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Prologue

This dissertation presents a mathematical logical analysis of the infrastructure
of partial worlds, and demonstrates how its model-theoretical treatment can be
used for a constructive formalization of the dynamics of a group of reasoning
and communicating agents. Our choice in favor of partial worlds as the basic
semantic entity, which will be motivated elaborately in this introductory chap-
ter, distinguishes our treatment from well-known proposals of formalization of
epistemic dynamics and communication, such as [Jones 1983], [Appelt 1985] and
[Cohen & Levesque 1990]. The latter theories have been founded on the classical
principle of total or two-valued worlds and their underlying two-valued logic.

Because of this departure at the very basis of the model theory, we have spent
much effort in the technical organization of the variety of logics on the basis of
partial worlds. For this reason a complete part (II) of this thesis deals only with
meta-theoretical issues. It presents a technical streamlining of completeness and
decidability proof procedures. By means of a relatively small rearrangement of
standard techniques, we will demonstrate that partial logics do not have to be
much more troublesome, from a mathematical point of view, than their regular
two-valued counterparts.

Besides this mathematical second half, the first part also appears technical at
first sight. Nevertheless, the mathematics of part I is considerably less dense. It
does not include long proofs, but is meant as a conscientious presentation of the
relevant calculi and some prefab meta-theory, that prepares for part II. Part I
may therefore appear to be somewhat stuffy to some of the readers. We have
maintained this order, however, to guarantee the mathematical transparency of
part II.

Following Gardenfors’ influential general view on epistemic dynamics [Garden-
fors 1988], we will first specify our means for static representation of information
and then present the dynamics of such epistemic registrations. The static side
of our model-theory consists of a straightforward partial variant of the possible

11



12 Prologue

worlds semantics of modal logic. Modal logics have been widely advocated to
be used as epistemic logics since the work of Hintikka [Hintikka 1962] [Hintikka
1969]; and partial variants have emerged in epistemic logic in the last ten years,
e.g. [Levesque 1984], [Lakemeyer 1991] and [Thijsse 1992].

The alternative aspect of partial possible worlds semantics on which this thesis
will focus is its dynamics, which deviates from, or rather extends, the dynamics
of ordinary two-valued possible worlds semantics. The dynamic perspective of
classical possible worlds semantics, as proposed in formal linguistics [Stalnaker
1979], philosophy [Landman 1986] and logics of common sense reasoning |Velt-
man 1991], is purely eliminative. This means that in two-valued possible worlds
semantics information grows through the elimination of (total) possibilities.

Partial possible worlds semantics adds a constructive component to this elim-
inative effect. This constructive dimension of epistemic dynamics is technically
possible because the informational content of a partial world may grow, some-
thing which is impossible for a total two-valued world. The key issue of this
thesis is to point out how such different ways of information flow can peacefully
cohabit in the theory of partial possible worlds. On the basis of this construction-
elimination dynamics we define relatively simple calculi for reasoning about in-
teracting agents.

The contents of the thesis

We start with an extensive introductory chapter which unfolds our view on
epistemic dynamics by means of interaction. This chapter is also meant as
a compensation for the technocratic flavor of this dissertation. It gives the
reader enough background information to bring the mathematics of part I and
IT to life. Of course, we will also try to sharpen the intuitions on the way, but
this extensive introduction explains the basic motivations. It takes care for a
thorough beginning and for convenient thumbing back.

The other reason for us to start with an informal introduction, is simply to
give an explanation, beforehand, of the differences and philosophical advantages
of partial logic with respect to two-valued semantics when it comes to a formal
understanding of epistemic dynamic processes like communication.

The first two chapters of part I will hold on to the above-mentioned order of
statics and dynamics. Chapter 2 discusses partial truth-assignments, their un-
derlying calculus and, most importantly, their modal extensions, whereas chap-
ter 3 presents different constructive extensions, which provide explicit inference
for dynamics of modal (epistemic) information. The latter chapter ends with a
logic (Mud) that describes the constructive and eliminative dynamics which we
propagate.

The last chapter of part I, chapter 4, presents epistemic logical formalisms,
based on the static partial modal formalism (M) of chapter 2 and the above men-
tioned dynamic system Mud. Besides axiomatic strengthenings, we also discuss
additional expressive decoration for suitable interpretation of communicative
actions. Essential linguistic ingredients for a dynamic theory of communication
which will be formalized here are intentional modalities and the representation
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of mutual epistemic information of a group of agents. In section 1.4 of the
introductory chapter we give an informal presentation of such modalities over
partial worlds, and specify their use for different dynamic interpretations of sim-
ple communicative actions as assertions and questions. We will also demonstrate
how different cooperation postulates and conversational maxims with regard to
groups of communicating agents can be axiomatized. In chapter 4 we will specify
the technical constraints which evolve from such pragmatic principles.

From the perspective of modal logic, the partial and constructive logics, which
are to be presented in this thesis, are relatively new. Therefore, the thesis also
contributes to the general knowledge of modal logic which has been a reason
for us to dedicate a full part, part II, of the thesis to the meta-theory of these
modal formalisms. The chapters 5 and 6 of part II are of course essential for the
general setting of the thesis, as they prove the completeness and decidability of
the logics which we present in part I. These two chapters present a generalization
of the well-known Henkin method of proving completeness and decidability in
conventional modal logic [Hughes & Cresswell 1984]. This generalization of the
Henkin procedure facilitates accommodation of partial modal logics in the meta-
theory of modal logic. Chapter 7 is meant as an initiative for the development of
correspondence theory for partial modal logics. It has been incorporated merely
as a contribution to general modal logic.

It will be obvious by now that this thesis is not heading for the one and only
true logic of communication. What it does show is how a flexible epistemic
dynamics can be defined on the basis of partial possible worlds. In fact, the
only philosophical choice of this dissertation is our plea in favor of the earlier
mentioned dynamics of partial worlds, which is a rather primitive fundamental
preference. We leave it to linguists and philosophers in the field to support
or reject different interpretations of communicative actions and principles of
pragmatics. What we like to explain in section 1.4 and chapter 4 is how a
variety of dynamic interpretations of such actions, and principles of pragmatic
rationalism of communicating agents, can be stipulated in terms of partial modal
formalisms.

We will try to build mathematical bridges from partial modal logic to theories
of communication. The thesis should therefore be read as a study in applied
logic, rather than as a contribution to philosophy or linguistics.






Chapter 1

Introduction

Most proposals for model-theoretic semantics of communicative actions, have
been founded on modal logic ! and its possible worlds semantics, for example
[Jones 1983] and [Appelt 1985]. Such theories can be separated into a static and
a dynamic component.

The static component concerns the epistemic information which the commu-
nicating partners possess at a certain point in time. Traditional possible worlds
analyses for formal interpretation of the contents of epistemic propositional at-
titudes are briefly described in section 1.1.

The dynamic component of modal logical analyses of communication consists
of a formalization of the way in which these epistemic information states are
manipulated by communicative actions. A very important prerequisite of such a
formal dynamic theory is a general structural specification of the way in which
information states may change. In other words, we need to give a formal de-
scription of the freedom of the flow of information in a communicative setting.

Throughout the thesis we will hold on to this distinction, which follows Gar-
denfors’ influential view, as presented in [Gardenfors 1988], on the construction
of formal theories on changing epistemic information states. In fact, we will
follow the line of thought of his book chronologically. First we present the static
part, and then the additional dynamics. The distinction between statics and
dynamics will be kept throughout the dissertation.

In this thesis we propose a combination of two traditional perspectives on in-
formation change. The first is the eliminative perspective, which has been prop-
agated by various dynamic approaches to semantics and philosophy of natural
language, e.g. [Stalnaker 1979] [Landman 1986], and more recently in dynamic
model-theoretic approaches to common sense reasoning, e.g. [Veltman 1991].
The second view is the constructive analysis of information change which has
evolved from model-theoretic interpretation of constructivistic philosophies of

! Modern standard texts on modal logics are [Chellas 1980], [Hughes & Cresswell 1984] and
[Bull & Segerberg 1984].

15



16 Chapter 1. Introduction

the foundations of mathematical reasoning, e.g. [Fitting 1969]. These traditional
interpretations of the dynamics of information are presented in section 1.2.

We will advocate a combination of these different dynamic views, in which we
make a small, but particularly important, adaptation of the standard possible
worlds model theory for static representation of epistemic information states.
Instead of classical modal logics, which is most often employed for epistemic
reasoning [Hintikka 1962 [Halpern 1986, we propose partial modal logics as
in [Thijsse 1992] being a more suitable candidate for this static epistemic di-
mension. Partial modal logic arises from a partialization of ordinary possible
worlds semantics. In general, this partialization presents a finer logical analysis
of propositional attitudes [Barwise & Perry 1983]. Partial worlds may grow —
become less partial — or may be eliminated in order to get rid of uncertainties.
This roughly indicates how partial modal logic unfolds both a constructive and
an eliminative dimension along which information flows 2. Extending partial
modal logics in this dynamic fashion gives rise to what we will call constructive
modal logics. These logics are presented in section 1.3 as elementary constituents
of logics of interaction.

From the viewpoint of dynamic semantics, the thesis focuses on one other
important issue. Besides the two-dimensional dynamics, we wish to establish
logics for reasoning about the simple epistemic dynamics of groups of interacting
agents. Dynamic semantic theories are most often based on single agent analyses.
They formally describe the way an interpreter of a language has to make up his
mind given a certain input of consecutive sentences of this language. The reason
for this limited epistemic setting of dynamic theories is that interpretation of
text, described by the epistemic route of one virtual interpreter which reads
a text, provides for formal comprehension of dynamic phenomena of natural
language, such as anaphora and presuppositions. These dynamic appearances
in natural language are of primary interest to natural language semanticists.
Single agent interpretation suffices to get a good formal understanding of these
phenomena, although complete dynamic interpretation of discourse requires a
formalization of the above-mentioned multiple epistemic interchange 3.

Dynamic semantics for natural language interpretation originated from the
fundamental insight that there should be a clear distinction between the pure
static logical content of a proposition and its dynamic content, where the propo-

2 Also, in the dynamic semantic perspective of Kamp’s discourse representation theory
[Kamp 1984] and Heim’s file change semantics [Heim 1982], we find a small constructive
component present. In these first order theories, variable assignments are taken to be fi-
nite. Existential statements enrich the domains of these ‘partial’ variable assignments. The
constructivity in these theories is restricted to these sentences. Other propositions are taken
to have a purely eliminative dynamic meaning. The role of constructivity in our approach is
more dominant. Every consistent update may have a constructive effect.

30ne might also claim that this multiple agent generalization is needed for interpretation
of text. In fact, we deal with a one-way communication of writer and reader. Interpretation
of sentences from the text may also depend on the knowledge that the reader has of the
writer, and which may also change during the interpretation of the text. For a plea for such
sender/receiver dynamics see [Bunt 1990b].
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sition is considered as an utterance in a communicative context. According to
standard formal semantics, the static interpretation is simply the set of worlds or
situations in which this proposition is true. The dynamic interpretation should
be context sensitive. The dynamic meaning of a proposition is then described
by the way it modifies a given context.

In dynamic semantics, the context is nearly always restricted to its epistemic
part, that is the epistemic states of interpreting agents. In this way, the meaning
of an asserted proposition relies heavily on the propositions which have been
asserted before.

The singular dynamics can only be partially satisfactory. Dynamic semantics
of interaction obviously requires a multiple agent generalization of this perspec-
tive. If an agent a tells another agent b that “p” is the case, then this assertion
not only changes the information state of b; for the speaker a this message also
yields an epistemic switch. On a simplified account, this agent knows after the
assertion “p” that the other agent, b, knows that “p”. This information is par-
ticularly important for @ to understand a continuation of the dialogue by b. The
above mentioned epistemic switch is only a detail of the full epistemic ‘force’ of
this assertion. Complete idealization of the full dynamic content of the message
“p” from a to b is the change to a new state where “p” is common or mutual
knowledge of a and b. This means that ¢ and b know that “p”, and that a and
b know that a and b know that “p”, and that a and b know that a and b know
that ¢ and b know that “p”, etcetera. Of course, this interpretation depends
on the unrestricted acceptance of a’s information by 6. Many other more sensi-
ble real life interpretations of a’s message could be given. Many other context
determining variables play a role. a might be blushing, turning up his nose or
stammering. Moreover, dialogue roles like selling second-hand cars or teaching
mathematics, and many other external influences might affect the interpretation
of a’s utterance. We have chosen for the reasonably safe position of a logician,
who studies laboratory dialogues, and we therefore limit context sensitivity to
individual attitudes.

Another important aspect of context, which is particularly important for dy-
namic modeling of conversation, is formed by intentional or preferential atti-
tudes. They should be taken into account to obtain a proper understanding of
communicative acts (e.g. [Searle 1983] [Bunt 1989] [Cohen & Levesque 1990]) *.
They represent the communicating agents’ personal views and preferences on
the epistemic dynamics of interaction. All agents have a personal dynamic per-
spective on how a certain interactive setting may change their own epistemic
state and those of the other interacting partners. Intention generates the com-
municative acts of an agent during interaction to a large extent. Agents try to
establish epistemic configurations which match their personal preferences. An
example which illustrates the importance of such preferential registration is the
demand for formal comprehension of questions. If agent a asks b whether “¢”
is the case, then the questioner a enriches the mutual information of a and b

4For a recent survey of contextual parameters which are relevant for modeling communica-
tion see [Bunt 1994].
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7%“g” holds or not. In an additional section

by a’s intention to know whether
of chapter 4 we show how intentions can be embedded in the framework of the
dynamic epistemic logics of this thesis.

In the last section of this introduction we give an introductory exposition of
how mutual belief reports and intentions can be embedded in the two-dimensional,
i.e. constructive and eliminative, dynamic model-theory which we advocate.
Our proposal follows roughly the line of the possible worlds analysis in [Cohen

& Levesque 1990] of intentional attitudes.

A proper formalization of the ‘subjectivistic’ dynamic approach to semantics
can be established by means of relational interpretation of propositions. The
dynamic denotation of a proposition is taken to be a relation between in- and
output states, which is in contrast to the classical static view according to which
a proposition denotes a set of states. The dynamic relational interpretation of
a proposition describes how an informational context, that is the input state, is
changed by addition of the informational content of the proposition. We have
chosen to incorporate both kinds of interpretations as mentioned above, and
we will further motivate this in section 1.3. Doing so, we follow the earlier
mentioned view on epistemic dynamics of Gardenfors. The style of logic will
be in line with the so-called dynamic modal logic of [van Benthem 1991b] and
[de Rijke 1992] 5, where the distinction of statics and dynamics has been made
explicit.

Summarizing, this introductory chapter consists of four sections. The first
two sections present conventional proposals for static and dynamic epistemic
reasoning respectively. The third section unfolds our motivations to prefer par-
tial modal logics for epistemic representation and the two-dimensional dynamics
of such epistemic states. The last section indicates how this dynamic epistemic
formalism can be employed for modeling communication.

1.1 Modal logic and propositional attitudes

Modal logic, which has its roots in analytic philosophical studies on the concepts
of necessity and contingency, has been used extensively as the basic formalism
in the development of logical analyses of epistemic propositional attitudes like
knowledge and belief [Hintikka 1962] [Lenzen 1978] [Halpern 1986]. Nowadays
the modal approach to logical interpretation of epistemic reports is widely ad-
hered to. Due to this development it has become an independent branch of
applied modal logic called epistemic logic.

The invention of possible worlds semantics for modal logic, due to Carnap,
Kanger and especially Kripke, has brought modal logic within sight of many
other disciplines. Due to the pioneering work of Montague [Montague 1974]
in the late sixties, modal logic has become influential in formal semantics of
natural language. All kinds of intensional phenomena in natural language, such

5For an extensive general view on dynamic modal logic the reader is referred to de Rijke’s
thesis [de Rijke 1993].
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as attitude reports, can be given a clear semantics in terms of possible worlds.
Somewhat later, modal logic also made its entry in theoretical computer science
(e.g. [Pratt 1980] ¢) and artificial intelligence (e.g. [Moore 1980] 7).

Possible worlds semantics presents a simple and elegant model-theoretic anal-
ysis of reasoning with uncertainties. Every world can be seen as a state of
information, which is linked to a given set of possible worlds by a so-called ac-
cessibility relation. Such a relation is meant to determine the intensional or
modal information of the original world. In ordinary modal logic, a sentence or
proposition is then said to be necessarily true if it holds in all accessible worlds,
and it is possibly true if it holds in it at least one of the accessible worlds.

From the point of view of epistemic logic, the above-mentioned original world
is taken to be the actual world, with its own extensional information, in which a
certain agent lives. The related or accessible worlds, which are called epistemic
alternatives in epistemic logic, represent the uncertainty of the agent. Accord-
ing to the agent, all alternatives can be the actual world. Subsequently, the
only information that this agent is sure of is the information which is shared
by all these epistemic alternatives. Certainty or knowledge as seen in ordinary
epistemic logic therefore coincides with the interpretation of necessity in plain
modal logic.

1.1. FIGURE.

Figure 1.1 gives a partial illustration of the epistemological outlook on possible
worlds semantics. The agent a knows that p, but does not know whether g¢.

6Pratt’s modal logic has been baptized propositional dynamic logic (PDL). An extensive
survey on this branch of modal logic can be found in [Harel 1984]. The original motivation was
to establish a possible worlds interpretation of imperative programming languages. Also in
process algebra, modal logical classifications have been found for certain calculi (e.g. [Stirling
1987)).

"Moore’s logic is a combination of (a part of) dynamic logic and epistemic logic and is
meant as a formal approach to robotics.
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Different epistemic attitudes can be incorporated through scaling the epistemic
alternatives. A very rough classification of possible worlds is the distinction
between epistemic and doxastic alternatives. The latter collection is taken to
be a subset of all the epistemic alternatives. Intuitively, this selection means
that the agent takes this set to be more probable than the remaining epistemic
alternatives. The agent is then said to believe a proposition if it holds in all the
worlds of this selected set of doxastic alternatives. In the configuration in the
figure 1.1, it might be the case that the agent a thinks that the p,¢,r- and the
p,g-world are more probable than the p-world. In this situation, the agent a
does not know whether g, but nevertheless believes that ¢ 8.

Knowledge differs logically from belief by the truth of its content [Hintikka
1962]. This can be understood in terms of possible world models as in figure 1.1
by including the reality to be one of the epistemic alternatives. This need not
be the case for doxastic alternatives. Suppose once more, that the agent a’s
doxastic alternatives in figure 1.1 are the ¢g-worlds. Consequently, a believes
that ¢, but ¢ is not true.

A full single agent possible worlds model also accounts for reflexive capacities
with respect to an agent’s personal knowledge. In terms of possible worlds, the
agent meets herself thinking about the world in every accessible world. Incorpo-
ration of such introspective capacities can be accounted for by means of models
which have the more general structure of the next figure.

1.2. FIGURE.

Introspection is usually taken to be so strong that an agent is fully certain
about personal uncertainties. In fact, this full introspection restrains the class of

8In the literature on epistemic logic we find more fine-grained analyses of different attitudes,
especially different degrees of belief. Full probabilistic ordering of worlds has been proposed
and investigated in [Gardenfors 1975]. Another approach to this differentiation is comparing
the amount of epistemic alternatives which support a certain proposition [Lenzen 1980]. For
an extensive survey on these extended modal formalisms see [van der Hoek 1992].
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suitable models for interpreting epistemic attitudes radically. Let’s say S is the
set of alternatives. Full introspection means that the set of alternatives which is
accessible from a world s € S must be S itself. For single agent epistemic logic,
the one-layer models of figure 1.1 suffice. The set of ‘second degree’ worlds,
or the set of worlds in the second inner ‘mental clouds’ in the picture above, is
identical to the set of immediately accessible worlds. Therefore, for singular fully
introspective logics, these long distance worlds do not have to be represented.

This simplification is only possible when we model single agent situations. The
fully introspective capacity of being certain about one’s own uncertainties can
evidently not be extended to the uncertainties of somebody else. This means
that in the alternatives of an agent a the alternatives of another agent b might
very well fluctuate. The general picture of a model with two agents is presented
in the following figure.

1.3. FIGURE.

Technically speaking, multiple agents can be accounted for by allowing more
accessibility relations. The individualization of alternatives is simulated in fig-
ure 1.3 above through the different shades of the mental clouds. A formalization
of this is a pair (W,{Rs}eca) with W and A being non-empty sets of worlds
and agents, respectively. Every R, symbolizes the individual accessibility rela-
tion over the universe of worlds W,i.e. R, C W x W, of a specific agent a. This
general framework is called a possible worlds or Kripke frame °.

Full introspective capacity with respect to individual uncertainties such as we

have mentioned earlier can now be formalized as follows:

Vz,y,z2 € W,Va € A: Ry(z,y) = (Ra(z,2) & Ra(y,2)) 1° (D).

9 A Kripke modelis the result of addition of a truth assignment V to such a Kripke frame.
Roughly speaking, it assigns information to all the possible worlds in the frame.

10The equivalence < abbreviates the better known structural frame properties transitivity
and Fuclidicity. The former refers to the property which evolves when & is replaced by <,
and Euclidicity is caught through substitution of = there.
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This principle says that the set of accessible worlds of a given world z coincides
with the set of accessible worlds of any accessible world of z. The first-order
formula (1) can also be replaced by the shorter relational equation R, = R, ©
R, !!. Fully introspective frames are a very specific subclass of all possible
worlds frames. With regard to figure 1.3, full introspection can be understood
as follows: every cloud of a certain shade contains the same set of worlds as all
its inner clouds of the same shade.

For the formal interpretation of multiple attitudes, the set of accessibility
relations needs to be extended proportionately again. Especially in modal log-
ical theories of communication, such as [Jones 1983] and [Appelt 1985], the
variety of proposed modalities to interpret different attitude reports is enor-
mous. The most straightforward manner to interpret the variation of atti-
tudes is to extend the general framework by extra indexing of the accessibilities:
(W,{Ra, | a € A,t € I}), where I is the assortment of attitudes. Modal logical
analyses of communication pay most of their attention to analytic philosophical
studies of the logical interplay of these attitudes, which semantically boils down
to definitions and justifications of the structural interplay of the relations R, ; 2.

In this thesis we will not concern ourselves with investigations on the diversity
of attitudes for a realistic interpretation of everyday dialogues. Instead, we will
focus on a more fundamental question. Our main concern is to find an appropri-
ate formal description of the construction of new possible worlds configurations
by means of communication. As said earlier, we propagate an alternative view
for the dynamics of possible worlds. Instead of exploring expressive wealth for
fine-grained interpretation of all kinds of communicative actions, we try to limit
this expressivity to an acceptable level, so that clear interpretations of simple
actions can still be stipulated, without losing mathematical tractability. This
sober attitude prevents us from debouching into an ocean of philosophical spec-
ulations.

A clear advantage of this technical inspection of the dynamics of limited epis-
temic information is that it has brought us natural and formally transparent
interpretations of the other dynamic modalities which are of particular impor-
tance for a mathematical understanding of interaction. In section 1.3 we will
illustrate how dynamic modalities can be given a clear semantics in terms of
the dynamics of partial possible worlds. These modalities are called dynamic
because they are interpreted in terms of the information change. In chapter 3
and 4 a precise formal specification of these interpretations is presented.

The epistemic part of our calculi of constructive communication, which are to
be presented in chapter 4 and will be abbreviated as C*-calculi after the title
of this dissertation, consists of only one modality. The incorporation of more

11The symbol o denotes relational composition: Ro S(z,y) < 3z : R(z,z) & S(z,)-

12In figure 1.1 we already explained such a constraint to make a proper distinction between
knowledge and belief. This simple constraint told us that the set of doxastic alternatives is
taken to be a subset of the full set of epistemic alternatives. The logical consequence of this
interplay of different alternatives yields that knowledge always implies belief.



1.2.  Growth of information 23

epistemic attitudes disturbs the technical presentation and would only divert
the reader from the key issues of the thesis. The epistemic modality which we
discuss is conviction. Pure knowledge, as it implies the truth of its content, is
taken to be too strong for interpretation of communication.

The formula O, denotes that the agent a is convinced that the proposition
¢ is the case '*. Readers who are familiar with epistemic logics and who are
used to differentiation of ‘degrees of belief’ may replace our notion of conviction
by the strongest interpretation of belief, that is believing a proposition without
doubting it. Whenever we speak of belief in the remainder of this text, we refer
to this optimally strong doxastic attitude.

The variety of dynamic and preferential modalities, that is actions and in-
tentions, is also limited up to a necessary but acceptable level. The dynamic
dimension of the C>-calculi is restricted for the same reasons as the economic
use of epistemic expressivity is.

1.2 Growth of information

From our point of view the most fundamental requisite of modal logics for com-
munication is to establish a formal interpretation of the growth of information.
In communication we deal with transfer of information between agents, and
therefore we have to specify the way states of information, such as the epistemic
possible worlds models in figure 1.3, grow during interaction.

A great deal of our investigations has been dedicated to the formalization of
growth of information in partial possible worlds semantics. This research has
led to the constructive modal logics of chapter 3 which constitute the underlying
modal formalism of the family of C3-calculi. In this thesis we present the dy-
namic perspective that follows from our choice in favor of partial possible worlds
semantics. All C*-logics will also contain logical equipment to reason about
retractions of information.

Before switching to our own point of view, we discuss two traditional views
on growth of information. The alternative perspective which we propose in
section 1.3 is based on a combination of these traditional views.

Growth of information in classical modal logic

Despite the convenience and theoretical elegance of possible worlds interpreta-
tion of epistemic propositional attitudes, it suffers from an intrinsic unnatural
property. Interpretation of attitudes like knowledge and belief as a necessity
operator implies that little knowledge or belief corresponds to large models, and
vice versa. Roughly speaking, the dimension of the content of such an atti-
tude is taken to be inversely proportional to the degree of uncertainty which is
represented by the quantity of the corresponding possible worlds. Minimalis-
tic approaches to knowledge representation such as autoepistemic logic [Moore
1983] [Moore 1984], and circumscription of knowledge [Halpern & Moses 1984]

13In the case of single agent analysis in the next chapters 2 and 3 the index a is omitted.
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illustrate most clearly this deficit of possible worlds semantics. A model where
‘only p’ is known %, is called a minimal model for p. Highly conflicting to this
designation and its underlying intuition, such a minimal model is particularly
large in size. In fact it is the largest among the models where p is known. All

different ‘p-worlds’ have to be contained to make the ignorance maximal.

It is not because of technical reasons that we are against large models for
minimal interpretations, but we oppose to the total possible worlds perspective
according to which ignorance is the same as present uncertainty. We believe
that ignorance is only partially induced through uncertainty. This latter kind of
ignorance we will call active ignorance. The other source of ignorance is simply
lack of information. A distinction of uncertainty and absence of information is
offered by the partial possible world semantics presented in the next section 1.3.

As a consequence of the possible worlds analysis of knowledge and belief, the
only way to define enrichment of such attitudes is by means of elimination of
uncertainty. Especially among natural language semanticists this ‘destructive’
approach towards cognitive dynamics has been propagated. Illustrative examples
are Stalnaker’s work on assertion [Stalnaker 1979], Heim’s file change semantics
[Heim 1982] and Landman’s elimination models [Landman 1986]. Also in Velt-
man’s recent analysis of default reasoning in terms of so-called update semantics
[Veltman 1991] informational enrichment is taken to be purely eliminative.

Constructive logic and growth of information

An alternative to the eliminative approach to growth of information is offered
by the kind of model-theory which emanated from semantic studies of many
constructive logics. Opposite to the possible worlds in the models for classical
modal logic the information states are taken to be partial. Intuitively, such a
state may be interpreted as the most simplistic form of knowledge representation.
Partiality refers to the assignment of truth values. The information which is left
undefined, pictures the current ignorance of the agent.

To this static representation of information, by means of partial truth assign-
ment, a simple dynamic component is added. The structure of these models
is a special kind of Kripke frame: (W, <), with < being a partial order ** or
a pre-order ¢ over the collection of possible worlds W. Although these struc-
tures are a specific class of Kripke frames, the accessibility pattern of the models
in section 1.1 must conceptually be distinguished clearly from the information
order in the constructive models. This latter relation is meant to model the
growth of information, while the accessibility patterns of Kripke frames in the
previous section are meant for static modeling of beliefs on the basis of multiple
uncertainties.

4By some specific agent.

15 A partial order is a reflexive (every state is an extension of itself) transitive (all extensions
of extensions of a state are also extensions of this state) anti-symmetric (if two states are
extensions of one another then they must be identical) relation.

16 A pre-order is a reflexive transitive relation.
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If £ < y, then y is said to be an extension or enrichment of z 7. In other
words, y is a possible continuation of , which represents an information state
of an agent on its way of acquiring knowledge.

1.4. FIGURE.

This incorporation of the extension relation as a primitive semantic parameter
provides explicit reasoning about the growth of information in constructive logic.
A simple example is the use of the negation in Heyting’s intuitionistic logic 8.
In intuitionistic logic “not p”means that the truth of the proposition ¢ can never
be demonstrated or proved. In terms of the ‘information states’ semantics, this
means that “not ¢” is verified by a state z if and only if no extension of = verifies
“o”. In figure 1.4, this means that in all points in the inner triangle ¢ does not
hold.

Also the implication and universal quantification in intuitionistic logic are
interpreted intensionally over enrichments of information states. The truth of an
implication “if ¢ then ¥” means intuitionistically that a method which transfers
any proof of ¢ into a proof of ¥ is currently present. From an epistemic point of
view this means that the knowledge of “if ¢ then 1¥” refers to a situation, where
enrichment of the current knowledge with ¢ automatically leads to knowing
that also ¥ holds. For the intuitionistic reading of universal quantifiers in its
predicate logical version in terms of information states we refer to [Troelstra &
van Dalen 1990].

We may have been given a paradoxical impression here. Little knowledge, also
with respect to this constructive semantics, yields large models, as it generates a
lot of possible extensions. Nevertheless, this impression is due to the resemblance
of the technical equipment for dynamic and static modeling of information. The
size of constructive models pictures the ways that information may grow. In
other words, it represents the dynamic freedom. The size of the epistemic ac-
cessibility represents static registration of the currently active uncertainties.

An example of an application of constructive model-theory in formal seman-
tics is so-called data-semantics of conditional sentences of Veltman [Veltman

17In order to guarantee that such an extension y enriches # indeed the truth assignment V,
which defines a model on such an information frame (W, <), need to be monotonic over <.
This means that if V determines a truth value for a certain proposition in z, then V also gives
the same truth value to this proposition in y.

18Heyting presented a logical formalization of Brouwer’s intuitionistic philosophy on the
foundations of mathematics. For an extensive survey on Brouwer’s philosophy see [van Stigt
1990]. For textbooks on the science of constructive mathematics which evolved from this
philosophy see [Beeson 1985] or [Troelstra & van Dalen 1990].
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1985]. Truth of a conditional is interpreted here just like the verification of the
intuitionistic implication. This interpretation yields a plausible alternative to
the rigorous material implication in classical logic.

The difference between Veltman’s conditional logic and intuitionistic logic is
the postulation of an explicit status to falsity as an additional truth value. This
negative truth-value, which is not the same as the absence of truth because of the
partiality of truth assignments, does not appear in the constructive philosophy
of intuitionism. In this respect Veltman’s conditional logic bears a closer resem-
blance to Nelson’s logic of constructible falsity [Nelson 1949] [Nelson 1959] *°.
This logic extends intuitionistic logic with an extra negation which refers to the
falsity of its argument. In Nelson’s axiomatization of the logic of constructible
falsity, this negation implies the intuitionistic negation and has therefore also
been referred to as intuitionistic logic with strong negation [Gurevich 1977] 2°.
Additional to the intuitionistic philosophy of ‘proof as detection of truth’, Nelson
proposed refutation as a construction to determine falsity.

The semantics for Nelson’s and Veltman’s logic presents suitable formal equip-
ment for extending partial logics for reasoning about the growth of information.
In these partial logics a state is just a partial truth-value assignment. A propo-
sition might be either true, false or left undefined by such a partial valuation.
As we have already mentioned, and will further motivate in section 1.3, this par-
tialization makes possible worlds more suitable for logical knowledge or belief
representation (see also [Thijsse 1992] [van der Hoek, Jaspars & Thijsse 1993]).
The locomotion of such static representations can be given a clear interpretation
by means of the constructive extension order.

Of course, the above-mentioned constructive logics only describe the dynamics
of a single epistemic alternative. This is not very surprising when we consider the
philosophical motivations of Nelson’s logic. It is meant to model mathematical
knowledge. A partial state consists only of proofs and refutations, represented by
the information which is verified and the information which is falsified by this
state respectively. These mathematical constructions entail only information
that is certain, and therefore, is liable to a very restricted dynamics. A logical
consequence of this rigid interpretation is persistence 2! of information and the
absence of disjunctive uncertainty.

Persistence simply means that once we have a proof or refutation of a propo-
sition, we never can get rid of it. Semantically this means that once a classical
truth-value has been assigned to a proposition, it will keep that truth-value in
all informational extensions.

The absence of disjunctive uncertain information in constructive logics, such
as intuitionistic logic and Nelson’s logic, is a fundamental difference with clas-

19There are some fundamental differences between Veltman’s conditional logic and Nelson’s
constructive logic. We will discuss them in chapter 3.

20In so-called four valued variants of Nelson’s logic falsity does not imply the absence of
truth. Such interpretations subsequently skip the inferential dominance of Nelson’s negation
above Heyting’s negation (e.g. [Lépez-Escobar 1972]).

21Veltman’s conditional logic is not completely persistent. This is not very surprising because
it is not meant to model mathematical reasoning.
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sical logic. It means that once we have a proof of a proposition of the form “y
or ¥”, we must have a proof of one of the disjuncts, “p” or “3” 22. A simple
consequential divergence between these constructive logics and classical logic is
its omission of the principle of the ezcluded middle, which says that for any
proposition ¢ “p or not ¢” is true 23.

In order to deal with uncertainties in a constructive setting, we will combine
the accessibility interpretation of possible worlds semantics and the constructive
semantics of Nelson’s and Veltman’s logics. This means that we describe growth
of information along two dimensions, both eliminative and constructive. Infor-
mation can be gained through the elimination of uncertainty, just like the simple
dynamics of classical modal logic, and through enrichment of the epistemic alter-
natives in the constructive way. This additional constructive dimension can be
implemented by switching to partial states as epistemic alternatives. The rigid
interpretation of truth and falsity by means of proof and refutation is replaced
by available evidence and counter-evidence respectively. In the following section
on the combination of partiality and modality we will present a more precise
outline of this dynamic perspective.

1.3 Partial modal logic and its dynamics

The combination of modality and partiality has been an issue of extensive debate
among natural language semanticists and philosophers of language since the pre-
sentation of situation semantics by Barwise and Perry [Barwise & Perry 1983].
Their work can be looked upon as a more cognitive approach to natural lan-
guage understanding in reaction to the classical (onto-)logical formal semantics
for natural language of Montague [Montague 1974] 2*. Despite the consider-
able deviation of the formal equipment of situation theory from standard logical
approaches, the distinction with these latter approaches just comes down to a
partialization (“It’s a small world after all” c¢f. [Cresswell 1988]). Muskens
has shown in his thesis that this partialization can be enforced without giving
up the formally transparent Tarskian-Montagovian style of semantics [Muskens

1989b] 25.

22Tn Nelson’s logic this also holds with respect to refutation of conjunctions. If “p and ”
has been refuted it must be the case that one of the conjuncts, “¢” or “¥”, has been refuted.

23In intuitionistic logic and in Nelson’s logic ezistential uncertainty also vanishes. The proof
of the existence of the assertion that a certain object has a given property is only correct,
according to these constructive philosophies, if a fully identified witness which has this property
can be given (for a formal explanation see [Troelstra & van Dalen 1990]).

24For more accessible texts on Montague’s formal semantics see [Dowty, Wall & Peters 1981]
or [Gamut 1991]

25 Muskens introduced a relational theory of types [Muskens 1989a] as an alternative to the
standard functional reading [Dowty, Wall & Peters 1981]. This (re-)interpretation facilitated
the injection of partiality into the higher-order theory of Montague. In [Lapierre 1990] the
reader finds a type theory on the basis of partial functions for a partialization of Montague
semantics. In [Bunt 1990a] the reader finds a plea for the use of partiality for model-theoretic
approaches to communication.
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Especially for formal interpretation of propositional attitudes partial model
theory seems to be more compatible with our intuitions. This does not only
apply to the epistemic attitudes, which we discussed earlier, but extends to
the much wider class of psychological verbs. Another class of attitudes which
has been studied elaborately in partialized logical styles are perception reports

[Barwise 1981] [Kamp 1983|.

Why partial modal logic?

There is a large number of reasons to prefer partial above classical modal logic
for interpretation of epistemic attitudes. Firstly, from our point of view the
content of such an attitude is fully determined by actually present information.
If in total possible world semantics a certain proposition is not present (true),
then its negation is verified. This means that, if a proposition is absent in all the
doxastic alternatives of a certain agent, then this agent believes the negation of
this proposition.

The classical distillation of a state of belief out of given range of total doxastic
alternatives is depicted below.

