo by (U0,).
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2. Now, we show the equivalence of the postulates (U5,¢) and (U5g,).
First, let (the belief base) ¢ € Ly as well as (the formulas) «, 5 € L,
be given. Then we have

I(p oo @) A Bl = [[fml(fle]| © @) A ]
= [[fml(Jlell © )| N [l5]]

= ([lell © ) NI B]] by Lemma 1.1.23
=(leloa)®p
C llell © (a A B) by (U5,) and

Corollary 1.1.24

= [[fml(flpl] © (a A B))]
= [l o (a A B

For the direction from right to left, let S € M and «, 8 € L be given.
We get

(Soa)dpB=(Soa)n]|g]
= [[fml(]|[fml(S)|| ® «)|| N ||#|| by Lemma 1.1.23
= [[fml(S) oc af N |8l
= ||(fml(S) o5 a) A G|

C [[fml(5) o¢ (a A B)| by (Ubg,)

= [[fml([[fmI(S)[| © (o A B))]

=SSO (aNp) by Lemma 1.1.23.
The proof of the other equivalences is similar. O

Note that (UOg,) is important for the proof of Lemma 2.3.7. By Corol-
lary 1.1.24, we have that (U0u,) is always satisfied if P is finite, hence it is
not an assumption in Lemma 2.3.7. (U0, ) is also essential for the following
result.

Lemma 2.3.8. Let P be finite. Then we have that composing ©, and <g
from Definition 2.3.6 results in equivalent belief state representations.

1. Let ©@: M x Ly — M be given. Then for all S € M and all o € L,
we have S Oy =9 O a.

2. If a function o: Lox Ly — Lo satisfies (UOg, ), then for all (belief bases)
¢ € Lo and all (formulas) o € Ly we have = (¢ 0(@,) @) < (@ o).
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Proof. For the first assertion, we have S ®,) a = ||fml(||[fml(S)|| © )| by
definition, which is the same as ||[fml(S)|| ® @ by Lemma 1.1.23. Applying
the same lemma again results in S ® «. For the second assertion, we have
that ¢ 0@, a = fml(||[fml(||¢||) ¢ «||) by definition, which is equivalent to
fml(]|¢]|) © @ by Lemma 1.1.25. This is equivalent to ¢ ¢ a by (U0.,) and
again Lemma 1.1.25. U

We conclude this section by defining the standard update function, which
will be relevant in the following. There is a syntax dependent version by
Winslett [65], who has called this function the standard update function.
Additionally, there are three syntax independent definitions by Doherty et
al. [24], Hegner [36], and Herzig et al. [38, 39], which have all turned out to
be equivalent, see [39] for a proof. We present a slightly modified version
of the syntax independent standard update function that fits the notion of
model sets. We call this function ®g, for historical reasons.

Definition 2.3.9. The standard update function ®g: M x Ly — M is
defined by

Sowa:= J {ve|lal|:wAvCatmi(a)}.

weE S

The standard update function is not the best representation of minimal
change for the following reason. If a model set S satisfies a formula «, then
it can happen that the updated model set S ©g, a is a proper superset of S,
as we can see in the proof of the next lemma. However, if S satisfies —a,
then the updated model set is suitable, as we will argue in Section 3.3 and
Section 4.2. The following lemma states that the function ®g, only satisfies
five out of nine postulates. Although this result is not new (cf. Herzig and
Rifi [39]), we will illustrate how to prove it in the context of model sets.

Lemma 2.3.10. The standard update function ®Og, only satisfies (UOpq),
(U].M), (U3M), (U4M), and (U8M)

Proof. Let S,8" € M and a, 3 € Lo be given. (U0y) is obviously satisfied

because we have S = S by Lemma 1.1.16. (U1,) trivially holds by definition.
We get that (U4,,) is satisfied because F o «» (3 implies ||| = || 5| and
atm*(a) = atm?(3) by Lemma 1.1.6 and Lemma 1.1.8. By Lemma 1.1.17
we have SUS = S U S, hence (U8y) is also satisfied. Now, we will show
that (U3) holds. Suppose that S # (0 and ||a|| # 0, and take an arbitrary
w € S. If for any v € ||al| we have w A v C atm®(a), then v € S O, a,
and we are done. If w A v ¢ atm?(«), then we construct a model v/ by
changing in v the values of the propositions in (w Awv) \ atm?(a). Obviously,
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we have w A v' C atm?(a) and v’ F «, thus v/ € S ®g, a. In both cases we
have S ®g, a # 0. We conclude this proof by giving counterexamples for the
remaining postulates.

e Let P ={p,q}, S ={{p}}, and @« = pV q. Then we have S F « and
we get S Osy @ = {{p},{q},{p,q¢}}. (U2x) is not satisfied because we
have p € Th(S) but p ¢ Th(S O ).

e Let P = {p,q}, S = {0}, « = pVgq and § = p. Then we have
atm*(a A 3) = {p} and we immediately get S Og, (a A 3) = {{p}} and
(S O ) @0 ={{p},{p,q}} (U5x) is not satisfied because we have
—q € Th(S @s (a A B)) but =g ¢ Th((S O @) B 3).

o Let P ={p,q,r}, S={{q}}, a=p,and 3 =pA(¢Vr). Then we

get S Owa = {{p,q}} F B and S 0 B = {{p, ¢}, {p, 7}, {p. 0. 7}} F o
Postulate (U6,,) is not satisfied because we have —r € Th(S ®, a) but

— ¢ Th(S Ou ).
o Let P = {p,q,7}, S ={0}, a =pA(qVr),and § =pA(-gVr).
Then we have Card(S) = 1 and we get S O (a VvV ) = {{p}} and

(SOwa)N(SeOwB) = {{p, 7}, {p,q,r}}. (U7, is not satisfied because
we have =g € Th(S Og, (@ V ) but =g ¢ Th((S sy @) N (S sy 3))-

These counterexamples will also be used in Section 4.1. O

As we will argue in Section 4.1, we think that it is a big disadvantage of
the standard update function not satisfying (U2,). At least, we can show
that the worlds already satisfying the new information do not get lost by
performing the standard update.

Lemma 2.3.11. For all S € M and all o € Ly we have
SPaCSoa.

Proof. Let w € S @ «. Then we obviously have w € S, w € ||a]|, and
wAw = C atm®(a). Hence, we get w € S O, . O

By Lemma 1.1.14, we can therefore say that the standard update function
Oy satisfies the revision postulate (R3,¢). The following result is a direct
consequence of the fact that S @ a = (S ® a) ® a and Lemma 2.3.11.

Corollary 2.3.12. For all S € M and all a« € Ly we have
SOaC(Sda)Oya.

In the following chapter we will consider belief change functions in the con-
text of consistent model sets, and we will examine the relationships of belief
revision to the contraction and update processes.






Chapter 3

Relationships

In this chapter we will show how given belief change functions can be trans-
formed into other functions. From now on, we will focus on belief change
functions operating on model sets. In Section 3.1 we will investigate how the
different belief change functions can be modified in order to fit the frame-
work of consistent databases. Section 3.2 deals with the well-known identities
by Levi [51] and Harper [35]. The Levi identity allows to define a revision
function from a given contraction function, the Harper identity translates a
given revision function to its corresponding contraction function. We will
show that these identities can both be translated to the notion of model sets,
where they satisfy the same properties as before. In addition, we will formu-
late similar identities for revision and contraction functions in the context
of consistent model sets. Finally, we will introduce new identities between
revision and update functions in Section 3.3. We cannot get such strong
results as with revision and contraction, because the postulates for updates
have been stated from a different perspective. We will end the section by
postulating some common behaviour for revision and update functions.

3.1 Consistent databases

We have seen in Chapter 2 that there can be situations where we do not
know how to revise, contract, or update a database. Example 2.1.1, Exam-
ple 2.2.1, and Example 2.3.1 illustrate that we can have a clear picture of how
we expect the changed belief state to look like. But if these common beliefs
are not represented in a given model set, they will not influence the result of
the belief change functions. For this purpose, the use of integrity constraints
has been proposed by many authors. In the context of revision, contraction,
and update functions, we recommend to consult the work of Katsuno and
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Mendelzon [48], Katsuno and Mendelzon [46], and Herzig and Rifi [38] re-
spectively. Further discussions on integrity constraints can be found in the
contribution of Reiter [58]. Given a finite set I = {p1, ..., ux} € Lo of con-
straints, we define the integrity constraint ¢ := A I, so we can always deal
with one formula. Usually, given a function ®: M x Ly, — M and a set I of
constraints with its corresponding formula ¢, the belief change function ® is
modified in the following way. For all S € M and all « € L we set

S®;a:=9®(LAa),
S®fa:=9® (L — a),
S@pa=(S®a)n |,

depending on whether ® is a revision, contraction, or update function re-
spectively. Integrity constraints are a powerful tool, but using an integrity
constraint like I = {—_1} does not help in ensuring consistency of model sets,
because we have

S®;a=5®a=5®7a=5®a

whenever the function ® is syntax independent. Therefore, in order to get ev-
ery changed model set being consistent, we have to define a new requirement
for arbitrary belief change functions.

Definition 3.1.1. We write M¢ := M \ {0} for the set of all consistent
model sets. For all functions ®: M x Ly — M, all § € M*® and all
a € Ly, the consistency requirement is given by

S®a 0. (3.1)

We will now define an expansion function in the context of consistent model
sets. Since we have a unique expansion function @, we define one concrete
function ©°: M*° x Ly — M that satisfies property (3.1). Our proposal is
to reject the new information, whenever it is inconsistent with the original
beliefs. This approach will be applied in a modal logic setting in Section 6.2.

Definition 3.1.2. The consistent expansion function &°¢: M x Lo — M is
defined by

S otherwise.

if SF -
S@C&::{SEBQ it S ¥ —a,

The following theorem states that the new expansion function &¢ satisfies
the properties (1.1) and (3.1), three of the properties that are related to some
of the Gérdenfors postulates for expansion (cf. Definition 1.2.3), as well as
syntax independence.
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Theorem 3.1.3. For all S € M*° and all o, 3 € Ly we have

Th(S @¢ a) = Th(S &° a),

Seca#0,

SF-a = Se&°aFa,

Th(S) € Th(S & «a),

SEa = Th(S@°a)=Th(9),
Fa—f = Th(S®°a)=Th(S & f3).

S A Lo o=

Proof. We show how to prove the first assertion and distinguish two cases.
First, if S ¥ —a, then we have S ¥ —a by Lemma 1.1.14, and we get

Th(S & a) = Th(S @ )
=Th(S @ «) by Lemma 1.2.6
= Th(S &° a).

Second, if S F -, then we have S E —a by again Lemma 1.1.14, and we get

Th(S ©° ) = Th(S)
= Th(95) by Lemma 1.1.14
= Th(S &° a).

The proofs of the other assertions are similar. O

In order to adapt the requirement of minimal change to the context of con-
sistent model sets, we will now reformulate some of the AGM postulates for
revision. We are going to change as few as possible, such that the new set of
postulates is compatible with the consistency requirement (3.1).

Definition 3.1.4. A function ®: M¢ x Ly — M is a consistent AGM revi-
sion, if it satisfies the revision postulates (R1x(), (R3.1), (R4r1), (R6A), and
(R71), as well as the following modified postulates,

(R2pqe) F—-a = S®aFa,

(R5M5> S®OJ 7é @,

(R8pc) E—aand S®a k¥ -4 = Th((S®@a)® f) C Th(S® (a A f)).
We want to mention that the expansion function @ has not been replaced by

the consistent expansion function @° in (R3xq), (R4pr), (R70¢), and (R8x4c)
for technical reasons.
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We are now going to define the translation of a revision function on model
sets to a revision function on consistent model sets and the other way round.
Note that the term “revision function” and the symbol ® say nothing about
the properties of the function, they are just an indication that the mentioned
function is supposed to revise belief states.

Definition 3.1.5. Given a function ®: M x Ly — M, the function

S®a if £ Q,
R MEX Ly — M, (S,a) — @ )

S otherwise
is the corresponding consistency preserving revision function. On the other
hand, if the function ®: M x Ly — M is given, then the function

S®@a if ¥ -aand S # 0,

|laf|  otherwise

RT: M X Ly — M, (S,oz)r—>{

is the adequate revision function on possibly inconsistent model sets.

The functions from Definition 3.1.5 are supposed to translate an AGM re-
vision into a consistent AGM revision and vice versa. The following lemma
shows that our translations fulfil this requirement.

Lemma 3.1.6. We have the following correspondences between the two sets
of reviston postulates.

1. If a function @: M x Lo — M is an AGM revision, then the function
® is a consistent AGM revision.

2. If a function ®: M*¢ x Lo — M is a consistent AGM revision, then
the function @ is an AGM revision.

Proof. First, we want to mention that ®°" satisfies property (3.1), whenever
® satisfies (R5,¢). Now, we will prove one postulate for each assertion.

1. We show that the function ® satisfies (R8y4c). Let S € M and
a, 3 € Ly be given and assume that « is satisfiable and S @ o ¥ —(.
Then we have Th((S @ a) @ ) = Th((S® o) & ) and S ® a ¥ —f.
Now, suppose that a A  is not satisfiable. Then, we get S ® a F =3,
because S ® a F a by (R2,), and we have a contradiction. Hence, the
formula a A 5 must be satisfiable. Therefore, Th(S® (oA [3)) is equal
to Th(S ® (a A 3)), and the claim follows from the assumption that ®
satisfies (R8,).
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2. We show that the function ®“ satisfies (R7,¢). Let S € M and the
formulas «, B € Ly be given. If S = (), then we have

Th(S @ (a A B)) = Th(lla A B]))
Th(llall A l5])
Th((S &" )N [1])
Th((

h((S ®™" a) ® B).

If S # (0, then we distinguish three cases. First, if a A 3 is satisfiable,
then so also is @ and we get Th(S @ (o A 3)) = Th(S ® (a A )
and Th(S ®” a) = Th(S ® «). So the claim directly follows from the
assumption that ® satisfies (R7,). Second, if a A § and « are both
unsatisfiable, then we have Th(S®" (aAB3)) = Th((S®" ) [) = Ly,
so the postulate trivially holds. In the last case, if oA 8 is unsatisfiable
and « is satisfiable, we get S®" a = S®a F =, because S® a F o by
(R2p4¢). Thus, we have Th((S @ a) & ) = Th(S @ (a A 3)) = L.

The proofs for the other postulates are similar. O

For some later results, we want to mention that Lemma 3.1.6 also holds for
certain subsets of the postulates. This fact is an immediate consequence of
the proof of Lemma 3.1.6.

Lemma 3.1.7. We have the following special cases of Lemma 3.1.6.

1. If a function @: M x Ly — M satisfies (R1y)—(Rbpq), then the func-
tion @°" satisfies (R1nm), (R20¢), (R3m), (R4m), (RBase), and (R6u).
If ® additionally satisfies (R7), then so also does the function @€,

2. If a function ®: M x Ly — M satisfies (R2p¢), (R3p01), and (R64),
then the function @™ satisfies (R20), (R30m), and (R6). Moreover, if
® additionally satisfies (R1n), (R4rr), and (R5paqc), then the function
@ also satisfies (R1p), (R4r), and (R5).

We are now going to define two new postulates, which will be useful for some
further results.

Definition 3.1.8. A function ®: M x Lj — M satisfies the following ad-
ditional revision postulate if for all S € M and all o € L, we have

(R9v) S=0 = Th(S®a)=Th(|al),
and for ®: M®x Ly — M, S € M and a € Lj we require
(R9u:) F-a = Th(S®a) = Th(S).
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For instance, the full meet revision function ®¢, from Example 2.1.6 satisfies
(R9r¢). The motivation for (R9, ) is the following. If S = 0, then every
formula holds in the model set S. That is, we are in an inconsistent state,
which is even worse than having no information at all. So instead of revising
the inconsistent state with «, we revise the belief state that contains all
models. This results in [|«|| by (R2,)—(R4), that is what we require with
(R9a). (R9pqe) specifies that we must not modify our belief state if it is not
possible to consistently integrate the new information. So (R9,.) carries on
the idea of minimal change. Due to these new postulates, we are able to
state the following lemma.

Lemma 3.1.9. We have the following interchangeability results.

1. If a function ®: M x Loy — M satisfies (R9r) and at least one of the
postulates (R2x) and (R5xz ), then for all S € M and all o € Ly we
have Th(S (®)" o) = Th(S ® «).

2. If a function @: M x Ly — M satisfies (R9prc), then for all S € M€
and all o € Ly we have Th(S (®@")" a) = Th(S ® a).

Proof. We show how to prove the first assertion. Let S € M and o € L be
given. First, if ¥ =« and S # 0, then we have S (2 )"a=S®@“" a=S®a
by definition, and the claim directly follows. Second, if S = (), then we have
Th(S ()" a) = Th(||l|), which is the same as Th(S ® ) by (R9x). In
the last case, if E —a, then we get S (®“)" a = ||a|| = 0, which is equal to
S ® a by (R2p) or (R50). The proof of the second assertion is similar. [

The definition of the notion of a consistent AGM contraction does not need
any modified contraction postulates, because the contraction of a consis-
tent model set always results in a non empty model set, provided that
(C20¢) holds. That is, the second contraction postulate directly implies prop-
erty (3.1) in the context of consistent model sets.

Definition 3.1.10. A function ©: M¢ x Ly — M is a consistent AGM
contraction, if it satisfies (Clr)—(C8,y), that is, if it the restriction of an
AGM contraction to consistent model sets.

As a consequence of Definition 3.1.10, the translation of an AGM contraction
to a consistent AGM contraction will just be its restriction to consistent
model set. The definition of the translation of a consistent AGM contraction
to an AGM contraction is a bit more elaborate.

Definition 3.1.11. Given a function &: M x Ly — M, the function

8 ME X Lo — M, (S,a) — SEa
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is the appropriate consistency preserving contraction function. In addition,
for all functions &6: M* x Ly — M, the function

& M x Lo — M, (s,a)H{S@O‘ iS5 70,

|-al]  otherwise

is the corresponding contraction function on possibly inconsistent model sets.

We can prove that the translations from Definition 3.1.11 preserve the AGM
postulates for contraction.

Lemma 3.1.12. We have the following correspondences between the AGM
contractions and consistent AGM contractions.

1. If a function ©: M x Ly — M is an AGM contraction, then the
function ©° is a consistent AGM contraction.

2. If a function ©: M X Ly — M is a consistent AGM contraction, then
the function ©% is an AGM contraction.

Proof. The first assertion is trivial, since the function & is the restriction of
6 to M x Lj. For the second assertion, we content ourselves with proving
that © satisfies (C7r). Let S € M and a, 8 € Ly be given. If S # (), then
the claim follows from the assumption that © satisfies (C7r¢). If S = (), then
we have

Th(S &' a) N Th(S & #) = Th([|~all) N Th([|~3])
Th([|=el[ U{]=4])
Th([[=a v =41
Th(
Th(

h([[=(en B))
h(S ™ (a A B)).

The proofs of the other postulates are similar. O

Similar to revision, Lemma 3.1.12 also holds if we only take the basic con-
traction postulates. The proof of Lemma 3.1.12 shows that this is indeed the
case.

Lemma 3.1.13. We have the following special cases of Lemma 3.1.12.
1. If a function ©: M x Ly — M satisfies (Clpg)—(CObprq), then so also
does the function ©.

2. If a function ©: M x Lo — M satisfies (C2p), (C3u1), (C50) and
(C6r1), then so also does the function &%°. Furthermore, if © addi-
tionally satisfies (Clrg) and (C4pq), then so also does the function &°.
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In order to get some further results, we will now introduce a new postulate
for contraction functions.

Definition 3.1.14. A function &: M x £, — M satisfies the following
additional contraction postulate if for all S € M and all a € £y we have

(C9y) S=0 = Th(S©Sa)=Th(||-al).

Observe that (C9,4) is satisfied by the full meet contraction function ¢y, from
Example 2.2.5. We believe that (C9,) has been intended by the authors of
the AGM postulates [2]. Although one could argue that requiring

S=0 = Th(Se a)=Th(S) (3.2)

would be closer to the idea of minimal change, we think that it is better to
quit an inconsistent belief state as soon as possible. We want to mention
here that with property (3.2) instead of (C9,,), we would have defined the
function & differently, and all the results with (C9,,) replaced by (3.2)
would still have been provable. The following lemma is a first application of

the definition of (C9).
Lemma 3.1.15. We have the following interchangeability results.

1. If a function ©: M x Ly — M satisfies (C9r), then for all S € M
and all o € Ly we have Th(S (&%) a) = Th(S & «).

2. Let &: M° x Ly — M be given. Then for all S € M® and all o € L
we have Th(S (6%)* a) = Th(S & ).

Proof. We show how to prove the first assertion, so let S € M and a € L
be given. First, if S # @, then we have S (6“)“a = So“a = SO a
by definition, and the claim easily follows. Second, if S = (), then we have
Th(S (&%) ) = Th(||=«||) by definition, which is the same as Th(S & «)
by (C9r). The proof of the second assertion is trivial. O

The requirements for update functions on consistent model sets are similar to
the ones for revision functions. Of course, they are slightly different because
they are associated with the KM postulates.

Definition 3.1.16. A function ©®: M¢x Ly — M is a consistent KM update,
if it satisfies (UOprq), (U2r), and (Udrq)—(U8x4), as well as the following
modified update postulates,

(Ulpge) ¥ -a = SoOaFa,
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We will now define the translation of an update function operating on model
sets to an update function defined on consistent model sets, and the other
way round. Observe that if S = (), then for all & € £y we need S ®™ o := (),
because this is directly implied by (U2,).

Definition 3.1.17. Given a function ©®: M x Ly — M, the function

SoOa if £ -a,
O M X Ly — M, (S,a) — )

S otherwise
is the appropriate consistency preserving update function. On the other
hand, if the function ®: M*° x Ly — M is given, then the function

S®a if ¥ -aand S # 0,

0 otherwise

O M x Ly — M, (S,a)r—>{

is the adequate update function on possibly inconsistent model sets.

Clearly, we have a close relationship between KM updates and consistent
KM updates, as we are going to prove.

Lemma 3.1.18. We have the following correspondences between the two sets
of update postulates.

1. If a function ®: M x Ly — M is a KM update, then the function ©*
15 a consistent KM update.

2. If a function ©: M® x Ly — M is a consistent KM update, then the
function ®™ is a KM update.

Proof. We first want to mention that ®* satisfies property (3.1), whenever
© satisfies (U3,¢). Now, we will prove the validity of one postulate for each
assertion.

1. We show that (U7,,) holds for ®°*. Let S € M*° and «, [ be given and
assume Card(S) < 1, that is Card(S) = 1 because S # (. If « and 3
are both satisfiable, then so also is @V # and we have SO a =5 ©a,
SEUE =S8, and SO“(aV ) =So(aV), and the claim directly
follows from (U7, ) for ®. If @ and [ are both unsatisfiable, then so
also is VvV 3 and we have SO a = SO [ =S (aV () =5, hence
the postulate trivially holds. If exactly one of the formulas « and [ is
satisfiable, then we proceed as follows. Without loss of generality, we
assume that « is satisfiable and 3 is not. Thus, a V [ is satisfiable and
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we get SO®a=S0a, SOE*F=S5,and SO (aVp)=Se(aVi).
If (S®a)nS =10, then the claim trivially holds. If (S ® o) N S # 0,
then we know that (S ® a) NS = S because Card(S) = 1, and we get
S FE a because S ® a F a by (Uly). So we also have S F oV 3 and
therefore, we have Th(S ® (a Vv 3)) = Th(S) by (U2,).

2. We show that (U8,,) holds for ®™. Let S, S’ € M and a € Ly be given.
If « is not satisfiable, then S ®* a = 8" @™ a = (SUS') % a = 0,
and the postulate is obviously satisfied. If « is satisfiable, then we
distinguish three cases. If S = 5" = (), then we have the same updated
model sets as in the previous case. If S and S’ are both non empty,
then we immediately have S ©% a = SO a, ' % a = S' ® a, and
(SUS) O™ a=(SUS")®a, and the claim follows from (U8, ) for @.
In the last case, if exactly one model set of S and S’ is non empty, we
proceed as follows. Without loss of generality, we assume S # () and
S"=10, and we get (SUS)O%"a=S0"a=S®aand S’ O™ a =0,
hence the proof is finished.

The other postulates can similarly be proved. O

The following lemma will be needed for some further results. Its proof directly
follows from the proof of Lemma 3.1.18.

Lemma 3.1.19. If a function ®: M x Ly — M satisfies (UOx), (Ulrse),
(U3pe), and (Udn), then the function ™ satisfies (U0 ), (Uln), (U3 ),
and (Udrq). Moreover, if ® additionally satisfies (U2,q), then so also does
the function O™.

There is another postulate for update functions operating on consistent model
sets, that we have to define for the purpose of some further results.

Definition 3.1.20. A function ©: M x Ly — M satisfies the following
additional update postulate if for all S € M* and all o € Ly we have

(U9ne) E—a = Th(S® a) = Th(S).

(U9nsc) is exactly the same as (R9n) for consistency preserving revision
functions. Following the idea of minimal change, we require to keep the
current belief state, if it is impossible to consistently learn some information.

Similar to revision, we think that updating the inconsistent model set () with
a formula « should result in the the model set ||a||. We cannot require this
by a ninth update postulate, because we have Th(() ® «) = Ly by (U2x).
Due to this fact and (U9a4c), we are able to prove the following result.
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Lemma 3.1.21. We have the following interchangeability results.

1. If a function ®: M x Ly — M satisfies (Uly) and (U2x), then for
all S € M and all o € Ly we have Th(S ()™ a) = Th(S ® «).

2. If a function ©: M x Ly — M satisfies (U< ), then for all S € M°
and all o € Ly we have Th(S (™) o) = Th(S ® ).

Proof. We give a proof of the first assertion. Let S € M and a € Ly be
given. First, if ¥ =« and S # (), then we have S (0““)*a=SO%a = SO«
by definition, and the claim easily follows. Second, if E —=a or S = (), then
we have Th(S (@)™ o) = Th(@) = Ly by definition, which is the same
as Th(S ® a) by (Uly) and (U2,). The second assertion is even easier to
prove. 0

The results of this section will be useful in the following sections of this
chapter, where we are going to explore the relationship between revision and
contraction functions, as well as between revision and update functions.

3.2 Revision and contraction

The revision and contraction processes are related to each other because
they both formalise belief change in a static world. The former process
consistently adds some information, whereas the latter removes some data.
This relatedness has been the reason why people have defined translations
from contraction to revision function functions and vice versa. Levi [51]
has claimed that revising with a formula a should result in the same belief
state as contracting with —« and then adding a with the (unique) expansion
function. This intuitive definition of revision has been called the Levi iden-
tity. Accordingly, Harper [35] has claimed that contracting with a formula «
should have the same effect as taking those of the original beliefs that remain
if we revise with —«. This description of the contraction process has been
called the Harper identity. We will now give the formal definitions of the
translations that follow from the above mentioned identities.

Definition 3.2.1. Given a function ~: B x Ly — Pow(Ly), its Levi trans-
lation is defined as follows,

+.: B x Ly — Pow(Ly), (T,a) = (T~ —-a) +
The Harper translation of a function +: B x £y — Pow(Ly) is defined by

~1: B x Ly — Pow(Ly), (T,a) = TN (T + —cv).
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For instance, the full meet revision function ¢, from Example 2.1.4 and the
full meet contraction function =, from Example 2.2.3 correspond to each
other through the above defined identities.

Example 3.2.2. For all T' € B and all o € £y we have
T —f—(_-fm) a=T +fm (&7 T () X = T ~fm .

Originally, the full meet contraction function ¢, has been defined as an
example of a function satisfying all AGM postulates for contraction, see [2].
The full meet revision function +¢, has then been defined from —¢, by use of
the Levi identity in order to illustrate that the AGM postulates are preserved
by this translation.

The following theorem shows that these identities conform to the AGM postu-
lates and that they are strongly interchangeable. A proof has been presented
by Gérdenfors in [27].

Theorem 3.2.3. The identities by Levi and Harper preserve the AGM pos-
tulates and, given the first six postulates, they are inverse to each other.

1. If a function —: B x Ly — Pow(Ly) satisfies (Clp)—(C6g), then the
function +. satisfies (R1g)—(R6g) and for all T € B and all o € Ly
we have T =1 ya =T = . If = also satisfies (C7p) and (C8p), then
+. satisfies (R75) and (R8g), as well.

2. If a function +: B x Ly — Pow(Ly) satisfies (R15)—(R6g), then the
function = satisfies (Clp)—(C6p) and for all T € B and all o € Ly
we have T+ ya =T + a. If 4 additionally satisfies (R7g) and
(R8g), then —i also satisfies (C7g) and (C8p).

We have almost the same results in the context of model sets. In a first
step, we are going to translate the Levi and Harper identities to the notion
of model sets. The only difference occurs in the definition of the Harper
identity, because the intersection of two belief sets corresponds to the union
of the corresponding model sets.

Definition 3.2.4. Given a function ©: M x Ly — M, its Levi translation
is defined as follows,

®e: M x Ly — M, (S,a) — (S 6 -a)® a.
The Harper translation of a function ®: M x Ly — M is defined by

Og: M x Ly — M, (S, ) — SU (S ® ).
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We are now working towards the equivalent of Theorem 3.2.3 in the context
of model sets. For technical reasons, we will prove it step by step in three
separate parts.

Lemma 3.2.5. The basic revision and contraction postulates are preserved
by the Levi and Harper identities.

1. If a function ©: M x Ly — M satisfies (Clp1)—(CObuq), then the func-
tion ®¢ satisfies (R1yg)—(R6).

2. If a function ®: M x Lo — M satisfies (R1p)—(R6r), then the func-
tion ©F satisfies (Clag)—(Cou).

Proof. For both assertions, we will show how to prove one postulate.

1. We show that the function ®¢ satisfies (R3r¢). For all S € M and all
a € Ly we have

Th(S ®¢ o) = Th((S © —a) & «)
=Th(S S —a @ a) by Lemma 1.2.6
=Th(S & =an|al)
C Th(S N la]) by (C2m)
and Lemma 1.1.14
= Th(S @ a)
=Th(S @ «) by Lemma 1.2.6.

2. Now, we show that the function ©, satisfies (C5x¢). Let S € M and
a € Ly be given and assume S F a. Then we have

Th(S) = Th(S N ||«) by assumption
= Th((S N [lal[) U D)
— Th((S N lall) U (S ® ~a) N lal)) by (R2w)
= Th((SU (S ® ~a)) Nl
=Th((SU(S® —a)) ® «)
=Th((S 65 a) ® a).
The proof of the other postulates is similar. O

Lemma 3.2.5 also holds for the whole sets of revision and contraction postu-
lates, as we state in the following theorem. Although we could directly prove
it, we will give a more elegant proof by using Theorem 3.2.3 as well as the
translation lemmas from Section 2.1 and Section 2.2.
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Theorem 3.2.6. We have the following relationships between revision and
contraction functions due to the Levi and Harper identities.

1. If a function ©: M x Ly — M is an AGM contraction, then the
function ® is an AGM revision.

2. If a function ®@: M x Ly — M is an AGM revision, then the function
O is an AGM contraction.

Proof. We show how to prove the first assertion. If © is an AGM contraction
on model sets, then the function ~5 is an AGM contraction on belief sets by
Lemma 2.2.6. Now, by Theorem 3.2.3, we get that +(. ) is an AGM revision
on belief sets. Therefore, we get that the function

Oy M X Lo = M, (S,a) — S6-ada

is an AGM revision on model sets by Lemma 2.1.8. Observe that we have
Th(S & —a @ a) = Th((S © ~a) & a) by Lemma 1.2.6, hence we get that
the function ®¢ is an AGM revision on model sets, as well. The proof of the
second assertion is analogous. O

The following result slightly differs from the corresponding result in the con-
text of belief sets. This is because the model sets need not be closed sets of
models.

Lemma 3.2.7. The Levi identity is the inverse of the Harper identity modulo
Th and vice versa.

1. If a function @: M x Ly — M satisfies the revision postulates (R2p4),
(R30m), and (R6pq), then for all S € M and all « € Ly we have
Th(S ®€eg§) a) =Th(S ® a).

2. If a function ©: M x Ly — M satisfies the contraction postulates
(C20), (C3p1), (Chuq), and (Copq), then for all S € M and all o € Ly
we have Th(S @E"@ce) a) =Th(S e a).

Proof. Let S € M and a € Ly be given. Then the first assertion can be
proved as follows,

Th(S ®er) a) = Th((S ©g —a) ® a)
=Th((SU(S® —a)) & a)
= Th((SU (S @ —~=a)) N laf])
= Th((S N lal) U ((S @ —=a) Nlal]))
= Th((S @ ) U ((S @ ~=a) N lal]))
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=Th(S @ a) N Th((S ® =—a) N ||af|) by Lemma 1.1.11
= Th(S & a) N Th(S ® ~—«) by (R2,)
=Th(S ® a) N Th(S ® «a) by (R6,1)
=Th(S ® a) by (R3m).

h(S S(gey a) = Th(S U (5 @5 ~a))
=Th(SU ((S © ) ® ~av))
= Th(S) N Th((S & —a) & —~«) by Lemma 1.1.11
= Th(S) N Th(S © ——a & —a) by Lemma 1.2.6
= Th(S) N Th(S & ——a N ||-al)
= Th(S)NTh(S S an |-af) by (C6¢) and
Lemma 1.1.14

= Th(S)NTh(S © a @ —«)
= Th(S) N Th((S © a) & —«) by Lemma 1.2.6
= Th(S) N Th((S © a) N ||—al).
Now, we distinguish two cases. In the first case, if S F «, then we have
Th(S) = Th(S N ||al]) = Th((S © a) N ||a||) by (C20¢) and (C5.4), and we
can continue the proof with
. =Th(S)NTh((S e a)N|—al)
= Th((S © &) N lal) N Th((S & a) N [[-al])
=Th(((Se a)N|la) U ((Sea)n|—al)) by Lemma 1.1.11
= Th(S © a).

Second, if S ¥ «, then we can finish the proof with

. =Th(S)NTh((S e a)N|-a)
=Th(Se a)NTh((S e a)N|-a|) by (C3m)
=Th((Sea)U((Sea)n |-al)) by Lemma 1.1.11
= Th(S © a).
We have now proved both assertions. O

As we have seen in Section 3.1, we have slightly different postulates for
revision functions defined on consistent model sets. The definitions of the
Levi and Harper identities, however, are very similar in this setting.
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Definition 3.2.8. Given a function &: M x Ly — M., its Levi translation
is defined as follows,

®CGC:MCX£O—>M7 (S,&>'_>{(S@_‘OZ)®& lf%_‘a7

otherwise.
The Harper translation of a function ®: M x Ly — M is defined by

if ¥ a,

otherwise.

SU((S® -
Ot M® x Lo — M, (S’Q),_){S (S ® )

We want to mention that if a function & satisfies (C4,,), then for all S € M*¢
and all o € Ly we have S ®Z a # (). On the other hand, it is immediate that
the function ©F satisfies property (3.1) for all functions ®. The translations
from Definition 3.2.8 are compositions of some previous translations, as we
state in the following lemma.

Lemma 3.2.9. Let the function ®: M x Ly — M be given. Then for all
S e M€ and all o € Ly we have

S®L a =5 (®fge)" a, Seg a=5 (S a

Proof. Both equalities directly follow from Definition 3.1.5, Definition 3.1.11,
and Definition 3.2.4. [

The following result is the same as Lemma 3.2.5, but in the context of con-
sistent model sets. The proof is rather short because it is based on certain
previous results.

Lemma 3.2.10. The translations from Definition 3.2.8 preserve the basic
postulates in the context of consistent model sets.

1. If a function &: M x Ly — M satisfies (Clp)—(C6rq), then the
function ®Z satisfies (R1ym), (R2a4¢), (R3a), (R4nq), (RSaqc), and
(R6.Aq).

2. If a function @: M°® x Ly — M satisfies (R1r), (R2p4¢), (R3m),
(R4r(), (Roaqe), and (Rbuq), then the function ©F satisfies the postu-
lates (C1pq)—(COpq).

Proof. For the first assertion, we can apply Lemma 3.1.13, Lemma 3.2.5, and

Lemma 3.1.7 in order to show that the function (®{,.)*" satisfies (RLu),

(R2p4¢), (R3um), (R4rq), (R5pqc), and (R6,¢). By Lemma 3.2.9, we know
that this function is equal to ®%. For the second assertion, we can use the

same lemmas to get that the function (S{,.)* satisfies (Cla)~(C6a¢). By

Lemma 3.2.9, we get that this is the same function as ©g . O
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We are now going to state the analogue of Theorem 3.2.6, but in the context
of consistent model sets. The proof of the following theorem is also based on
some previous results.

Theorem 3.2.11. We have the following relationships between consistent
AGM revisions and consistent AGM contractions.

1. If a function ©: M®x Ly — M is a consistent AGM contraction, then
the function @ is a consistent AGM revision.

2. If a function ®: M x Ly — M is a consistent AGM revision, the
function ©F is a consistent AGM contraction.

Proof. For the first assertion, we can apply Lemma 3.1.12, Theorem 3.2.6,
and Lemma 3.1.6 in order to get that the function (®€ei0))“ is a consistent
AGM revision. But this function is the same as ®& by Lemma 3.2.9. For the
second assertion, we can use the same lemmas and theorem to prove that the
function ( (T®ir))“ is a consistent AGM contraction. Applying Lemma 3.2.9
again, we get that this is the same function as ©F . O

We conclude this section by proving that the Levi and Harper identities are
inverse to each other in the context of consistent model sets, provided that
the underlying belief change functions satisfy the right postulates.

Lemma 3.2.12. In the context of consistent model sets, the Levi identity is
the inverse of the Harper identity modulo Th and vice versa.

1. If a function ®: M®x Ly — M satisfies the postulates (R2p4c), (R3pm),
(R6,rq), and (R9pe), then for all S € M€ and all o € Ly we have
Th(S ®Ee) a)=Th(S ® a).

2. If a function ©: M x Ly — M satisfies the postulates (C2p), (C304),
(C50), and (Conq), then for all S € M and all o € Ly we have
Th(S Slge) a) =Th(S© a).

Proof. Let S € M¢ and a € L be given. For the first assertion, we distin-
guish two cases as follows. First, if ¥ —a, then we get that the function ®*
satisfies (R20), (R30), and (R6,) by Lemma 3.1.7, and we have

Th(S ®{Eq) a) = Th((S ©F ~a) @ a)
=Th((SU (S ® ~a)) & «a)
=Th((SU(S®" =-a)) ® a) by assumption
= Th((S S(gin ~a) ® )
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== Th S ¢ T
= Th(S ®" «a) by Lemma 3.2.7
= Th(S ® ) by assumption.

Second, if F v, then we have Th(S ®(. a) = Th(S), which is the same as

eg)
Th(S ® ) by (R9). For the second assertion, we distinguish the following
two cases. First, if # «, then we get that the function ©% satisfies (C2,),
(C3m), (C5q), and (C64) by Lemma 3.1.13, and we have

5 ©% —a))
(S e —a)d a))

(S & ==a) @ —a)) by assumption

S —

h(S & a) by Lemma 3.2.7

h(S e a) by assumption.
Second, if F «, then we have Th(S Sloe) a) = Th(S). Since S F «, this is
equal to Th(S © a) by (C2,) and (C5u). O

3.3 Revision and update

The revision and update processes are related to each other, because they
both describe how to consistently integrate new information into a given
belief state representation. The only difference in the definitions of these
processes is that the former is applied in a static world, whereas the latter
is used in a dynamic world. For this reason, we have tried to find two
identities that allow for the same results as the Levi and Harper identities
do in Section 3.2. So our goal is to define a revision function from a given
update function and vice versa. In the following definition, we will present
such identities between revision and update functions. As we will see later
in this section, they nearly fulfil our requirements.

Definition 3.3.1. Given a function ©®: M x Ly — M, its translation from
update to revision is defined as follows,
ol if S =0,
R M X Ly — M, (S;a) — s Sda if SKE—a,

S ® «a otherwise.
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The translation of a function ®: M x Ly — M from revision to update is

defined by

Og: M x Ly — M, (S,a) — U({w}@a).

we S

The case S = ) in the definition of @ corresponds to (R944), which we have
already motivated in Section 3.2. The case S ¥ =« has to be defined this way
due to (R3,4) and (R4). So the only challenging part in the definition of @
is the case S F -« and S # (). We claim that in this case a revision must have
the same impact on a belief state as an update, because the new information
is believed to be false. We think that it makes no difference whether the
original beliefs have been false or the original beliefs have become false due
to some change.

The definition of the translation ©f, follows the general approach of defining
update functions model by model. For further explanations, we refer to
the work of Winslett [64, 65], Katsuno and Mendelzon [46, 47, 48], as well as
Herzig and Rifi [38, 39]. It has turned out that translating revision to update
like that is the right way with respect to the KM postulates. However, there
is also a disadvantage of this definition. If for some S € M and some a € £
we have S F -« and S # ), it can happen that Th(S ©} a) # Th(S ® «a).
We think that this should not be possible, because of our claim that in this
case update and revision should be the same. Therefore, we will redefine this
translation in Section 4.2 for our purposes.

The translations from Definition 3.3.1 preserve almost every postulate. Given
an AGM revision ®, its translation ©F is always a KM update. On the other
hand, the translation ®¢ of a KM update ® always satisfies the revision
postulates (R1x¢)—(R74), but will not necessarily satisfy (R8,). The reason
for this lacking is that (R8,) has no corresponding update postulate. We
think that this is not a big disadvantage, because (R7,() and (R8,4) imply
that the change is too minimal in some cases. We will discuss this point later
in Section 4.2.

Theorem 3.3.2. We have the following relationships between AGM revisions
and KM updates due to the translations of Definition 3.5.1.

1. If a function ©: M x Lo — M is a KM update, then the function ®¢
satisfies (R1p)—(R7 ).

2. If a function ®: M x Ly — M is an AGM revision, then the function
Og 18 a KM update.
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Proof. For the first assertion, we show how to prove that ® satisfies (R74).
Let S € M and o, € Ly be given. If S = (), then the proof is easy
because we have S ®@% (a A B) = [la AB|| = lla| N8| = (S QY «) & L.
If S # (), then we distinguish three cases. First, if S ¥ —(a A ), then
we also have S ¥ —a. So the proof is straightforward because we have
SREL(anp)=SD(aNp) =(SDa)dpB = (SR a)®B. Second, if
S E =(aAp)and S ¥ —a, then we have S F a — = and therefore we get
S®¢a=S®ak an-f. Hence, we have Th((S ®¢ a) ® 3) = Ly, and we
are done. In the last case, if S F —(a A ) and S F —«, then we have

Th(S ®¢ (e AB)) = Th(S © (a A B))
C Th((S© o) ® F) by (US)
= Th((S ®g a) @ ).
For the second assertion, we first show that ©F, satisfies (U6,,). Let S € M

and «, § € Lo be given and suppose that S ©g o F § and S ©g 0 F a. Then
for all w € S we have {w} ® o C ||3|| and {w} ® G C ||||, and we get

Th(S @7 a) = Th( U ({uw} e a))

= ﬂwTEhL(q{w} ® a) by Lemma 1.1.11

= wﬁs Th(({w} ®a)NB]]) by assumption

= wﬁs Th({w} @ (a A ) by (R7) and (R8)
- wasTh({w} ® (BA)) by (R6.1)

= wﬁiTh(({w} ®p)Nllall) by (R7) and (R8)
_ mz Th({uw} © 9) by assumption

- ;h<wgs({w} ® ﬁ)) by Lemma 1.1.11

= Th(S & B).

Now, we show that the function ©F satisfies (U7,¢). Assume Card(S) <1,
that is we either have S = () or S = {w} for some w € Pow(P). If S = 0,
then we have S = () by Lemma 1.1.17. Hence, we get S ®F (aV ) = 0
and (S ©f a) N (S ©f ) = 0, and the claim easily follows. If S = {w}
for some model w, then we have S = {w} by Lemma 1.1.19. Therefore, by
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the definition of the translation ®F, we get S ©OF (o V ) = {w} @ (a V )
and (S ©f a) N (S Of B) = {w} ®@ o) N ({w} ® F). We need to show
that Th({w} ® (Vv f)) € Th(({w} ® o) N ({w} @ ). By (R2u), we
have {w} ® (a« vV ) E aV (§, and we either get {w} ® (o V ) ¥ -« or
{w} ® (Vv ) ¥ =p. Without loss of generality, let {w} ® (aV §) F —a.
Then we have

Th({w} @ (V) C Th({w} @ (e VvV B)) N|le]]) by Lemma 1.1.14
= Th(({{w} ® (e Vv B)) © @)
C Th({w} @ ((aVB)Aa)) by (R8m)
=Th({w} ® a) by (R6:)
CTh({w}® a)N({w} ® F)) by Lemma 1.1.14.

We want to mention that the proof of the first assertion only makes use
of (UOxq), (Ulr), and (U3,()—(U5x(), where (U5,,) is exclusively used for
proving (R7,4). Furthermore, (R1,,) is not used in order to prove the second
assertion due to the definition of ®f and Lemma 1.1.19. 0

Even if a function ® satisfies (UOn()—(U8(), it can happen that its trans-
lation ®¢ from update to revision does not satisfy (R8,). The following

example illustrates this fact by making use of the possible models approach
by Winslett [64].

Example 3.3.3. The update function Opma: M x Ly — M defined by
S Opmaai= |J{velal: foraluc|af,wAugwAuv}
weS

satisfies (UOx¢)—(U8xq), see Example 2.3.5. Let P = {p,q,7}, S = {{q},{r}},
a =p, and = ¢q. Then we have S # 0, S F —a, and S F —(a A 3), as well
as S = S by Corollary 1.1.24. Therefore, we get

S ®?@pma) a=>5 ®pma o= {{p’Q}7 {pﬂn}}# ﬁﬁ?
S ®El®pma) (Oé A ﬁ) =S ©pma (a A 6) = {{p7 Q}v {pa%r}}'
Thus, we have (S ®{, a)® B = {{p,q}} 2 S Oopma) (@A B), and we

get Th((S ®{,, ) @) ®0F) ¢ Th(S o) (@A B)) by Corollary 1.1.24. For
instance, we have —r € Th((S®{, ,a)® ) but -r ¢ Th(S®{, - (aAp)).

For some later result, the following lemma will be useful. Its proof is directly
implied by the proof of Theorem 3.3.2.
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Lemma 3.3.4. If a function ®: M x Ly — M satisfies (UOx), (Uln),
(U3p), and (Udpq), then the function ®F satisfies (R1p)—(R6u).

In order to get that the functions ® and ®E‘®%) as well as the functions ®
and @E”@g)) are the same (modulo Th), we need some additional properties,
which are quite strong. One reason for this need is the fact that some of the
original KM postulates for updates have no corresponding revision postulate
and vice versa. Another reason is the following. If the set P is finite, then
(U8 r() implies that a model set S can be updated by separately updating
every model in S, and then taking the union. On the other hand, if P is
infinite, we do not have this identity. Therefore, in order to obtain the desired
result, we define the missing properties as follows,

Th(S ® a) = Th< U ({w}oe a)), (3.3)
we S
0£SCl~a] = Th(S®a)= Th< U ({w}e a)). (3.4)
we S

From our point of view, the properties (3.3) and (3.4) are not directly related
to the definition of the update and revision process respectively. We have just
defined them in order to get the desired interchangeability results. However,
in Section 4.2 we will replace the translation ®f, by a new one, and we will
get similar results without making use of (3.3) or (3.4).

Lemma 3.3.5. We have the following interchangeability results.

1. If a function ®: M x Ly — M satisfies the revision postulates (R3x),
(R4 ), and (R9y) as well as property (3.4), then for all S € M and
all a € Ly we have Th(S Bfon) a)=Th(S® a).

2. If a function ©: M x Ly — M satisfies the update postulate (U2,,)
as well as property (3.3), then for all S € M and all o € Ly we have
Th(S Olay) a) =Th(S © a).

Proof. Let S € M and o € Ly be given. The first assertion can be proved
as follows. If S = (), then we have Th(S ®?®&,) a) = Th(||la||) by definition,
which is equal to Th(S ® «) by postulate (R9y). If S ¥ —c, then we have
Th(S & ) a) = Th(S @ «) by definition, which is the same as Th(S ® «)
by (R30) and (R4,). In the last case, if S # () and S E —q, then we have

Th(S ®{,, ), @) = Th(S ©f @) = Th( U ({uw} e a))

weS
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by definition, which is equal to Th(S ® «) by property (3.4). For the second
assertion, we have

(5 Sfopy @) = Th( U (fu} o2 )
- Th(<w u ”a”({w} @5 a)) U (w egj\”a”({w} @5 a)))
:Th(( U II({w}@a)) U< EJ\” ll({w}@&)))
:Th(( U “{w}) U( J ”({w}®a)>>

by definition. Applying Lemma 1.1.11 and (U2,,), we get

-( N (men))n( N (T{ereaw))

weSN|al we S\ af
= < Q . (Th({w}@a))) ( Q\” ” (Th({w}@a)))
B Th<<w €5 n|la o) e Oé)> - <w ey\nan({w} : Oé)>>
= (U (w}oa)),
which is the same as Th(S ® «) by property (3.3). O

If the set P is finite, then we have that property (3.3) is equivalent to (U8 ),
as we state in the following lemma.

Lemma 3.3.6. Let P be finite and the function ©: M x Ly — M be given.
Then we have that ® satisfies (3.3) if and only if © satisfies (U8q).

Proof. The fact that property (3.3) implies (U8, ) is an immediate conse-
quence of Lemma 1.1.17 and even holds for infinite P. We show how to prove
the converse direction. Let S € M and a € Ly be given. Since P is finite,
we also get that S C Pow(P) is finite. In addition, we have that S = S by
Corollary 1.1.24. Therefore, it will be enough to prove

Th(S ® a) = Th( U ({w} @a)).

weES

This can be done by induction on Card(.S), where (U8,4) is only used in the
induction step. O
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The following result is directly implied by Lemma 3.3.5 and Lemma 3.3.6.
There is no similar result for revision functions.

Corollary 3.3.7. Let P be finite. If a function ©: M x Ly — M satisfies
(U20) and (UBx), then for all S € M and all o € Ly we have

Th(S Oe) a) =Th(S ©® a).

The functions ®fm and Opma from Example 2.1.6 and Example 2.3.5 respec-
tively satisfy all of the conditions we need to apply Lemma 3.3.5.

Example 3.3.8. The revision function ®g, satisfies property (3.4) as well
as (R9r) by definition. In addition, we have seen in Example 2.1.6 that ®gp,
satisfies (R1r)—(R8r¢). Therefore, we can apply Lemma 3.3.5 and for all
S e M and all a € Ly we have

Th(S ®E‘®(®f ) a) = Th(S ®m ).

The update function ®pma satisfies property (3.3) by definition. Moreover,
from Example 2.3.5 we know that ®pma satisfies (UOrq)—(U8x ). Now, by
Lemma 3.3.5, we get that for all S € M and all o € £, we have

Th(S O(gu ) ) =Th(S Opma ).

(Opma)

We are now going to explore the relationship between revision and update
in the context of consistent model sets.

Definition 3.3.9. Given a function ©®: M x Ly — M, its translation from
update to revision is defined as follows,

S if':—!a,
5"t M x Ly — M, (S,a)— < S®a if SE-a,

S ® «a otherwise.

The translation of a function ®: M x Ly — M from revision to update is

defined by

S if F -a,
Og : M X Ly — M, (S, a) = U ({w} ® a) otherwise.

weS
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Observe that if a function ® satisfies (U3 4c), then the function ®&" obviously
satisfies property (3.1). This is also the case for the function ©f , whenever a
given function ® satisfies (Rbrq). Like in Lemma 3.2.9, the translations from
Definition 3.3.9 are just compositions of some earlier defined translations. In
order to see this, we state the following lemma.

Lemma 3.3.10. Let the function ®: M x Lo — M be given. Then for all
S e M and all o € Ly we have

SR a =5 ()" a, ST a=S (D))" a.

Proof. Both equalities directly follow from Definition 3.1.5, Definition 3.1.17,
and Definition 3.3.1. O

The following result is the same as Theorem 3.3.2, but in the context of
consistent model sets. Again, the function ®¢" is not necessarily a consistent
AGM revision, if a given function ® is a consistent KM update. But (R8¢)
is the only postulate that does not always hold.

Theorem 3.3.11. We have the following relationships between consistent
AGM revisions and consistent KM updates due to the translations of Defini-
tion 3.3.9.

1. If a function ©®: M x Ly — M is a consistent KM update, then the
function @ satisfies (R1py), (R2a4¢), (R3m), (RAar), (REuse), (ROM),
and (R7pq).

2. If a function ®: M° x Ly — M 1is a consistent AGM revision, then
the function ©F is a consistent KM update.

Proof. For the first assertion, we can apply Lemma 3.1.18 and Theorem 3.3.2
in order to show that the function ®¢,, satisfies (R1r()~(R7r¢). Now, by
Lemma 3.1.7, we get that the function (®,..,)*" satisfies (R1nx), (R2u4e),
(R3m), (R4pm), (R5ae), (R6Aq), and (R7,4). By Lemma 3.3.10, we get
that this is the same function as ®g'. For the second assertion, we can
use Lemma 3.1.6, Theorem 3.3.2, and Lemma 3.1.18 to prove that the func-
tion (®(®”))C“ is a consistent KM update. Due to Lemma 3.3.10, we know

that this function is the same as Og - O

We will now give an example for a consistent KM update ®, such that its
translation ®¢" does not satisfy (R8x4c). The following example is based on
Example 3.3.3.
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Example 3.3.12. The update function ®pma: M x Ly — M satisfies all of
the update postulates, see Example 2.3.5. Therefore, the translated function
(Opma)™: M€ x Lo — M, which is given by

S Opma o it -y,

S otherwise,

S (Opma)™ a 1= {

is a consistent KM update by Lemma 3.1.18. Again, we take P = {p, q,r},
S = {{q},{r}}, @« = p, and § = q, like in Example 3.3.3. Then we have
E —a, E —(anp), SE-a, as well as S F —(a A ), and we get

S ®(c%pma)cu Q= S (mea)cu o = S @pma O[,
S ®(C(%pma)°“ (O{ A ﬁ) = S (mea)cu (Oé VAN ﬁ) = S mea (Oé A ﬁ)

Therefore, we now have Th((S ®( ) a)® B) ¢ Th(S Qe (A B)) by
Example 3.3.3, hence (R8c) is not satisfied.

The following lemma will be useful for some further results. It is the restric-
tion of the first assertion in Theorem 3.3.11 to a subset of postulates.

Lemma 3.3.13. If a function ©: M x Lo — M satisfies (UOp), (ULpge),
(U3pqe), and (U4 ), then the function @& satisfies (R1aq), (R2p4¢), (R3m1),
(R4r), (R5pse), and (R6q).

Proof. By applying Lemma 3.1.19, Lemma 3.3.4, and Lemma 3.1.7, we get
that the function (®{,.,)*" satisfies (R1ng), (R2x¢), (R3a4), (RAr1), (RE1e),
and (R6,,). But this is the same function as ®&' by Lemma 3.3.10. O
Like Lemma 3.3.5, the following result is a consequence of the properties (3.3)
and (3.4).

Lemma 3.3.14. We have the following interchangeability results.

1. If a function @: M°®x Ly — M satisfies the postulates (R3pr), (Rdr),
and (R9x) as well as property (3.4), then for all S € M€ and all
a € Lo we have Th(S .y a) = Th(S @ a).

og)
2. If a function ©: M°® x Ly — M satisfies the postulates (U2x() and
(U9nse) as well as property (3.3), then for all S € M€ and all o € Ly
we have Th(S Ofag) a) =Th(S © a).

Proof. Let S € M¢and a € L be given. For both assertions we have exactly
the same proof as of Lemma 3.3.5, except for the case E —«. In this case, we

first have Th(S R(eer) a) = Th(S) by definition, which is equal to Th(S ® «)
by (R9pr4c). Second, we have Th(S Ol a) = Th(S) by definition, and this

is the same as Th(S ® «) by (U9se). O
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The following result follows from Lemma 3.3.14 and Lemma 3.3.6. We have
no similar result for revision functions on consistent model sets.

Corollary 3.3.15. Let P be finite. If a function ©: M®x Ly — M satisfies
(U201), (UBry), and (U9ne), then for all S € M and all o € Ly we have

We conclude this section by discussing some common properties for revision
and update functions. From our point of view, there are differences in the
revision and update postulates that should not occur. For instance, given
the inconsistent model set S = () and a satisfiable formula «, we have

S@a#l by (R5),
SoOa=10 by (U24).

Why should the inconsistent belief state be differently revised than updated?
We have not found any plausible explanation for this difference in the liter-
ature. Like (R9ny) for revision, we think that an update of the inconsistent
belief state with a formula a should result in the model set |||,

S=0 = Th(S®a)=Th(S®a) = Th(|a|). (3.5)

As a consequence of requirement (3.5), we come to the conclusion that the
condition to end up in an inconsistent state has to be the same in both
revision and update theory,

F-a & Sa=0 & Soa=40. (3.6)

The following common behaviour of revision and update functions is a con-
sequence of (R3), (R4r), and (U2, ),

SEaand S#0 = Th(S®«a)=Th(S ® a) = Th(9), (3.7)

and we believe that this is a suitable interpretation of minimal change. Last
but not least, if the new information contradicts our beliefs, there is no
connection between revision and update functions according to the original
sets of postulates. In this case, we propose that the resulting belief state
should again be the same,

SE-a = Th(S®a)=Th(S® a). (3.8)

So the only difference between revision and update functions occurs if S ¥ «
and S ¥ —a. Then we have Th(S®a) = Th(S@a) by (R3,) and (R4 ), and
Th(S®a) = Th((S®a)U((S\||a||)®a)) by (U20) and (U8,4). In Section 4.2
we will change some of the update postulates so that the properties (3.5),
(3.6), (3.7), and (3.8) are all satisfied.






Chapter 4

New functions

This chapter provides new belief change functions that correspond to our un-
derstanding of minimal change. In Section 4.1 we will define three variants
of the standard update function and we will investigate which update postu-
lates they satisfy. In addition, we will define the notion of strength of a belief
change function and show that the new functions are all stronger than the
standard update function. We will compare their strength to the strength of
other update functions like the possible models approach, as well. Finally,
we will translate the new update functions into revision functions and verify
which revision postulates they satisfy. In Section 4.2 we will commit ourselves
to new sets of postulates for revision, contraction, and update functions. The
new correspondences between these sets of postulates will then be presented.
They do not differ very much from the relationships between the original sets
of postulates. Moreover, we will give examples for revision, contraction, and
update functions that satisfy the new sets of postulates. Instead of “minimal
change” we will introduce the notion of “minimax change”, and we will argue
that it leads to more reasonable belief change functions.

4.1 New update functions

From our point of view, the syntax independent standard update function @,
from Definition 2.3.9 does the right thing if the new information contradicts
our beliefs. The main reason for this preference is the fact that there is no
problem with disjunctive input, see [39] for a detailed discussion. But if the
new information is consistent with our beliefs, we think that the amount of
change performed by the function ®g, is far too big. Especially, if we already
believe that the new information is true, why should we change our beliefs?
We believe that the only problem is given by the fact that ®g, does not satisfy
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(U2,¢), which we have proved in Lemma 2.3.10. In order to fix this lacking,
we propose three variants of the standard update function, which all satisfy
(U2x(). The selective standard update function G, solves the problem by
performing a simple case distinction. The partial standard update function
Opsu Only operates on one part of a given model set. The cautious standard
update function ©, only considers models that are “compatible” with the
original beliefs. We want to mention that we use our personal understanding
of compatibility in this definition.

Definition 4.1.1. The new functions Oy, Opsus Ocsu: M X Lo — M are
defined as follows,

S if SEa,
S Ogsy ¢ 1= .
S ®sy @ otherwise,

S Opsua:= (S @)U ((S\ [lo]]) Osu ),
(S@a)U{we (S\|a|) ®s a : for some

S Ocey O i= v € S®a, wnatmf(a) =vNatm(a)} if SK -,
S Ogy v otherwise.

Observe that the case S ¥ —« in the definition of the function ®, encodes
our intuition about a model of the formula « being compatible with the
model set S.

Lemma 4.1.2. The functions Oy and Oy only satisfy (U0n)—(Ud ),
whereas the function ®pe, additionally satisfies (U8 x,).

Proof. We prove that ®p, satisfies (UOp¢). For all S € M and all o € £,
we have

Th(S Opsu @) = Th((S & ) U ((S\ [la]]) Osu )

(
= Th(S @ a) N Th((S\ ||o||) ®s @) by Lemma 1.1.11
= Th(S @ a) N Th(S \ |la| ®s @) by Lemma 2.3.10
= Th(S @ a) N Th(S & ~a O )
= Th(S @ a) N Th(S & ~a O ) by Lemma 1.2.6
= Th(S @ a) N Th(S \ [[a] Os a)
=Th(S @ a) N Th((S\ ||a]]) ®ss @) by Lemma 2.3.10
=Th((S®a)U((S\|laf) ®su@)) by Lemma 1.1.11
= Th(S Opsu )
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The proofs of the other postulates and for the other functions are similar or
a direct consequence of Lemma 2.3.10. In order to see that the functions
Ossus Opsu, ad Ocgy all do not satisfy (Usn), (Ubrq), and (U7,4), we can
use exactly the same counterexamples as for the function ®g, in the proof of
Lemma 2.3.10. We conclude this proof by showing that the functions ®g, and
Ocsu both do not satisfy (U8y). Let P = {p,q,7}, S = {{p}}, 5" = {{r}},
and o = p V ¢. Then we obviously have S F a, S" ¥ «, and SU S’ ¥ «, and
we immediately get (S Osu @) U (8" Ossw @) = {{p},{p, 7}, {¢, 7}, {p,q,7}}

and (SUY) Owu a = {{p}, {a}, {p, a} {p, 7} {a, 7}, {p, ¢, 7} We get that
(U8 ) is violated because we have ¢ — 1 € Th((\S Oy ) U (5" Ossy @) but

g — 1 ¢ Th((SUS")®esur). On the other hand, we have S ¥ —a, S" E —a, and
(SUS’) E —a, hence (SO @)U(S' Osur) = {{p}, {p,7},{¢,7},{p,¢,7}} and
(SUS") Oesucx = {{p},{p,r}}. We can see that (U8 ) is not satisfied because
we have ¢ € Th((SUS’) Ocsu @) but =¢ ¢ Th((S Oy @) U (S Ocsy @v)). O

There is a property that all update and revision functions have in common:
for all S € M and all « € Ly the models in SN ||—«| are dropped. This is a
direct consequence of (Uly,) and (R2x() respectively. The only action that
gives rise to different update and revision functions is the adding of some
new models of a. Therefore, the update and revision functions can easily be
ordered by set inclusion, see Herzig and Rifi [39] for the comparative strength
of update functions on belief bases. Our way of ordering the functions is
slightly different because of the notion of model sets.

Definition 4.1.3. Let the functions ®, ®: M x Ly — M be given. Then
we say that the function ® is at least as strong as &', denoted by ® < &', if
for all S € M and all o € Ly we have

Th(S ® o) 2 Th(S &' ).

We write ® ~ ®' to express that the two functions have the same strength,
and ® < ®' to denote that the function ® is stronger than ®’. These notions
are defined by

r® & ®<® and ® < ®,
®<® & ®I® and ® # @

We have chosen the symbol < (“less than”) in order to indicate that a
stronger function performs less change. That is, the stronger update or
revision is adding less models to a model set. The next lemma states that
the relation < is a preorder (reflexive and transitive), ~ is an equivalence
relation (reflexive and Euclidean), and < is a strict partial order (irreflexive
and transitive).
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Lemma 4.1.4. For all functions ®,®,®": M x Ly — M we have

® < ®, ®<® and ® <®" = ® <@,
®~®, @r~® and ®~®" = @ ~@",
® £ ®, ®<® and ® <@ = ®<®".

Proof. Since the relation DO is reflexive and transitive, we easily get the same
properties for the relation <. The properties of the relations ~ and < now
directly follow from the reflexivity and transitivity of <. O

Note that if for some S € M and some a € Ly we have S F «, then we get
S®csuazs®psuazs®ssuazs
by Definition 4.1.1. Moreover, it is easy to see that if S F —a, then we have

S@csua:S@psuQ:S@ssu@:S@sua-

So the new functions can only perform a different update if S ¥ o and
S F —a. Indeed, we can show that the update functions we have met so
far all have different strength, including ®pm,. In addition, all but two are
comparable with respect to <, as we show in the following theorem.

Theorem 4.1.5. We have the following comparability results,
1. Ocsu < Opsu < Ossy < Osu,
2. Opma < Opsus
3. Opma L Ocsu and Ocsy L Opma-

Proof. Let S € M and a € Ly be given. For the first assertion, we will
show how to prove Opsy S Ossy. Due to Lemma 1.1.14, it will do to prove
S Opsu @@ € 5 gy . We distinguish two cases. First, if S F a, then we have

S Ops A =5Ba=58=5 0 C8 Ouyax
by Lemma 1.1.14. Second, if S ¥ «, then we get
S Opsu = (SDa)U((S\ [|o]]) Osu @)
C((S®a)Oswa)U((S\ |lal]) ®sy ) by Corollary 2.3.12
C((Spa)owa)U((S\|all) ®wa) by Lemma 1.1.14
=((S@a)U(S\ |al)) O a by Lemma 2.3.10
=5 O a,

and this is equal to S ©s, @ by definition. The proofs of Ocsy S Opsy and
Ossu S Ogy are similar, so we have Ocsy S Opsu S Ossu S Osy- The following

~Y

examples imply that these four functions all have different strength.
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e Let P ={p,q}, S ={0,{p}}, and a = pV ¢q. Then we can easily get

S Owua = {{p}} and S Opsu @ = {{p}, {q}, {p. ¢} }. Therefore, we have
=g € Th(S Oy ) but =¢ ¢ Th(S Opsy ).

o Let P={p,q,r}, S={{p} {r}}, and @ = pVvgq. Then we immediately
get S Opsw @ = {{p}, {p, 7}, {¢, 7}, {p, ¢, }}. On the other hand, we get

S Ossu 0 = {{p}a {Q}a {pa Q}a {pa T’}, {qa T’}, {pa q, T’}} and we can eaSﬂy
see that ¢ — 7 € Th(S Opsy @) but ¢ — r ¢ Th(S Oy ).

o Let P = {p,q}, S = {{p}}, and @ = pV ¢q. Then we directly get

S Ossu = {{p}} and S Oq a = {{p},{q},{p, ¢} }. We can now observe
that ¢ € Th(S Osy @) but =g ¢ Th(S O ).

We have now also shown Ocsy % Opsu, Opsu # Ossu, and Osey # Ogy. For the
second assertion, we will now prove Opma S Opsy- It Will be sufficient to show
S Opma @ € 5 Opsy . We take any v € § Opma o and distinguish two cases.
First, if v € S, then we have v € S @ o by Lemma 1.2.6 and because Opma
satisfies (ULr¢). Applying the fact that S @ a C S ®p, o, we also get that
v € S Opsy a by Lemma 1.1.16. Second, if v ¢ S, then for some w € S and for
all u € ||a| we have wAu ¢ wAw by the definition of ®pm, in Example 2.3.5.
Let us suppose that w A v ¢ atm?(a). We construct a model v" by changing
in v the value of the propositions in w A v \ atm*(a). Obviously, we get
v € ||af| and w A v" C w A v, which is a contradiction. Therefore, we have
wAv C atm?(a), that is v € S Opsy @, hence v € S Opg, @ by Lemma 1.1.14.
In order to prove ®pma # Opsu, let P = {p,q}, S = {0}, and « = pV ¢. Then
we have S Opma @ = {{p}, {q}} and S Opew & = {{p},{¢}, {p,¢}}. It is now
casy to see that =(p A q) € Th(S ®pma @) but =(p A q) ¢ Th(S GOps, ). For
the examples that prove the third assertion, we refer to the table of update
results in Appendix A. O

Now, we have two ways of measuring the amount of change that belief change
functions perform: the update postulates and the relation <. Lemma 4.1.2
and Theorem 4.1.5 show that these two measures are not compatible. Ac-
cording to the KM postulates for updates, the function ©p, is closer to the
notion of minimal change than the functions ®, and O, because it satis-
fies one more postulate. On the other hand, with respect to <, the function
Ocsu performs less change than Ops, and Ogy.

Remark 4.1.6. According to the KM postulates, the possible models ap-
proach ®pma, satisfies the conditions for minimal change, whereas the cau-
tious standard update G, only satisfies four of the eight original postulates
(remember that (U0y) and (U4x,) have originally been stated in one pos-
tulate). Due to Theorem 4.1.5, we have that the functions O, and ©pma
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are not comparable with respect to the relation <. However, we believe that
“in average”, the amount of change performed by ®, is less than the one
performed by ®pma. Since it is not clear how the “average amount of change”
can be defined, we will discuss some empirical results in Appendix A.

We can show that with respect to <, the function ®p, is maximal in the
following sense. All functions that are stronger than ©, and satisfy (U2x)
and (U8,,) are at least as strong as Opsy.

Lemma 4.1.7. If a function ©: M x Ly — M satisfies (U2x) and (U8 ),
then we have

OSSO0 = OS Opsu-

Proof. Let S € M and a € L be given. Then we have

Th(S © a) = Th((SN[la) U (S\ [lof) © @)
=Th(((SNlal]) ©a) U ((S\ lal]) ©a)) by (UBu)
=Th((SN|«|) ®a) NTh((S\ |la]|) ® @) by Lemma 1.1.11
= Th(S N [[al)) " Th((S\ [lef}) © ) by (U2u)

O Th(S N |ja||) N Th((S\ ||a|]) G @) by assumption
=Th((SN|a|) U ((S\ ||a) ®su @)) by Lemma 1.1.11
=Th((S® ) U((S\ [|ar]]) Osu ),

which is the same as Th(S ®ps, ). O

Lemma 4.1.7 is helpful for the comparison of ®ps, and ®s, with other update
functions from literature, as the following example illustrates.

Example 4.1.8. The function onee: Lo X Lo — Lo by Zhang and Foo [66]
and the function omeg=: Lo X Lo — Lo by Herzig and Rifi [38] are defined by

||90<>mce a|| = U W *mee &, ||90<>mcd* Oé” = U W *med* &,
w € ||l w € [l

for some functions ‘mee, ‘meg*: Pow(P) x Lo — M. We can now define the
corresponding functions ®Omee; Omeg* : M X Lo — M on model sets by

S Omee O 1= U W *mee Q) S Omed* @ 1= U W *med* QL.
we S weES
Due to the results and examples by Herzig and Rifi [39], we immediately get
Omee < Osy aANd Omeg* < Ogy. Lemma 4.1.7 directly implies Omee S ©Opsu
and Omea* S Opsu, and the examples from [39] can also be used to show
Omee % ®psu and Omed* % ®psu'
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We end this section by analysing the functions that we get by translating
the update functions we have met so far to revision. We already know from
Theorem 3.3.2 and Example 3.3.3 that the function

Il if 5 =10,
®E‘®pma): M X EO—)M’ (S,O{) = S@O{ lfS% _|O[,
S Opma @ otherwise,
satisfies the postulates (R1x()—(R7r¢) but not (R8x). It also satisfies the

new postulate (R9,) by definition. However, in the case S # () and S F —a,
we have that ®E‘®pma) is too restrictive because of the problem of disjunctive

input, cf. [39]. Therefore, the function @ (0pma) 18 DOL & possible candidate for

ma

a revision function that satisfies our requirements. So we will concentrate on
the translations of the variants of the standard update function to revision.
It turns out that they all translate to the same function.

Lemma 4.1.9. For all S € M and all o € Ly we have
S ®E£®csu) = S ®?®psu) = S ®?®ssu) = S ®?®su) Q.
Proof. Every equality is an immediate consequence of Definition 3.3.1 and

Definition 4.1.1. O

Due to Lemma 2.3.10 and Lemma 3.3.4 we get that the function oy, Sat-
isfies the postulates (R1y)-(Roux). Clearly, ® , also satisfies (R9n) by
definition. In the following example we show that (R7¢) and (R8,4) are not
satisfied.

Example 4.1.10. First, let P = {p,q}, S = {0}, a = pV ¢, and § = p.
Then we have S F -« and S F —(a A 3), hence we get
S®El®su) (aNnB) =50 (anpB)=1{{p}},
(S ®(ay) @) & B = (S O a) ® B = {{p}, {p.a}}-
It is now easy to see that (R7,4) is violated because —p € Th(S®{,_ (aAB))
but —p ¢ Th((S ®f,, @) & B). Second, let P = {p,q,r}, S = {{q}}, @ =p,
and = ¢V r. Then we have S F —a and S F —(a A ), thus we get
(S Don) @) & B = (S s ) ® B ={{p,a}} N8Il = {{p, 4} },
S @y (@A B) =S5 Ou(aAfB)={{p.q}.{p.7}.{p.a.7}}.
We can now easily see that ®?®su) does not satisfy (R8,4), because we have
(S ®(Ge) a) ¥ —p, —r € Th((S ®(Ge) a)® fB), and —r ¢ Th(S & (©a) (aNf)).

In the next section we will formulate new requirements for revision, contrac-
tion, and update functions. Moreover, we will investigate the relationships
between functions that satisfy the new conditions.
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4.2 Minimal change reconsidered

We have already mentioned that the AGM postulates for revision and con-
traction as well as the KM postulates for update are too restrictive, cf. [26,
39]. That is, the functions that satisfy all of the respective postulates cannot
be used in applications. So we will only accept the postulates that correspond
to our intuition of the revision, contraction, and update process respectively.
In the following, we will present our minimal sets of postulates that we think
every revision, contraction, and update function should satisfy.

We have seen in Chapter 2 that the revision postulate (R7,) and the update
postulate (U5,) are identical. Moreover, it has been shown in [39] that
(U5x() causes the problem of disjunctive input, which should be avoided.
This problem also appears if the new information contradicts our beliefs. In
this case we have claimed with (3.8) that update and revision should do the
same. Therefore, in addition to (U5a), we also reject (R7.).

The situation is similar with the revision postulate (R8,4), which we reject
for the following reason. We have already argued that if the new informa-
tion contradicts our beliefs, then revision and update should be the same.
Furthermore, we have argued that in this case the standard update func-
tion seems to be the most reasonable function. Now, as we have seen in
Example 4.1.10, such a revision function does not satisfy (R8).

Definition 4.2.1. We commit ourselves to the following sets of revision
postulates.

1. A function ®: M x Ly — M is a revision candidate, if it satisfies the
revision postulates (R1,)—(R6a¢) and (R9).

2. A function ®: M x Ly — M is a consistent revision candidate, if it
satisfies the revision postulates (R1), (R24¢), (R3am1), (R4r1), (RBase),
(R6M), and (RgMc)

The translations from Definition 3.1.5 transform a revision candidate into a
consistent revision candidate and vice versa.

Theorem 4.2.2. We have the following relationships between revision can-
didates and consistent revision candidates.

1. If a function @: MxLy — M is a revision candidate, then the function
®°" is a consistent revision candidate and for all S € M and all o € Ly
we have Th(S (®)" a) = Th(S ® «).

2. If a function ®: M® x Ly — M is a consistent revision candidate,

then the function @ is a revision candidate and for all S € M¢ and
all o € Ly we have Th(S (") o) = Th(S ® ).
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Proof. We show how to prove the first assertion. If ® is a revision candi-
date, then it satisfies (R1,()—(R6,) and the function ®° satisfies (R1,),
(R204¢), (R3a1), (R4p1), (Ropc), and (R6,) by Lemma 3.1.7. In addition,
the function ®°" satisfies (R9p) by Definition 3.1.5, hence it is a consis-
tent revision candidate. Moreover, for all S € M all a € Ly we have
Th(S (®“)" a) = Th(S ® ) by Lemma 3.1.9 because ® satisfies (R2,)
and (R9,). The second assertion can similarly be proved using the same
two lemmas. O

In addition to the postulates for revision candidates, we think that a revision
function ®: M — M should satisfy the following property in order to avoid
the problem of disjunctive input. For all S € M and all « € £ we require

SE-aand S#0 = Th(S® «a) C Th(S O ). (4.1)

A revision candidate that satisfies property (4.1) corresponds to our idea of
minimaz change: if the new information contradicts our beliefs, the amount
of change should be at least as big as the one performed by the standard up-
date function, in all other cases the model set should be minimally changed.
In the context of consistent model sets, the corresponding requirement for
minimax change is given as follows (S € M€ a € Ly),

SE o and ¥ -a = Th(S® a) C Th(S O a). (4.2)

In the following example we are going to present a revision candidate and
a consistent revision candidate that perform minimax change according to
property (4.1) and property (4.2) respectively.

Example 4.2.3. The minimaz revision function @mm: M x Lo — M is
defined by

||| if S =0,
S®mma::S®z‘®su)(x: Sha if SF a,

S Og ¢ otherwise.

Due to Lemma 2.3.10 and Lemma 3.3.4 we get that the function ®,,, sat-
isfies the postulates (R1rq)—(R6¢). Postulate (R9) and property (4.1) are
obviously satisfied, as well. The function (®mm)“": M¢ x Ly — M defined
by

S if F -,
S(®mm) a=¢Sda if SF-a,

S ®Og, ¢ otherwise
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is a consistent revision candidate by Theorem 4.2.2. Moreover, it is immedi-
ate that (®mm)" also satisfies property (4.2).

We have mentioned in Section 2.2 that the contraction postulates (C7,) and
(C8,4) are just the technical counterpart to (R7,) and (R8,,) respectively.
We reject (C7,4) and (C8,q) for the following reason. We accept the basic
contraction postulates (Cly)—(C6aq). If a contraction function additionally
satisfies (C7r¢) and (C8,4), then its Levi translation satisfies (R7,4) and
(R8x¢) by Theorem 3.2.6. But we have already argued against these two
revision postulates.

Definition 4.2.4. We commit ourselves to the following sets of contraction
postulates.

1. A function 6: M x Ly — M is a contraction candidate, if it satisfies

2. A function 6: M x Ly — M is a consistent contraction candidate, if

it satisfies (CLaq)—(COr).

The functions from Definition 3.1.11 translate a contraction candidate into
a consistent contraction candidate and vice versa.

Theorem 4.2.5. We have the following relationships between contraction
candidates and consistent contraction candidates.

1. If a function &: M x Ly — M s a contraction candidate, then the
function ©° is a consistent contraction candidate and for all S € M
and all o € Ly we have Th(S (6%)* a) = Th(S & «).

2. If a function ©: M x Ly — M is a consistent contraction candidate,
then the function ©° is a contraction candidate and for all S € M€

and all o € Ly we have Th(S (&) a) = Th(S & «).

Proof. We show how to prove the second assertion. If & is a consistent
contraction candidate, then it satisfies (Clr()—(C6a¢) and the function &%
so also does by Lemma 3.1.13. By Definition 3.1.11, & also satisfies (C9 ),
so it is a contraction candidate. Furthermore, for all S € M and all a € L,
we have Th(S (&%) a) = Th(S & a) by Lemma 3.1.15. The proof of the
first assertion is similar and uses the same two lemmas. O

The Levi and Harper identities from Definition 3.2.4 are suitable to translate
a revision candidate into a contraction candidate and vice versa.

Theorem 4.2.6. We have the following relationships between revision and
contraction candidates.
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1. If a function @: M XLy — M is a revision candidate, then the function

Oy s a contraction candidate and for all S € M and all o € Ly we
have Th(S Ber) a) =Th(S® a).

2. If a function ©: M x Ly — M is a contraction candidate, then the
function ®¢ is a revision candidate and for all S € M and all o € Ly
we have Th(S @2869) a)=Th(S © a).

Proof. We show how to prove the first assertion. If ® is a revision candidate,
then it satisfies (R1¢)—(R6¢) and the function &F satisfies (C1r¢)—(C6b,¢) by
Lemma 3.2.5. Because ® also satisfies (R9,4) by assumption, the function ©F,
satisfies (C9,4), so it is a contraction candidate. In addition, for all S € M
all a € Ly we have

Th(S @) a) = Th(S ® a)

by Lemma 3.2.7, because ® satisfies (R2,4), (R3,), and (R6,¢). The second
assertion similarly follows from the same two lemmas. O

Due to the Levi and Harper identities we get that our notion of minimax
change can also be stated for contraction functions. Property (4.1) translates
to the following requirement (S € M, a € Ly),

SEaand S#0 = Th(S©a) C Th(SU (S O —a)). (4.3)

Accordingly, the notion of minimax change for consistent contraction func-
tions that corresponds to property (4.2) can be formulated as follows. For
all S € M¢ and all « € Ly we require

SEa = Th(Se a) C Th(SU (S Os —)). (4.4)

If we apply the Harper translation from Definition 3.2.4 to the minimax
revision function @, from Example 4.2.3, we get the corresponding minimax
contraction function.

Example 4.2.7. The minimax contraction function S,m: M x Lo — M is
defined as follows,

=] if =10,
S Omm @ =5 S(g, yau=14S5 if S ¥ a,
SU (S ®@s ) otherwise.
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By Theorem 4.2.6, we get that the function &, is a contraction candidate.
Clearly, we also get that the function (Smm)®: M x Ly — M defined by

S if S F a,
S'U (S ®g mar)  otherwise.

S (Cmm)“a= {

is a consistent contraction candidate by Theorem 4.2.5.

The translations from Definition 3.2.8 transform a consistent revision candi-
date into a consistent contraction candidate and vice versa.

Theorem 4.2.8. We have the following relationships between consistent re-
viston and consistent contraction candidates.

1. If a function @: M x Ly — M 1is a consistent revision candidate,
then the function ©F is a consistent contraction candidate and for all

S e M° and all o € Ly we have Th(S ®%.,, @) = Th(S ® a).

©8)
2. If a function &: M x Ly — M is a consistent contraction candidate,
then the function ® is a consistent revision candidate and for all

S € M¢ and all o € Ly we have Th(S &7, a) = Th(S © «).

(@)

Proof. We show how to prove the second assertion. If & is a consistent con-
traction candidate, then it satisfies (C1r¢)—(C6ba¢) and the function ®F sat-
isfies (R1nm), (R2p04¢), (R3am), (R4A1), (RBasqe), and (R6,4) by Lemma 3.2.10.
By Definition 3.2.8, ®& also satisfies (R9x4c), thus it is a consistent revision
candidate. Moreover, for all S € M and all a € Ly we have

Th(S %) @) = Th(S & a)

by Lemma 3.2.12, because © satisfies (C2p), (C30), (C50), and (C6p).
The first assertion can similarly be proved using the same two lemmas. O

We are now going to define new update postulates. According to requirement
(3.5), we want the revision postulate (R9,4) to hold for update functions, as
well. Therefore, we define the following additional update postulate,

(U9y) S=0 = Th(S®a)=Th(|a|).

As a consequence of (U9,), we have to slightly weaken the update postulate
(U2x(). The following modified postulate corresponds to requirement (3.7),

(U2y,) SEaand S#0 = Th(S®a)=Th(S).
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Furthermore, we believe that (U8) has not much to do with minimal change.
Remember that according to this postulate, an update has to be performed
model by model. By Theorem 4.1.5, we now that the variants of the standard
update function can be ordered as follows,

®CSU < ®pSU < ®SSU < ®SU'

By Lemma 2.3.10 and Lemma 4.1.2, we get that only ©g, and ®p, satisfy
(U8,q). We therefore suggest a weaker version of this postulate,

(UBY) SEa = Th(Soa)=Th((S®a)U((S\|al]) ®a)).

Observe that the premise S ¥ «a of the modified postulate (U8},) is necessary
because of property (3.5). We think that (U8%,) corresponds to the idea of
minimal change because it requires that only one partition of the original
model set is updated.

We have now added one additional update postulate and modified two of
the original KM postulates for update. Moreover, we reject (U5x¢), (Ubr),
and (U7,y) for the following reason. If the new information contradicts our
beliefs, we think that the standard update function ®g, from Definition 2.3.9
performs an adequate change because we have no problem with disjunctive
input, cf. [39]. The counterexamples in the proof of Lemma 2.3.10 show
that in this case the function ®g, violates the postulates (U5x(), (U6 ), and

(U7 m).

Definition 4.2.9. We commit ourselves to the following sets of update pos-
tulates.

1. A function ®: M x Ly — M is an update candidate, if it satisfies
(UOrq), (ULnq), (U23,), (U3p1), (Udr), (UBY,), and (U9 ).

2. A function ©®: M x Ly — M is a consistent update candidate, if it
satisfies (UOnq), (Ulpge), (U201), (U3pse), (Udaq), (UB%,), and (U9rse).

Note that we do not need to replace (U2x) by (U2),) in the context of
consistent model sets because a consistent model set is always non empty.
We can now show that revision and update candidates satisfy most of our
requirements from the end of Section 3.3.

Lemma 4.2.10. If a function ®: M x Ly — M is a revision candidate and

a function ©: M x Ly — M is an update candidate, then the two functions
satisfy the properties (3.5), (3.6), and (3.7).
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Proof. Property (3.5) is directly implied by (R9,,) and (U9,,), property (3.7)
is satisfied due to (R3x¢), (R4rq), and (U2},). We show that property (3.6) is
also satisfied. Let S € M and a € Ly be given. By (R5,), we immediately
get F ~a & S ® a. For the update candidate, we proceed as follows. If
F —a, then we get S ® a F a by (Uly), hence S ® a = (). For the converse
direction, if S ® a = (), then we have either S = ) or F =« by (U3,). But
S = ) implies Th(||la|]) = Th(S ® «) by (U9x). Hence, we have F -« in
both cases, and the proof is finished. O

Due to the significant changes in the sets of update postulates, we have to
introduce a new translation from update functions operating on consistent
model sets to functions on possibly inconsistent model sets.

Definition 4.2.11. Given a function ®: M°¢ x Ly — M, its translation
O M x Ly — M is defined by

s Seoa if ¥ -aand S # 0,
SO a:= .
|laf|  otherwise.

We can now show that the translations ®* from Definition 3.1.17 and ®**
are in the same relationship as ®°" and ®™.

Theorem 4.2.12. We have the following relationships between update can-
didates and consistent update candidates.

1. If a function ©: MxLy — M is an update candidate, then the function
® 1s a consistent update candidate and for all S € M and all o € Ly
we have Th(S (©*)“* o) = Th(S ® «).

2. If a function ©: M x Ly — M is a consistent update candidate, then
the function ®™* is an update candidate and for all S € M€ and all
a € Ly we have Th(S (™) a) = Th(S © «).

Proof. For the first assertion, let ® be an update candidate. We show how
to prove that @ satisfies (U8%,). Let S € M° and a € Ly be given and
suppose that S ¥ a. Now, we distinguish two cases. In the first case, if F -,
then we have Th(S ®“* a) = Th(S) by Definition 3.1.17. This is the same
as Th((S ® a)U ((S\ [|a|) @* «)), because S® a =0 and S\ ||a| = S. In

the other case, if # —a, then we have
Th(S ®* a) = Th(S © «) by Definition 3.1.17

“Th(S®a)U((S\ al) ©a)) by (U} for @
=Th((S@a)U ((S\ |la|) ©"«)) by Definition 3.1.17,
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because S\ ||«|| # 0. The proof of the other postulates is similar and we
get that the function ® is a consistent update candidate. Now, let S €
M and o € Ly be given. We distinguish three cases. First, if # —a and
S # (), then we have Th(S (©®)™* «) = Th(S ®* a). This is equal to
Th(S®a) by Definition 3.1.17, because ¥ —a. Second, if F =, then we have
Th(S ()™ a = Th(]|e|]) = Th((), which is the same as Th(S ® a) by
(Uly). In the last case, if S = 0, then we have Th(S (®“)™* ) = Th(||a]|).
By (U9), we get that this equals Th(S ®«) and the first assertion is proved.

For the second assertion, let ® be a consistent update candidate. We show
how to prove that @™* satisfies (U2},). Let S € M and a € Ly be given
and suppose that S F o and S # (). Then we immediately get ¥ —a, hence
we have Th(S ©@™* ) = Th(S ® ). But this is the same as Th(S) by (U2)
for ®. The other postulates can similarly be proved and we get that the
function ®** is an update candidate. Now, let S € M¢ and a € L, be given.
We distinguish two cases. First, if ¥ —a, then we have Th(S (©™*) o) =
Th(S ®™* ) by Definition 3.1.17. Since S # (), this is equal to Th(S ® «).
Second, if E =, then we have Th(S (®"*)* «) = Th(S), which equals
Th(S ® «) by (U9sc), and we are done. O

We will now redefine the translation from revision to update in order to get
the intended correspondences between revision and update candidates.

Definition 4.2.13. Given a function ®: M x Ly — M, its translation
O M x Ly — M from revision to update is defined as follows,

] if S =0,
SOy a:=4S8 if S# 0 and SF «,
(S@a)U((S\|all) ®«) otherwise.

If a revision and contraction candidate are related by one of the translations
from Definition 4.2.13 or Definition 3.3.1, then the two functions satisfy prop-
erty (3.8).

Lemma 4.2.14. We have the following relationships between revision and
update candidates.

1. If a function @: M x Ly — M is a revision candidate, then the func-
tions ® and OF satisfy property (3.8).

2. If a function ©: M x Ly — M 1is an update candidate, then the func-
tions © and @Y satisfy property (3.8).

Proof. Both assertions directly follow from the definition of the translations
as well as the postulates (R9,) and (U9n). O
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Due to Definition 4.2.13 and Definition 3.3.1, we can translate a revision
candidate into an update candidate and vice versa.

Theorem 4.2.15. We have the following relationships between revision and
update candidates.

1. If a function ®@: MxLy — M is a revision candidate, then the function
O ts an update candidate and for all S € M and all o € Ly we have

2. If a function ®: MxLy — M is an update candidate, then the function
®¢ 18 a revision candidate and for all S € M and all o € Ly we have
Th(S @E"é%) a) =Th(S © a).

Proof. For the first assertion, let ® be a revision candidate and let S € M
and a € Ly be given. We show how to prove that OF satisfies (U3x).
Assume S # () and ¥ —«a. We distinguish two cases. First, if S F «, then
we have S ©F o = 5, which is non empty by assumption. Second, if S ¥ «,
then we have S Oz o = (S ® ) U ((S\ [laf]) @ a). Since S\ [laf| # 0 by
assumption, we get that (S'\ ||a|]) ® o # 0 by (R5,:), hence we immediately
get S ©F a # (. The proofs of the other postulates are similar and we
get that the function ©F is an update candidate. For the second claim of
the first assertion, we distinguish three cases. First, if S = (), then we have
Th(Se&; i@*)O‘) = Th(||c||), which is the same as Th(S®«) by (R9). Second,

if S ¥ —a, then we have Th(S Blom) a) = Th(S), and this equals Th(S ® «)
by (R3u:) and (R4x). In the last case, if S # 0 and S E —«, then we have
Th(S Bfom) a) =Th(SoF a) =Th((S® a)U ((S\ |la||) ® a)), because we
have S ¥ a by assumption. This is equal to Th(S ® «), because S ® a = ()
and S\ ||a|| = S by assumption.

For the second assertion, let ® be an update candidate. Then we have that
© satisfies (UOprq), (Ulrg), (U3pq), and (U4p,). Therefore, by Lemma 3.3.4,
we get that the function ®% satisfies (R1r()—(R6). Since ®¢ also satis-
fies (R9) by Definition 3.3.1, we have that the function ® is a revision
candidate. For the second claim of the second assertion, let S € M and
a € Ly be given. We distinguish three cases. First, if S = (), then we
have Th(S (Té%) a) = Th(]|a]]), which is equal to Th(S ® «) by (U9nm).
Second, if ) # S C |||, then we have Th(S @(g%) «) = Th(S), which
is the same as Th(S ® a) by (U2},). In the last case, if S ¥ «, then
we have Th(S @E"é%) a) = Th((S @ a) U ((S\ |laf]) ®% «)), which is the
same as Th((S @ a) U ((S'\ ||a]]) ® a)) by Definition 3.3.1, because we have
0 # S\|la| C ||-al| by assumption. And since we have S ¥ a by assumption,

this equals Th(S ® «) by (U8),), hence the proof is now complete. O
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Applying the translation ©F to the minimax revision function ®mm from
Example 4.2.3, we get the corresponding minimax update function. Note that
the requirements of minimax change for update candidates and consistent
update candidates are given by (4.1) and (4.2).

Example 4.2.16. The minimax update function ©mm: M x Lo — M is
defined by S Opm o =S O&mm) @ that is by

e if S =0,
S Omma:i=4¢8 if S#0 and S F «,
(S®a)U((S\ |la]) ®su ) otherwise.

By Theorem 4.2.15, we get that the function ®,, is an update candidate.
Moreover, ®mnm obviously satisfies property (4.1). Consequently, we get that
the function (Omm)*: M x Lo — M, defined by

S if E—-aorSFEa,

IS (Qmm>cu o= {(S o O{) U ((S\ ”QH) Osu @) otherwise

is a consistent update candidate by Theorem 4.2.12. Clearly, the function
(Omm) < satisfies property (4.2).