1.5. FIGURE.

Suppose that the upper three worlds in the figure above are the doxastic
alternatives of a certain agent. The white areas represent the true propositions.
The complementary black areas represent the false propositions. The lower
picture presents the resulting state of belief. Again the white and black represent
true and false propositions which the agent believes to be actually true and false
respectively. The grey area represents those propositions of which the agent is
uncertain. He neither believes the truth nor the falsity of propositions which lie
in the grey part. If a proposition lies in the black area of all three alternatives,
the agent believes the negation of this proposition. Such a ridiculously strong
inference from absent information does not fit with our intuitions.

In our view, negative information with regard to imaginary possibilities such
as doxastic alternatives refers to actual rejection, and not to the absence of
support. In this respect, our position coincides with Nelson’s. In his logic of
constructible falsity the presence of a refutation of a proposition represents its
falsity. Our interpretation of conviction transmits this constructive analysis of
falsity to multiple possible worlds models. An agent is convinced of the falsity of
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some proposition if all his doxastic alternatives contain counter-evidence against
this proposition. The presence of counter-evidence is stronger than the mere
absence of a proposition. Propositions which are undefined with respect to the
set of doxastic alternatives of an agent, are not believed to be false by this agent.
He does not reject this proposition, i.e. a doxastically plausible counter-model
cannot be presented by this agent.

Truth of a proposition in a partial world means that evidence in favor of this
proposition is locally available. An agent’s conviction is then identified with the
amount of information which is supported by means of the available evidence in
all doxastic alternatives which this agent imagines to be possibly real. A partial
possible worlds configuration is displayed in the next figure.

1.6. FIGURE.

The upper three worlds are partial alternatives of an agent. White and black
refer to truth and falsity, respectively. The grey area represents the undeter-
mined information. Neither evidence nor counter-evidence for such information
is present. Falsity is no longer identical to the absence of truth. The lower
figure represents the resulting belief state. Belief of the falsity of a proposition
requires falsification of, or presence of counter-evidence against this proposition,
with respect to all alternatives. This is represented by the black area. The
striped areas represent contingently present information. Horizontal lines refer
to information of which some evidence is present, and vertical stripes indicate
information of which some counter-evidence is present. The densely grey area
refers to information which is universally absent. Later on we will call this grey
spot the passive disbelief of the agent.

The second argument in favor of a partial variant of possible worlds semantics
depends heavily on the former motivation. It has already been mentioned in
the previous section. In our view, the purely eliminative perspective on growth
of information as a consequence of ordinary possible world semantics is limited.
This destructive method of canceling alternatives only partially describes our
means to extract epistemic or doxastic progress. The supplementary manner to
gain information is constructive extension, which represents the widening of an
agent’s epistemic capacity. This second dynamic dimension is made possible by
choosing in favor of partial worlds instead of total alternatives. A single partial
world can grow by extending the amount of evidence and counter-evidence for
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propositions. The following picture illustrates this two dimensional dynamics of
partial possible worlds.

1.7. FIGURE.

This picture represents one line of growing information of an agent, with an
associated set of partial epistemic alternatives, in the dynamic space. In the first
situation no information is available. The second situation arises from the first
by persuasion of the agent that “p or ¢” must be the case. The third follows from
updating the agent with the information that “p” is false. The second situation
evolves from constructing worlds. The divergence into two worlds illustrates
that a disjunctive message is generating uncertainty. Although information has
been gained, the uncertainty has also increased. This effect reflects the growth
of the epistemic range of the agent. In the third situation one of the doxastic
alternatives has been eliminated and the remaining world has been extended
with counter-evidence against “p”. In this case the new information state is
composed by means of construction and elimination.

We think that both construction and elimination of uncertainties, such as in
figure 1.7, are essential to enforce growth of information. Generally speaking,
the model-theoretic semantics of partial possible world models makes it possible
to incorporate the more subtle collaboration of these two dynamic perspectives
on cognitive progress.

Tearing the philosophies of total and partial possible worlds apart more roughly,
we can associate the eliminative cognitive dynamics presented by total possible
worlds to the medieval homunculus theory of cognitive development. According
to this philosophy, the child differs only from adults in suffering from having
wild fantasies. The task of its educators is to reduce these possibilities and lead
it into the right direction. The two dimensional dynamic perspective offered by
partial possible worlds semantics is closer to the environmentalist tabula rasa
theories of Locke and Rousseau. In the beginning uncertainty is only latent and
will arise from confrontation of the individual with its environment. The initial
state of information is just the single empty world (see I in fig 1.7) reflecting the
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tabula rasa situation where no information is present, not even tautologies.

This logical weakness of partial modal logic illustrates yet another advantage
of it. Believing nothing in classical modal logic corresponds to maximal possible
worlds models. Every doxastic alternative is taken to be possibly real. Never-
theless, because of the complete informative status of all these possible worlds,
the minimal state of belief is the same as taking all worlds to be possible, which
entails that one believes all tautological information. In partial modal logic, this
minimal belief state reduces to the tabula rasa single world situation of I in fig-
ure 1.7. This means that tautological information is even absent. Transposing
once more this situation to theories of cognitive development, the newborn child
is truly devoid of any extensional information.

Another argument in favor of partiality, which also relies on the distinction
between falsity and absence of truth, is the distinction between two kinds of
disbelief, which have been indicated earlier. Retrospection of figures 1.5 and
1.6 clarifies this distinction. In figure 1.5 we dealt with only one grey bulk of
disbelief. In the resulting belief state of figure 1.6 different grey areas of disbelief
appeared. In this latter figure, the full grey area represents information which
is absent in all doxastic alternatives. The striped areas represent information
which is present in at least one of the alternatives. This information indicates a
certain active disbelief. The owner of this set of alternatives actively disbelieves
the negation of this information, which means that he has a possible counter-
model in mind. For example, the vertically striped area indicates information of
which, in some of the alternatives, counter-evidence is present. In this situation
the agent takes this counter-evidence to be possible, and therefore he actively
disbelieves this information.

This refined analysis of disbelief offers a very good compromise in the discus-
sion on the principle of negative introspection. This principle says, that if an
agent a does not believe a proposition, then he also believes that he does not
believe this proposition. Among philosophers this principle has often been re-
jected [Hintikka 1962] [Lenzen 1978|. In computer science, on the other hand, it
has been widely propagated as a principle for formal reasoning about knowledge
(e.g. [Moore 1983| [Halpern & Moses 1984]). The most dominant plea in favor of
this epistemic principle is purely technical. It legitimates, in combination with
the philosophically acceptable principle of positive introspection 26, a reduction
to the simple structured models in case of single agent’s modeling, which have
been described earlier (see page 20 and 21). The distinction between active and
passive disbelief shows that partial modal logic offers a settlement of this dispute.
Negative introspection is acceptable when it is applied to active disbelief. If an
agent has access to some contingently present counter-evidence of some proposi-
tion, he also believes that he has access to this feasible counter-model. However,
we do not accept negative introspection with respect to passive disbelief. This
refined justifiable partial acceptance of negative introspection admits the same
elegant model-theoretical reduction to the full introspective models just like this
principle in classical modal logic does. The strong correspondence result will be

261f @ believes that ¢ then a believes that a believes that ¢.
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explained in chapter 4.

The last piece of propaganda we like to present in favor of partial modal logic
for reasoning about epistemic attitudes is its lack of contra-position. Contra-
position means that if ¢ implies v, then the falsity of ¢ implies the falsity .
This classical principle is simply caused by the classical interpretation of falsity
as absence of truth. Abandonment of this complementary definition of falsity,
like in partial logic, no longer entails contra-position 27.

The reader may wonder why such structural digression is fruitful. A radical
example, which demonstrates the advantage of this ‘logical decay’ very sharply,
can be given in terms of partial modal logic for representation of knowledge,
instead of belief. As we have mentioned earlier, knowledge implies the truth
of its content: “O,p = ¢”. In classical modal logic the contra-position of this
‘veridicality’ principle yields that the truth of a proposition implies the epistemic
possibility of this proposition. In other words, everything which is true should
be taken to be possibly true by the agents. The attribution of such a ridiculous
width of intellect to agents does not automatically follow from implementation
of the veridicality principle in partial modal logic. The corresponding constraint
on total possible world models, which pictures this mental width (see figure 1.1),
of taking the reality to be one of the epistemic alternatives, can be relativized
in terms of partial possible world models to a more acceptable level as well.
Model-theoretically, the veridicality principle of knowledge in partial modal logic
requires that at least a part of reality appears as an epistemic alternative. A
formal explanation of this correspondence is given in chapter 7. An epistemic
logic which uses this veridicality axiom without its contra-position can be found

in [van der Hoek, Jaspars & Thijsse 1993|.

Models of epistemic dynamics

Let us now focus on the formalization of the dynamics of partial states. We
wish to combine static partial possible worlds representations with the construc-
tive information order as an additional dynamic parameter for reasoning about
changes of such epistemic registrations. The clear difference is that we em-
bed accessibility relations as well. In the case of multiple agents we deal with
models of the format (W, {Rs}aca,<,V), with the relations R, as static individ-
ual epistemic accessibility relations, and < the dynamic information structure.
We take the relation to be fully introspective (see (1) on page 21) and serial:
Ve € W dy € W : Ry(z,y) for all a € A. This latter constraint makes sure that
an agent’s conviction is never inconsistent.

An illustration of the structure of these models is given by the following pic-
ture. The accessibility relation registers the mental clouds at each point in the
structure. The dynamic dimension is represented by the horizontal plane, across
which the epistemic configuration moves.

27In some partial logics the definition of implication or consequence has been defined in
such a way that contra-position gets restored. An example is the definition of so-called double
barreled consequence definitions [Blamey 1986] [Muskens 1989b].
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1.8. FIGURE.

In constructive logics for mathematical reasoning, such as intuitionistic logic
and Nelson’s logic of constructible falsity, the extension order is a pure temporal
order. Proofs and refutation are not retractable, and therefore changing infor-
mation states leads only to enrichment. The modal formalisms which we will
discuss do not advocate such a strict temporal interpretation of the information
structure <. It might be the case that an agent needs to revise his conviction
because of external persuasion of contrary facts. If z < y then it is possible for
the agents to move from situation z to situation y by extending their beliefs.
Here we need to be careful with our terminology. By extending one’s belief we
mean that extensional information, i.e. non-epistemic or dynamic information,
has been acquired. For example, it might be the case that in extension y an
agent a has lost his belief about certain disbelief. This can be made clear by
retrospection of figure 1.7. In situation III the agent has lost his active disbelief
of the falsity of the proposition p.

In chapter 3 we will also embed the notion of retraction of doxastic informa-
tion. If y is an extension of z, then agents may move from y to = by giving up
extensional information.

In order to associate this dynamic status to the information order <, we need
to define a structural interplay of the epistemic accessibility relation and <. A
purely eliminative ‘classical’ interpretation of these models (W, {Rg}aca, <, V) is
established by taking the truth-value assignment V to be total and by requiring
that if some state is an extension of another, then its uncertainty should be less.
This constraint just means that if some world is accessible, it has always been
accessible. In formal transcription,

Ve,y,z€ W:z <y & Ro(y,z) = Ra(z,2z) forall a € A.

Constructive interpretation of these models is enforced by restraining the inter-
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play of the partial truth-value assignment V and the information structure <.
Just like in the model theory of constructive logic, the valuation function is taken
to be monotonic over the information structure. The two-dimensional perspec-
tive is then laid upon the model structure through restraining the interplay of
the accessibility relation and the information structure. If y is an enrichment of
world = then everything which is accessible from y must be some extension of a
world which is seen from z. The corresponding constraint is the following:

Vz,y,2 € WVa€ A:z <y &Ru(y,z) = 3z’ € W: Ry(z,2") & 2’ < 2?8,

This constraint precisely describes the requirements for growth of partial pos-
sible worlds which we sketched above. Every uncertainty must be an extension
of some uncertainty in every poorer information state. In this constructive pos-
sible worlds semantics uncertainty is latent, while in the eliminative models all
uncertainty in extensions must actually be present.

In terms of the conceptual presentation of figure 1.8, this constraint of the
interplay of static accessibility and the dynamic or constructive extension order
tells us how the mental clouds behave if we move forward in the dynamic plane.

Actions as up- and downdates

Communicative actions are to be interpreted in terms of the information struc-
ture < in the constructive possible worlds models of the previous subsection.
These actions switch cognitive states along this pattern.

The relational style of interpretation of information is currently influential
among logicians and natural language semanticists. This dynamic semantics, as
it is known among formal linguists, has reached a significant reputation through
the work of Stalnaker on the formal interpretation of assertion [Stalnaker 1979],
Kamp’s discourse representation theory [Kamp 1984], Heim’s file change seman-
tics [Heim 1982], Barwise’s dynamic theory of quantifiers and anaphora [Bar-
wise 1987] and Groenendijk and Stokhof’s dynamic predicate logic [Groenendijk
& Stokhof 1991]. In mathematical logic we find the relational model theory
in modern branches as arrow logic [van Benthem 1991a] and two-dimensional
modal logic [Venema 1991].

In dynamic semantics the meaning of a proposition is taken to be a relation
instead of a set of states such as in classical and in partial logic too. This
relation reflects the mathematical denotation of such a proposition. Intuitive
interpretation of such a relation is an update, a cognitive action such as assertion
or revision, or an instruction or program. A proposition ¢ is the action which
is performed when ¢ is added to some information state. This idea originally
stems from operational semantics for imperative programming languages, e.g.
[Goldblatt 1982].

In line with van Benthem and de Rijke’s dynamic modal logic [van Benthem
1991b] [de Rijke 1992] we use both dynamic and static interpretation in one
system. In the constructive possible world semantics which we have presented

28 A shorter way to write this is < oR, C R,o <. Remember o denotes relational
composition.
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above, dynamic meaning can be assigned to formulae by means of the informa-
tion structure <, which represents the structural growth of epistemic informa-
tion. With respect to a certain model M = (W,{R,}sca,<,V) the dynamic
interpretation of a proposition ¢ is the set of pairs (w,v) of worlds such that v
supports ¢ and w < v2?.. In other words, v is a p-enrichment of w. Besides
this positive enrichment interpretation, once again following the style of van
Benthem’s dynamic modal logic, we assign to every proposition ¢ a ‘negative’
retraction interpretation. This interpretation consists of pairs (w,v) such that
v < w and v does not contain . Informally speaking, v is a p-impoverishment
of w.

Explicit reasoning about the epistemic dynamics in the constructive possible
worlds models which we discussed above is made possible by means of action
or dynamic modalities. Every proposition ¢ corresponds to modal operators
[p]u and [p]s. The former modal operator ranges over states which extend the
current state in such a way that they contain ¢. The latter operator ranges over
states which are poorer than the current one in such a way that they do not
contain ¢. In short, [p]|, ranges over p-additions, and [p]s over p-retractions.
[p]ut is a proposition which means that ¢ holds after any addition of ¢, and
analogously [¢]qv means that ¢ holds after any retraction of ¢ 3°.

This modal formulation of switching information states clearly distinguishes
the dynamic relational interpretation from the static interpretation of proposi-
tions. Syntactic separation is enforced by the introduction of the dynamic modal
operators, that correspond to the relational interpretation of the infix argument
of such an operator. Normal propositions always refer to the static interpre-
tation. The basic dynamic epistemic logic of this monograph, C*, combines
individual modal operators with the dynamic up- and downdate operators 3!,

1.4 Constructive communication

Now that we have provided the model-theoretic equipment for dynamic epis-
temic reasoning on the basis of deletion and construction of uncertainties, we
want to introduce some essential additional expressivity for interpretation of
communicative actions. The most important novelties are the representation
of mutual beliefs and the interpretation of intentional attitudes. They are of

29There is nothing partial about this dynamic relation interpretation. For a partial logical
style in pure relational semantics see e.g. [Krahmer 1994]

30Note that the meaning of [¢]y ¥ coincides with the constructive interpretation of implica-
tion. Falsification of [¢]y 1 deviates from Nelson’s judgement of the falsity of an implication.
According to the last ideology an implication is false if the antecedent holds and the conse-
quent fails. This means that falsification of implications, opposite to verification of implication,
is defined extensionally. We follow Veltman’s criterion of falsity assignment to conditionals.
[¢]u v is false with respect to a certain state of information if and only if this state can be
enriched with the truth of ¢ and falsity of ). Chapters 3 and 4 elaborate on this distinction.

31The names of up- and downdate may be a misleading. In most dynamic theories updates
refer to minimal enrichments. [¢], should then only range over minimal ¢-enrichments. In
our systems, an update is arbitrary. This means that a “p and ¢”-update is also taken to be
a p-update and a g-update.
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particular importance for the identification of natural interpretations of interac-
tive behavior. They appear in most analytic studies of communication, such as
speech act theory [Searle 1969] and analytic philosophical studies of conventions
[Lewis 1969]. Modern logical approaches to communication which incorporate
such operators are for example [Jones 1983] and [Appelt 1985].

Mutual beliefs

As we have already explained briefly, an important requirement for a suitable
model-theoretic semantics for interaction is the interpretation of mutual beliefs.
The full epistemic effect, or the dynamic meaning, of a (convincing) message ¢
from an agent a to an agent b is the addition of ¢ to the mutual belief of a and
b. This means that even when b already had this information, there has been
made some cognitive switch. The epistemic outcome is also that a believes that
b believes that ¢ holds, and b believes that a believes that ¢, etcetera. This
infinite conjunction of epistemic information will be abbreviated by Cy, 33¢.

Interpretation of this operator is established through gluing the personal ac-
cessibility relation R, and Rj together in arbitrary order. This operation is the
transitive closure of the union of the relations R, and Rp. This amounts to a
new accessibility relation which we will call Ria,b}?’z

R, = {{2,9) €W X W | Rey 0.0 Ra (2,)
for certain n € IV \ {0}, z; € {a,b}}.

Note that this new accessibility relation establishes a suitable interpretation
of the mutual belief operator in a possible worlds setting. If all worlds y with
Rta’b}(w,y) are p-worlds then both agents a and b believe that ¢, they both
be{]ieve that they both believe that ¢, they both believe that they both believe
that they both believe that ¢, and so on.

The dynamic meaning of an assertion ¢ of agent a to another agent b can
now be interpreted as a dynamic modal operator [Cy, 31¢].. The proposition
[Ciap3pluth expresses that 3 certainly holds after @ has told b that ¢ is the
case. It would be instructive to present such a mutual belief update by means
of a picture in the style of the earlier mental cartoons. Because of the infinite
nature of such updates, it is most problematic to display such an effect properly.
However, the doxastic effect of ideal assertion can be comprehended easily by
means of earlier illustrations. In terms of our illustration in figure 1.8, the
definition of the mutual belief update of the two agents in this illustration with
¢ means that we move upwards to a situation where all mental clouds, that is
all layers of embedded clouds as well, are filled with only ¢-worlds.

The interpretation of assertion also requires the use of preconditions. A simple
precondition of the assertion above is the sender’s conviction of the content of
the message ¢. This can be seen as a certain qualitative precondition of the
assertion. In formal pragmatics we find more of this kind of qualitative maxims
of conversation [Grice 1975].

32 This interpretation of mutual beliefs stems from [Halpern & Moses 1990].
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Another important precondition is the requirement that ¢ must think that
her message possibly has some epistemic effect. Of course, if we stipulate such
a strong update as the mutual belief change, this condition is a very weak re-
quirement. Even if a believes that b believes that ¢ and b indeed believes that
this proposition holds, then there is still some epistemic progress made by her
assertion. For example, after the assertion, b also believes that a believes that ¢.
Such a change might be relevant. It might have been the case that b had tested
a on ¢ before her assertion as an affirmation of sharing b’s belief of ¢. In chap-
ter 4, we will present formalizations of the additional qualitative information
requirements.

Of course, in real life communication the interpretation of assertion as a mu-
tual belief update may be too idealistic. As we have said before, other context
parameters might very well entail alternative interpretations. Instead of losing
ourselves in philosophical speculations about stipulation of more realistic inter-
pretations, we like to point out that a proper definition, and axiomatization, of
mutual belief operators can be given in the constructive possible worlds seman-
tics which we propagate. Many philosophers, linguists and computer scientists
have found such mutual attitudes indispensable for formalization of interaction
and cooperation [Lewis 1969] [Jones 1983] [Appelt 1985] [Halpern & Moses 1990]
[Bunt 1990b].

In chapter 4 we will give a generalized formal definition of Cx¢, which says
that ¢ is mutually believed by X, for arbitrary sets X C A of agents. Because
the relation RY is defined in terms of the accessibility relations, there is no need
for more semantic equipment. Nevertheless, the implicit infinite conjunction
of mutual belief yields a substantial complication of the axiomatization and its
meta-theory (chapter 4 and chapter 6).

Intentional modalities

Boulomaic or intentional attitudes are particularly important for formal com-
prehension of communication [Appelt 1985] [Cohen & Levesque 1990]. Many
pragmatic principles in speech act theory and prescriptions for cooperative be-
havior of interacting partners are defined on the basis of intentions 33.

The basic C3-logic, which will be discussed in chapter 4, does not contain
such intentional operators, for the sake of technical transparency and gradual
presentation. An additional section of this chapter is devoted to an extension
of the semantic machinery in such a way that the intentional operator can be
given a suitable interpretation. This interpretation is established by means of
an additional semantic parameter P, for every agent a € A to the constructive
possible world models (W, {R;}.c4,<,V), which denotes again a binary rela-
tion over the universe of possible worlds W. This relation P, has a dynamic
intentional meaning and is called a preference relation 3*. It is interpreted in

33For a modal-like approach to these matters see [Beun 1989].

341n the field of applied logic, preferential semantics refers to certain non-monotonic logics
[Shoham 1988]. Preferential worlds or models are meant to cover lack of information. Instead
of reasoning over all worlds like in classical logic, such preferential non-monotonic logic reasons
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terms of the perspective of the future that the agent a has. It determines which
of these personal possible future points are preferred by a. A proposition [p|.¢
then describes a situation z in which all a’s preferred worlds agree on the truth
of ¢.

If only worlds have a preferential status, it does not tell us much about the
intentions and the consequential behavior of agents. It tells us only what an
agent wants. The agent may think that such a preferential world is not feasible,
and therefore may leave the agent passive.

By an additional constraint we could attribute a subjective form of feasibility
to these preferential world, so that they can be interpreted just like the goal-
worlds in [Cohen & Levesque 1990]. To bring an agent to action, he must conceive
the possible realizability of his preferences. Of course, such goals do not have
to be factually realizable. In the two-valued modal formalisms of Cohen and
Levesque, this realism is enforced simply by taking preferential worlds as a subset
of doxastic alternatives, which brings along their realism principle O,¢ = [plap-
We will show how variations of this principle can be given in the partial modal
logical style. In fact we will show that more realistic principles of realism can
be encoded. To give a simple example, we do not wish to apply such a realism
principle to belief of others. An agent may very well prefer situations where other
agents have less information. Agents may even want to retract or revise beliefs
of other agents. Such intentions are in fact one of the basic motives to interact.
Our epistemic attitude is nevertheless taken to be so strong that agents never
wish to revise or retract their own beliefs, which indicates a partial acceptance
of the realism principle above.

In chapter 4 we will also discuss the interpersonal constraints on the prefer-
ential worlds and doxastic alternatives. An instructive example which models
a certain integrity constraint is the following qualitative conversation principle
[plaDsp = Ogp. If one aims at situations in which another agent believes ¢,
then one should believe it oneself [Grice 1975] [Beun 1989]. We will show what
such a principle means for our kind of dynamic epistemic model theory. Other
weakenings can be given for this principle.

A very important facility of embedding this preferential operator is the def-
inition of a suitable simple interpretation of questions as communicative acts.
The transfer of information generated by such an action implies that the re-
ceiver b of this question is now convinced that the sender a intends to receive
a convincing argument in favor or against the content of the question. In fact,
this preference of @ becomes mutual belief of @ and b. This means the epistemic
effect of a’s question to b is formally interpreted as a dynamic modal operator:

[Ciap3Pla(Cae V Oae)]u *°.

over a set of preferred models. In dynamic semantics such preferential relations also show up.
For example Veltman’s ezpectation patterns can be seen as a sort of preferential ordering of
worlds [Veltman 1991]. This author proposes a dynamic interpretation of default rules in terms
of updating such patterns. In [van Benthem, van Eijck & Frolova 1993] we find modal logical
interpretations of such preferential updates, which they call upgrades as to distinguish them
from ‘hard’ factual updates.

350, ¢ V Og ¢ means that a knows whether . Of course, also in the case of questions more
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It depends on the cooperation of b whether an answer follows. Such coopera-
tive behavior can also be encoded in the logic. Let b be some servile agent, whose
preferences consist only of situations of which he believes that the agent a prefers
them as well. In this case, b should always generate an answer. The correspond-
ing servility postulate is then Oy[pla < [plp. A more reasonable weakening
of such maximal cooperation is the following: O4[ploe = [ploe V Op—¢ *¢. This
means that b goes along with other agent’s preferences as long as they are not
contradictory with his own belief.

The preferential operator can also distinguish different degrees of assertion of
information from one agent to another. In the previous subsection on mutual
beliefs, the action of a telling b that ¢ has been interpreted as [C¢, p3¢]u. A more
skeptical interpretation would be [Oy[p|oOpp]u, that is a switch to a situation
where b is convinced that a intends to let b believe that ¢. This means that real
persuasion can be distinguished from telling.

In this subsection we have mixed up our vocabulary a little. In chapter 4
we distinguish intentions and preferences formally. Preferences are attitudes
towards propositions, while intentions are defined as attitudes towards actions.
Of course, there is a very close connection. If an action has been defined in terms
of our dynamic epistemic model theory, we define an intention of an agent ¢ with
regard to such an action as the belief of a that the preconditions of this action
are fulfilled, in combination with a’s preference of situations where the epistemic
effect, or dynamic denotation, of the utterance is verified. This formalizes the
‘readiness’ of the agent to perform a communicative action.

‘Real worlds’

So far, we have only discussed subjective epistemic information. For this rea-
son we have chosen for conviction instead of knowledge as epistemic modality.
Knowledge implies the truth of its content. Such logical interplay of epistemic
modalities and reality would entice us into discussions whether reality is a partial
or a total world. We wish to resist such a philosophical seduction.

However, not choosing does not keep us from logical speculations. Incorporat-
ing a total reality does not lead to severe complications. It entails straightforward
mixtures of classical and partial logics. Total worlds can be embedded easily,
from a semantic point of view, in the constructive possible world semantics of
the C3-logics. We may interpret the real world as a selection from the full uni-
verse of possible worlds. This leads to models of the form (W, S,{R.}ec4,<,V)
with S being the selected set of realities in W: S C W. This set has already im-
plicitly been displayed in many of the preceding illustrations. In figure 1.8, the
set S is simply the different globes on which the communicating agents stand.
The particular role of this set is its interplay with the global valuation function
V', which should locally taken to be total on S. Moreover, the local effect of V

cautious interpretations have been advocated (e.g. [Bunt 1989] and [Bunt 1990b]). Some of
those proposals can be handled in our logical framework as well.
36[p]p V Op—p means that b prefers p-situations or believes that ¢ is false.
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on the different members of S is identical. In chapter 4 we will discuss a logic,
called C*, which deals with such an additional physical outer world.

It is not only for philosophical reasons that additional modeling of total worlds
is needed. In intelligent communication systems artificial realities play an im-
portant role. Especially for models of database querying through intelligent
interfacing between the questioner and the system who is omniscient with re-
spect to this artificial reality, which is modeled as a total world. Because the
dialogue of users with such a system will only be about the information in the
database, interpreting this as the artificial reality is legitimate (see e.g. [Bunt
et al. 1984] [Ahn & Beun 1991]). Besides the totality of this artificial reality,
the system, which is one of the agents in this epistemic setting, is completely in-
formed about this reality. The only thing of which the system is not completely
informed, is the information-state of the user. In this sense the information of
the system might also grow (or shrink).

The way to interpret such interactive configurations in terms of constructive
possible world semantics is through the same specification of a set of total worlds
among the universe of possible worlds. This leads to the following models:
(W, S,{Rq,Ru},<,V), where Q is the system and u the user (and S C W).
Rq is the accessibility relation which determines the uncertainties of the system
Q. ’s complete information about reality enforces:

Vs € §: Rq(s,t)=teS.

Additional logical analysis of such configurations will be exhibited in a supple-
mentary section of chapter 4. The corresponding system is called C?z.

Before deliberating on communication with completely omniscient agents, we
wish to regain the humble position of the mathematician, and leave further spec-
ulation to the readers 37. Instead of dwelling on fine-grained interpretations of
all different kinds of utterances and their epistemic and pragmatic implications,
we have chosen to present the mathematics of the dynamics of constructing and
deleting worlds by means of communicative actions. This also implies that the
pace of the forthcoming chapters will be considerably more careful and techni-
cally more attentive than that of this chapter.

37In the last section of chapter 4 we will present some ideas for further dressing up our
epistemic dynamics, on the basis of other literature on epistemic logic and communication.
We will meet some additional semantic parameters for establishing more fine-grained analyses
of communicative actions.
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Chapter 2

Partial Modal Logic

This chapter presents our logical means for static representation of modal infor-
mation. First we present our partial possible worlds framework in section 2.1.
In section 2.2 we present the corresponding derivational systems. Section 2.3 in-
troduces a formal structural definition of ‘growing’ possible worlds. This section
is meant as a bridge to the next chapter on constructive and dynamic modal
logics for reasoning about the growth of modal information.

2.1 Partial worlds

Generally speaking, the most important aspect of partial logic is its model-
theoretic semantics (see e.g. [Langholm 1988|, [Blamey 1986] and [Barwise 1988]).
As extensively argued in the previous chapter, the difference with ordinary clas-
sical logic originates from fundamental semantic motivations. In this thesis, we
will only consider partial propositional and partial modal logics which differ from
classical logic in the assignment of truth-values. To get the picture as clear as
possible, we will start with the purely extensional partial propositional logic,
which is based only on partial truth-assignments. Some interesting typical phe-
nomena of partial semantics can be explained more easily in terms of this simple
extensional semantics.

Partial valuations

The most elementary semantic entity in partial logic is the partial valuation. It
partially assigns truth-values, 0 (false) and 1 (¢rue), to a given set of proposi-
tional variables.

2.1. DEFINITION. A partial valuation V is a partial function which assigns truth-
values to a given set of propositional variables IP. In order to distinguish partial
functions from total functions we replace the normal functional arrow — by

43
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~». In short V : IP ~» {0,1}. The collection of all partial valuations is denoted
by L.

The domain of V € P, Dom(V), is the set of all propositional variables which
obtain a truth-value by V:

Dom(V):={pe P |V(p)=1or V(p) =0}.
If Dom(V) = IP then V is said to be total. T denotes the set of all total

valuations.

The following relations are considered to be of particular importance for partial
logic. In the sequel of this work we will call them information orders.

2.2. DEFINITION.
VCV' & peDom(V)= V'(p)=V(p)forall pc P,
VAoV & pe@om(V)NDom(V')= V(p)=V'(p) forallp c P,
VL'V & Dom(V) CDom(V').

The first relation is the most important one. It says that V' contains all the
information of V and can therefore be understood as a possible enrichment of
V. In short, we will call V' an eztension of V whenever V C V'. We will refer
to the second relation as coherence of the pair V and V'. If V C? V' we say that
V' is at least as large as V.

2.3. OBSERVATION. The relation C is a partial order over 3. The coherence
relation ~ is a symmetric reflexive relation over 3, while the information order
C? pre-orders P, i.e. it is a reflexive transitive relation over the universe of
partial valuations.

For these three relations over the universe of partial valuations the following
equivalence holds:

VOV = vCiV & V~V.

These information orders are typical notions of partial logic. With regard to
total valuations these orders do not mean very much. The first two relations,
C and ~, reduce to the identity relation over the class of total valuations. The
last relation, C%, expands into the universal relation over total valuations.

The formalization of these information orders establishes an interesting per-
spective when partial logic is used as technical equipment for uniform represen-
tation of stages of information. If V' is an extension of V', V' may be understood
to be an informational enrichment of V. The coherence relation expresses the
mutual compatibility of valuations. They can be taken as two parts of one com-
mon extension, namely the valuation which contains the joint information of
such a pair. Such a union is denoted by the binary operator L!:

V(p) if p € Dom(V)
Vuvi(p)=< V'(p) if p € Dom(V')

undefined otherwise.
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This join of valuations is the unique minimal extension of a coherent pair of
valuations:

VAV&V'CVuv' &

= V'=vVuVv.
ViCV'&VCV"

The relation C¢ compares the informational size of two valuations. It does
not consider truth-values, but only judges on the basis of the presence of truth-
values. It compares the degree of determination of partial valuations.

Before elaborating on the specific properties of the presented partial semantics,
we introduce the basic language with which we will be working.

2.4. DEFINITION. Let IP be a non-empty enumerable set of propositional vari-
ables. The language £ is the smallest superset of IP such that

e, e L= (~¢),(pAYp)eLand L €L

These connectives are called negation, conjunction and falsum respectively. This
is the basic language of this text. We avoid superfluous use of parentheses, and
take binary connectives to dominate over unary connectives. For example - A
means ((—¢) A ¥) and not (=(¢ A )). The propositional variables p € IP are
also called atoms or atomic propositions. A literal is an atom or the negation of
an atom.

In the following sections we will use more connectives, let us say ¢s, .., ¢, for
the moment. The smallest superset extending IP which is closed under these
connectives and the connectives of £ will be written as £°» !, An extension
which is particularly relevant in the next subsections is £, where O refers to
necessity. In some parts of the text we will also mention languages which do not
incorporate all the basic connectives of £. If some connective ¢ is withdrawn,
we specify this in a subscript: £_ | refers for example to the sublanguage of £
without occurrences of the 0-ary connective L.

Furthermore, we will also use convenient abbreviations, like T := =L (verum),
o V1 :==(=p A -9) (disjunction) and Oy 1= =0O-¢p (possibility).

In the sequel we will use the letters p, q,r, possibly with additional sub- or
superscripts, as atoms. Greek undercast letters are used to denote arbitrary
formulae. Greek capitals denote sets of formulae. We will often use the abbre-
viation cI' for a given unary connective ¢ and a set of formulae I'. ¢I' refers to
the set {cy | ¥ € '}, and ¢ I denotes the set {7 | ¢y € I'}, that is the set of all
formulae 4 which appear as ¢y in I'. Repetitions of a unary connective ¢ will be
abbreviated by an exponential, e.g. c®p = ccep?, and ¢ T := {v | ¢™y € T'}.

If a language Lgs has been specified, and I' C Lg, then (F)c refers to the
complement of T'in Ls: (T)® :={p € Ls | ¢ ¢ T} = Ls\T. T —¢p and T'+¢ are
sometimes used as abbreviations of I' \ {¢} and I' U {¢}, respectively. Sub(T)
refers to the set of subformulae of T'.

LIf we were more accurate, we would also have to indicate the arity of all these connectives.
Instead of being formalistic, we guarantee that this parameter will always be clear from the
context.

2000 = o.
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At first sight, one might get the impression that this language £ is not different
from the language which is normally used in total (classical) propositional logic.
However, the relative greater liberty of partial semantics creates more possibili-
ties for truth-conditional interpretation of negation and conjunction. Let us first
present our choices. In the jargon of partial logic, these choices are called the
strong Kleene interpretations [Langholm 1988].

In choosing truth-conditions for partial logic, falsification has to be imple-
mented explicitly, as falsity is no longer the same as absence of truth. Apart
from the standard verification relation = between a valuation and a proposition,
saying that such a proposition holds with respect to this valuation, a falsification
relation = between valuations and propositions is defined. The compositional
inductive clauses for determining truth and falsity of formulae with respect to a
partial valuation V are specified in the following table.

2.5. TABLE.

VEp&eV(p)=1 (pelP) |VHp&eV(p)=0 (pelP)
VIEL vl

VE-e&VHyp Ve ViEye
VEeANp & VEe&VEY | VHerp eV Hpor VY

The interpretation function [ [ : £ — B is the function which assigns to every
formula the set of partial valuations which verify it:

[elpg ={VeP|V e}

Note that the disjunction, which was introduced earlier as an abbreviation,
obtains the intended truth-value assignment. It is true with respect to a partial
valuation V if V verifies one of the disjuncts. Falsification of the disjunction by
V occurs if both the disjuncts are falsified by V.

The language £ has some important natural properties with respect to the
structural information orders between valuations which were defined above.
Some fundamental properties which are valid for propositional variables (IP)
are inherited by all formulae.

2.6. THEOREM. Persistence of information:
VEV' iff VEe=V' Epforal g €L.
Informational compatibility of coherent partial valuations:
VAV ff VEe=V' Apforall p€L.

The union V LI V' of two coherent partial valuations V and V' contains the joint
information of the two separate valuations:

ifViEporV Epthen VUV ' |=¢p forallpeL.?

3Note that VUV’ may contain more information than the joint information of two coherent
valuations V and V'. VU V' |= pAgq does not guarantee V |= pAgq and V' |= pAg. Obviously,
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Larger valuations contain more information:
VEIV' iff VEe=VEporV' dpforal pcL.
The relation C? preserves classical tautological information. A formula is clas-

sically tautological if it is verified by all total valuations, i.e. ¥ C [p]yp. If ¢ is
such a formula, then

VOV &V Ee = V' Eo.

Proof. Proofs of all characterization results on these three information relations on
partial valuations can be given by a straightforward induction on the construction of
formulae in £. We refer to [Langholm 1988] for proofs for the first two characterizations.
The fourth result can be accomplished in the same manner. The third result follows
from the first and the simple fact that V C V LU V' and V' C V LU V' for two coherent
partial valuations V and V'. The last result is a simple consequence of the fourth,
combined with the non-falsifiability of classical tautologies:

IfV | @forall VeTthen V' A ¢ for all V' € P

This result is an immediate consequence of the persistence result for C, and the fact
that all partial valuations have a total extension: VV' € = IV e XT: VCV'. K

It is easy to see that with respect to total valuations the meaning of the
negation and the conjunction is purely classical. The choices in case of undefined
arguments of these connectives are open for debate and depend heavily on the
intended application area of partial logics. For example, the negation which we
used above means that its argument is false. If the argument is left undefined by
a partial valuation, it also leaves the negation of this proposition undefined. So,
a natural extension of the formalism above would be the addition of a so-called
weak negation, which expresses that its argument is not true. We will use the
symbol ~ for this negation. The truth-value assignment looks as follows.

VE~psVEe andVad~p s ViEp

In partial logic this connective is often omitted, because in a way it restores
totality. In the general study of multiple valued logics — where partial logic is
seen as the specific case of three valued logics — such a negation may not be
ignored (see [Urquhart 1986]). Because of this perspective we will not exclude
it, but keep it a little aside.

Also the conjunction we used is disputable. Its truth-conditional interpreta-
tion causes falsification of a conjunction if one of the conjuncts is falsified. The
truth-value assignment of the other conjunct is overruled, and might therefore
be undefined without having any influence. Applications of partial logic which
make such falsification undesirable are conceivable. For example, partial logic
may be used in order to permit truth-value assignment only to a class of ‘compre-
hensible’ propositions. In this case, one prefers dominance of undefinedness with
respect to conjunctions. According to this conceptual analysis, the truth-value
clauses for such a conjunction, which we will write as A, look as follows:

the converse of this implication is a property which is not transferred from IP to the full
language L.
“The converse of this observation is also valid [Thijsse 1992].
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VEehMp<—=VEp &V IEY, and
Vo &k (VidorV¥) o

Vg & (ViEgpo Vo)

This conjunction, also called the weak Kleene conjunction, which expresses

V:((,oAl/)<:>{

something stronger about its arguments than the conjunction A, can be defined
in terms of this latter conjunction and the strong negation in £ in the following
way:

ey = (=(e AP)A=(p A=p) A=(P A ).

The disjunctive duality V, the weak Kleene disjunction, whose verification
requires verification of at least one of its arguments and definedness for both the
disjuncts, has an easier definition in terms of the disjunction V:

eVY = (pVYP)A(pVop) APV ).

In contrast with total valuations the language £ is not functionally complete
over partial valuations. Functional completeness means that not every connec-
tive with an extensional definition in terms of partial valuations can be rewritten
by the connectives of £. A simple example is the weak negation ~.

Nevertheless, £ defines a natural class of connectives [van Benthem 1984].
This class can be described as having classical interpretations with respect to
total valuations, in the sense that truth-value assignment is fully guaranteed
with respect to total valuations 5, and they preserve persistence of propositions.
A proposition is persistent if its validity is never lost when information grows.
In terms of partial valuations, a proposition ¢ is persistent if

VEe& VLV — V' Egp foral V,V'e .

A connective is then said to be persistence preserving if persistence of its argu-
ments always yields a persistent proposition. We will not give further analysis
of definability in partial propositional logic, as it is a subject somewhat outside
the scope of this thesis®.

The weak negation is typically not persistence preserving. To comprehend
such behavior, consider the following simple illustration. The empty valuation,
that is the valuation with the empty domain, verifies ~ p for any propositional
variable p € IP. Evidently, every extension which assigns the truth-value 1 to
such an atom p, does not verify ~ p. This means that ~ p is not persistent,
while p is.

5This property has been called closedness [van Benthem 1984] and also classical closure
[Thijsse 1992].

6In [Blamey 1986] it has been proved that functional completeness with respect to preser-
vation of persistence only can be achieved by adding 0-ary connective ¥ to the basic language

L (£*). This proposition is always undefined: V [~ % and V # % for all V € PB. The

language £*~ s functionally complete with respect to the complete class ‘[, e.g. [Langholm
1988].
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We refer the interested reader to [Blamey 1986], [van Benthem 1984], [Lang-
holm 1988| and [Thijsse 1992]. In this latter reference, the reader finds a full
chapter dedicated to definability results in partial propositional logic.

Semantical consequence

The only formality with which we should deal before proceeding, is the notion
of valid consequence.

2.7. DEFINITION. Let I' and A be two sets of formulae in £. We say that A
is a valid ‘PB-consequence of I'; whenever all partial valuations which support all
elements of I' also support at least one of the elements of A. The abbreviation
of this relation is |=g.

TEpg A=W eR: (el :VEy=36cA:V ES6)

In terms of interpretations, this definition of validity comes down to

Py A < (s < UEle "

~yel €A

If for two formulae @]y = [¥]yp then ¢ and ¢ are semantically equivalent, i.e.
have the same models. The abbreviation of this relation is ¢ ~yp 9.

There is some freedom here. The so-called double barreled consequence def-
inition has also been used [Muskens 1989b|. This refers to a stricter notion of
validity: “all models of ' verify at least one of A and all models which falsify
all formulae in A falsify at least one element of I'”. This notion of validity
is propagated mainly because it structurally behaves better than our single-
barreled definition. The underlying reason is that it restores contra-position:
I' E A = -A |= -T'. Note that this does not hold for our definition of validity:

p A —p F=p g, but =g [Ep —(p A —p).

For a categorization of consequence relations and their axiomatizations in partial
propositional and partial modal logic we refer the reader to [Thijsse 1992]. The
definition which we gave above, which we will use throughout the thesis, is known
in partial logic as the strong consequence relation.

Of course, the most remarkable non-3-validity is the principle of the excluded
maddle:

0 g eV e,

Most other classical principles such as De Morgan laws (1), absorption (2), dou-
ble negation (3), idempotence (4), distribution (5), commutativity (6), associa-
tivity (7) and ‘ex falso’ (8) are also 3-valid principles.

"The most convenient understanding of this style of defining a consequence relation is
probably obtained through interpretation of the left hand argument I' as a big conjunction
over its elements and the right hand argument A as a big disjunction.
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2.8. TABLE.

(1) (P AY) g @V % @ ¢ pV)xg e
(e VY) g e A pV(pAY)~yp e

pVeRpe

3 o R 4

(3) P Ry P (4) o N
eV (¥ AX)mp (eVE)A(eVX) VY Rp Y Ve

(5) (6)
e AP VX)mp (P AP) V(e AX) PAYRp YA

eV (P Vx)mp (V) Vi
AP AX) mp (P AY) A X
In definition 2.7 above we presupposed that both arguments of the conse-

quence relation were subsets of the restricted language £. Of course, a similar
definition can be given for syntactic extensions of £. Such an extended use of

(7) (8) eAN-plgpd

the consequence relation will be specified by its subscript. For example, =g~
refers to the consequence relation over P for the language £~.

Partial Kripke models

In the introductory chapter 1 we already presented the basic parameters of
a partial possible worlds or Kripke model. In this chapter and in the next
chapter on constructive modal logics, we will use only one modality O. This
means that only one accessibility relation — recall that this relation is the formal
description of the collection of uncertainties with respect to a given world —
suffices for suitable interpretation of modal formulae. Poly-modal formalisms,
in order to cope with multiple agents, will be discussed later on in chapter 3
and chapter 4. For the presentation of the basic modal formalisms, expansion to
multiple accessibility relations would only yield redundant syntax. It would not
contribute to the technical profit of this chapter and the next one. In chapter 3
we discuss logics with mutual beliefs, where a multiple set of modalities (agents)
is of course necessary.

For the sake of completeness we give the formalization of the above-mentioned
models in the following definition.

2.9. DEFINITION. A partial Kripke or partial possible worlds model is a triple
M = (W,R,V). W is a non-empty set of worlds, R C W x W is the accessibility
relation and V is a global valuation function which assigns a partial valuation
to every world: V : W — . The class of all partial Kripke models is denoted
by 1.

The class of total Kripke models M = (W, R, V) is the subclass of 9 with
Dom(V(w)) = IP for all w € W. This class is denoted by 8.

A (Kripke) frame is the accessibility structure of such a model, that is the
universe of worlds together with the accessibility relation (W, R). A partial
Kripke model (W, R, V') with V' : W — B is said to be a model on F.
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Partial Kripke models allow us to interpret intensional formulae in £” in a
satisfactory way. The truth-value decomposition for the extensional connectives
is precisely defined as for partial valuations. Only now, the semantic specification
on the right-hand side of the forcing relation is a full partial Kripke model,
instead of a single partial valuation. Besides that, we also specify the world,
taken from the set of worlds in the model, which in fact assigns the truth-values.

2.10. TABLE. Let M = (W,R,V) and w € W. The truth-value assignment

with respect to w in M is given by the following inductive clauses®.

M,wpe V(w)(p)=1 (pelP)
M,w £ L

M,w = -p & M,w=¢
MwEeANY e M,wl=@pand M,w =19

M,w EOp & Vo' : R(w,w') = M,w' E¢

M,wHp& V(w)(p)=0 (pelP)
M,wH L

M,w=-p & Muwlep

Myw =g A& Myw o g or Myw 5 ¢
M,w = Op & Jw': R(w,w') & M,w' ¢

Above we formalized the meaning of our static modal operator, which will be
employed in chapter 4 as our epistemic operator. Notice that this modal operator
obtains the meaning which we have described in the introductory chapter. Oy
is verified if all worlds that are accessible (possible) verify ¢, or epistemically
speaking, contain evidence for . Falsification of such a proposition refers to
active disbelief. An agent who has access to a counter-model, i.e. a world which
falsifies ¢, actively disbelieves this proposition.

2.11. DEFINITION. We say that the model M verifies a formula ¢ € L if
M,v = ¢ for all worlds v € W. The frame F' = (W, R) verifies a formula
@ € L7 iff all partial Kripke models over F verify .

The interpretation of a formula ¢ € L™ with respect to 91 is defined as follows:

[e]on := {(M,w) | M,w |= ¢}

The interpretation of a formula ¢ over a single model M = (W, R, V) € M is
the set of worlds in M which verify ¢:

[plm ={w e W | M,w | ¢}.

The interpretation of a formula ¢ € L over a frame F is defined as

8The definitions and formats stem from [Thijsse 1990].
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lelr :={(M,w) | M,w = ¢, M is a model on F'}.
In general for any restricted class of partial Kripke models € C 901
el := {(M,w) | M,w ¢, M € ¢}.
Semantic equivalence of two formulae ¢ and ¢ with respect to a class of partial

Kripke models €, i.e. [¢]ec = [¢]¢, is denoted by ¢ ~¢ .

The possibility operator <> obtains its intended truth and falsity conditions.
O has been defined dually to Op: ~O-p.

MwECp & FveW: R(w,v) & M,v E o
M,wHCp & YoeW:Rw,v) = M,vgp

2.12. DEFINITION. 9M-validity for pairs of sets of formulae from £ obtains the
following format:

TeEnA < [(llm < JI8lm
vyel €A

In agreement with the vocabulary developed in the previous section, A is said
to be an 9M-valid consequence of I'. =gy~ denotes the same relation expanded
over subsets of £,

For a subclass of models € C 91 we define €-validity, |=¢, in precisely the
same way as above with € substituted for 9. Validity over a Kripke frame F',
EF, is the same as validity over the class of all models in 9t which have F' as
their underlying frame.

2.13. TABLE. A few important 91-validities are listed below.
O(p A) v Dp ADY Ol gy L
Ol Vo) mam Op V Op OT ~gn T

O, OY = Op A ) Op vV Op = O(p V 9)
O(p V¢) Fao Dp, Oy (e Ap) Ear Cp A Oy

2.2 Derivation

In section 2.1 a multiple conclusion definition of validity has been presented.
The system of inference for partial modal logic presented in this section does
not diverge from this perspective. This amounts to a Gentzen sequential-like
axiomatization ?, with the only difference that premises and conclusions are sets
instead of sequences. This reduces the quantity of structural rules.

The sequential style of axiomatization has been chosen mainly because of two
reasons. The first reason is that it shows very clearly the difference with classical
modal logics, and the second reason is its calculational style of deduction, due

9Sequential calculi for modal logics are rare. We refer to [Wansing 1992b] and the bibliog-
raphy there for different proposals.
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to the equal tuning of the arguments of the inference relation. This relation
orders the collection of sets of formulae. This latter argument will prove its
benefit most evidently in the second part of this thesis which deals with meta-
theoretical issues. Many definitions and meta-theoretical proofs can be presented
concisely and in this sequential style. For example, the completeness proof of the
axiomatization system, which will be presented below, can be shown by means
of a short sequential calculation.

Sequential rules for partial modal logic

In the following three tables, 2.14, 2.15 and 2.16, we will present a sequential ax-
iomatization of the minimal partial modal logic. This sequential axiomatization
consists of a list of sequential rules of the form:

LEA T FA,
]-_‘n—l—l - An—l—l

I'; and A; are sets of formulae for all 7 € {1,..,n 4+ 1}. The symbol - denotes
the derivation relation between these sets of formulae. I' - A is called a sequent,
I' is the assumption set of this sequent and A its conclusion set. The fraction
notation in (1) must be interpreted as a conditional. The sequents I'; - A; with
¢ < n are the conditions of the rule in (1), and I',41 F A,y is the consequence
of this rule. If n = 0 then the set of conditions is empty. In this case the rule is
said to be aztomatic. Because the arguments of the derivation relation are sets,
the notations T, o and T',T' refer to T' U {¢} and T' U I, respectively.

Table 2.14 shows the structural rules, that is rules without linguistic specific
properties such as connectives. The only relevant structural rules are the START
rule and two monotonicity rules, L-MON and R-MON. The first one expresses
the most trivial derivation step. It says that if an element of the conclusion set
A also appears in the assumption set I' then I' = A. The monotonicity rules
embody the freedom of extending both the assumption set and the conclusion
set. Furthermore a CUT rule is present.

with n € IN  (1).

2.14. TABLE.

STRUCTURAL RULES
'FA if TNA#0 START

TFA TCT TFA ACA'

A L-MON T A R-MON
Tho,A IM,pk A

liil“’FA,(PA’ cvt

The introduction rules for the connectives are separated into TRUE and FALSE
rules. This somewhat unusual distinction is inspired by the partial model-theory
of the preceding section. As falsity and truth are no longer interdefinable, we
distinguish each introduction of a new connective in a false or a true proposition.
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Syntactically, the former case of introduction simply means that the resulting
connected proposition appears in the scope of a negation.
We present the TRUE rules first:

2.15. TABLE.

TRUE
'L A L-TRUE L

Tre,A o  ouE
T,—pkF A B o
g, pFA I'Fo,A T, A
TondF A VTRUEA Tt n g A AT RTRUEA
]._‘ l_ (‘0,—|A
- O
OT F Op, -0A R-TRUE
The FALSE rules are the following:
2.16. TABLE.
FALSE
I'-1,A R-FALSE L
Lyl A L-FALSE TCeA R-FALSE
]__‘,—|—|(PI—A - F|__|—|(‘0,A _
Lo A ',y F A Lk =, -, A
Farl,_‘((,o A ’g/)) H A,A’ L-FALSE A Tk _‘((P A ’QZJ),A R-FALSE A
1_‘, _|(‘0 l_ —|A
L-FALSE O

ar,-O¢p F -0A

Other sequential systems for partial logics

Instead of separating the introduction rules into TRUE and FALSE rules, we could
also define two derivation relations. Apart from the ordinary relation I, a second
relation - can be defined. I' 4 A then means that at least one of the members
of A is false, if all formulae in I' hold. This gives a somewhat more elegant
presentation of the false rules, i.e. without using the negation. For example, the
reformulation of the FALSE introduction of the conjunction would then look as
follows

'de,¢,A
Tlo Ay, A

Another stylish sequential system for partial logics has been proposed in [Fen-
stad, Langholm & Vespren 1992]. In this paper two-placed sequents are replaced
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by four-placed quadrants. Just like the additional 4 -notation, falsity is used in
the definition such that FALSE-rules do not need negations. An inference rule in
this system has the following format:

'y | ¥4 ', | X, |y
—’—Al @1&...&—’—An o, = AN To

The meaning of such a rule coincides with the following reformulation in our
sequential style:

T1,-A; F%,-0; .. Ty, ~A, F 5, -0,
. -A'F Y, -0 '

For example, L-FALSE O corresponds to the following four-placed inference
rule:

r |3 or | o%
Ap|® ~ OA,Op |06

An advantage of this four-placed variant is that the rules in the tables 2.14 —
2.16 can be formulated more symmetrically. The L-TRUE — can be incorporated
as a structural rule:

T 21722 r z]2
Al @ — An, e

Now, the other rules make up a nice dual system. The R-TRUE rules can be
identified as North West rules (NW). The R-FALSE-rules reappear as NW- and
Sw-rules, and the L-TRUE- and L-FALSE-rules as NE- and SE-rules, respectively.
For example, NW A and SE A obtain the same description:

T,o,9 | T L,oAd | 2
Tﬁi A o o
T > . >

AO,0,

L
A ‘ A,p AN
The other two rules for conjunction introduction are also similar:

r |z, I | nro|sy
Ap |0 “AG[O T AANeAp 0,0
TS , I' |39 T,T' | 3,5, 0 A
Al ® & ATe T AAN| 6,00

Throughout the thesis we will stick to our explicit TRUE-FALSE distinction in
sequential rules.

2.17. DEFINITION. A set of formulae A is M-derivable from another set of for-
mulae I' whenever I' - A can be established by following a finite number of
applications of the rules above (table 2.14 — 2.16). The corresponding relation
is denoted as I' Fp; A, and is called an M-sequent. P-derivability refers to the
relation between sets I'; A C L, denoted by I' -p A, such that I' - A can be
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shown by a finite number of applications of the rules above with the exception
of the O-introduction rules.

If o Far ¢ and ¥ Fasr ¢ then we write ¢ =p7 9. The relation =p is defined
analogously.

In the sequel of this thesis we will skip this kind of definitions as they will
always be in the same format as in the previous definition. Given a set of S-rules,
S-derivability and S-sequent refer to this set of rules in the same way as these
notions for M refer to the given M-rules.

Another important feature of definition 2.17 is its implicit finiteness.

2.18. OBSERVATION. If T' 3 A then there exist finite subsets I C I' and
A' C A such that I 37 A'. This can be proved by a straightforward induction
on the length of derivations. M-derivability is defined by making only a finite
number of derivation steps.

This legalization of limiting sequents to the class of finite sequents is very
practical for development of the meta-theory in part II. All the systems discussed
throughout this thesis have this finiteness property. We will avoid superfluous
reference to this property and freely apply it whenever it is necessary.

2.19. DEFINITION. Let X and S be two sequential derivation systems. X is said
to be a sequential extension, or extension for short, of S if they both have the
finiteness property as formulated in observation 2.18 and for all T' g A also
I' Fx A. If their associated languages also coincide, then X is said to be a
normal extension of S.

Properties of P and M

The most urgent question is whether these systems are sound with respect to
the validity notions |=g and [=9y presented in section 2.1.

2.20. THEOREM. SOUNDNESS P AND M
Foral [LACL:THp A=T =5 A, and
forall T,A C L : Tty A=T |=g A.

Proof. By a straightforward induction on the length of derivations. By way of
illustration we demonstrate the soundness of the rule R-TRUE O for M. Let this rule
be applicable: for certain I'y A C £L” and ¢ € L” T Far ¢, A, and therefore through
application of this rule OT' -3 Op, -OA. We need to prove OI' =gy Ogp, “OA.

Suppose that M,w |= O for all v € ' and M,w [~ Ogp. This latter assumption
says that there exists a world v in M such that M,v [~ ¢. The former assumption
yields M,v = « for all v € T'. Because I'  ¢,—-A and the induction hypothesis
(I' Em ¢, 7A), we know that there exists § € A such that M,v = —§: whence
M,w | —0§. In short, M,w |= Op or M,w = —0§ for certain § € A. Because (M, w)
has been picked freely from nvEF[[D‘Y]]Em’ we conclude OT |=gy Op, -OA. B

The reader who is not familiar with sequential calculi is advised to check the
soundness of different rules for himself.
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The converse of these soundness results above, completeness of M and P, is
less trivial. We will present the completeness results in chapter 5 in part II.

2.21. TABLE. Rules for the defined connectives T, V and < are derivable by
the M-rules. They can all be derived by means of the double negation rules
L-FALSE — and R-FALSE — only.

'-T,A R-TRUET
IL-TFHA L-FALSE T

T,oFA Dok A TFop,, A

T, Vg F A, A VTRVEV oy A RIRUEY
F7_'907_'1/)|_A F|——|(’0,A ]-_‘ll__'l/),A’
T,~(g V&) F A L-FALSE V T,TF (g V9),A,A R-FALSE V
ek A
Or, O F OA L-TRUE <
LF-p,A
OT F =Op, OA R-FALSE ¢

The <¢-notation in front of sets of formulae is more convenient than —O. There-
fore, we most often use the following reformulation of R-TRUE O and L-FALSE O:

'Fe,A -k A
o' - Op, OA or, -0O¢ - CA

As promised in the introduction of this section, the sequential axiomatization
of partial propositional and modal logic illustrates very clearly the difference
with classical modal logic. It simply comes down to the absence of a R-TRUE
—-rule:

e A
'k -p,A

This causes the absence of the law of the excluded middle: /pr ¢ V —p. A lot of
other classically valid principles still hold. All the principles listed in table 2.8
and table 2.13 are quickly derivable. In the following example we demonstrate
the distribution principles of conjunction over disjunction.

2.22. EXAMPLE. (@ A¥)V(eAX)FPp o A(¥ VX)
pkp o START

YvEp,x START

x Fp ¥, x START

YFpYVx R-TRUEV (2)

St R W N =

xFp®YVyx R-TRUEV (3)
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6. @, ¥FpeA(¥Vx) R-TRUE A (1,4)
7. e, xFpeA(¥Vx) R-TRUE A (1,5)
8. oANYFpoA(YVX) L-TRUE A (6)
9. oAxFpeA(¥VY) L-TRUE A (T7)
10. (eAY)V(eAx)FpeA(¥pVX) L-TRUE V (8,9)

pANWVX)FP (P AY)V(pAY)

1. eFpop START

2. YFpy START

3. xFpx START

4. ¢, YFp oAy R-TRUE A (1,2)

5. @, xFp pAx R-TRUE A (1,3)
6. @, YvVxbp oA, pAX L-TRUE V (4,5)
. oA VX)FPpeAY,pAX L-TRUE A (6)

8. oA Vx)Fp(eAYP)V(eAX) R-TRUEV (7)
These derivations also hold for -ps, of course. All the P-rules are also M-rules.

Because of commutativity, associativity and idempotence of both the disjunc-
tion and the conjunction, the disjunction and conjunction over an arbitrary
finite sets of formulae I' is unambiguous modulo the equivalence relation =jy.
Throughout the thesis we will use the notation \/ ' and AT for this disjunction
and conjunction, and treat them as ordinary formulae.

In the calculus which we presented we may replace finite right hand arguments
by a disjunction, and finite left hand arguments by a conjunction.

2.23. OBSERVATION.
'ty A & A finite=— T Fp \/ A, and

I'kar A & T finite = /\]__‘I—MA

T and L are taken to be the empty conjunction, A §), and the empty disjunc-
tion, \/ 0, respectively. Note that these definitions are correct with respect to
the observation about finite assumption and conclusion sets above.

In order to demonstrate the use of modal rules we show two simple derivations.
2.24. EXAMPLE. We first give the simple derivation of the “modal ex falso”:
e A=) o b

obum e START

¢,pFm®  L-TRUE - (1)

Ol A—@)Fm @ L-TRUE O (3)

1

2

3. @¢A-@rFm0 L-TRUE A (2)
4

5. O(eA-p)Fmy R-MON (4)
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An important M-sequent is O(aV ) Fa O, 08, OCaA OB, Tt tells us how to get
rid of disjunctions inside the scope of a necessity operator. A six step derivation
of this M-sequent is presented below.

1. atma,p START

2. Btrma,p START

3. aVftma,f L-TRUEV (1,2)

4. O(aVp)byu Oa,Op R-TRUE O (3)
5. O(aVp) by 08,0 R-TRUE O (3)
6. O(aVp) by Oa,08,0aA B R-TRUE A (4,5)

Remember that the sequential arguments, assumptions and conclusions are sets.
The last inference step in the derivation above is therefore legitimate.

For additional mastering of the calculus, we advise the reader to derive the
semantic validities listed in table 2.13 on page 52.

Adding the weak negation: P~ and M"™

In the first subsection of this chapter we have discussed the weak negation, which
expresses that its argument is not true. In partial logic, this absence of truth
does not coincide with falsity. In our terminology, addition of the weak negation
in the systems P and M leads to three-valued propositional and three-valued
modal logic!?.

Establishing sequential calculi for axiomatization of =~ and f=gn~ is not very
hard. As mentioned earlier in section 2.1, the weak negation restores totality
in a certain way. In terms of derivation this can be seen through its complete
imitation of the classical negation: a R-TRUE ~-rule is added. The other rules
are simply the same as the ones presented for the strong negation.

2.25. TABLE.

I~pFA FF~p, A
Lyl A L-FALSE ~ LFeA R-FALSE ~
I-~¢kFA 'E=-~¢g,A

2.26. THEOREM. SOUNDNESS P~ AND M~
Foral [LACLY:T'kFp~r A = T |=p~ A, and
forall T,A C L%~ :TFpy~ A = T =gy~ A.

Proof. Once again, by induction on the length of derivation. We demonstrate
application of the rule R-TRUE ~ here for the system P~. Suppose I'; o -p~ A. The

10The first article on three-valued modal logic is [Segerberg 1965]. Other short essays on this
issue are [Schotch et al. 1978] and [Morikawa 1989]. A longer article on many-valued modal
logics can be found in [Fitting 1992].
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induction hypothesis yields I', ¢ =3~ A (3). We need to show that the derivation step
I'Fp~~ ¢,Ais sound: T' [Ep~~ @, A.

Let V |= v for all v € T for certain V € B. If V £~ ¢ then V = ¢ and therefore,
according to (3), V = § for certain § € A. This means, because of the arbitrary choice

of V from nvel‘[h]]‘p’ that I' =g~ ¢, A. W

2.3 Ordering partial possible worlds

The growth of modal information, as elaborately argued in the introduction
chapter, is of particular importance for logical analysis of epistemic dynamic
processes such as communication. This section is devoted to a structural defi-
nition of what it means for one partial possible world to extend another. In the
next chapter we will develop supplementary linguistic tools which enable us to
define inference systems to reason about growth and retraction of information.

In the first section of this chapter we have already defined an extension rela-
tion for partial valuations. This is a very straightforward definition of growth
of extensional propositional information. A partial valuation V' contains all the
information of another partial valuation V if the atomic content of V' contains
the atomic content of V. An appropriate definition of such an extension rela-
tion among partial possible worlds is more complicated. Some intuition of this
complication can be extracted from the following figure.

2.27. FIGURE.
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With the exception of M; and My, each two models have a mutually different
structure. It is not hard to grasp that z; should be an extension of z;. Never-
theless, it turns out that all the worlds contain the information in z;. For the
extensional part of £, £, this can be seen immediately, because all the local
truth-value assignments extend the empty local valuation of z;.

Expansion of this conclusion to intensional information (£") requires a closer
exploration of the underlying frames of the different models.

The most instructive example from the illustration in figure 2.27 is a com-
parison between z3 and x5, because they have access to multiple worlds. With
regard to their modal informational content x5 turns out to be an enrichment of
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z3. The challenge is to give a structural reason why z5 adopts all modal infor-
mation of z3. An explanation of this structural argument becomes most clear if
we firstly demonstrate the transfer of truth-assignment in z3 to formulae of the
form Oy with ¢ € £ to z5.

Suppose Ms,z5 £ Op with ¢ € £. This means that z5 sees some world
which does not verify ¢. In other words, Ms,ys [~ ¢. Because z3 has access
to a world which has a smaller extensional content than ys, namely y3, we
have made sure that M3, 23 = Op, because Ms,y;s [~ .

Suppose M3, z3 = Op with ¢ € £. This means that M3,z3 5 ¢ or M3,ys 5
. Because all these accessibilities of z3, 3 and ys;, have local valuations
which are extended by the local valuation of ys in M5 and ¢ € £ we obtain
Ms,ys = ¢. Because z5 sees y5 in M5, we also have M5, x5 = Oop.

Generalization of this line of argumentation to arbitrary worlds w in M and
w' in M', with respect to transfer of truth-values of OL-formulae entails the
following order.

YVoe W : R(w,v) = Fv' e W': R'(w',v") and V(v) C V'(v), and

Vol e W': R'(w',v') = Jv € W : R(w,v) and V(v) C V'(v).
The first requirement takes care of transfer of falsity of these formulae Oy with
¢ € L, and the second forces adoption of truth of such formulae. If the relation
above holds between w and w' and also V(w) C V'(w') then w' in M’ is said
to be an extension of degree 1 of w in M. This structural relation guarantees
not only that all information of w about £ U OL is adopted by w'. In fact it
amounts to the transfer of all information of modal depth not larger than 1, that

is formulae in which no subformula appears in the scope of more than one modal
operator.

2.28. DEFINITION. The modal depth of a formula ¢ € L, abbreviated by
md(p), is defined by the following recursive definition:

md(p) =0 (p € IP) md(L)=0
md(—p) = md(y) md(p A ¢) = max{md(p),md(¢)}
(Bp) = md(p) + 1

In order to ensure full transfer of modal information of arbitrary modal depth
we present the following recursive definition.

md

2.29. DEFINITION. Let M = (W,R,V) and M' = (W', R",V') be a pair of
partial Kripke models. A world w' in the model M’ is said to be an eztension
of degree 0 of a world w in M iff V(w) C V'(w'). This relation is abbreviated
by w E?\/I,M' w'. w' in M' is an extension of degree m, for n > 0, of w in M,
w Ty ap w'y if

w EnM_’jlul w,7

Voe W:R(w,v)= ' e W:R(w',v') &v EnM_JlV‘,, v', and
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Vol e W': R'(w',v") = Jve W: R(w,v) & v E"M_’}V‘,, v M

2.30. OBSERVATION. If w' in M' is an extension of degree n of w in M for
certain n € IN then also w Eﬁ/-’,M’ w' for all &k < n.

2.31. LEMMA. Let M = (W,R,V) and M' = (W', R',V') be a pair of partial
Kripke models, and let w € W and w' € W'. For all ¢ € L"

M,wEe = M,w Ep,and
=
M7w:‘(‘o = M,,w,:‘(‘o.

md(p)
w EM,M‘ w

Proof. By induction on the construction of formulae of £”. The basic step, ¢ = p €
IP, is immediately obtained from the definition w E(IJVI,M’ w' and theorem 2.6. The case
1 is trivial, and the other two ‘extensional’ connectives are immediate consequences
of the induction hypothesis (in the case of conjunction observation 2.30 is needed as

well).

Let w E;}dl(\;,) w' and ¢ = Og'.

Suppose M,w = O¢'. This means that M,v = ¢’ for certain v € W such that

R(w,v). By definition of Emd((”) we know that there also exists v' € W' such that

M,M'
v EZZ,‘?Z(\;,)_I v'. Because md(¢') = md(p) — 1 and the induction hypothesis, we may

conclude M',v' o ¢' and also M',w' = O¢'.
If M',w' [£ O¢' then there exists v' € W' such that R'(w',v") and M',v' }£ ¢'.
Analogously to the argument above, using the third clause in definition 2.29 and
the induction hypothesis, we obtain M,v [£ ¢' for certain v € W with R(w,v).
Consequently, M,w [~ O¢'.

|

In general, the converse of this lemma does not hold. Nevertheless, it applies
to wide classes of partial Kripke models. An example is the class of finitely
branching models. This class consists of models in which every world has access
to only a finite number of worlds.

2.32. LEMMA. Let M = (W,R,V) and M' = (W', R, V') be a pair of partial
Kripke models which are both finitely branching and let w € W and w' € W'.
If for all ¢ € L, with md(¢) < n, M,w |= ¢ implies M',w' |= ¢, then also
w T3y w'.

Proof. By induction on the degree n. If n = 0 the result is simply a repetition of
the persistence result in theorem 2.6.

Let n > 0, and suppose w [y pp w'. This means that one of the three clauses in
definition 2.29 does not hold. We need to show in all three cases the existence of a
@ € L with md(¢) < n such that M,w |= ¢ and M',w' [£ ¢.
If w zg/.r_zlv.r' w' then the induction hypothesis may be applied. It immediately
guarantees the existence of a formula ¢ € £L° such that M,w |= ¢ and M',w' [~ ¢

1 This recursive definition stems from [Jaspars 1991a]. In this article this definition has been
employed to define minimal interpretation in 91 of £"-formulae.
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and md(p) < n.

Suppose that there exists v € W such that R(w,v) and for all v' € W' if R'(w',v')
then v ZL_JI\J‘ v'. This means, on account of the induction hypothesis, that for all
v' with R'(w',v') there exists ¢, € L" such that md(¢,’) <n—1, M,v | ¢, and
M',v" £ p,i. We define

P = /\{()Dv’ | Rl(wl’vl)}'

This definition is legitimate, for M' is finitely branching. Moreover, md(y) < n.
Obviously, M,v |= ¢, and therefore M,w = ¢¢. On the other hand, if R'(w',v')
then M',v' [~ ¢, and so M',w' [£ Op. Note that md(<Cp) < n.

Suppose there exists v' € W' such that R'(w',v'), and for all v € W if R(w,v)

then v ZL_}W v'. The induction hypothesis guarantees the existence of a certain
@y € L such that md(p,) < n — 1 and M,v |= ¢, and M',v' [£ ¢, for all v with
R(w,v). Let

o= Vigw | R(w,v)}.
M is finitely branching, and therefore ¢ is a formula with md(¢) < n. Clearly,

M,v | ¢ for all v with R(w,v). This yields M,v = O¢p. On the contrary, M',v' [~
¢, and thus M',w' £ Op (md(Op) < n).

The following picture shows that this lemma cannot be extended to the full

class of partial Kripke models.

2.33. EXAMPLE. Let IP ={p; |1 € IN} and let M = (W, R,V) € I with

W={y; |teN}
R = {(yo,y:) | 1 # 0}

1 if j <4
V(yi)(p;) = {

undefined otherwise.

Furthermore, we define a second partial Kripke model M' = (W', R',V'):

W'=Wwu {y} V'(yi)(ps) = V(¥i,pj)
R'=RU{(yo,y)} V'(y)(p;) =1 for all p; € IP.

The structures of these two models are displayed below.

y
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It is not hard to verify, by an induction of the construction of formulae, that
Myyo F¢ — My = (1)
We also find yo T}y pp yo for all n € IN. Nevertheless, the converse does not

hold. In particular, yo z}\/[',M yo. This property can easily be inferred from the
simple fact that

V'(y) Z V(y;) for all : € IV \ {0}.

This means that the right-to-left direction of the equivalence in (1) and this
non-1-extension relation is a counter-example for the converse of lemma 2.31.

This counterexample of the converse of lemma 2.31 relies on the infinity of the
set of atoms IP. The question arises whether restricting IP to be finite helps to
obtain a converse result of this lemma. This relative conversion of lemma 2.31
is indeed valid.

2.34. LEMMA. Let M = (W,R,V) and M' = (W', R',V') be a pair of partial
Kripke models, and let w € W and w' € W', and let IP, the set of atoms, be
finite. If for all p € L, with md(p) < n, M,w |= ¢ implies M',w' = ¢, then
also w o w'.

Proof. We will only give a sketch of the proof. It can easily be deduced from
the fact that the set of equivalence classes of semantically equivalent formulae with
a given maximal modal depth n is finite if [P is finite (see e.g. [Jaspars 1993]). Let
®, = {p1,...,om } be a set where every distinct equivalent class is represented by one
of the ;’s. So, Vo € L” : md(p) < n = Jp; € B : ¢ =9y @i-

Let M,M' ¢ 9N, possibly with infinite branches, and reconsider the induction steps
in the proof of lemma 2.32. Of course, the first step immediately follows from the
induction hypothesis again. The last two steps can now also be made by the finiteness
of ®,. The formulae ¢ there can be constructed by taking ¢, € &, in the first step,
and ¢, € &, in the second. The resulting conjunction and disjunction are well-defined
by the finiteness of ®,,, despite the fact that w and w’ may have infinitely accessible v
and v'. H

A similar converse result of lemma 2.31 can be obtained for a extension of
L" with infinite conjunctions and disjunctions. The proof of lemma 2.32 can be
applied to obtain such a result.

In the following picture we present the result of application of the recursive
definition 2.29 of gradual extension order to the worlds in figure 2.27.
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2.35. FIGURE.
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The numbers under the diagrams represent the degree of the extension order.

These diagrams must be interpreted in the way Hasse-diagrams are used for par-
tial orders. If there exists a pure ascending path from a to b, then a is smaller
than b. If there exists a horizontal path from a to b, then a is as large as b.
Of course, the schematic presentation of these possible worlds is not completely
correct. Additional labeling of the paths with model names would have been
more accurate. As we have chosen different world names among the models,
there is no danger of ambiguity here. In fact, we could have stopped after the
extension order of degree 2. Deeper extension orders yield the same diagram.