We will now also redefine the translation from revision to update in the
context of consistent model sets.

Definition 4.2.17. Given a function ®: M°® x L, — M, its translation
Og*: M x Ly — M from revision to update is defined by

R if SEa,
2Tl S @)U ((S\]lall) ®a) otherwise.

Due to Definition 4.2.17 and Definition 3.3.9, we can translate a consistent
revision candidate into a consistent update candidate and vice versa.

Theorem 4.2.18. We have the following relationships between consistent
revision and consistent update candidates.

1. If a function ®: M°®x Ly — M is a consistent revision candidate, then
the function ©F™* is a consistent update candidate and for all S € M*®
and all o € Lo we have Th(S ..y a) = Th(S @ a).

©g*)
2. If a function ®: M x Ly — M is a consistent update candidate, then

the function ®&' is a consistent revision candidate and for all S € M*®

and all o € Ly we have Th(S @fgéu) a) =Th(S © a).
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Proof. For the first assertion, let ® be a consistent revision candidate and
let S € M®and a € Ly be given. We show how to prove that ©F™ satisfies
(U8},) and assume S ¥ «. Then we have Th(S 0Z* a) = Th((S ®a)U
((S\ [lo|l) ® «)). As an immediate consequence of Definition 4.2.17 we
get that (S'\ |laf]) ® a = (S'\ |la|) ©Z* a and (U8},) holds. The proofs
of the other postulates are similar and we get that the function ©®Z™ is a
consistent update candidate. For the second claim of the first assertlon
we distinguish three cases. First, if F —«, then we have Th(S ®¢* (G @ a) =

Th(S), which equals Th(S ® «) by (R9). Second, if S ¥ —a, then we
have Th(S ®(®m a) = Th(S @ «), and this is the same as Th(S ® «) by

(R30m) and (R4M) In the last case, if ¥ —a and S F —a, then we have
Th(S @Few @) = Th(S©g*a) = Th((S&a) U((S\ [laf) @ a)), because we
have S ¥ a by assumption. This is equal to Th(S ® «), because S ® a = ()
and S\ ||a|| = S by assumption.

For the second assertion, let ® be a consistent update candidate. Then
we have that ®@ satisfies (UOr), (Ulree), (U3p4c), and (U4ny). Therefore,
by Lemma 3.3.13, we get that the function ®¢&' satisfies (R1a), (R2p4e),
(R3r4), (R4r), (REase), and (R6,). Since ®&" also satisfies (R9rqe) by Defi-
nition 3.3.9, we have that the function ®¢ is a consistent revision candidate.
For the second claim of the second assertion, let S € M€ and a € L, be given.
We distinguish three cases. First, if S F «a, then we have Th(S @fé’;u a) =
Th(S), which is the same as Th(S®«) by (U2,4). Second, if S ¥ o and F -,
then we have Th(S@fg@*cu a) =Th((Sea)U((S\ HozH)@é“a)) =Th(S® ),
because we have S @ « = () and S\ |la]] = S by assumption. By Defi-
nition 3.3.9, we get Th(S) because we have F —a by assumption, and this
equals Th(S ® a) by (U9c). In the last case, if S ¥ a and ¥ -, then we
have Th(S cé*éu a) = Th((S ® o) U ((S\ [|of]) ®&" «)), which is equal
to Th((S ® a) U ((S'\ ||a]|) ® a)) by Definition 3.3.9, because we have
0 # S\ |la| C |[-al by assumption. And since we have S ¥ « by as-

sumption, this is the same as Th(S ® «) by (U8},) and we are done. O

We end this chapter by translating the update functions from Section 4.1
into update candidates.

Definition 4.2.19. Given a function ©®: M x Ly — M, the possible update
candidate ®“": M x Ly — M is defined to be the function ®(®u X that is

o] if §=0,
Sl g ={ 8 if S# 0 and SF a,
(S@a)U((S\|a]) ®«a) otherwise.
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Given a function ®: M°x Ly — M, the possible consistent update candidate

@« M x Lo — M is defined to be the function Q(Cgé“)’ that is

S @eand g . S it F-aorSFa,
Tl S@ea)u((S\ ||lof]) ®a) otherwise.

In order to get an update candidate and a consistent update candidate by
using the translations from Definition 4.2.19, there are minimal conditions
that the original update functions have to satisfy.

Theorem 4.2.20. We have the following conditions for the translation to
update candidates.

1. If a function ©: M x Ly — M satisfies (UOrq), (Ulng), (U3rq), and
(U4 ), then the function ©°? is an update candidate.

2. If a function ©: M x Ly — M satisfies (U0xq), (Ulpse), (USpse), and
(Udy,), then the function ®°™ is a consistent update candidate.

Proof. We show how to prove the first assertion. If ® satisfies (U0y),
(Ulrg), (U3p), and (U4y,), then the function @Y satisfies (R1xq)—(R6m)
by Lemma 3.3.4 and (R9,) by Definition 3.3.1. Hence, ®¢ is a revision
candidate. By Theorem 4.2.15, we get that the function @E"é%) is an update
candidate, which is defined to be the function ®“"¢. The proof of the sec-
ond assertion works exactly the same way by first using Lemma 3.3.13 and

Definition 3.3.9, and then applying Theorem 4.2.18. 0

As an immediate consequence of Theorem 4.2.20 we get that the possible
models approach ®pma and the variants of the standard update function ©,
can be translated into update candidates.

Corollary 4.2.21. We have that all the functions (GOpma)™, (Ocsu)®™,
(Opsu) ™, (Ogsu) ™, and (©sy)®™ are update candidates.

The translations ®“" and ®°* do not have an inverse function, because
two belief change functions of different strength can result in the same can-

didate.

Lemma 4.2.22. For all S € M and all o € Ly we have

S Omm @ = S (@mm)chd a=25 (@Su)ccmd o=
S (@an) ™ 0= 5 (Opns) ™ 00 = 5 (Ocar) ™
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Proof. All equalities are directly implied by the definition of the respective
functions. 0

It has turned out that the relations < and & from Definition 4.1.3 are pre-
served by the translation ®¢"?,

Lemma 4.2.23. For all functions ®,®": M x Lo — M we have

® S ®/ = ®cand 5 (Ql)cand’
® ~ ®/ = ®cand ~ (Ql)cand'

Proof. Both assertions immediately follow from Definition 4.1.3 and Defini-
tion 4.2.19. O

We have seen in Lemma 4.2.22 that most of the update functions we have
defined so far translate to the same update candidate ®my,. This is not sur-
prising, because they all perform the standard update if the new formula
contradicts the actual beliefs. However, we can show that the update can-
didate (®pma)®™ that we get from the possible models approach is stronger
than the function Omm-

Theorem 4.2.24. We have the following comparability result,

(@pma>cand < ®mm )

Proof. We know from Theorem 4.1.5 that ®pma S sy, hence we directly get
(Opma) ™ < (Os)®™? by Lemma 4.2.23. Lemma 4.2.22 now immediately
implies (Opma) @ < @mm. The following example shows that the functions
(Opma)™ and Omm have different strength. Let P = {p,q}, S = {0},
and @ = pV q. Then we have S (Opma)“™ o = S Opma @ = {{p}, {¢}}
and S Omm a = S Osy a = {{p},{q¢},{p,q¢}}. We can now easily see that
=(p A q) € Th(S (Opma)™ ) but =(p A q) ¢ Th(S Omm @), and we get
(Opma) ™ 5 Omm by Definition 4.1.3. O
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Introduction to Part 11

In the second part of this thesis we are going to present different approaches to
expansion for multi-agent modal logic. We set a number n of rational agents,
whose beliefs we want to reason about. For a short survey of the reasoning
power of such agents, we refer to the book of Fagin et al. [25]. In addition
to the language of classical propositional logic from Chapter 1, the formal
language of epistemic (doxastic) logic contains modal operators K1, ..., K,
for each agent. A formula of the form K« is read as “agent ¢ knows (believes)
«”. For the semantics, the agents’ beliefs are encoded in Kripke structures
that contain a set of possible worlds. These worlds are models of classical
propositional logic augmented with some additional information. Therefore,
belief change functions on model sets can be adapted to functions on Kripke
structures. The resulting functions are called model transformations. In the
following chapters we will define different model transformations in order to
formalise different belief change functions in modal logic.

In multi-agent modal logic we can reason about the formulas that an agent
believes to be true. This reasoning takes place in a static world. By use of a
model transformation, we can simulate a dynamic world and observe how the
agents’ beliefs change. An example of this process has been given in [25] with
the well-known Muddy Children Puzzle. But belief change in modal logic
encompasses more: we also want to be able to reason about the process of
learning. That is, we want to enrich the logical language with new operators
in order to express sentences like “after the agents learnt a formula «, the
formula ( holds”. So, unlike in Part I, the act of learning should be contained
in the formal language. For this purpose we will introduce languages that
extend the language of modal logic with dynamic style operators.

A modal logic that contains operators for formalising the act of learning has
been originally presented by Plaza [57]. The publication of this work can be
seen as the foundation of dynamic epistemic logic. Plaza has extended the
language of modal logic by public announcement operators. The new for-
mulas of the form [a!]3 are read as “ holds after the public announcement
of a”. Of course, other readings are possible, for instance, “3 holds after
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the agents have observed «”. The notion of an announcement formula [o!]3
being satisfied is defined via a model transformation: the formula [a!]5 holds
at some possible world, if the formula 3 holds at some world in the trans-
formed Kripke structure. The transformed Kripke structure is constructed
from the original one and, in general, depends on «. Since communication
is not always public, Gerbrandy and Groeneveld have introduced group an-
nouncement operators in [30]. For all non empty groups G of agents we have
formulas of the form [a!g|3. They are read as “f holds after the announce-
ment of o to the group G”. We will provide model transformations for the
semantical definition of both public and group announcement operators. In
addition, we will give axiomatisations for each announcement logic and prove
soundness and completeness.

Outline

It is the aim of Chapter 5 to introduce the syntax and semantics of multi-
agent modal logics that we are going to use in Part II. First, we will define
the formal language that extends the language of classical propositional logic
with knowledge operators K; for each agent (1 < ¢ < n). We will then
give the definition of Kripke semantics. We are interested in four properties
of knowledge: consistency of knowledge, truth, positive introspection, and
negative introspection. Each of these properties can be formalised by an
axiom. Nine different subsets of such axioms lead to the Hilbert systems of
our interest, and we will present the well-known soundness and completeness
results for these nine deductive systems.

Common knowledge is an important concept in epistemic logic. For all non
empty groups G of agents we will add a modal operator Cg to the language
of modal logic. The formulas of the form Cga are read as “a is common
knowledge among the agents in G”. This sentence can be seen as an abbre-
viation for the following infinite statement, “everybody in G knows « and
everybody in G knows that everybody in G knows v and ...”. The extended
possible worlds semantics corresponds to this interpretation of the common
knowledge formulas. The nine deductive systems can be extended with an
axiom and an inference rule for common knowledge. Again, we will state the
soundness and completeness results for the Hilbert systems.

As a generalisation of common knowledge, we will also introduce relativised
common knowledge operators. That is, for all non empty groups G of agents
we will add the binary modal operator RC to the language of modal logic.
The interpretation of the formulas of the form RCq(a, ) is related to the in-
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terpretation of the until operator from temporal logic. Furthermore, common
knowledge can be defined by use of relativised common knowledge operators.
Our main contribution in Chapter 5 is the definition of a new axiomatisation
for the logic of relativised common knowledge. We will give a soundness and
completeness proof for the new Hilbert systems.

Another extension of epistemic logic is the logic of knowledge and belief.
That is, we will add the modal operators By, ..., B, to the basic language
of modal logic. A formula of the form B;a is read as “agent i believes
«”. There are several properties that describe the interrelation between
knowledge and belief. We will choose three sets of such properties and will
define the corresponding Hilbert systems. Each of these systems will also be
extended with axioms and rules for common knowledge and common belief.
We will then present the soundness and completeness results for our six

bimodal deductive systems.

In the end of Chapter 5 we will define the languages that extend the language
of epistemic logic by public announcement and group announcement opera-
tors respectively. These announcement operators are related to the operators
from dynamic logic. We will introduce the semantics of the logic of public
communications by Plaza [57] as an introductory example. The semantics
of an announcement operator is given by a belief change function on Kripke
structures, also called model transformation. We will define five important
properties of announcements, and test each type of announcement for them.
For instance, one such property is called fact preservation and requires that
propositional facts be unaffected by any announcements. Finally, we will
introduce the concept of announcement resistant formulas. As the name
suggests, a true announcement resistant formula always remains true after
any announcement.

In Chapter 6 we will define two different semantics for group announcement
operators. First, we will define a model transformation that is related to
the expansion function on model sets from Chapter 1. That is, the agents
will always accept the announced formula, which can lead to inconsistent
belief. We will show that the beliefs of an agent remain unchanged if this
agent does not belong to the group that the new information is announced
to. We will provide three different Hilbert systems that extend three of
our nine deductive systems of modal logic. For these three systems we will
prove soundness and completeness. We have the same deductive systems
as Gerbrandy and Groeneveld have in [30]. Therefore, it follows that our
interpretation of group announcements is equivalent to their non well-founded
semantics, cf. [30].
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Our second model transformation for the semantics of group announcement
operators is related to the consistent expansion function from Chapter 3.
Therefore, the agents reject an announcement if the new information contra-
dicts their beliefs. Again, we will show that an agent does not learn anything,
if this agent is not in the group that receives the announcement. In addition
to our previous work [61] where we have defined one deductive system for the
new semantics, we will now define four Hilbert systems. We will prove sound-
ness and completeness for these four systems and investigate the properties
of the new interpretation of group announcements.

We will end Chapter 6 with a thorough analysis of the logic of common
knowledge and group announcements. To this end, we will use our first
semantics of group announcements, where the agents always accept the new
information. The system of Baltag, Moss, and Solecki [7] is an axiomatisation
of a similar semantics, but within a much stronger language. We will provide
a similar axiomatisation and prove soundness. Completeness remains an
open problem.

Chapter 7 is about public announcement logics. First, we will introduce
the well-known semantics of truthful public announcements, cf. [22]. These
public announcements are partial, because the syntax is defined by a partial
model transformation. Since only true formulas can be truthfully announced,
an announcement with a false formula leads to an inconsistent epistemic
state. We will then present six axiomatisations extending six of our nine
Hilbert systems for modal logic. In addition, we will give the corresponding
axiomatisations for the logic of common knowledge and relativised common
knowledge respectively augmented with public announcement operators. The
results for all these logics are not new, but we will provide new proofs similar
to the ones in Chapter 6. That is, most of our proofs are syntactic.

We will then define a new public announcement semantics by using the total
model transformation. This total public announcement semantics works as
follows. If the announced formula is true, then the model transformation is
the same as for truthful public announcements. If the announced formula
is false, then the model transformation has no effect on the Kripke struc-
ture, and the knowledge of the agent remains unchanged. Compared to our
previous contribution in [62], where we have given one axiomatisation, we
will now provide six Hilbert systems for total public announcements. Again,
we will prove soundness and completeness for these six systems. Moreover,
we will thoroughly investigate the properties of total public announcements.
We will be able to formally prove that a total public announcement with a
true announcement-free formula has the same effect on announcement-free
formulas as the truthful public announcement with the same formula does.
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In a next step we will study total public announcements in the presence of
common knowledge and relativised common knowledge respectively. Again,
we will define six deductive systems for both logics. The completeness proofs
are different. With relativised common knowledge we can define a translation
to the announcement-free fragment of the language so that the translation of
a formula is provably equivalent to the formula itself. Then completeness fol-
lows from the completeness of the announcement-free fragment. This implies
that total public announcements do not add expressive strength to the logic
of relativised common knowledge. The situation is different with common
knowledge, because there is no such translation. Therefore, the completeness
proof has to be worked out like for the logic of common knowledge, cf. [25].
However, the proof is similar to the one for the logic of common knowledge
and truthful public announcements, cf. [22].

Finally, we will present an application of total public announcements in Chap-
ter 8. We will define a model transformation for the logic of knowledge, belief,
and public announcements. The agents’ beliefs are affected by every public
announcement, whereas only true facts will be learnt on the knowledge level.
We will prove soundness and completeness for a Hilbert system that extends
one of our three systems for the logic of knowledge and belief.






Chapter 5

Multi-agent modal logics

This is an introductory chapter where we will introduce the standard no-
tions and results on normal modal logics as well as the basic concepts of
announcement logics. In Section 5.1, we will define the epistemic logics of
our interest. We will give the standard semantics and state the well-known
soundness and completeness results. We will define the notion of common
knowledge and relativised common knowledge in Section 5.2. While the first
has been thoroughly investigated, the latter is quite new, and we will give
a new axiomatisation. Section 5.3 deals with deductive systems for the bi-
modal logics of knowledge and belief. There are several axioms that describe
the interaction between knowledge and belief. We will have to make a choice
of such axioms, because some combinations of these axioms lead to triviality
results. The chapter ends with a short introduction to announcement logics
in Section 5.4. We will define both private and public announcement opera-
tors and discuss some important properties of announcement logics. We will
conclude the section with defining distinguished sets of formulas.

5.1 Epistemic logics

In this part of the thesis, we are dealing with a number n > 1 of rational
agents. We do not fix the exact application area and capabilities of our fictive
agents; they can be seen as subsystems in a general system, e.g. computers
in a network, processors in a computer, processes in an operating system, or
simply players in a game. For a more precise description of rational agents, we
refer to the introduction of the book of Fagin, Halpern, Moses, and Vardi [25].

In conjunction with rational agents, it is useful to work with the concept
of knowledge that such agents can have, see [25]. This is where the name
epistemic logic comes from. For this purpose, we are going to define the
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language of multi-agent modal logic with n agents. From now on, we will
use the set A :={1,...,n} to denote the group of all agents. The language
contains a modal operator K; for every agent i € A. The countable set P # ()
is still our collection of propositions.

Definition 5.1.1. The language £,, of epistemic logic for n agents is the set
of formulas that is defined by the following grammar (p € P, i € A),

ax=p| -al (aha) | Koa.

The propositional constants T and 1, as well as the binary connectives V,
—, and <, are defined like in Definition 1.1.1. The formula K« stands for
“agent ¢ knows a”. We will now define the notion of length, subformula, and
substitution for the language L,,.

Definition 5.1.2. The following defining clauses extend Definition 1.1.2,
Definition 1.1.3, and Definition 1.1.4 respectively,

sub(K;0) := {K;(} Usub(f),
@ if v = K;[3,
K;(Blp/v]) otherwise.

Remember that we will write “induction on a” if we do an induction on the
length of a formula a.

(KiB)lp/v] = {

The commonly used semantics for multi-agent modal logics is called possible
worlds semantics. A brief overview on the history of this semantics can be
found in the book of Fagin et al. [25] or in the book of Blackburn, de Rijke,
and Venema [15]. The semantical objects are directed labelled graphs where
the vertices (possible worlds or information states) are models of classical
propositional logic and for every agent we have a different type of edges
(accessibility relations). At any possible world, the accessibility relation of
an agent points to a (possibly empty) set of worlds that this agent considers
possible.

Definition 5.1.3. A Kripke structure (for n agents) is defined to be a tuple
A= (S Ry,...,R,, V), where S # ) is a set of possible worlds, R; C S? is
a binary relation for each agent ¢ € A, and V: P — Pow(S) is a valuation
function. A Kripke structure 8 = (S, Ry,..., R,, V) can be seen as a rela-
tional structure! over S, so we call S the universe of &, denoted by |&]. A
pointed structure is a pair K, s where £ is a Kripke structure and s € |&].

'Every Kripke structure & = (S, Ry,...,R,,V) can be described by the relational
structure (S, R1,..., Rn, V(po),V(p1),...), see [15].
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We will use the infix notation sR;t for the expression (s,t) € R;, which means
that at world s, agent ¢ considers the world ¢ possible. Sometimes, we will
use the set

Ri(s) :={t € S: sRit}

to denote the worlds that agent ¢ considers possible at world s.

As a usual question in mathematical theories, we want to know when two
Kripke structures are the same, that is, when do two pointed structures rep-
resent the same information states of the agents. It has turned out that the
suitable answer to this question is the notion of bisimulation. An overview
on different kinds of bisimulation relations can be found in Gerbrandy’s the-
sis [29].

Definition 5.1.4. Let R = (S, Ry,...,R,,V) and R = (S",R},..., R, V')
be two given Kripke structures. Then a binary relation B C S x S’ is called
a bisimulation between K and &, if for all s € S and all s’ € S" we have that
sBs' implies

1. for all p € P we have s € V(p) if and only if s' € V'(p),
2. for all i € A and all t € R;(s) there is a t' € R}(s") such that tBt’,
3. forall i € A and all t' € R}(s) there is a t € R;(s) such that tBt'.

Two pointed structures K, s and K, s’ are bisimilar, denoted by &, s ~ R, s,
if there is a bisimulation B between £ and & such that sBs’. Sometimes we
will write R, s ~p R, s’ to express that B is a bisimulation between K and
R’ that connects s and ¢, that is sBs'.

Satisfaction of formulas is locally evaluated within Kripke structures: at each
world in a given Kripke Structure, a formula either holds or does not hold.
The corresponding satisfaction definition is the following.

Definition 5.1.5. Let the Kripke structure R = (S, Ry,..., R,, V) be given
and let s € S. Then the notion of an £, formula being satisfied in the
pointed structure K, s is inductively defined as follows,

RsEp & seV(p),

R,sE-a & R sFa,
RsEFaANp & R sFaand R, sF 3,
R,sF Ko & forallt € Ri(s), R, tE a.
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If a formula « is satisfied at a world u, we sometimes use the terms « holds
at u, or « is true at world u. We say that a formula « is valid in a Kripke
structure R (R F «), if for all s € |®] we have R, s F a. Accordingly, a
formula « is valid with respect to a class X of Kripke structures (X F «), if
for all R € X we have 8 F a. Sometimes, it is useful to have an expression
for the subset of |R| where a formula « is satisfied. Hence, we define the
extension ||| g of a formula « in a Kripke structure £ by

lalls == {s € |R|: R, sF a}.

Throughout this thesis, the deductive systems for modal logics are given by
a so-called Hilbert calculus. The usual way of stating a Hilbert system for
modal logics is to focus on the non propositional part of the language, that
is the propositional tautologies do not need to be derived.

Definition 5.1.6. The system K,, consists of the tautology axiom and the
distribution axiom,

(PT) Every instance of a propositional tautology,
(K) Ki(a — ) — (Kja — Ki3),

as well as the modus ponens rule and the necessitation rule,

Q a— Q
MP) ——MM— NEC :
A proof of a formula « in a Hilbert system X is a finite sequence aq, ..., q,,

of formulas, such that «,, = a, and every «; is either an instance of an axiom
of X or the conclusion of an inference rule of X with the premisses being
elements of the sequence ag,...,a;_1. We say that a formula « is provable
in a Hilbert system X (X F «), if there is a proof of a in X. Furthermore, a
system X is called sound with respect to a class X of Kripke structures, if
for all formulas o we have

XFa = XFoa
On the other hand, X is called complete with respect to X, if we have
XFa = XFa

for all formulas a. A Hilbert system X is called consistent, if there is no
proof of 1 in X, that is if X ¥ L. Clearly, if X is sound with respect to
some class X of Kripke structures, then it is also consistent. On the other
hand, if a Hilbert system X is consistent, it is not immediate how to find its
corresponding class of Kripke structures. In Remark 6.2.8 we will point to
such a consistent system. For every Hilbert system X, there is the notion of
maximal X-consistent sets, which we will use in some completeness proofs.
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Definition 5.1.7. Let X be a Hilbert system for a language £ extending L,,.
Then we call a set Z C L of formulas X-consistent, if for every finite subset
{ag,...,an} € Z of Z we have

XF=(ar Ao A ag,).

An £ formula « is called X-consistent, if the set {a} is X-consistent. Z C L is
called a mazimal X-consistent set, if Z is X-consistent and for every o € L\ Z
we have that Z U {a} is not X-consistent.

Throughout this thesis, every language is closed under the propositional con-
nectives = and A. In addition, every Hilbert calculus in this thesis is consis-
tent and contains the axiom (PT) and the inference rule (MP). For all these
reasons the following lemma holds, a proof can be found in [25].

Lemma 5.1.8. Let L be a language extending L, and X be a Hilbert system
containing K,. Then every X-consistent set of L formulas can be extended
to a mazrimal X-consistent set. In addition, every maximal X-consistent set
7 C L satisfies the following conditions for all o, 3 € L,

l.aeZ & ~a¢Z,
2.aNpBel & a€eZ and p € Z,
3 a€Zanda— e = e,
4. XFa = aeZ.

Observe that the first assertion of Lemma 5.1.8 is equivalent to saying that
exactly one of the formulas a and —« is an element of Z.

There have been many discussions about what properties rational agents
should have in what situations, see Blackburn et al. [15] as well as Fagin et
al. [25] for an overview. It is not surprising that the only consensus is that the
properties and capabilities of the agents always depend on the application.
For our purposes, we will choose from the following options,

(D) Ki~a— K« (consistency),

(T) Kia—a (truth/knowledge),

4) Kia— KK« (positive introspection),
( (

5) K, — K;=K;a (negative introspection),

where we choose (5) only if we choose (4). Clearly, we will always choose the
same properties (axioms) for all agents. The names of the different axioms
and systems are given by traditional habits and are commonly known in the
community, cf. [15, 25].
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Definition 5.1.9. The system K,, as well as the following extensions of K,
are the deductive systems in our focus,

K4, =K, + (4), K45, := K4, + (5),
KD, :=K, + (D), KD4,:=KD, + (4), KD45, :=KD4, + (5),
T, =K, +(T), S4, =T, + (4), S5, := S4,, + (5).

Observe that (4) is included in S5,, for traditional reasons, it can easily be
proved in the system T, + (5).

Although we use the terms knowledge and epistemic logic, we want to men-
tion here that the systems without the truth axiom (T) are often called
systems of belief. In this terminology, the expression dozxastic logic would be
more appropriate. For simplicity reasons, we do not make this distinction.

It has turned out that each of the above mentioned axioms can be satisfied by
restricting the accessibility relations R; correspondingly. Therefore, each of
our deductive systems has its characterising class of Kripke structures. The
restrictions of the accessibility relations are called frame conditions, because
the semantics of modal logics is often defined via frames, that is a Kripke
structure without the valuation, see e.g. Blackburn et al. [15]. For our de-
ductive systems it is sufficient to take the right combinations of the following
frame conditions,

for all u € [R], R;(u) # 0 (

for all u € |R], u € R;(u) (reflexivity),
for all u,v,w € |R], uRw and vRw = uRw (

for all u,v,w € |R|, uR;v and uR;w = vR;w (FEuclideanity).

seriality),

transitivity),

Clearly, we always take the same frame conditions for all agents. We will
write K, for the class of all Kripke structures. Furthermore, for a subclass
X of Kripke structures we will write K, where ¥ consists of the one-letter
names of the frame conditions that define X'. For instance, K denotes the
class of Kripke structures that have accessibility relations that are both serial

and transitive.

We are now ready to state the soundness and completeness theorems for all
of our deductive systems. Soundness is proved by induction on the length of
the proof, see [34]. A Completeness proof for K,,, T,, S4,, S5,,, and KD45,,
can be found in [34], the proof for the other systems requires only slight
modifications.

Theorem 5.1.10. For all o € L,, we have
K.Fa & K, Fa, K4n|—oz(:>le1|:oz,
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K45, - a & KMEaq, KD, Fa & K Fa,
KD4,Fa & K Ea, KD45, - a & K E a,
T,Fa & K Fa, S4,Fa & K'Fa,

S5, Fa < K'Ea.

Observe that the letter ¢ for transitivity in the superscript of K™ would not
be required, because every reflexive and Euclidean relation is also transitive.
But we want to write all the properties that correspond to an axiom.

5.2 Logics of common knowledge

It is the aim of this section to introduce the concepts of common knowl-
edge and relativised common knowledge. Relativised common knowledge is
a generalisation of common knowledge, and we will show completeness of
our axiomatisation of relativised common knowledge from [62]. We start
with extending the language £,, with common knowledge operators.

Definition 5.2.1. The language LS of epistemic logic for n agents with
common knowledge is the set of formulas that is defined by the following
grammar (peP,i€ A 0 #G C A),

a=p| al (aha) | Ka | Cea.

The formula Cga is read as “« is common knowledge among the members
in G”. The following defining clauses extend Definition 5.1.2,

|CG5| = |ﬁ| + ]-7
sub(Cgf) := {Csf} Usub(f),

(Cal)le/v] = {Oa(ﬁ[so J4])  otherwise.

It will be useful to define the notion of mutual knowledge for an arbitrary
group G C A of agents, which is the following abbreviation,

FEqa = /\ K;a.
1€G

The formula Ega is read as “everybody in G knows a”. Observe, that the
operator Eg is also defined for G = (), in that case it is defined to be T.
[terated mutual knowledge is inductively defined by

Ela = a, EET = EqELa.
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The intended semantics of common knowledge is the following. A formula «
is common knowledge, if and only if everybody knows a (Ega), everybody
knows that everybody knows a (E%4a), and so on. This means that a formula
Cga is satisfied in a pointed structure K, s if and only if, informally speaking,
the infinite expression

Eg(a N Eg(la N Eg(aA...)))

is supposed to hold in K, s. It has turned out that a formula « is common
knowledge at world u, if and only if a holds at every world v reachable from u
by a G-path, see Fagin et al. [25] for a proof. These G-paths can be described
by first defining the union Rg of the accessibility relations from the agents
belonging to G,

Rq:= | R,

and then taking the transitive closure R}, of Rg. In order to define the
transitive closure of a binary relation, we introduce the product

RQ := {(z, 2) : there is a y, xRy and yQz}

of any two binary relations R and @) on the same set. The transitive closure
R* of a binary relation R can now be obtained by taking the union of all the
powers of R,

R!:=R, R .= RRF, Rt := |J R~

k>1

The expressions sRqt and Rg(s) as well as sRit and R/(s) are defined like
sR;t and R;(s) respectively. We are now ready to add the defining clause for
common knowledge formulas to Definition 5.1.5.

Definition 5.2.2. The definition of an £¢ formula Ca being satisfied in a
pointed structure R, s is the following,

R, sECga & forallt € RL(s), Rt E a.

The deductive systems for the logic of common knowledge can be obtained by
adding the co-closure aziom (C) and the induction rule (Cl) to the systems
of epistemic logic from Section 5.1.

Definition 5.2.3. If X is one of the systems K,,, K4,, K45,,, KD,,, KD4,,
KD45,,, T,, S4,, or S5,, then the system X¢ is defined to be X augmented
with the co-closure axiom for common knowledge,
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(C) Coa — Eg(Oé N CGoé),
as well as the induction rule for common knowledge,

a— Eg(anp)

(Cl o Cod

We have soundness and completeness results for these systems like in Sec-
tion 5.1. For the systems K¢, T¢ S4¢ S5¢ and KD45¢ we refer to Fagin et
al. [25]. For the other systems the proof requires only slight modifications.

Theorem 5.2.4. For all LS formulas o we have

Kéta < K,FEa, Ko o KLEa,
Kasl Fa < KEa, KD Fa < KiFEa,
KD4C o & K'Ea, KD45¢ o & KM E q,

T ha & K Fa, S4 ko & K Fa,

S59Fa & KMEa.

In the context of dynamic epistemic logics (see Section 5.4), the notion of
relativised common knowledge has been introduced in order to compare the
expressive strength of various logics, cf. van Benthem et al. [12] and Kooi [49].
It has turned out that relativised common knowledge is more expressive than
common knowledge, see [12] for a proof.

Definition 5.2.5. The language L£F¢ of epistemic logic for n agents and
relativised common knowledge is the set of formulas that is defined by the
following grammar (p € P, i € A, ) # G C A),

ax=p| al| (aha) | Ka | RCqla,a).
The following defining clauses extend Definition 5.1.2,

|RCa(B,7)| = |8 + [] + 1,
sub(RC&(3,7)) == {RCs(3,7)} Usub(B3) Usub(y),

e if ¥ = RCq(8,7),
RC(B,)lelv) = {chw[go/wmw/wb otherwise.

The semantics for relativised common knowledge results from relativising the
semantics of common knowledge. That is, a formula RCq(a, 3) holds at a
world u, if # holds at all worlds v accessible from u by a G-path such that o
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holds at every world of this path (but not necessarily at u). We call such a
path a G-path relativised to «. From this informal definition, it is immediate
how to define common knowledge from relativised common knowledge. The
following definition has been given by van Benthem et al. [11, 12],

Coa := RCq(T, ).

We will now add the formal defining clause for relativised common knowledge
formulas to Definition 5.1.5.

Definition 5.2.6. The definition of an £F¢ formula RCq(a, 3) being satis-
fied in a pointed structure R, s is the following,

R,sE RCq(a, B) & forallt € (ReN(|R] x ||allg)(s), &t E B.

It has often been mentioned that relativised common knowledge is related
to the wuntil operator from temporal logic, cf. [12]. We will now state some
concrete properties of this relationship.

Remark 5.2.7. First, we will show how the until operator can be defined in
the logic of relativised common knowledge. The expression “a until 3”7 from
linear time temporal logics corresponds to the formula

BV (aNRC(=5,a) N=RC(T,—f)),

where we have omitted the group subscript (A = {1}). On the other hand,
the formula RC(«, 3) can be expressed in temporal logics by

“next(B until —a) V next(always(a A 3))”.

For a precise definition of the syntax and semantics of propositional temporal
logics, we refer to the article of Lichtenstein and Pnueli [52].

The deductive systems for the logic of relativised common knowledge can be
obtained by adding the co-closure axiom (RC) and the induction rule (RCI)
to the systems of epistemic logic from Section 5.1.

Definition 5.2.8. If X is one of the systems K,,, K4,, K45,, KD,,, KD4,,
KD45,,, T,,, S4,,, or S5,,, then the system X%¢ is defined to be X augmented
with the co-closure axiom for relativised common knowledge,

(RC) RCg(a,B) — Eg(a — BA RCg(a, B)),
as well as the induction rule for relativised common knowledge,

a— Eq(f— a7y
o — RCG(ﬁ77>

(RCI)
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We will now prove soundness and completeness for these systems. For this
purpose, we will show that our system K¢ is equivalent to the system of
van Benthem et al. from [12]. The direct proof is not hard but tedious, we
did it for S5%¢ in [62].

Theorem 5.2.9. For all LEC formulas a we have

KEC-a & K, Fa, Kafi% o < K Fa,
K453 o & Ki'Ea, KDEC o < KiFa,
KD4/“Fa & K'Fa, KD45/ o & K" Ea,

TFa & K Fa, 47 Fa & Kl Ea,

S58C Lo o KM E a.

Proof. The system EL-RC from van Benthem et al. [12] is defined to be K,
augmented with the following relativised common knowledge azioms,

(RC-Dist) RCg(a, 3 — v) — (RCq(a, 3) — RCa(a,7)),
(RC‘MiX) RCG(Oé, ﬁ) — Eg(Oé — ﬁ A RCG(Oé, ﬁ)),
(RC-Ind)  (Eg(a — B) AN RCq(a, f — Eg(a — 3))) — RCq(a, ),

and the necessitation rule for relativised common knowledge,

(RC'NGC) m .

We know from [12] that EL-RC is sound and complete with respect to IC,,.

For the soundness proof of KEY  we show that the axiom (RC) is derivable

and the rule (RCI) is admissible in EL-RC. Since (RC) is contained in this
system, we only have to show the admissibility of (RCI). Suppose, that we
have a proof of the formula

a— Eq(f— a7y
for some formulas «, (#, and . Then we can easily derive
ahy = Eg(f—ahy),
and with (RC-Nec) we get
RCq(B,a Ny — Ec(B — aA7y)).
This immediately yields

a— RCOg(B,a ANy — Eg(B — aA7)),
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and together with & — Eg(8 — a A ) from the assumption, (RC-Ind) and
some tautological derivations, we get

a— RCq(B, a0 AN ).

By use of (RC-Nec) and (RC-Dist) we finally get « — RCq(f3, ), and sound-
ness of K¢ is proved.

In order to prove completeness of KFY we need to show that the axioms

(RC-Dist), (RC-Mix), and (RC-Ind) are derivable and the rule (RC-Nec) is
admissible in KEC. For the derivation of (RC-Dist), we take some arbitrary
LEC formulas a, 38, and v, and we start with the following instances of (RC),

RCq(a, 3 — ) = Ec(a — (8 — 7) A RCg(o, B — 7)),
RCG(a, ﬁ) — Eg(Oé — B A ROG(Oz, ﬁ))

From those we can derive the formula

RCq(a, 8 — 7) A RCe(a, ) —
E¢(a — RCq(a, B — v) N RCq(ar, B) A7).

Now, we can apply the rule (RCl) to get the formula
RCG(Oéaﬁ - ’Y) A RCG(Oéaﬁ) - RCG(OQV)’

which is equivalent to (RC-Dist) by tautological reasoning.

In order to derive (RC-Mix), we can see that one direction of the equivalence
is exactly the axiom (RC). For the other direction, we start with (RC),

RCq(a, ) — Eg(a — B A RCq(a, B3)),
from which we derive the formula
Eg(Oz - ﬁ A RCG(Q,B)) - Eg(Oz - E(;(Oé - B AN RCG(a, ﬁ)) AN ﬁ)

Applying the rule (RCl) now does the job.

For the derivation of (RC-Ind), we start again with an instance of (RC),

RCq(a, 8 — Eg(a — B)) —
Eg(a — (B — Eg(a — B)) N RCq(a, f — Eg(a — [3))).

Doing some derivations using (PT), (K), and (NEC), we get the formula
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Eg(a — B) AN RCa(a, 8 — Eg(a — 3)) —
Eg(a — Eg(a — B8) N RCg(a, B — Eg(a — B3)) A B),

and we finish again with an application of (RCI).

For the admissibility of the rule (RC-Nec), we start with a provable formula
«, derive the formula

T—Eq(B—TAa),

and after applying (RCl) we end with T — RCq (3, ), which is equivalent
to the formula RCs(3, ). Hence, we have shown completeness of KZ¢.

For the soundness and completeness proofs of the other systems, one can
add the corresponding axioms to EL-RC and make slight modifications in the
soundness and completeness proof for EL-RC. Then, the above derivations
are still valid and we are done. O

We will need soundness and completeness of the systems KEC, K47¢ K457
TEC S4%C and S57¢ in conjunction with public announcement operators in
Section 7.3.

5.3 Combining knowledge and belief

We have already mentioned in Section 5.1 that it is common to talk about
knowledge in the presence of the truth axiom (T), the other systems are
rather describing belief. This habit already indicates that belief can be seen
as sort of weak knowledge. Like in natural language, there are applications
where we want to talk about knowledge and belief in the same context, see
Hintikka [40] for a detailed discussion. The sentence “I believe that she is
on holiday, but I do not know it for sure” is a typical example. Moreover,
there are sentences where knowledge and belief are combined, e. g. “If I know
some fact, then I also believe it” or “I believe that she knows that dolphins
are mammals”. The first system for the modal logic of knowledge and belief
was presented and proved complete by Kraus and Lehmann [50]. Van der
Hoek has then shown completeness for all possible systems one can build
by combining certain properties of knowledge and belief, see [41]. For our
purposes, we will only choose three systems.

First, we will define the language for the logic of knowledge and belief, as
well as the logic of common knowledge and common belief.
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Definition 5.3.1. The language £Z of the logic of knowledge and belief is
the set of formulas that is defined by the following grammar (p € P, i € A),

a=p| -al (aha) | Kia | B,

and the language LZP of the logic of common knowledge and common belief
is defined as follows (pe P,i € A, ) # G C A),

a=p | a| (aha) | K | B | Coa | Dga.

We define the notion of length, subformula, and substitution for the new
operators as follows,

|Bif| = |B| + 1,

| Dep| == 6]+ 1,
sub(B;3) := {B;#} Usub(f),
sub(Dgf) := {Dgf} Usub(f),

e if Y = B;f3,
(Bzﬁ)[@/w] = {Bl(ﬁw/w]) otherwise,
if v = Dgf3,

L
(DafB)|p/Y] = { De(Ble/¥])  otherwise.

The operators Dg are used for common belief, which is exactly the same
concept as common knowledge. Like in Section 5.2, we have the abbreviation
Eqa to express that everybody in G knows «. Accordingly, we define the
notion of mutual belief for every group G C A of agents by

Faa = /\ B,
1e€G

The semantics is given by Kripke structures with two accessibility relations
for each agent. Agent i’s accessibility relations for knowledge and belief are
usually named R; and @); respectively.

Definition 5.3.2. Let 8 = (S, Ry,..., Ry, Q1,...,@Qy, V) and s € S be
given. As expected, the notion of an £Z formula being satisfied in the pointed
structure K, s is inductively defined by

R,sEp & seV(p),
R, sF-a & R sFa,
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RsFaNnp & R skFaand R sk [,
R,sE Ko & forallt € Ri(s), R, tE a,
R,sE Bia & forallt € Q;(s), R, tF a.

In addition, we have the following defining clauses for the notion of an £2¢P
formula of the form Cga and Dga being satisfied in R, s,

R,sF Coa & forallt € RL(s), R,LF a,
R,sF Dga & forallt € QL(s), & tF a.

The basic systems KK,, and KK for the languages £Z and £ZP are just

the union of K,, and K¢ with the basic systems for belief and common belief
respectively.

Definition 5.3.3. The system KK,, consists of the tautology axiom and the
two distribution axioms,

(PT) Every instance of a propositional tautology,
(K)  Ki(a = 8) = (Ko — K;3),
(K')  Bi(a — B) — (Bia — B;f3),

as well as the moduls ponens rule and the two necessitation rules,

Q
BiOé .

a— 3 Q@

(MP) = (NEC) ——

/3 Y
We obtain the system KKSD by adding to KK,, the following co-closure azx-

10ms,

(CQ)  Cga— Egla N Cga),
(C’) DG{I — Fg(Oé A D(;Oé),

(NEC))

and the following induction rules,

a— Eg(anp)
a— Cgf
Like in the previous sections of this chapter, we will sometimes add a com-

bination of the axioms (T), (4), and (5) to the basic systems. Furthermore,
we will add some of the following axioms,

a— Fglanp)

(C1) s

, (C)

(D)) Bi~a — B« (consistency),
(4) Bja — B;Ba (positive introspection),

(%)  —Bja— B;=B;a (negative introspection),
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that we obtain by replacing K; by B; in (D), (4), and (5) respectively. For
the names of the resulting systems we just write the name of the system for
knowledge succeeded by the name of the system for belief. The following
example definitions illustrate how we name the different combinations of
axioms,

S4K4,, := KK, + (T) + (4) + (4",
S5KD4," 1= KKP + (T) + (4) + (5) + (D) + (4).

In addition, the following axioms describing the interrelation between knowl-
edge and belief are under consideration,

|) KZ‘Oé — BZ‘Oé
) BZ‘O[ — KZBZOé

(entailment),

(
) - Bja — K;=B;a (negative consciousness),

(

(

A positive consciousness),
A~
G) Bya— BK;«a

-) —-Bja — Bi-Ka

positive certainty),

(
(
(
(
(G negative certainty).

The labelling of these axioms is different in almost every contribution to the
logic of knowledge and belief. Our choice of labels ensures that no conflicts
arise. The letter I stands for Inclusion, A for Awareness, and G for the
German word Gewissheit, which is the translation of certainty.

We want to mention here that some of the axioms for knowledge, belief and
some of the interrelation axioms are dependent.

Lemma 5.3.4. We have the following dependencies,

KKy, + (1) + (A) = (4), KK, + (1) + (G) - (4),
KK, + (1) + (A7) F (5), KKD45,, + (A) F (A7),
KK, + (5) + () = (G), KK, + (5) + (D = (G).

Proof. The only nontrivial part is the proof of (A~) in KKD45,, + (A). First,
we take the instance B;=B;a — —B;B;a of (D’) and the contraposition
—B;B;ac — =B, of (4) to derive

KZ‘Bi_'BZ‘O[ - KiﬁBZ‘OZ. (5].)
The following chain of instances of (5'), (A), and (5.1),
_|BZ‘Oé — BiﬁBiO[ — KZBZﬁBZO[ — KiﬁBz‘Oé,

finishes the proof. O
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There are systems of knowledge and belief that are too strong in the sense
that they prove undesired interrelation properties. One of these properties is
B;K;a — «a, which has been mentioned by Nguyen [55]. Another undesired
property is B;a < K;a, which has already been discussed by Kraus and
Lehmann [50].

Lemma 5.3.5. For all LE formulas o we have

KK, + (T) + (5) + (D') + () F BiK;oo — a,
KK, + (5) + (D) + (1) + (G) F Bia & K;a.

Proof. The following chain of instances of the contraposition of (D), (1), and
(5), followed by an instance of (T) proves the first assertion,

BiKZ'Oé — _|BZ'_|KZ'O[ — _|KZ_|KZOé — KZ'OZ — Q.

An instance of (G), followed by a sequence of instances of the contraposition

of (DY), (1), and (5),
BZ‘O[ — BZKZOé — _'Bi_'Kia — _|KZ‘_|KZ'O[ — KZ‘Oé,

shows how we can prove the direction from left to right in the second asser-
tion. The direction from right to left is just an instance of (). O

In order to avoid these undesired properties, Halpern has suggested the aziom
of objective entailment in [32], which allows K;a — B;a only if « is an
objective formula, that is if a € Ly. He proves completeness with respect
to a non standard semantics, and we will therefore not take this axiom into
account.

We will now define the three systems of our interest. They are maximal
in the sense that they do not prove the two undesirable properties from
Lemma 5.3.5, but they have as many axioms as possible. The only exception
is that we omit the axiom (G), which would cause problems in conjunction
with public announcements.Observe, that we add even the provable axioms,
because we want to have transparency over the valid properties.

Definition 5.3.6. We define the following systems of knowledge and belief,

KBDI,, := S4KD4,, + (1) + (A) + (G7),
KB5I,, := S5K45,, + (1) + (A) 4+ (A7) + (G7),
KB5D,, := S5KD45,, + (A) + (A7) + (G7).

The systems KBDICD KB51“P | and K]B%SDCD are accordingly defined.

n I
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Van der Hoek has shown in [41], that not only the axioms of knowledge and
belief, but also the interrelation axioms can be characterised via restrictions
on the accessibility relations. In order to define the new classes of Kripke
structures, we introduce the following properties,

Q:; C R; (inclusion),

for all u,v,w € |&], uRv and vQuw = uQ;w (transitivity?),
for all u,v,w € |R], uRw and uQw = vVQw (
for all u,v,w € |R], uQ;v and vVRw = uQw (

for all u,v,w € |&], uQv and uQ;w = vR;w (Fuclideanity®).