Note that all these models are finitely branching, and thus lemma 2.31 and
lemma 2.32 make sure that the order in the picture above coincides with the
inclusion order of the informational contents up to the associated modal depth
of these worlds. The last two diagrams are similar to the extension order for
arbitrary extension order degree larger than 1. This means that an ordering
of worlds according to their modal informational content coincides with the
structure of these last two diagrams.

In the following subsection a more compact non-recursive definition is given
on the basis of the widely employed notion of bisimulation. It redefines this
structural description of growth of modal information in a more conventional
way. Furthermore it creates a more general point of view, in the sense that also
other information orders which we have introduced in section 2.1 can easily be
raised up to the level of partial Kripke models.

The price of this redefinition by means of bisimulations is some loss of strength.
Nevertheless, the results of the important lemmas 2.31 and 2.32 can be taken
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along. Only the result of lemma 2.34 is lost.

In part II, where bisimulations will reappear, the loss of strength of this re-
formulation is negligible. It turns out that the order of informational content
and the structural bisimulation order coincide in the canonical model of M. As
canonical modeling will be our most important means for establishing meta-
theoretical results, such as completeness and correspondence results, the small
difference between the earlier recursive definition 2.29 and the shorter and more
workable bisimulation definition of the next subsection will not disturb us. In
the sequel of this thesis we will stick to this bisimulation definition.

Bisimulations

Bisimulations are important meta-theoretical concepts in classical modal logic!2.
A bisimulation is a relation which links worlds to other worlds, regardless of their
home models, such that the accessibility pattern of linked pairs is preserved. It
can be seen as a two-way relational reformulation of the concept of homomor-
phism in mathematics. A homomorphism, in terms of Kripke models, is a func-
tion f from one Kripke model M = (W, R, V') to another M' = (W', R', V') such
that for every (z,y) € R also (f(z), f(y)) € R'. This captures the functional
perspective of accessibility structure preservation.

A bisimulation B is not defined as a map from one model to another, but as
a relation between models M and M'. It intertwines pairs of homomorphism
between M and M', of which one is going from M to M' and the other from M’
to M. If (z,y) € R and B(z,z') then (z',y') € R’ for certain y' with B(y,y').
Vice versa, if (z',y') € R' and B(z,z') then there exists y such that B(y,y') and
(z,y) € R. In short, bisimulations capture the relational view on accessibility
preservation in both directions. The following figure presents a schematic display
of this situation.

2.36. FIGURE.
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The vectors symbolize accessibility links, the zigzag lines denote a bisimulation.
Black vectors, zigzag lines and points have a universal conditional meaning. The
dashed variants have an existential denotation.

These relational views on structure preservation lead to the following definition

12The concept of bisimulation stems from process algebra (see e.g. [Hennessy 1988]). In
modal logic we meet the same concept also as zigzag-correspondence [van Benthem 1985]
[van Benthem 1991b]. In [van Benthem 1976] this concept already appeared as ‘p-relation’.
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of bisimulations.

2.37. DEFINITION. Let M = (W,R,V) and M' = (W', R',V'). A bisimulation
between M and M’ is a relation B C W x W' such that for all z € W and
ye W'

Ble.y) { R(z,w) = Jv e W': R'(y,v) & B(w,v)

R'(y,v) = Jw € W : R(z,w) & B(w,v)
If (w,v) € B we say that w and v bisimulate by B. If B is not specified, this
simply means that there exists a bisimulation through which they bisimulate.
This relation is denoted by w Marar v. The collection of all bisimulations
between M and M' is abbreviated by Bis(M, M'). If B is a bisimulation between

M and M itself, we say that B is a bisimulation on M. Xp; is the relation of
bisimulating pairs in one model M.

The definition of bisimulation given above is based purely on frames and there-
fore we also speak of bisimulations between frames. In classical modal logic
bisimulations often refer to a subclass of what we call bisimulations. In these
definitions, e.g. [van Benthem 1991b]|, bisimulating pairs are taken to have iden-
tical local valuation as a structural description of worlds with identical modal
informational content. As we plan to describe different relations between par-
tial valuations we have chosen a more general position with our frame-based
definition 2.37 above. This definition originates from [Stirling 1987].

2.38. OBSERVATION. A shorter reformulation of the requirement (1) in defini-
tion 2.37 of bisimulations can be given by the following relational equation:

BoR'CRoB and B 'oRCR oB!.

The symbol o denotes composition of relations, while the superscript ~! refers
to the converse relation of its argument.

2.39. OBSERVATION. The following general principles hold for bisimulating
pairs of possible worlds.

o z Xy 2 for all z in the model M.
o Xy y =y Xpp m ®forall zin M and y in M'.
o =My y & yNXap pr 2= @ Xy 2z for all z,y and z in M,M' and M".
The first principle, reflexivity of Xps, is a simple consequence of the fact that
the identity relation over the worlds in M is a bisimulation of M. The second
symmetry principle holds because converting bisimulation yields a bisimulation
in the other direction. The third transitivity principle is valid because the com-

position of two bisimulations yields a new bisimulation. This means that the
relation My is an equivalence relation.

2.40. EXAMPLE. All dead ends, that is worlds which do not have any accessible
world, bisimulate. If z in M = (W,R,V) and y in M' = (W', R",V') are
dead ends, then B = {(z,y)} is a bisimulation. Application of the relational
equations in observation 2.38 shows this immediately: Bo R' = Ro B = () and
B7' o R = R' o B = (). Therefore, z Xz, y. On the other hand, dead ends

only bisimulate with dead ends.
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Bisimulations provide a very elegant machinery for transposing the informa-
tional orders on partial valuations in the preceding subsection into the universe
of partial Kripke models 9.

2.41. DEFINITION. Let M = (W,R,V) and M' = (W', R",V') be a pair of
partial Kripke models. A world w in M is said to be extended by w' in M’ if
there exists B € Bisps pr such that B(w,w') and

B(z,y) = V(z)CV'(y) foral z e W,ye W'

This extension order relation is written as w Tz ap w'.

The coherence relation ~ and the domain-inclusion relation C¢ are transferred
to 91 in the same way. To obtain there definitions, substitute these other infor-
mation orders for C in the definition above. Their abbreviations are ~p7 s+ and

d
v

2.42. EXAMPLE. Let us review the examples in figure 2.27 in order to further
clarify the bisimulation definition. Consider 3 in M, and ys in Ms. These
worlds bisimulate through the bisimulation B = {{z3,y5), (ys,ys5)}.

BoRs = {<w37y5>) <y37y5>}

} = BoRs CR30B
RS oB = {<w3,y5>,<y3,y5>,<Z3,y5>}

B! o Rs = {{ys5,z3), (ys5,y3)}

1 :>B_10R3QR5OB_1
Rs o B™ = {(z5,23), (z5,Y3), (ys,23), (y5,Y3) }

Because Vi(z3) T Vi(ys) and Vs(ys) C Vs(ys) we conclude z3 Caz,,m, ys and
also y3 T, v, ¥s-

Our initial example, the structural explanation of adaptation of all modal infor-
mation of z3 by x5, can be demonstrated by a small extension of the bisimulation
above:

C = {(z3,s5), (z3,Ys5), (ys,ys) }-

Notice that Vs3(z3) C Vs(zs5), Vs(zs) C Vs(ys) and Va(ys) C Vs(ys). We need to
prove additionally that this relation is a bisimulation in Bisaz, ar,. The following
relational equations show this membership of C'.

CoRs =W;3 x{ys} = R30C, and
C_l o) R3 = W5 X {:cg,y;.»,} = R5 0 C_l.
This proves z3 Car, M, 5.

In order to get more feeling for bisimulations, the reader is advised to try to
find bisimulations which prove other extension relations in figure 2.35.

What is left to show is the correctness of the bisimulation definition of the
extension order among possible worlds. According to lemma 2.31 we only need to
prove that Tz arr coincides with the extension order of arbitrary degree among
possible worlds, which has been presented in definition 2.29.
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2.43. THEOREM. Let M = (W,R,V)and M' = (W', R',V') be a pair of partial
Kripke models and let w € W and w' € W'.

w EM’MI w’ — VTLE N :w E?W,M’ ’w,.

Proof. By induction on n. Suppose w Carar w'. This means that there exists
a bisimulation B € Bisys a such that B(w,w') and for all z € W and ' € W' if
B(z,y) then V(z) C V'(z'). This means that at least V(w) C V'(w') and therefore
w E(I)V_,’M, w.

Let n > 0, and R(w,v) for certain v € W. According to the bisimulation definition,

there exists v' € W' such that B(v,v') and R'(w',v"). This also means that v EM '
v' by means of the bisimulation B. The 1nduct10n hypothesis yields v EM M, v'.

Analogously for all v’ € W' with R'(w',u') there exists u € W such that u EM M u'
and R(w,u). This bisimulation interplay of accessibilities of w and w' establishes
w Chyap w'. W

The converse of this theorem does not hold in general. The following example
illustrates this failure.

2.44. EXAMPLE. Consider the following two models M = (W,R, V), M' =
(W' R', V") € 9 with

W = {w} | 4,5 € IN,j <1} U{0}

W'=W U{vi}ienw

R = {(w},wi) | j <i}U{(0,w5) | i€ N}
R' = RU {{vi,viq1) |t € IN} U {(0,v0)}
Dom(V(w)) =0 for all w e W
Dom(V'(w')) = 0 for all w' € W'

The following picture presents the structures of these two models.
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It is not hard to prove that 0 T3, 0 and 0 £y, 5y 0 for all n € IN. Neverthe-
less, we can show that 0 [Zas,a 0, and also 0 «ZM' m 0. We can even prove that
0in M and 0 in M' do not blslmulate.
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Suppose that there is a B € Bisppr such that B(0,0). This means that
BoR C RoB (1), and because R'(0,v9) we may infer that R o B(0,v9). In
other words, there exists i € IV such that B(w{,vy). By an iterative application
of (1), we also find B(w?,v;). This gives us the contradiction, for w? is a dead
world, while v; is not.

In order to transfer the result of lemma 2.32 we only need the converse result
for finitely branching partial Kripke models.

2.45. THEOREM. Let M = (W,R,V)and M' = (W', R', V") be a pair of finitely
branching partial Kripke models and w € W and w' € W'. If w Ca w' for
all n € IN, then also w Ty w'.

Proof. Let w Cy; 5 w' for all n € IN, and let B = {(z,2') € W x W' | & Tiyy pp
z' for all n € IN}. Suppose that B ¢ Bisy pr (2). This means

Jz e W J2',y' e W': B(z,2') & R'(z',y")

& Vy € W : R(z,y) = not B(y,y') (3), or
Jz,y € W 3z’ : B(z,2') & R(z,y)

& Vy' € W': R(z',y') = not B(y,y') (4).

If (3) holds then for all y with R(z,y) there exists n € IV such that y % 5 y' (5). Let
ky be the minimal natural number for which (5) holds for all such y with R(z,y), and
let & be the maximal natural number of the k;.s. The finiteness of the set of accessible

worlds from = makes sure that k is well-defined. Observation 2.30 ensures y Z§4,M’ y'
for all y such that R(z,y). This means = Zﬁ;}u, z', which contradicts B(z,z'). By an
analogous argument, we can show that (4) also leads to a contradiction, and therefore

(2) cannot be true, i.e. B € Bisyr p.
Furthermore, note that B(z,z') implies V(z) C V'(z') (take n = 0 in the definition
of B). This shows w Cas, e w', because B(w,w'). W

2.46. COROLLARY. Lemma 2.31 and theorem 2.43 yield a persistence result for
the extension order between possible worlds. If M, M' € 91 and w and w' are
two worlds in M and M' respectively, then

wlpym w &MwkEe = M ,w =pforall p € L7,

2.47. COROLLARY. Lemma 2.32 and theorem 2.43 yield the converse of this
result for finitely branching partial Kripke models. If M and M’ are two finitely
branching partial Kripke models and w and w' are two worlds in M and M’
respectively, then

(Vo e LT : M,w Fp= M, v E¢) = wlumw'.

In chapter 5 we will extend this latter corollary to the so-called canonical
models. The result, lemma 5.26 on page 157, justifies the bisimulation definition
of the extension order over partial possible worlds more evidently than the result
above. For the sake of gradual presentation, we will come back to this issue in
chapter 5 after the definition of these canonical models.
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2.4 Other information orders on worlds

By means of the definition of bisimulation we can also transfer the coherence
relation ~ and the domain-inclusion relation =4 to possible worlds in partial
Kripke models. The question arises whether characterization results as in the-
orem 2.6 are preserved. As usually, the success of this transfer of information
orders turns out to be only partly satisfactory.

The coherence relation

The success of the bisimulation transfer of the coherence relation is similar to the
results which have been shown in the previous section for the extension order.
Purely analogous to the procedure of proving preservation of £ -information over
this bisimulation extension order, we can prove that two bisimulation coherent
worlds do not contain mutually conflicting £=-information.

2.48. THEOREM. Let M, M' € 9 and let w and w' be two worlds in the models
M and M' respectively. For all p € £L":

w ~M,M’ v & MwEe = M, v A (1013'

Proof. By induction on the construction of formulae. Once again, only the O-step
deserves some clarification.

Let w ~par,a w', by means of a bisimulation B between M and M', and M,w =
O¢p. We need to prove that M',w' #A Oep.

Let v' be a world in M' such that R'(w’,v"). This means B o R'(w,v'), because
B(w,w'). Since B € *Bisys ar, we also have R o B(w,v'), or there exists v € M
such that R(w,v) and B(v,v'). The latter conclusion yields v ~ 7 ar+ v'. Evidently,
M,v = ¢, which establishes M',v' A ¢ by the induction hypothesis. In other
words, R'(w',v') = M',v" A ¢. This means M',w' A Oep.

13By contra-position and the symmetry of the relation ~um,m We also have w ~p7pp
w & M,w= ¢ — M' w' [~£ . In fact, this is an equivalent reformulation.

71
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Again, the converse of this theorem does not hold in general, but succeeds for
finitely branching models.

2.49. THEOREM. Let M,M' € 91 both finitely branching and w and w' two
worlds in M and M', respectively. If M,w = ¢ = M',w' A ¢ for all p € L",
then w ~prp w'.

Proof. Let M,w |= ¢ = M',w' #A ¢ for all ¢ € L" and let
B={{(v,v) e W xW' | M,vE¢=>M,v A}

Clearly B(w,w') and B(z,z') = V(z) ~ V'(z') (by theorem 2.6) for all z in M and
z' € M'. What we need to show is that this B is a bisimulation between M and M.
This ensures w ~ g, um w'.
Suppose that B ¢ Bisy y: BoR'Z RoB (l)or BT'oRZ R' o B™' (2).
If (1) were the case, then there exist u',v' in M' and u € M such that B(u,u’),
R, .(u',v") and for all v € W with R(u,v) it does not hold that B(v,v'). By
definition of B, this means that there exists a formula ¢, € L for all v € W with
R(w,v) such that M,v |= ¢, and M',v' o ¢, for all such v. We define

¢ = \/ Pu.

R(u,v)

This formula is well-defined, because M is finitely branching. Clearly, M,u = O¢
and M',v' o ¢, and therefore also M',u' = Ogp. This contradicts B(u,u'). In
other words, (1) cannot be the case.

In order to prove that (2) also leads to a contradiction, we can use a similar argument.
We leave this to the reader (see theorem 2.32 for analogy: use the finite branching of
M', a big conjunction / and a <). B

In the same way as for the extension order, we could also use a recursive defi-
nition of coherence as in definition 2.29. We only need to replace all occurrences
of C and LT}/ 5, and we will end up with a suitable definition of ~7/ pp. In
an identical way we can prove that this definition strengthens the bisimulation
definition.

2.50. OBSERVATION. Let M, M' € 9,9’ and w and w' two worlds in M and
M’ respectively. If w ~pr,mr w' then w ~%; o w' for all n € IV.

Again, the converse of this result does not hold in general. It holds for the
class of finitely branching Kripke models. This means that the two theorems 2.48
and 2.49 can be repeated for this recursive definition of the coherence relation.
It is also the case that if L™ only contains a finite set of propositional atoms,
the recursive definition of the coherence relation precisely matches the infor-
mational compatibility of worlds. This rephrases lemma 2.34 for the coherence
relation. We will not give technical details, as they can easily be collected from
the analogous results for the extension order of the previous section.
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The size of possible worlds

The situation for the transferred domain-inclusion relation, E‘]i\/‘,’ M, 18 more trou-
blesome. For the relation C? over 3 we have found that verification of a formula
by a partial valuation guarantees verification or falsification of that formula by
all larger partial valuations. This does certainly not hold for the bisimulation
version over worlds in 9. The following picture presents a very simple counter-

example.
2.51. FIGURE.
Consider the following partial Kripke models consisting of two worlds.
2 4 ,
@ ® "
p M
M
1

&> e,

The relation B = {(1,3),(2,4)} is a bisimulation. Furthermore, B(z,z') =
V(z) E%J,M, V'(z"). Altogether, this means 1 E%J,M, 3. Nevertheless, M,1 =
Op while M',3 (= Op and M',3 A Op.

An interesting question which remains to be answered, is whether an appro-
priate transfer definition of C?, which preserves the above-mentioned property,
can be given. This is an issue which we leave for future research.

A result which still holds for the relation Eﬁ/‘,’ ap 1s preservation of tautological
information.

2.52. OBSERVATION. For all &-tautological ¢ € L", i.e. & C [¢]on, and for all
M,M'eM

wCa w' & MuwEe = M0 e

Joining possible worlds

Another structural loss when going from partial valuations, 3, to partial Kripke
models, 91, is a proper definition of the join of possible worlds. In fact, a good
technical definition cannot be given. It is not the case that pairs of coherent
partial possible worlds always have a smallest common extension. A good illus-
tration can be given by the following simple models.

2.53. FIGURE.
Suppose IP = {p,q,7}.
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5

2
oD 3. pe )
q ® 6
M / / M’

The worlds 1 in M and 4 in M' do not have a common smallest extension. This
can be shown by the following extensions.

e P.( p,r
p1r [ ] ® -
o Pa
e qr
M1 / M,
® 7 ° 3

Both 7 in M; and 8 in M, are common extensions of the worlds 1 and 4 in the
models in the first picture. Because all these models are finitely branching, this
also means that the information of 1 and 4 is contained in 7 and 8. Furthermore,
it can be seen immediately that 7 Zas, m, 8 and 8 Zag, m, 7. Furthermore, it
can be shown that every common extension of the worlds 1 and 4 is an extension
of at least one of 7 and 8. In this sense, 7 and 8 are minimal common extensions

of 1 and 4. In other words, there exists no unique minimal common extension
of 1 and 4.

Technically speaking, the problem of joining possible worlds boils down to
the plurality of accessibilities '*. The accessibility relations in Kripke models
cause two worlds to be possibly structurally coherent in different ways, that
is there might be different coherent bisimulations between two worlds. For
example, in figure 2.53 we have two coherent bisimulations between 1 and 4:
B, = {(1,4),(2,5),(3,6)} and By = B; U{(3,5)}. This leads to different ways
of joining coherent pairs. Of course, we could fix such a coherent bisimulation
B, and then speak of a B-join!®. In figure 2.53, this leads to 7 as a Bs-join of 1
and 4, while 8 is the B;-join of this pair.

2.54. DEFINITION. Let M, M' € 9 and let w and w' be two worlds in M and
M' respectively, such that w ~p7a w' by means of a bisimulation B. The
B-join is a world w Lp w' in amodel M = (WU W',RUg R,V LU V') e M
such that

W= {oUs o' | Bo,o)},
RUp R'(vUpv,ullpu') < R(v,u) or R'(v',u'), and

140f course, the problem disappears if accessibilities were taken to be partial functions:
Vez,y,z: R(z,y) & R(z,z) = y==z.
150r B-product, which is closer to the terminology of standard predicate logic.
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Vi V'(vUpv')=V(v)u V(2.

2.55. PROPOSITION. For every pair of worlds, which is coherent by means of a
bisimulation B, its B-join is an extension.

Proof. Let M,M' € 9 and let w in M and w' in M' such that w ~p p w' and
let B € *Bispr ar. Define:

Bi(z,z Up y) and By(y,zUp y) forall zin M and y in M'.
The two relations are bisimulation, because B is a bisimulation. Furthermore V(z) C

VUpV'(zUpy)and V'(y) CV U V'(zUpy) for all z in M and y in M'. This entails
wCarm wlp w and w' Carpp wlp w'. B

2.56. COROLLARY. For every coherent bisimulation between two possible worlds
win M € M and w' in M € M

MwEgpor M w'lEe — MU M, ,wlpw' = ¢.

From a conceptual point of view, this B-join is still not completely satisfactory.
These B-joins do not have to be minimal extensions. In figure 2.53 we have shown
that the possible bisimulation joins were both minimal, in the sense that for both
these joins no smaller extension of 1 and 4 could be found. This minimality does
not always hold. For example, take the models M and M’ of figure 2.53 again and
remove r from the world 6. We still have the same two coherent bisimulations,
and the two products are the same as in figure 2.53 with r removed from all
possible worlds. In this case, the three-world model is an extension of the four-
world model. In other words, the four-world model is not minimal.

The way to establish this technically is to define minimal coherence bisimu-
lattons. Such bisimulations only link a world to a coherent partner if a smaller
coherent alternative cannot be found.

2.57. DEFINITION. A minimal bistmulation B is a bisimulation for a pair of
models M, M' € 9 such that

Vv in M Vo' u'in M': B(v,v'),B(v,u') & v' Cpp v' = o' Cpp v, and
Vo,uin M Vo' in M' : B(v,v'),B(u,v) & uCprv = v Ty w.

It can be proved that such a bisimulation can be found for all coherent pairs
of worlds. Furthermore, it can be shown that every coherence bisimulation B
for a pair of worlds can be reduced to a minimal coherence bisimulation for this
pair: B' C B, and w Up w' Tap,mr w Up w'. This entails that every common
extension of a pair of worlds is an extension of some bisimulation join.

2.5 Fused partial modal logic

In [Jaspars 1991c| a so-called fused modal logic is proposed for the representation
of inconsistent beliefs, based on an interpretation, which has been proposed by
Rescher and Brandom in [Rescher & Brandom 1980], of inconsistent information
by means of collections of ‘fused’ sets of truth assignments. In this fused modal
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logic, accessibility is taken to be a relation between worlds and non-empty sets
of worlds. The underlying idea is that an agent confuses possible worlds.

The proposition Oy is then said to be true if ¢ holds with respect to at least
one of the worlds in each accessible ‘confused’ set. The effect of this modeling is a
weakening of the modal strength of the logic, which disconnects the propositions
Op A O and O(p A 9). The latter still implies the former, but not the other
way around.

A partial version of this fused modal semantics is given by the following defi-
nition.

2.58. DEFINITION. A fused partial Kripke model is a triple M = (W, R, V) such
that W # 0, RC W x (pW \ {0}) and V : W — B. The collection of fused
partial Kripke models is denoted by FN.

The truth-value assignment of the propositional connective is defined as in the
case of the partial modal logic in section 2.1. The modal operator is interpreted
according to the following clauses.

2.59. TABLE.
M,w=DOp < YW'CW :R(w,W')= (Jw' e W': M,w' E ¢)
M,w=0p < W' CW:R(w,W') & Vw' e W': M,w' o ¢)

The system FM consists of the system P with additional restricted versions
of the modal rules of M: R-TRUE O and L-FALSE O. The sets I' and A, which
have been used as ‘surroundings’ for these rules in table 2.15 and table 2.16, are
taken to be particularly small: one of them should be empty, while the other

contains maximally one element. Formally speaking, #(I' U A) < 1. This yields
six instantiations of these rules.

2.60. TABLE.
R-TRUE O L-FALSE O
F e =F Op eFD=Cp k0

ek = Opk Oy phYp=Cp Oy

F, % =t 0p, 0% | @, F 0= Op, O¢p - 0

Intermediate systems between M and FM can be given by changing the truth
clause or the falsity clause for Oy in table 2.59. If we take Oy to be true iff ¢
holds in all worlds in all accessible sets, then the underlying calculus consists of
less restricted versions of R-TRUE O and L-FALSE 0. Only the A in these rules
in the tables 2.15 and 2.16 should be a singleton. This restriction to the modal
rules of M are then the following:

F7_'90|_1/) Fl_goal/)
Or, ~O¢ F O OT' F Op, Oy
T,—p k0 'k

OT,-Op F 0 Or' - Ogp
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If we change the falsification of Oy into falsification of ¢ with respect to a world
in at least one of the accessible sets, we end up with a system where the set I' in
the original formulation of the introduction rules for O may only be a singleton.

b, oo F A vEe,A
0%, -0p F OA 0% F Op, OA
oA ODF e, A

~Op F OA 0F Op,OA






Chapter 3

Constructive Modal Logic

In sections 2.1 and 2.3 we have demonstrated how partial worlds can be ordered
on a structural basis. In this chapter we will present and investigate logics which
use this type of information structures to reason explicitly about growth and loss
of extensional and intensional information. The general aim of this chapter is to
give a theoretical classification of the underlying formalisms which capture this
dynamic reasoning. Because constructivity is the most characteristic dimension
of the dynamics of these systems, we call them constructive modal logics. Such
logics can be used, as we will see in chapter 4, for stipulating dynamic epistemic
interpretation of communicative actions.

We start with a presentation of Nelson’s logic of constructible falsity as a
propositional basis of the constructive modal logics later on. This logic can be
seen as a straightforward constructive extension of partial propositional logic. Its
informational infrastructure is the simple extension order over partial valuations
(see definition 2.2). Additional expressivity in the logic in order to capture this
dynamics is obtained by a supplementary constructive implication.

The dynamics of Nelson’s logic is only progressive, that is once information
is obtained, it persists. This is not very surprising as Nelson’s logic deals with
the rigorous dynamics of present mathematical information. Such information
persists. In the second section of this chapter we discuss simple extensions of
Nelson’s logic which contain ‘non-persistent’ pollution. The most obvious non-
persistent extension is a system with an additional weak negation. It accommo-
dates also reasoning about absent information. As a non-technical intermezzo,
we will briefly describe different applications of such non-persistent extensions.

In the third section we discuss a logic which extends the freedom of information
flow: it presents a Nelson-like system in which we also may move downwards.
This means that information may also be retracted. These logics are meant
to interpret the dynamics of information which is less rigorously anchored than
proofs and refutations. As we deal with belief rather than mathematical knowl-
edge, we will mainly focus on information which is only entailed by means of

79
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evidence and counter-evidence.

The last section of this chapter presents modal extensions of Nelson’s logic
which are based on the extension orders over partial possible worlds, which have
been introduced in section 2.3. The most elegant modal extension is the peaceful
confluence of the minimal partial modal logic M and Nelson’s logic. Its semantics
imitates exactly the bisimulation implementation in definition 2.41 on page 68
in M of the extension order C over PB.

From the epistemic point of view, this logic is not very interesting, as we
have pointed out earlier in the first chapter, because all information is taken to
be persistent. This means that information flows only along the constructive
dimension. As propagated deliberately in chapter 1, we wish to add an elimina-
tive dimension as well. From the perspective of epistemic dynamics, we capture
deletion of epistemic alternatives as informational enrichment. Getting rid of
uncertainties is a way of gaining information, and we will demonstrate how to
combine this ‘destructive’ progress with the constructive locomotion of dynamic
extensions of partial logic such as Nelson’s logic. The proper way to capture this
two-dimensional dynamics is to mitigate the structural constraints of growth of
information. Technically, this wider interpretation of cognitive progress boils
down to a reduction of the bisimulation requirements which we have met in def-
inition 2.37 (page 67). We simply drop one of the two structural constraints in
this definition and retain the characterization of the dynamics of construction
and elimination as has been explained on page 34 in chapter 1. As we will see
in this chapter and in chapter 5 in part II, this characteristic constraint enforces
persistence preservation of the truth of the modal operator O and not its falsity.
In the epistemic terminology of chapter 1, belief about persistent information is
persistent itself, while active disbelief does not have this property.

In the technical survey of this last section we present a modal extension of
the ‘up-and-down’ generalization of the constructive semantics of Nelson’s logic.
This logic combines the above-mentioned non-persistent modal extension of Nel-
son’s logic, with additional ‘downdate’ operators. This logic presents the basic
modal logical equipment of the communication logics which are to be presented
in the next chapter.

The constructive modal logics which we will meet below are relatively un-
known. Modal extensions of Heyting’s intuitionistic logic have been studied
elaborately. Much of the techniques which have been used in the development of
these latter logics, will be employed in this chapter for the presentation of modal
extensions of Nelson’s logic below (especially [[Bozi¢ & Dosen 1984]). In the last
subsection of the last section we give a brief outline of these intuitionistic modal
logics.

3.1 Constructive logic

As may have become clear from the introductory chapter of this thesis, con-
structive logic is not a specific logic, but it rather refers to a class of logics. The
underlying idea of constructivity refers to an epistemological analysis of truth,
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which highly contrasts with the ontological notion of truth in classical logic.
A proposition, according to constructivists, is true whenever a construction is
present which demonstrates it. Constructive truth is therefore related to our
(human) capacities, which explains the underlying subjectivism of the construc-
tivistic position. In classical logic truth is not related to subjects, but to a total
reality, in which all propositions are either true or false. The crucial difference
is that truth of a proposition has to be demonstrated according to the construc-
tivists, while the standpoint of classical logic advocates that truth only needs to
be detected.

This essential difference on the understanding of truth explains the validity
of the principle of ‘reductio ad absurdum’ in classical logic, and its invalidity in
constructive logic. According to the classical view, showing that the assumption
‘not ¢’ leads to a contradiction, counts as a sound method to derive that ¢ must
hold. The difference of constructive formalisms with respect to classical logic
is the absence of this principle. Showing that every hypothetical construction
which demonstrates ‘not ¢’ leads to a contradiction, does not entail automat-
ically a construction which demonstrates ¢. In most axiomatic systems for
constructive logics, this absence is most clear from the omission of the ‘principle
of the excluded third’ (see [Troelstra & van Dalen 1990]): ¢ V —¢p.

The divergence of different constructivistic philosophies can be understood
as the dispute on the admissability of different constructions. The most well-
known constructive logic adopted in mathematics is Heyting’s formalization of
Brouwer’s intuitionism [Heyting 1956]. As a foundation of mathematics, the
only construction that is essential for determining truth is proof. A proposition
is true if and only if a proof is currently present.

Nelson’s logic of constructible falsity

Another constructive logic, is Nelson’s logic of constructible falsity [Nelson 1949]
which should not be seen as a rival of Heyting’s intuitionistic logic, but rather as
an extension. Apart from the concept of proof, there exists a second construction
in this formalism: refutation, which is introduced to account for extensional
negative information. In other words, refutation is an independent mathematical
construction to demonstrate the falsity of a proposition. This is an idea which
can be traced back to [Kleene 1945].

In intuitionistic logic falsity does not have a semantic status. The truth of the
negation of a proposition is explained as the presence of a method which shows
that any proof of this proposition leads to a contradiction. This intensional ex-
planation of negative information seems to be too limited to account for the only
possible constructive denial of a proposition in mathematics. Many constructive
falsifications in mathematical practice seem to be stronger than such intensional
argumentation, since they have a much more direct extensional capacity. Many
illustrations of such extensionally falsifying arguments in everyday mathematics
can be found in the proof-refutation dialogues on geometry of [Lakatos 1976].

In Nelson’s formulation of constructible falsity, refutation is indeed taken to be
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stronger than proving the absurdity of a proposition. For this reason, Nelson’s
logic has also been called intuitionistic logic with strong negation [Gurevich 1977].
It will be shown that this dominance of Nelson’s negation over the intuitionistic
negation is a simple side effect of excluding falsity and truth of one proposition?.

Of course, we are not concerned with the foundations of mathematical rea-
soning, but we merely propagate Nelson’s logic for technical reasons, as it is
a natural simple constructive extension of partial logic. Much of the seman-
tic techniques of Nelson’s logic (e.g. [Thomason 1968 [Gurevich 1977] [Akama
1988]) can be used to implement dynamic extensions of partial logic, and also
of partial modal logics in section 3.4.

The relatively easy model-theory of Nelson’s logic incorporates truth, falsity
and undefinedness of propositions. From the perspective of Nelson’s construc-
tivistic philosophy, a partial state represents a snap-shot of a mathematical rea-
soning agent on the way (see figure 1.4 on page 25). It registers an instantaneous
set of proofs and refutations of a certain agent. The propositions which are as-
signed true and false represent the personal mathematical knowledge, that is
his proofs and refutations, respectively. The undetermined part represents the
agent’s current ignorance.

The propositional language of Nelson’s logic is the language £~ . By means of
the implication — the agent reasons about his future. As in intuitionistic logic,
a proof of a proposition of the form ¢ — 1 is considered to be a method to
transform any hypothetical proof of ¢ into a proof of 1. Such method can be
thought of as a function which can be applied to every later hypothetical proof
of ¢ and which has as outcome a proof of the conclusion . In terms of possible
worlds, ¢ — % is known by the agent, if all extensions of the current information
state which contain ¢, also contain ¥. Refutation of an implication is interpreted
extensionally. It just means that the agent has a proof of the antecedent and a
refutation of the consequent.

Nelson models

The conceptual semantics of Nelson’s logic which has been illustrated above can
be formalized by a certain class of partial Kripke models, which we will call
Nelson models?.

3.1. DEFINITION. A Nelson model is a triple M = (W, <, V), such that W is a
non-empty set of worlds, < is a pre-order over W, and V is a monotonic global

!Some weaker variants of Nelson’s logic omit this dominance of the extensional strong
negation, e.g. [Lépez-Escobar 1972] [Pearce & Wagner 1990] and [Wansing 1992a].

2We avoid the longer name Kripke models for Nelson’s logic. The use of Kripke’s possible
world semantics for Nelson’s logic was introduced in [Thomason 1969], after Kripke’s possible
worlds analysis of intuitionistic logic (see [Fitting 1969]). Thomasson gave a completeness
proof of a slightly different version of Nelson’s predicate logical formulation of the logic of
constructible falsity (the system S in [Nelson 1959]). In [Akama 1988] the reader finds a
completeness proof of S. Akama used a monotonic differentiation of local domains of worlds,
which means that if # < y then the domain of # is contained in the domain of y. Thomasson
chose a fixed domain of individuals for the total universe of worlds.
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valuation function, i.e. V : W — 8 such that for all w,v € W if w < v then
also V(w) C V(v). The class of all Nelson models is denoted by I1.

It is immediately clear that 91 is a proper subclass of 9. From the point of
view of this thesis, the relational pattern < should nevertheless be separated
sharply from the accessibility structure in ordinary partial Kripke models. The
information structure < is meant to describe the way information grows, and
it is used to model the dynamic aspect of reasoning. The accessibility pattern
in partial Kripke models defined in the previous chapter captures the set of
uncertainties of an agent. It represents a static description of the belief of an
agent. The combination of these two informational patterns has led to the
constructive modal logics of section 3.4.

The syntactic means of Nelson’s logic consist of the language L. The static
connectives |, A and — are interpreted in the same way as they have been inter-
preted in the previous chapter (see table 2.10 on page 51). Following Nelson’s
conceptual analysis above, the corresponding formal interpretation of the impli-
cation boils down to the following clauses:

3.2. TABLE.
MwkEp -y &V >w: Mw' =Ep= Mw' =19
Myw= g & Muw b p & Myw =

Note that only verification of the implication has a dynamic intensional reading.

Persistence of information

An important property of this interpretation of L7 is the persistence of the full
language with respect to the structural extension relation in Nelson models. This
corresponds to the underlying philosophy of the structure of Nelson models. The
persistence of information over < should be seen as a technical guarantee of the
infallibility of proofs and refutations. For model-theory of constructive math-
ematical reasoning this persistence is of course satisfactory, as the underlying
constructions entail only hard information.

Technically speaking, the persistence result is a simple consequence of the
persistence of £ with respect to the extension relation over 8 (theorem 2.6,
page 46) and the monotonicity of global valuation functions in Nelson models.
The preservation of persistence of the additional connective — is obvious as
well. Falsity of ¢ — 1) is a simple extensional proposition, while truth of such an
implication is a universal statement over the extensions of the current state. It is
therefore preserved by these extensions, due to the transitivity of the information
structure of extensions.

3.3. LEMMA. Let M = (W,<,V) be a Nelson model. For all ¢ € L™ and for
all w,w' € W:

MuwlEp&w<w = Muw e
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A very important corollary of the persistence property in the observation above
is the so-called deduction property.

3.4. LEMMA. Forall'C L7 and p,¥ € L7:
LoEay <= TExp—9°.

Proof. The right-to-left direction of the equivalence is simply a consequence of the
reflexivity of the information order in Nelson models. Let w in M € 1 be some T, ¢-
world. If also T' =91 ¢ — ¢, we obtain M,w |= ¢ — 7. Because w < w and M,w = ¢,
we also have M,w |= 9. In short, ', o =9 9.