Fuclideanity?),

transitivity*),

TS R0 0

We will write Ko, for the class of all Kripke structures with two accessibility
relations for each of the n agents. Furthermore, for a subclass X of this kind
of Kripke structures, we will write Icg;?g, where ¥ consists of the one-letter
names of the frame conditions for knowledge, 1/ characterises the properties of
belief, and 7 denotes the interrelation properties in X'. For instance, Kj.*"*
denotes the class of Kripke structures that have accessibility relations with
the following properties: the accessibility relations for knowledge are both
reflexive and transitive, the accessibility relations for belief are both serial
and transitive, and the accessibility relations for belief are subsets of the

corresponding accessibility relations for knowledge.

The following theorem states soundness and completeness of the systems in
our focus. It is an immediate consequence of van der Hoek’s results in [41].

Theorem 5.3.7. For all LZ formulas o and all L3P formulas 3 we have

KBDI, b o < K3*0" E a, KBDIC? 3 & Kyt & g,
KB5l, Fa & Ko™ Ea,  KBSICP -3 o Kht™e™E g,
KB5D, Fa < K" Ea,  KBSDJP k3 « Ko Ep.

Observe that we again write all the properties that correspond to an axiom,
even if they are redundant.

5.4 Announcement logics

At the end of the eighties, Plaza published his famous article about logics
of public communications [57]. In this work, Plaza adds new operators to

Ztransitivity of Q; over (R;, Q;)
3Euclideanity of Q; over (R;, Q;)
4transitivity of Q; over (Q:, R;)
°Euclideanity of R; over (Q;, Q)
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modal logic in order to formalise the communication of true formulas to the
agents. Inspired by this idea, many authors further developed the theory
of belief and knowledge change caused by incoming information in a modal
logic setting. At the beginning of Chapter 6 and Chapter 7 we will give a
short survey of the particular literature. Usually, announcement operators
similar to action operators from dynamic logic are added to a language of
multi-agent modal logics. Therefore, the term dynamic epistemic logic is
commonly used for such constructs, see the book from van Ditmarsch et
al. [22] of the same title. It has turned out that information can be privately
told to arbitrary groups of agents within the typical systems of belief (Ger-
brandy and Groeneveld [30]), whereas in deductive systems containing the
truth axiom (T) announcements can exclusively be broadcasted to all of the
agents (van Ditmarsch [17]). The former kind of announcements is called
private announcements or group announcements, the latter kind is called
public announcements. For both types of announcements, we will provide
languages for epistemic logic extended with announcement operators of this

type.

Definition 5.4.1. The language £4 for epistemic logic with public an-
nouncement operators is the set of formulas that is defined by the following
grammar (p € P, 1 € A),

a=p | a| (aha) | Ka | (oo

BPA CPA RCPA BCDPA
L0 L0, L Ly

The languages , and are the corresponding ex-
tensions of LB, £ LEC and LBP respectively with public announcement
operators.

The language £54 for epistemic logic with group announcements is defined

as follows (pe P, i€ A, 0 #G C A),
a=p | a| (aha) | Ka | [adgla.

The definition of the language £5%4 is more elaborate: it additionally con-

tains operators for finite sequences of group announcements. For this pur-
pose, we simultaneously define the formulas and announcements of L4 by

the following grammar (p e P,i € A, ) #G C A),
a=1p | a| (aha) | Ka | Coa | [r]a,
T o= alg | (7;alg).
The formula [a!¢] 5 stands for “3 holds after the private announcement of «

to the group G”, the formula [o!]5 means “f3 holds after the public announce-
ment of a”. We define the notion of length, subformula, and substitution for
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the announcement operators as follows,

By = 18] + 7] + 2,
[Bla]v] = 18] + 7] + 2,
sub([B]7) := {[B!]v} Usub(B) Usub(v),
sub([Bla]y) = {[8la]v} Usub() Usub(y),
e if ¢ =[],
Wilerel = {[(ﬁ[@/w])!](v[w/w]) otherwise,

e if ¢ = [Blaly,
(Blelnle/v] = {[(5[@/¢])!G](7[¢/w]) otherwise.

The definition of length, subformula, and substitution for the language £5%4

is more complex, and will be introduced in Section 6.3.

We are now able to give an overview of the languages defined in this thesis.
Figure 5.1 shows the hierarchy of our languages, where the arrows stand for
set inclusion. In the following, we will simply write 7 or p for an arbitrary

i:
|

A

cre* i ce e e
|71 > >IN
£§C’PA £EPA £SPA EECD £SGA
N

BCDPA
Ly

Figure 5.1: The languages in this thesis

announcement, if we do not care about the announcement being private or
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public. Iterated announcements are inductively defined by

[7]°8 = B, (7)1 6 = [m][x]"B,

for all announcements 7. The semantics of an announcement formula [r]o
is usually defined via model transformations. In order to illustrate this pro-
cedure, we will give the semantics of the logics of public communications
from Plaza [57]. For this purpose, we add the defining clause for public
announcement formulas to Definition 5.1.5.

Definition 5.4.2. Let 8 = (S, Ry,...,R,,V) and s € S be given. Then the
notion of an £F4 formula [a!]3 being satisfied in the pointed structure 8, s

is defined by
R,sE[]f & R sEaand R sE [,

where R := (S%, R, ..., R%, V?) is the structure K restricted to the worlds
where « holds. This relativised structure is given by defining

5% = [lalls,
Ry = RiNlal%
Ve(p) == V)N llals

for every agent ¢ € A and all propositions p € P.

We want to mention here that Definition 5.4.2 is a bit problematic: the
structure 8% is only defined if there exists an s € |R| such that &, s F «, that
is if ||| g # 0. Therefore, we suggest to give this definition via the extension
of a public announcement formula [a!]3 by

o
u[a!wuﬁzz{@ i [l = 0.

|B]|ge otherwise.

During our studies of announcement logics we found many interesting prop-
erties that characterise the different approaches.

Definition 5.4.3. An announcement logic satisfies one of the following prop-
erties with respect to a class X of Kripke structures, if the property holds
for all announcements 7 of this logic.

Fact preservation: For all § € Ly, X F 3 — [7]g.
This property is very important for information change in a static
world. Only knowledge and belief can be changed by incoming in-
formation, but not propositional facts.
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Adequacy: X F [r]T.
In every modal logic like alethic®, epistemic, temporal, or dynamic logic
there is an adequate modal operator.

Totality: X' F —[n]L.
Totality is a term from dynamic logic. It means that an announcement
can always be executed at any state. If we interpret announcements
as communication acts between agents, we think that totality is a nice
property. But there are also interpretations of announcements where we
agree that they must be partial, for instance truthful announcements,
see Section 7.1.

Self-duality: For all formulas o, X F —[r]a < [7]-a.
This property is an additional requirement for total announcements. It
characterises the fact that there is always exactly one way of executing
an announcement.

Normality: For all formulas o, 3, X F [7](a — ) — ([r]a — [7]3) and
XEa = XEra
Normal modal logics are the modal logics having a Kripke semantics
and they all have the normality property. Although the announcement
semantics is not an original Kripke semantics, we call an announcement
logic normal whenever it satisfies these two properties.

We are now going to discuss the above defined properties for Plaza’s public
announcement logic with respect to K™ because in Plaza’s original work

the accessibility relations were defined to be equivalence relations.

Lemma 5.4.4. Plaza’s public announcements are total with respect to ICI™.
The other properties from Definition 5.4.3 are all violated.

Proof. We have totality because the formula [a!] L is not satisfiable for all
«, which immediately follows from Definition 5.4.2. Fact preservation is
violated, because the formula [—p!]p is not satisfied whenever p is true. Ad-
equacy fails because the formula [L!]T is not even satisfiable and thus not
valid with respect to any X'. Self-duality does not hold, because the formula
—[p!]L A =[p!]—L is satisfied whenever p is false. We do not have normality,
because we have K™ E T but v [LI]T. O

In Section 7.1 we will introduce the dual of Plaza’s public announcements as
truthful public announcements. As we will see, more properties hold for this
widely discussed logic.

SFor example, the necessity operator is called an alethic modality.
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We end this section with a short note about the crucial benefit of announce-
ment operators. In real life, we communicate in order to learn new informa-
tion, therefore we expect that the knowledge or the belief of an agent will
change after having performed an announcement. For instance, in Plaza’s
logic we have

KrEa—[o|Ka (5.2)

for all &« € Ly and all 7 € A. Thus, we have that a true propositional fact will
always be learnt by the agents after one public announcement of this fact.
However, the above mentioned implication does not hold for all formulas, but
it holds for a bigger set than Lj. For instance, for all formulas of the form
K;p and for all formulas valid in ] . It is a nontrivial task to find out which
set of formulas is defined by a property like (5.2)

It has turned out that there is one property that gives rise to an interesting
set of formulas in every announcement logic we are going to use in this
thesis. It is the notion of announcement resistant” formulas, which we have
introduced in [61, 62]. For instance, the announcement resistant formulas all
satisfy property 5.2 in all announcement logics we will define in the following
chapters.

Definition 5.4.5. Let X be an arbitrary class of Kripke structures and £
be a language containing public announcement operators. A formula o € £
is called announcement resistant in X, if for all 5 € L we have

X Fa— [

Now, let £ be a language containing group announcement operators and G C
A be a non empty group of agents. A formula o € L is called announcement
resistant for G in X if for all § € £ we have

X Fa— [flgla.

In many contributions to public announcement logics, there is the notion of
successful formulas, which has been thoroughly studied by van Ditmarsch [17,
18, 19] and van Ditmarsch et al. [21, 22, 23]. We will define this property in
Section 7.1 because this property defines an interesting set of formulas only
in the logic of truthful public announcements.

"Sometimes the term preserved formulas is used, see van Benthem [10] as well as van
Ditmarsch and Kooi [23]. But this means “preserved under submodels” and is not only
used in the context of announcement logics.






Chapter 6

Belief expansion

In this chapter, we will explore two different belief expansion functions in
group announcement logics. We will show that these functions are not ex-
pansion functions for arbitrary beliefs, but there is a big set of formulas that
will always be learnt by the group they are announced to. In Section 6.1 we
will give a straightforward semantics for the expansion of trustful agents’ be-
liefs. This means that the agents believe every incoming information without
any constraints. We will prove soundness and completeness for the system
of Gerbrandy and Groeneveld from [30]. This allows us to conclude that our
semantics is equivalent to their non well-founded approach. We will then
present our work from [61] about a new way of expanding the belief of ratio-
nal agents in Section 6.2. The agents’ beliefs will always remain consistent,
even after performing an announcement that contradicts their beliefs. In this
case, the agents do not accept the announced formula, but they learn that
other agents have received the same information. Due to this behaviour,
we call them sceptical agents. They act the same way as we have already
proposed with the consistent expansion function, see Definition 3.1.2. Sec-
tion 6.3 deals with the challenge of axiomatising group announcement logics
augmented with common belief operators. Although there exist systems for
extensions of these logics (cf. [7]), we are working towards an axiomatisation
within a simpler language.

6.1 Trustful agents

First of all, we repeat the definition of the language £54 of group announce-
ment logic from Definition 5.4.1. The formulas of this language are defined

by the following grammar (p € P, i € A, ) # G C A),

a=p| a| (aha) | Ka | [adela.
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Since we only consider systems without the truth axiom (T) in this chapter,
we will read a formula K;«o as “agent i believes o”. Now, we want to extend
the standard Kripke semantics to the language £54. Similar constructions
can be found in Hommersom et al. [44, 45|, Roorda et al. [43], and van
Linder et al. [42]. They have all defined some model transformations which
makes the agents belief the announced formula. However, they either work
within a richer language [43, 42], or have some constraints on the incoming
information [44, 45].

Definition 6.1.1. We extend Definition 5.1.5 by the following clause,
R sF[alg]B & &Y s F B,

where the Kripke structure 8¢ = (5, R‘f’G, ..., R*C V') is defined by

S" =5 x{0,1},
ROC {(s0,to) : sRit} U{(s1,t1) : sR;t and R, t Fa} ifie€ G,
! o {(So,to) : SRZt} U {(Sl,to) : SRZt} if ¢ ¢ G,

V'(p) :==V(p) x{0,1}

for all i € A and all p € P. The expressions sy and s; are abbreviations for
the worlds (s,0) and (s, 1) respectively.

The essential feature of the above definition is the following. The agents not
in GG keep their original beliefs, while the beliefs of the agents belonging to G
are affected by the announced formula. We call such agents trustful agents,
because they always believe the announced formula. We will now give an
example in order to illustrate how this model transformation works.

Example 6.1.2. Alice, Bob, and Charlie meet in a pub, we will also call them
agents 1, 2, and 3. Bob and Charlie wonder whether Alice has got a sister or
not. She actually does and, of course, she believes this fact. The situation
can be illustrated with a simple Kripke structure & = ({u, v}, R, Re, R3, V),
see Figure 6.1 (the actual world u is underlined). At world u Alice has
got a sister, while she does not at world v. For this purpose, we choose a
proposition p with the meaning “Alice has got a sister”. Therefore, we have
V(p) = {u}.

While Charlie is going to get some drinks, Alice tells Bob that she has got
a sister. We have o = p, G = {1,2}, and Bob has learnt p at world wu;
from the transformed Kripke structure 87412} see Figure 6.2. As we can
see, Alice has learnt that Bob has learnt p, since she belongs to the group
G. Moreover, Charlie’s beliefs remain unchanged, hence Alice’s and Bob’s
beliefs about Charlie’s beliefs remain unchanged, as well.
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5 2’3 (&
1,2,3 1,2,3

Figure 6.1: Alice has got a sister

1,2
) 2
Uy < U1
3( 3 3 3
Uo < 2,3 > Vo
) )
123 12,3

Figure 6.2: Bob has learnt that Alice has got a sister

It seems to be obvious that the beliefs of the agents that do not hear an
announcement remain unchanged. In order to prove this fact, the following
lemma is useful.

Lemma 6.1.3. Let the two Kripke structures & = (S, Ry,...,R,, V) and
R = (S Ry, ...,R,, V") as well as the worlds s € S and s € S" be given. If
R,s~ R 8, then for all a € LA we have

RskFa & A sEa.

Proof. By induction on . We will show how to prove the last case of the
induction step, where « is of the form [3lg]y. Let B be the bisimulation
relation that connects s and s’. Then we define a new binary relation by

BT = {(uo, uy) : uBu'} U {(uy,u}) : uBu'}.
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Note that we have BT C (S x {0,1}) x (S’ x {0,1}). Tt is not hard to show
that BT is a bisimulation between £%¢ and (&)%¢ that connects s; and s
using the induction hypothesis for 5. By induction hypothesis for v, we get
APC 51 E v if and only if (&)%Y, 5| F v, and we are done. O

We will now prove that the model transformation retains transitivity and
Euclideanity of the accessibility relations. It follows from Example 6.1.2
that this is not the case for seriality or reflexivity.

Lemma 6.1.4. Let X be one of the classes KL or K. Then for all Kripke
structures R, all o € LG, and all non empty G C A we have

n

ReX = /g% e x.

Proof. We will show how to prove that transitivity is preserved. So let R;
be transitive. Further, let ¢ € G, u1R*“vy, and v; R*“w,. This implies
uR;w and K, w F «a, hence we get ulRf"Gwl. The other cases are similar and
transitivity preservation is proved, no matter if R; is Euclidean or not. The
proof for Euclideanity preservation is similar. O

We are now able to state three deductive systems for our group announce-
ments extending K,,, K4,, and K45,,. Lemma 6.1.4 will be crucial in order to
prove soundness of these systems.

Definition 6.1.5. The deductive systems K4, K4%4 and K4594 are the
systems K,,, K4,,, and K45, respectively augmented with the following group
announcement axioms,

as well as the group announcement necessitation rule,

(GAN) 7[@0]04 .

We will first prove soundness of the three Hilbert systems, which allows us
to formally prove properties of our model transformation.
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Lemma 6.1.6. For all o € L& we have

Ko = K,Fa,
KaS4 o = K!Ea,
K564 o = K E a.
Proof. By induction on the length of the proof. In the base case, we first

show that axiom (GA4) is valid in K,. Let & € K,,, s € |&], a,8 € L4,
) #£GC A and i € A\ G, be given. Then we define a binary relation by

B :={(u,u) : u € |R]}.

It is now easy to show that B is a bisimulation between £ and £*¢. By
Lemma 6.1.3, we get

R, sE [ag]Kif & &Y s F K3
& for all ty € R (s1), 89ty E 8
& for all t € Ry(s), R*C to F 3
& forallt € Ri(s), R,tF
& R, sE K.

Second, we show that axiom (GAb) is valid in /C,,. For all 8 € IC,,, all s € R,
all o, B € £G4, all non empty G C A, and all i € G we have

R sE [alglKiB & &Y s1F K
& forall t; € R (s1), 89 1, £ 8
& forallt € Ri(s), R,tF « implies &, ¢ F [alg]f
& R, sE Ki(a— [alg]f).
In the induction step, soundness of the rule (GAN) is proved as follows. Let
X be one of the classes KC,,, K!, or K. For all o, 3 € L5 and all non empty
G C A, we have to show that X F « implies X F [§lg]a. For given K € X

and s € 8], we have ¢ € X by Lemma 6.1.4, thus we get 8¢, s, F a by
assumption. This yields R, s F [(!¢]a, and we are done. O

The following lemma states a so-called reduction azxiom, which is provable in
our three systems.

Lemma 6.1.7. Let X be one of the deductive systems K4, KASA | or K454,

n

Then for all o, 3,7 € LE and all non empty G C A we have that X proves

[alc](B A7) < [alg]B A [ala]y.
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Proof. The proof is like in normal modal logic for the K; modality, that is
we only need (GA2) and (GAN) in addition to the corresponding systems of
belief. N

As an immediate consequence of axiom (GA3), we could replace axiom (GA2)
by the reduction axiom from Lemma 6.1.7 to get equivalent deductive sys-

tems. In addition, the converse direction of (GA2) is also provable by use of
axiom (GA3) and Lemma 6.1.7.

Since we have soundness, we can formally prove that every property from
Definition 5.4.3 is satisfied by our group announcement semantics.

Lemma 6.1.8. Let X be one of the classes K, K., or KI*. Then the
group announcements for trustful agents are fact preserving, adequate, total,
self-dual, and normal with respect to X .

Proof. Let X% be the deductive system that corresponds to X. In order
to prove fact preservation, we can show for all @ € Ly and all 8 € £G4
that X4 proves a « [B!g]a. This can be done by induction on a using the
axioms (GA1) and (GA3) as well as Lemma 6.1.7. Due to the prove of fact
preservation, we easily get adequacy and totality, the latter can be proved
using axiom (GA3). Self-duality and normality are part of our systems. All
of the properties now follow from soundness. O

For the completeness proof, we are going to define a translation from £54 to
L,. This translation will be established in two stages. In the first stage, we
define an auxiliary function h, which exclusively operates on announcement
formulas.

Definition 6.1.9. We inductively define the auxiliary function h that maps
from {[alg]3: o, B3 € LA, 0 # G C A} to LEA as follows,

h([ala]p) = p,
h([ala]=pB) == =h(la!6]B),
h([ala](B A7) == h([ala]B) A h([ala]y),
(Ko — h(jale]B) ified,
h([a!a]KiB) == {Kzﬂ ¢
h([!c][B'u]y) = [a!c][B!a]Y-

It is an easy induction on [ to show that for all a;, 3 € £,, and all non empty
G C A we have h([alg]B) € L,. Moreover, the function h is equivalence
preserving in the following sense.
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Lemma 6.1.10. Let X be one of the deductive systems KE4, K4§A, or
K45§A. Then for all o, B € LG and all non empty G C A we have

Xt h(lala]f) < [ala]s.

Proof. By induction on 3. In the base case, if § = p for some p € P, we
have that X proves p < [alg]p by axiom (GAl). In the induction step, we
show how to prove the case f = K;vy for ¢« € G. We start with a proof
of h([algly) < [alg]y by induction hypothesis. By standard modal logic
reasoning, we can now prove K;(a — h([alg]y)) < Ki(a — [alg]y). Since
the left expression is the formula h([a!lg]K;y) by definition, and the right
expression is provably equivalent to [a!g]K;y by (GA5), we are done. O

In order to prove completeness, the following lemma will be very useful.

Lemma 6.1.11. Let X be one of the deductive systems KS4, K44 or

K45SA. Then for all o, 3 € LS4, all ¢ € L,,, and all non empty G C A we
have

XFaof = XFlalgle < [Blle.

Proof. By induction on . Again, the only interesting case is in the induction
step, if ¢ = K;@ and @+ € G. We have X + a < [ by assumption, and
X+ [algly < [Blg]v by induction hypothesis. This immediately yields
a proof of K;(a — [alg]y) < Ki(6 — [Blg|v) by standard modal logic
reasoning. Two applications of axiom (GA5) end the proof. O

Using the auxiliary function h, we are now able to define the translation f
from L4 to L,,.

Definition 6.1.12. The function f: £54 — £ is inductively defined by

f(p) =,
f(=a) == f (),
flanp) = fla)Af(B),
f(KZOé) = Kif(a)’
F([l6)B) = h([f(@) 6] £(B))

Again, it is not hard to show that f(a) € £, for all o € £E4 by induction
on «. Furthermore, we can show that f is equivalence preserving like the
function h.
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Lemma 6.1.13. Let X be one of the deductive systems KS4, KaS4, or
K454, Then for all o € LE* we have

Xt fla) < a.

Proof. By induction on . We show how to prove the case a = [(lg]y in
the induction step. By induction hypothesis, we have that X proves both
formulas f(3) < [ and f(v) < v. Therefore, the formula « is provably
equivalent to [5!¢]f(7) by (GAN) and (GA2), which is provably equivalent to
[f(8)!c]f(y) by Lemma 6.1.11. But now, by Lemma 6.1.10, this formula is
provably equivalent to A([f(3)!g]|f(7)), which is defined to be f(«). O

Due to Lemma 6.1.13 and Lemma 6.1.11, we can prove that group announce-
ments for trustful agents are syntax independent.

Lemma 6.1.14. Let X be one of the deductive systems K&4 K4f‘4, or

n

K455, Then for all a, 8,7 € LE* and all non empty G C A we have
XFae [ = XElaley < [Bla]y.

Proof. Let X = «a <= . We have that X proves the equivalence of [a!g]y
and [alg]f(v) by Lemma 6.1.13, axiom (GA2), and the rule (GAN). By
assumption and Lemma 6.1.11, the latter formula is provably equivalent to
[B'6]f(v), which is provably equivalent to [5!¢]y by again Lemma 6.1.13,
axiom (GA2), and the rule (GAN). O

Due to Lemma 6.1.14, we can now prove the Replacement Theorem for our
three Hilbert systems.

Theorem 6.1.15 (Replacement). Let X be one of the deductive systems
KEA, K4S or K45SA. Then for all o, 3,y € LS4 we have

XFaef = XEyoqa/fl.

Proof. By induction on . In the base case, if v = p for some p € P, we
distinguish two cases. First, if 5 # p, then we immediately get vy[a/3] = v
and the claim easily follows. Second, if 5 = p = 7, then we immediately get
v[ee/ 3] = « and the claim follows by assumption. In the induction step, we
show how to prove the case v = [dlg]p. By axiom (GA2), the rule (GAN),
and the induction hypothesis for ¢, we get X F [§lg]p < [0lg](¢]a/F]). In
addition, we have that the formulas [§!¢](p[a/B]) and [(0[a/5])!c](wle/B])
are provably equivalent by Lemma 6.1.14 and the induction hypothesis for
5. The latter formula is defined to be ([8!¢]p)[a/], and we are done. O
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Another consequence of Lemma 6.1.13 is that the logic of group announce-
ments has the same expressive strength as epistemic logic. This fact gives
rise to a short and elegant completeness proof, as we show in the proof of
the following theorem. We will see in Section 6.3 that this is not the case in
the presence of common knowledge operators.

Theorem 6.1.16. For all o € LS we have

Kitka & K, Fa,
Kéf o o Kl Ea,
Kasc4 o & K E a.

Proof. Let X be one of the systems K,,, K4,,, or K45, and X be the class
of Kripke structures that corresponds to X. The direction from left to right
has already been proved. For completeness of X4, we assume X E a. By
soundness and Lemma 6.1.13, we have X F f(a). By completeness of X and
the fact that f(a) € £,,, we get X = f(a). Since the system X% extends X,
we immediately get X94 = f(a). Finally, again by Lemma 6.1.13, we have
that X4 proves a, which concludes the proof. O

We want to mention that we have soundness and completeness for exactly
the same deductive system presented by Gerbrandy and Groeneveld [30] and
Gerbrandy [29]. Their semantics is completely different because the models
are non well-founded sets. In fact, their semantics is similar to the non well-
founded semantics introduced by Barwise and Moss [9]. They need the Anti
Foundation Axiom and the Solution Lemma for their results, see Aczel [1]
for further details. So we have given a semantics with exactly the same valid
formulas without claiming the existence of non well-founded sets. Since the
fully introspective models of Gerbrandy and Groeneveld have the same valid
formulas as Veltman’s update semantics [63], we get the same result for I
as Proposition 3.9 in [30].

The announcement resistant formulas are a suitable tool for the purpose of
investigating how announcements affect the agent’s beliefs. There is a big
set of announcement resistant formulas for every non empty G C A in all
three classes of Kripke structures.

Lemma 6.1.17. Let G C A be a non empty set of agents and X be one of
the classes KC,,, KL, or KI*. Then we have the following sufficient conditions
for a formula o € LG to be announcement resistant for G in X,

1. a € Ly,
2. XEa or X F —a,
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3. a=K;B or a =-K; for some i € A\ G and some 3 € LA,

4. =[Ny ora=pBVy for some 3,y announcement resistant for G

m X,
5. a= K, for some i € G and some 3 announcement resistant for G in
X.

Proof. The first assertion is a direct consequence of Lemma 6.1.8 (fact pres-
ervation). The two claims in the second assertion follow from soundness of
the rule (GAN) and tautological reasoning respectively. The third assertion
is directly implied by soundness of the axioms (GA3) and (GA4). The fourth
assertion is a consequence of Lemma 6.1.7, axiom (GA3), and soundness.
Now, we show how to prove the fifth assertion. Let X%4 be the deductive
system that corresponds to X, 3 € L5 be announcement resistant for G
in X, and v € LI be arbitrarily given. By completeness, we have a proof
of 3 — [7!g]B in X94. By tautological reasoning, we get that X¢4 proves
B — (v = [¥'¢]B), which leads to a proof of K;f — K;(y — [Ylg]F) in
X% by normal modal logic reasoning. Applying axiom (GA5), we finally get
X% = K3 — [y Ki3. Due to soundness, we are done. a

We conclude this section by stating that the announcement resistant formulas
get common belief after one single announcement.

Theorem 6.1.18. Let G C A be a non empty set of agents and X be one of
the classes KC,,, KL, or K&, Further, let o € LEA be announcement resistant
for G in X. Then for all | > 1 and all iy, ...,7; € G we have

X FE [a!G]Kil e KZ'IOé.

Proof. Let X941 be the deductive system that corresponds to X. We will
show by induction on [ that the formula [a!¢]Kj, . . . Kj, « is provable in X4,
In the base case, we have that X4 proves a — [a!g]a by assumption and
completeness. Applying the rule (NEC) and axiom (GA5), we get a proof of
[alg] Ky in X4, For the induction step, we have X - [alg] K, . .. Ki a by
induction hypothesis. We can now get X + K; (o — [alg]K;, ... K «)
by standard modal logic reasoning. The final step is an application of ax-
iom (GA5), which results in a proof of [alg]K;,, K, ... K;ya in X9, By
soundness, we get the desired result. O

Observe that if i € G, we have X F [alg] K« for all unsatisfiable formulas
a € LG4, This problem cannot be fixed by adding the axiom (D), because
the systems would become inconsistent. In order to see this, we start with the
fact that the formula [1!g]K; L is provable for all groups G C A satisfying
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i € G. On the other hand, (D) allows us to prove —K; L, applying (GAN)
and axiom (GA3) results in —[L!g]K; L. In the next section we will provide
a more sophisticated announcement semantics, which allows us to avoid this
problem.

6.2 Sceptical agents

It is the aim of this section to present our semantics for the logic of group
announcements from [61]. The language £¢4 from the Section 6.1 is still
our set of formulas. We will implement belief expansion in modal logic as
proposed in Section 3.1. That is, the agents will only accept new information
that is consistent with their beliefs, cf. Definition 3.1.2. Due to our definition
of the new model transformation, we will be able to provide deductive systems
containing the consistency axiom

(D) Ki_!Oé — ﬁKiOé,

without giving up the other nice properties from Section 6.1. In addition, we
have that for all « € £54 and all non empty G' C A the formula —[a!g] K; L,
which is equivalent to [a!g]—K; L, will be provable in the new deductive sys-
tems that contain axiom (D). The consistency of beliefs is a widely accepted
requirement for rational agents, who are always aware of all the consequences
of their beliefs. Therefore, we regard it as very natural to require that prop-
erty to hold after any announcement.

For the new semantics, we are going to slightly modify the definition of the
transformed Kripke structure £¢ from Section 6.1.

Definition 6.2.1. We extend Definition 5.1.5 by the following clause,
R, sE [alg]B & &Y s F B,

where the Kripke structure 8¢ = (5, R?’G, .., R¥G V") is defined by

S':=5x%x{0,1},
{(s0,t0) : sR;it} U{(s1,t1) : sR;t and R, t F a} U
Rf"G = {(s1,t1) : sR;t and R, s F K;—a} if i € G,
{(s0,t0) : sR;t} U{(s1,%0) : sR;t} ifi ¢ G.

V'(p) :==V(p) x{0,1}

for all i € A and all p € P. The expressions sy and s; are abbreviations for
the worlds (s,0) and (s, 1) respectively.
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In the model transformation of Section 6.1, all the worlds that do not satisfy
a become inaccessible by performing an announcement. With the new model
transformation, such worlds stay accessible for the agents if there is no ac-
cessible world where « holds. This is the reason why there is always at least
one accessible world, hence the beliefs of all agents remain consistent. From
the agents’ perspective, this means that an agent rejects the incoming infor-
mation if he believes in its negation. We call such agents sceptical agents,
because they stick to their beliefs if they consider the new information to
be false. But it is not the case that these agents do not learn anything by
rejecting an announcement. They learn that the other agents belonging to G
have learnt or rejected the announced formula. We think that this strategy
is quite good if the source of the information is not known to be reliable.

In order to get a system retaining the consistency of beliefs, there have also
been different proposals in literature, cf. Hommersom et al. [44, 45] and Ro-
orda et al. [43]. Our approach is completely different and works for announce-
ments with arbitrary formulas, not only for propositional information. The
following example is from [61] and illustrates how the new semantics works.

Example 6.2.2. Imagine a game with the players 1, 2, and 3, as well as
three cards, one Ace and two indistinguishable Queens. The players know
which cards are in play and one card is dealt to each player in such a way that
he can only see his own card. Then the only player who knows the deal is the
player with the Ace and the situation is represented by the Kripke structure
R as is illustrated in Figure 6.3. For each player ¢ we take a proposition p;,

A
V')
>
')

AQQ
O O
1,2,3

) 1,23

Figure 6.3: Every possible hand

which is defined to be true if and only if player ¢ has got the Ace. Thus, the
valuation function V' is given by

Vip) = {AQQ}, V(p2) = {QAQ}, V(ps) = {QQA} .
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Now, player 1 secretly tells player 2 that he does not have the Ace. No matter
in which state we are, we can perform this announcement as described in
Definition 6.2.1. This means that o = —p;, G = {1,2}, hence 712} is
the resulting structure from Figure 6.4. Observe that, no matter in which

Figure 6.4: Does player 1 have the Ace?

state we are before the announcement, player 2 accepts the announcement
and believes —p; afterwards. In the state QQA, player 2 learns a true fact
and believes that player 3 has got the Ace, which is also true. Player 2
learns nothing new in the state QAQ, because she has already believed that
player 1 does not have the Ace. On the other hand, in the state AQQ), player 2
believes a lie, and player 1 rejects his own announcement, because he believes
its negation p;. In addition, player 1 learns that player 2 believes his lie. This
fact illustrates the essential difference of the new procedure to the approach
from Definition 6.1.1.

Like in Section 6.1, it is not immediate that the beliefs of the agents that
do not hear an announcement remain unchanged. For this purpose, we will
again prove that two bisimilar pointed structures satisfy the same formulas.
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Lemma 6.2.3. Let the two Kripke structures & = (S, Ry,...,R,,V) and
R = (S R,....,R,,V") as well as the worlds s € S and s € S’ be given. If
R,5s~ &5, then for all o € LG we have

RskFa & A, dEa.

Proof. By induction on a. We will again show how to prove the last case of
the induction step, where « is of the form [3!g]y. Let B be the bisimulation
relation that connects s and s’. Then we define a new binary relation by

BT == {(ug,up) : uBu'} U {(u1,u)) : uBu'}.

Again, we have BT C (S x {0,1}) x (8" x {0,1}). We can show that B* is
a bisimulation between £%¢ and (&)%¢ that connects s; and s} using the
induction hypothesis for both § and K;—(. By induction hypothesis for ~,
we get R5C s; E v if and only if (&)%Y, 5] E 7, and we are done. O

rtu

In Example 6.2.2, the initial Kripke structure belongs to K7™, that is every
accessibility relation is an equivalence relation. But the resulting structure
is an element of K3, so reflexivity of the accessibility relation is in gen-
eral not preserved. We have already argued why seriality must be retained.
Unfortunately, transitivity is preserved only if the accessibility relations are
also Euclidean. This means that we will not be able to define a deductive
system for the classes of Kripke structures with transitive but not Euclidean

accessibility relations.

Lemma 6.2.4. Let X be one of the classes K™, K5, or K. Then for all

Kripke structures &, all o € LS4, and all non empty G C A we have

ReX = /g% e x.

Proof. First, we will show that seriality is preserved. So let R; be serial and
assume i € G. Then for all u € |R] we have R;(u) # (). Of course, we have
R (ug) = {vy : v € Ri(ug)} # 0. We have to show that R (u) is also
non empty. If R u ¥ K;—«, then we have R,v F «a for some v € R;(u),
and we get ulRf"le. Otherwise, if R, u F K;—«, then we immediately get
R¥%(uy) = {v1 : v € Ri(u)} # 0. The case i ¢ G is trivial and seriality
preservation is proved. Second, we will show that transitivity is preserved
in the presence of Euclideanity. So let R; be transitive and Euclidean and
assume ¢ € G. Clearly, uORiO"G'UO, and UOR?’GwO directly imply uoRf"Gwo.
So let ulRf’le and UlRf’Gwl. This implies uR;w and either &, w F « or
R0 E K;—a. If 8w FE «, then we immediately have ulRf"Gwl, and we are
done. If R,v F K;—«a, then we have R, u F =-K;—K;—«a because uR;v. By
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Euclideanity of R;, we now get K, u F K;—«, hence we have ulRf"Gwl. The
case i ¢ G is trivial, and transitivity preservation is proved. The proof for
Euclideanity preservation in the presence of transitivity is similar. O

The following example shows that transitivity is not necessarily preserved, if
the accessibility relations are not Euclidean.

Example 6.2.5. Let p € P and 8 = ({s,t,u}, Ry,..., R,, V) be defined by

Ry ={(s,1), (t,u), (s,u), (u,u)} Vg {t},

such that the accessibility relations R, ... R, are serial and transitive. Then
we have & € ' hence & € K!. If p is announced to agent 1, we get

RMY = {(s0, o), (to, uo), (50, u0), (1o, uo), (s1,11), (t1,w1), (ur, )}
That is, we have &7{1} ¢ Kt thus AP ¢ [C2t.

We are now able to define four deductive systems for the logic of group
announcements for sceptical agents.

Definition 6.2.6. The Hilbert systems K&4¢, K4564< KD%4e and KD4554
are the systems K,,, K45,,, KD,,, and KD45,, respectively augmented with the
following group announcement axioms,

(GA1)  [alglp < p,

(GA2)  [ale)(B — ) — ([ale]B — [ala]y),

(GA3)  [alg]=8 < =lalg]B,

(GA4)  [alg] KB < K3 (1 ¢ G),
(GA5.) —Ki~a — ([alg]KiB — Kia — [al6]8) (i € G),
(GA6,) K;—~a — ([alg|K;B <« K;|a!g]0) (1€ G),

as well as the group announcement necessitation rule,
Q@

[Blala

Again, the above defined systems are sound with respect to the correspond-
ing classes of Kripke structures. The proof makes use of Lemma 6.2.4 and
therefore, it would not work for the respective extensions of K4, and KD4,,.

(GAN)

Lemma 6.2.7. For all o € L4 we have

Kitka = K, Ea, K457 Fa = Kk a,
KD Fa = KjFa, KD45.7% - a = K"k a.
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Proof. Let X be one of the classes KC,,, K%, K2, or K3 and X%4¢ be the
deductive system that corresponds to X. The proof is by induction on the
length of the derivation. In the base case, we first want to mention that axiom
(GA4) is valid in X due to Lemma 6.2.3. The proof works exactly the same
way as for trustful agents, where we replace Lemma 6.1.3 by Lemma 6.2.3
in the proof of Lemma 6.1.6. The proof of the validity of axiom (GA5,) is
similar to the proof for axiom (GA5) in the context of trustful agents, see
again the proof of Lemma 6.1.6. Now, we show how to prove the correctness
of (GA6.). Let i € G, R € X, and s € ||, and assume that K, s F K;—a.

Then we have

R, sE[alg]Kif & 8YC s F K3
& forall t; € R*%(s1), 84% t, £ 8
< forallt € Ri(s), R,tF [alg]f
& R, sF Ki[alg]p.

In the induction step, soundness of the rule (GAN) is proved the same way
as in Lemma 6.1.6, but it uses Lemma 6.2.4 instead of Lemma 6.1.4. 0

We have mentioned in Section 5.1 that if a Hilbert system X is consistent, it
is not immediate how to find its corresponding class of Kripke structures. In
this section, we have all the tools we need to illustrate this fact.

Remark 6.2.8. Let K454 and KD45“¢ be the systems K4,, and KD4,, respec-
tively extended by the group announcement axioms and the group announce-
ment necessitation rule from Definition 6.2.6. Then we know that K454 and
KD4SAC are consistent because they are both contained in the consistent sys-
tem KD45§ Ac But, since transitivity is not retained without Euclideanity,
cf. Example 6.2.5, we have that K4¢4< and KD454¢ are not sound with respect
to K! and K2 respectively. In order to see this, let p € P be arbitrarily given.
Then we have that the formula [ply;](Kp — KK, p) is obviously provable
in K454 and KD4%“< but not valid in K! and K. For instance, it is not
satisfied at world s from the Kripke structure & = ({s,t,u}, Ry,..., Ry, V),
where

Ry ={(s,1), (t;u), (s,u), (u,u)}, Vg {t},

and the accessibility relations Rs, ..., R, are arbitrary serial and transitive
relations. Clearly, we have £ € K5, hence 8 € K.

In order to define the new translation from £54 to £, it will be useful to
have the following reduction azxioms, which are both provable in our four
systems.
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Lemma 6.2.9. Let X be one of the deductive systems KG4e | K454 KD,
or KD45§AC. Then for all o, 3,y € LE, all non empty G C A, and all i € G
we have that X proves

[al(B A7) < lale]f Alalaly,
[l KB — K;[alg|BV (- K;—a N Ki(a — [alg]f)).

Proof. The proof of the first assertion works exactly the same way as the
proof of Lemma 6.1.7. We show how to prove the second assertion. By the
axioms (GA5,.) and (GA6,.) as well as tautological reasoning, we get that the
formula [a!g|K;( is provably equivalent to

(Ki—a N K[alg]B) V (- Ki—a A Ki(a — [ag]3)) (6.1)

in X. Using the fact that X proves K;[alg]f — Ki(a — [alg]f) and again
propositional reasoning, we get that formula (6.1) is now provably equivalent
to K;[alglBV (mKi—a A K;(a — [alg]f)) in X, hence we are done. O

The group announcements for sceptical agents also satisfy all the properties
from Definition 5.4.3.

Lemma 6.2.10. Let X be one of the classes IC,,, KI*, K5, or K. Then
the group announcements for sceptical agents are fact preserving, adequate,
total, self-dual, and normal with respect to X.

Proof. These assertions can all be formally proved in the deductive system
that corresponds to X'. The proof is identical to the proof of Lemma 6.1.8. [

In addition to the properties of Lemma 6.2.10, we have that the group an-
nouncements for sceptical agents are consistency preserving. That is, the
consistency of beliefs is preserved after any announcement, as we show in the
following lemma.

Lemma 6.2.11. Let X be one of the Hilbert systems KG4e, K454 KDSAe,
or KD45SAC. Then for all o € LEA, all non empty G C A, and all i € A
we have that X proves

ﬁKZL — [Oz'(;]_'KZJ_

Proof. For i € A\ G, the proof is trivial. We show how to prove the claim
for i € G. By axiom (GA3) and the second assertion of Lemma 6.2.9, we get

Xt [alg]mK; L« =(K;lalg]L V (=K;=a A Kij(a — [alg]l))).
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From the proof of Lemma 6.2.10 (fact preservation), we know that [a!g]L is
provably equivalent to | in X, hence we get

by normal modal logic reasoning. Again by standard modal logic reasoning,
it is easy to see that X - = K; 1 — —=(K; LV (=K;ma A K;(a — 1))), hence
we are done. O

We have seen in Example 6.1.2 that Lemma 6.2.11 does not hold in the
context of trustful agents. In the presence of axiom (D), we can even stat a
stronger statement as Lemma 6.2.11. As an immediate consequence of axiom
(D) and the rule (GAN), we get that for all & € £54, all non empty G C A,
and all ¢ € A we have

KD b [alg]-Ki L, KD45, " - [alg] K L.

Although the consistency preserving announcements have a more sophisti-
cated semantics, we can still establish an equivalence preserving translation
to epistemic logic. The only difference is in the definition of the auxiliary
function h, which makes use of both assertions from Lemma 6.2.9.

Definition 6.2.12. We inductively define the auxiliary function A that maps
from {[a!g]B: a, B € LA D # G C A} to LEA as follows,

h([ale]p) == p,
h([ale]=8) := =h([al6]B),
h([a!a](B A7) == h([a!a]B) A h(ela]y),

K;h([a!g]B) V
h([alg] K;B) = (—K;—a N Ki(a — h([alg]B))) ifieq,
K3 ifida,

W68 uly) = [ade] 8]y

It is again easy to see that for all a, 3 € L, and all non empty G C A we
have h([a!g]8) € L,. Moreover, the new function h is equivalence preserving
like in Section 6.1.

Lemma 6.2.13. Let X be one of the Hilbert systems KG4e, K45G4e KDEAe,
or KD455‘4°. Then for all o, 3 € LA and all non empty G C A we have
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Proof. By induction on (. The only difference to the proof of Lemma 6.1.10
is the case f = K;v for i € G in the induction step. We start with a
proof of h([a!g]y) < [@!g]y by induction hypothesis. By normal modal logic
reasoning, we get that K;h([alg]y) V (mK;—a A Ki(a — h(lalgly))) and
Ki[algly V (nK;=a A Ki(a — [alg]y)) are provably equivalent in X. Since
the former formula is defined to be h([a!g]K;7v), and the latter formula is
provably equivalent to [a!g] Ky by the second assertion of Lemma 6.2.9, we
are done. O

Like in Section 6.1, we will now prove a restricted version of syntax indepen-
dence for the consistency preserving group announcements.

Lemma 6.2.14. Let X be one of the Hilbert systems KG4e, K454 KDEAe,
or KD45§AC. Then for all o, 3 € LG, all ¢ € L,,, and all non empty G C A
we have

XFaef = XFlalgle < [6la]e.

Proof. By induction on ¢. We show how to prove the case ¢ = K;3) fori € G
in the induction step. By assumption and the induction hypothesis, we have
XFa« pgand X F [alg] < [Blg]. By normal modal logic reasoning,
we get that K;[olgly V (mK;—a A K(a — [alg]y)) is provably equivalent
to Ki[Bla]v V (=Ki=6 AN Ki(8 — [Bl¢]w)) in X. By two applications of the
second assertion of Lemma 6.2.9, we are done. O

The translation f from £54 to £, is defined as in Section 6.1, but now it
uses the redefined auxiliary function h.

Definition 6.2.15. The function f: £&4 — £54 is inductively defined by

f(p) = p,
f(ma) == =f(a),
flanp) = fla)Af(B),
[(Ka) = K f(a),
f([al]B) = h([f ()] f(B))

Clearly, we again have that for all « € L& we have f(a) € £,. Like in
Section 6.1, the function f is equivalence preserving.

Lemma 6.2.16. Let X be one of the Hilbert systems KG4e, K4554c KDEAe,
or KD4554¢. Then for all o € LE* we have

XF fla) < a.
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Proof. The proof is the complete analogue to the proof of Lemma 6.1.13,
but it uses Lemma 6.2.13 and Lemma 6.2.14 instead of Lemma 6.1.10 and
Lemma 6.1.11 respectively. 0

As an immediate consequence of Lemma 6.2.16, we get that the logic of group
announcements for sceptical agents also has the same expressive strength as
normal modal logic. And we can now prove syntax independence for the
consistency preserving group announcements.

Lemma 6.2.17. Let X be one of the Hilbert systems KS4¢, Ka5G4e KDG4e
or KD45%4¢ . Then for all o, B,v € LEA and all non empty G C A we have

XFae g = Xt algly < [Bla]y.

Proof. The proof is identical to the proof of Lemma 6.1.14, but it uses
Lemma 6.2.14 and Lemma 6.2.16 instead of Lemma 6.1.11 and Lemma 6.1.13
respectively. O

We are now able to state the Replacement Theorem for the logic of group
announcements for sceptical agents.

Theorem 6.2.18 (Replacement). Let X be one of the deductive systems
KGAe K454 KD or KD4554. Then for all o, 3, € LG we have

XFaef = XEyoqa/s].

Proof. By induction on . The proof works exactly the same way as the
proof of Theorem 6.1.15. In the last case of the induction step, we use
Lemma 6.2.17 instead of Lemma 6.1.14. O

Due to Lemma 6.2.16, we have a short completeness proof for the logic of
consistency preserving group announcements.

Theorem 6.2.19. For all o € LE we have

Kée ko o K, Fa, K4564 o & KU E a,
KD o o K:Ea, KD458% - o & Kk a.

Proof. Let X be one of the systems K,,, K45,,, KD,,, or KD45,, and X be the
class of Kripke structures that corresponds to X. Soundness has already been
proved. For the direction from right to left, we assume X F . By soundness
and Lemma 6.2.16, we have X F f(a). By completeness of X and the fact
that f(a) € L,, we get X F f(a). Since the system X%4¢ extends X, we
immediately get X¢4< = f(a). Finally, again by Lemma 6.2.16, we have that
XG4e proves o, which concludes the proof. O
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Due to Lemma 6.2.11, we have that the formulas of the form —K; L are
announcement resistant in the logic of group announcements for sceptical
agents. We have seen in Example 6.1.2, that this is not the case with trustful
agents, so we can say that we have more announcement resistant formulas
for any G in K, and K with the consistency preserving announcements.
The following lemma states that we have more conditions for a formula to
be announcement resistant than in Section 6.1.

Lemma 6.2.20. Let G C A be a non empty group of agents and X be one
of the classes ICp,, KM, K2, or K. Then we have the following sufficient
conditions for a formula o € LS to be announcement resistant for G in X,

1. a € Ly,

2. XFaor XE -a,

3. a=K;3 or a =-K;3 for some i € A\ G and some 3 € LEA,
4

.a=[B Ay ora=pVy for some 3,7 announcement resistant for G

mn X,
5. a= K, for some i € G and some (3 announcement resistant for G in
X.

6. a = —K;3 for some i € G and some (3 € LA satisfying X E —3.

Proof. The first four assertions can be proved exactly the same way as in
Lemma 6.1.17. The last assertion is a consequence of Lemma 6.2.11 and the
fact that —K; L is equivalent to —K;( whenever (3 is not satisfiable in X.
We show how to prove the fifth assertion. Let X%4¢ be the deductive system
that corresponds to X'. Furthermore, let # be announcement resistant for G
in X, i € G and v € L be arbitrarily given. By completeness, we have
XGe 1= 3 — [y!g]3. Hence, we easily get that X9 proves K;3 — K;[v!g]3
by normal modal logic reasoning. By the second assertion of Lemma 6.2.9,
we can derive X< = K;[y!6]8 — [Y!q] K;3. We finally get that X“4¢ proves
K0 — [7!¢] K, by tautological reasoning. By soundness, we get the desired
result. O

Lemma 6.2.20 implies that an announcement resistant formula can never be
forgotten by the agents. This is because if « is announcement resistant for
G in X, then for all 3 € £54 and all i € A we have X F K;a — [3!¢]K;a.
That is, the agents will never revise the belief in announcement resistant
formulas by accepting an announcement. Since the objective formulas are
announcement resistant, we have belief expansion for factual belief.

With sceptical agents, it is not always the case that an announcement resis-
tant formula gets common belief after it has been announced. It can happen
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that an agent does not learn a true announcement resistant formula that has
been announced, because he believes that the new information is false. The
following example illustrates this fact.

Example 6.2.21. Let p € P and R = ({s,t}, Ry, ..., R,, V) be defined by

Ry = {(Sat)v (ta t)}a Vige {3}7

such that the accessibility relations R, ..., R, are serial, transitive, and Fu-
clidean. Then we have &, s E p A =[ply13]Kip. Since & € K3, we have that
the formulas of the form ¢ — [¢!g|K;q are not provable in any of our four

deductive systems.

For a big set of formulas, namely all negations of an announcement resistant
formula, we have the following phenomenon. If an agent i believes that
another agent 5 will reject an announcement, then agent ¢ will believe after
the announcement that agent j still believes the announced formula to be
false.

Lemma 6.2.22. Let G C A be a non empty group of agents and X be one
of the classes IC,,, KK, IC5, or K5, If —a is announcement resistant for G

in X, then for all i,j € A we have
X FE KZ'KJ'_'O[ — [OCIG]KZKJ_'O[

Proof. 1f —a is announcement resistant for G'in X', then so also is the formula
K;K;—a by Lemma 6.2.20. U

Although an immediate consequence of Lemma 6.2.20, Lemma 6.2.22 implies
that many announcement resistant formulas will not necessarily be learnt by
the agents, because many of them are closed under negation. The following
theorem states the best we can get with announcement resistant formulas for
sceptical agents.

Theorem 6.2.23. Let G C A be a non empty set of agents and X be one
of the classes K, K, K, or K. Further, let a € LS4 be announcement
resistant for G in X. Then for all | > 1 and all iy, ..., € G we have

X ': Kil .. -Kig_'Kil_‘a — [@'G]Kll . KigKila-

Proof. Let X% be the deductive system that corresponds to X. We will
show that X% proves the K, ... K;,—K;—~a — [alg]K; ... K,K;a by
induction on [. In the base case, we have a proof of @ — [alg]a by as-
sumption and completeness, and we get X4 - K; (o — [alg]a) by an



6.2. Sceptical agents 145

application of the rule (NEC). As a consequence of (GA5.), we have that
X@e proves K (a — [algla) — (mK;—a — [alg]K; ), and we directly
get X¢e b K —a — [a!g] Ky, a. In the induction step, we have a proof of
K; ... Kj,~K;~a — [a¢|K;, ... K;,K;« by induction hypothesis, thus we
get XG4e |- K K ... Ki,~K;~a — K;_  [alg]K; ... K;,K;a by normal
modal logic reasoning. Since the second assertion of Lemma 6.2.9 implies

XGe = K, [ol6) Ky, - Ky Koo — [alg] K. ... K, K, a, the claim now

i1 (RS ET]
easily follows. Due to soundness, we get the desired result. O

In presence of axiom (4), we get that an agent will know that he has learnt
an announcement resistant formula. Moreover, the other agents know this
fact if they have known that this agent will accept the announced formula.

Corollary 6.2.24. Let G C A be a non empty set of agents and X be one
of the classes K or K. Further, let o € LI be announcement resistant
for G in X. Then for all k,1 > 1 and all i, ...,7 € G we have

XFE K, .. K,~K,~a—adK,.. K,K«a.

Proof. Let X64¢ be one of the deductive systems K454 or KD454¢. Then
we have X - K ... K;,—K; ~a — [alg] K, . .. K;, K;,a by Theorem 6.2.23
and completeness. It is easy to see that for all m > 1 we have that X4
proves [alg]K;, ... K, KMo — [alg]K;, ... K, K" 'a by the axioms (K), (4),
and (GA2) as well as the rules (NEC) and (PAN). Hence, we can prove
g Ky, .. Ky Koo — [al6]K, . .. K, Kl a in X94¢ by induction on . Fi-
nally, we get that X%4¢ proves =K;, ... K;, K;,—a — [a!g] K, . . .KZ-2K£104 by
tautological reasoning. Due to soundness, we are done. O

As another consequence of Theorem 6.2.23, we get that an announcement
resistant formula will always remain in the beliefs of the agents, if this formula
is repeatedly told to the same group.

Corollary 6.2.25. Let G C A be a non empty set of agents and X be one
of the classes K, K%, K2, or K. Further, let a € LS4 be announcement
resistant for G in X. Then for all k,l > 1 and all iy, ...,7 € G we have

XEK,. . K, K,~oa— [l K, .. K, Ky a.

Proof. Let X%4¢ be the deductive system that corresponds to X. Then we
have that the formula Kj, ... K, K; o is announcement resistant for G in
X by Lemma 6.2.20. Therefore, by completeness, we get that the formula
K ... Ky,Kja — [alg]K;, ... K, K;a is provable in X4, Thus, we can
prove X%e = [alg]K;, ... K;, Ky — [alg]*K;, ... Ki, K;, o by induction on
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k, using axiom (PA2) and the rule (PAN). By Theorem 6.2.23, we get that
XGe proves Kj, ... K;,~K;, —~a — [alg)*K;, ... K;, K;,, and by soundness, we
get the desired result. O

6.3 Adding common belief

In this section, we are working towards an axiomatisation for the logic of
common knowledge and group announcements. For this purpose, we also
add action composition to the language. The reason for this technical detail
is that we were not able to find an axiom like

[alc][B' )y < 0]y,

even without the presence of common knowledge operators. There is an ax-
iomatisation of a much more powerful logic where group announcements and
common knowledge are included by Baltag, Moss, and Solecki [7]. However,
an announcement is represented by a Kripke structure and can hardly be
written in a one line formula. We consider it to be an interesting and im-
portant task to come up with an axiomatisation within a simpler language.
First, we repeat the language LS4 of the logic of common belief and group
announcements from Definition 5.4.2. The formulas and actions are simulta-
neously defined by the following grammar (p € P,i € A, ) # G C A),

=p | na | (aha) | Ka | Cea | [1]a,

= alg | (7m;alg).

SHIES

Observe that an action is just a sequence of group announcements. We are
now going to introduce the notion of length, subformula and substitution for
the language L4,

Definition 6.3.1. The length |7| of an action 7 is just the number of an-
nouncements it contains and is defined by induction on 7 as follows,

lalg| =1, s algl == |p[ + 1.

On the other hand, the length of formulas of the form [r]3 is defined to be
the sum of the lengths of the formulas occurring in 7 plus |3| + 2,

[l6]B] = lal + 18] + 2, o alalB] = |pl Bl + |l

The length of a formula [7]5 is defined by induction on the length of the
action m, which we will also call induction on 7. The set af(m) of announced
formulas of 7 is defined by induction on 7 by

af(alg) == {a}, af(p; alg) == af(p) U {a}.
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Due to the definition of af(), we are now able to define the set of subformulas
occurring in a formula of the form |73,

sub([r]3) := {[7]8} Usub(8) U {sub(7) : 7 € af(r)}.

Clearly, the number of subformulas of a formula « is bound by the length of «,
like in the simpler languages. Although we have a limited action composition,
the composition of two arbitrary actions can easily be defined.

Definition 6.3.2. For all actions 7, p we define the composed action 7 ; p by
induction on p,

m;alg  is already defined,

7 (0;alg) = (m;0);alg.

Note that we overload the action composition operator ; because the resulting
action will always be a sequence of announcements and no confusion can arise.
In this section, we will work with the semantics for trustful agents like in
Section 6.1. Yet, the definition of the notion of satisfaction for announcement
formulas is a bit improved. The following defining clauses are added to
Definition 5.1.5.

Definition 6.3.3. Given a Kripke structure 8 = (S, Ry,..., R,,V) and a
world s € 9, the notion of common knowledge formulas and announcement
formulas of £Y94 being satisfied in the pointed structure K, s is defined by

R,sFCoa & forallte s, sRit = R tFa,
R, sE[mla & (R s)"Fa,

where the transformed pointed structure (£, s)” is simultaneously defined by
induction on T,

(ﬁ, S)a!g — ﬁ&,G) s1, (ﬁ) S)p;a!G - ((ﬁ’ S)p)oz!G’
and R4C = (& R, ... R*% V') is exactly the same structure as in Defi-
nition 6.1.1. We repeat this definition here,
S =8 x{0,1},
ROG {(s0,to) : sR;it} U{(s1,t1) : sR;t and R, t Fa} ifie€ G,
T H(so, to) < sRit} U{(s1, o) : sRit} ifi ¢ G,

V'(p) ==V (p) x {0,1}.

for all i € A and all p € P. Again, we define sy := (s,0) and s; := (s, 1) for
all s € S.
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If R is a Kripke structure and 7 is an action, then we will also define the
notion of the transformed structure K.

Definition 6.3.4. Let the Kripke structure & = (S, Ry, ..., R,,V) and the
action 7 be given. Then we define the transformed Kripke structure £ by
induction on 7 as follows,

ﬁa!G — ﬁa,G,
ﬁﬂ';alc = (ﬁﬂ')&,c.

The universe, the accessibility relations, and the valuation function in the
structure K™ are denoted by S7, RT, and V™ respectively. In order to denote
the worlds in K™, we are going to use binary words of length |r|. If 7 is of
the form a!g and s € |&], then the worlds s,, = (s, w) denote the elements of
|R¢| for the binary word w € {0,1}. If 7 is a composed action p; a!g and
w is a binary word of length |p|, then we will use the following denotations,

Swx0 = (Sw, 0), Swel = (Sw, 1),

where * is the concatenation of binary words. Hence, we can now write the
pointed structure (8, s)™ as K", s7.

Since the length of a binary word is equal to the length of the action, it will
always be clear from the context what the length of a binary word w in an
expression s,, is. Due to the above defined notions, we can now express that
R, s F [7]Cga holds if and only if

for all t € S and all w with length ||, sz(RE) t, = K", t, F a.

The relation R7 is defined to be the union of {RT : i € G}, as we would
expect. Like in Section 6.1, we have that transitivity and Euclideanity are
preserved by the above defined model transformations.

Lemma 6.3.5. For all Kripke structures K and all actions m we have
ReK. = A" ek, ReEK! = K™ e K™

Proof. By induction on 7. The base case (7 = alg) and the induction step
(m = p; alg) both have exactly the same proof as Lemma 6.1.4. O

For every action m, all possible worlds s,,t, € S™, and all i € A, it is
not immediate whether or not s,R[t, can possibly hold. In the following
definitions, we are going to prepare a characterisation lemma.
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Definition 6.3.6. Let the action w and i € A be given. Then for all binary
words v, w of length || we define the relation v =+; w by induction on 7 by

alg v=w ifi € G,
U——)Z‘w:ﬁ
w=0 ifi ¢ G,

v wand k=1 ifie@

v*k:La!G—qw*l & P ,
v—;wand =0 ifi¢G.

Observe that we have defined this relation without semantical objects like
possible worlds, accessibility relations, or valuation functions. Clearly, the
relation ; is not enough to characterise the relation RT. The following def-
inition of the characteristic formula will be very useful for the whole section.

Definition 6.3.7. Given an action 7 and a binary word w of length ||, the
characteristic formula 7, and the restriction 7, of 7 to w are simultaneously
defined by induction on 7,

X VT dfw—o, Xk "= 10 it k=0,

(al) alg fw=1, ( ) Pw ;g it k=1,
alg)w = sl G ) sk =
“ T, iftw=o0, EEeETY, if k= 0.

Again, we have defined formulas and actions without using semantical terms.
The following lemma is important for the understanding of the complex se-
mantics.

Lemma 6.3.8. Let R = (S, Ry,...,R,, V) and s,t € S be given. Then for
all actions m, all binary words v, w of length |r|, and all i € A we have

sy t, & sRit andv Sowand R, tE X

CGA
L,

Moreover, for all a € we have

R sy Fa & R sE[m,)a
Proof. Both assertions can be proved by induction on 7. O

He have seen that the formulas x7 and actions 7, are very useful for semanti-
cal considerations. However, for syntactical purposes, it is easier to deal with
similar formulas and actions that are defined without the notion of binary
words.
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Definition 6.3.9. Given an action 7 and an agent i € A, the characteristic
formula xT and the restriction m; of m to i are simultaneously defined by
induction on 7,

alg ._ )@ ifi € G, pla . XA [mla ifi e G,
YO dti¢a R P4 ifi¢G,

alg ified, pi;alg if 1 € G,
(alg)i = o (p;alg)i = o
Ty ifi ¢ G, Pi ifi¢G.
The following lemma shows how we can use the formulas x] and actions ;.
Lemma 6.3.10. For all actions 7, all i € A, and all formulas o we have

K E 1)Ko — K;(x] — [mi]a).

Proof. By induction on w. In the base case, we use the trivial fact that

K., E [TI4]8 < B for all formulas (. O

Observe that 7; is the sequence of announcements from 7 that affect agent i.
Therefore, we obviously have (m;); = m; and x;* = xT. The following lemma
shows how X7 and m; are related to 7, and m, respectively.

Lemma 6.3.11. Let the action © and the agent i € A be given. Then for
all binary words v, w of length |w| we have

v 5w = XTI = X" and (T,); = T
Proof. By induction on 7. O

With the fact that 7y = 7 for all actions m we immediately get the following
corollary.

Corollary 6.3.12. For all actions 7, all agents i € A, and all binary words
w of length |w| we have

fliw = X; = Xy and m; = Ty,.
Before we can give the Hilbert system, we have to define a normal form for
all formulas of the form x7T — [m,]a and xT — [m;]a, where the artificial
announcements 1!4 do not occur.
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Definition 6.3.13. Given an action 7 and a binary word w of length |r|, the
formula n7 and the function f7: LI — £G4 are simultaneously defined
by induction on T,

R it w=0, o= e it k=0,

w

alg L [a!G]B if w= L, piala o fqﬁ([a!G]ﬁ) if k= 1,
fu W%_{ﬁ ifw=0, h*(m‘_{mw) if k=0.

Accordingly, for a given agent i € A the formula n and the function
fr: LE64 — £G4 are simultaneously defined by induction on 7,

e = « ifi € G, el A ffa) ifie@,
i T if i ¢ G, Z 0 iti¢G,

lalg)3 ifi€ G,
3 ifi ¢ G,

fL(lelg]p) ified,

£ 6) = { 1£(8) ifidG.

1 () = {

Clearly the above defined notions are equivalent to these normal forms in the
following sense.

Lemma 6.3.14. For all actions w, all agents i € A, all binary words w of
length ||, and all formulas o we have

K. E XZ; — 7717;7 K. F [Ww]O‘ N fg(O‘>7
lCn ': X;r — nzﬂ-a ICTL ': [7'('1‘]0( = fiﬂ(a)‘

Proof. All of the assertions are an immediate consequence of the fact that
we have IC,, F [TI4]f < p and K, F [p;7!c]8 < [p][7!c]f for all actions
p, V!¢ and all formulas 3. O

We are now ready to define the Hilbert systems for the logic of common
knowledge and group announcements. They contain an inference rule with
a variable number of premises, which is not very nice.

Definition 6.3.15. The deductive systems KCG4, K494 and K459/ are
the systems K¢, K4 and K455 respectively augmented with the following

n’
group announcement arioms,

(GAL) [alglp < p
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(GA2) [alg]

(GA3)  [alg]=f < —lale]p,

(GA4)  [olG] K — Kifs (i ¢ G),
(GAS) [alg]Kif — Ki(a — [alg]f) (1€ G)
(GAT)  [r]lalc]B < [ ; ala]p,

as well as the group announcement necessitation rule and the group an-
nouncement induction rule,

(GAN) WO‘]& ,
la
a— Eqnl — an fI(5)) for all w satisfying 1(5¢)Tw
(GAI) =T Cop

Clearly, the relation ¢ is the union of {Z; : i € G}, as we would expect.
We have now made all the preparations we need in order to prove soundness
of our three Hilbert systems.

Lemma 6.3.16. For all o € LS we have

Kita = Ky Fa,
K4l o = Kl FEa,
KasC4 o = KM E a.

Proof. By induction on the length of the proof. In the base case, the only
new case is axiom (GA7). For all pointed structures K, s we have

s)" F [ala]B
(&, 5))™ E 3
R, s)"e 3
< R, sk m;alg)p.

R, sk [rlale]d < (8
< (
< (

In the induction step, the rule (GAN) is sound with respect to K and K"
due to Lemma 6.3.5. We will now prove soundness of the rule (GAIl). Suppose
the premise of the rule is valid in one of the three classes of Kripke structures,
that is

for all w with length |7| and all i € G,

—

I(=e)w = KiFa— Ky —anfi(5)),
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and suppose that &, s F . In order to show that &, s F [7]Cs 3, we will show
by induction on £ that

for all £ > 1, all t € ||, and all w of length ||,
sy(RE)*t, = A" t, F B and &t F a.

In the base case (k = 1), we have sy R%t,, implies sR;t, IS, w, and & tE X
for some 7 € G by Lemma 6.3.8. By Lemma 6.3.14, we get K,t F 1], and
the premise yields R,t F a A f7(3). Again by Lemma 6.3.14, we now get
R,t E [m,])B, which is equivalent to K7,t,, F [ by Lemma 6.3.8. In the
induction step (k — k+ 1), we have sy(RE)*"t,, implies sy(R%)*u, Rt for
some wu, € |A7| and some i € G. We get uR;t, 1(5¢)tv 5 w, and &, t = \7,
by Lemma 6.3.8. Thus, we have &,t F n] by Lemma 6.3.14. By induction
hypothesis, we have &, u F «, thus the valid premise yields &,t F a A f7(5).
Like in the base case, we now get K”,t, F (3, and we are done. O

We will now derive some axioms and rules that contain arbitrary announce-
ments.

Lemma 6.3.17. In KSG4 K494 and K4554 we can prove the following
action axioms,

(A1) [7lp < p,

(A2) [r](a A pB) < [rla Alx]B,

(A3)  [n]-a = —[la,

(A4)  [r]Kia < Ki(n] — [T (@)

(A6)  [x]lpla = [m; plev,

(A7) [r]Eca = Nicg Ki(nf — fi(a)),

(A8)  [7]Coa = Nieq Ki(nf — fT(a A Cgar)),

as well as the following action necessitation rule,

(AN)

[7]ex

Proof. All of these properties can be proved by induction on 7. (A7) and
(A8) are an immediate consequence of (A4). O

Although our deductive systems are similar to the more complex system
in [7], we do not know whether or not our systems are complete. For instance,
we have not managed to syntactically prove [T!4]a <« a.






Chapter 7

Knowledge expansion

The first logic with operators for public communication has been presented by
Plaza [57]. We have introduced this logic in Section 5.4, where we have shown
some of its properties. Inspired by this idea, many authors further developed
the theory of belief and knowledge change caused by incoming information in
a modal logic setting. We confine ourselves to mentioning just a few typical
articles by Baltag, van Benthem, van Ditmarsch, van Eijck, van der Hoek,
Kooi, Moss, Renne, and Solecki [5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 13, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22,
23,59, 60]. In this chapter we will present two different public announcement
semantics where announcements can expand the knowledge of the agents.
Some announcements can also retract knowledge, but not knowledge about
propositional formulas. In Section 7.1 we will present the well-known logic
of truthful public announcements. These announcements are partial, which
is very natural because a truthful announcement can only be made if the
new information is true. However, for some applications like expansion of
knowledge and belief, we need a logic with total announcements. This is
what we have in Section 7.2, where we will present our results from [62] in all
details. In Section 7.3, we will enrich the language of public announcements
with operators for relativised common knowledge and common knowledge
respectively, like we already do at the end of Section 7.1. We will give
axiomatisations for the public announcement logics augmented with these
operators and prove soundness and completeness.

7.1 Truthful public announcements

In this section we will give an introduction to the logic of truthful public
announcements, which has the dual announcement semantics of Plaza’s logic
from [57]. Most of the results in this section are not new, but we sometimes
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give a proof in order to point to the differences with other announcement
logics. We will quickly repeat the language £24 from Section 5.4, which will
be relevant for the whole chapter. The language £ of epistemic logic and
public announcements is defined by the following grammar (p € P, i € A),

a=p| al (aha) | Ka | [oa.

For the semantics, we can just add the defining clause for public announce-
ment formulas [a!]F to Definition 5.1.5.

Definition 7.1.1. Let the Kripke structure K = (S, Ry, ..., R,, V) be given
and s € S. Then the notion of an £ formula of the form [a!]8 being
satisfied in the pointed structure K, s is defined as follows,

R,sE[]f & R, sE aimplies R, s F (.

The relativised Kripke structure 8 = (S, Ry, ..., RY, V*) is exactly defined
the same way as in Definition 5.4.2,

S = ||l g,
Ry = R; N ||all%,
Ve(p) == V(p) N |laf g
for all agents ¢ € A and all propositions p € P. Definition 7.1.1 is a bit
problematic for the following reasons. First, the structure K is not defined

if ||a]|g = 0. Second, if &, s ¥ « then we have s ¢ |R?|. Therefore, we suggest
to give this definition by specifying the worlds in K| that satisfy [a!]3,

S if [of|z =0,
(S\ ||laf|g) U||B]| g otherwise,

I[e]B]| 5 = {

That is, we have &, s E [o!]F if and only if s € [|[a!]5]|g. As an immedi-
ate consequence of this definition, we get that the dual operator —[-!]— is
equivalent to Plaza’s announcement operator, cf. Definition 5.4.2.

Seriality of the accessibility relations is in general not preserved by the above
defined model transformation. We will now give a counterexample in order
to illustrate this fact.

Example 7.1.2. Let & = ({s,t}, R1,..., R,,V) be defined by
Ry = {(Sat)a (tat)}’ V. pr {8}7

such that the accessibility relations Rs, ..., R, are serial, transitive, and Eu-
clidean. Then we have 8 € K5 hence R € K and 8 € K3. Since for
all p € P we have S? = {s} and R} = ), we get that K ¢ K3, therefore
RP ¢ KC5F and &P ¢ IC5v.
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Due to Example 7.1.2, we cannot consider the classes K2, 5! and K™ be-
cause the axiom (D) would not be satisfied after every public announcement.
The following lemma shows that we do not have this problem with the other
classes of Kripke structures.

Lemma 7.1.3. Let X be one of the classes KC!, K" KT, Kt or K™, Then
for all Kripke structures & and all o € LPA we have

lalla# 0 and Re X = R* € X.

Proof. We show that Euclideanity is preserved. Let sR$*t and sR$u. Then we
have sR;t and sR;u, hence we get t R;u by Euclideanity of R;. By assumption,
we have that t,u € |R®|, thus we get tR?u. The proofs of reflexivity and
transitivity preservation are similar. U

We have chosen the following axioms and rules of the Hilbert systems for
truthful public announcement logics.

Definition 7.1.4. The deductive systems KP4, K454 K45P4 TPA S4PA and
S55A are the systems K,,, K4,,, K45,,, T,,, S4,,, and S5,, respectively augmented
with the following public announcement axioms,

(PAL)  [a]p < (a — p),

(PA2)  [aY](B — ) — ([1]8 — [al]y),
(PA3)  [a!]78 « (a — —[a!]B),

(PA4)  [aNK;f < (a — Ki[a!]B)),

as well as the public announcement necessitation rule,
!

(8]

Axiom (PA2) is usually not part of the Hilbert systems for truthful public an-
nouncements, see e. g. van Benthem et al. [12]. There is a so-called reduction
axiom instead, which is provable in all of our systems.

(PAN)

Lemma 7.1.5. Let X be one of the deductive systems KP4, K45A, K455A,
TPA S4P4 or S5PA Then for all o, 3,7 € L2 we have

XE[al(B A7) < [ A [ad]y.

Proof. Since we have distribution (PA2) and necessitation (PAN) for public
announcement operators, we get exactly the same proof as for the formula
K;(B AN7v) < K;B A K;v in normal modal logic. O
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Each of our six systems is sound with respect to its corresponding class of
Kripke structures.

Lemma 7.1.6. For all o € LI we have

KMo = K, Fa, Kaf o = K! Fa,
KasP o = Kt Ea, TP o = Kl Ea,
S4PAi -0 = K'Ea, S5PA 0 = K™ Ea.

Proof. We show some cases of the induction on the length on the proof. In the
base case, we first prove that axiom (PA2) is valid. Let the pointed structure
R, s be given and assume R, s F [o!](f — 7) A [al]B. If R, s E «, then we
immediately have &, s F [al]y. If R, s F a, then we have R*, s F (5 — 7) A,
thus we have K%, s F 7. Therefore, we get R, s F [a!]y. Now, we prove
the correctness of axiom (PA4). Let the pointed structure £, s be given and
assume R, s F a. Then we have

R,sE[|K;f & R sE K

for all t € R(s), R, tE

for all t € (R; N ||a|%)(s), &Yt E 3

for all t € R;(s) N ||a|lg, R, tE B

for all t € R;(s), R,t F « implies R t F (8
for all t € R;(s), R, t F [ol]5

R, s F K;[a!]5.

te 0

We have now proved that IC,, F o — ([o!]K;5 < K;[a!]3). Together with
the fact that IC,, E —a — [a!] K; 3, we get the desired axiom by propositional
reasoning. In the induction step, the only interesting case is the rule (PAN).
This is the only case where we have to distinguish the six classes of Kripke
structures, and the correctness of this rule follows from Lemma 7.1.3. O

The following result is about the impact of truthful public announcements
on propositional formulas.

Lemma 7.1.7. Let X be one of the deductive systems KfA, K45A, K455A,
TPA Sal4 or S5PA. Then for all o € L and all 3 € Ly we have

X [al]3 < (@ — B).

Proof. By induction on 3. The base case is directly implied by axiom (PA1).
The two cases in the induction step easily follow from axiom (PA3) and
Lemma 7.1.5 respectively. 0
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We are now going to state which properties from Definition 5.4.3 are satisfied
by the truthful public announcement semantics.

Lemma 7.1.8. Let X be one of the classes IC,,, K, K&, I K, or I,
Then the truthful public announcements are

1. fact preserving with respect to X,

2. adequate with respect to X,

3. not total with respect to X,

4. not self-dual with respect to X,

5. normal with respect to X .

Proof. Let X be the deductive system that corresponds to X. In order to
show fact preservation, we can prove that for all a € Ly and all 3 € £LF4 we
have X  a — [B!la by induction on «. The most interesting case is in
the induction step, where « is of the form —y. We have that the following
formulas are all provable in X™,

— By by induction hypothesis,
[ﬁ']w < (8= ~[8Y) by (PA3),
By < (B —7) by Lemma 7.1.7,
Bl=y < (8 — ) by Lemma 7.1.7.

By propositional reasoning, we get that X™ proves =y — [3!]=y and fact
preservation follows by soundness of X, Adequacy is an immediate con-
sequence of fact preservation. In order to show that totality does not hold,
we can prove X4 F [L]L as a consequence Lemma 7.1.7. By soundness,
we get X E [L!]L, hence we have X ¥ —[L!]L. For the fourth assertion,
we can prove X b [L!]=1 again by Lemma 7.1.7 and we get X F [L!]=L by
soundness. Since we know X F [L!]L from the proof of the third assertion,
we immediately get X' F —=(—[L!]L < [L!]=L). Therefore, we have shown
X F —[Ll]L < [Ll]=L. Normality directly follows from the soundness of
axiom (PA2) and the rule (PAN), which are both part of X4 O

Since we do not have totality, the truthful public announcements are called
partial, see also van Ditmarsch et al. [22], Proposition 4.11.

As a preparatory step for the completeness proof, we are going to state the
following lemma.

Lemma 7.1.9. Let X be one of the deductive systems KP4, K4l KasP4,
TPA S4P4 " or S5PA. Then for all o, B € LA and all p € L,, we have

n 7’

X =a — [al]e, XFaep = XEale < [fle
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Proof. Both assertions can be proved by induction on ¢, using axiom (PA1),
axiom (PA3), Lemma 7.1.5, and axiom (PA4). O

By Lemma 7.1.5, we can already get completeness of 555’4 by using the
completeness result of van Benthem et al. [12]. In order to prove completeness
for all of our six systems, we will now define a translation from L4 to L,,,
which will also be useful for additional results. Again, this translation is
defined in two steps.

Definition 7.1.10. The two functions h: {[a!]3 : o, 8 € LI} — L£P4 and
[ LPA — £PA are inductively defined by

h([al]p) == a — p, f(p) = p,
h([a!]=8) == a — =h([a]B), f(ma) == f(a),
h[a](B A7) == h([l]B) AR([a!]y),  flanp):= fla)A f(B),
Ml KB) == a — K;h([c!]3), f(Kiq) = Kif(a),
h([ed][B!]y) = [Y][B1], f([a]B) == h([f ()] f(B))

It is easy to see that for all a, 5 € £, we have h([a!]3) € L£,, and therefore,
for all v € LP4 we have f(y) € £,. In addition, we can now show that
the translations h and f are strongly equivalence preserving in the following
sense.

Lemma 7.1.11. Let X be one of the deductive systems KPA, K424 KasPA
TPA S4FA or S5PA. Then for all o, 3 € LPA we have

X+ h([al]5) < [ol]5, Xt f(B) < 8.

Proof. Both assertions can be proved by induction on 3. The only interesting
part of the proof is the last case of the induction step in the second assertion:
if 3 = [y1]6 for some v,d € L4 then we have f([y!]0) = h([f(7)!]f(9)) by
definition, which is provably equivalent to [f(7)!]f(d) by an application of
the first assertion. Since f(J) € L,,, we can apply Lemma 7.1.9 and the
induction hypothesis, and we get that X proves the equivalence of [f(7)!]f(0)
and [y!]f(d). But this can be proved equivalent to [y!]d by again making use
of the induction hypothesis as well as (PA2) and (PAN). O

Due to Lemma 7.1.11, we can now generalise Lemma 7.1.9 to arbitrary £
formulas.

Lemma 7.1.12. Let X be one of the deductive systems KP4, KP4 KasP4,
TPA S4PA o1 S5PA Then for all o, 8,7 € LA we have

n ’

XF —a — o], XFae [ = XE oy < [6]y.
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Proof. We show how to prove the second assertion. Let o, 3 € L4 be given
and X F a < (. Since f(y) € L,, we have X F [a!]f(y) < [BYf(y) by
Lemma 7.1.9. In addition, we get that X proves both [a!]y < [a!]f(v) and
By < [6!]f(y) by Lemma 7.1.11, axiom (PA2), and the rule (PAN). By

propositional reasoning, we get the desired result. O

Due to Lemma 7.1.12, we are now able to proof the so-called Replacement
Theorem.

Theorem 7.1.13 (Replacement). Let X be one of the deductive systems KFA,
K45A, K455A, TP S4FA or 555’4. Then for all o, 3,y € LEA we have

n 7’

XFaef = XEyoqa/f].

Proof. By induction on . For the base case, let v = p for some p € P. If
B # p, then we immediately get y[a/3] = 7 and the claim easily follows.
On the other hand, if 5 = p = =, then we have y[a/3] = a and the claim
follows by assumption. In the induction step, the only nontrivial case is if
is of the form [¢!]p. The claim can then be proved using axiom (PA2), the
rule (PAN), and Lemma 7.1.12 as well as the induction hypothesis for both
formulas ¢ and ¢. O

Lemma 7.1.12 also allows us to formulate equivalent formulas for formulas of

the form [o!]F and —[a!]S.

Lemma 7.1.14. Let X be one of the deductive systems KP4, K45A, K455A,
TPA S4P4  or S5PA. Then for all o, B € LA we have

X [al]f < (a— [a]5), Xt =ad]f < anal]-p.

Proof. The first assertion is tautologically implied by the first assertion of
Lemma 7.1.12. For the second assertion, we have that —[a!]8 can be proved
equivalent to —[a!]=—f by axiom (PA2) and the rule (PAN). By axiom (PA3),
we now get that this is provably equivalent to a A [a!]—/. O

Like in Section 6.1 and Section 6.2, we have an elegant completeness proof
for our six systems due to Lemma 7.1.12.

Theorem 7.1.15. For all o € LPA we have

K'ba & K, Fa, Kaft o o Kl Ea,
Kas" - & K E a, TMra & K FEa,

S4PA Lo & K'Ea, S5PA ko & KM™ME .
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Proof. Soundness has already been proved. We show the direction from right
to left. Let X be one of the systems K,,, K4,,, K45,,, T,,, S4,,, or S5,,, and X be
its corresponding class of Kripke structures. For a given formula o € £,
we assume that X F a. Then we have that X F f(«) by Lemma 7.1.11
and soundness. By completeness of X, we get that X F f(«) and, obviously,
XPA - f(a). Again by Lemma 7.1.11, we get X I~ o, and we are done. [

Unlike group announcement logic, it is possible in public announcement logic
to encode every sequence of public announcements by one single announce-
ment. For this purpose, the following lemma is very useful.

Lemma 7.1.16. Let X be one of the deductive systems KP4, KaPA K424,
TPA S4PA o S5PA Then for all o, 8,7 € LA we have

Xt ([o]5 = [al]y) = [a!](8 =),  XE[al](8V7y) <[]V ]aly.

Proof. The first property can be proved by making use of axiom (PA3),
Lemma 7.1.5 and propositional reasoning, since the formula a — [ is de-
fined to be =(——a A =3). We show how to prove the second one. First, the
formula [a!](8 V 7) is provably equivalent to (o — [a!]3) V (a — [al]y) due
to axiom (PA3), Lemma 7.1.5, and propositional reasoning. But now, we can
apply the first assertion of Lemma 7.1.14, hence we are done. O

We are now ready to prove that compositional public announcements can be
replaced by a single one.

Lemma 7.1.17. Let X be one of the deductive systems KP4, KP4 KasP4,
TPA S4FA or S5§A. Then for all o, 3,7 € LFA we have

X [][Bly < [(aAfel]B)]y.

Proof. This result can be established in two steps. First, we can prove a
restricted version where v has to be an element of £,,. This can be done by
induction on «. In the induction step, if v is of the form —d, we proceed
as follows. By (PA3), (PA2), and (PAN), we have that [a!][5!]-¢ is provably
equivalent to [a!](8 — —[#!]d), which is provably equivalent to the formula
[l]5 — [al]=]81)0 by (PA2) and Lemma 7.1.16. This formula can now be
proved equivalent to [o!]f — (o — —[a!][3!]0) by (PA3), and this is prov-
ably equivalent to o A [al]8 — —[(a A [a!]8)!]6 by induction hypothesis and
propositional reasoning. Finally, we get that this is provably equivalent to
[(a A [!]B)!]=0 by (PA3). The restricted result can then be used to prove
the general result for arbitrary formulas v € ££4 using Lemma 7.1.11, axiom
(PA2), and the rule (PAN). O
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As a preparation for the next step, we will give a reduction axiom for formulas
of the form [a!]Eg. Observe that mutual knowledge can be defined within
the language L,,, cf. Section 5.2.

Lemma 7.1.18. Let X be one of the deductive systems KP4, K45A, K455A,
TPA S4P4 or S5PA. Then for all o, B € L we have

Xt [a|Egf < (o — Eglal] ).

Proof. The claim follows from Lemma 7.1.5, axiom (PA4), and tautological
reasoning. U

In a next step, we are going to provide some results concerning announcement
resistant formulas. In the context of truthful public announcements, there is
also the set of successful formulas, cf. [22, 23], that we will now define.

Definition 7.1.19. Let X be an arbitrary class of Kripke structures and £
be a language containing public announcement operators. A formula o € £
is called successful in X, if we have

X E [ol]a.

First, we want to mention that every announcement resistant formula is also
successful.

Lemma 7.1.20. Let X be one of the classes IC,,, KL, K, K Kt or I

and o € LP4A be given. If « is announcement resistant in X, then « is also
successful in X .

Proof. Let X" be the deductive system that corresponds to X'. By assump-
tion and completeness, we have X + o — [B!]a for all 3 € LPA. Thus, we
obviously have X  a — [a!]a, and we get X I [a!]a by Lemma 7.1.14.
Due to soundness, we get the desired result. O

In general, the converse direction of Lemma 7.1.20 does not hold. The fol-
lowing result has partly been proved by van Ditmarsch and Kooi in [23].

Lemma 7.1.21. Let p € P and © € A be given. Then we have that the
formula —K;p is successful in K", KT, K, and K™, but not announcement

n n’

resistant in KC,, KL, KM, Kr Kt and K.

n’

Proof. For the successfulness of =K;p, we can get K45§A F [~ Kp!|—K;p and
TPA - [~ Kp!|~K;p by showing that the formula f([-K;p!]=K;p) is provable
in both K45, and T,. It is not hard to see that K45, and T, both prove
the formula = K;p — =(=K;p — K;(-=K;p — p)), which is the translation of
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[—K;p!|=K;p. Observe that axiom (4) is not used in the proof in K45,. In
order to see that the formula —K;p is not announcement resistant in any of
the six classes of Kripke structures, it is enough to get a proof of the formula
p A =Kijp — —[pl|-K;p in KI4 by showing that K, proves its translation
f(p A =K;p — —[pl]=K;p). Tt is not hard to see that this translation given
by p A Kip — =(p — —(p — Ki(p — p))) is provable in K. O

So there are more successful formulas than announcement resistant ones in
Ko KCr, Kt and K™, We do not know whether this is also the case for
the other two classes of Kripke structures, because the formulas of the form

- K;p are not successful in K, and K!, as we show in the following example.

Example 7.1.22. Let p € P and i € A be given and let the Kripke structure
K= ({s,t,u},Ry,...,R,, V) be defined by

Ry ={(s,1), (t,u), (s, u)}, Vg —{w},

such that the accessibility relations Rs, ..., R, are transitive. Then we have
R e Kl and R, s E —[-K;p!|-K;p, because &, s £ = K;p A [-K;p!|K;p. There-
fore, we get KL ¥ [-K;p!|-K;p and, obviously, IC,, ¥ [ K;p!|-K;p.

For every class X, there is a huge set of formulas that are announcement
resistant in X. The following lemma illustrates this fact.

Lemma 7.1.23. Let X be one of the classes K,,, KL, K", KI', Krt, or K.
Then we have the following sufficient conditions for a formula o € LFA to
be announcement resistant in X,

1. a € Ly,
2. XEa or X F—q,
3. a=pP Ny ora=LpVy for some 3,y announcement resistant in X,

4. a= K;( for some i € A and some (3 announcement resistant in X .

Proof. The first assertion directly follows from fact preservation, which we
have proved in Lemma 7.1.8. We show how to prove the fourth assertion.
Let X™ be the deductive system that corresponds to X. Further, let 3 be
announcement resistant in X and v € L4 be arbitrarily given. Then we
have X = 3 — [y!]3 by completeness, and we get X = K;3 — K[!
by normal modal logic reasoning. Therefore, since we have that X proves
Ki[']8 — [/!] K3 as a consequence of (PA4), we get X - K;3 — [y K3
by tautological reasoning. Due to soundness, we get the desired result. [
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We want to mention here that van Ditmarsch and Kooi have proved in [23]
that if @ and ( are both preserved under submodels, then so also is the
formula [-al]f. We believe that this closure condition also holds for an-
nouncement resistance, but we have not yet found a syntactical proof.

The successful formulas do not in general satisfy the closure conditions from
Lemma 7.1.23. The following result has partly been proved in [23].

Lemma 7.1.24. Let p € P, i € A, and X be one of the classes K, K,
Kt or K. Then we have that the formulas p and —K;p are both successful

n?’

in X, but the formula p N =K;p is not successful in IC,, K, and X.

n’

Proof. The formula —K;p is successful in & by Lemma 7.1.21 and so also is
p by the first assertion of Lemma 7.1.23. In order to see that p A =K;p is not
successful in any of the six classes of Kripke structures, we can show that K4
proves p A = K;p — =[(p A =K;p)!](p A =K;p). This can be done by showing
that K,, proves the translation f(pA—K;p — =[(pA—K;p)!|(pA—K;p)), which
is given by the formula

pA-Kip—
(pA=Kip—p)AN(pA-Kip— =(p A Kip— Ki(p AN —Kip — p)))).

By soundness, we get IC,, E p A =K;p — —[(p A =K;p)!](p A ~K;p). Since
we have that the formula p A = K;p is satisfiable in every of our six classes
of Kripke structures, we get that the formula [(p A =K;p)!](p A = K;p) is not
valid in any of the six classes of Kripke structures. O

Due to Lemma 7.1.24, we can now easily show that the logic of truthful
public announcements does not have the substitution property.

Corollary 7.1.25. Let X be one of the deductive systems KE4, K45A, K455A,
TPA S4P4  or S5PA. Then for all p € P we have

X+ [pllp, X¥ [(p A =Kip)l](p A ~K;p).

Similar to group announcement logics with trustful agents, we have that
the announcement resistant formulas get common knowledge after one single
public announcement. We can even state this result for the set of successful
formulas, which contains the announcement resistant formulas.

Theorem 7.1.26. Let X be one of the classes K,, Kt, K" Kr KMt or
Krte and o € LPA be given. If « is successful in X, then for all 1 > 1 and
all iy,...,17 € A we have

XFE [Oé']KZl e Kiloz.
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Proof. Let XP4 be the deductive system that corresponds to X. Due to
soundness, it is enough to show X + [a!]K;, ... K;,a. The proof is by
induction on [. In the base case, we have a proof of [alla by assumption
and completeness, and we get a proof of K, [a!]a by (NEC). Applying axiom
(PA4) now results in a proof of [a!] K, . In the induction step, we start with
a proof of [o!]K;, ... K;,a by induction hypothesis. By (NEC) we get a proof
of K;,, [ K, ... K;, a, which implies [o!] K. , - Ki,a by (PA4). O

i41 (RS

It has been mentioned in [22] that the converse direction of Theorem 7.1.26
also holds. That is, the successful formulas are exactly those that get com-
mon knowledge after being announced once. We cannot prove this because
we define common knowledge via the transitive closure of the accessibility
relations, not via the reflexive transitive closure. However, we have the same
result for the three classes of Kripke structures where the accessibility rela-
tions are all reflexive.

Lemma 7.1.27. Let X be one of the classes K=, K, or K™ and o € LA

be given. If for some i € A we have X F [o!]|K;«, then « is successful in X.

Proof. Let X" be the deductive system that corresponds to X. By assump-
tion and completeness, we have X I [a!] K;a. We can now show that X4
proves [a!]a by an easy application of the axioms (T) and (PA2) as well as
the rule (PAN). By soundness, we are done. O

We have not yet found formulas that are not successful in &C,,, X!, and K,
but get common knowledge after being announced once.

We are now going to show that truthful public announcements and group
announcements for trustful agents are closely related, if the group announce-
ments are told to all agents. We can prove that a public announcement with
a true announcement free formula has the same impact on announcement
free formulas in both approaches.

Theorem 7.1.28. Let h: {[a)]3 : a,8 € LPA} — LPA be the translation
from Definition 7.1.10, and h': {[a!¢]B : o, 8 € LEAD # G C A} — LA
denote the corresponding function defined in Definition 6.1.9. Further, let X
be one of the systems K,,, K4, , K45, T,,, S4,, or S5,,. Then for all o, 3 € L,
we have

XF a— (h([a!]8) < B ([a14B)).

Proof. By induction on 3. We show how to prove the last case of the induc-
tion step, where 3 is of the form K;7v. By induction hypothesis, we have that
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X proves a — (h([al]y) < B'([a!4]y)). By normal modal logic reasoning, we
immediately get that X proves

a = ((a = Ki(a — h([al]7)) < Ki(a — I([al4]7)))-

Now, we only have to show that the formula o — K;(a — h([a!]y)) is
provably equivalent to a« — K;(h([a!]y)). For this purpose, one can easily
prove that for all p,¢ € L, we have X = h([p!]t)) < (¢ — h([e!JY)) by

induction on . O

Observe that Theorem 7.1.28 only holds if the announced formula is true,
we have no similar relationship between the two approaches otherwise. If
the group announcements are not told to every agent, there is no such result
either.

We will now state some results about truthful public announcement logic
augmented with common knowledge operators. First, we are going to extend
the language £ with operators for relativised common knowledge. We
recall the grammar of the language £E“FA from Definition 5.4.1, which is
given as follows (pe P, i€ A, 0 £ G C A),

ax=p| -al (aha) | Ka | RCgla,a) | [al]a.