The converse direction depends on the persistence of the full language L™ over the
information order in Nelson models. If ', ¢ = ¢, and w is an arbitrary world which
supports all I'-formulae in some Nelson model M, and v is some extension of w in
M which supports ¢, then lemma 3.3 entails that v is also a I'-world and therefore
M ,v |= 9. Because v has been chosen as an arbitrary extension of w in M, we conclude
M,wEep—oY,andso T Eqne— 9. A

Yet another consequence of the persistence lemma is the so-called disjunction
property, a well known phenomenon in constructive logic. It says that if a
disjunction is tautological, then at least one of the disjuncts is tautological.

This peculiarity contrasts sharply with classical logic. It can be proved easily
by the following model-theoretic construction.

3.5. DEFINITION. Let §r = {(W;,<;)}icr be a collection of Nelson frames
(I is some index-set). The amalgamation frame of Fr is the Nelson frame
F* = (W*,<*) which consists of disjoint copies of the frames (W;, <;) and one
additional world which is extended by every world in the family §;. Technically,

W* ={w; | w e W;} U {w*},
w; <*v; & 1=jand w <; v, and
w* <* v for all v € W*.

The new world w* is called the root of the amalgamation frame.

The amalgamation of a collection of Nelson models My = {(W;, <;, Vi) }ier is
a Nelson model M* = (W*,<*,V*) such that (W*,<*) is the amalgamation
frame of {(W;, <;)}icr and for all 1 € I and w € W, the valuation function V*
is identical to V; and V* assigns an empty valuation to the root. Formally,

V*(w;)(p) = Vi(w)(p) for all p € IP, and
Dom(V*(w*) = 0.

3.6. OBSERVATION. Note that M* is a Nelson model. The new information
structure <* is a pre-order and V* is clearly monotonic. The definition above has
been taken from [Hughes & Cresswell 1984], which originates from well known
techniques in the theory of classical Kripke models and can be traced back to
[Lemmon & Scott 1977]. There’s only a slight difference with our definition

3 A definition of =g has been given implicitly in definition 2.12 on page 52
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above. We have chosen a fixed ‘empty’ valuation in the root, which is of course
not possible in classical modal logic. In this case the definition of amalgamation
allows every total valuation in the root. The clear relation with lemma 3.3 is
that all information which is contained in the root persists in all models in the
amalgamation:

M w*Ep=>M,wEepforalliec I,we W, and p € L.

This simple observation on amalgamations settles the disjunction property of
Nelson’s logic. The following lemma presents a general formulation.

3.7. LEMMA. DISJUNCTION PROPERTY
Foral ACL™: D EqA < 35 A:0Ené

Proof. The «<-direction of the proof is trivial. The =>-direction can be demonstrated
by observation 3.6 on amalgamations. Suppose that 0§ [~ 6§ for all § € A. This means
that for all these § € A there exists Ms € )l and ws in Ms such that Ms,ws [~ 6.
Let M™* be the amalgamation of these counter-models {M;s | § € A} with root w*.
Observation 3.6 shows that M*,w* [~ § for all § € A, and so w* is a non-A-world:
0Exn A R

3.8. OBSERVATION. The result in lemma 3.7 only applies to tautological dis-
junctive information. This lemma does certainly not hold for non-empty as-
sumption sets. Nevertheless, replacement of () in lemma 3.7 is legitimate for
certain I' C L. For example, if I' consists only of formulae of the form ¢ — 3,
then also

' Em A < T |=n é for certain § € A.

In fact, this property holds for all I' which consists of formulae in £~ where
negations only appear immediately infront of atoms.

Proof. Let us give a sketch of the proof. It can be obtained by the amalgamation
technique of defintion 3.5°. Suppose that I' consists only of the above-mentioned set
of formulae, and let T' [~y § for all § € A, and consider the counter-worlds of these
non-1-validities Ms, ws, i.e. (Ms,ws) € nvel‘h]]m and Ms,ws [~ §. Without loss of
generality, we may assume that the worlds § € A are strong generators of the models

Ms: ws <s w for all w in Ms. Let M = (W*,<*,V) be the model such that
(W*,<*) is the amalgamation frame of the frames of the models M5,
V coincides with V* with respect to the Ms-worlds, and
1 if V(ws)=1for all § € A,
V(w*)(p) = 0 if V(ws) =0 for all § € A, and

undefined otherwise.

*In terms of disjunction, for all p,9 € L™: O EneVY & (0 Eq @ or 0 Ex ¥).

°In [Jaspars 1991b] this amalgamation technique has been used for proving this stronger
formulation of the disjunction property for fragments of the classical modal logic S4. In
epistemic logic such disjunction properties are important in order to judge the so-called honesty
of formulae [Halpern & Moses 1984] [van der Hoek, Jaspars & Thijsse 1993].
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By, a simple induction on the construction of the restricted sublanguage, in which T is
included, we can prove that M,w" |= v for all ¥ € I. Furthermore, by the persistence
of all §, we have M,w* [£ § forall§ ¢ A. R

Axioms for Nelson’s logic

Axiomatization of ¢ can be established by the addition of four rules for —-
introduction to the P-rules. We will call these rules the N-rules.

3.9. TABLE.
INTRODUCTION —
Lk, A T A T,o
r F’(Pcp — |§bA A! L-TRUE — Fl—g:;——:/)’g[) R-TRUE —
F7907_'1/)|_A 1"|—(107A Fll__'l/),A’
]__‘, —|((P — 1/)) l_ A L-FALSE — 1—\,1—\, l_ _‘((‘0 N 'l/)),A,A, R-FALSE —

Intuitionistic logic can also be formalized easily in terms of the rules of P and
N. Its language is £_". Disappearance of the strong negation — prohibits the
use of FALSE rules for intuitionistic logic. On the other hand, it contains all the
TRUE rules, with the exception of L-TRUE —, of course. Furthermore, it consists
of the TRUE rules for V® and the TRUE rules for the constructive implication —
above. In the sequel we will call this system H.

Note that for R-TRUE — we require that the conclusion set is a singleton.
The classically valid ', - ¢¥,A = I' - ¢ — %, A is unsound with respect to
M-validity. This can be demonstrated by the simple observation that p =0 ¢,p
but £, p — ¢,p. As a simple counter-model, take the Nelson model M with two
worlds, w and v, such that w < v, and let Dom(V(w)) = 0 and Dom(V (v)) = {p}
with V(v)(p) = 1. Clearly M € N, M,w [~ p — q and M, w [~ p.

3.10. THEOREM. SOUNDNESS N
Foral T, ACL™: ThFy A =T Eq A.

Proof. The soundness of the FALSE — rules is immediately obtained from the ex-
tensional falsity conditions of the implication. They coincide with the truth conditions
of p A 9.
Soundness of R-TRUE — has been demonstrated above as the left-to-right direction of
the deduction property (lemma 3.4).
What is left to show is the soundness of L-TRUE —. Suppose

L, |:‘ﬁ A (1) and T’ |:9'I QD,AI (2)7

and let w in M € 91 be a I' UT'-world. Suppose furthermore that w is a non-A U A'-
world. Because of (2), we obtain M,w = ¢ while (1) gives us M,w [~ ¢. This shows
M,w £ ¢ — 1. In other words, every I' U I''-world which verifies ¢ — % must also
verify at least one of the members of A U A’. In short,

6We need to include it explicitly because the strong negation is no longer present, and so
disjunction can no longer be defined.
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Turl'u{e — ¥} En AUA"
|

3.11. OBSERVATION. To make the L-TRUE — a bit more transparent, note that
modus ponens is a simple consequence of this rule:

¢, =Y EN P,
Take I' = ¢, A'=1% and I' = A = () in L-TRUE — in table 3.9.

A remarkable absence is contra-position for —:

¢ =Y l/Np—p and —p— Y NP
This can be demonstrated quite easily by two counter-models and the soundness
result above.

Another remarkable weakness of N is

(pV-p)— LN L

This reveals a basic difference between Nelson’s negation and intuitionistic nega-
tion, which coincides with ¢ — L. It can be derived easily that ((¢V(p — 1)) —
1 Fn L. This principle also holds in intuitionistic logic’.

The consistency of (¢ V —¢) — L in Nelson’s logic is justified technically by the
fact that informationally maximal elements of Nelson models do not have to be
total. This means that an agent might be in a certain information stage such
that a proof or refutation of ¢ is not even conceivable.

Nelson’s explicit negation is stronger than this intuitionistic negation. This can
be demonstrated easily through the following simple derivation in IN.

1. kN START 3. ¢, kN L R-MON

2. ¢,mpkn® L-TRUE-~ 4. -9ty — 1 R-TRUE —
Typical principles which distinguish N from H are the de Morgan equivalences
and the double negation principle. They do not hold for the intuitionistic nega-
tion.

3.2 Non-persistent variations

The weak negation

The Nelson models which have been introduced in the previous section have
been used extensively to represent the semantics of information based logical
formalisms. One area of application which we would like to mention is logic pro-
gramming. Nelson semantics presents suitable interpretation of what is called the
ezxplicit negation among logic programmers. Apart from the very weak negation-
as-failure, which refers to the non-derivability of a proposition, there is a natural
demand for a negation which expresses that a logical database infers that some-
thing is not the case. Under the assumption that inference is interpreted as

"In fact all N-sequents with no occurrences of — are derivable in intuitionistic logic.
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provability, refutability offers a good symmetric concept for inference of nega-
tive facts. Therefore the strong negation — in Nelson’s logic has been proposed
as a suitable candidate to capture this explicit use of negations (e.g. [Pearce &
Wagner 1990]). The weak negation ~, denoting that its argument is not true or
proved, is then the natural candidate for the negation-as-failure [Wagner 1991].
Let us take a look at the weak negation once more. If M € 91 and w is world in

M, then
MwE~peMwEe Mwa~pe MuwlE=p

Just as in partial logic, persistence with respect to the growth of information
is lost once we introduce this weak negation. As we saw in the previous section,
this means in terms of derivation that we have to give up the deduction property.
In the sequential formulation which we presented above, this loss comes down
to the unsoundness of R-TRUE —. A demonstration of this unsoundness is given
by the following simple example.

pVg,~plEn~gq but ~plg~ (pVg) —q?®

A counter-model is given by the two world model M = ({v,w},<,V) withv < w
and p € ®om(V(v)) and V(w)(p) = 1. Clearly M,v =~ p, but M,v [~ (pVgq) —
q.

The deductive repair of the defeated right hand introduction of the construc-
tive implication, R-TRUE —, can be established by the following four rules, which
are called the weak introduction rules for —.

3.12. TABLE.

WEAK INTRODUCTION —

'Fp,A pelP 'F-p,A pelP
I'te—pA PERS IP I't¢—-p,A

PERS —IP

-4 —x,A

F|_90—>(’¢'—>X),A PERS —

Ik

R-TRUE-WEAK
¢p—=TFe—19 -

In the last rule ¢ — T is used as an abbreviation of {¢ — v | v € T'}.

The system of all the N-rules, with R-TRUE — replaced by the four weak intro-
duction rules for the implication, is called N .

The new connective, the weak negation ~, deductively acts the same way as
the negation does in classical logic. The sequential rules are similar to the intro-
duction rules for ~ in the system P~ and M"™. We list them once more below.

8 ':an is m—validity extended for subsets of £~
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I~pFA ) 'k~ @, A i
Tel A L-FALSE TCeA R-FALSE
I-~¢kFA i 'kE=~¢g,A i

This explains formally the parasitic role of weak negation in constructive sys-
tems. Its own rules are maintained, while the original logic N has been affected.
The system N~ with the additional rules above for weak negation is called N™.

3.13. THEOREM. SOUNDNESS N~
Foral T, AC LY ™: Ty~ A =T g~ A.

Proof. We prove only the rule R-TRUE-WEAK —. The other induction steps are left
to the reader.

Suppose ' o Eq~ ¢ (4), and M,w |= ¢ — v for all ¥ € I'. Let v > w in M, such
that M,v |= ¢. This also yields M,v |= v for all ¥ € I'. According to (4) we may
conclude M,v = 7. Because v has been chosen arbitrarily as an extension of w in M
which verifies ¢, we know that M,w |= ¢ — 9. This means ¢ = ' EFy~ ¢ — ¢. B

3.14. OBSERVATION. Note that R-TRUE-WEAK — coincides with R-TRUE — if
the assumption set I' is empty: ¢ Fn~ ¥ =Fn~ @ — 2.

A proposition ¢ does not longer mean the same as T — ¢. The latter expresses
that ¢ will always hold during the enrichment of information. Of course, these
propositions are still semantic equivalent if p € L.

In general, ~ ¢ has another meaning than T —~ . The former proposition
says that a proof of ¢ is currently missing. The latter proposition expresses the
non-provability of ¢, and therefore coincides with the intuitionistic negation of
w: ¢ — L. This equivalence can be derived in N™ in a quite easy manner.

3.15. EXAMPLE. The following derivation illustrates one direction of the last
equivalence: ¢ — 1 Fy~ T —~ ¢.

1. Lkn~0 L-TRUE L

2. kN~ START

3. p,op— LENn~0 L-TRUE — (1,2)

4. ¢o— LFn~~p R-TRUE ~ (3)

5. (¢— 1), Tkn~~¢p L-MON (4)

6. T—(¢—L)FN~T >~ ¢ R-TRUE-WEAK — (5)
7. o= 1lbn~T—=(p—1) START and PERS —
8. ¢—=L1lFn~T—r~p cut (5,6)

Non-monotonic logic

In the field of non-monotonic logic, Nelson models have been re-introduced by
Turner [Turner 1984]. The information order < in the models, is presented as
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a plausibility relation, saying that a larger state models a plausible extension
of a current theory. The underlying idea is to present a logic with an explicit
consistency-operator M, such that default rules, such as in Reiter’s original de-
fault logic [Reiter 1980]%, can be interpreted as normal inference rules. The orig-
inal idea to use constructive logic for such a uniform logical analysis originates
from Gabbay [Gabbay 1982]; in this article the same idea has been performed
in intuitionistic logic!?.

The consistency operator M is added to the syntax of the logic, it refers to
a situation where its argument can be consistently added to the current infor-
mation. In terms of the plausibility relation it says that there exists a plausible
extension of the current state which contains the argument of M. Formally, this
looks as follows:

MiuwEMps Fv>w: MooEe Mw=aMp&Vo>w: Mv .

Clearly, this M-operator can be interpreted straightforwardly in N™. The lan-
guage of Turner’s logic has less expressive capacity than £~ . Nevertheless, a
sequential system for this logic can easily be defined. We take the system P and
add two modal rules for the M-operator, two rules for the persistence of literals
and two rules for the persistence of propositions of the form —My. The first
two modal rules are the introduction rules for & in M, with < replaced by M
and O by -M~-. The persistence rules are the same PERS IP and PERS —IP of
table 3.12, with ¢ — replaced by -M—. The other persistence rules are

T-Mg - A 4 Ik Mp,A
T-MMg F A "¢ TF MMy, A

Data semantics

Nelson models have also been employed for constructive analysis of natural lan-
guage conditionals in Veltman’s so-called data-semantics [Veltman 1981]. The
implication has been given the same denotation as in Nelson’s logic when it
comes to verification. Falsification however is given a weaker intensional mean-
ing, which is close to the verification clause of Turner’s M-operator. In order to
distinguish Veltman’s implication from Nelson’s, we use the symbol ~+. Inter-
pretation of this implication comes down to

MwEp~yYpSYo>w:(MovEe= M,vEv%) and

MweHep~wypesIv>w: (MolEe & M,vH1).

Apart from the typical conditional implication data semantics uses a semantic
constraint on the class of Nelson models. This requirement can be understood as
a refinability constraint. It says that for every proposition ¢ in £ and for every

9In default logic, default rules are taken to be applicable if it does not lead to an inconsis-
tency with a current belief state with respect to the logic itself.
10Turner does not use the constructive implication, but the stronger Kleene implication:

p—= P =pVh
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world there exists an extension which determines a truth-value for ¢. Formally,

for all M = (W, <, V)
Voe L VweW veW :w<v& (M,vEpor M,v=p)!.

In section 5.4 we will give a complete axiomatization, called sequential data
logic, for data semantics. The characteristic axiomatic addition provided by
refinability is that (¢ V —¢) ~» L F L. In other words, a condition of the form
¢ V - is always an empty assumption. As we have seen in observation 3.11,
this principle does not hold in Nelson’s logic.

3.3 Up and down

When we wish to model epistemic attitudes weaker than mathematical knowl-
edge, the persistence of factual information is far too idealistic. As explained in
chapter 1, we take a world to be an information carrier of evidence and counter-
evidence, instead of proofs and refutations. This weaker interpretation of the
underlying sources of truth and falsity, are not guaranteed to preserve their
quality for life. Informally, this means that agents not only move upwards in
the constructive direction of the structural extension order, but also may lose
information and fall back.

This wider ‘up-and-down’ dynamic perspective has been propagated in arti-
ficial intelligence, as in the theory of truth maintenance [Doyle 1979], and in
formal philosophy, as in the logic of theory change and belief contraction and
revision [Alchourrén, Gardenfors & Mackinson 1985] [Géardenfors 1988].

Loss of information by an agent is not hard to model in terms of the con-
structive models of Nelson’s logic 91. Retraction of a proposition ¢ is an action,
modeled as a relation in the opposite direction of the extension order, such that
its output argument is a state where ¢ does not hold. This relation is denoted by
a specific modal operator [¢];. The proposition [¢|4%, which says that ¢ always
occurs after withdrawing ¢ from an information state w in a model M € 1, has
the following truth-condition:

M,wEplap = Vo<w:MvlEp= MuvE=1p.

It simply says: “retraction of ¢ means ¢”. In [van Benthem 1991b] and [de Rijke
1992] such kind of ‘downdate-operators’ have been defined in terms of a two-
directional version of the classical modal logic S4.

Falsity of this downward implication [¢]s%¢ with respect to such a state w,
means that it is possible to withdraw ¢ in such a way that ¢ is false with
respect to the new state:

M,wH[play <= v <w:MvlEp & Mo 1.

11Veltman also stipulates another model-theoretic constraint which he calls closedness. This
means that every chain over < contains a maximal element. This stronger requirement is
equivalent to refinability from the perspective of the underlying logic, i.e. they are completely
axiomatized by the same system (data logic).
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In other words, falsification of the downdate operators is contingently inter-
preted over p-impoverishments of the actual state. The update-operators are
defined in terms of the converse direction, but in the same intensional format.
As said before, the constructive implication carries the status of this opera-
tor. Truth of a proposition ¢ — 3 with respect to a state s means that every
p-update of s leads to a state where ¥ holds. The falsification of ¢ — % in
Nelson’s interpretation means the same as truth of ¢ A =¢. This interpretation
does not seem the right candidate for falsification whenever we take —(¢ — )
to be a proposition which tells us something about p-updates. Just like the
downdate-proposition, the falsity of the proposition that p-updating a state s
means 1 is the same as that there exists a p-enrichment of s which falsifies .
This means that our update operators coincide with the conditional implication
of Veltman’s data semantics [Veltman 1985]. In other words, for M € 91 and w
in M:

M,w E[plu <= Yv>w: M,v == M,v =1, and
Myw = [plu = Fo > w: Myo = g & Myo 5 9.

We also use abbreviations for the ‘possibility’-like dualities of these dynamic
operators: (@), = —[pl, and (p)g = —[p]¢—. Furthermore [T], and (T),
are written as [ |, and ( ),. The meaning of these operators are ‘after every
update’ and ‘after some update’. For [L]q and (L); we use | |4 and ( )q. They
stand for ‘after every retraction’ and ‘after some retraction’.

The language which we will use is abbreviated by £T{. If we were more
consequent we should use here £l ]+l ]2, Semantic consequence for £LT:! over
the class of Nelson models 91 is written as FEqr,1.

Minimal updates

Our use of the word update may be a bit misleading. In many texts on dynamic
semantics an update is taken to be minimal, that is its changing effect should be
as small as possible. Let us write such minimal updates as [p]|# . Truth of such
a proposition with respect to a world w means that all smallest p-enrichments of
w verify 1. Let’s say, that w <, v means that v is such a smallest ¢-extension
of w:

w<,vew<v& MvEp& M,ulpfor all v with w <u <.
The proper verification and falsification clause for such a minimal update are

M,w = [p|tY < M,v = for all v such that w <, v, and

M,w o [p|h¢ & M,v o ¢ for certain v such that w <, v.

Conversely, we could define a relation >, for the converse of the informa-
tion structure, holding between worlds and their minimal p-impoverishments.
Minimal downdate-operators can then be interpreted in the same way.

The main reason for us to exclude these minimal variants of the dynamic
operatros is merely technical. From a logical and meta-theoretical perspective
these operators are far more complicated than our arbitrary up- and downdate
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operators. A hard question, which remains to be solved, is whether a complete
axiomatization can be given, if we only add these minimal dynamic operators to
the language LT}, Our chances, as we may learn from classical modal approaches
to minimal change, are probably much better if we would further extend the
language. One way of doing so, is by incorporating the binary modal operators
like Since and Until, which are used in temporal logic. Another opportunity lies
in extending the relational expressivity of our language.

We have chosen to ignore these challenges. We think that the relatively weak
evidence that updates, which arise from communicative actions, are indeed min-
imal, do not relate to the technical overload of abstract modal logic which would
emerge from such an enterprise.

Anti-persistence

A non-persistent connective as the plausibility operator M of Turner reappears
as ( )y. The proposition ( ), ¢ is semantically equivalent with (p), T, and
simply means that the current information can consistently be updated with ¢.

This type of information has a converse persistence property, which we will
call anti-persistence. It means that it can never be lost when we switch to
a poorer state. This sounds contradictory, but ‘poorer’ is a relative notion
here. As explained earlier, it only means that factual information, i.e. literals,
is retracted. Formally, anti-persistence of a formula ¢ means that for every

M=(W,<,V)eNand v,w € W:
if M,w = and v < w then M,v | ¢.

Obviously, all information of the form (¢), % is anti-persistent. The same holds
for universal statements over downdates, i.e. information of the form [p]4%.
Anti-persistence of a proposition ¢ can also be described as its equivalence with
[ lae.

Just like the disjunction property for persistent information, we can stipulate
a conjunction property for anti-persistent information. The conjunction property
says that if a set of anti-persistent formulae has no model, then there exists at
least one member of this set which has no model.

3.16. LEMMA. CONJUNCTION PROPERTY
Let T' C £LT! be a set of anti-persistent formulae. Then

I'Eqre 0 < v Eqre 0 for certain v € T.

Proof. The <-direction is immediate. The =-direction can be obtained by the same
amalgamation construction as in the proof of the disjunction property for L~ over 1
(lemma 3.7). If all 4’s have a model, then we can amalgamate these models into one
model which verifies all v's in its root, because all these formulae are anti-persistent.
In other words, this root is a I'-world, and thus T [, 0. B

The relevance of anti-persistence will become clear in the following subsection,
where explicit axioms have to be given to fix this property for certain fragments
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of the language. Anti-persistence need to be administered in the same way as
we did for persistence in the logic N ™.

The system ud

In this subsection we develop a sequential derivation system for up-and-down
reasoning over Nelson models by means of the language £T'!. This system is
called ud.

The first set of ud-rules which we will present is the above-mentioned book-
keeping part of the logic. It formulates the persistence and anti-persistence
property syntactically.

3.17. TABLE.
'Fp,A pelP 'F-p,A pelP
PERS IP PERS —/P
I'Fplup, A ['F [plu—p, A
I't [1/)]1LX7A PERS [ ]u I'+ <¢>dX7A PERS < >d

N [‘P]u['l/)]uX,A I [So]u<1/)>dX,A

Besides these persistence rules we need their contra-positional formulation as
well. These rules are necessary because of our choice of falsity assignment for
the operators [p], and [p]q4.

L (@)ux A
T, (p)u ($)ux F A

The following rules formulate the anti-persistence of the operators (), and
[¢]a, and their contra-positions.

F7 [d’]dx FA
F7 <(P>u hb]dX A

C-PERS | |4

C-PERS ( )4

R D felax, A
TFRlahood AP0 TrpLmea A7 e
F7[1/)]U«X FA F7<1/)>dX FA

C-A-PERS ( )y C-A-PERS [ |g

Ty (p)a[¥]ux F A Ty (p)a(¥)ax = A

The following set of rules uncover the part of the logic which is more inspiring.
They present the TRUE and FALSE rules for the operators [¢], and [p]4.

3.18. TABLE.
T'koe,A I ¢pFA
F,FI, [So]u'lp l_ AaAI

Lo,y F oA
[lu Ty =[elud F el A
T,ob A I ¢+ A
I‘,I‘,, [@]d¢ F AaAI

T,oF ,-A
[l T F [plu ¥, ~[e]u A
Tke,A T, F =g, A
T, + —[@lut, A, A

Tk o4, -A
[plal F [plat, ~[elu A

T,oF A T'F -, A
Parl + _'[So]dqpaAaAl

L-TRUE | |u

R-TRUE | |q

L-FALSE [ |u R-FALSE | |y

L-TRUE | |q R-TRUE | |q

Pa _”7b F Py —A
[plaTs—[plad F —[pla A

L-FALSE | |q

R-FALSE | g
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In the sequel of the text we will freely use ( ), and ( )q-variants of these
introduction rules. For example, R-TRUE { ), refers to

The,A TH3,A
TF{p)utp,A

Unraveling ud

The [ ], - and [ |z-introduction rules may look dazzling. However, after some
meditation the beauty appears. The rule R-TRUE | |, connects the right-hand
introduction of the implication in N and the combinatorics of the right-hand
introduction of the necessity operator in the minimal partial modal logic M. A
somewhat weaker version of this rule, which will be called R-TRUE’ [ |, , clarifies
this structural interpretation.

LoF4,A
[JuT Flplut, ( )ud
The other rules in table 3.18 with a single condition, i.e. L-FALSE [ |, , R-TRUE

[ ]¢ and L-FALSE [ |4, are in fact permutation variants of R-TRUE | |, . In order
to see this permutation variation, we list weaker marked versions of these rules

R-TRUE’ [ |, .

as well.
Lo,y A
[JuT,=[plutp B )u A

L-FALSE’ | |q

Lte,9,A

[T F [law,{ Jan * TRV Lo

L,y Fe A
[JaT,=lplad b ( )aA
We will refer to these weaker version of the R-TRUE and L-FALSE introduction
of the up- and downdate operators when we will discuss the meta-theory of up-
and-down logics in chapter 5 and 6 in part II. These rules can be derived by
means of the following general principle.

L-FALSE’ [ ]q

3.19. PROPOSITION. Let o,f8,p € LT,

If « l_ud /8 theIl also { [/B]ucp l_ud [a]uﬁo, <a>u(‘0 l_”'d <ﬂ>u P,
[a]ap Fua [Blap, (B)ag Fua (e)ap

Proof. By way of illustration we show the first conclusion. It can be obtained by
the following simple derivation.

1. abyq p assumption
5. [Blup Fud [Blue START
2. plud @ START
3. o, [Blup F L-TRUE [ ]u (1,2) 6. [Blu® Fud [@u[Blue  PERS [ Ju (5)
- Q uP Tud ¥ - u )
7. [Blue Fud [o]ue cuT (6,4)

4. [ou[Blue Fud [alue  R-TRUE [ ]y (3)

The other three conclusions can be obtained by substitution of the appropriate intro-
duction rules and persistence or anti-persistence rules in the derivation rules above.
For example, if L- and R-TRUE [ ], are replaced by L- and R-TRUE [ |4, respectively,
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and PERS is replaced by A-PERS | |q in the derivation above, one finds the derivation
for the third conclusion in the proposition above. (The other two conclusions require
some additional ‘double negation’ reasoning). Wl

3.20. COROLLARY. Substitution of the trivial ud-sequents ¢ F,q T and L F,q
¢ in proposition 3.19 yields the following sequents:

[ Ju® Fud [plut [ la® Fua [pla®

(P)utd Fud ( )u® (p)at¥ Fua ( )a?

Application of cUT, the finiteness property of the system ud and corollary 3.20
establish the weaker marked version of the R-TRUE and L-FALSE introduction
rules for the up- and downdate operators.

The rule L-TRUE | |, yields again a modus ponens like variant: [p], ¥, ¢ Fuq ¥.
The rules R-FALSE | |,, L-TRUE [ |4 and R-FALSE [ | produce permutation
variants of this modus ponens (modulo double negation).

3.21. TABLE.
L-TRUE [ Jo [pla% Fud 0% R-FALSE [ Ju 0,9 Fua (9)u ¥
R-FALSE [ | % Fua (@),

Some other important sequents are presented in the following examples. Most
of them will reappear in the first two chapters of part II.

3.22. EXAMPLE.

SIMPLIFICATION OF { ), AND [ |4 MODALITY REDUCTIONS
(@) =ud (V) =wd { Jule AY) wlPlu® Zua ( )alPlut Zua [plu®

a[Plat =ud ( )ulplat =ua [pladd

[ Jul

[0]a¥ Zua [$lae Zua [ Ja(e V) [Ja{@)u® =ud ( )ulP)u® =ua (p)u?
[ al
[ Ju{p)a®¥ =ua ( )alp)at =ua (p)a?p

DUALITY PRINCIPLES
(Jullapruae @Fual]u( )ap
(Jallupbuae @lruallal )up

These duality principles are typical of ‘back and forth’-modal systems. For
example, they are used in temporal logics with ‘past’ and ‘future’ operators (see
e.g. [van Benthem 1983)).

The equivalences and ud-sequents in the example 3.22 in 3.22 can be demon-
strated by combining the persistence and anti-persistence rules with the sim-
ple ‘modus ponens permutations’ of table 3.21. An illustrative derivation of
o Fud [ ]a{ )up is presented below.

1. Fua T R-TRUE T
2. T,ptuwd( )up R-FALSE | |, in table 3.21
3. lua( )uep cut (1,2)
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4. (Juptua( )uep START
5. (Juptua[]a( )ue A-PERS ( )y
6. ¢hual[]a()ue CUT (3,5)

The first two equivalences in example 3.22 require application of the R-TRUE
and L-FALSE introductions as well. Below we demonstrate a derivation of

(P)ut Fua ($)uep.

@, % Fua (Y)u e R-FALSE | ], in table 3.21
(P)ut Fua (@
()up Fua (P
(P)u (P)up Fud (P)ue C-PERS ( )y
(Plutp Fua (P)up cuT (2,4)

Dutifully, we wind up with the soundness result for the system ud.

(®)ue  L-TRUE ( ).

P START

)
)

St W N =

3.23. THEOREM. SOUNDNESS ud
Foral T,ACLT: T,y A=T Earte A

Proof. Soundness of the persistence and anti-persistence rules is straightforward.
The L-TRUE | |, rule is the same as L-TRUE — in N. R-TRUE [ |, does not completely
coincide with R-TRUE —. The conclusion side of the conditional sequent does not have
to be a singleton. This additional facility is due to the way the update modality is
falsified.

Just like all the other soundness proofs before, our strategy is a simple induction on
the length of derivations. Below we present the result of the L-FALSE | |4 rule. The
other cases are left to the suspicious, but diligent reader'?.

Suppose I', =9 Eq1.1 @, A (5) and let w in M € N be a [p|a-world. If M,w 5
[play then there exists a ¢-impoverishment of w in M, say v, such that M,v = 4.
Because all p-impoverishments of w are I'-worlds, we know by (5) that M,v 5 § for
certain § € A, which means M,w = [¢]4§. Summarizing this argumentation, we find

[plal,—[elat Eqra —[elaA. W

3.4 Constructive modal logics

The constructive logics of the preceding sections are simple constructive dynamic
extensions of the minimal partial logic P. Their static part consists of single par-
tial worlds, which are shortcoming for modeling the kind of epistemic dynamics
which we have in mind. Just like in many epistemic logics, we take multiple pos-
sible worlds models to represent an epistemic state. As explained in chapter 1,
such multiple worlds representation is meant to capture an instantaneous set of
uncertainties.

125omewhat easier to check are the weaker marked versions of the single conditioned rules,
l.e. the R-TRUE and L-FALSE introductions.
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Our choice in favor of partial instead of total two-valued possible worlds rep-
resentation provides a constructive component to epistemic dynamics. In this
section we introduce the most elementary constructive extension of the minimal
partial modal logic M of chapter 2.

In the first paragraph we define the pure constructive extension of M. The
second subsection discusses the weaker minimal dynamic extension of M on the
basis of construction and elimination. In the third subsection we will introduce
the system Mud; this is a combination of the up-and-down logic ud and M on
the basis of the same construction-elimination dynamics. In the next chapter
we will discuss a multiple agent epistemic logic which is built on this dynamic
partial modal logic.

The system NM

From the viewpoint of deduction the most simple constructive extension of par-
tial modal logic is the system NM. This system consists of both the rules of M
and the TRUE- and FALSE-rules for the constructive implication — for IN. The
semantic part of this system is the class of 919-models. In this class of models
there are two relations present; one takes care of the modal dimension, while the
other ranges over the possible constructive extensions. All information persists
on the basis of a pure constructive dynamics. The persistence is structurally en-
forced by an interrelation of the modal accessibility and the extension structure
in 9P-models. In such a model this latter relation is taken to be a bisimula-
tion over the former relation. The monotonicity of the valuation function and
corollary 2.46 guarantees persistence of the full language L7 7.

3.24. DEFINITION. An 9191-modelis a quadruple (W, R, <, V) such that W # (),
RCW x W, <is a pre-order over W and V : W — 3 with

<oRCRo< and >oRC Ro >,
and w <v = V(w) C V(v) forall w,v e W.

Technically speaking, the relation < is a bisimulation over the partial Kripke
model (W, R,V). As we have seen in the previous chapter, this bisimulation
constraint is not a precise characterization of the inclusion order between in-
formation contents of worlds. In chapter 5 we will prove that the bisimulation
definition is yet satisfactory from the perspective of the canonical model. This
means that from the axiomatic viewpoint, the bisimulation requirement of the
MM-class is perfectly satisfactory.

3.25. OBSERVATION. For all ¢ € L7 and for all M = (W, R, <, V) € MM
( MiwEp&w<v )= M,vE=pforal w,veW.

The proof can be obtained immediately from corollary 2.46 on page 70. A
soundness check of NM is left to the reader.
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The disjunction property for constructive modal logics

A model-theoretic technical question which arises is whether the NM has the
disjunction property. Just like IN it is completely persistent. Nevertheless, a
simple counterexample can be given.

3.26. EXAMPLE. Clearly Egoy OT,01, but FEgm OT and fqm OL. The
following picture shows two very simple one-world counter-models for these two
non-JiM-tautologies:

w
- W

M M’

Clearly M,w [~ OT and M',w' £ 01, and M, M' € NMIM.

What is the deeper reason of this failure? This can be clarified by a short
retrospection of the amalgamation technique in the proof of lemma 3.7. It turns
out that we cannot define a unique root for amalgamations of the richer J9N-
models, as can be seen from the picture above. We cannot define a world which
is smaller than the two worlds in this figure. If a world is smaller then the
leftmost world in the picture then it should be a dead-end as well. If a world is
smaller than the rightmost world, it should at least have an accessible world.

A small extension of NM which has the disjunction property, is the system
NM + D, with D =TF A = 0OI' F CA. This additional rule enforces seri-
ality of the accessibility relation (see also chapter 4); in this case we can define
a unique root. We simply take a world sharing the structure of the right-hand
world in the picture above. Furthermore, just like for 9i-amalgamations, we
take its local valuation to be empty. This world satisfies the bisimulation exten-
sion constraint for every world in an arbitrary serial J{91-model. This means,
on the basis of the persistence of the full language and the uniqueness of the
amalgamation technique, that this system must have the disjunction property.

The system NM"

The system NM?" results from dropping the persistence claim for <. The un-
derlying idea is that factual knowledge should behave in a conservative manner,

while uncertainty might be eliminated. This means that the second claim for
the DIM-models is skipped: > oR C Ro >. This wider class will be denoted by
NnM-.

3.27. DEFINITION. A 9191”-model is a quadruple (W, R, <, V) such that (W, R,
VyeMand (W, <, V) €N and <oR C Ro <.

The interrelational constraint < oR C Ro < is the precise formal description
of the construction-elimination dynamics which we have presented in chapter 1
(see page 34).
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3.28. EXAMPLE. This example gives a simple illustration of the loss of persis-
tence of the modal operator &. Consider the simple three world model in the
following figure:

e—— - e@f

The arrow denotes the only accessibility in the model. The vertical line denotes
the extension relation in the same way as in figure 2.27. Let furthermore the
two leftmost worlds have an empty valuation, and let the right-hand world verify
only p. It is not hard to show that the interrelational constraint on 919" holds,
and furthermore the global valuation function is perfectly monotonic. Therefore,
this model is a member of the class 99M". The lower left world verifies ©p, but
its upper left extension does not. This pictures the loss of persistence of the
proposition p by putting < in front.