For the semantics of relativised common knowledge formulas we extend Def-
inition 7.1.1 with the following clause,

R,sE RCg(a, B) & forallt € (Re N (|R] x [|allg) " (s), &t E 3,

which we have already given in Definition 5.2.6. We get the Hilbert systems
by combining the systems for truthful public announcements with the sys-
tems for relativised common knowledge and adding one axiom concerning
relativised common knowledge after a public announcement. The following
version of the reduction aziom (PA5) has been presented in [22].

Definition 7.1.29. The systems KFCPA K4ROPA  K4gROPA  TRCPA g ROPA
and S57P4 are the Hilbert systems KP4, K44 K424 TPA S4P4 and S574
respectively augmented with the co-closure ariom and the public announce-
ment aziom for relativised common knowledge,

(RC) RCG(a, ﬁ) — E(;(Oé — ﬁ A RCG(a, ﬁ)),
(PA5)  [al]RCa(B,7) < (@ — RCa(a A la!]B, [a]7)),

as well as the induction rule for relativised common knowledge,

a— Eq(f—any)
o — RCG(B?V)

(RC)
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Observe that Lemma 7.1.3 and Lemma 7.1.5 obviously hold in the extended
setting. The soundness proof of the extended Hilbert systems is a straight-
forward extension of the proof of Lemma 7.1.6, cf. [22] for a detailed proof
of the validity of (PA5). Of course, the proofs of Lemma 7.1.7, Lemma 7.1.8,
and Lemma 7.1.18 are still proofs in the extended systems. Moreover, it is
not hard to extend Lemma 7.1.9 to relativised common knowledge operators.

In order to prove completeness, we can extend the functions A and f from
Definition 7.1.10 to formulas of the form RCq(5,~) as follows,

h([!|RCs(B,7)) := a — RCq(a A h([a!]5), h([a!]y)),
f(RCa(B,7)) == RCa(f(B), f(7))-

This is because axiom (PAb) is a reduction axiom and shows that adding
public announcements to the logic of relativised common knowledge does
not increase its expressive strength. This fact has already been mentioned
by van Benthem, van Eijck, and Kooi [11, 12]. Clearly, the extended func-
tions h and f are still equivalence preserving in the sense of Lemma 7.1.11.
Therefore, the results from Lemma 7.1.12, Theorem 7.1.13, Lemma 7.1.14,
and Lemma 7.1.16 also hold in the extended framework. So we have an
elegant completeness proof almost identical to the proof of Theorem 7.1.15.

Theorem 7.1.30. For all o € LECPA we have

Ki" o & K, Fa, K& ba & KL Fa,
Kasi Mo & K'Ea, T ba & K Fa,
S47 Mo & KlEa, S5, M Fa & K'Ea.

Due to the new translation f from £EP4 to LEC we have that Lemma 7.1.17
still holds. Furthermore, it is still true that every announcement resistant
formula is successful, as we have shown in Lemma 7.1.20. For announcement
resistant formulas, we have an additional closure condition in addition to the
ones in Lemma 7.1.23.

Lemma 7.1.31. Let X be one of the classes KC,,, KCt, Kt KCr ) KMt or KM,

Then we have the same sufficient conditions for a formula o € LEPA 1o be
announcement resistant in X as in Lemma 7.1.23 plus the following one,

5. a= RCq(—8,7) for some non empty G C A and some 3,7 announce-
ment resistant in X.

Proof. 1t is easy to see that the conditions from Lemma 7.1.23 also hold for
LECPA formulas. For the fifth assertion, let XE¢P4 be the deductive system
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that corresponds to X, 3, be announcement resistant in X', and § € £F¢P4
be arbitrarily given. By completeness, we get that the formulas g — [0!]3
and v — [6!]y are both provable in X#¢PA " Therefore, we get that XFCFHA
proves

(=68 = v A RCa(=06,7)) = (6 A [6!]=6 — [0y A RCa(=6,7))

by Lemma 7.1.14 and propositional reasoning. By normal modal reasoning
and the following instance of (RC),

RCG(_'Ba ’Y) - EG(_'ﬁ — YA RCG(_'Ba ’y))a

we immediately get that the formula

(=68 = v A RCa(=0,7)) = (6 A [6!]=6 — [0l]y A RCa(=6,7))

is provable in XE¢P4, Therefore, again by normal modal logic reasoning, we
get that XECP4A proves

RCG(=8,7) = Ec(0 A [01]=8 — [!]y A RCa(=8,7)).
Applying the rule (RCl) now results in a proof of the formula
RCe(—8,7) — RCa(6 A [01]-6, [01]7),

and we get XEP4 = RCG(—8,7) — [6!|RCq(—f,7) by an application of the
axiom (PAb5). By soundness, we get the desired result. O

As we have seen in Theorem 7.1.26, an announced successful formula gets
common knowledge among all agents after one public announcement. With
relativised common knowledge, we are able to express this fact within the
logical language. Remember that the formula RCq(T, ) means “« is com-
mon knowledge among G”, as we have already mentioned in Section 5.2. The
following theorem even states a stronger result.

Theorem 7.1.32. Let X be one of the classes K,,, KL, Kt KI Kt or KMt

n’

and o € LECPA be given. If « is successful in X, then for all non empty
G C A and all 8 € LEPA we have

X E [ol]RCs(B, «).

Proof. Let XECPA be the Hilbert system that corresponds to X and 3 €
LECPA he arbitrarily given. We will show that XFPA - [al|RCq(8, ). By
assumption and completeness, we have XfPA 1 [al]a. Since we know from
the proof of Theorem 5.2.9 that the inference rule (RC-Nec) is admissible in
XECPA " we easily get a proof of RCq(a A [o!]3, [a!]ar). But this formula now
implies [o!| RCq(5, ) by (PA5). Due to soundness, we are done. O
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Similar to Lemma 7.1.27, if the accessibility relations are all reflexive, then
we also have the converse direction of Theorem 7.1.32.

Lemma 7.1.33. Let X be one of the classes K7, K™, or K™ and o € LEFA

be given. If for some non empty G C A we have X E [o!|RCq(T, ), then
a is successful in X .

Proof. Let XE¢PA be the deductive system that corresponds to X. By as-
sumption and completeness, we have XEP4 - [0l RC(T, ). We can now
show that XECPA proves [alla by an easy application of the axioms (T),
(RC), and (PA2) as well as the rule (PAN). By soundness, we get the desired
result. 0

Now, we will state similar results with common knowledge instead of rela-
tivised common knowledge. For this purpose, we repeat the grammar of the
language £74 from Definition 5.4.1 (p € P,i € A, 0 # G C A),

ax=p| a| (aha) | Ka | Coa | [ol]a.

Moreover, we recall the semantics for common knowledge formulas from Def-
inition 5.2.2. From now on, the following clause extends Definition 7.1.1,

R,sE Cga & forallt € RL(s), Rt E a.

Baltag, Moss, and Solecki have shown in [8] that the logic of common knowl-
edge and truthful public announcements has more expressive strength than
the logic of common knowledge. Therefore, the Hilbert systems cannot only
have reduction axioms. Baltag and Moss have introduced a deductive sys-
tem in [6], which contains the public announcement composition axiom from
Lemma 7.1.17,

(][ = [(a A [l]B)1,

as well as the following announcement rule,
a— [Bl]y alf— Ega

a — [BCay

A detailed completeness proof can be found in the book of van Ditmarsch,
van der Hoek, and Kooi [22]. In our setting, we have to slightly change
the announcement rule, because we have defined common knowledge via the
transitive closure of the accessibility relations. Due to the announcement
composition axiom and the new inference rule, we are able to prove all of the
other results about truthful public announcements where we have used the
translation f from £ to £,,, as we will show later. We will now define the
new Hilbert systems.
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Definition 7.1.34. The deductive systems K4, K45PA, K45§PA, ToPA,
S49PA and S5974 are the systems KP4, K424 K45PA TPA S4P4 and S5P4
respectively augmented with the co-closure axiom for common knowledge

and the public announcement composition axiom,
(C) Cea — Eg(a N Cga),
(PAG)  [a)[B!]y < [(a A [el]3)!]y,

as well as the induction rules for common knowledge and public announce-

ments,
(@ a— Eg(anp) a — [P Egy alfp — Ega
a — Cgf a — [B1Cqy

Clearly, Lemma 7.1.3 and Lemma 7.1.5 still hold in the extended framework
and soundness can be proved as usual. For the correctness of the rule (PAI),
one can make slight modifications in the proof from [22]. Again, we can prove
Lemma 7.1.7, Lemma 7.1.8, and Lemma 7.1.18 in the extended systems.

, (PAI)

Completeness of the above defined systems follows from the results in [6, 22].
We do not give the completeness proof here, because in Section 7.2 we will
give a detailed proof for total public announcements and common knowledge,
which is similar.

Theorem 7.1.35. For all a € LA we have

Ko & K, Fa, Ka" -0 o Kl Ea,
Kase" - o = KM E a, T 0 & K Ea,
S4CPA L & KM E a, S5 o & KM E a.

We are now going to state a few properties of the logic of truthful public
announcements and common knowledge. The following results concerning
common knowledge after a public announcement are useful for our syntactical
proofs.

Lemma 7.1.36. Let X be one of the Hilbert systems KP4, K& K450P4
TOPA S4CPA o1 S5EPA . Then, for all non empty G C A and all o, 3 € LETA
we have that the following formulas are provable in X,

[]Caf < [ Eg(B A CaB), Celal]B — [al]Cap.

Proof. The first assertion is a consequence of the axioms (C) and (PA2), as
well as the rules (PAN) and (Cl). For the second assertion, we have that X
proves Cgla!]f — [al]Egf by axiom (C) and Lemma 7.1.18, and X proves
Celd]B N a — EgCqlal!] by axiom (C) and tautological reasoning. An
application of the rule (PAl) now finishes the proof. O
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Although we do not have a translation from £ to £,,, we can still prove
Lemma 7.1.12 in the extended systems.

Lemma 7.1.37. Let X be one of the Hilbert systems K¢F4, K4SPA, K455PA,
TOPA S4CPA or S5CPA - Then for all o, B,y € LS we have

Xt —a — [ol]f, XFae [ = XE oy < [6]y.

Proof. We show how to prove the second assertion by induction on 7, so
assume X - « < 3. The base case as well as the cases v = =0, v = d A ¢,
and v = Kj;0 in the induction step are identical to the proof of Lemma 7.1.9.
First, let v be of the form Cgd. We will only show X F [a!]Cqd — [8!]Cq0, the
other direction is analogous. We have the following chain of provable impli-
cations by the first assertion of Lemma 7.1.36, Lemma 7.1.18, the induction
hypothesis, and the assumption,

[a!]Cqd — [al|Egd — (o — Eglal]d) — (8 — Eg[BYd) — [B]EgI.

Therefore, we have that X proves [a!]Cg0 — [(!]Egd by tautological reason-
ing. On the other hand, we have the following chain of provable implications
by the first assertion of Lemma 7.1.36, Lemma 7.1.18, and the assumption,

[Oé']CG(S A ﬁ - [()é']EGcg(S A B - (a — E(;[Oz']CG(;) N a.

Hence, we have X = [a!]Ced A B — Eglal]Ced by tautological reasoning. An
application of the rule (PAIl) now finishes this part of the proof. In the last
case of the induction step, if v = [0!]¢, we proceed as follows. We have that X
proves a A [al]o < BA[B!]d by induction hypothesis and assumption. Hence,
we get X F [(a A [o!]d)]o < [(B A [BYd)!]¢ by again applying the induction
hypothesis. By (PA6), we get the desired equivalence. O

The proof of Lemma 7.1.37 illustrates how axiom (PA6) and the rule (PAI)
can deal with the non existence of a translation from £ to LY. As an
immediate consequence of Lemma 7.1.37, we also get that Theorem 7.1.13,
Lemma 7.1.14, and Lemma 7.1.16 still hold in the extended setting. Thus, we
again get that every announcement resistant formula is successful, which can
be proved like Lemma 7.1.20. Similar to Lemma 7.1.31, there is an additional
condition for an L&A formula to be announcement resistant.

Lemma 7.1.38. Let X be one of the classes IC,,, KL, KCI, K KM, or KT
Then we have the same sufficient conditions for a formula o € LA to be

announcement resistant in X as in Lemma 7.1.23 plus the following one,

5. a = Cgf for some non empty G C A and some (3 announcement
resistant in X .



7.1. Truthful public announcements 173

Proof. Tt is not hard to show that the conditions from Lemma 7.1.23 also hold
for LGP formulas. For the fifth assertion, let X“¥ be the deductive system
that corresponds to X, 8 € LY be announcement resistant in X', and
be arbitrarily given. By assumption and completeness, we have that X4
proves 3 — [7!]3, and we get X“™  Eg8 — Eg[y!]8 by normal modal logic
reasoning. Together with Cg8 — Egf, which is easily derivable from (C),
we get that X4 proves Cq8 — Eg[7!]3 by tautological reasoning. Since
we have that the formula Eg[y!|3 — [y!|EgS is provable as an immediate
consequence of Lemma 7.1.18, we now get a proof of Cgf8 — [y!|Egf3, again
by tautological reasoning. On the other hand, it is easy to get a proof of
CefB Ny — EgCqf from (C). Now, we can apply the rule (PAIl) in order to
get a proof of Cf — [y!]Cqf. By soundness, we get the desired result. O

In the logic of common knowledge and truthful public announcements it is
also the case that every successful formula is commonly known by the agents
after being announced once. The following theorem is the natural extension
of Theorem 7.1.26 to common knowledge operators.

Theorem 7.1.39. Let X be one of the classes K,,, Kb, K* Kr KM or
Kre and o € LIPA be given. If o is successful in X, then for all non empty
G C A we have

XF [Oz!]CGoé.

Proof. Let X" be the deductive system that corresponds to X. By as-
sumption and completeness, we have that the formula [a!]a is provable in
XCPA " and we can easily derive the formula Eg[a!ja by normal modal logic
reasoning. Since we have that the formula Eg[alla — [a!]Ega is provable by
Lemma 7.1.18, we get a proof of [a!]Ega, hence we have that X“"4 proves
T — [a]Ega. Together with the formula T A a — EgT, which is ob-
viously provable in X" we can apply the rule (PAl) and get a proof of
T — [a!]Cea in XOPA, But this formula is provably equivalent to [a!]Cga,
and due to soundness, we are done. O

Similar to Lemma 7.1.27, if the accessibility relations are all reflexive, then
we also have the converse direction of Theorem 7.1.39.

Lemma 7.1.40. Let X be one of the classes K=, K, or K™ and o € LI

be given. If for some non empty G C A we have X E [o!|Cga, then « is
successful in X.

Proof. Let X¢P4 be the deductive system that corresponds to X. By assump-
tion and completeness, we have that X¢74 - [a!]Cga. We can now show that
XA proves [a!]a by an easy application of the axioms (T), (C), and (PA2)
as well as the rule (PAN). By soundness, we get the desired result. 0
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It has been proved in [22] that all LI formulas of the form C4a are success-
ful formulas. But for some non empty G C A and some formulas o € £
we have that the formula Cga is not successful in ;. The following example
illustrates this fact.

Example 7.1.41. Let n > 2 and p € P be given. Furthermore, let the
Kripke structure & = ({s,t}, R1,..., Ry, V) be defined by

Ry = {(S’ S)’ (t>t)}’ Ry = {(S’t)> (t’ 3)}’ V. q— {S}’

the accessibility relations Rs,..., R, can be arbitrarily defined. Then we
have &, s F C3—Kop and &, t ¥ Cpy3—Kop, hence we get RO 527 = {5}
Now, it is not hard to see that &, s F [Cpiy~Kop!|~Cpy—~Kop, which implies
R, 5 F 2[Cy~Kyp!|Cpiy—Ksp by the second assertion of Lemma 7.1.14 and
soundness. Therefore, we have IC,, ¥ [Cy1y = Kyp!|Criy—~Kop.

We do not know the conditions for a formula of the form Cga to be successful
in a class X of Kripke structures. We believe that there are two possible
solutions, either X C K] or G = A.

7.2 Total public announcements

In this section, we present a system in which public announcements are
total, that is new information can always be announced. Therefore, public
announcements need not be truthful—they can be true or false. As usual,
a true announcement will lead to the update of an agent’s epistemic state.
However, a false announcement will not lead to an inconsistent epistemic
state like in Section 7.1, it will automatically be ignored by the agents. That
is, after a false announcement, every agent will have the same epistemic state
as before the announcement.

Throughout this section, we are working within the language £4 from Def-
inition 5.4.1. First, we introduce the semantics of the logic of total public
announcements by adding the defining clause for the formulas of the form
[a!]3 to Definition 5.1.5. As usual, the model transformation is simultane-
ously defined.

Definition 7.2.1. Let R = (S, Ry, ..., R,,V) be an arbitrary Kripke struc-
ture and s € S be given. The notion of a public announcement formula [a!]3
being satisfied in the pointed structure K, s is defined as follows,

R,sE[]f & KY sk S,
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where the Kripke structure £° := (S%° R{"® ..., R®¥* V**) is simultane-
ously defined by

s R it R sFa,
" | & otherwise.
The Kripke structure £ = (S*, R{, ..., R, V) has already been defined in
Definition 5.4.2.

We want to mention that the semantics from Definition 7.2.1 is slightly dif-
ferent from the one we have given in [62]. However, as we will see, the two
notions give rise to the same axiomatisations. The following example illus-
trates how the new semantics of total public announcements works. It is
related to the muddy children puzzle, cf. [25].

Example 7.2.2. Alice, Bob, and Charlie (agents 1-3) each wear a hat and
cannot see its colour. But they can see, of course, the colour of the others’
hats. There are three blue hats but only two red hats, and it is common
knowledge that this is the case. We have A4 = {1,2,3} and we take some
propositions b; € P with the meaning “agent ¢ wears a blue hat”. If agent ¢
wears a red hat, proposition b; is false. A state is named cjcoc3 where ¢; is
the colour (b or r) of agent i’s hat. Suppose Alice wears a red hat, while Bob
and Charlie both wear blue hats. Figure 7.1 shows the Kripke structure &
that represents this situation, where the actual world is underlined (all of the
accessibility relations are reflexive, but the loops are omitted in the figure).
Observe that we have rbb ¢ V' (by), whereas rbb € V(by) NV (bs). Now, Alice

Figure 7.1: The initial Kripke structure

publicly announces that she does not know the colour of her hat, which is
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true. This information can be expressed by the formula —Kib; A =K —b;.
After that, Bob announces that he still does not know the colour of his hat,
again a true announcement. We use the formula =Kyby A =K5—by to encode
this fact. After these two announcements, we get the Kripke structure

K101 A\ K1-b1,70b\ " Koba A Ko—bg,rbb
(R )
9

which is illustrated in Figure 7.2 (all of the accessibility relations are still
reflexive). Now, Charlie knows that he is wearing a blue hat. Observe that a

Figure 7.2: The situation after two announcements

false announcement at any time would have no effect. For instance, imagine
that after the announcement of Alice, Charlie announced that he knows that
he wears a red hat. This is represented by the formula K3—b3, which is false
at state rbb, and the situation would be the same as before,

((ﬁ—\Klbl/\—\Kl—\bl,Tbb)K3—\b3,7”bb)—\Kgbg/\—\Kg—\bQ,Tbb —

(ﬁ—\Klbl/\—\Kl—\bl,’f‘bb>—\K2b2/\—\K2—\b2,Tbb

We have proved in Lemma 7.1.3 that the model transformation from Defini-
tion 5.4.2 preserves reflexivity, transitivity, and Euclideanity of the accessi-
bility relations. Therefore, we have the same result also for the new model
transformation.

Lemma 7.2.3. Let X be one of the classes K, KCt*, KCr ) Kt or K. Then

n’

for all Kripke structures |, all s € |8, and all o € LFA we have

ReX = K c X.
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Proof. If R, s F —a, then we have 8 = K and the lemma trivially holds.
On the other hand, if R, s F a, then we have R“* = K* and the claim directly
follows from Lemma 7.1.3. ]

We want to mention that seriality of the accessibility relations is in general
not preserved by the new model transformation. In order to see this, one can
take the same Kripke structure and the same formula as in Example 7.1.2.
Therefore, we cannot get axiomatisations for the classes I, K5, and 5.

The following deductive systems for total public announcements are closer
related to the systems for group announcements than to the systems for
truthful public announcements, which was one of the original motivations to
develop the new semantics.

Definition 7.2.4. The Hilbert systems KP4 K44t KapPde  TPA: gaPAr
and SSf;At are the systems K,,, K4,, K45, T,, S4,, and S5, respectively
augmented with the following total public announcement axioms,

(TPA)  —a — ([o!]8 < B),

(PAL) [ol]p < p,

(PA2)  [al)(B — ) = ([¢!]B — [al]v),

(PA3)  [al] =8 < —[al]B,

(PA4y) a — ([]K;B < Ki(a — [al]F)),

and the public announcement necessitation rule,
[8l]a

Observe that the instances of axiom (TPA) of the form

(PAN)

—a — ([ KB < Kif) (7.1)

show that the announcement with a false formula can never affect the knowl-
edge of the agents. This makes sure that the agents never learn false formulas,
and they will never be in an inconsistent state. Note that we could formulate
all of the four systems with (7.1) instead of (TPA). Then (TPA) would be
provable in the resulting systems. However, later we will consider extensions
of these systems by common knowledge operators. There, things get much
simpler if (TPA) is already included as an axiom.

Due to Lemma 7.2.3, our systems are sound with respect to the corresponding
classes of Kripke structures.
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Lemma 7.2.5. For all o € L4 we have

KMo = K, Fa, Kal o = Kl Ea,
Kas!h ko = KM'Ea, T o = K Fa,
4 Fa = K Fa, S5, Fa = KMEa

Proof. By induction on the length of the proof. In the base case, we show how
to prove that axiom (PA4;) is valid. Let & be an arbitrary Kripke structure,
s € |R], and i € A be given and assume that &, s E «. Then we have

R, sE[]KB & R, sk K

R, sE K3

for all t € R}(s), R, tE B

for all t € R;(s), &,t F a implies K*,t E
for all t € R;(s), &,t F a implies 8", F 3
for all t € R;(s), R,t F « implies R, t F [o!]f
for all t € R;(s), R, t Fa — [al]f

R, sE Ki(a — [a!]).

(N

In the induction step, soundness of the rule (PAN) immediately follows from
Lemma 7.2.3. U

We will now present the reduction axioms that will be helpful for the defini-
tion of a new translation from £ to L,,.

Lemma 7.2.6. Let X be one of the deductive systems KPA: KaPAr  KasP4r
TPA: S4§At, or 555‘4", Then for all o, 3,7 € LI we have

XE[l](BA7) < (0] A [al]y),
XE[Kif — (ma N KB)V (oA Ki(a— [al]F)).

Proof. The first assertion can be proved the same way like Lemma 7.1.5 using
axiom (PA2) and the rule (PAN). The second one is tautologically implied
by axiom (PA4;) and the instance (7.1) of axiom (TPA). O

Due to Lemma 7.2.6, we can directly prove the analogue of Lemma 7.1.16.

Lemma 7.2.7. Let X be one of the deductive systems KE4t, K45At, K455At,
TP S45At, or 555‘4", Then for all o, 3,y € L4 we have

X ([o]B = [a!]y) = [a](B —7), XE[al](BV7) < (@] V[al]y).
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Proof. Both assertions are an immediate consequence of axiom (PA3;) and
the first assertion of Lemma 7.2.6. O

Lemma 7.2.6 is also useful for the proof that total public announcements do
not affect propositional facts, as we state in the following lemma.

Lemma 7.2.8. Let X be one of the deductive systems KEA: K4P4r K45PAr
TPA SalAeor S5P4 - Then for all a € LPA and all 8 € Lo we have

X F [al]8 < 8.

Proof. By induction on (3 using the axioms (PA1;) and (PA3;), as well as the
first assertion of Lemma 7.2.6. U

Due to Lemma 7.2.8, we have that total public announcements perform
knowledge change in a static world. That is, propositional facts will never
change after having announced new information. Observe that Lemma 7.2.8
obviously implies fact preservation of total public announcements. Moreover,
we can show that all of the properties from Definition 5.4.3 are satisfied.
Lemma 7.2.9. Let X be one of the classes IC,,, KF, K&, I, K, or I,
Then the total public announcements are fact preserving, adequate, total,
self-dual, and normal with respect to X .

Proof. Let Xt be the deductive system that corresponds to X. Fact pres-
ervation is an immediate consequence of Lemma 7.2.8 and soundness. Ade-
quacy trivially follows from fact preservation, because T € Lj. For totality,
we can show that for all a € £F4 we have XPAt I [a!]=L by Lemma 7.2.8 and
propositional reasoning. By an application of axiom (PA3;) and soundness,
we get X F —[al]L, and totality is proved. Self-duality is given by axiom
(PA3;) and soundness. Due to axiom (PA2), the rule (PAN), and soundness
we directly get normality. O

The fact that total public announcements are self-dual also shows a differ-
ence to truthful public announcements, namely in the way an announcement
formula is read. That is [@!]5 means “( holds after the public announcement
of &”. In the context of truthful public announcements, it is read as “/3 holds
after every truthful public announcement of o”, and its dual has the meaning
“B holds after some truthful public announcement of a”, see [22].

Like truthful public announcements, we have that total public announce-
ments are syntax independent. Again, we will first state a restricted version
of this fact.



180 Chapter 7. Knowledge expansion

Lemma 7.2.10. Let X be one of the deductive systems KPA: K44t K454t
TPA: SaPAr - or S5PAY - Then for all a, 8 € LPA and all v € L, we have

XFae g = Xy« [Bl)y.

Proof. We can prove this lemma by induction on +, using the axioms (PAL;)
and (PA3;), as well as both assertions of Lemma 7.2.6. O

In order to show completeness of the six systems for total public announce-
ments, we will again define a two step translation from £4 to £,,.

Definition 7.2.11. The function h: {[a!]3 : a, 3 € LPA} — L£P4 is induc-
tively defined by

Again, it is easy to see that for all a, 3 € L,, we have h([a!]3) € L,,, and the
function h is equivalence preserving in the following sense.

Lemma 7.2.12. Let X be one of the deductive systems KAt K4F4e K45P4
TPA: Salde - or S5PAC . Then for all a, 8 € LPA we have

X h([a!]B) < [o!]5.

Proof. This lemma can be proved by induction on 3 using the axioms (PAL;)
and (PA3,), as well as both assertions of Lemma 7.2.6. O

The translation that eliminates the announcement operator in every £ for-
mula is defined the same way as in the previous sections about announcement
logics.

Definition 7.2.13. The function f: £4 — £P4 is inductively defined by

f(p) =,
f(ma) = ~f(a),
flaAB) = fla) A (D),
f(Kia) == K, f(a),
f([al]B) = h([f ()] (3))
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It is obvious that for all @ € £ we have that f(a) € £,. In addition, we
can prove the equivalence of @ and f(«) in all of our six systems.

Lemma 7.2.14. Let X be one of the deductive systems KPAr, K44t K45PAr
TPA: SalA - or S5PA - Then for all o € LPA we have

XF fla) < a.

Proof. By induction on a.. The only nontrivial case is in the induction step,
where « is of the form [5!]y. In this case, the claim can be proved using
Lemma 7.2.12 and Lemma 7.2.10. It works exactly the same way as the
proof of Lemma 7.1.11. O

Lemma 7.2.14 is very helpful not only for the completeness proof, but also
for generalising results on £, formulas to £ formulas. Making use of it
and of Lemma 7.2.10, we can now easily prove the general version of syntax
independence for total public announcements.

Lemma 7.2.15. Let X be one of the deductive systems KP4t K44t K45PAr
TPASaPA - or S5PAY - Then for all o, 3,7 € LPA we have

XFae [ = XE oy < [8ly.

Proof. First, we have that X proves the equivalence of [a!]y and [a!] f(¥y) by
Lemma 7.2.14 using axiom (PA2) and the rule (PAN). Now, using the fact
that f(v) € L, and X - o < 3, we get that [o!]f() is provably equivalent
to [B!f(y) by Lemma 7.2.10. Again, we can apply Lemma 7.2.14 and get
that X = [B!]f(7) < [B!]7y, hence we are done. O

Due to Lemma 7.2.15, we can now prove the Replacement Theorem for the
logic of total public announcements.

Theorem 7.2.16 (Replacement). Let X be one of the deductive systems
KPA: K45A", K45§At, TP 545‘4", or SSSAt. Then for all o, 3,7 € L4 we
have

XFae [ = XEyoqa/f.

Proof. The proof is by induction on ~ and is identical to the proof of The-
orem 7.1.13. In the induction step, we can apply Lemma 7.2.15 instead of
Lemma 7.1.12. O

As another consequence of Lemma 7.2.14 we get the following equivalence
concerning consecutive announcement, operators.
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Lemma 7.2.17. Let X be one of the deductive systems KPA: K44t K454t
TPA: SaPAr - or S5PAY Then for all o, 8,7 € LPA we have

Xt aAel]f = ([o!][By < [(aAa]3)!]y).

Proof. This result can be established in two steps. First, we can prove a
restricted version where v has to be an £, formula. This can be done by
induction on . We show how to prove the last case of the induction step,
where 7 is of the form K;§. By Lemma 7.2.6 and Lemma 7.2.7, the axioms
(PA2) and (PA3;), as well as the rule (PAN), we get that [a!][3!]K;d is provably

equivalent to the following formula,

(=[al]B A [ K;0) V
([al]B A (e A KG(B — [6Y0)) V (e A Ki(a Afel]6 — [al][819)))).

Therefore, we immediately get that X proves
aA[a]f — ([][N K0 — Ki(aA[a!]f — [a!]][51]0)) (7.2)

by tautological reasoning. On the other hand, we have the following instance
of axiom (PA4,),

a A )8 = ([(a Al DNEKS < Ki(a Afal] — (@A a]8)]8).  (73)
Using the induction hypothesis, which states that the formula
aAal]g — ([a!][BY]0 < [(a A [al]3)1]0)
is provable in X, we can derive
Ki(a Aol — [al][3!]6) < Ki(a A al]8 — [(a A al]5)!]0) (7.4)

by normal modal logic reasoning. Now, by the provability of the formulas
(7.2), (7.3), and (7.4), as well as tautological reasoning, we get

Xt aA[al]f— ([o][BYEK:d < [(aA[!]B)]K;0).

We have now proved that the assertion holds for all v € £,,. In order to
prove it for arbitrary v € L4 we can make use of the restricted result and
Lemma 7.2.14. O

Like in Section 7.1, we get an elegant completeness proof for our six deductive
systems due to Lemma 7.2.14.
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Theorem 7.2.18. For all o € LP* we have

KMo o K, Fa, Kaf o < KL Ea,
KasP4 o & KM E q, TP o & K Ea,
S4PA - o KMEa, S5P o KM E a.

Proof. Soundness has already been proved. We show the direction from right
to left. Let X be one of the systems K,,, K4,,, K45,,, T,,, S4,,, or S5,,, and X be
its corresponding class of Kripke structures. For a given formula o € £,
we assume that X F a. Then we have that X £ f(a) by Lemma 7.2.14
and soundness. By completeness of X, we get that X F f(«) and, obviously,
XAt = f(a). Again by Lemma 7.2.14, we get X* - o, and we are done. [

As a preparation for Section 7.3, we will now prove a reduction axiom for the
notion of mutual knowledge.

Lemma 7.2.19. Let X be one of the deductive systems KPA:, Kat4t K454
TP S45At, or SSﬁAt. Then for all o, 3 € LPA we have

Xt a— ([a!]|Egf « Eg(a — [al]3)).
Proof. By a simple application of axiom (PA4;) and Lemma 7.2.6. O

In a next step, we are going to present some results about the announcement
resistant formulas in total public announcement logic. Compared to truthful
public announcements, it does not make sense to consider the successful
formulas, because in this setting not even propositions would be successful.
On the other hand, Lemma 7.2.8 directly implies that all £y formulas are
announcement resistant. We will now show that we have the same sufficient
conditions for a formula to be announcement resistant as with truthful public
announcements.

Lemma 7.2.20. Let X be one of the classes IC,,, KC!, KCI* KCE ) KK, or ICHH.
Then we have the following sufficient conditions for a formula o € L to
be announcement resistant in X,

1. a € Ly,
2. XFaor XE —a,
3. a=0 Ny ora=pVy for some 3,7 announcement resistant in X,

4. a= K0 for some i € A and some (3 announcement resistant in X .
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Proof. We show how to prove the fourth assertion. Let X be given and X4t
be its corresponding system. Further, let § be announcement resistant in X
and v € L be arbitrarily given. By completeness, we have that X4t proves
B — [7!]8, and we get X"t - K;8 — K;(v — [¥!]3) by normal modal logic
reasoning. Now, by tautological reasoning, we easily get

XPA KB — (—y AKB)V (v A Ki(y — [1118)).

By the second assertion of Lemma 7.2.6, we immediately get that X proves
K;6 — Y| K;. By soundness, we are done. O

As an immediate consequence of Lemma 7.2.20, we get that for all & € Ly, the
formula K« is announcement resistant. That is, knowledge of propositional
facts can never be retracted by public announcements. We can therefore
say that the logic of total public announcements formalises expansion for
propositional knowledge. As we have seen in Example 7.2.2, agents can
really expand their knowledge due to some announcements.

Now, we will prove that the logic of total public announcements does not
have the substitution property. The proof uses the fact that the formulas of
the form p A —K;p are not announcement resistant and is similar to the one
for truthful public announcements.

Lemma 7.2.21. Let X be one of the deductive systems KPA: K44t K454t
TPA: SaPAr - or S5PAY - Then for all p € P we have

XEp—[plp, X¥FpA-Kp—[(pA-Kp)](pA-Kp).

Proof. The first assertion trivially follows from axiom (PA1;). We show how
to prove the second assertion. By Lemma 7.2.14, we have that the formula
pA-Kip — [(pA—K;p)!|(p A —K;p) is provably equivalent to its translation
flpA—Kip— [(pAN=Kp)](pA-K;p)), that is to

pA-Kip—pA-Ki(pA—-Kip— p).

But this formula is provably equivalent to p — K;p by normal modal logic
reasoning, which is obviously not provable in X. O

The following theorem states that true announcement resistant formulas get
common knowledge after being announced once.

Theorem 7.2.22. Let X be one of the classes K,,, K, K* Kr K or
Kre and o € LFA be given. If o is announcement resistant in X, then for
all 1 >1 and all iy, ...,7; € A we have

XEa—[dK,; ... K«
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Proof. Let X be the system that corresponds to X. We will prove by
induction on ! that Xt proves a — [a!]Kj, ... K; . In the base case, we
have a proof of @ — [a!]a by assumption, and an application of the rule
(NEC) results in a proof of K; (o« — [a!]a). Applying axiom (PA4;) and
some tautology now results in a proof of & — [a!]K;,a. In the induction
step, we start with a proof of o — [a!]Kj, ... K, a by induction hypothesis,
and we get that X" proves K;,,, (o — [al]Kj, ... K; ) by applying the rule
(NEC). Finally, we get Xt - o — [!]K;,, K, ... Ky by axiom (PA4,)
and tautological reasoning. Due to soundness, we get the desired result. [

We have now seen that we have a big set of announcement resistant formu-
las in the logic of total public announcements, like in the logic of truthful
public announcements. Moreover, a true announcement resistant formula
gets common knowledge after being announced once, similar to the results in
Section 7.1. From a semantical point of view, it is immediate that the trans-
formed Kripke structure is the same in both approaches, if the announced
formula is true. But there are formulas, of course, that are true in one seman-
tics, and false in the other, and vice versa. We end this section by proving
that an announcement with a true announcement free formula has the same
impact on announcement free formulas in both approaches.

Theorem 7.2.23. Let h: {[a)]3 : o, € LPA} — LPA be the translation
from Definition 7.2.11, and W : {[a!]3 : o, € LPA} — LPA denote the
corresponding function defined in Definition 7.1.10. Further, let X be one of
the systems K,,, K4,,, K45, T, S4,, or S5,,. Then for all o, 3 € L,, we have

X Fa = (h(al]8) < K([al]3)).

Proof. By induction on . The only nontrivial case is where [ is of the form
K7 in the induction step. By induction hypothesis, we can assume that we
have a proof of a — (h([a!]y) < A/ ([a!]y)) in X. By normal modal logic
reasoning, we immediately get that X proves

a— (e A Ki)V(a A Ki(a = h([al]y))) < (@ = Ki(a — h([o!]y)))).

We only need to show now that the formula o — K;(a — h([a!]y)) is
provably equivalent to a — K;(h'([a!]y)). For this purpose, one can show
that for all p,¢ € L£,, we have X F W/ ([¢!l]Y)) < (¢ — R'([p!]e)) by a simple
induction on %, like in the proof of Theorem 7.1.28. U

So the crucial difference between total public announcement and truthful
public announcement semantics is the following. If an announced formula
is false, we have no impact on the agent’s knowledge in the former, and an
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inconsistent epistemic state in the latter case. This fact could be useful for
defining public announcements in systems of knowledge and belief.

Due to Theorem 7.1.28 and Theorem 7.2.23, we easily get that the total
public announcements are in the same relationship to group announcements
for trustful agents like the truthful public announcements.

Theorem 7.2.24. Let h: {[a)]3 : o, 3 € LPA}Y — LPA be the translation
from Definition 7.2.11, and h': {[a!g]B : o, 8 € LEA D # G C A} — LA
denote the corresponding function defined in Definition 6.1.9. Further, let X
be one of the systems K,,, K4,, K45,,, T,,, S4,, or S5,,. Then for all o, 3 € L,
we have

X+ a = (h(al)8) < K([ald)B)).

7.3 Adding common knowledge operators

In this section, we will provide deductive systems for the logic of total pub-
lic announcements augmented with common knowledge operators. First, we
will add relativised common knowledge and show completeness via reduc-
tion axioms. That is, we will extend the equivalence preserving translation
from Section 7.2 to a function mapping from LECPA to LEC Moreover, we
will extend the results about announcement resistant formulas. In a second
step, we will add common knowledge and give a completeness proof in full
detail. Since truthful public announcement logic augmented with common
knowledge operators is more expressive than the logic of common knowledge
(cf. Section 7.1), and total public announcements have the same effect in
case the announced formula is true (cf. Theorem 7.2.23), we can conclude
that there is no translation from £ to £¢ that is equivalence preserving.
Therefore, the deductive systems contain more than just reduction axioms,
cf. [62], where we have presented such a system based on S5¢. Again, we
will do some discussion on announcement resistant formulas, and we will
generalise some of the previous results such as Theorem 7.2.22.

In the first part of this section, we are dealing with the language £F¢P4,

which we have defined in Definition 5.4.1 (pe P,i€ A, 0 #G C A),
a=p | -al (aha) | Ka | RCg(a,a) | [al]a.

For public announcement operators, we will use the semantics of total public
announcements from Section 7.2. We recall the semantics for the operators
extending the language £,, of modal logic,

R,5sF RCg(a,B) & forallt € (RgN(|R] x ||allg)(s), & tE 5,
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R,sE [ & K sE S,

where the transformed Kripke structure 8¢ = (S%5 R"* ..., R®* V®5) is
defined as in Definition 7.2.1.

Since we have the same model transformation as in Section 7.2, we have
that Lemma 7.2.3 still holds in the extended framework, that is the model

transformation preserves reflexivity, transitivity, and Euclideanity of the ac-
cessibility relations.

Lemma 7.3.1. Let X be one of the classes KC!, K", KT, Kt or K™, Then

n’

for all Kripke structures &, all s € |R|, and all o € LEPA we have
ReX = K" e X.

The new deductive systems can be obtained by combining the systems for
total public announcements with the systems for relativised common knowl-
edge. In addition, there is a new reduction axiom for relativised common
knowledge after a public announcement.

Definition 7.3.2. The Hilbert systems KZCPA: KgROPA: K45ROPA: T ROPA:
S4RCPA: - and SB5RCPAT are the systems KPAt KalA: KapPAr TPA: - gaPar
and SSﬁAt respectively augmented with the co-closure axiom and the public
announcement axiom for relativised common knowledge,

(RC) RCG(Oé, 5) — E(;(Oz — ﬁ A RCG(Oé, 5)),
(PA5,) a — ([al]RC(B,7) < RCq(a A[al], [al]7)),

as well as the induction rule for relativised common knowledge,

a— Eg(f—any)
o — ROG(Ba,Y)

Like in Section 7.2, Lemma 7.3.1 is essential for proving soundness of our six
deductive systems.

(RCI)

Lemma 7.3.3. For all o € LEPA we have

KPP ko = K, Fa, K4 o = K Ea,
K45t - = K E q, TECPA | 0 = KT E a,
S4i b a = K Ea, S5, o = KM E .

Proof. By induction on the length of the proof. The only new case is in the
base case, and we show that axiom (PA5;) is valid in all Kripke structures.
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Let R € K,, s € |8],0#G C A, and «, 3,7 € LEPA be given and assume
R, s F a. Then we have 8° = K%, and we get

R, s E [a!|RCs(5,7)

& R sE RCq(5,7)
& RY skE RCq(5,7)
& forall t € (RGN (IR x [|Blla=))"(s), R tE v
& forall t € (R N o) N (lalls x llaAfal]Blle) " (s), 8t Ey
& forallt € (Re N (|lalax |aA[a!])p]la)t(s), 8, tE v
& forallt € (Rg N (|R] x [aA[!]f]l)T(s), &' tE v
& forallt € (Rg N (JR] % [laA[al]B]la)t(s), & tE [a!]y,
which is equivalent to R, s F RCq(a A [a!]3, [a!]y). O

Since the deductive systems XP4¢ are an extension of the systems X7, we
immediately get that Lemma 7.2.6, Lemma 7.2.7, Lemma 7.2.8, Lemma 7.2.9,
and Lemma 7.2.19 all still hold for the language L2 instead of £LF4. More-
over, we can prove an additional reduction aziom in the extended systems.

Lemma 7.3.4. Let X be one of the deductive systems KECPA:  K4ROPAr
K45RCPAL - TROPAL - GaROPA: = SEROPAL * Then for all o, B,y € LECPA we

have that X proves

[!]RCG(8,7) < (ma A RCa(8,7)) V (a A RCa(a Aal]B, [ol]y)).

Proof. The claim directly follows from the axioms (TPA) and (PAb;) by tau-
tological reasoning. O

Due to Lemma 7.3.4, we have that Lemma 7.2.10 still holds in the extended
setting:

Lemma 7.3.5. Let X be one of the deductive systems KECPA:
KaslROPA T ROPA - GaRCPA: = . SRROPAY Then, for all o, B € LEPA and all
© € LEC we have

RCPA
K4, =,

XEae g = X[ < [BYe.

Proof. We can prove this lemma by induction on ¢ like Lemma 7.2.10. In
the new case of the induction step, we can apply the new reduction axiom
from Lemma 7.3.4. 0
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As another consequence of Lemma 7.3.4, we know how to extend the trans-
lation A from Definition 7.2.11 to a function mapping from {[a!]3 : a,F €
LECPAY o LECPA TFor this purpose, we add the following clause to Defini-
tion 7.2.11,

h([a|RCe(8,7)) =
(ma A RCe(8,7)) V (a A RCa(a A h([ed]3), h([al]y))).

Again, it is obvious that for all o, 3 € LEC we have that the formula h([a!]3)
is an element of LZ¢. Moreover, we have that the function A is still equiva-
lence preserving in the following sense.

RCPA RCPA,
K, o, K4,

Lemma 7.3.6. Let X be one of the deductive systems , ,
K45 ROPA TROPAL  GaROPAL = SRROPAL “Then, for all a, € LEPA we have

X F h(jal]8) < [al]3.

Proof. The claim can be proved by induction on § and is similar to the proof
of Lemma 7.2.12. The only new case in the induction step can be proved
using Lemma 7.3.4. U

Now, we will also extend the function f from Definition 7.2.13 to a function
mapping from L£EPA to LECPA This can be done by adding the following
clause to Definition 7.2.13,

f(RCa(a, B)) == RCa(f(a), [(5))-

It is easy to see that for all a € LE“™ we have that the formula f(a) is an
element of LEC. Furthermore, the translation f is equivalence preserving in
the sense of Lemma 7.2.14:

Lemma 7.3.7. Let X be one of the deductive systems KECPA:  K4HROPA:

K45RCPAL TROPAL  GARCPAL - o SERCPAL * Then for all a € LECPA we have

)

Xt fla) < a.

Proof. By induction on «. In the last case of the induction step, where « is
of the form [3!]y, the proof is identical to the proof of Lemma 7.2.14. That
is, we can apply Lemma 7.3.5 and Lemma 7.3.6 instead of Lemma 7.2.10 and
Lemma 7.2.12 respectively. O

As a direct consequence of the semantics we have that total public announce-
ments are syntax independent. Due to the previous lemmas, we have a syn-
tactical proof of this fact.
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Lemma 7.3.8. Let X be one of the deductive systems KECPA:  K4ROPAr

Ka4sHROPA - TRCPAL - GaRCPAL = o SERCPAL - Then, for all a, 3,7 € LECPA we
have

XFae [ = XEa]y < [6y.

Proof. The proof of this assertion works exactly the same way as the proof
of Lemma 7.2.15. The only difference is that we apply Lemma 7.3.5 and
Lemma 7.3.7 instead of Lemma 7.2.10 and Lemma 7.2.14 respectively. O

Due to Lemma 7.3.8, we get that the Replacement Theorem still holds, as we
have proved in Theorem 7.2.16. We are now going to show that Lemma 7.2.17
also holds in the extended framework.

Lemma 7.3.9. Let X be one of the deductive systems KECTPA: K4fCPA",
K45§CPA", TT}ECPA% S4§CPAt, or S5§OPA". Then for all o, (3, € E,}ECPA we

have

Xt aAel]f — ([o!][8y < [(aAa]3)!]y).