Validity over 99" is defined in the ordinary way. The corresponding notion
of derivability is Fyaso. Like in the system N~ we have to replace R-TRUE
by the weaker non-persistent R-TRUE-WEAK —-rules. This makes the basic
propositional language £ and the constructive implication behave persistently.
Syntactically, this means that all ¢ € L~ are NM™-equivalent to T — ¢. In
order to axiomatize also the persistence preservation of necessity O, we have to
add one more rule. This can be formulated by a permission to distribute the
necessity operator O over the implication —.

ke —4,-A

_pIs O
Or F Op — 09, -0A PP =~

3.29. OBSERVATION. The last rule R-DIS O — entails persistence preservation
of O indeed:

1. OT - Opkyme OT — Ogp START

2. OT - 0Optyme T —(OT — Op) PERS — (1)

3. FNpmo T R-TRUE [

4. bpapo OT R-TRUE O (3)

5. Op Fnymo Op START

6. OT — Op Fnpa Op L-TRUE — (4,5)

7. T,0T — Op Fnmo Op L-MON (6)

8. T —(OT —Op)Fymo T — Op R-TRUE-WEAK — (7)
9. OT - Opknmo T — Op cuT (2,8)
10 T —eokFNnme T — o START

11. O(T — ¢) Fymo OT — Op R-DIs O — (10)
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12. O(T — @) Fyma T — Op  cut (9,11)

This last NM -sequent shows that if the persistence of a proposition ¢ can be
derived, ¢ Fnpmo T — ¢, then also Op Fypo O(T — ¢) by R-TRUE O, and
subsequently Op Fxnp0 T — Ogp through application of CUT on 12 above and
the latter NM™-sequent. This captures the persistence of Op. The persistence
preservation of V and A can be derived in a much shorter way. The reader is
invited to check the validity the following principle by himself.

ebnme T &P bnme T =Y = oV bnme T = (V)
ernms T oo &Y bnme T =Y = pAYbEnms T — (@A)
What is left to be proved is the soundness of the logic NM".
3.30. THEOREM. SOUNDNESS NM"

For all T,A C LB~
I'-yyo A =T |:m§m|3 A.

Proof. The soundness of all the rules of N~ and M follows immediately from earlier
soundness results. What is left to show is the soundness of R-DIS O —.

Suppose I' =gz @ — 9, —A (6), and let w in M = (W,R,<,V) € MIMN" be a
OI'-world and a non-—-0OA-world. These two latter assumption means that all worlds
which are accessible from w in M are I'-worlds and non-—A-worlds. What is left to
prove is M,w = Op — O

If M,w [ Op — Oy we know that there exists an extension v of w in M such
that M,v = O¢ and M,v [~ Ov. This means that there exists at least one world
u in M such that R(v,u) and M,u [~ 9. Clearly, (< oR)(w,u). The interrelational
constraint for 991" -models shows us that there exists u' in M such that R(w,u') and
u' < u ((Ro <)(w,u) ). Because u is a p-world (R(v,u) and M,v = O¢p) and a
non-%-world, we conclude M, u' [ ¢ — . This contradicts (6) (u' is a I'-world and a
non-—A-world), and therefore it must be the case that M,w = Op — O¢. W

The disjunction property for NM"

With respect to the class 99" there exists an ultimate smallest model. It is
the model as in the left-most figure in example 3.26. Notice that it is allowed
for every world to have dead-end extensions, because they alway fulfill the single
structural constraint: < oR C Ro <. This does not automatically mean that
NMY" has the disjunction property, since it is not fully persistent. Nevertheless,
an amalgamation technique, on the basis of the minimal model given above, can
be used to demonstrate the disjunction property for the persistent part.

3.31. PROPOSITION. Let A C L% be a set of MM -persistent formulae. If
Eqme A then also |=qgma 6 for certain § € A.

Up and down with uncertainties: Mud

The basic modal formalism which we employ for dynamic epistemic reasoning is

based on the model class 99M". This system, which is called Mud, is the modal
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extension of the propositional up and down system ud, but then interpreted over
MM". This facilitates the kind of dynamic reasoning which we have in mind.
Information grows through elimination of uncertainty, or possible worlds, and
by constructive enrichment of these possibilities.

The language of the system Mud is £51! := £Bl]«:lle | The ordinary or
static modal operator O is interpreted in the normal way over the accessibility
relation in the 9191”-models. The dynamic up- and downdate operators are
interpreted over the structural extension order in this class of models, just like
they have been interpreted for ud with respect to the Nelson class 91. The
corresponding notion of validity is written as [=gopa,t.i-

The system Mud consists of the M-rules, the ud-rules, an additional imita-
tion of the rule R-DIS O — of the system NMP" to establish the persistence
preservation of O, and an extra rule to capture the anti-persistence preservation
of —0O. This last rule is in fact a contra-positional variant of distribution of O
over updates. The following table presents these two ‘new’ Mud-rules.

3.32. TABLE.

Ir [So]u"/%_'A
OT F [Op], Oy, -0A

L, -lplut F oA
Or, -[O¢], Oy F -OA

DIs O [ |, Cc-DIs O [ ],

3.33. THEOREM. SOUNDNESS Mud
Forall T,A C £BTi: T Fag A = T Eqmort A

Proof. The soundness of DIs O [ ], can be proved by an imitation of R-DIS O —
in the system NM" in the previous subsection. The soundness of all the other rules
follows from earlier soundness results of M and ud. Here we illustrate the soundness
of c-pis O [ |,.

Suppose that I', ~[¢]. ¥ Fqomo,1.0 ~A (8), and let w in M = (W,R,<,V) € nm-
be a OI'-world and a non-—-0OA-world. We need to show that M,w #A [O¢|, 0.

Suppose that this is not the case. This implies the existence of a world v € W
such that M,v = Op and M,v = O%. This shows that there exists u € W such that
(< oR)(w,u) (R(v,u)) with M,u |= ¢ and M,u = ¢. The interrelational constraint of
the class 99" ensures (Ro <)(w,u), and so there exists u' € W such that R(w,u')
and u' < u. Clearly, M,u' 5 [p]u? (9). Because w is a OI'-world and a non-—OA-
world, we know that ' must be a I'-world and a non-—A-world, and so (8) contradicts
(9). This proves that M,w = [O¢|, 0% cannot be the case. W

3.34. OBSERVATION. In order to make ¢-DIs O | |, somewhat more transparent
we present a ‘O-version’ of this rule:

T, (p)uth F A
OT, (D), 0% F OA

The persistence preservation of the modal operator O can be shown by means

DIS O ( )y

of an analogous derivation to the one made in observation 3.29.

O Myl Jup = Dpbu,, [ JuOp

By means of the rule ¢-Di1s O [ |, we have settled the anti-persistence preser-
vation of . Anti-persistence of a proposition ¢ in syntactic terms means
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© Farud | Jap- What we need to show is that the anti-persistence of Op can be
derived from the anti-persistence of .

1. obmud] Jae assumption

2. o, Thmud| lap L-MON (1)

30 (ueFmua (ul lap L-TRUE ( )u (2)
4. (Jupbmud CUT (DUALITY,3)
5. (OT)uCp Fumud O DIS O( )y (4)

6. Faua T L-TRUE T

7. Fmuq OT R-TRUE O

8. ThrmuwOT L-MON (7)

9 ( Yu Cptaud COp proposition 3.19 (5,8)
10.  ( )uCpbmua L,Op R-MON (9)
11, [ Ja( )uCplrmud| |aCp L-TRUE] |4
12, OCplrpmua| aCep CUT (DUALITY,11)

Intuitionistic modal logics

The constructive modal logics which have been discussed in this chapter are
relatively unknown. As far as we know, only [Routley 1974] discusses an S4-like
extension of Nelson’s logic.

Intuitionistic modal logic however, has a relatively rich history. In [Prior
1979] a kind of intuitionistic S5 has already been discussed axiomatically. In
[Bull 1965] one finds algebraic semantics for these kind of systems. In [Fis-
cher Servi 1981] these logics have been provided a clear Kripke semantics. A
general framework for intuitionistic modal logics in terms of possible world se-
mantics has been proposed by Bozi¢ and Dosen [Bozi¢ & Dosen 1984] [Dosen
1985] . In these papers different modal extensions of Heyting’s logic H have
been proposed for O and < separately. These are elegant extensions, just like
NM, by full persistence requirements. The logic H” consists of the system H
with an additional restrictive use of the modal rule R-TRUE O 13:

'k
Or - Op

Its models coincide with 99", Only the falsity conditions are omitted, as
falsity is not an intuitionistic concept. The logic H® is the logic which consists
of H with a restrictive use of the rule L-TRUE <

A
Op HOA T

13The axiomatization of the intuitionistic modal logics in [Bozi¢ & Dosen 1984] are in Hilbert-
style.
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Its corresponding semantics consists of constructive possible worlds models
with the other bisimulation requirement as the additional structural constraint:
> oR C Ro >.

The combination of both systems, the logic H”®, evolves from enforcing the
complete bisimulation constraint on its possible world models, just like for the
class 919M-models above. A sequential derivation system can be obtained by
putting H and the two modal rules R-TRUE O and L-TRUE < together. From
an intuitionistic point of view this logic is not satisfactory, because it lacks the
disjunction property.

In [Plotkin & Stirling 1986] a somewhat different system has been proposed,
by interpreting the necessity operator like a constructive intensional universal
quantifier. In intuitionistic logic a universal quantified statement Vz ¢(z) is
taken to be true if there exists a function, which can be applied to every in-
dividual and then yields a proof for this object to have the property ¢. Such
an individual does not have to be constructed on the moment that the proof
of Vz ¢(z) has been found. The intensional status of such a function relies on
possibly ‘hypothetical’ individuals in its domain. An analogous definition of
truth of a proposition Oy is then given by the truth of ¢ with respect to all
future accessibilities. In our formalism, such interpretation of the necessity of a
proposition ¢ coincides with T — Oep.

The models of this logic coincide with the models for H®, which guarantees
O-persistence. This logic obeys the disjunction property.

The logic of Plotkin and Stirling has further been studied in Simpson’s thesis
[Simpson 1993]*%. On the basis of earlier combinations of intuitionistic logic and
temporal logic [Ewald 1978] [Ewald 1986], an additional semantic constraint has
been motivated there: Ro <C< oR. This is a pure ideological matter. For
a minimal intuitionistic modal logic this additional constraint does not lead to
additional logical structure, while in the combination with temporal logic, where
‘past’-operators range over the converse of the accessibility R, this additional
constraint yields persistence for existential propositions about the past.

In [Wijesekera 1990] one finds an intuitionistic modal logic which does not use
any model-theoretic relational constraints. Only the monotonicity of global valu-
ations is maintained. Nevertheless, the full language is persistent by interpreting
Op in the same way as the universal quantifier in intuitionistic predicate logic,
while a proposition Oy is interpreted as ‘for ever possibly ¢’, which coincides
with our T — Oop.

An interesting application of intuitionistic modal logics can be found in [Stir-
ling 1987]. In this paper these kind of logics have been used to give a modal
characterization of certain process algebras. Intuitionistic modal logics have also
been proposed by for epistemic uses. Recent examples are [Aiello, Amati & Pirri

1991] and [Williamson 1992].

14This dissertation contains a detailed overview of intuitionistic modal logics.



Appendix

3.5 Translations of constructive logics

The issue which we want to discuss in this appendix section is how partial
intensional systems can be translated into classical modal formalisms. A very
well-known example of such a translation is Gédel’s [G6del 1933] embedding of
intuitionistic logic into the classical modal logic S4. This system consists of
the minimal classical modal logic K and two additional axioms: Oy - ¢ and
Op - OO¢.

The first question which arises immediately, is whether such an embedding
is also possible for Nelson’s system N. We will show that Godel’s translation
function can be straightforwardly extended for this purpose. In fact, we will
define two translation functions, one for truth and one for falsity!5. This section
gives an elaborate presentation of the embedding result.

What about the other logics which have been dealt with in the previous sec-
tions of this chapter? After the N-S4 result, we will shortly show that a very
straightforward extension of the translation procedure encodes N™ satisfacto-
rily into S4. Furthermore, we show a similar dichotomous translation for the
up-and-down system of ud into the ‘temporal’ or ‘back-and-forth’ version of S4
of [van Benthem 1991b|. Furthermore, we present how the constructive modal
logics NM and NM" can be interpreted into classical bi-modal logics of which
one of the modalities is an S4-operator. Finally, we will show a similar result
for Mud into a classical bi-modal logic with two ‘temporal’ S4-operators.

The proofs of the translation procedures are fully model-theoretic. We trans-
form the models of the original logic into models of the embedding logic, and
show that this transformation preserves counter-models, which means that if a
counter-model can be given for a proposition ¢ in the original class, then the
transformation of the counter-model is also counter-model of the translation of
. This procedure is then completed by a converse transformation which also
preserves counter-models with respect to the inverse translation.

15The same kind of dichotomous translation function has been given in [van Benthem 1986]
for embedding Veltman’s data logic into the modal system S4.1,i.e. S4 + OCp F COp.

105
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A very simple model transformation for going from partial to total modal
logics, is the following notion of model completion.

3.35. DEFINITION. A completion of a partial Kripke model M = (W, R,V ) is a
total Kripke model M* = (W, R, V') such that

V(w) C V¥{w) and V¥(w) € X for all w € W.

3.36. OBSERVATION. Let M = (W, R,V) € 9 and let M* € & be a completion
of M. For all o € L":

M,w Ep = M'wlkE .

Proof. The identity relation Iy on W is a bisimulation between M and M°®, and
for all w € W we have V(w) C V*(w). According corollary 2.46 this means that
MiwkEep= M wEpforalweWw. i

Embedding N into S4

S4 embraces N in a natural way. The class of corresponding total Kripke models
have the same frame-structure as N: pre-orders.

3.37. DEFINITION. An S4-model is a triple (W,R,V) € K such that R is a
pre-order on W.

Note that &4 is not a subset of 1. The monotonicity constraint is not required.

Apart from the frame structural similarity, there are also clear formal resem-
blances of the use of the two logics. Nelson’s logic represents a logic of proofs
and refutations, while S4 has been used for classical epistemic logics [Hintikka
1962]. The Gédel-translation of intuitionistic logic relates the formulation of
proof in intuitionistic logic with the knowledge operator O in S4. The follow-
ing translation procedure extends this idea for Nelson’s notion of refutation by
an additional ‘negative’ translation function. The following table presents this
dichotomy as two functions t*,t~ : L= — L.

3.38. TABLE.
t"(p)=0p (peP) t(p)=0-p (p€P)
tT (L) =1 t(L)=T
tT(—p) =t~ (p) t7(-p) = t7(p)
tT(p Ay) = tT(p) AtT(9) t7(p A) =t (p) V()
tT(p = 9) =0t (p) VT (%)) tT(p— %) =tT(p) At (¥)

Completion of models preserves counter-models for the inverse of the translation
functions t* and t~.

3.39. LEMMA. Let M = (W,<,V) € N and let M* be a completion of M. For
all p € L7

M,wEe= M w F t+((10) and M,w=¢= M w = t7(p)
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Proof. By induction on the construction of £”-formulae. The basic step follows
immediately from the monotonicity of V.

Suppose M, w |= p. This means also V(v)(p) = 1 for all v > w. Therefore V(p) = 1
for all v > w. This implies M*,w |= Op = t*(p). The =}-case runs analogously.

The step L is immediate, and the cases — and A follow instantaneously from the
induction hypothesis. Also the =-case for — is trivial. What is left to prove is the
=-case for —.
Suppose M,w |= ¢ — 1. This means M,v |= ¢ = M,v |= % for all v > w. The
induction hypothesis establishes M*,v |= tT(p) = M*v |= t1(p) for all v > w.
The totality of M* guarantees M*,v = —t* () V t*(¢) for all v > w, and therefore
M w = O(=t7 (@) V¥ (¥)) = t7 (¢ — 9).
|

For preservation of counter-models in the other direction we use the following
model transformation.

3.40. DEFINITION. The constructification of an &4-model M = (W,<,V) is a
partial Kripke model M€ = (W, <,V*¢) such that for all p € IP:

1 M,w = Op,
Ve(w)(p) = 0 M,w |E=O-p, and
undefined otherwise.

3.41. OBSERVATION. M € 64 = M*° € I for all Kripke models M. Fur-
thermore, an &4-model is always a totalization of its constructification.

Proof. Let M = (W,<,V) € G4. In order to show the first claim, we only need
to show the monotonicity of V¢ over <. Suppose v < w, and let V°(v)(p) = 1.
According to the definition of V¢, this means M,u = p for all u > v. If u' > w
then also M,u' |= p, by the transitivity of < (u’' > v). This entails M,w = Op and
Veé(w)(p) =1. V°(v)(p) = 0 = V°(w)(p) = 0 can be proved in the same way. In other
words, V¢(v) C V¢(w).

The second claim above can be proved by this monotonicity of V°. We leave it to the

reader. W

3.42. LEMMA. Let M = (W,<,V) € &4. Forallp € L7 andw e W
M,wlEtt(p)= M, wlE¢ and M,w =t (p)= M w= p.

Proof. By induction again. We give only a short demonstration of |=-case in the
—-step. All the other steps are straightforward.

Suppose M°,w [~ ¢ — 1. This means that there exists v > w such that M,v = ¢
and M°,v [£ 9. The induction hypothesis tells us M,v [~ t* (%), while the previous
lemma shows M,v |= tT () (M is a totalization of M°). The totality of M implies
M,v £ —tT(p) V tT(¥), and therefore M,w [~ O(-t*(p) V tT(¥)).
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Because M in lemma 3.42 above is also a totalization of M*°, the converse
of this lemma also holds, due to lemma 3.39. The following definitions present
some simple transformations of models such that preservation of counter-models
from the class 91 to the embedding class &4 is guaranteed.

3.43. DEFINITION. The doubling of a Nelson model M = (W, <, V) is the Nelson
model ML = (W1 <! V1) with

W =J{wt |we WU {w™ | we W},

<M= {(w®,v¥) |w < v, 2,y € {+,-}}

VIH(w®) = V(w) for all w € W and z € {+,—}.
3.44. OBSERVATION. This doubling of a Nelson model M is indeed a Nelson
model itself. The relation <! is a pre-order and VI is monotonic over <!I.
Furthermore, all splitted worlds in the doubling have to contain the same infor-
mation as the original ones. Formally speaking, for all p € L7:

MuwkEe & MI vt =p & M v =

3.45. DEFINITION. The doubling completion of a Nelson model M = (W, <, V)
is a G4-model M = (W1 R V) such that RI! =< and for all p € IP

V() (p) = { V(w)(p) if p€ Dom(V(w))

1 otherwise.

V(w™)(p) =

0 otherwise.

{ V(w)(p) if p € Dom(V(w))

3.46. OBSERVATION. Doubling completion is a completion, and therefore, M9cc
&4. Moreover, (M%) = M1,

The last equation in the observation above takes care of the above-mentioned
preservation of counter-models.

3.47. THEOREM. For all ¢ € L™ we obtain =q ¢ S=a, t1(p).

Proof. Suppose [£g, t7(p). This means that there exists a model M € &4 with
a non-t* (p)-world w: M, w [ t*(p). Application of lemma 3.42 proves M°,w [£ ¢,
and because M° € J{ we obtain [£q .

Suppose [£~g ¢. In other words M,w [~ ¢ for certain M € )l and w in M. Ac-
cording to observation 3.44 this implies M ', w™ [~ . Observation 3.46 proves that
(M%), wt £ . Lemma 3.42 completes the argument: M, w* [~ t*(p), which
means [£g, t1(p) (M? € Gg). H

3.48. COROLLARY. This conclusion can also be generalized to sets of formulae.
Let tT(T) := {tT(y) | v € T} if ' C £~. This definition establishes for all
LACL™:

T |=91 A — t+(F) |:64 t+(A).
In chapter 5 we will prove the completeness of N with respect to 9i-validity.
From this forthcoming result, in combination with the translation result above,
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we conclude that the translation method also works for N-sequents:

'y A <— t+(F) Fs 4t+(A).

Translating N~ and ud

A straightforward continuation of the translation of N into S4 yields a similar
result for the system N™. The simple extension of the functions t* and t~ with
two additional clauses: tT(~ @) = =t (¢) and t 7 (~ @) = t T () is satisfactory.
It is not hard to verify that the constructification preserves N -counter-models.

3.49. OBSERVATION. For all M € &4 and all p € L™7:
M,w =tt(p) & M®,w k= ¢ for all win M.

A translation by means of a similar extension of the translation function t™
and t~ can be given for the system ud. The only difference is that we have to
make the embedding logic somewhat wider as well. For this purpose we use the
‘temporal’ bi-directional version of S4. This system is called S4?, and has been
employed for up-and-down dynamic modal logics in [van Benthem 1991b| and
[de Rijke 1992]. This system has two modal operators: Oyp and Ogeyrn. The first
operator is interpreted the same way as O over &4. This is the universal ‘upward’
or ‘future’ operator. The ‘downward’ or ‘past’ operator is interpreted in the same
way over the converse of the accessibility relation. In fact, it coincides with our
[ ]a-operator. The derivation systems consists of K for the two modal operators,
the two S4-axioms for O,, and two temporal duality axioms: =0y, 0gouwnp F ¢
and _'Ddown_'Dup(P - w.

The translation function for embedding ud needs the following supplement.

3.50. TABLE.
t7([plu®) = Bup(-tF () VT (%) t7([pluh) = 2Dup(=tT(p) V ~t7(3))
t7([pla¥) = Daown(t™(0) VT () t7([pla¥) = ~Daown(t™ () V —t~(¥))
3.51. OBSERVATION. For all M € G4 and all ¢ € LT!:
M,wE=tt(p) & M w k= ¢ for all w in M.

Translations of constructive modal logics

The constructive modal logics NM, NM" and Mud can be encoded in terms
of classical bi-modal logics, of which one modal operator is S4-like in order
to catch the constructive part of these systems. We write this latter operator
as Oyp and the other as 0. The structural interplay between these operators
depends on the interrelation of accessibility and the information structure of the
models of the logic which we wish to translate. The translation functions are
straightforward extensions of the translations in the preceding subsections. The
additional clauses are tT(0p) = Ot (p) and t~(Op) = =0t (p).

The embedding of the fully persistent system NM is a classical bi-modal logic
with two additional S4-axioms for O,, and two axioms for catching the bisimu-
lation restriction for the information structure of M9M-models: OO, ,p F O,,0¢



110 Chapter 3. Constructive Modal Logic

and Oy p0p F OO, 0. NMP® can be embedded into the system which drops the
last axiom, and finally, Mud can be translated into the same strengthening of
S4%. The following table pictures the precise embedding results.

3.52. TABLE.
NM K + S4 + 0O0yp = Oyp0 + Oy 0 = OOy,

NM” K + S4 + 00,, = 0,,0
Mud K + S42 + OOy, = Oyp0

These translation results can be established by the same model-theoretic con-
structions as in the previous subsections.



Chapter 4

Constructive Communication

In this final chapter of part I we will present epistemic dynamic systems on the
basis of the modal formalisms of the previous chapters. As argued in section 1.3,
these systems are meant as formal calculi for logics of measuring the epistemic
effects of communicative actions between agents. According to dynamic seman-
ticists, the meaning of an utterance is the same as such an effect.

Most dynamic semantic theories deal with only one interpreting agent, that
is they model the cognitive changes that an agent makes during the input of
a text or message. In this chapter we present dynamic logics in a communica-
tive setting. The basic dynamics of these logics is the elimination-construction
dynamics of the constructive modal systems NM" and Mud of the previous
chapter. The dynamic meaning of a message is then no longer restricted to the
cognitive effect on a single agent, but is captured as the full distributive effect on
the group of communicating partners. As we already explained in chapter 1, even
the interpretation of a simple assertion by an agent to another agent requires
administration of the epistemic effect on the receiver and the sender.

We will start with a simple static epistemic logic. This modal formalism is a
straightforward multiple agent, or poly-modal, extension of the elementary par-
tial modal logic M. It is a full introspective extension of M with individualized
modalities. This system is called E 4, which is in fact a partial variant of the
poly-modal extension of standard modal logic KD45.

The basic dynamic or constructive epistemic system is an up-down extension
of this system E 4. As a matter of fact it is a full introspective multiple agent
variation of the system Mud. This system is called CCC, or shorter C*, after
the title of this thesis. These systems E 4 and C? will be presented in section 4.1.

The other sections of this chapter present a family of C*-extensions. They
contain extra technical facilities which are specially meant for interpretation of
communicative actions. In section 4.2 we focus on the two essential additional
modalities which have been discussed earlier in section 1.4. First, we establish
an extension with additional mutual belief operators (C3*). These operators

111



112 Chapter 4. Constructive Communication

are meant to describe ideal transfer of information. The epistemic effect of an
assertion ¢ of a sender a to a receiver b is then identified as the new mutual
belief of the group {a,b} of the information ¢.

The second modal extension, which we will meet in section 4.3, contains inten-
tional operators (C?). These modalities are essential for sensible comprehension
of questions and also for more skeptical interpretation of assertions. This addi-
tional modality is interpreted over individual preferential states of information.

Such preferential modalities are needed to give more plausible interpretations
of communicative actions. In the mutual belief interpretation of assertion given
above, we have maximized the epistemic effect but totally ignored the intentional
effect of the message. In real-life dialogues, transferred intentions are not less
important than the epistemic conveyance. Communicative actions like questions
illustrate this clearly. Even a pure formalistic approach as ours cannot ignore
the importance of intentions, if we wish to assign a sensible dynamic denotation
to actions which are in principle meant to convey the goals of the performer or
to fulfill the goals of the receiver.

In fact, all communicative actions should be interpreted in terms of the motives
of the dialogue partners. Even the simple assertion example above, could further
be constrained by the precondition that the sender also intended to bring the
message into the mutual belief of him and the receiver.

Of course, these kind of elaboration of the modal framework can become
very entangling. We will try to avoid such confusion here, and we will restrict
ourselves in pointing out how different dynamic denotations of communicative
actions can be stipulated in terms of our partial modal framework.

In the last section we will discuss such different axiomatic extensions of the ba-
sic C3-calculi. These axioms are meant to capture different pragmatic principles
of cooperative communicative behavior. They are postulates of the interrelation
of intentions and beliefs, and we will show how such axioms enforce semantic
constraints. They restrain the interplay of doxastic alternatives, the dynamic
information structure and preferential worlds.

We will illustrate that the use of partial worlds for encoding pragmatic prin-
ciples is an advantage. The structural flexibility of partial worlds makes it pos-
sible to formulate sensible weakenings of well-known postulates of cooperation
between dialogue partners.

The last item of this section is devoted to two other C®-extensions, C*® and
C?, where a non-empty set of total worlds is added to the partial possible world
models. In C*F these total worlds are meant to distinguish a real physical world
as well. The system C, is meant to deal with one extraordinary agent Q. This
agent knows everything which holds in the real world, that is, he is omniscient
with respect to ontological information. However, it may be ignorant with re-
spect to the epistemic information which belongs to other communicating agents.
This logic is meant as a contribution to the formalization of human-machine com-
munication, or data-base querying, where such ontological omniscient capacity
is often attributed to the machine. In such a case, the real world consists just
of some database, of which the machine has complete knowledge, and the user
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wants to retrieve some information from this database by communication with
the machine. Of course, this machine does not have complete knowledge of how
much information the user has.

This final chapter of part I will be wound up with some general remarks and
speculations about possible other directions for partial modal logics to achieve
more fine-grained interpretations of communication.

4.1 Partial and constructive epistemic logics

Multiple agent epistemic reasoning on the basis of modal logics is normally ac-
commodated through allowing several accessibility relations, one for each agent,
in the possible worlds models. The underlying logics are called poly-modal log-
ics, and contain multiple modal operators O, which are meant to keep track of
the beliefs of an agent a.

Partial poly-modal logic

Let us first briefly present the minimal partial poly-modal logic. The following
definition gives the formal picture of its semantics.

4.1. DEFINITION. A poly-modal partial Kripke modelis a triple of the form M =
(W,{Rs}aca, V) with A being a non-empty finite set and M, := (W, R,,V) € M
for all @ € A. The collection of poly-modal Kripke models is denoted by 9y

The set A should here be thought of as a set of agents!. The language of partial
poly-modal logics is £ 4, which is an abbreviation of £1B=}e€4, The proposition
Oap denotes -O,—¢p. For all non-empty subsets X of A we use Ox¢p as an
abbreviation of A\, .y Dap. <x¢ abbreviates -Ox—p. Ox¢ means that all
agents of the group X believe ¢, while “0Ox ¢ means that at least one of the
agents of this group has a counter-model of ¢ in mind (actively disbelieves ¢).

4.2. TABLE. The modalities O, are all interpreted in the same way as the
singular O-operator in terms of the single accessibility in the models in 9:

M,wEOyp & Voe W: Ry(w,v) = M,v = ¢, and
M,w = 0,0 & FveW: Ry(w,v) & M,v = ¢.

The corresponding derivation system, the minimal partial poly-modal system, is

called M 4.

4.3. TABLE. The minimal poly-modal system M 4 is the system consisting of
the rules for P and the individualized versions of the modal rules of the system

M:

FLb-pkF-A ac A
Dar,ﬁDa(p F-0,A

The,-A ac A
O,T F O, ~0,A

L-FALSE O, R-TRUE O,

! Another application might be a partial variant of Pratt’s propositional dynamic logic. In
such a case, the set A stands for a set of atomic programs. See also observation 4.25 later on.
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In the rules for the poly-modal formalisms in the sequel of this chapter, we will
no longer specify @ € A in the conditional part of the rule. If a appears in a
rule, we take it to be an arbitrary member of A. For arbitrary non-empty sets
of agents (C A) we will use X. For such a group of agents we will also use the
following introduction rules of Ox. They are derivable in the system M 4.

I—pkF-A I'Fe,-A

L-FALSE Ox

R-TRUE Ox

We also make use of reformulations of these rules, where the =0 occurrences are
replaced by C-operators. For example, I'o F A = OxI',Oxp F OxA (L-
TRUE Ox).

Static partial epistemic logic

The subclass of Mg which is selected for static multiple agent epistemic repre-
sentation is described formally in the following definition.

4.4. DEFINITION. A partial epistemic model is a triple M = (W,{Rs}aca,V)
such that M € My and

Ve e W Jy € W : Ry(z,y), and
Ve,y,2 € W: Ry(z,y) = (Ra(,2) & Ro(y,2)) for all a € A.

The first requirement is called seriality. The second constraint, which in fact
summarizes transitivity and Euclidicity of the relations R,, will be called full
introspection. The class of partial epistemic models is denoted by &g. The
partial Kripke models with only a single accessibility relation, which satisfies
the two constraints above, is called €.

Seriality takes care of the consistency of beliefs of all the agents: O, A O,—¢
can never be verified in a serial model.

4.5. OBSERVATION. [Tap A Oz7p)le, =0 and Ogup =ey Catp-

Technically speaking, full introspection means that if y is accessible from z, then
the set of accessible worlds from y coincides with the set of worlds which are
accessible from z. As we will see, it settles the axiomatic principles of positive
introspection and negative introspection for the underlying derivational system

E,4.
4.6. OBSERVATION. Ogp R¢, U0 ~ey OgUqp  and
<>a,90 %69{ <>a,<>a90 %691 Da<>a.(10-

As mentioned in the introductory chapter, full introspection is philosophically
tenable for partial modal logics. The proposition =0,¢ means that the agent a
has a counter-model of ¢ in mind, which differs from the classical interpretation
that the agent a has access to some model where the truth of ¢ is absent. This
stronger active disbelief interpretation in partial modal logic of =0O,¢, makes
the conclusion O,-0,¢ acceptable, i.e. a believes that he has a counter-model
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in mind. The contra-position of this negative introspection, -0,-0O,p = Oy,
which is logically independent of the principle of negative introspection in partial
modal logic, is also accepted. It means that if @ believes a proposition ¢ in one
of his possible interpretations of the real world, then he must believe ¢ as well.
An agent a cannot be uncertain about his own beliefs. This explains the Ey-
equivalence of g and 0,4 in observation 4.6.

Rules for static partial epistemic logic

The system E 4 consists of M 4 together with the following set of rules.

4.7. TABLE.
TEA
5.TFo.A P
ThO,A 6. T A
rro.o.a Y Sorra +°
TEO,A 0,TFA
rro.o.a °Y Sarra 9°¢

The first rule encodes the consistency of beliefs. It has been called D because it
is an equivalent reformulation of the axiom D: O,¢ - g, which is known from
classical modal logic [Chellas 1980] [Hughes & Cresswell 1984]. Other equivalent
formulations of D are ') = OT'FQand 0 F A = 0 F CA.

The classical modal system KD45 can be obtained from E 4 and the classical
rule R-TRUE —. So, E4 can be seen as a partial poly-modal variant of KD45.

The full system E 4 is very strong. The 4- and 5-rules cause every iteration of
modal operators of the same type a to be reducible to a formula with only one
a-modal operator in front.

4.8. EXAMPLE.
Da‘P =E,4 DaDa(P Da‘P =E,4 <>a.Da,(P
<>a90 =E, Da<>a,(10 <>a,(P =E. ana@

We will use these equivalences far more often then the underlying sequential rules
in table 4.7. In the sequel of the text we use a systematic abbreviation for the
different directions of the equivalences above. If €1 4...Cr 00 FE, D1g.c.Dmap
for arbitrary ¢ € L4 with C;, D; € {0, O, -0}, then we use C;...Cy, = Dq...Dy,
as a short reference. So, OO = O refers to O,0,¢p Fg, Ogp. By way of
illustration, we prove 00 = O in E4. The others equivalences are left to the
reader.

O FE, Qo START
0,000 g, Calap D (1)
OoOop FE, Do 5-O (1)

0,0, Fg, O.p cuT (2,3)

W=



116 Chapter 4. Constructive Communication

In the examples above the strength of E4 has been shown in the way it
reduces stacks of modalities of the same type. In the following proposition we
show some important distributive effects of the strength of E 4. These results
show that much of the deductive capacity of classical 45-logics are adopted by
this partial variant.

4.9. EXAMPLE. 0O,(0,aVB) =g, O,aV 0,8

Co(Oga A B) =g, Oea A

Proof. The derivation runs the same as for classical 45-logics. We present the
derivation of the first equivalence below.

1. Og }—EA Oga START

2 Bre, B START

3 OuaVpBrg, Daa, B L-TRUE V (1,2)
4 Og(Oga Vv B) Fg, Calaa,0a8 R-TRUE O, (3)
5. Oq0pc }—EA Oga SO0 = 0O

6 Oa(OaaV ) Fg, Do, 0afB cuT (4,5)

7 Og(Oga Vv B) Fg, DaaV 0.8 R-TRUE V (6)
1. BFg, Use,fB START

2. BFg, DaaVvp R-TRUE V (1)

3 Ou8 kg, Og(Oga Vv B) R-TRUE O, (2)
4 Og o I—EA Ogc, 8 START

5. Ogaltp, OaaVp R-TRUE V (4)

6 O,0sa kg, Og(Oga Vv B) R-TRUE O, (5)
7. Daabg, Da0ea 0= 00

8. Oaatp, Oa(DaaVp) cuT (6,7)

9. OgaVOfFg, Oe(Ogax VvV B) L-TRUE V (3,8)

The other equivalence is left to the reader. They require the use of && = < and
O=00. 1

4.10. COrROLLARY. Example 4.8 shows that iterations of the same type of
modal operators can be reduced to single occurrences of such a modal oper-
ator. On the basis of example 4.9 we can even reduce every formula to an
E 4-equivalent formula having a so-called A-modal depth which is not larger
than 1.

4.11. DEFINITION. The a-modal depth md,(¢) of a proposition ¢ € L4 is de-
termined through the following induction.

md.(p) =0 (p € IP) mdy(L)=0
mda(—p) = md(p) mda(p A ) = max {mdap, mda.3}
mda(Hap) = mda(p) +1  mda(Dpp) =0 (b # a)
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The A-modal depth mda(y) of a formula ¢ € L4 is max mdgp.
ac

The formulae of A-modal depth 1 are formulae in which every modal operator
of type a has only scope over formulae which are propositionally connected atoms
and formulae of the form Uyp with b # a. This derivational strength of E 4 is
analogous to the classical 45-logics.

Dynamic epistemic systems can be built from the basic constructive modal
logics of chapter 3 in the same way as the static partial epistemic logic E 4 has
been constructed from the minimal partial modal logic M of chapter 2. We will
shortly discuss epistemic extensions of the basic constructive modal logics and
we will then present the system C*®. On the basis of this system we will present
some extensions for modeling communicative actions.

Constructive extensions of E 4

4.12. DEFINITION. The poly-modal generalization of 9191 is the class DMy,
which consists of models M = (W,{R,}sca,<,V) such that A is a non-empty
finite set and (W, R,,<,V) € 99 for all a € A.

The poly-modal generalization of M9M" is the class ‘ﬁﬁﬁg, which consists of
models M = (W,{R,}aca,<,V) such that A is a non-empty finite set and
(W,R,,<,V) € MM" for all a € A.

The corresponding minimal constructive poly-modal logics are the systems
NM, and NME. The former derivation system is interpreted over the model
class 91My, and the latter over ‘ﬁi)ﬁg. The former system contains the rules
of N and M 4 together. The latter is the combination of N~ and M 4 with an
additional poly-modal version of R-DIS O —:

Iy g,-A
oI F Ogpp — I:\ag[),ﬁDaA

R-DIS O, —.

For defining constructive epistemic systems we simply combine the systems
NM, and NME with the static system E 4, respectively. The sum of these
systems are called NE, and NEE, respectively. Appropriate models can be
defined by simply substituting & for 91 in definition 4.12 above.

4.13. DEFINITION.
NEy = {(W,{Ra}aca,<,V) €NM |Vae A: (W,R,,V) € €}
@3 = {(W,{Ro}aca, <, V) € MM" |Va € A: (W,R,,V) € ¢}

m@g as a name for the latter model class would have been more in line with
our nomenclature of model classes. The name €3 has been chosen irregularly
on purpose. It contains the basic epistemic and dynamic ingredients of the
communication calculi which are going to be presented in this chapter. It is the
essential model-theory which we have chosen for dynamic epistemic reasoning,
with the information structure < as the dynamic parameter and the epistemic
accessibilities as the static representation of beliefs of the communicating agents.
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This explains why it has been given the abbreviation of the title of this thesis
as its name.

As already explained in the previous chapter, the choice of €3 as a subclass of
‘ﬁi)ﬁg provides a formal interpretation of the growth of epistemic information.
It captures growth as a combination of construction and elimination, which
is formalized by the interrelational constraint of the class ‘ﬁﬁﬁg between the
accessibility relation R, and the information structure < (see definition 3.27 on

page 99).

4.14. EXAMPLE. The cognitive progress, on the basis of elimination and con-
struction, of a single agent which has been depicted in figure 1.7 (page 30) can
be formally interpreted in terms of the €3-models. Let M = (W, R, <,V) be of

the following form:
p,—q
3
i e
/p'.Q
6 \
z 2D

5 q

1- - &

The vertical lines represent the information order < as in figure 2.36 (page 66
and figure 3.28 (page 100). The epistemic accessibility relation is represented by
the arrows. It is not hard to verify that M € &3.

The seriality of R can be seen immediately. All worlds have an outgoing
arrow.

The full introspection of R can be scanned by checking whether all worlds
which have an incoming arrow, starting from the same world, are mutually
accessible. This also means that worlds with an incoming arrow have to be
reflexive.

The valuation function in M is indeed monotonic.

What is left to prove is the construction-elimination dynamics of M: < oR C
Ro <. The reader may check for himself that

Ro <=<oRU{(5,7)}.

Conclusion: M € €3. However, M ¢ €. The second bisimulation constraint
does not hold for this model: > oR ¢ Ro >. We have (> oR)(7,5), but not
(Ro >)(7,5).

The model M' which describes the first cognitive step, i.e. the model M re-
stricted to the worlds 1,2,4,5,6 is a member of J1€. This explains that this
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first step is purely constructive. The second step in M has an eliminative part:
alternative 5 has been eliminated.

Up and down extension of E4

The basic dynamic epistemic derivation systems which we use is a combination
of the modal version of the up and down logic of chapter 3 (Mud) and E 4,
which is interpreted over the model class ¢3. This system is called C*. The only
additional derivational adjustment is an individualized version of the rule DIsS
O[ ], and its contra-position C-DIS [ |, .

4.15. TABLE.

Ny [(P]ul/)7_'A
Da]-_‘ - [Daﬁo]u Dalp,_‘DaA

DIS Og4[ |u

L, oleluy F -A
O,T, <[Oap]y Oap F ~0,A

C-DIS O, |u-

Latent belief and disbelief

In the introduction of this thesis we have distinguished two kinds of disbelief.
Active disbelief of a proposition ¢ refers to a situation where a counter-model, or
counter-world, of ¢ is epistemically accessible. Passive disbelief of ¢ refers to a
situation where ¢ has no truth-value in the current set of epistemic alternatives.
Yet another kind of disbelief can be described by means of a dynamic intensional
reading. This is what we call latent disbelief, and it refers to a situation where
at least one of the current epistemic alternatives can be extended to a counter-
world of the content of this disbelief. For example, in 4.14 in stage 1, the agent
latently disbelieves g.

Latent disbelief of a proposition ¢ by an agent a can be described in EL’l as
(-0g¢)s T. An €3-equivalent formulation of this proposition of latent disbelief
of ¢ is ( )u"Ogp. Informally speaking, telling the agent a that ¢ is possibly
false would not lead necessarily lead to actual progress of his belief. If he was not
aware of the proposition ¢, this assertion only broadens his epistemic outlook.

In the same way we can describe latent beliefs. Latent belief of a proposition
¢ means that updating with a counter-world of ¢ is impossible, given the cur-
rent range of epistemic alternatives. In other words, =0, is inconstructible.
Formally speaking, this interpretation comes down to [~Og¢], L2.

In fact, this latent belief is a certain ‘re-classicalization’ of our belief operator.
Every classical propositional tautology is latently believed. In semantic terms,
if a proposition ¢ € L is verified by all total valuations, then ¢ is always latently
believed. This property can also be strengthened to the classical variant KD45 4
of E 4.

2In terms of constructive logics, this is the intuitionistic negation of the proposition 04 .
This combination of the extensional negation of Nelson and Brouwer’s intensional reading of
negative information shows the use of their collaboration in C32.
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4.16. OBSERVATION. If ¢ € L" and all total models in €y verify ¢, then ¢ is
always latently believed by all the agents: [-O,¢], L:

I_K'D45A p == |_C3 [_‘Daﬁo]u 1.

In epistemic logic different approaches have been suggested for distinguishing
these kinds of belief [Levesque 1984| [Fagin & Halpern 1988|, better known as
the distinction between tmplicit and ezplicit belief. The distinction has been
proposed as an approach to the problem of logical omniscience, which is inherited
by the classical modal approach towards logical belief representation as in the
early work of Hintikka |[Hintikka 1962]. This omniscience refers to the logical
idealization of deductive closure of the beliefs of epistemic agents. Hintikka’s
philosophical defense of using this strength of classical modal logic was that his
models were meant to represent implicit beliefs. The obvious suggestion is that
we should find models of explicit belief, which avoid this logical omniscience.

In [Fagin & Halpern 1988] awareness has been introduced as a formal concept
in order to establish a formal distinction of explicit and implicit belief. They
present different proposals, of which the logic of special awareness comes close
to partialization of classical Kripke models. They define an awareness-function
on worlds. This function determines for every world a fixed domain of atoms
in the accessible worlds. This means, that all worlds which are seen from the
current situation are mutually just as partial.

Of course, this is certainly not the case in partial modal logics such as E 4.
However, by means of our description of latent beliefs and disbeliefs such aware-
ness can be imitated. We could say that an agent a is aware of a proposition ¢,
if he has access to a world which determines a truth value for this proposition:
Cap V Op—p. The notion of explicit belief of a proposition ¢ can then be cap-
tured as being aware of ¢ and the range of current doxastic alternatives cannot
be extended with possible counter-evidence against ¢. Formally,

Cap A ["0gp]u L.

The last conjunct coincides with our notion of latent belief above. In the termi-
nology of awareness this latent belief might be seen as implicit belief: it indicates
a certain triviality of its content. Nevertheless, the proposition ¢ may be outside
the scope of the awareness of the agent a.

In section 4.3 we will use this notion of ‘updatability’ as latent disbelief again.
Just like in Turner’s constructive formulation of default logic, we use this notion
of constructibility to specify weak preconditions. A proposition of the form
(04¢)y L, or C*-equivalently —-0,[ ], =, tells us that the agent a attributes
an informational content to the proposition ¢. This kind of non-triviality of
a proposition with respect to the agent a, will reappear as a requirement of
contribution, which is one of the preconditions of this agent to communicate
about this proposition.

Now that we have fully specified our logical means for dynamic epistemic
reasoning, the remainder of this chapter is dedicated to additional decoration of
C? for dynamic interpretation of communicative actions.
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4.2 Mutual beliefs

Mutual belief of a group of agents X that ¢ holds means that all members of
the group X believe that ¢, and all members of X believe that all members of X
believe that ¢, and all members of X believe that all members of X believe that
all members of X believe that ¢, and so on. Formally speaking, by the mutual
belief of X that ¢ we refer to the set of formulae:

{B%¢ [ne N\{0}} (1)

Such mutual beliefs are particularly important for formal interpretation of
communication. They represent a ‘common ground’ of a group of interacting
agents. Such information can be used freely as presuppositions during commu-
nication. If ¢ and b are members of a group X which mutually believe ¢, then
¢ can be used as ‘silent’ background information when a and b are talking with
each other. For example, if @ and b are Dutchmen, then they may freely use
the name ‘Beatrix’ without any explicit reference. However, if one of them were
non-Dutch, then the user of this name should explain that Holland has a queen
and that ‘Beatrix’ is her name.

Such mutual beliefs are not restricted to linguistic use. Also in theories of
social behavior such belief representations show up. For planning activities,
intelligent agents make use of all kind of social conventions, which are in fact
mutual beliefs about the behavior of cooperating agents in a group. Many of
our own social strategies utilize information which we have about the behavior
of others [Lewis 1969].

The representation of mutual beliefs in (1) above can be seen as the most ideal
acceptance of information of an interacting group X. In most situations a small
finite part of the set in (1), i.e. up to a certain n € IV \ {0}, seems to be enough
for decision on new actions. Such a pragmatic upper bound to the epistemic
nesting of information seems to relate to the importance or risks of the decisions
which are to be made on the basis of this information.

An instructive example comes from [Halpern & Moses 1990] and deals with
risky military decision making, which is known as the Byzantine agreement prob-
lem. They describe a situation where two collaborating armies want to attack
a hostile town. The problem is that the two armies are at opposite sides of the
town, and there is no way that the two generals in charge, let’s call them a and
b, can communicate face-to-face and reach agreement about the time of a joint
attack. The only way to communicate is by sending a courier ¢ through the town
to the other side.

Let us say that general a is the initiator of this long distance conversation and
sends ¢ with the information p, which is the time of attack, to the other general
b. If ¢ reaches b safely, then b has got the information that p, but nevertheless
this information is not sufficient for a decision of b to attack the town at p. He
also needs to ensure a of the fact that the messenger ¢ arrived, such that a is
certain of the fact that b has the information p. So, he sends ¢ back to a with
the information Opp. If ¢ succeeds again, we have a new information state which
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contains O,p A Opp A O,04p. Again, a needs to send ¢ back with the information
O,04p, because b needs to be sure that a is sure that b will indeed attack at p.

This communication protocol never reaches a completely safe fulfilling of the
preconditions of an attack. In more usual communicative situations where the
risks of decisions on the basis of incoming messages are considerably lower, a
partial fulfilling of a mutual belief precondition is taken to be sufficient. Even
in face-to-face dialogues, we are never sure of reaching a state of mutual belief.
When an assertion is transferred a simple nodding of the receiver, as a sign of
affirmation or acceptance of the information, seems to be satisfactory to continue
the conversation or undertake a certain new action. If communicating agents
would insist on reaching real mutual beliefs by assertion, then any successful
dialogue would lead to an infinite nodding procedure. Nevertheless, we wish to
describe the ideal epistemic force of assertions and leave it to others to speculate
on more realistic empirical approximation of such update effects which do not
neglect the ‘Byzantine noise’.

In the next subsection we will introduce the system E% and its construction-
elimination dynamic extension C**. They contain additional mutual belief op-
erators for every subset of agents. These systems are proper extensions of the
epistemic systems of the previous section. The infinite set in (1) can not be
expressed as a single proposition in their languages £4 and EL’l.

A formal interpretation of mutual beliefs

The system E% is the static partial epistemic logic extended with additional
modal operators 0% for all X C A. Its language is called £%. A proposition
of the form O% ¢ says that every proposition of the form Oy, O,,...0, ¢ holds
(if n = 0 this proposition equals ¢) for all a; € X. These operators are inter-
preted by means of the reflexive transitive closure of the union of the individual
accessibility relations of the different agents in X.

4.17. DEFINITION. Let M = (W,{R.}eca,V) € €y. We use the following

notation for all non-empty subsets X of A:

Rx = |J R.,

acX
RY% ={(z,y) e W? | In€ IN : R%(z,y)} and
RY = Rx o R%.

The last relation RY% is the transitive closure of Rx and R% is the reflezive
transitive closure of Rx.

4.18. TABLE. Let M = (W,{Rs}aca,V) € &y. The O%-operators are inter-
preted with respect to M along the relation RY%.

M,w =E0%p <= Vv e W : (R%(w,v) = M,v = ¢)
M,wH 0% < JveW:(R%(w,v) & M,v= )
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The falsity of 0% with respect to a world w in a model M € €y, says that there
exists a sequence ay,...,a, in X such that O,,...0, ¢ is falsified with respect to
w in M. Instead of -O0% -y, we will also write C% . Such a proposition says
that ¢ holds in some world at some X-distance.

4.19. OBSERVATION. Notice that this interpretation is correct with respect to
the earlier intuitive description. Let M = (W,{R.}eca,V) € €Cy, and w € W
and X C A.
M,w = O%¢ < M,w | O,,...0, ¢ for all finite sequence ay,...,a, € X.
The falsification of 0% ¢ obtains the interpretation which has been mentioned
above:
M,w 4 0%¢ <= M,w = O,,...04, ¢ for certain sequence ay,...,a, € X.
Note that if n = 0 then M,w = ¢.

4.20. DEFINITION. Mutual belief of a proposition ¢ among a group X of agents,
is expressed by Ox %, which is abbreviated by Cx.

4.21. OBSERVATION. Notice that Cx ¢ is interpreted in the same way as O% ¢,
with Rx replaced by R% in the truth-value conditions above.

4.22. OBSERVATION. Combination of observation 4.19 above and example 4.8
shows that
[[C{a,b}‘tp]]@m = ﬂ [[DM"'Dan(P]]@QI (With n 2 1)'

{a1,.-1an )E{a,b}™
a;Fa; 1

The somewhat complicated subscript tells us that the sequences ag, .., a, con-
sist only of a’s and b’s, such that @ and b occur alternately. This means that the
mutual belief of ¢ and b of ¢ is the same as that a believes that ¢, b believes
that ¢, a believes that b believes that ¢, b believes that a that ¢, etcetera.

4.23. OBSERVATION. A negative property of |=¢, and |=¢; is their loss of com-
pactness. This means there exist infinite I' C £% such that I' =¢, ¢, while for
every finite I C I' the proposition ¢ is not a valid Ey-consequence: I' [£¢, .
A simple example is obtained by taking I' to be same as {0%p | 0 # X C A}
and by substituting O%p for certain p € IP. For all finite I' C T

I |7é¢\21 D}p,

The non-compactness of these logics indicate their meta-theoretical tough-
ness, when we compare them to the logics which we have met in the preceding
chapters. In the following subsection we will give derivation systems for their
underlying calculi. All these calculi have the straightforward finiteness property,
which means that they are incomplete with respect to the full class of sequents.
Nevertheless, we obtain a satisfactory completeness result in chapter 6 for these
systems. Their derivational capacity is still complete with respect to the class
of finite sequents.
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A derivation system for mutual beliefs

We need a considerable sequential extension of the basic static epistemic logic
E4 in order to obtain a suitable axiomatization for the operators O%. This
system is called E%. E% consists of E4 and the following additional rules for
the O%-operators.

4.24. TABLE.

*
RULES FOR DX

ek A
[LO%eFA

*
L-TRUE O%

Lol Oxp,-A I ‘P7AI
0%, T F O% e, 20% A, A

%
R-TRUE O%

Fa_'DX(P - _'907_'A F,7_'(10 A
0% T, I, ~O%p F —O%A, A

%
L-FALSE O%

F'F=p,A
F'--0%¢,A

*
R-FALSE O%

I'-DO%e,A

I,-O0%¢FA

R-TRUE Ox D} L-FALSE Dxl:\}
4.25. OBSERVATION. The system M’ consists of the rules of M4 and the
rules for 0% above. Apart from propositional tests, this system axiomatizes the
minimal partial variant of Pratt’s propositional dynamic logic [Pratt 1980]. The
modal indices A should in this case be interpreted as a set of atomic programs.
The O%-operator refers then to the program which executes an arbitrary number
of times the program sequence X.

4.26. OBSERVATION. The relatively easy rules L-TRUE O% and R-FALSE O%
are used in the sequel of the text by a reformulation as 0* = and = <* rules:

D}cp l_E:i © 0*= and @ l_E:i <>*(,0 = O*,

Furthermore, we use 0* = 00% and OO* = O as names for O ¢ Fgs OxO% ¢
and Ox Ok ¢ Fg» Ok . They are reformulations of R-TRUE Ox 0% and L-FALSE
0O xO%, respectively.

The rules R-TRUE 0% and L-FALSE O% look complicated at first sight. Re-
duction of the surrounding sets, the I'’s and the A’s, helps to get a better
comprehension. In fact, these rules are sequential formulations of induction
principles.

4.27. OBSERVATION. ¢ Fpg» Oxp = ¢ tpgs O%p R-IND and

Oxplhey ¢ = Okxplkrs ¢ L-IND

Proofs of these more pleasant induction formulations are obtained by taking

' =A=A"=0and I" = {¢} in R-TRUE 0%, and ' = A =T = () and
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A' = {p} in L-FALSE 0%, respectively.
Important E%-sequents which capture this induction effect as well, are:
D% Oxp,¢ FEs O%¢ R-IND’ and

OxpFEr ¢, 0%Cxp L-IND’.

Proof. These induction principles can be obtained very easily from the R-TRUE O%
and L-FALSE O%. The following simple three steps derivation establishes the first E%-

sequent.
1. Oxep,p I—E:4 Ox¢p START
2. ¢ I—Ej4 p START

3. DxOxp,pbps Oxp R-TRUE 0%3
Other derivations are left to the reader. W

4.28. OBSERVATION. Combination of the induction principles and the easier

rules of observation 4.26 entails yet other important principles such as the equiv-
*

alences 0% ¢ =g, 0% 0% ¢ and Oy =g, O% O% ¢, and the reversed version of
the induction principles above: O ¢ Fg= ¢, 0% Uxp and OxOxp, 0 Frs Ok .

Proof.
* * * *
1. O%e I—E:l OxO%¢ 0O*= 00
2. O%e I—E:1 0% 0%® R-IND
3. O%0O%e '_E}; O%e 0O*= forO%¢

From this “O0* = O*O*-property we can derive O% ¢ 3 O%xOxp. OF = OO
establishes the contra-positional version of this latter sequent: O%x < x¢ l_E:x Oxep.

4. DO%e I—E:1 7. 0* =

5. OxOx0O%e I—E:1 OxOxe 2X R-TRUE Ox (4)
6. OxO%¢ I—E:1 OxOxO%¢ R-TRUE Ox (1)

7. O%e I—E:1 OxOxO%¢ cuT (1,6)

8. O%¢ I—E:1 OxOxe curt (5,7)

9. O%e,0Oxe I—E:1 OxOxe L-MON (8)

10. 0% 0%, 0x¢ I—EZ 0% Oxe R-TRUE O% (9, Ox¢ '_EZ Oxe)

11. O%e,0x¢ }_EE 0% Oxe cuT (2,10)
12. OxO%e I—E:1 Oxe R-TRUE Ox (4)
13. O%e I—E:1 Oxe curt (1,12)
14. O%e I—E:1 0% Ox e cut (11,13)
|

4.29. OBSERVATION. The operators 0% behave also as modal normal opera-
tors, that is the normal R-TRUE and L-FALSE for O and O,, can be derived in
the system E’:
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I'tge ¢,A= 0% Fg O%p,O%A, and
Le l_E:q A= D}F,Q}(p l_E:q Q}A

Proof. We show the first implication below.

1. T I—EI1 v, A assumption
2. OxIhps Oxp,OxA R-TRUE Ox (1)
3. OxD,pkp+ Oxp, OxA L-MON (2)
4. O%x0xID,TFps O%p, O%xA,OxA  R-TRUE O% (1,3)
5. O%I,Thpe O%p,O%AA 0*0 = 0* and O* = O*O
6. O%I -3 O%e, O%A O0* = and = O*
[ |

In the sequel of this text we will call these weaker version of O%-introduction
R-MOD-TRUE 0% and L-MOD-FALSE 0%, respectively.

4.30. THEOREM. SOUNDNESS E’
Foral I, ACL%: T l—E:1 A =T e, A

Proof. We will show the soundness of R-TRUE O%. Suppose I', ¢ |=¢, Oxp, A (1)
andI' Fp= ¢, A (2). Let M = (W,{Ra}aca,V) € €y and w € W such that

M,w = 0%~ and M,w=«" forally €T and v' € I (3), and

M,w £ -0%6 and M,w |=§' forall § € A and §' € A’ (4).

The assumption (3) means that M,v A § for all v € W with R (w,v). We will prove
by an induction on n that

Vne IN Vv e W : Rk (w,v) = M,v | ¢ (5).

This conclusion would establish M,w |= O% ¢.

If n = 0 the conclusion immediately follows from (2) and (4).

Let n > 0 and R%(w,v). This means that there exists a world u € W such
that R% '(w,u) and Rx(u,v) (7). The induction hypothesis entails M,u = ¢.
Combination of (1), (3) and this last conclusion entails M, u = Ox ¢, and therefore

M,v |= ¢ (7).

Because w has been chosen freely as O%I' U I''-world, we may conclude that the as-
sumptions (1) and (2) lead to

M,w = O%¢ or
M,w = O%§ for certain § € A, or
M,w |= § for certain §' € A'.

In other words, (1) and (2) imply O%I',I" |=¢, O% ¢, "0%A,A". B
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Ideal assertion

As explained in the introduction of this chapter, we will take an idealistic position
on the interpretation of assertions. The dynamic epistemic effect of an assertion
is the mutual belief of the content of the assertion by the sender and the receiver,
or group of receivers.

Furthermore, we need to stipulate a precondition for assertions. The simplest
precondition of an assertion is that its sender believes the content himself. This
establishes a first interpretation for assertion. We will write an assertion as an
expression of the form |a assert o) X | withaec A,0# X C Aand p € L:L’l’*.

The agent a is the sender, X is the non-empty group of receiving agents and
¢ is the content of the assertion. Such a communicative action is a complex
dynamic operator. It takes a proposition ¥ € EL’l’*, to make a proposition

a assert ¢)X | ¥, where % is a consequence of the assertion. Our first proposal

for interpretation of such an assertion proposition is the following:

a assert @)X | ¢ =D0ap A [Clayuxplu.

Here we presumed that all members of the receiving group X are aware of
the other receiving agents. This is typically not an interpretation of mass-
communication®.

In terms of this interpretation, the Byzantine protocol does not have finite
success. Let ¢g be the crucial proposition, and let ¢; = O,p;_1 if 7 is even, and

w; = Opp;—1 if 7 is odd. For all n € IN:

/gss | ¢ assert @n)@n | .. ]c assert o) zo | Ciqa 10

4.31. OBSERVATION. Another simple observation on this interpretation of as-
sertion is the following:

a assert )X | ¢, 0,x o3+ |a assert o Ax)X | ¢, and

—Ogp,la assert o)X | P Fose L.

The first C*-sequent can be put more general:

X Fos» o =>|a assert o)X | ¥, 0,x Fgs« |a assert x) X | .

. 3 .
An obvious non-C”-sequent is:

a assert o)X | ¢¥,la assert x)X | ¥ [fosx |a assert oV x)X | .

Take ¢ = p,ip = ¢ € IP and let b € X. If O,p and O,q both hold, then also

a assert p) X | (OppV Opq) and |a assert ¢) X | (Opp V Tpq).

Nevertheless, |a assert pV ¢g) X | (Opp V Upq) is certainly not guaranteed.

4If all agents in X were in isolation, the update effect would be /\beX Ciapy o
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Bunt [Bunt 1989], in line with [Searle 1969], took the epistemic update effect
of any communicative action to be identical to the mutual belief of the precon-
ditions by the sender and receiver(s). This means that the meaning of such an
action is fully determined by these preconditions and stipulates in the case of
assertion a weaker interpretation.

a assert @) X | Y = 0a0 A [ClayuxTaplu .

Indeed, such an interpretation seems to be more realistic. The members of X
rather learn that a believes ¢ rather than the content ¢ itself. So, in this case we

do not have Fgs« |a assert ¢) X | Oxp, but still Fgs: |a assert o) X | OxO,0.

Nevertheless, this interpretation is rather weak. The cautiousness of this inter-
pretation does not cause any factual update of other believers.

A more ‘pragmatic’ interpretation of a p-assertion can be stipulated by further
strengthening of the precondition. A reasonable one is that the sender a keeps
open the possibility that at least one of the receivers actively disbelieves ¢.
In terms of the C*®-models, a has access to some possible world which can be
enriched in such a way that at least one agent of the group X has access to a
counter-model of ¢. This additional constraint tells us in fact that a expects
that his assertion has some informational effect on — or is a non-trivial update
for — the group X. This contingent ‘contribution’-requirement with respect to
the content ¢ of the assertion leads to the following interpretation:

a assert @) X | ¢ =Uap ATg( ) Oxp A [C{a}uxcp]ul/).

Somewhat stronger contribution conditions, like O, ( ), "Ox @ or Co({ Yo Ox¢p
A{ )uOx¢), seem reasonable as well. Note that the ( ), operators express
a certain consistency with respect to worlds. Their interpretation coincides
with M-operator of Turner (see page 89). Such a consistency claim gives the

interpretation of a communicative action a certain ‘default’ flavor, which has
also been advocated in [Perrault 1989] and [Beun 1989].

4.32. OBSERVATION. The contribution requirement above forbids trivial up-
dates:

Foss ¢ =—> |a assert o)X | ¢ Feosx L.

Another weaker interpretation of the contribution-requirement is a replace-
ment of this disbelief of X of ¢ by the falsity of the epistemic effect Coyux¢p.
It might be the case that a yet believes that all members of X believe that ¢,
but nevertheless wants to inform them of the fact that a shares this belief. So,
yet a fourth interpretation is the following:

a assert p) X | % =00 Ao )uCrayuxe A lCiayuxelu®.

One might claim that this last interpretation is principally another action.
We want to point out that a more cautious contribution requirement as above
is just more tolerant, and deals satisfactorily with assertions which are meant to
update only deeper layers of belief.
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In fact, we will extend this style of interpretation structure for other commu-
nicative actions. If the intended epistemic effect of an action, performed by a,
is x, the contribution requirement equals <4 ( ), —x. For appropriate specifica-
tion of such an effect y for different communicative action we need additional
expressivity. This is the topic of the next section, which discusses intentional
modalities for interpretation of actions like questions.

4.3 Intentions

Individual preferences of communicating agents are very important for inter-
pretation of communicative actions. Such actions also express an intention of
agents to reach new information states and the wish of cooperation by the other
interactors in order to achieve this together.

These preferences are interpreted over a set of preferential worlds for ev-
ery world in the model®. This approach has also been advocated in [Cohen
& Levesque 1990]. A multiple world interpretation is meant to comprehend
possible contradictory preferences. It might very well be the case that different
preferences can not be fulfilled in one single world®.

4.33. DEFINITION. A €3 -model is a quintuple (W,{R,}aca,{Ps}taca,<,V),
where A is a non-empty finite set, and

(W,{Rs}aca,<,V) € &3,
<W, {Pa,}a,eA7V> € My

The new relations P, are the individual preference relations.

The arbitrary multiple world interpretation of preferential worlds is rather
minimal. Below we will discuss different possible restrictions for the preference
relations and their interplay with the doxastic accessibilities.

To begin with, we need an additional preference operator [p], for every agent
a € A. A proposition of the form [p],p refers to situations where ¢ holds in all
preferential worlds which belong to the agent a. In other words, a’s preferences
agree on the truth of ¢. This additional operator is added to the language

5 Preferences also appear in other parts of dynamic logic. An example is Veltman’s definition
of expectation patterns over worlds [Veltman 1991]. These expectation patterns are meant to
interpret default information in a dynamic setting. Preferential worlds or models stem from
the field of non-monotonic logic [Shoham 1988]. In this field, they are used to model reasoning
on the basis of absent information, where only a limited non-monotonic consequence relation
over the maximally preferential worlds is used to compensate this lack of information. The
clear difference with our pure selection of sets of preferential worlds, is that these logics use
the more delicate notion of orders on worlds. In the terminology of preferential semantics, we
abstract away from these orders and act as if the maximal preferential worlds are determined
beforehand. For a modal approach to preferential semantics see [van Benthem, van Eijck &
Frolova 1993].

6In [Appelt 1985] the fused possible world semantics have been used in order to deal with
incoherent preferences. See appendix 2.5 for a partial interpretation of fused possible world
semantics.
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L:L’l. For this language we use the abbreviation L:L’l’[p]. The semantics of the
preference operator in terms of the ¢3! is the following.

4.34. TABLE.
M,w = [plap & Vv e W : Py(w,v) = M,v=¢p

M,w = [plap & Jv € W : Py(w,v) & M,v 5 ¢

Instead of —[p],—¢, we will use (p)op. It says that ¢ holds with respect to at
least one of the situations which are preferred by the agent a.

The underlying system is very simple because we have left the preference
relations completely free in definition 4.33. The system C? is simply C* with
the minimal modal rules R-TRUE O and L-FALSE O for the operators [p],. The
system C3* is the system C** with these additional rules for [p],. Of course,
such systems are much too liberal for reasoning about individual preferences.
We now turn to possible constraints on the infrastructure of these preferential
worlds.

Realistic preferences

We first consider constraints corresponding to principles of introspection. Just
like for the epistemic modality we accept full introspection on the preferen-
tial worlds. In other words, every agent is completely certain about his own
preferences. The set of preferential worlds of an agent a is identical with the
set of preferential worlds of a in all his doxastic alternatives. Formally, for all

M = (W,{Ra}aca;{Pa}taca,V) € €3 we take
Ve,y,z € W: Ro(z,y) = (Pa(z,2) & Po(y,2)) for all a € A.

The corresponding dynamic epistemic inference system can be established by
means of the following additional axioms to the systems C? and C3*.

4.35. TABLE. O,[plae = Culplay = [Play

Oa(p)a¥ = Ca(p)ay = (P)ayp

We do not venture to postulate these kind of doubling principles for the pref-
erence relation itself. Philosophically speaking, such axioms are pretty risky. If
we would use the 45-rules for the operator [p],, then we would accept a perfect
satisfaction of every agent with his own preferences. Such ‘free will’-principles
are disputable in many ways. For example, it expresses complete satisfaction
of agents with their own basic biological and psychological motives. We there-
fore simply avoid such dangerous principles, and determine no pure preference
constraints”.

Further restriction of the interplay of doxastic and preferential worlds depends
heavily on the intended application. For example, in [Cohen & Levesque 1990]

"Even an axiom F [p]s T, which means that every agent a has at least one preferential
world, seems to be too strong. We do not exclude complete apathetic agents. Any reader who
wishes to postulate a pure preference principle of the Geach format (p)*[plL¢ F [p|7(p)? is
invited to stipulate a semantic constraint for preferential worlds. In chapter 7 this reader can
find enough information to capture such a principle model-theoretically.
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preferential operators are used as goal-worlds. This means that an agent attach
a certain contingency to these worlds. In a two-valued classical modal logic, this
comes down to the constraint that all goal-worlds should be doxastic alternatives
as well: P, C R,. The corresponding axiom is O, ¢ I [plae, which is called the
principle of realism in [Cohen & Levesque 1990]%. In partial or constructive
modal logic, such a subset relation has to be encoded by an additional contra-
position of the last axiom as well.

REALISM (plap F Cup & Oup F [play

This principle is very strong. For example, if the agent a has a goal-world in
which a believes a certain proposition ¢, then a factually believes it:

(P)aTap F CoOgp - Oy,

In other words, the complete use of the principle of realism implies a certain un-
willingness of agents to learn new things. In [Cohen & Levesque 1990]° stronger
conceptions of goals, such as ‘persistent goals’ are incorporated to overcome this
epistemic rigidity.

In partial modal logics it is possible to relativize such a principle of realism.
As we have no contra-position, we can simply dump the unwanted negative part
of this principle. We will also limit our use of the REALISM principle. A complete
employment of O, F [pla would also lead to unwanted effects. For example,
if it is applied to active disbelief, we obtain:

g - Ua—Uap - [p]a_'Da(lD‘

It tells us that we prefer all our active disbeliefs unambiguously. Of course, this
is not what we had in mind. Agents want to move upwards, and one way of
doing so is deletion of doubts.

Another problem arises when the REALISM principle is applied to beliefs of
others: 0,040 F [pla0pp. This means that if an agent a believes something
about b’s beliefs, then a is completely satisfied with these beliefs of . This
extreme tolerance would remove much of the motives of agents to communicate.
Of course, it should be possible to model intentions of agents to remove or revise
beliefs of other agents. What is left of the principle of realism is the following
cautious formulation.

CAUTIOUS REALISM O,p F [plap for all ¢ € L.

This means that we only apply it to extensional information. This yields the
following model-theoretic constraint for models M = (W,{R;}aca,{Pa}aca,<
, V)

Ve,y: Py(z,y) = Jz: Ru(z,2) & V(z) C V(y).
It means that all preferential worlds of an agent have more atomic — and propo-
sitional — content than at least one of his doxastic alternatives. This does not

8Such realism towards your own goals can also be found in formal distinction between
wishes and intentions [Appelt 1985] [Devlin 1991].

9They employ the logic KD45 as the underlying epistemic logic. So, this inference can be
made in their systems as well.
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mean that all these alternatives are preserved in some preferential world. This
removes the contra-positional effect of the REALISM postulate!®.

Preferences and the beliefs of others

Principles of cooperative behavior can formally be comprehended as constraints
on the structural interplay between doxastic alternatives of an agent a and his
preferences about the doxastic alternatives of other agents.

An important principle in formal pragmatics of natural language is Grice’s
maxim of quality [Grice 1975]. It says that, if an agent a aims at a situation
where the agent b believes a certain proposition ¢, then a should also be con-
vinced of this information himself. In formal notation:

QUALITY 1 [p]oOpp F Ogp for all p € L.

A similar interpretation has also been stipulated in [Beun 1989]. Again, we avoid
unwanted mixture of this principle with intensional information, and apply the
rule only to extensional information. The corresponding constraint for a model

M = (W,{Ro}oca,;{Potaca,<,V) is the following
Vz,y: Ru(z,y) & Ru(z,z) =
dz,2' i Py(z,2) & Re(2,2') & V(2') C V(y).

The converse of this integrity constraint yields a kind of arrogant commu-
nicative attitude. It entails obtrusive agents: Og,p - [p]aOpp for all ¢ € L. It
says that if an agent a prefers worlds where everybody shares his beliefs. This
arrogance postulate corresponds to the following semantic constraint

Va,y,z: Po(z,y) & Ry(y,z) = 3z’ : R.(y,2') & V(') C V(2).

Relativizing this principle of arrogance, by moving the negation in the conclusion
to the right hand side yields a socially more acceptable postulate:

QUALITY 2 U, (p)aCprp k Lforall p € L.

In partial logic, this principle is independent of the pushy principle above. Its
denotation is also much more sensible. It says that if an agents a believes ¢ then
he may never prefer a situation where another agent has a counter-model of ¢ in
mind. This postulate can semantically be characterized by the coherence relation
~ on partial valuations. A simple substitution of ~ for C in the ‘arrogant’ models
above entails the satisfactory model-theoretic constraint®?.

Of course, a principle like QUALITY 2 is equivalent with the principle of ar-
rogance in classical modal logic. The flexibility of partial modal logic, which
separates such intuitively different principles, turns out to be an advantage by

10Chapter 7 focuses on this non-contra-positional partial modal logics.

1 For modal correspondences of the coherence relation we refer the reader to chapter 7.
In the same way we can relativize other principle. For example, the principle of cautious
realism can be transformed into the principle of VERY CAUTIOUS REALISM: O,¢, (pla—¢ F L
for all ¢ € £. The corresponding semantic constraint is obtained by replacing C by ~ in the
characteristics of models for CAUTIOUS REALISM.
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its application to interpret rational communicative behavior. We therefore add
it to our list of reasons to use partial modal logic instead of classical modal
logic, which have been presented in section 1.3. Obviously, this advantage is a
side effect of the freeness of contra-position of partial logics, which we already
discussed in that section.

Ideal questions

An important facility of additional preferential semantics to the C*-style of log-
ics, is that other communicative actions can be interpreted. Questions are such
actions that require ‘intentional’ reasoning. Furthermore, more skeptical inter-
pretations of assertions than the ultimate mutual belief updates in section 4.2,
can be stipulated by means of preferential worlds. On the basis of preferential
operators different utterances, classified by their epistemic and intentional force,
can be distinguished semantically.

If we would assign to questions the same ideal dynamic interpretation as we
have done for assertions, the epistemic effect of a question ¢ of a sender a
to a group of receivers X is [Ciayux[Pla(Ca V Oa—p)lu. This means that it
becomes mutual belief of the group {a} U X that a prefers to know the truth-
value of the proposition ¢. Preconditions of questions includes a weak contri-
bution requirement, namely a’s conceiving of the non-triviality of the utterance:
Cal )uCiarux[Pla(HBap VOa—p), and furthermore we require the non-triviality
of a possible answer to the question: Cg( )y A Cg( )y —¢. In short,

a question @)X | ¥ =g )u @ AT Y9 Ao VXA [X]u?

with x = C{a,}UX[p]a(Da(P \ Da—!(p).

Of course, we could speculate on many other interpretations of questions, or
distinguish different types of questions. An example here is a test action. Such
a communicative action should have another dynamic meaning. Suppose that
an agent b were testing a group X on the information ¢. The epistemic effect is
clearly different. The agent b wants to find out, for instance, whether one agent
of the group X has information on the truth value of ¢. In an ideal interpretation
we get the following epistemic effect:

X = Cpyux [plsp with

P :=0o(Vaex Ba®VVaex Ba9) V B(Voex BapVViex Bamo)
The interpretation of this test action is then.
b otest ) X | ¥ = (Dpp V Opmp) A Op{ Ju X A [X]u?