Proof. Like Lemma 7.2.17, this result can be established in two steps. First,
we can prove a restricted version where v has to be an LE¢ formula. This
can be done by induction on 7. We show how to prove the last case of
the induction step, where v is of the form RCg(d,¢). By Lemma 7.2.6,
Lemma 7.2.7, and Lemma 7.3.4, the axioms (PA2) and (PA3;), as well as the
rule (PAN), we get that [a!][5!|RCs(6, ) is provably equivalent to

(=[] B A [l]RCG (6, 9)) V ([l] B A ((mae A RCa(8 A [BY6, [Ble) v
(a A RCq(a A [al]B A [al][8Y6, [o1][3!]4))))-
Therefore, we immediately get that X proves
a A [al]8 — ([[B1RCG(5, ¢) <
RCq(a A [al]B A [l][8Y3, [o1][BY]¢))  (7.5)

by tautological reasoning. On the other hand, as an instance of (PA5;), we
have that X proves

a Alal]d = ([(a A al]8))RCG (6, 9) =
RCu(a A [al]B A (o A [@]8)15, [( A [@]8)g). (7.6)

Using the induction hypothesis, which states that the formula
aA[al] = ([][8Y6 < [(a A[al]5)1]0) A ([][Ble < [(a A [ol]3)l¢)
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is provable in X, we can derive the formula
Eg(aA[al]BA[a][B6 — ¢ Alal][Ble) —
Eq(aN[al]BA(an[al]B)]6 — o Af(aA[al]5)]e)

for every formula ¢ € LFP4 by normal modal logic reasoning. If we let 9
be the formula RCq(a A [!]5 A [a!][5!]6, [!][B!]¢), we can now apply axiom
(RC) in order to get a proof of

RCo(a Afal) A [al][815, [al)[81¢) — Egla A [al]8 A [(a A lal)8))6 —
RCo(a A [al] A [al][815, [l)[81¢) A [(a A [0l]3)]).
Finally, by an application of the rule (RCI), we get that X proves
RCala A al]B A [)[895, [al][81¢) —
RCala A a8 A [(a A [al] )16, [(a A [a1]8)19).
The converse direction can similarly be proved, hence we get a proof of
RCa(a A[al) A [a][816, [al][81¢) <
RCa(a A [ol] 3 A [(a Aad]B)6, [(a A [ed]B)])  (7.7)

in X. Now, by the provability of the formulas (7.5), (7.6), and (7.7), as well
as tautological reasoning, we get

Xt anal]f — ([o![BRCa, ¢) < [(a A [l]3)[RCG(6,¢)).

We have now proved that the assertion holds for all v € £, In order to
prove it for arbitrary v € LEP4 we can make use of the restricted result
and Lemma 7.3.7. O

Due to Lemma 7.3.7, we also get an elegant completeness proof for our six
Hilbert systems like in Section 7.1 and Section 7.2.

Theorem 7.3.10. For all o € LEPA we have

KPPk o & K, EFa, Kaii - o & K Fa,
K4siM 4 - o K E a, TECPA | 0 & KT E a,
S4RCPA L o & KM E a, S5HCFA - o KM E a.

Proof. Soundness has already been proved. For the direction from right to
left, we can proceed exactly the same way like in the proof of Theorem 7.2.18
using Lemma 7.3.7 instead of Lemma 7.2.14. U
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It is not surprising that we have the same conditions for a formula to be
announcement resistant like in the logic of truthful public announcements
and relativised common knowledge. That is, Lemma 7.1.31 also holds for
total public announcements and relativised common knowledge.

Lemma 7.3.11. Let X be one of the classes IKC,,, KL, Kt K K, or K.

n’
Then we have the same sufficient conditions for a formula o € LEPA 1o be
announcement resistant in X as in Lemma 7.1.51.

Proof. The first four conditions have the same proof as Lemma 7.2.20. We
show how to prove the fifth one, that is

5. a = RCg(—3,7) for some non empty G C A and some (3, announce-
ment resistant in X.

Let XECPAt he the Hilbert system that corresponds to X and § € LECFA
be arbitrarily given. By assumption and completeness, we have that the
formulas 3 — [0!]3 and v — [6!]y are both provable in X#¢P4¢. By normal
modal logic reasoning, we easily get a proof of

Ea(=8 — RCa(=0,7) Av) = Ea(0 A =[0!]6 — RCa(=0,7) A[81]7)
in XECPA: - Applying the axioms (PA3;) and (RC), we get that XEZPAt proves
RCG(=83,7) — Ea(6 A[0Y]=3 — RCa(=6,7) A !]7).
An application of the rule (RCI) now results in a proof of
RCa(=8,7) — RCa(0 A [6!]-5, [01]7),
and we get that X®¢P4: proves
RCq(=8,7) = (=0 A RCa(=53,7)) V (6 A RCa(6 A [0!]=5, [01]7))

by tautological reasoning. An application of Lemma 7.3.4 implies

XHPA b= RCG(=5,7) — [81RCa(=5,7),
and by soundness, we get the desired result. O

As we have proved in Theorem 7.2.22, a true announcement resistant formula
gets common knowledge among any group of agents after being announced
once. Like in Theorem 7.1.32, we can express this fact within the extended
language, and we are able to prove a slightly stronger result.
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Theorem 7.3.12. Let X be one of the classes K, KL, K Kr, K, or
Krtv and o € LECPA be given. If a is announcement resistant in X, then
for all non empty G C A and all 3 € LEPA we have

X Ea— [od|RC:(6, a).

Proof. Let XECPA: he the Hilbert system that corresponds to X and 8 €
LECPA he arbitrarily given. By assumption and completeness, we get that
XECPA proves a — [al]a. By normal modal logic reasoning, we easily get a
proof of @ — Eg(a A [al]3 — a A [a!]a) in XECPA: - An application of the
rule (RClI) now results in a proof of & — RCg(a A [!]3, [@!]r). Finally, we
get that XECPAt proves a — [o!| RCg (3, a) by axiom (PA5;) and tautological
reasoning. Due to soundness, we are done. O

Now, we are going to add common knowledge instead of relativised com-
mon knowledge operators to the logic of total public announcements. As we
will see, we do not have reduction axioms that eliminate the announcement
operators, like in the logic of truthful public announcements and common
knowledge. Therefore, the completeness proof is not that easy, and we will
prove it in full detail.

First, we will recall the language £5 from Definition 5.4.1, which is given
by the following grammar (p € P, i € A, ) # G C A),

ax=p| al (aha) | Ka | Coa | [al]a.
The semantics is given by adding the following clause to Definition 7.2.1,
R, sECga = forallt e RL(s), R,tFE a,

where the relation R is the transitive closure of |J,c R;. Since we have
the same model transformation as in Definition 7.2.1, it is not surprising
that seriality, transitivity, and Euclideanity are still preserved within the
extended setting, cf. Lemma 7.2.3 and Lemma 7.3.1.

Lemma 7.3.13. Let X be one of the classes K!, K", Kr, KIt, or K.

Then for all Kripke structures &, all s € |8, and all o € LI we have
ReX = A" e X.

We get the Hilbert systems for the extended logic by combining the systems
for total public announcements and for common knowledge. In addition, we
have an axiom for announcement composition as well as an inference rule for
common knowledge after a public announcement.
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Definition 7.3.14. The deductive systems KP4 K44t K4agCPA: T CPA:
S49PA “and S5 are the systems KP4t K4PAr K4sPAr TPA: - gaPA —and
SSf;At respectively augmented with the co-closure axiom for common knowl-
edge and the public announcement composition axiom,

(C) Coa — Eg(Oé AN CGa),
(PA6;) aAlfal]f — ([a!][Bl]y < [(aAfel]5)]y),

as well as the following induction rules,

a— Eg(anp)
o 2 Eee )

a — Bl Egy alNf— Eqg(f— «a)
aA B — [BCqy ’

Observe that the rule (PAl;) is slightly different from our rule in [62], be-
cause we also have systems without the knowledge axiom (T). Axiom (PA6;)
is provable in the systems without common knowledge and the systems with
relativised common knowledge, see Lemma 7.2.17 and Lemma 7.3.9. How-
ever, this is not the case for the systems with common knowledge, because
there is no translation available that eliminates the announcement operators.

(PAI)

As in the previous sections, soundness can be proved due to Lemma 7.3.13.

Lemma 7.3.15. For all o € L4 we have

K o = K,Ea, Kad" o = Kl Ea,
Kas ™o = K Ea, T o = K Fa,
S4CrA o = K E a, S5 o = KM E a.

Proof. By induction on the length of the proof. Let X be one of the classes
Ko, KL, Kl KK or KM and XOPAt be the deductive system that corre-
sponds to X. Further, let & € X, s € & and «a, 3,y € LI be given. First,
for the base case, we first show how to prove that axiom (PA6;) is valid in
X. Assume R, s F a A [o!]5. Then we have

R, sE [y & R, sE [y
(R*)7, s F oy
(8%, sy
R8¢ ¥
ﬁo‘/\[o‘!w’s, sE~y

R, sE [(aA[a]B)!]y.

(3

=
=
=
=
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Now, we show how to prove soundness of the rule (PAl;) in the induction
step. Suppose the formula a A 3 — [3!]Cqy has been derived in X4t by an
application of the rule (PAl;). Then, by induction hypothesis, we have

X Ea— [BlEgy, XEFaANp— Eq(f— a).

Given R,s F a A 3, we now have to show that K,s F [f!]Csy. By side
induction on k, it is not hard to prove

for all k> 1, for all t € (RE*)*(s), 8%, t E y and &t E a A 5.

The base case and the induction step can be proved exactly the same way
using both implications from the induction hypothesis. Observe that we have
RZ’S = Rg and 8%° = &P because K, s F 3. Soundness of the rule (PAN)
follows from Lemma 7.3.13. U

Again, we have that the Hilbert systems X“ are an extension of the systems
XPAt and therefore, we immediately get that Lemma 7.2.6, Lemma 7.2.7,
Lemma 7.2.8, Lemma 7.2.9, and Lemma 7.2.19 all still hold for the language
L4 instead of £P4. Analogous to Lemma 7.1.36, the following result is
useful for further syntactical proofs.

Lemma 7.3.16. Let X be one of the deductive systems , K4$PAZ
K45 CPA: TCOPAL  GaCPA: = o SEOPAL  Then for all non empty G C A and
all o, B,y € LEPA we have that X proves

CPA
K,

[a!|Cef — [al|Eq(8 A Cap), a A Cola — [al]B) — [a!]Cep.

Proof. The proof of the first assertion is identical to the proof of the first
assertion of Lemma 7.1.36. For the second assertion, we have that X proves
aANCg(a — [!]B) — [al]EgB by axiom (C) and Lemma 7.2.19, and X proves
aCqla— [d]f)Na — Egla — a A Cgla — [a!]F)) by axiom (C) and
normal modal logic reasoning. By an application of the rule (PAl;) we get
XEFaACgla— [o]f) Na — [a!]Cqf, and we get the desired result by
tautological reasoning. O

The second assertion of Lemma 7.3.16 can be seen as one half of a reduction
axiom. The missing part of the full reduction axiom, which is given by the
formula a A [o!l]Ce8 — Co(a — [a!]F), is in general not valid and therefore
not provable. The following example illustrates this fact.

Example 7.3.17. Let p,q € P be given. Furthermore, let the Kripke struc-
ture R = ({s,t,u}, Ry,..., R,,V) be defined by

Ry = {S’t>u}2’ V(p) = {57u} V(Q) = {S}’
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the accessibility relations R, ..., R, can be arbitrary equivalence relations,
and the propositions in P\ {p, ¢} can have an arbitrary valuation. Then we
have R, s E p A [p!]Criyq but 8, s F ~Cpiy(p — [p!]g), because u is accessible
from s for {1} and K, u F pA—[p!]g. Since R € K™, we have that the formula

p A [P]Cyg — Cpy(p — [p!lg) is not valid in any of the six classes of Kripke
structures.

Due to axiom (PA6;), we can show that two consecutive announcements can
always be reduced to a boolean combination of single announcements.

Lemma 7.3.18. Let X be one of the deductive systems KSPAt K45PA",
KasCPA:  TCOPAL  GaCPA: - o SECPAL  Then for all a, 8,7 € LSPA we have
that X proves

[][B]y = (ma A [B]7) V (=] Alal]y) V(e Alal]B A (o Aled]3)!]y).

Proof. We start our proof with the formula =5 — ([3!]y < ~), which is an
instance of (TPA). By the axioms (PA2) and (PA3;), the rule (PAN), as well
as tautological reasoning, we get that X proves

~[el]6 = ([[By < [al]y).

Together with the following instances of (TPA) and (PA6,) respectively,

—a — ([a!][8!]y < [8!]7),
aA )3 — ([2][B!]y < [(aA!]3)]y),

we get the desired result by propositional reasoning. O

Although we do not have an equivalence preserving translation from L4

to LY, we can prove Lemma 7.2.15 in the presence of common knowledge

n

operators:

Lemma 7.3.19. Let X be one of the deductive systems KCPA: KaOHAr
Kas P4 T CPAL GaCPAL - SECOPAY - Then, for all o, 3,y € LEPA we have

XFae g = X o]y < [Bl)y.

Proof. By induction on «y. The base case and the cases 7 = =d, v = dAp, and
v = K6 in the induction step have exactly the same proof as Lemma 7.2.10.
We show how to prove the two new cases in the induction step. First, let ~
be of the form Cgd. By Lemma 7.3.16, Lemma 7.2.19 and axiom (TPA), as
well as the induction hypothesis and the assumption, we have the following
sequence of provable implications,
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[a!|Ced — [l|Eqd — (ma A Egd) V (a A Eg(a — [a!]d)) —
(=B8N Egd) V (BN Eg(B — [8']6)) — [8'Egé,

so we immediately get X b [a!]Cqd — [B!]Egd by tautological reasoning.
On the other hand, we have the following chain of provable implications by
Lemma 7.3.16, Lemma 7.2.19, and the assumption,

[0!]Ced — [ EgCad — (a — Egla — [a!]oga)) =
(ﬁ — EG(B — [a!]CG5)>,

and we get X I [a!]Cad A B — Eg(8 — [a!]Csd) by propositional reasoning.
We can now apply the rule (PAl;) and get a proof of [a!]Ced A S — [5!]Ced in
X. Due to the assumption and axiom (TPA), we can also prove the formula
[a!]Ced A =5 — [B!]Cq0 in X. Therefore, by tautological reasoning, we get
X [a!]Ced — [B!Cgd. The converse direction is similar and the equivalence
is proved. Second, let v be of the form [§!|¢. Then, by Lemma 7.3.18, we
get that the formula [a!][§!]p is provably equivalent to

(ma A [0!p) V (m[al]d A al]e) V(e Aal]d A [(aAal]d)!]e).

By assumption, the induction hypothesis for both ¢ and ¢, and tautological
reasoning, this formula is provably equivalent to

(=8 A [8le) v (=[810 A [Be) v (B A 810 A LB A [610)Ye),
which is provably equivalent to [3!][0!]¢ by Lemma 7.3.18. O

As an immediate consequence of Lemma 7.3.19, we get that the Replacement
Theorem is still true in the logic of total public announcements and common
knowledge, cf. Theorem 7.2.16.

In a next step, we are going to prepare the completeness proof for our six
Hilbert systems. The used method is the same as for the logic of common
knowledge, where one has to define the canonical structure via maximal
consistent sets, cf. [25]. Similar to the logic of common knowledge, we will
first define the closure of a formula using an extended notion of subformulas.

Definition 7.3.20. For all @ € LI the set sub*(a) is defined to be the
smallest set satisfying the following conditions,

1. B €sub™(a) and v € sub(f) = v € sub™(a),
2. Cgf € sub™(a) = Egf € subt(a) and EqCgf € sub™(a),
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pl—y € sub™ () = —[Bl]y € sub™ (),
Bl (v Ad) € subT(a) = [Bl]y A [B!]6 € subt(a),
BKry € sub* () = (=B A K) v (BA K3 — [31])) € sub*(a),
BlCevy € subt () = [Bl|Egy € subt(«), Eq(f — [8Y7) € sub™(a),
and Eq (8 — [B!Cq7y) € sub™(a),
7. 1810 € subt(a) =
(=8 AN0) vV (=[B! A[BYS) v (B A [Bl)y A (B A [BY7)!]0) € sub™(a),

where pe P,i € A, 0 # G C A, and 3,7,6 € L. For all a € LA, the
closure of « is now defined by

AR AN

cl(a) :=sub™(a) U {=3: 3 € sub™(a)}.

Note that the closure of a formula « is not closed under complements. But
for all 5 € cl(a), there is a formula ~f3 € cl(«) that is equivalent to —3. This
formula is defined by

5= =6 if B is not a negation,
" |y if 8=~y for some y € LEPA,

The definition of the rank of a formula is useful for the inductive proof of
the so-called Truth Lemma. We have proved this lemma in [62] without the
notion of rank, but we needed a side induction and the proof was more com-
plicated. The Truth Lemma for truthful public announcements and common
knowledge has been proved by use of such a rank function in [22].

Definition 7.3.21. The rank of a formula is inductively defined by

rk(p) =1,
rk(—a) = rk(a) + 1,
rk(a A B) := max{rk(a),1k(8)} + 1,
rk(K;a) = rk(a) + 1,
rk(Cga) :=rk(a) +n + 1,
rk([a!]B) == (tk(a) + 8) - rk(5)

We want to mention that the rank of disjunctions, implications, and mutual
knowledge formulas is evaluated as follows,

rk(a V () = max{rk(«),rk(3)} + 3,
rk(a — ) = max{rk(a + 1),rk(3)} + 3,
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rk(Eqa) = rk(a) + Card(G).

Due to Definition 7.3.21, we have the following properties of our rank func-
tion, which are useful for proving the Truth Lemma.

Lemma 7.3.22. For all a, 3,7 € LA we have

1. B esub(a)\ {a} = rk(a) > rk(F),

2. tk([al]=f) > rk(=[al]B),

3. xk([al) (3 A 7)) > rk([al]6 A [al]),

4. tk(allK5) > th((ma A KiB) V (A Kifa — [1]6)),
5. tk([al]CefB) > max{rk([a!]Ecf), rk(Eq(a — [al]5))},
6. xk(0][B1) > rk((=ar A [B17) V (<[01)8 A [ad]y

)V
(@A [al]B A (A [al]B)]7).

Proof. The first assertion can be proved by induction on ae. We will show how
to prove the fourth and the fifth one. For the fourth assertion, we proceed
as follows. By Definition 7.3.21 as well as the definition of the connectives V
and —, we get

rk([a!] K;5) = rk(a) - tk(5) + 8 - tk(3) + 8 + rk(«)
> rk(a) - rk(8) + 8 - k() + 8
=rk((—a A K;58) V (a A Ki(a — [al]3))).

For the fifth assertion, we have to prove two inequalities. First, by Defini-
tion 7.3.21, we directly get

rk([a!]CeB) = rk(a) - tk(B) + 8 - 1k(B) + 8 - n+ 8+ (n+ 1) - rk(«)
> rk(a) - tk(8) + 8- tk(5) +8-n
> k([ Egp).

~— —

Second, by Definition 7.3.21 as well as the definition of the connective —, we
get

rk([a!]CeB) = rk(a) - tk(B) + 8 - 1k(B) +8 - n+ 8+ (n+ 1) - rk(«)
> rk(a) - tk(5) + 8 - 1k(8) +n +3
> rk(Eg(a — [ol]3)),

and the proof is finished. O
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In the completeness proof we will use the fact that the closure of a formula
is always finite, which we will now prove.

Lemma 7.3.23. For all o € LEPA] the set cl(«) is finite.

Proof. We prove by induction on the rank of « that the set sub™(«) is finite.
We show the case where « is of the form [5!]Cq7v in the induction step. It is
not hard to see that we have

sub®([81]Cqy) = sub™ (Cevy) Usub™ ([8!|Egy) U
sub* (Eg (8 — [8117)) U sub(Ea(8 — [81Com)).

Due to Lemma 7.3.22, we can apply the induction hypothesis. Moreover, the
set of subformulas is always finite, and we are done. O

The canonical structure of a formula o will be very important for the com-
pleteness proof. The worlds of this structure are given by all maximal con-
sistent subsets of cl(«).

Definition 7.3.24. Let X be one of the deductive systems KCPA: K4CPAr
KasCPAr TCPA: GaCPA: -1 SEOPA and o € LEPA be given. Then the canon-
ical structure € := (S, Ryq,..., Ry, V) of a with respect to X is defined by

S :={Uncl(a): U is a maximal X-consistent set},

({(X,Y)eS*: X/K; CY} if X = KA,
{(X,Y) €8 : X/K, CYNY/K} if X =KaFP,

p o X Y) €8 Y/K = X/K; Y} if X = K45,
(X Y) e S X/K, C Y} if X = TCPAL,
{(X.Y)e&: X/K CY/K} i X =547,
{(X,Y) e 8*: X/K, =Y/K,} if X = S5CPA

V(p) ={X eS:pe X},
for all i € A and all p € P, where the set X/K; is defined by
X/Ki:={p: Kif € X}
forall X € S and all i € A.

Definition 7.3.24 is the same as the definition of the canonical structures
for the logic of common knowledge without public announcement operators,
cf. [25]. The following lemma states that the accessibility relations of the
canonical structures have the intended properties.
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Lemma 7.3.25. Let X be one of the deductive systems KCPA: K4PAt
K455PAt, TOPA: S4SPAt, or SSSPAt and X be the class of Kripke structures
that corresponds to X. Then for all o € LSFA we have that the canonical
structure € of a with respect to X is an element of X.

Proof. We will show how to prove € € K" for X = T¢PAt | the other assertions
are directly implied by the definition of the accessibility relations of the
canonical structure. Let X € |€]| and § € X/K; be given, that is we have
K;3 € X by definition. Now, let U be a maximal T "¢_consistent superset
of X. By the fourth assertion of Lemma 5.1.8, we have K;3 — 3 € U, hence
we get § € U by the third assertion of Lemma 5.1.8. Since we have 5 € cl(«),
we get § € X and we are done. O

We are now ready to prove the Truth Lemma. It states that every world
from the canonical structure of a formula «a satisfies exactly those formulas
from cl(«) that are an element of that world.

Lemma 7.3.26 (Truth). Let X be one of the deductive systems KP4t
KaGPA:  KasOPA T OPA  gaCPA o SECPA gnd o € LA be given. In
addition, let € = (S, R4, ..., Rn, V) be the canonical structure of o with re-
spect to X. Then for all 5 € cl(a) and all X € S we have

peX & € XES.

Proof. We show how to prove the claim for X = K¢t and we make an
induction on the rank of 3. In the base case, if 3 is a proposition p, then we
have

pEX & XeEV(p) & €, XES

by Definition 7.3.24. In the induction step, we proceed as follows. The cases
where 3 does not begin with an announcement operator are worked out in
full detail for the logic of common knowledge in [25]. We will show two
cases where 3 begins with an announcement operator. First, let 5 be of the
form [y!]K;0. Then, by Lemma 5.1.8, Lemma 7.2.6, and Definition 7.3.20,
Lemma 7.3.22 and the induction hypothesis, as well as again Lemma 7.2.6
and soundness, we have

MKid € X & (7 ANKid) V(v AKi(y —[y1]d)) € X
& CXE (Y AKS)V(yAKi(y — [119))
& € X E WK
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Now, we let 3 be of the form [y!|Csd. We distinguish two cases. If v ¢ X,
then we have €, X F —vy by induction hypothesis, and we get

MCedeX & CooeX & CXECH & € XE[YCq0

by Lemma 5.1.8, axiom (TPA), the induction hypothesis, and soundness. On
the other hand, if v € X, then we get €, X F + by induction hypothesis, and
we give a separate proof for each direction of the claim. For the direction
from left to right, let [y!|Cgd € X. Since we have v € X by assumption,
we get Eg(y — [Y]d) € X and Eg(y — [y!]Csd) € X by Lemma 5.1.8,
Lemma 7.2.19, and Lemma 7.3.16. Therefore, we can prove

for all k > 1,for all Y € (RY)*(X), [7!]6 € Y and [/|Ced € Y

by side induction on k, only using the induction hypothesis for 4. By induc-
tion hypothesis for [y!]0, we now immediately get

forall Y € (RL)1(X), €Y E [y!]o.

But this is equivalent to €, X E [y!]Cg0 by the definition of the semantics.
For the direction from right to left, let €, X F [y!]Csd. Remember that we
have v € X by assumption and €, X F ~ by induction hypothesis. As a
preparatory step, we define the following abbreviations,

wY = /\ 57 XB = \/ wYﬂ XB = \/ wY’

SEY YEB YeE

forallY € S, theset B:={Z €S :¢,ZF [y1]Cz}, and the set B := S\ B.
Our aim is to show that the following formulas are provable in X,

L. XB — [’}/']Ec;(s,
2. xg ANy — Eg(v — xB)-

Once we have proved these two formulas, we can apply the rule (PAl;), and we
get that X proves xg Ay — [Y!]Cgd. Since X € B and v € X by assumption,
we get that X proves ¥y — [y!]Cgd. Therefore, we get [y!/]|Ced € X because
the set X is X-consistent. So let us prove the above mentioned formulas.

1. Let Y € B. Then we have €Y E [y!]Cs0, and we get €, Y E [y!]Egd
by Lemma 7.3.16 and soundness. By Lemma 7.3.22, we can apply
the induction hypothesis, and we get [y!|Egd € Y, which immediately
implies X F ¢y — [y!]Egd. Because this holds for all Y € B, we get
XExs — [Y]Ego.
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2. Let Y € B. If v ¢ Y, then we easily get X - ¢y Ay — Eg(y — xB).
So assume v € Y, which implies €,Y F ~ by induction hypothesis.
Together with the fact that €Y F [y!]Cg0, it is now easy to show
that €, Y F Eg(y — [7!]Csd) by Lemma 7.2.19, Lemma 7.3.16, and
soundness. Now, let Z € B. We distinguish two cases. First, if YR Z,
then we have €, 7 E v — [y!]Cgd by the definition of the semantics,
and we get €, Z F ~ because we have €, Z F [y!]Czd. By induction
hypothesis, we get v ¢ Z, which implies X - v — —z. Hence, we get
X F ¢y — Eg(y — —z) by normal modal logic reasoning. Second,
if not YRZ, then for all ¢ € G we have Y/K; ¢ Z. That is, for
all i € G there is some £ € cl(«) satisfying K;§ € Y and £ ¢ Z.
Therefore, we get X = & — =)z, which implies X - K;§ — K;=y.
Thus, we have X F ¢y — K;—)z for all © € G, and we get that X
proves ¥y — Eg(y — —z) by normal modal logic reasoning. Because
this holds for all Z € B, we have X 1y — Eg(y — —xg). Similar
to the completeness proof for the logic of common knowledge in [25],
we can show X F xp V x5, hence we get X 1y Ay — Eg(v — xB)
by normal modal logic reasoning. Because this holds for all Y € B, we
finally get X+ xp Ay — Eg(y — xB)-

We want to mention that for X # KP4t the only changes in the proof are in
the cases 3 = Ky, 8 = Cgv, and 3 = [y!]Cgd. Some of the changes for the
first two cases can be found in [25]. The changes for the last case are similar
to the ones in the case f = Cg7. O

Observe that Lemma 7.3.26 implies the finite model property and that the
satisfiability problem is decidable. In addition, we get that every consistent
formula is satisfiable, which implies completeness.

Theorem 7.3.27. For all a € LS4 we have

Ky Fa & K, Fa, Ka ™ o & K, Fa,
Kas ™ o & Ki'Ea, TCPA Lo & K'Ea,
4 Fa & K Fa, S5, Fa & KME

Proof. Soundness has already been proved in Lemma 7.3.15. For the direc-
tion from right to left, let X¢P4t be one of our six Hilbert systems and X
be the class of Kripke structures that corresponds to X", We prove the
contraposition, so assume X"t ¢ .. Then we obviously have X¢P4t J£ ——q,
that is —a is X“P4t-consistent. By Lemma 5.1.8, we get that - is an element
of some maximal X ‘_consistent set. Since we have —a € cl(a), we have
—a € X for some world X from the canonical structure € of a with respect
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to X. By Lemma 7.3.26, we get €, X F —a, thus —« is satisfiable in X by
Lemma 7.3.25. This yields X ¥ «a, and we are done. O

We end this section by stating some results about announcement resistant
formulas. First, we will prove that we have the same conditions for a formula
to be announcement resistant as in the logic of truthful public announcements
and common knowledge, cf. Lemma 7.1.38.

Lemma 7.3.28. Let X be one of the classes KC,,, K, Kt KCr ) Kt or KM,

Then we have the same sufficient conditions for a formula o € LEPA to be
announcement resistant in X as in Lemma 7.2.20 plus the following one,

5. a = Cgf for some non empty G C A and some (3 announcement
resistant in X.

Proof. Clearly, the four conditions from Lemma 7.2.20 also hold for £

formulas. For the fifth assertion, let X¢"4¢ be the deductive system that
corresponds to X, 3 € L4 be announcement resistant in X', and v be
arbitrarily given. By the fourth assertion, we get that for all ¢ € G the
formula K;3 is announcement resistant in X', and by completeness, we get
XCPA: - K3 — [y K;3 for all i € G. Therefore, we get that X"t proves
EqfB — [Y]EcB by Lemma 7.2.6 and tautological reasoning. Together with
the formula C — Egf3, which easily follows from axiom (C), we get that
XCPA: proves Cg8 — [7!| EqB by tautological reasoning. On the other hand,
it is easy to get a proof of Cq06 Ay — Eg(y — Cgf) by axiom (C) and
normal modal logic reasoning. Now, we can apply the rule (PAl;) in order
to get a proof of CgB Ay — [4!]CqB in X4t Together with the formula
CefB N —y — [Y]Cq, which is directly implied by axiom (TPA), we get that
XCPA: proves Cgf — [7!|Cg. By soundness, we get the desired result. [

Again, we will prove that every true announcement resistant formula is com-
monly known by the agents after one public announcement. The follow-
ing theorem is an equivalent reformulation of Theorem 7.2.22 with common
knowledge operators.

Theorem 7.3.29. Let X be one of the classes K, Kt, K Kr, K, or
Kre and o € LEPA be given. If o is announcement resistant in X, then for
all non empty G C A we have

X Ea— [al]Cea.

Proof. Let X¢P4t be the deductive system that corresponds to X. By as-
sumption and completeness, we have that the formula o — [al]a is provable
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in X9t and we get that X4t proves a — Eg(a — [a!]a) by normal modal
logic reasoning. By Lemma 7.2.19 and tautological reasoning, we now get
XOPA = o — [a!]Ega. Together with the formula a A o — Eg(a — a),
which is easily provable in X“¢ we can apply the rule (PAl,) and get that
XCPAt proves a A a — [a!]Cga. But this formula is provably equivalent to
a — [al]Cga, and due to soundness, we are done. O






Chapter 8

Expansion in bimodal systems

We end this thesis with a short chapter that illustrates how the model trans-
formation for total public announcements from Section 7.2 can be used for
public announcements in the logic of knowledge and belief. The idea is that
true announced formulas will be learnt by the agents on the level of both
knowledge and belief, whereas an announcement with a false formula will
only affect the beliefs of the agents. In Section 8.1 we will introduce a new
model transformation that operates on Kripke structures with accessibility
relations for both knowledge and belief. We will provide a Hilbert system
extending KB5I,,, which we have introduced in Section 5.3. That is, we
will combine the approach for the logic of group announcements for trustful
agents from Section 6.1 with the one for the logic of total public announce-
ments from Section 7.2.

We will not provide deductive systems extending KBDI,, and KB5D,, for the
following reasons. First, in the Kripke structures corresponding to the sys-
tem KBDI,,, the accessibility relations for belief are serial and transitive, but
not necessarily FEuclidean. We do not have a model transformation which
preserves this kind of structures. Second, we think that the total public an-
nouncements from Section 7.2 and the announcements for sceptical agents
from Section 6.2 are incompatible. It could happen that the announcement
with a true formula affects the agents’ knowledge but not their belief. Al-
though this would be technically possible in a system extending KB5D,,, we
believe that such a behaviour is too unnatural.

8.1 Trustful behaviour

In this section, we will provide a system for public announcements in the
logic of knowledge and belief. Like in Section 6.1 and Section 7.2, the public
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announcements we are going to define will be total. On the level of belief, the
public announcements will have the same effect as the group announcements
for trustful agents from Section 6.1. The only difference is that the formulas
will always be announced to every agent. On the knowledge level, the public
announcements will directly influence the agents’ knowledge only if the new
information is true. In this case, it has the same effect as the total public
announcements from Section 7.2.

First, we are going to recall the language £274 for the logic of knowledge,
belief, and public announcements from Definition 5.4.1, which is defined by
the following grammar (p € P, i € A),

a=p | a| (aha) | Ka | Ba | [o]a.

For the semantics, we just add the defining clause for public announcement
formulas to Definition 5.3.2.

Definition 8.1.1. Let B = (S, Ry,..., Ry, @1,...,Qn, V) and s € S be
given. The notion of an L2 formula of the form [«!]3 being satisfied in the
pointed structure K, s is defined by

R,sE [ & K E S,

where the Kripke structure K** = (S** R{"*,..., R®*, Q"°, ..., Q%*, V™)
is simultaneously defined as follows,

s R if R, sF a,
RV =
K4 otherwise.
The corresponding structures K* = (S* R$,...,R%,Q%,...,Q% V%) and
R84 = (S Ry,..., Ry, ?’A, o, QA V) are defined by
S := SN/ g
Ry := RN la%
QF = QiNlallf Q= Qi N (18] % o),
V(p) = V(p) N [lof s
for all i € A and all p € P.

Observe that the model transformations £ and &% from Definition 8.1.1
are the canonical extensions of the transformations from Definition 5.4.2 and
Definition 6.1.1 respectively.

We want to mention that a false announcement does not directly affect the
agents’ knowledge, but it can change the knowledge about knowledge or
belief. The following example illustrates how this can happen.
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Example 8.1.2. Let & = ({s,t}, Ry,..., Rn,Q1,...,Qn, V) be defined by
Rl = {Sat}Qa Ql = {Sat}Qa V: p— {t}a

the other accessibility relations can be arbitrarily defined. For all p € P
we have K, s F -Kip A =Byp and R,s F =K Bip AN ~K{K,B;p. Since p
is false at world s, agent 1 cannot learn p on the knowledge level. We get
R, s E [Pl (=K1p A Bip) and R, s E [p!](K1Bip A K1 K, B1p).

It turns out that the model transformation from Definition 8.1.1 preserves
most of the properties of the accessibility relations that we have introduced
in Section 5.1 and Section 5.3.

Lemma 8.1.3. Let R = (S, Ry,..., Ry, Q1,...,Qn, V) be an arbitrarily de-
fined Kripke structure. Then for all s € S and all o € LA we have

tu, tu, ecdh , tu, tu, ecdh
R € K, = RYT e [y, e,

Proof. The nine properties are all independently preserved and the proof is
straightforward. We show how to prove that property ¢, that is transitivity
of Q; over (R;, Q;) is preserved. Let u,v, w € S** uR;"*v, and vQ;"*w. Then
we have uR;v and vQ;w by definition, and we get uQ;w by assumption. Now,
if R, s F a, then we have u,v,w € ||al|g and we immediately get u@QSw. On
the other hand, if K, s F —a, then we have R, w F « and we directly get
UQ?’AU}. So in both cases we have u@;"*w, and we are done. O]

The following example shows that seriality of (); and transitivity of (); over
(Qi, R;) are in general not preserved by the new model transformation. This
is the reason why we have defined the system KBb5I,, without the positive
certainty axiom (G) in Definition 5.3.6.

Example 8.1.4. Let R = ({s,t}, Ry, ... Ry, Q1,...,Qn, V) be defined by

Ri:{sat}za Qi:{sat}za V:p'_> {t}
for all i € A. Then we obviously have £ € K5 “%" For all p € P and
all i € A we have R?” = R; and Q" = {(s,1), (¢t,t)}. Hence, Q" is not
transitive over (QY°, RY®), because we have sQ°tRY*s but not s@Q%’s. On
the other hand, if we change the valuation V in & to V': p — (), then we have
Q?* = () and we lose seriality of Q;.

In order to give an axiomatisation, it is useful to define an abbreviation for
announcements that only affect the belief of the agents.
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Definition 8.1.5. For all a,3 € LPP the formula [a!]3 is defined by
induction on 3 as follows,

[a!]p == p,
[a!]—y == =[a!]y,
[a!(y A &) = [ed]y A [e!]6,

[l Kiy == K;[a!]y,

[ Biy := Bi(a — [a!]7),

[a!] 716 == [a!][y!]o.
It is not hard to show that for all o, 8 € LZ we have [a!]8 € £LZ, which can
be proved by induction on (3. Moreover, we can show that Definition 8.1.5

fulfills our requirements about the abbreviation [a!]5. The following lemma
will be useful for proving soundness of the system we are going to define.

Lemma 8.1.6. Let R = (S, Ry,...,Rn,Q1,...,Qn, V) and s € S be given.
Then for all o € LEPA and all ¢ € LE we have

R sk [ & 84 sk .

Proof. By induction on ¢. We show how to prove two cases in the induction
step. First, if ¢ is of the form K1, then we have

R, sE[]Ky < R sE K;[o!]v
& forallt € Ri(s), R, tF [a!]¢
& for all t € Ry(s), R4t E

by induction hypothesis, which is equivalent to 84, s = K;1b. Second, if ¢
is of the form B;1), then we have

R,sE[]Biv & R,sE Bi(a— [o!]Y)
< forallt € Qi(s), Rt E a— [al]v
< forall t € Qi(s), R, t E a implies R, t E [a!]v
& forall t € Q¥(s), &t F o]
& forall t € Q™ (s), R tE ¥

by induction hypothesis, which is equivalent to R4, s E B;1. O

We will now define our Hilbert system for the logic of public announcements,
knowledge, and belief, which extends KB5I,,.
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Definition 8.1.7. The deductive system KBSIﬁAt is the system KBb5I,, aug-
mented with the following public announcement axioms,

(TPA)) —a — ([al]p < [al]p) (¢ € L)),

(PAL)  [allp < p,

(PA2)  [al](B — ) — ([al]5 = [ol]y),

(PA3;)  [al] =4 < —[al],

(PA4,) o — ([o]K;B < K;j(a — [a!]0)),

(PA7,) « — ([a!]B;S < Bi(a — [a!]9)),

as well as the public announcement necessitation rule,

(PAN)

[ﬁ']
Due to Lemma 8.1.3 and Lemma 8.1.6, it is now easy to prove soundness of

the system KB5IZ4*,

Lemma 8.1.8. For all a € LA we have

KB5IPA o = [yt | g,

Proof. By induction on the length of the proof. For the base case, let the
Kripke structure 8 = (S, Ry, ..., Ry, Q1,...,Q,, V) and the world s € S be
given. Furthermore, let o, 3 € L2 and ¢ € LZ. First, we show that axiom
(TPA) is valid, so assume &, s F —a. Then we have

RsEallp & R skp & R sk & R sE [o]p

by Lemma 8.1.6. Second, we prove that axiom (PA7,) is valid, so assume
R, s E a. Then we have

R,sE[]BS & R, sk B

R sE B,

for all t € Q7 (s), R*,tE

for all t € Q; R, tF « implies R, t F
for all t € Q; f,tF o implies Rt E 3
for all t € Q;(s), R,t F « implies &, ¢ F [a!]3
for all t € Qi(s), R, tF a — [o!]f

R, s E Bi(a — [a!]).

S

S

S

—~ o~~~

);
);
);
);

(N R

In the induction step, soundness of the rule (PAN) can be proved using
Lemma 8.1.3. [
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Like in Section 6.1 and Section 7.2, the public announcements do not add
expressive strength to the logic of knowledge and belief. But some of the
reduction axioms are restricted to £LZ formulas.

Lemma 8.1.9. For all a € LB all o € LB, and all i € A we have

n’

KB5I74 - [al]Kip < (ma A [l] K@) V (o A Ki(a — [al]p)),
KB5I74 - [a!] Bip < (= A [a!] Bip) V (a A Bi(a — [a]p)).

Proof. Both assertions can be proved by axiom (TPA’), tautological reason-
ing, as well as axiom (PA4;) and (PA7;) respectively. O

Observe that the reduction axioms from Lemma 8.1.9 show how an an-
nounced formula affects the knowledge and belief of the agents. The only
difference occurs if the announced formula is false, because of the difference
between [o!] K;5 and [a!]B;5 in Definition 8.1.5. The following reduction
axiom holds for all formulas.

Lemma 8.1.10. For all a, 3,7 € LEPA we have
KB5I24 - [0l (B A7) < [!]B8 A [o].

Proof. This assertion can be proved by axiom (PA2) and the rule (PAN)
exactly the same way as in the other systems for announcement logics. [

The following result is an immediate consequence of Lemma 8.1.10 and axiom
(PA3,).

Corollary 8.1.11. For all o, 3,7y € L34 we have

KB5I. - [a!](8V ) < [al]3V [y,
KB51, = ([al] 8 — [a!]y) — [a!](8 — 7).

As we have already mentioned, a false announcement will never change the
agents’ knowledge about propositional facts.

Lemma 8.1.12. For all a € LPPA all 8 € Ly, and all i € A we have
KB5I24 - —a — ([l] K8 < K;().
Proof. 1t is not hard to prove by induction on 3 that [a!]3 = . Therefore,

we directly get [o!] K8 = Ki[a!]f = K;5. This implies that the formula
—a — ([!]K;3 « K;f3) is an instance of (TPA’), and we are done. O
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Again, we have that the public announcements do not affect the truth value
of propositional facts. That is, we have change of knowledge and belief in a
static world.

Lemma 8.1.13. For all o € LEPA and all 3 € Lo we have
KB5I:4 - [o]8 < B.

Proof. By induction on [ using the axioms (PAl;) and (PA3;), as well as
Lemma 8.1.10. U

Due to Lemma 8.1.8 and Lemma 8.1.13, it is now easy to prove that the
public announcements in the logic of knowledge and belief satisfy all of the
properties from Definition 5.4.3.

Lemma 8.1.14. The total public announcements are fact preserving, ade-
quate, total, self-dual, and normal with respect to K"

Proof. Fact preservation follows from Lemma 8.1.13 and soundness. Ade-
quacy and totality are an immediate consequence of fact preservation. Self-
duality is given by axiom (PA3;) and soundness. Due to axiom (PA2), the
rule (PAN), and soundness, we immediately get normality. O

In order to define a translation from L2 to LB we need a restricted version
of syntax independence for public announcements.

Lemma 8.1.15. For all o, 3 € LEPA and all p € L we have

KB5I24 - o 3 = KB5IEY F [al]e < [8]e,
KB5I24 - o« 3 = KBSIZ F [al)p < [3e.

Proof. Both assertions can be proved by induction on ¢. The proof of the
first assertion is straightforward. For the second assertion, we show how to
prove the case ¢ = B;1 in the induction step. By Lemma 8.1.9, we have that
the formula [o!]B;1 is provably equivalent to

(ma A [!]Bi) V (a A Bi(a — [a!]y)). (8.1)

By the first assertion, we have KB5I!4 + [a!]Bsp < [B!]Bi), and we
have KB5IX4t - [al]y) < [8!]1 by induction hypothesis. Therefore, the for-
mula (8.1) is provably equivalent to (=G A [BY]B;) V (B A Bi(6 — [5!]¢)) by
normal modal logic reasoning. But this is provably equivalent to [5!]B;1 by
again applying Lemma 8.1.9. U
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We are going to define the translation from £574 to L5 in two stages. Due to
Lemma 8.1.9 and Lemma 8.1.10, it is immediate how to define the auxiliary
function h, which is the first stage of the translation.

Definition 8.1.16. The function h: {[a!]3 : a, 3 € LBPA} — £BPA i5 induc-
tively defined by

h([a!]p) := p,
h([al]=3) = =h([a!]B),
h([e](B A 7)) = h([al]B) A h([a!]y),
M KiB) := (ma A [l KiB) V (a A Ki(a — h([a1]B))),
Ml Bif3) := (ma A [a] BiB) V (o A Bi(a — h([al]3))),
h([e)[BY7) = [1][8Y-

Remember that for all o, 8 € LZ we have [a!]3 € L. Therefore, we get
h([a!]B) € LB, whenever a, 3 € LB. This can be proved by induction on 3.
We can show that the function A is equivalence preserving on a subset of its
domain.

Lemma 8.1.17. For all o € LB and all ¢ € L we have
KB5I24 - h([a!)e) < [al]ep.

Proof. By induction on ¢. We show how to prove the case ¢ = B;y in
the induction step. By induction hypothesis, we have that KIB%SISAt proves
h([a!]y)) < [a!]i). By normal modal logic reasoning, we immediately get that
the formula (—a A [a!] B;v)) V (a A Bi(ae — h([!]#)))) is provably equivalent
to (maA[a!]Biw) V(A Bi(a — [al]Y)). The former formula is defined to be
h([a!]B;1), the latter is provably equivalent to [o!]B;w by Lemma 8.1.9. O

For the translation that eliminates the announcement operator, we follow the
ideas from Definition 6.1.12 and Definition 7.2.13.

Definition 8.1.18. The function f: L34 — £BPA i inductively defined by

f(p) = p,
f(ma) == =f(a),
flanB):= fla) A f(B),
f(Kia) == K;f(a),
f(Bia) := B;f(a),
):
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Again, it is not hard to see that for all a € £PP4 we have that the for-
mula f(«) is an element of £Z. Moreover, the translation f is equivalence
preserving in the following sense.

Lemma 8.1.19. For all o € LEP4 we have
KB5I24 - f(a) < a.

Proof. By induction on «. We show how to prove the case a = [f!]y in
the induction step. The formula f([5!]y) is defined to be the A([f(8)!]f(7)),
which is provably equivalent to [f(3)!]f(v) by Lemma 8.1.17 because f(7) is
an element of £Z. By Lemma 8.1.15 and the induction hypothesis for 3, this
formula is now provably equivalent to [3!]f(7), again because f(y) € LE.
Finally, this formula is provably equivalent to [5!]y by axiom (PA2), the rule
(PAN), as well as the induction hypothesis for ~. O

We can now prove syntax independence for the public announcement opera-
tor due to Lemma 8.1.19.

Lemma 8.1.20. For all o, 3,7 € L34 we have
KB5I24 F o 3 = KB5IXY F [al]y « [8!]y.

Proof. The proof is identical to the proof of Lemma 7.2.15, but we apply
Lemma 8.1.15 and Lemma 8.1.19 instead of Lemma 7.2.10 and Lemma 7.2.14
respectively. O

Lemma 8.1.20 now implies the Replacement Theorem for the logic of knowl-
edge, belief, and public announcements.

Theorem 8.1.21 (Replacement). For all o, 3,7 € L34 we have
KB5I74 - o« 8 = KB5ILA F vy« y[a/f)].

Proof. The proof is by induction on v and is similar to the proof of The-
orem 7.1.13. In the induction step, we can apply Lemma 8.1.20 instead of
Lemma 7.1.12. U

Due to Lemma 8.1.19, we can prove the same result concerning consecutive
announcements as in Section 7.2.

Lemma 8.1.22. For all o, 3,7 € LA we have

KBS, o A [al] B — ([][B1]y < [(o A [@l]8)1]7).
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Proof. Like in the proof of Lemma 7.2.17, we will first prove a restricted
version where v is a formula in £Z. This can be done by induction on 7,
and we show the case in the induction step where v is of the form B;i). By
induction hypothesis, we have that KIB%5|5A£ proves

aAfel]f — ([o!][BlY < [(a A a]B)!]¢),

and we get a proof of

Bi(a Aal]B — [a)][B1¢) < BiaAlal]8 — [(aAa]B)Y)  (8.2)

by normal modal logic reasoning. Furthermore, by the axioms (PA2) and
(PAT7,), as well as the rule (PAN), we get that KB5I2* proves

(] — ([@][8Y]Bip <[] Bi(B — [3!]4)),
a — ([]Bi(6 — [B!]¢) < Bia — [a!](8 — [81¢))),

and we get a proof of

aA[al]3 — ([][B]Bi < Bi(a A[al]5 — [o!][1]4)) (8.3)

by Corollary 8.1.11 and normal modal logic reasoning. On the other hand,
we have the following instance of (PA7,;),

aA[al]3 — ([(a A [al]B)]BiY < Bi(a Aal] — [(aA[al]B)4)).  (8.4)

Finally, by the provability of the formulas (8.2), (8.3), and (8.4), we get that
KB5I74* proves

aA[a]f — ([a)[BY] B < [(aA[a)]B)]Bi)

by tautological reasoning. We can now prove the assertion for arbitrary
v € LBPA by using the restricted result and Lemma 8.1.19. 0

As another consequence of Lemma 8.1.19, we get a short completeness proof
via the completeness of KB5l,,.

Theorem 8.1.23. For all o € L4 we have

KB5IPA b o o [CHmimeedh 2 g,

Proof. Soundness has already been proved in Lemma 8.1.8. For the direction

from right to left, we assume K5 ™% £ o By Lemma 8.1.19 and sound-

ness, we get Ky = f(q). Since f(a) € LZ, we get KB5l, - f(a) by
completeness of KB5I,,. Of course, KB5l,, is contained in K]B%SIEAZ and we
casily get KBS - f(a). Finally, we get KB5I"* I o by again applying

Lemma &.1.19. O



Concluding remarks

It is the aim of this last chapter to briefly summarise the main issues of this
thesis as well as to point to some open questions and to some possible future
work.

Concerning Part 1

We have presented the basic notions and concepts of classical propositional
logic in Chapter 1. Furthermore, we have introduced three different ways of
representing a belief state in propositional logic: model sets, belief sets, and
belief bases. Our preferred kind of belief state representation is the concept
of model sets for the following reasons. First, if the set of propositions is
infinite, then we can represent more belief states with model sets than with
belief bases. Second, if the set of propositions is finite, then a belief state is
always represented by a finite model set, whereas every belief set is an infinite
set. The third reason for our preference on model sets is the connection
between Part I and Part II of this thesis: belief change functions operating
on model sets can be translated into belief change functions in modal logic.
For instance, the expansion functions & and ®°¢ are implemented in a multi-
agent setting in Definition 6.1.1 and Definition 6.2.1 respectively.

Compared to Chapter 1, where we have only given the definition of the ex-
pansion function for each type of belief state representation, we have shown
how to translate an arbitrary belief change function from one notion to an-
other in Chapter 2. We have proved that these translations are invertible,
that is going forth and back results in an equivalent belief change function.
Moreover, we have introduced three kinds of belief change functions: revision,
contraction, and update. For each kind there are eight original postulates
that specify the requirement of minimal change. For both revision and con-
traction, the postulates are stated in the context of belief sets, whereas the
update postulates are formulated by means of belief bases. Due to our pref-
erence on the different kinds of belief state representations, we have given
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translations of the three sets of postulates in the context of model sets. We
have then shown that the translated postulates are equivalent to the original
ones.

Chapter 3 deals with the translation of belief change functions of some type
into functions of another type. First, we have proposed the definition of
an expansion function @¢ operating on consistent model sets. This defini-
tion implements the idea of sceptical agents, who reject new information if
they believe that it is false. We have also shown how to restrict revision,
contraction, and update functions to consistent model sets. This cannot be
done by the use of integrity constraints, so we have defined the correspond-
ing translation operators. It was not hard to define the respective operators
mapping functions on consistent model sets to functions on possibly incon-
sistent model sets. Again, we have shown that going forth and back results
in a function equivalent to the original one. For this purpose, it has been
useful to define a ninth postulate. Furthermore, we have modified our three
sets of postulates to fit the context of consistent model sets.

Additional achievements of Chapter 3 are the translations of revision func-
tions to contraction and update functions respectively. The translation from
revision to contraction and vice versa has already been given by the Levi
and Harper identities, cf. [51, 35]. We have adapted these translations to
the notions of both model sets and consistent model sets. From revision to
update, we have defined new translations with the following property. If a
function satisfies all revision postulates, then its translation to update sat-
isfies all update postulates. For the converse direction, we have only found
a translation such that the resulting function satisfies all but one revision
postulate. At the end of the chapter, we have postulated some common be-
haviour of revision and update functions. Due to these new requirements,
we have modified some of the update postulates in Chapter 4.

At the beginning of Chapter 4, we have defined three variants of the standard
update function that all satisfy postulate (U2,,). Like the standard update
function, these three variants do not have the problem of disjunctive input.
We have defined a preorder relation on belief change functions, hence we
have got a strict partial order, which allows for talking about the comparative
strength. We have shown that our three new update functions are all stronger
than the standard update function. The cautious standard update function
is the strongest one. Since we have proved that it is not comparable to
the possible models approach, we have compared the two update functions
by statistical means in Appendix A. We believe that the cautious standard
update is a promising function that deserves a deeper analysis in the future,
primarily on the examples from [39].
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The second part of Chapter 4 is about the new concept of revision candidates,
contraction candidates, and update candidates. We have modified the three
sets of postulates in such a way that they are not too strong anymore. There
are additional modifications on some update postulates because of our new
requirements from the end of Chapter 3. It has turned out that most of the
translations from Chapter 3 are still adequate. We have only had to mod-
ify three translations, for instance the translation from update to revision.
Moreover, we have introduced the new concept of minimax change. Using
the example of revision functions, we have required minimal change except
for the case that the new information is inconsistent with our beliefs. In
this case we have suggested to use the standard update function, which can
be seen as performing maximal change. Finally, we have presented concrete
functions that comply with the requirement of minimax change: minimax re-
vision, minimax contraction, and minimax update. Of course, we have also
given the restrictions of these minimax belief change functions to consistent
model sets.

It would be interesting to know the computational complexity of the decision
problem for our new belief change functions. If ®: M x Ly — M is an
arbitrary belief change function, the decision problem is to find out whether
S®a FE [ for any given S € M and «, § € Ly. We know that this problem is
coNP-complete for the standard update function, cf. [39]. Since our functions
are all related to it, we think that the variants of the standard update function
as well as the minimax belief change functions all have similar complexity of
the decision problem.

Concerning Part II

We have started with introducing the syntax and semantics of normal modal
logic in Chapter 5, and we have presented nine different Hilbert systems that
correspond to nine different properties of knowledge/belief. In addition, we
have extended this logic with common knowledge operators as well as opera-
tors for relativised common knowledge. Since the latter is a generalisation of
the former logic, we have formulated the Hilbert systems for relativised com-
mon knowledge in such a way that the relationship to common knowledge is
obvious. Furthermore, we have introduced the bimodal logic of knowledge
and belief, where we have defined three maximal deductive systems that can
possibly be extended with announcement operators. As we have argued in
Chapter 8, we think that only one out of these three systems is suitable for
this purpose. Finally, we have given the languages of announcement logics
with either private or public announcement operators. We have introduced
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the idea of announcement resistant formulas, which is a slight modification
of the successful formulas. Due to this modification, we can use the same
concept for every announcement logic. Moreover, we have defined five prop-
erties that the new announcement logics defined in this thesis all have: fact
preservation, adequacy, totality, self-duality, and normality.

In Chapter 6, we have introduced two different semantics for the logic of
group announcements. As the name indicates, it is typically the case that
some agents do not hear an announcement, which makes them believe that
the beliefs of all agents remain unchanged. Mostly, this is a false belief, hence
group announcements lead to Hilbert systems that are inconsistent with the
knowledge axiom. We call this process belief expansion because the beliefs
in propositional facts are never retracted after an announcement. The first
approach is for trustful agents: they always accept new information, even
if they end in an inconsistent epistemic state. The second semantics is for
sceptical agents: they only accept new information if it is consistent with
their beliefs, otherwise they refuse to learn the announced formula. We have
presented three deductive systems for the expansion of trustful agents’ beliefs,
whereas we have been able to give four axiomatisations of the semantics for
sceptical agents. These Hilbert systems are all systems of normal modal logic
augmented with group announcement axioms and the group announcement
necessitation rule. It has turned out that one of the Hilbert systems for
trustful agents is identical to the one by Gerbrandy and Groeneveld [30]. We
consider it as an advantage of our semantics that we do not need Aczel’s
anti-foundation axiom, cf. [1].

The last section of Chapter 6 is about the logic of group announcements
and common belief. We have added announcement composition to the lan-
guage such that not only formulas, but also sequences of formulas can be
announced. These extra announcement operators are very convenient be-
cause the interpretation of consecutive group announcements is quite com-
plicated, especially if the groups of agents are both differing and intersecting.
We have also extended the semantics for trustful agents by the semantics of
both announcement composition and common belief. Furthermore, we have
developped purely syntactical notions that describe the semantical interpre-
tation of announcement composition. These notions have given rise to a
group announcement induction rule, which is part of our suggested Hilbert
systems. We have proved soundness, but we have not succeeded in proving
completeness for the presented deductive systems. Although there exists a
complete axiomatisation that extends one of our systems, cf. [7], we do not
know whether or not they are complete. This open problem certainly is a
task for future work.
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Chapter 7 deals with public announcement logic, where an announcement
is always told to every agent. We call this process knowledge expansion
because the deductive systems are consistent with the knowledge axiom and
known propositional facts are still known after every announcement. Unlike
group announcements, it is easy to express two consecutive announcements
by a single one. Due to this difference, it is not that hard to prove the
completeness of Hilbert systems for the logic of public announcements and
common knowledge.

In the first section of Chapter 7, we have given a short survey about the
well-known truthful public announcements. We have presented six Hilbert
systems that we have proved sound and complete. Although these axiomati-
sations are not new, we have shown that our methods from group announce-
ment logic can be applied. Furthermore, we have given new syntactical proofs
for many known results. There remain some open problems concerning the
successful formulas, mainly in systems without the knowledge axiom. These
questions would not arise if the successful formulas were defined this way: a
formula « is successful in X' if and only if for all i € A we have X F [al] K.
We think that the concept of knowable formulas by Balbiani et al. [4] is
another answer to the above-mentioned lacking of the successful formulas.
We have not had similar problems with the announcement resistant formu-
las. Finally, we have studied the logic of truthful public announcements
and relativised common knowledge, as well as the logic of truthful public
announcements and common knowledge. We have managed to prove the
majority of the results by extending the proofs for the language without any
common knowledge operators.

In the remaining part of Chapter 7, we have thoroughly studied our total pub-
lic announcements from [62]. In the definition of the semantics for formulas
of the form [o!]3 we have distinguished two cases: if the announced formula
« is true at the actual world, we perform the same model transformation as
with truthful public announcements. In case « is false, the public announce-
ment has no effect on the interpretation of the succeeding formula 3. This
little difference to the truthful public announcement semantics indeed results
in totality: all formulas of the form [a!] L are not satisfiable anymore. We
have given six Hilbert systems for total public announcements, for which we
have proved soundness and completeness. It has turned out that the public
announcement axioms are closely related to the group announcement axioms
from Chapter 6. Therefore, it is not surprising that most of the results as
well as their proofs are similar to the ones for group announcements. Again,
we have investigated the logic of total public announcements and relativised
common knowledge, as well as the logic of truthful public announcements and
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common knowledge. For the latter, we have given the completeness proof in
every detail using a rank function similar to the one from [22].

Finally, we have applied the idea from total public announcements to define
a semantics for the logic of knowledge, belief, and public announcements in
Chapter 8. On the knowledge level, an announcement is interpreted like
in the logic of total public announcements: the announcement of a false
formula does not directly affect the agents’ knowledge. On the level of belief,
a public announcement has the same effect as a public announcement to
trustful agents. We have provided a Hilbert system for this logic, and we have
again given a soundness and completeness proof. Some of the proofs are a bit
more elaborate than in the previous chapters because of the differing impacts
of an announcement on the agent’s knowledge and their beliefs. Due to this
phenomenon, we have not yet succeeded in proving that a true announcement
resistant formula « is always known and believed by the agents after one
public announcement of «.

Similar to belief expansion, where we have defined two announcement se-
mantics based on the expansion functions @ and @¢, we think that we could
define new group announcement semantics for belief revision. These defi-
nitions would be based on the minimax revision function ®m, and its re-
striction (®mm)¢" to consistent model sets, cf. Example 4.2.3. Furthermore,
we could define a new public announcement semantics for knowledge update
analogous to the total public announcement semantics. This new definition
would be based on the restriction (®mm)® of the minimax update function
to consistent model sets, cf. Example 4.2.16.



Appendix A

Comparing Ocy With Opma

In this appendix we will compare the cautious standard update function ®,
from Definition 4.1.1 with the possible models approach ©pm, from Exam-
ple 2.3.5. First, we will present some statistical results that indicate that
the function ®pm, does not perform less change than ©,. Second, we will
provide a table that contains S Oy (p V q) and S Opma (p V ) for all model
sets S C Pow({p,q,r}). This table illustrates how the function ®, deals
with disjunctive input and how it differs from ©pma.

Some empirical data

The table on the next page presents a comparison of the amount of change
performed by the two update functions O and Opma. First, we are going
to explain how the reader has to interpret the content of this table. We have
defined P = {p, q,r, s}, thus we have M = Pow(Pow({p, ¢, 7,s})). For all
S C Pow(P) and for every formula « in the first column we have calculated
S Ocsy @ and S ©pma . That is, we have performed 2 - 23 - 65536 updates
because we have 2 functions, 23 formulas, and 2'® model sets. Given a line
in the table and the formula « from the first column of this line, we have
that the next five columns contain the following information.

1. 3 Ocsu: the sum over all S € M of Card(S A (S Oy @),
2. ¥ Opma: the sum over all § € M of Card(S A (S ®pma @)),

. Ocsu > Opma: the number of model sets S € M that satisfy
Card(S A (S Ocsy @) > Card(S A (S Opma @),

. Ocsu < Opma: the number of model sets S € M that satisfy
Card(S A (S Ocsy @) < Card(S A (S Opma @)),

w

W~
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Opma: the number of model sets S € M that satisfy

d. ®csu

Card(S A (S ®pma @)).

Card(S A (S Ocsy @))

It can be shown that for all S € M and all conjunctions « of literals we

have S Ocsy @ = S ®pma . Therefore, we have chosen formulas that are not
conjunctions of literals. We want to mention that the set P and the number
of formulas are both too small for a thorough statistical analysis. However,

we think that this table indicates that ©, does not perform more change

than the function ©pma-.
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Table with update results

Table with update results

Pow (Pow({p, q,r})), which contains

256 different model sets. For each S € M we will list the updated model sets
S Ocsu (P V q) and S Opma (p V ¢) in the following table. With this example

we have that the total amount of change performed by ®, is a bit less than

the one performed by ©pmas,

{pv q, T}; thus we have M =

We set P

460,

Y Card(S A (S G (pV )))

SeM

012.

>~ Card(S A (S @pma (pV q)))

SeM

In 39 (69) cases the change performed by GO, is bigger (smaller) than the
one performed by Opma. That is, in 148 cases out of 256 the two functions

perform the same amount of change.
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{{«°bd} {b d} {d}}

{{« b d} {d} ‘p}

{{.0°b} {b} {d}}

{00} {b} {d}}

{{«b} {d} ‘p}

{{u'd}{b}{d}} {{0°d} {d}} {0 d} {d} ‘p}

{{p d} {b} {d}} {{pd} {d}} {{pd} {d} ‘p}
{0} {u'd} {b} “{d}} {{e'd} {d}} {1} {d} ‘p}
Hp} {d}} Hp} {d}} {{P} “{d} ‘p}

{{+b'd}{4D}}

{{4'b'd} {1°D}}

{{4b'd}{4D}}

{{sb'd} {u'd}}

{{ub'd} {u'd}}

{{ubd}{u'd}}

{{4p} {s4'd}}

{{4p} {s'd}}

{{4b} {sd}}

{{4b'd} {b d}}

{{4b'd} {b d}}

{{ubd} *{b d}}

{{« b} {b'd}}

{{«°b}{b'd}}

{{« b} {b'd}}
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{{o'd} {b} {d}}

{{+'d} {b} {d}}

{{«°d}{b} *{d} ‘p}

{{p'd} *{b} {d}}

{{p‘d} {b} {d}}

{{bd} {b} {d} ‘p}

{{« D} {u'd} {D} {d}}

{{4°b}{a'd} ‘{b} {d}}

(e} b} {d} 9}

{{«°bd} {u°b}{s'd}}

{{4bd} {u°D}{s'd}}

{{«b*d} {4 b} {s'd}}

{{+'b‘d} {4 b} “{b'd}}

{{4b'd} 4D} {b‘d}}

{{«+'b‘d} {4 b} {b'd}}

{{ub'd} {u'd} {b'd}}

{{«b*d} {u'd} {b‘d}}

{{ub'd}{u'd} {b'd}}

{{«b} {u'd} {b‘d}}

{{4b} {a'd} {b'd}}

{{4b} {sd} (b d}}

{{4'b'd} {4 b} {4 'd}}

{{4b'd}{4D}}

{{ubid}{ab} {a}}

{{4b'd} {4 b} {4 'd}}

{{4bd} {u'd}}

{{ebd} {u'd} {ua}}

{4 b} {s'd}}

{0} {s'd}}

{{ub}{ua'd} {a}}

{{ub'd} {u'b}{u'd} {bd}}

{{«bd} *{b d}}

{{bd} (b d} {}}

{4} {ua'd} {bd}}

{{«b'd} {.°D}{b d}}

{{4b}{b'd} {a}}

{{4 b} {ua'd} {b'd}}

{{u4b'd} {u'd} {bd}}

{{o d}{b'd} {a}}

{{«bd} {.°D} *{b}}

{{«4°b*d} {u "D} {b}}

{{«°bd} {.°D} {b}}

{{ub*d} {u'd} {b}}

{{ub'd}{u'd} {b}}

{{«bid}{s'd} {D}}

{{4p} {s'd} {D}}

{{b}{u'd} {b}}

{{« b} {s'd} {b}}

{{«4b*d} {b'd} ‘{b}}

{{«b'd}{b'd} {b}}

{{+b'd}*{b*d} {b}}

{{+p} {b*d} {b}}

{{«p} {b*d} {b}}

{{«b}{b*d} {b}}

{{u'd} {b*d} {b}}

{{u'd} {b*d} {b}}

{{u'd} {b*d} {b}}

{{u°bd} {u°b} {u'd} {D}}

{{ubd} {u b} {b}}

{{uba} {u} {b}}

{{b}{u'd}{D}}

{{.0°p} {b}}

{{a°b} {4} {b}}

{{°b}{u'd}{D}}

{{u}{a'd} {b}}

{{eid} {u} {b}}

{{u '} {u'd} {b'd} {b}}

{{ub'd} {u°b} {b d} {b}}

{{pd} {1} {b}}

{{4b*d} {u'D} {d}}

{{«°bd} {.°b} {d}}

{{«b*d} {.°D} {d}}

{{u b d} {u'd} {d}}

{{u:bd} {u'd} {d}}

{{ubd} {u'd} {d}}

{{4p} {s'd} {d}}

{{«b} {u'd} {d}}

{{4p} {4'd} {d}}

{{«b*d} {b'd} {d}}

{{+b*d} {b'd} {d}}

{{«b*d} {b'd} {d}}

{{+p} {b*d} {d}}

{{«'b}{b'd} {d}}

{{4p} {b*d} {d}}

{{u'd} {b‘d} {d}}

{{«'d} {b*d} {d}}

{{u'd} {b'd} {d}}

{{4b'd} {4°b} {s4'd} {d}}

{{ubd} {u'd} {d}}

{{ubd} {u} {d}}

{{« D} {s'd} {d}}

{4} {a'd} {d}}

{{0°b} {u} {d}}

{{« '} {u'd} {d}}

{{+'d} {d}}

{{eid} {u} {d}}
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{{4bd} {u'b} {u'd} {b} {d}}

{{u'bd} {u b} {u'd} {bd} {b} {d}}

{{«°bd} {u°D}{u'd} g}

{{4b*d} {u°b} {b d} {b} {d}}

{{«b*d} {u b} {b'd} {b}}

{{«°bd} {.u'D}{b'd} ‘p}

{{u'bd} {u'd} {b'd} {b} {d}}

{{«°bd} {u'd} {b'd} {d}}

{{:bd} {u'd} {b d} ‘p}

{{« b} {s'd} {b*d} {b} {d}}

{{4 b} {a'd} {bd} {b} {d}}

{{«°b} {ua'd} {b'd} g}

{{«b*d} {u°b} {u'd} {b} {d}}

{{«'b‘d} {4 b} ‘{b'd} {b}}

{{4'b*d} {4} {4} 9}

{{ub'd} {u°b} {u'd} {b} {d}}

{{u4b'd} {4 d} ‘{b'd} {d}}

{{ubid}{u'd} {a} g}

{{« b} {u'd} {b} {d}}

{{4p} {4'd} (b} {d}}

{{ab} {utd} {1} 9}

{{u'b'd} {4'b} {a'd} {b‘d} ‘{b} {d}}

{{«b'd}{b'd}}

{{ub'd}{b d} {4} ‘p}

{{4°b} {'d} {b‘d} ‘{b} {d}}

{{«'b‘d} *{. b} {b'd} {b}}

{{4b}{b*d} {1} 9}

{{« b} {us'd} {b*d} {b} {d}}

{{«'Dd} {u'd} {b'd} {d}}

{{u d}{bd} {1} ‘p}

{{«b*d} {u "D} {b} {d}}

{{«b'd} {u b} {b'd} {b}}

{{4b*d} {u°D} {b} ‘p}

{{:bd} {u'd} {b} {d}}

{{«'bd} {u'd} {b'd} {b} {d}}

{{ubd}{u'd} {D} g}

{{u b} {u'd} {b} {d}}

{{u:b} {u'd} {b}{d}}

{{ b} {u'd} {D} g}

{{«:bd} {bd} {b} {d}}

{{«b*d} {b‘d} {b}}

{{bd} {b d} {b} ‘p}

{{«b}{b'd} {b} {d}}

{{« b} {b'd} {b}}

{{«b} {b*d} {b} ‘p}

{{«'d}{b*d} {b} {d}}

{{u'd} {bd} {b} {d}}

{{u'd} ‘{b*d} {b} ‘p}

{{u'b'd} {u°b} {u'd} {b} {d}}

{{«'b'd} {4 b} {b'd} {b}}

{{ubd}{u} (P} 9}

{{«b}{u'd} {b} {d}}

{0} {P}}

{{4b} {4} {b} ‘p}

{{« b} {u'd} {b} {d}}

{4 D} {ua'd} (b} {d}}

{{ed} {}{b} ‘p}

{{« b} {u'd} {b*d} {b} {d}}

{{«b'd} {u b} {b'd} {b}}

{{p d} {4} {b} ‘0}

{{«b*d} {u "D} {b} {d}}

{{u°bd} {u°b} {b d} {D} {d}}

{{«+b'd} {4 b} {d} ‘p}

{{:bd} {u'd} {b} {d}}

{{«'b d} {u'd} {b'd} {d}}

{{u b d} {u'd} {d} g}

{{u b} {ua'd} {b} {d}}

{{:b} {u'd} {b} {d}}

{{ b} {u'd} {d} ‘p}

{{«:bd} {b'd} {b} {d}}

{{ubd} {b d} {d}}

{{ub*d} {b d} {d} ‘p}

{4} {b'd} {b} {d}}

{{«°b} {b d} {b} {d}}

{{« b} {b'd} {d} ‘p}

{{«'d}{b*d} {b} {d}}

{{u+'d} {b‘d} {d}}

{{«'d} {b'd} {d} ‘p}

{{«'b'd} {u°b} {u'd} {b} {d}}

{{u4b*d} {4 d} ‘{b'd} {d}}

{{ubid} {u} {d} ‘p}

{{«4b} {u'd} {b} {d}}

{{4p} {s'd} (b} {d}}

{{ D} {4} {d} ‘p}

{{b} {u'd} {b} {d}}

{{e'd} {d}}

{{u'd} {u} {d} g}

{4 b} {u'd} {b°d} ‘{b} {d}}

{{u'b*d} {4 'd} ‘{b'd} {d}}

{{p d} {4} {d} g}

{{«pd} {b} {d}}

{{u4b*d} {b d} {b} {d}}

{{«bd} {b} {d} ‘p}

{0} {b} {d}}

{{+ b} {b} {d}}

{{«°p} {b} {d} ‘p}
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{{ub'd} {u b} {ua'd} {b'd}}

{{«b'd} {u'd} {b'd}}

{{u:bd} {u'd}{b d} {a}}

{{« b} {ua'd} {b'd}}

{{ b d} {u b} {u'd} {b'd}}

{4} {ua'd} {b'd} {4}}

{{«:bd} {u°D}{u'd} {D}}

{{«b'd} {u b} {s'd} {b}}

{{«b*d} {u b} {s'd} {b}}

{{«°b'd} {.°Db}{b d} {D}}

{{«4b'd}{u°b}{b'd} {b}}

{{«b*d} {u b} {b'd} {b}}

{{«bid}*{u'd} {b‘d} {b}}

{{+b'd}{u'd} {b'd} {b}}

{{+b'd} {u'd} {b‘d} {b}}

{{«b}{s'd} {b‘d} ‘{b}}

{{4b} {s'd} {b'd} ‘{b}}

{{« b} {s'd} ‘{b‘d} ‘{b}}

{{4'b‘d}*{4b} {s'd} {D}}

{{ub'd} {4b} ‘{b}}

{{4b'd}{4b} {4} {b}}

{{4'b'd}{4b} {s'd} {D}}

{{4'b'd}{ub} {u'd} {b}}

{{ubd} {u'd} {4} {b}}

{{°b}{s'd} {D}}

{{« b} {s'd} {b}}

{{4 b} {a'd} {a} {b}}

{{ub*d} {u b} {u4'd} {b'd} {b}}

{{«'b'd} {u'b}{b'd} {Db}}

{{ubd} {bd} {4} {b}}

{{« b} {s'd} {b*d} {b}}

{{4b'd} {u°b}{b'd} {b}}

{{«°D}{b'd} {a} {D}}

{{« b} {u'd} {b*d} {b}}

{{ebd} {u°b}{u'd} {b'd} {b}}

{{«:d} {b'd} {u} {D}}

{{4b'd} {u°D}{u'd} {d}}

{{«°bd} {u°b} {u'd} {d}}

{{«°bd} {.°b} {u'd} {d}}

{{«b'd} {.°D}{b d} {d}}

{{«°bd} {.°b} {b d} {d}}

{{«°bd} {.°b} {b d} {d}}

{{«b*d} {u'd} {bd} {d}}

{{4b*d} {u'd} “{b*d} {d}}

{{u4b'd} *{u'd} {b'd} {d}}

{{4b} {u'd} {b‘d} {d}}

{{«b} {u'd} {b‘d} {d}}

{{«b} {u'd} {b'd} {d}}

{{4b*d} {1} {u'd} {d}}

{{+'b'd} {4 b} {4 'd} {d}}

{{«4b*d} {u'b} {4} {d}}

{{4b*d} {.u°b} {u'd} {d}}

{{ub*d} {u'd} {d}}

{{ebid} {uid} {a} {d}}

{{4°b} {s4*d} {d}}

{{« b} {s'd} {d}}

{{4b} {a'd} {a} {d}}

{{u°pd} {u°b} {u'd} {bd} {d}}

{{«°bd} {u'd}{b'd} {d}}

{{ubd} {b d} {4} {d}}

{{«°b}{s'd}{bd} {d}}

{{ub*d} {u b} {ua'd} {bd} {d}}

{{«°D} {b'd} {4} {d}}

{{«°b} {4 'd} {bd} {d}}

{{«:bd} {u'd}{b'd} {d}}

{{u:d}{b*d} {4} {d}}

{{«b*d} {u "D} {b} {d}}

{{«b'd} {.°D}{b} {d}}

{{4b*d} {u°D} {b} {d}}

{{u:bd} {.'d} {b} {d}}

{{ubd} {u'd} {b} {d}}

{{ubd} {u'd} {D} {d}}

{{ b} {ua'd} {b} {d}}

{{°b}{u'd} {b}{d}}

{{°b}{us'd} {b} {d}}

{{ubd} {b'd} {b} {d}}

{{«b*d} {b'd} ‘{b} {d}}

{{«b*d} {b'd} {b} {d}}

{{«b}{b'd} {b} {d}}

{{+b} {b*d} {b} {d}}

{{+p} {b*d} {b} {d}}

{{«'d}{b'd} {b} {d}}

{{u'd} {b*d} *{b} {d}}

{{u'd} {b‘d} *{b} {d}}

{{ub'd} {u'b} {u'd} {b} {d}}

{{u'b'd} {4b} {a'd} (D} {d}}

{{ubd} {u} (b} {d}}

{{« b} {u'd} {b} {d}}

{{D} {4'd} (b} {d}}

{{0°b} ) {b} {d}}

{4} {u'd} {b} {d}}

{{«°b}{u'd}{b}{d}}

{{oid} {} {b} {d}}

{{«'b}{s'd} {b'd} {b} {d}}

{{u'b*d} {u '} {4'd} {b'd} {b} {d}}

{{p d} {1} {b} {d}}
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{{«b'd} *{u b} {b'd} {b} {d}}

{{«°bd} {.°b} {b d} {D}}

{{«°bd} {u°b} {b'd} {D} ‘p}

{{u:bd} {u'd}*{b'd} {b} {d}}

{{u'b'd} {u'd} {b*d} {b} {d}}

{{« b d} {u'd} {b d} {D} ‘p}

{4} {ua'd} {b*d} {b} {d}}

{{« b} {u'd} {bd} {b} {d}}

{{« b} {a'd} {b'd} {b} ‘p}

{{«°b*d} {4 b} {4°d} {b} {d}}

{{u°bd} {u°b} {b d} {D}}

{{ebd} {u'b} {4} {b} ‘p}

{{«'b'd} {4 b} {u'd} {b} {d}}

{{4'b'd} {4 b} {4'd} {b‘d} *{b} {d}}

{{ubid} {uid} {a}{b} 9}

{{4b} {s'd} {b} {d}}

{{4b} {a'd} (b} {d}}

{{ab} {a'd} {1} {D} g}

{{«'b*d} {4} “{u'd} {b*d} {b} {d}}

{{+'b*d} {4b} ‘{b'd} {b}}

{{b'd} {b d} {} “{b} ‘p}

{{«b} {s'd} {b*d} {b} {d}}

{{«'b'd} {4b} ‘{b'd} {b}}

{{ub}{b*d} {1} {D} ‘p}

{{« b} {s'd} {b*d} {b} {d}}

{{+b'd} {4 b} {4'd} {b‘d} ‘{b} {d}}

{{ud}{bd} {4} {b} ‘p}

{{«b*d} {4 b} {4'd} {b} {d}}

{{u°pd} {u°b} {u'd} {b'd} {b} {d}}

{{«bd} {u°D} {u'd} {d} ‘p}

{{«b'd} {u b} {b'd} {b} {d}}

{{«bd} {u°D}{b d} {b} {d}}

{{«bd} {.°D} {b d} {d} ‘p}

{{:bd} {u'd}{b'd} {b} {d}}

{{ubd} {4 d} {b'd} {d}}

{{ubd} {u'd} {b d} {d} ‘p}

{4} {ua'd} {b'd} {b} {d}}

{{«°b}{us'd}{b'd} {b} {d}}

{{«°D} {u4'd} {bd} {d} ‘p}

{{«b*d} {4 b} {4'd} {b} {d}}

{{«°pd} {°b} {u'd} {b'd} {b} {d}}

{{«°b*d} {4 b} {4} {d} ‘p}

{{«'b'd} {4 b} {u'd} {b} {d}}

{{«'b'd} {1 d} ‘{b'd} {d}}

{{ubrd} {uid} {u} {d} 9}

{{4b} {u'd} {b} {d}}

{{4b} {s'd} (b} {d}}

{{e b} {u'd} {ua} {d} g}

{{«'b*d} {4} “{u'd} {b*d} {b} {d}}

{{«bd} {1 d} ‘{b'd} {d}}

{{ubd} {b d} {4} {d} ‘p}

{{«b} {u'd} ‘{b*d} {b} {d}}

{{4'b'd} {4 b} {s4*d} {b‘d} ‘{b} {d}}

{{b} {b'd} {4} {d} ‘p}

{{« b} {+'d} {b*d} {b} {d}}

{{«b*d} {. d} ‘{b'd} {d}}

{{ud} {b d} {4} {d} ‘p}

{{«'bd} {.°b}{b} {d}}

{{«b'd} {.u°D}{b d} {D} {d}}

{{«b*d} {4 b} {b} {d} ‘p}

{{ b d} {u'd} {b} {d}}

{{u'b'd} {u'd} {b'd} {b} {d}}

{{u:bd} {u'd} {b} {d} ‘p}

{4 b} {u'd} {b} {d}}

{{« D} {us'd} {b}{d}}

{{u b} {ua'd} {b} {d} ‘p}

{{«bd} {bd} {b} {d}}

{{ubd} {b d} {b} {d}}

{{«°bd} {b d} {b} {d} ‘p}

{{« b} {b‘d} ‘{b} {d}}

{{«b}{b'd} {b} {d}}

{{« b} {b'd} {b} {d} ‘p}

{{« d}{b'd} ‘{b} {d}}

{{u'd}{b*d} {b} {d}}

{{u'd}{bd} {b} {d} ‘p}

{{«'b'd} {4 b} {u'd} {b} {d}}

{{4'b'd} {4 b} {4'd} {b‘d} ‘{b} {d}}

{{«b*d} {u} {b} {d} ‘p}

{{«4D} {u'd} {b} {d}}

{{4b}{s'd} (b} {d}}

{{4D} {4} {b} {d} ‘p}

{{4b} {s'd} {b} {d}}

{{4b}{s'd} (b} {d}}

{{u'd} {u} {b} {d} 0}

{{«'b} {s'd} ‘{b'd} ‘{b} {d}}

{{u'b'd} {4 b} {4'd} {b‘d} ‘{b} {d}}

{{p d} {4} “{b} {d} ‘p}

{{ub*d} {u*b} {u'd} {b‘d}}

{{ub*d} {4} {u'd} {b‘d}}

{{ubd} {u b} “{4'd} {b‘d}}

{{eb'd} {u'b} {s'd}}

{{«°bd} {u°b} {u'd}}

{{ubd} {u b} {ua'd} {ua}}

{{«'bd} {u°b} {u'd} {b'd}}

{{«°bd} {.‘b} {b d}}

{{eb'd} {u'D} {b d} {4}}
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{{4D‘d} {a‘b} {a'd} {bd} {b} {d}}

{{«bdy {udy {u) {b} {d} p}

[y (o) {5y {a))

{{°p} {u'd} {b} {d}}

{{u by {uid} {u} (b} {d} 0}

{{«bay {u'by {ud} {b‘a} {b} {d}}

{{4D°d} {4} {a'd} {b'd} {b} {d}}

{{« b dy {bdy {u} {b} {d} g}

{{+p} {u'd} (b} {p} {d}}

{({+bdy {4°b} {a°dy (b d} {b} {d}}

{{+ b} (b d} {+} (b} {d} 0}

{{+°B} {u’d} (b d} {b} {d}}

{{«pd} {ub}y {u'd} {b‘d} {b} {d}}

{{eid} (b d} {u} (b} {d} g}

{0 d) [ub) (wd) {0d})

{{e°brd} {u'by{u'd}{b d}}

{{e'bidy {uby {u'd} {b d} {.1}}

{{2b d} {2 By {u d} {b'd} {b}}

{{e'btdy {uby{u'd}y {b d} {b}}

{{e'bid} {ub} {u'd} (b d} {b}}

{{u'bd} {u b} {u'd} {b}}

({2 b dy {ab) {rd) (b))

{{e'btdy {aby fu'd}y{ua} {b}}

{{2bd} {2 By {u'd} {bd)y {b}}

{{+b'd} *{°b} {b*d} {b}}

{{4b°d} {a Dy {bdy {a} {b}}

{{2b'd} {aby {a'd} {b'd} {b}}

{{+'b'd}*{u°b} {u'd} {b'd} {D}}

{({aD°d} {a'dy {bd} {a} {b}}

by (o) {bay (b))

{{a'b'd}{u'b} {u'd} {b'd} {D}}

{4 b} {u'd} {b d} {u} {b}}

{{+bdy (4B} {4 °d} {b'd} {d}}

{{a'p'd}{a'D} {u'd} {b d} {d}}

{{+‘d} {4 b}y {u'd} {b'd} {d}}

{2 b ay (o by {d) {d))

by {ab) (o) {d))

{{a°b'd}{uby {u'd} {u} {d}}

{{+bdy {4°b}y {4 °d} {bd} {d}}

{{a'p'd}{a'D} {1'd} (b d} {d}}

{{a°p'd} {a'D} {b d} {1} {d}}

{{e'bid} {ub} {uid} {b d} {d}}

{{ebidy {u'd} b d} {d}}

{{«b*d} {u'd} {b'd} {a} {d}}
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R, 106

sRqt, 106
Ra(s), 106
sR&t, 106

Rk (s), 106, 113
Qi, 112

Qi(s), 113
Qi(s), 113

¢, 200

S, 200

R, 200

V, 200

X/K;, 200

||, 100

£, 119, 156, 175, 208

Se, 119, 156, 175, 208
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A", 148
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Xi, 149
T, 149
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nr, 151
fr 151
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e, 152
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K, 104

Kt 104

Kt 105

K5, 105

KCst, 105

KCote, 105

K7, 105

K, 105
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Ko, 116
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K4, 104 KSE4, 126
K45,,, 104 K44 126
KD,,, 104 Ka594 126
KD4,,, 104 KGAe 137
KD45,,, 104 K4554 137
T,, 104 KDS 137
S4,, 104 KD45%4¢ 137
S5, 104 KEGA 151
KC, 107 Kao%4 151
KaC, 107 K45°94 151
K459 107

KD, 107 Kyt, 157
KD4C, 107 K4,”, 157
KD45¢, 107 K454, 157
TS, 107 T, 157
s4¢. 107 S4,", 157
S5, 107 S5,7, 157
KEC | 109 KR, 167
K4RC 109 K4ROPA 167
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KDZC 109 TROPA 167
KD4%% 109 S4RCPA 167
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S47C¢ 109 K4S 171
S51¢ 109 K45 171
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S5KD4C?, 114 K4y 177
KKD45,,, 114 K454 177
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S5K45,,, 115 S4PA 177
S5KD45,,, 115 Sl 177
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KB5D,,, 115 KasROPA: 187
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KB51SP 115 S4RCPA 187
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accessibility relation, see relation
adequacy, 120
agent
rational, 99
sceptical, 134
trustful, 124
AGM
contraction, see contraction
postulates, see postulates
revision, see revision
announcement
group, 117
private, 117
public, 117
total, 174
resistant, 121
rule, see rule
assumption
open world, 18
atom, 9
awareness, 114
axiom
announcement
group, 126, 137, 151
public, 157, 167, 187, 211
total public, 177
certainty
negative, 114
positive, 114
co-closure, 106, 108, 113, 167,
171, 187, 194

composition
public announcement, 170,
171, 194
consciousness
negative, 114
positive, 114
consistency, 103, 113, 133
distribution, 102, 113
entailment, 114
introspection
negative, 103, 113
positive, 103, 113
knowledge/truth, 103
objective entailment, 115
reduction, 127, 138, 157, 167,
178, 183, 188, 212
relativised common knowl-
edge, 109
tautology, 102, 113

basic AGM postulates, see postu-
lates
belief
base, 18
common, 112
degree of, 24
mutual, 112
set, 18
state, 18
bisimilar, 101
bisimulation, 101
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calculus X-, 103

Hilbert, 102 AGM
candidate contraction, see contraction

contraction, 80
consistent, 80
revision, 78
consistent, 78
update, 83
consistent, 83
canonical structure, see structure
cautious standard update, see up-
date
certainty axiom, see axiom
change
minimax, 79
classical logic, see logic
clause, 10
closed
set of models, 16
theory, 16
closure, 197
operator, see operator
transitive, 106
co-closure axiom, see axiom
common
belief, see belief
knowledge, see knowledge
complete, 102
formula, see formula
condition
frame, 104
to connect, 101
connection
Galois, 14
consciousness axiom, see axiom
consequence
logical, 16
consistency
axiom, see axiom
preservation, see preservation
consistent, 102

revision, see revision
belief
base, 18
set, 18
contraction candidate, see
candidate
expansion function, see func-
tion
KM update, see update
maximal, 103
model set, 18
revision candidate, see candi-
date
set of models, 13
theory, 12
update candidate, see candi-
date
with, 13
constraint
integrity, 43
contraction
AGM, 30, 31
consistent, 48
candidate, see candidate
full meet, 31, 54
function, see function
minimax, 81

database

propositional, 18
degree of belief, see belief
dependence

syntax, 35
dependence function, see function
difference

symmetric, see distance
disjunctive input, see input
distance, 17
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distribution axiom, see axiom
doxastic logic, see logic
dynamic world, see world

entailment axiom, see axiom
entrenchment

epistemic, 24
epistemic logic, see logic
eqistemic

entrenchment, see entrench-

ment

equivalence relation, see relation
equivalent, 11
Euclideanity, 73, 104, 116
expansion, 20, 184
extension, 102

fact preservation, see preservation
falsum, 9
formula

complete, 17
frame, 104

condition, see condition
full meet

contraction, see contraction

revision, see revision
function

contraction, 29

dependence, 34

expansion

consistent, 44

revision, 23

update, 34

valuation, 100

Gardenfors postulates, see postu-
lates
Galois connection, see connection
Gewissheit, 114
group announcement, see an-
nouncement
axiom, See axiom

induction rule, see rule
necessitation rule, see rule

Harper identity, see identity
Hilbert calculus, see calculus
to hold, 18, 102

identity

Harper, 53, 54, 57

Levi, 53, 54, 57
inclusion, 114, 116
independence

syntax, 31
independent

syntax, 25
induction rule, see rule
inference rule, see rule
information state, see state
input

disjunctive, 36
integrity constraint, see constraint
introspection axiom, see axiom
irreflexivity, 73

KM
postulates, see postulates
update, see update
knowledge
axiom, See axiom
common, 105
relativised, 107
mutual, 105
weak, 111
Kripke structure, see structure

length, 10, 100
Levi identity, see identity
lexicographic order, see order
literal, 10
logic
classical propositional, 9
doxastic, 104
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epistemic, 99
logical consequence, see conse-
quence

minimax
change, see change
contraction, see contraction
revision, see revision
update, see update
model, 11
set, 18
transformation, see transfor-
mation
modus ponens rule, see rule
muddy children puzzle, see puzzle
mutual
belief, see belief
knowledge, see knowledge

necessitation rule, see rule
negative
certainty axiom, see axiom
consciousness axiom, see ax-
iom
introspection axiom, see ax-
iom
normality, 120

objective, 115
entailment axiom, see axiom
open world assumption, see as-
sumption
operator
closure, 15
topological, 15
until, 108
order
lexicographic, 10
partial
strict, 73

partial, 159

partial standard update, see up-
date
path, 106
relativised, 108
pointed structure, see structure
positive
certainty axiom, see axiom
consciousness axiom, see ax-
iom
introspection axiom, see ax-
iom
possible
models approach, see update
world, see world
worlds semantics, see seman-
tics
postulates
AGM
for contraction, 30, 31
for revision, 24, 26
basic AGM
for contraction, 30
for revision, 25
Gérdenfors
for expansion, 20
KM
for update, 35
preference relation, see relation
preorder, 73
preservation
consistency, 139
fact, 119
preserved, 121, 165
private announcement, see an-
nouncement
proof, 102
property
substitution, 11, 165, 184
proposition, 9
propositional
database, see database
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logic, see logic
provable, 102
public
announcement, see announce-
ment
axiom, see axiom
composition axiom, see ax-
iom
necessitation rule, see rule
puzzle

muddy children, 175

rank, 198
rational agent, see agent
reduction axiom, see axiom
redundant, 12
reflexivity, 73, 104
relation
accessibility, 100
equivalence, 73
preference, 24
to relativise, 107
relativised
common knowledge, see
knowledge
axiom, see axiom
path, see path
relevant, 12
replacement theorem, see theorem
revision
AGM, 25, 26
consistent, 45
candidate, see candidate
full meet, 26, 54
function, see function
minimax, 79
rule
announcement, 170
induction, 106, 108, 113, 167,
171, 187, 194
group announcement, 152

public announcement, 171,
194
modus ponens, 102, 113
necessitation, 102, 109, 113
group announcement, 126,
137, 152
public announcement, 157,
177, 211

satisfiable, 11
to satisfy, 11, 101, 106, 108, 112,
119, 147, 156, 174, 208
sceptical agent, see agent
selective standard update, see up-
date
self-duality, 120
semantics
possible worlds, 100
seriality, 104
sound, 102
standard
update, see update
state
information, 100
static world, see world
to store, 18
strength, 73
strict partial order, see order
strong, see strength
stronger, see strength
structure
canonical, 200
Kripke, 100
pointed, 100
subformula, 10, 100
substitution, 10, 100
property, see property
successful, 121, 163
symmetric difference, see distance
syntax independent, see indepen-
dent
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tautology axiom, see axiom possible, 100
theorem static, 23, 29, 53, 60, 119, 179,
replacement, 130, 142, 161, 213
181, 215
theory, 12
topological closure operator, see
operator
total, 174
public announcement, see an-
nouncement
axiom, See axiom
totality, 120
transformation
model, 119, 174
transitive closure, see closure
transitivity, 73, 104, 116
true, 102
trustful agent, see agent
truth axiom, see axiom

universe, 100
until operator, see operator
update
candidate, see candidate
function, see function
KM, 35, 36
consistent, 50
minimax, 87
possible models approach, 36
standard, 40
cautious, 72
partial, 72
selective, 72

valid, 11, 102

with respect to, 102
valuation function, see function
verum, 9

weak knowledge, see knowledge
world
dynamic, 34, 60
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