As mentioned above, we could also differentiate on assertions. Substitution
of [p]lsOx¢ for ¢ in the epistemic effect of the ideal assertion interpretation in
section 4.2 yields a much more skeptical interpretation for such assertions. For
example, we could distinguish informing from telling.

We will not further speculate on different communicative actions. We think
that deeper analysis would disturb the formal presentation here. We leave it to
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the reader to make up his own favorite interpretations. It is not our intention
to claim the correctness of certain pragmatic postulates, but instead we have
shown how such principles can be encoded, and that the machinery of partial
and constructive modal logics is a sensible framework for doing so.

Intentions and preferences

A last remark which we should nevertheless make about our framework for com-
municative interpretation is the formal distinction between intentions and prefer-
ences. Somewhat misleading, we have used intentions in the title of this section,
while we spoke only about preferences. Of course, the connection is very close,
but because formal pragmatics speaks more about intentions than about prefer-
ences, a sharp definition of intention is still required.

We follow [Cohen & Levesque 1990] who define intentions in terms of prefer-
ential worlds. We take intentions to be defined over actions, such as assert and
QUESTION. If an action is defined in terms of its preconditions and its dynamic
effect, then we say that the intention of an agent a to perform such an action is
the same as that a beliefs that the preconditions are fulfilled and prefers a state
where the content of the dynamic effect of the action holds.

Let ACT be the set of communicative actions which the agent may use. And
let prec : ACT x EL’l’*’[p] — L:L’l’*’[p] and ept : ACT x L:L’l’*’[p] — EL’l’*’[p]
be the functions which specify for every action in ACT and every proposition ¢ €
EL’l’*’[p], which is conveyed by the action, its precondition(s) and its epistemic
effect, respectively. If act € ACT, then

a act )X | ¥ = prec(act,p) A [epi(act, )], .

The intention of an agent a to perform the action act with content ¢, and with
X as the set of receivers, can then be specified formally in the following way:

Ogprec(act, @) A [plaepi(act, ¢).

Most often, just as in many interpretations given above, one of the precon-
ditions of an action is a contribution requirement. This makes sure that if an
agent a intends to perform an action action, then a believes also its contribu-
tion requirement, which yields that intentions are meant to change the current
information state.

4.4 Communication with the physical world

So far, we have only considered partial models in our dynamic epistemic for-
malisms. All relevant information for the proposals for interpretation of com-
municative action in the previous section is nested by modal epistemic and pref-
erence operators, and therefore refers to individual accessible worlds, such as
doxastic and preferential worlds, and these worlds are partial, from our point of
view.
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But what about the real world? Is this a total world, or should we choose for
a puritan position? In fact, in this thesis we will avoid philosophical deliberation
on this topic. But still, we want to explain what it means technically if an outer
total world would be accepted in a theory of partial possible worlds.

Outer worlds

For the model-theory, it is not hard to embed a specific total bi-valent reality. We
simply add a set of total possible worlds, which perform the role of a changing
physical world. Nevertheless, we take the factual information, i.e. literals, to
have a constant truth-value. This choice leads to the following model class €3%,

4.36. DEFINITION. A ¢3®-model is a quintuple (W, S, {R.}aca, <, V) such that
A is finite, and

(Wi{Ra}aca, <, V) € &,

b#£ScCw,

V(s) € X for all s € 5, and

V(s)(p) = V(t)(p) for all s,t € S and p € IP.

The last requirement fixes the factual outer world. The notion of validity is
different. We judge propositions of EL’l "™ only on the basis of the configuration
of the real world.

[elesn = {(M,s) | M,s |= o}
I'Een A ﬂ [v]esn C U [6]cs

el €A

The underlying system C*Eis a straightforward extension of C®, with some
supplementary classical rules. The first additional rule is a partial acceptance of
R-TRUE — from classical logic.

T,oFA pehl
' =g, A

4.37. TABLE. R-TRUE — FOR LT,

This rule is sound because of the totality of the realities in the models. This
means that the local extensional logic in these totalities is classical. Furthermore,
the meaning of dynamic intensional information which does not contain individ-
ual modal, i.e. O,- and (p),-, operators collapses into extensional information.
In other words, they are equivalent to formulae in L.

The other partial re-classicalization of the logic consists of strengthening the
R-TRUE introduction of the update operator and the L-FALSE introduction of
the downdate operator. These rules may be applied if the contextual sequential
parameters are subsets of the sublanguage L.

L,pF¢,A T,ACL

4.38. TABLE.
I'Flelut, A

R-STRONG-TRUE | |,
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L,~¢Fe, A T,ACLH
L, =lelay A

In fact, these rules re-establish the classical —-introduction for the update

L-STRONG-FALSE | |4

operator in purely LT sequential contexts. Note furthermore that these rules
also settle STRONG versions for L-FALSE and R-TRUE for updates and downdates,
respectively. We furthermore obtain a complete extensional flattening of the
language £ in L.

4.39. OBSERVATION. For all ¢ € LT/
P =cr ( Jup=csr [ Jup [plutd Zcsr VY [plap =csr @ VP
p=cor (Jap Zcor [ lap  (Plu Zcor oA (p)ath =csr ~p A

Extensionally omniscient machines

A more practical use of total realities is human-machine communication, es-
pecially in intelligent systems of information retrieval and database querying.
In such a dialogue configuration we deal, in principle, with two communicat-
ing agents: the system and the user. The reality is the factual internal data
of the machine. The system knows what is in this database, but typically has
incomplete knowledge of the user’s information. In computer terminology: the
database is total, while the usermodel is incomplete. Furthermore, the machine
is also omniscient with regard to its own data. In the possible worlds terminology,
this means that the doxastic worlds of ) contain the same factual information
as the database, i.e. they are realities. This leads to the following subclass of

3R,
4.40. DEFINITION. A €/, model is a €3*-model M = (W, S,{R}4ca,<,V) with
A ={Q,u} and

Vs € S: Ra(s,t)=teS.

The system C} is similar to C3E_ with a bit more of classical freedom. The
rules R-TRUE —, R-TRUE-STRONG | |, and L-FALSE-STRONG [ |4 may now be
applied to all formulae of E;’l.

Furthermore, due to the partial omniscience of {2, we acquire an equivalence
of ¢, Cqp and Oq¢ for the same part of the language. In the sequential style,
this boils down to the following rules:

T,-pFA peLht TFo,A pellt
'FOqe, A I,-OqpkF A

4.41. OBSERVATION. ¢ =03 Oap =cz Uayp for all ¢ € E;’l.

Proof. We only prove the first equivalence. Let ¢ € L’(T}’l.
1. o I—Cg @ START
2. Feos ~p,p  R-TRUE - (1)

3. <Caep I—Cg ¢ table above (2)
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4. TOagphos ©ap D (1)

5. @,mphez 0 L-TRUE = (1)

6. ¢ I—Cg Oqep left rule in table above (5)
7. ¢hes Cap cuT (4,6)

The other equivalences are left to the reader. The equivalence of Cqp and Ogy can
be obtained by using the rules above in combination with the rules of introspection,
i.e. the 45-rules. W

The rules for C}, lead to the same extensional flattening of E;’l into £ as
which we have found for £} in C*F in observation 4.39.

4.5 Conclusions and reflections

In this chapter we have shown how the machinery of partial modal logics and
their constructive extensions can be employed for distributive dynamic interpre-
tations of communicative actions. As argued in the introductory chapter, we
prefer to combine constructive and eliminative dynamics in one uniform logical
framework. Above, we have illustrated how such a two-dimensional dynamics
can be used in a general setting of theories of communication.

We have kept our presentation free from severe discussions on the legitimacy
of different kinds of interpretations of communicative actions. It has been our
aim to show that partial and constructive modal logics can be used for describing
such interpretations. Furthermore, the logical weakness of these systems turned
out to be advantageous for relativizing pragmatic principles.

As a consequence, we have broken off our outline rather abruptly. This has
been done on purpose. Further philosophical speculation would simply reach
above the limits of the mathematical skies of this thesis. The point of return
has come, and we will get back to the mathematics of these dynamic logics over
partial states in the forthcoming part II.

As we have focussed on the alternative prospects of partial worlds for dynamic
logics, we did not investigate many relevant additional tools for modeling com-
munication which are known from classical modal logics. We have only focussed
on essential extensions by means of mutual belief and preferential operators.

As mentioned in chapter 1, further scaling of modal information would con-
tribute to theories of communication in order to assign degrees to attitudes.
In classical settings we find many of such formalisms. For example, assigning
probabilities to worlds, such as proposed in different classical modal settings
[Gardenfors 1975] [van der Hoek 1992], is both intuitively appealing and could
be of importance to theories of communication. Dynamic interpretations of
communicative actions could then be decomposed in terms of the reliability of
information as well.

In [van Benthem, van Eijck & Frolova 1993] different suggestions have been
given to incorporate ordered preferential semantics in a modal logical style as
well. Such an approach for partial modal logic could be very useful for stipulating
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more fine-grained interpretations of preferences and intentions in combination
with the construction-elimination dynamics of partial modal logics.

From a wider perspective, there are many other more general challenges for
our dynamic theory of partial states. First order logical extensions of partial
and constructive modal logic would be of particular interest'?. Other relevant
extensions are temporal extensions. These kinds of extensions would supply
enough equipment for partial logic to imitate expressive classical systems such
as in [Cohen & Levesque 1990]3.

Another important issue with respect to theories of communication is the reli-
ability of agents, instead of the above-mentioned differentiation of the quality of
information. We could relate the epistemic force of an utterance to the authority
that a receiver assigns to the sender with respect to this utterance. Interpreta-
tion of this kind of reliabilities calls for more relational semantics. Besides static
and dynamic interpretation of propositions, we could incorporate an epistemic
interpretation of a proposition ¢ which induces an ezpertise order over the set A
of agents. The epistemic force of an utterance ¢ from a sender a to a receiver b
would then depend on the reliability orderings that ¢ and b associate to ¢. Simi-
lar ideas can be found in so-called belief dependency logics as in [Zhisheng Huang
1991] and [Zhisheng Huang & van Emde Boas 1993].

A recent approach to communication which seems to be very promising is the
use of constructive type theories, which has been propagated in [Ahn 1992] for
usermodeling in man-machine communication. In a more general style [van Ben-
them 1993] advocates this direction for epistemic logic. These type systems are
originally meant for automated proof checking , e.g. [de Bruyn 1980]. They
consist of powerful typed A-calculi which are meant for representation of propo-
sitions and their proofs. This means that these systems have an essentially richer
information structure than standard logics. They keep track of the arguments of
propositions and this creates more possibilities to interpret and generate com-
municative behavior. However, just like the constructive propositional logics
which have been discussed in the thesis, these systems are too rigid for com-
mon sense modeling as they are meant for reasoning about proofs. Furthermore,
they model only one mathematical reasoner. In [Borghuis 1993] the reader finds
modal epistemic extensions of these A-calculi, which are meant to overcome this
loneliness and rigidity.

As the logics which we have presented are not widely known, and some of them
are unknown, we will withdraw to their meta-theory. All the possible exten-
sions which we have mentioned above are therefore taken to be challenges for
future research. Instead, we wish to give a solid mathematical analysis of the
basic formalisms of this thesis, which are also meant to support such future
explorations.

12For a survey on first order partial modal logics see [Huertas 1994].

13 Another aspect of communication which is relevant for modal approaches to communica-
tion is normative behavior. In [Weigand 1993] the reader finds a survey on the use of deontic
logic for normative interaction.
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Chapter 5

Completeness

This chapter introduces a uniform method to derive completeness results for the
basic logics which were presented in the preceding chapters of this part. Com-
pleteness is the converse result of soundness. We have interpreted a sequential
derivation system S in terms of a consequence relation =g over a class of models
S. The symbolic formulation of completeness of this system with respect to &
looks as follows:

l'E¢e A = T'Fg A forall A C Lg.

The method which we will use is based on the well-known Henkin- or canonical
style of completeness proving. We refer the reader to [Hughes & Cresswell 1984]
and [Chellas 1980] for systematic presentation of this style for classical modal
logics. As we will find out in the course of this chapter, we need to revise some
of the known basic definitions of this Henkin style in order to let the machinery
run fluently for partial logics.

The first section presents this modified, often even generalized, basic equip-
ment. The second section justifies these modifications, in the sense that the
Henkin method properly fixes completeness for the extensional and intensional
basic systems P and M. It shows that partial systems do not behave worse than
classical propositional and modal logic when it comes to proving completeness.

In the third section the reader finds the same method applied to construc-
tive propositional and modal logics. These latter systems need some special
attention because of their particular frame characteristics, that is the interplay
of accessibility and the information pattern which we have met in section 3.4
on the semantics of these logics. The last section focuses on completeness for
the up-and-down systems. Accomplishment of their completeness is simply an
imitation of the results which are to be presented in the third section. The sup-
plemental expressivity for judgement of the logical consequences of retraction of
information requires some adaptation, though the needed extra technical effort
is small.

141
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Completeness theorems of the mutual belief logics E* and C** are postponed
until the following chapter on finite models. Due to the non-compactness of
such mutual belief logics, we need stronger meta-theoretical means. This is due
to the implementation of the common belief operator. In line with well-known
completeness proofs for modal logics with reflexive transitive closure operators
[Kozen & Parikh 1981] [Halpern & Moses 1992] , such as the mutual belief
operator, we exhibit a completeness result with respect to finite models. This
may seem queer, as it is a stronger result than just ordinary completeness. The
price is of course a somewhat weaker completeness result, which applies only to
finite sequents.

We will no longer dwell upon issues of later chapters here. We turn instead
to the basic principles needed to develop the technical equipment for a solid
meta-theory of partial intensional logics.

5.1 Saturated sets

In classical logic the notion of mazimally consistent sets of formulae is the essen-
tial ingredient of Henkin-style completeness proofs. In classical modal logic such
maximally consistent sets have the same function [Hughes & Cresswell 1984].
Such a set of formulae is consistent with respect to the underlying logic, and
it is mazimal in the sense that it does not have proper consistent extensions.
The utility of maximally consistent sets is that they enable us to get grip on the
semantic entities, like valuations in propositional logic, worlds in modal logic
or interpretations and assignments in predicate logic, by syntactic means. A
completeness theorem is then accomplished by making two steps.

One of these steps justifies this semantic use of maximally consistent sets. It
guarantees that the elements of such a set coincide with those formulae which
it verifies. This result, which is called the truth lemma of a logic, tells us that
maximally consistent sets behave like worlds.

The other step, which is normally made first, is called the Lindenbaum lemma,
and states that every consistent set can be extended to a maximally consistent
set. This result is normally established by adding as much information to a given
consistent set as long as one can, i.e. without losing consistency. The limit of
this construction turns out to be a maximally consistent set.

The completeness recipe is the following. On account of the Lindenbaum
lemma we obtain that whenever a set of formulae A is not a conclusion set of a
set of formulae I', there must exist a maximally consistent extension of I' U A,
let us say I'*. The truth lemma tells us that I'* verifies all members of I', but
none of A. Therefore I'*, interpreted as a world, provides a counter-example
proving that A is not a valid consequence of T'.

The requirement of maximal consistency turns out to be too strict for selecting
sets of formulae in order to simulate the Henkin procedure for partial logics
properly. We have to be more liberal in accepting sets of formulae as valuations
or worlds. It could be the case that a formula ¢ is neither verified nor falsified. If
we want to imitate such gaps of truth-assignments by means of sets of formulae,
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then these sets do not necessarily have to be maximal. The following concept of
saturated set defines how such sets should behave if we want to simulate partial
states. Original definitions of saturated sets can be traced back to [Aczel 1968]
and [Thomason 1968] . Our definition of saturated sets of formulae, which we
present in the sequential style of the preceding chapters, boils down to maximal
consistency for total logics. In other words, saturation is not an adjustment of
maximal consistency, but is rather a generalization. We present its definition in
such a way that the forthcoming results can be applied just as easily to total
logics as to the partial logics which we focus on.

5.1. DEFINITION. Let S be a certain sequential derivation system, and let Lg

be its language.
S is consistent iff 0 /s 0.

A set of formulae ' C Lg is said to be S-consistent, whenever T' t/g (.

A set of formulae I' C Lg is said to be S-saturated whenever for all A C Lg:
F'Fs A= ANT #0.

The collection of all S-saturated sets will be denoted by Gatg in the sequel of
the text.

The criterion of saturation is the converse of the START rule. This can be seen
as the most basic step of inference in the sequential systems of part I. In this
sense, a saturated set can be seen as an ideal assumption set. Every consequence
set is already represented in the assumption set by means of at least one of its
elements.

5.2. OBSERVATION. An S-saturated set is always S-consistent, because when-
ever a set I' is not S-consistent, then I' Fg 0, but 0 N T = 0.

Maybe the definition of S-consistency is not immediately clear. The best
way to explain its definition is that whenever () is derivable from a set I', then
everything must be derivable from I' by the rule R-MON: I' =g A for all A C Lg.
Of course, not every system contains this rule, but in this paper it is contained by
all the derivational systems which were put on the stage in part I. We prefer this
style of definitions because it does not make use of linguistic specific properties
such as connectives.

In [Aczel 1968] saturated sets are presented as saturated theories. The word
theory indicates that they are deductively closed. This automatically follows
from our sequential definition, when we substitute singletons for the right hand
sequence:

'rsé = 6€l.

If finite S-conclusion sets might be replaced by disjunctions, which is the case
in the systems that we discuss here, we also obtain

'FspVyp=—=p €T oryp el

!In these articles saturated sets are used to give completeness proofs for intuitionistic pred-
icate logic.
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for S-saturated sets. Sets of formulae which satisfy this property are called
prime in [Aczel 1968]. Sets which are consistent, prime and deductively closed
are called saturated there. Whenever S satisfies I' Fg o V¢ & T Fg ¢,%, our
definition coincides with Aczel’s. Again, for reasons of linguistic independence?,
and also its conciseness, we prefer our sequential definition.

This definition of saturated sets generalizes the notion of maximal consistency
in classical logic indeed, because whenever a set is saturated with respect to the
sequential system for classical logic, the rule R-TRUE —,ie. o F A =T F
-, A, forces it to be maximal as well. Suppose that I' is such a saturated set,
related to a sequential derivation system for classical logic. Clearly I',¢ - ¢,
and therefore also I' - —p,p. This entails for all formulae ¢ either ¢ € T or
- € I'. If I had a proper saturated extension A, then there exists ¢ € A such
that ¢ ¢ I'. Given the earlier observation, this entails —¢ € I', and because
I' C A also -¢ € A. This entails A - -, and by L-FALSE — and the double
negation property in classical logic, we have A, - 0. ¢ € A makes us conclude
A+ (), which contradicts the consistency of A.

This observation also applies to systems with the weak negation ~ such as P~
and M™. In short, P™- and M™ -saturation coincides with maximal P™- and
M™-consistency respectively.

Saturation lemmas

The construction of a maximally consistent set out of a given consistent set,
which proves the above-mentioned Lindenbaum lemma in classical logic, is most
often carried out without limitations of building materials. Maximality is just
the final stage of piling up arbitrary formulae, with the only restriction that we
are not allowed to give up the consistency. In partial logic the construction of
saturated sets is often more restricted in the sense that certain formulae are sim-
ply prohibited from being used as such building material. Especially in proving
truth lemmas for partial modal formalisms, as we will see in the completeness
proof procedure for M, saturated sets have to be built inside another set. Such a
limiting set is normally given in advance as an upper bound of the construction.
The generalization of the Lindenbaum lemma which we will present, guarantees
a successful construction whenever this upper bound is rich enough to intersect
all sequences which are derivable from the set with which we start the con-
struction. The following definition gives the precise prescriptions of such upper
bounds. We will call these upper bounds saturators.

5.3. DEFINITION. Let S be a sequential derivation system and Lg its language.
A C Lg is an S-saturator of a set I' C Lg whenever for all A C Lg:

Ths A= ANA#D.

We will call I an S-saturant of A. We abbreviate this relation between I' and A
by I' <g A.

2Such dependence is relevant if we wish to arrange completeness for systems with a V-free
language. An illustrative example is a partial logic with weak Kleene conjunction A and the
strong negation, as we have discussed in chapter 2 (page 48).
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5.4. OBSERVATION. Note that every S-saturant I' must also be S-consistent:
I' /s 0. The reader should be aware of the possible S-inconsistency of S-
saturators. A simple example is the full language £ which is a P-saturator
of every P-consistent set. In general we obtain

I' dg L5 & T is S-consistent.

If S contains the L-MON rule and I' <g A, then we also have I'' <gs A for every
subset I'' of I'. Note furthermore that I' <g A’ for all A’ O A, whenever I' <5 A.

The definition of saturator expresses a relative richness with respect to the
deductive range of its saturants. The meaning of an S-sequent I' Fg A, which
we presented in part I, was the guarantee that if all elements of the assumption
set I' hold, some § € A also holds. In this regard, a saturator A of T' is rich
enough to select at least one the members of A.

The generalization of the classical Lindenbaum lemma, which we will bap-
tize as the bounded saturation lemma, shows that the richness of a saturator is
sufficient to guarantee that a saturated extension can be found for every satu-
rant. This result applies to all the systems which contain the START rule, the
two monotonicity rules and the CUT rule, hence to all the systems which we
discussed in the earlier chapters. In fact, this forthcoming result identifies the
definition of saturator as being the precise requirement for an upper bound to
contain a saturated extension. Notice that the converse of this bounded satura-
tion lemma is a trivial statement. If A is not a saturator of I', then it cannot
possibly contain a saturated extension of I' (L-MON).

Let ' <s¢ A. Our aim is to find a I'* € Satg such that I' C I' C A. The
procedure to obtain this result is by adding only formulae from A to I' in such
a way that A does not have to give up its role as S-saturator. The construction
is more careful then the construction of maximally consistent sets in classical
logic, as this proposed addition procedure implies the maintenance of consistency
according to observation 5.4.

The following lemma shows that such additions to I' are always possible from
its S-conclusion sets of the saturant.

5.5. LEMMA. Let S be a sequential derivation system which contains the CcUT
rule. If I' g A and T' kg A for certain finite set A C Lg, then there exists
6 € A such that I' + 6§ <5 A.

Proof. LetT <s A and T s A with A finite, and suppose that I' + § L5 A for all
6§ € A. This means that for all § € A there exists Y5 C Lg such that

T,6Fs%s and XsNA=0.

Let ¥ := U&eA 3s. L-MON yields I',§ s X for all § € A. Application of CUT to
this last S-sequent and the assumption I' g A yields I' -5 A — §, X. Repetition of
cUT-application for all §’s eliminates the complete A from the last S-sequent. In short,
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I'5 X. Because I' <5 A we conclude ¥ N A # 0. This contradicts that Xs N A = 0 for
allé e A.

This result is responsible for the success of the proposed construction of S-
saturated sets which we had in mind.

5.6. LEMMA. BOUNDED SATURATION LEMMA (BSL)

Suppose S is a sequential derivation system containing the structural rules
START, L-MON, R-MON and CcUT. If A C Lg be an S-saturator of I' C Lg, then
A contains an S-saturated set I'* such that I' C I'*. In formal transcription:

VILACLs: T<gA = 3IT*ecGats: TCT*CA

Proof. LetT <s A andlet {p;}icav be an enumeration of A. We define the following
sequence of subsets of Ls

Po = F
Fn—l—l =
T, otherwise.

Furthermore we take I'* C L5 to be the limit of this sequence:

r*:= | J I
nelN
I' C I'"" C A is immediately clear from the definition of I'* above. Another direct
consequence of the construction above is I'), Js A for all n € IN. What is left to show
isT™* ¢ GClts.

Suppose I'* s A. We need to prove I'*"NA # (. The assumption set can be reduced
to a finite sequence 71, ..,¥m in I'* such that 41,..,7m Fs A. Because every member of
I'* is a member of some I';, this means that there exists 'y, such that {y1,..,7m} C T's
(take for example k = max;¢{1,.n} I'n; where {I'y; }]2, is a subsequence of {I'n}nemw
with v; € T'n;), and thus I'x s A according L-MON. Since Iy Js A, we also have
ANA # 0. Because A C Ls has been picked arbitrarily as an S-conclusion set of I'*
we have I'* Jg A. This conclusion, combined with lemma 5.5, guarantees the existence
of a formula § € A such that
This result also ensures that I', + § <5 A for all n € IN whenever I'* s A, because
all these sets are subsets of the limit set I'* (observation 5.4). Obviously, § € A, which
means that there exists [ € IV such that ¢; = §. Because I'1 + ¢; g A, we know that

§ € T'i41 by the inductive definition of the sequence {I'y}recmv. We conclude § € T,
and so I'*' N A # (. This establishes the desired result: I'* € Gats. B

Also the proof of this Lindenbaum-like lemma is a generalization of the nor-
mal proof of the classical Lindenbaum lemma. In order to obtain maximally
consistent sets out of consistent sets, we add ¢, to I';; in the n-th construction
step of such a maximally consistent set whenever it is consistent with I';,. In this
proof the parameter A is taken to be constantly the full language L£gs. Accord-
ing to the last remark in observation 5.4, this simplification turns the addition
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test in the inductive construction of I'* into an ordinary consistency check, and
subsequently presents the classical proof of the Lindenbaum lemma for maxi-
mally consistent sets. This pictures the subtlety of the procedure in BSL, when
we compare it to the relatively rough construction in the classical Lindenbaum
lemma.

BsL turns out to be useful in proving completeness results on the basis of
canonical Henkin models, whenever we have to look for saturated sets in a cer-
tain direction. Such manipulation from above is particularly relevant in the
completeness proof for M, but also for extensions of constructive logics with
additive non-persistent connectives such as N~ and NM".

Lemma 5.6 has been given the name bounded saturation lemma because it
is an equivalent formulation of the so-called saturation lemma, which is widely
used for proving completeness of partial and constructive logics [Aczel 1968|
[Thomason 1968] [Veltman 1985] [Troelstra & van Dalen 1990] [Thijsse 1992]°.
It says that if a formula ¢ is not derivable from an assumption set I', then there
exists a saturated set which contains I' but not ¢. A sequential reformulation
of this result comes down to the existence of a saturated set ¥ such that I' C X
and XN A =0 for all ;A C Lg with T' /¢ A. The equivalence of these two
lemmas can easily be deduced from an observation made by Elias Thijsse, which
relates the notion of saturator and non-derivability.

5.7. PROPOSITION. If S is a sequential derivation system which contains the
R-MON rule, then

I'ds A & F|715Ac.

Proof. =-: SupposeI g Al Clearly ASnA= 0, and therefore I' 45 A.

<: Suppose I' Ag A. This means that there exists A C Ls such that I' Fs A and
ANA =0, or in other words, A C Al Hereupon, R-MON entails I' 5 A m

The precise formulation of the saturation lemma is given below.

5.8. LEMMA. SATURATION LEMMA

Let S be a derivational system as in BSL.

VILACLs: Tl/sA = ITcGats: TCT&ENA=0.

Proof. Suppose I I/s A. Proposition 5.7 shows that ' <s AC. Bsy proves the
existence of an S-saturated set ¥ such that I' C ¥ C Ac, or in other words, I' C ¥ and
TNA=0. H

The proof above shows us that BSL implies the saturation lemma. A demon-
stration that the saturation lemma is equivalent to BSL for systems with the
structural rules which have been mentioned in these lemmas, can also be ob-
tained with the help of Thijsse’s proposition 5.7. If I' <Jg A then also I I/g Ac,

3In [Thijsse 1992] this saturation lemma has been called generalized Lindenbaum lemma.
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and thereupon the saturation lemma entails an S-saturated set ¥ such that
'cx» andEﬂAc:@,orinotherwordsFQEQA.

Our understanding of saturated sets is now sufficient to prove the relevant
truth lemmas for the systems which were introduced in the preceding chapters,
and the demonstration of their consequential completeness.

5.2 Completeness of P and M

It is easy to show that the propositional system P is complete with respect
to PB-validity, by means of the more conventional saturation lemma [Thijsse
1992]. Suppose I' /p A for certain I'y)A C L. This means that there exists
a P-saturated set I'* such that T* N A = (. With every P-saturated set X
we associate a partial valuation Vg which is defined completely by the atomic
content of X:

Ve(p)=1<pe¥ and Vy(p)=0& -peX forallpe IP.

5.9. OBSERVATION. TRUTH LEMMA P
ViEpeoped and Vydpe ped forall pe L.

This is the truth lemma formulated for P. Besides truth we also refer to
falsity () in its presentation above. The formulation is equivalent with the left
conjunct only as a consequence of the truth conditional meaning of the negation
—. The reason to state the result in this way, is that it makes things easier during
the inductive proof procedure, which is based on the construction of formulae.
In the case of P this proof is completely straightforward. To show how it works,
we present the falsification step for A.

Suppose =(p Ap) € X. Because ¢ Fp - and =9 -p =) we obtain through
application of R-FALSE A =(p A 9) Fp —p, 1. Since ¥ is P-saturated, we
obtain Vg = @A by application of the induction hypothesis (Vz = ¢ or Vy =
¥, because ~p € ¥ or = € ). The other way around is instantaneously

obtained by the induction hypothesis and the definition of falsification of
conjunctions by Vs.

Because I'* N A = (), we know, by means of the truth lemma above, that Vr« [~ é
for all § € A, while Vp» |= 4 for all ¥ € ', for I' C I'*. Therefore, I' f~3 A. For

sake of presentation, we give a formal transcription of the completeness result
in the following theorem.

5.10. THEOREM. COMPLETENESS P
Foral L ACL: T'Eg A = T'Fp Al

In classical modal logics the maximally consistent sets are normally assembled
as worlds in one Kripke model [Hughes & Cresswell 1984]. This is the so-called
canonical or Henkin model of the logic. This is what we will do as well in the
case of saturated sets with regard to partial Kripke models.
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5.11. DEFINITION. The M-canonical modelis the triple Mys = (Satar, Ry, Var)
with

Opel'=¢peA ,and
Ry(T,A) <—

p€EA=0pel forall pc L
VuM(T)p)=1<pel and Vy(T)(p)=0& -pel forall pe IP.

The definition of Vs makes sure that the proof of the truth lemma succeeds
for the propositional variables and the extensional connectives |, = and A. Note
that this function is well-defined, for p € ¥ implies —-p ¢ ¥ for all ¥ € Gatyy.
This is a simple consequence of the consistency of saturated sets (observation
5.4).

The accessibility relation Rps has been defined in such away that it enables
us to prove the truth lemma for the intensional connective 0. We can simplify
this definition:

Ry(T,A) & 0T CACOT.

This reformulation explicitly states that accessible saturated sets should be
contained in a given upper bound, which is imposed by the saturated sets from
which this set is accessible. The intuitive idea behind this upper bound is the
requirement that possible or accessible worlds should never contain more in-
formation than the information which is determined as being possible by the
original world (set).

BsL will be of help in respecting these upperbounds, whenever we look after
particular accessible saturated sets. In general, the essence of proving complete-
ness for intensional partial systems on the basis of BSL, most often boils down to
finding satisfactory saturators. Also in the truth lemma of M, which is presented
below, BSL facilitates the argumentation®.

5.12. LEMMA. TRUTH LEMMA M
For all T € Gatps and ¢ € LO:

My, TEps el and My,I'dp s —pel.

Proof. The proof runs, as usual, by induction on the construction of formulae. We
skip the extensional cases p € IP, 1, = and A. They follow immediately from the
definition of Vas and the induction hypothesis. What is left is an exposition of the
induction step of the intensional O-operator. This part of the proof is established by
the right choice of the canonical accessibility relation Rpas.

Suppose Op € T
The definition of the accessibility relation Ras guarantees ¢ € A forall A € Gatay
such that R (I, A). This entails, on account of the induction hypothesis, that

Ru(T'yA) = Mu,A = ¢ for all A € Gaty.
According to the truth condition of O¢p, this means M, I’ |= Oep.
Take —O¢p ¢ T.

“Earlier completeness proofs for M were troublesome and lengthy, both in Henkin style
[Thijsse 1992] and also on the basis of normal forms [Jaspars 1993]
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As in the induction step above, the definition of Rjs and the induction hypothesis
gives us the desired result: Mu,I' A Ogp

The somewhat more difficult cases are:
My, TEOp=0pel and -Opcl = My,[' 5 O¢.

Below we will demonstrate by means of the modal sequential derivation rules of M,
R-TRUE O, L-FALSE O and the monotonicity rules that the following two claims hold

() Op¢gl = O Tdy(¢T-¢),and
() -Opel = (O T+-p) Iy

If Op ¢ T', application of the bounded saturation lemma to the first claim (7) guarantees
the existence of a A € Gatys such that Ry (I, A) and ¢ ¢ A. The induction hypothesis
yields Ma, A [~ ¢, and subsequently My, T’ [~ Op.

Responding to the second claim (), the bounded saturation lemma guarantees the
existence of a A € Gaty such that Ry (I',A) and ¢ € A whenever =O¢ € I'. This
A enables us to use the induction hypothesis, and then conclude M, I’ = Oep.

The claims (¢) and (¢) above can be demonstrated through two simple M-derivations.
Suppose Op ¢ T.

1. 0°I'Fm ¥ = R-MON

2. 0T'rtm p, ¥ —¢@ —> R-TRUE O

3. OO Tty Op, (X — ) = L-MON®

4. T Far Op, O(S — ¢)

Because T' € GSaty and Op ¢ T' we know that there exists ¢ € ¥ — ¢ such that
Oo € T. Reformulation of this result gives us X N (¢ — ¢) # 0. Because %

have been chosen arbitrarily as an M-conclusion set of O T', this result establishes
O Ty O — .

Let —O¢p € T.
1. OTI',m¢lky ¥ = L-FALSE O
2. OO0 T,-OpFy ©X = R-MON®
3. Thm OF

Because I' € Gatyr this result entails ©"T' N Y # 0, and subsequently O~ T +
- dapr ¢, by the arbitrariness of ¥ as a conclusion set of O™ T + —¢p.
[ |

5.13. THEOREM. COMPLETENESS OF M

Forall [,ACL": T |=m A=TtFpyA.

Proof. T t/a A = saturation lemma
X ecOaty: TCEX&EXNA =0 = truthlemma M

5(0o-Tr ={0¢ |Op € T} CT).
6(-Op € T and OO-T C T).
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X eBaty VyelT'VEeEA: M, 2=~ & My, 26 = THgp A R

The proof of the final completeness result is fully analogous to the complete-
ness of P as a corollary of its truth lemma. Henceforth we will skip proofs like
the one above, because we will continuously use the same procedure.

A little reflection on the proof of the truth lemma for M shows that we have
made minimal use of specific properties of the system M. In fact the argu-
mentation can be copied for any extension X of M. If Lx = L for such an
extension, then the truth lemma of X with respect to the X-canonical model has
already been accomplished by the proof for M. This model is simply defined
as Mx = <6a’tx,Rx,Vx> with Rx = Rp; | Gatx and Vx = Vi | Gatx. The
reader may convince himself of the fact that all references to M-saturated sets
may freely be replaced by X-saturated sets.

5.14. OBSERVATION. Suppose that X is an extension of M with Lx = £"
(thatisTFpy A = T'hkx Aforall T,A C L"). Forall T € Satx and ¢ € L":

Mx TEp&s el and Mx,I'de & —pel.

The economic use of logical sources in the truth lemma 5.12 entails more
generalization, especially about the structural behavior of the modal rules, R-
TRUE O and L-FALSE O. These two modal rules and the two monotonicity rules
were the only rules which have been employed in order to establish the desired
result for the modal operator O.

5.15. OBSERVATION. The justification of the O-steps in the proof of the truth
lemma 5.12 illustrates that for every system S, which contains these two modal
rules and the structural rules of M, if I' € Gats and ¢ € Lg then

0T = dJA€Batsg: OTCACOT&pdA, and
pelC ' = d0eBats: OTCOCOT&peO.

We did not use the structure of the canonical model Mjp; which it has on
account of the other connectives. This means that a completeness result with
respect to IM-validity for a system M — A with L3 = LZ,, which consists
of the M-rules except the rules for A, can immediately be distillated from the
truth lemma 5.12.

In fact all extensional connectives can be thrown out. This radical linguis-
tic impoverishment leads to an ultimate minimal modal logic. It contains the
structural rules and R-TRUE O and L-TRUE <. Let us call this system Mod. Its
language Lps,4 is the smallest superset of IP such that for every ¢ € Las,4 also
Op € Laroqd and Cp € Lagoq (the definition & = —0- is no longer possible, be-
cause the negation has been dropped as well). Provision of the regular semantics
to this restricted language © leads immediately to a completeness result on the
basis of the same arguments as in the truth lemma of M and the observation

TM=(W,RVYceMweW: Mwkp< V(w)(p) =1, M,w £ Op & M,v = ¢ for all
v such that R(w,v), and M,w = Op < M,v |= ¢ for certain v such that R(w, v). Note that
we no longer have to use falsity definitions.
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5.15 above. Only a slight modification of the ‘-O¢p € I'- to a ‘O € [-step has
to be made. 8

Completeness of P~ and M"™

These observations above also apply to the extensions of P and M with a weak
negation. The truth lemmas for these logics are really straightforward. Only
the weak negation step of the induction of the proof of the truth lemmas need
to be checked. We leave this to the reader. In fact, in the case of M, the earlier
canonical model can be used. It is not hard to see that My = Mpys~.

5.3 Completeness of constructive modal logics

In this section we present completeness proofs for constructive extensions of P
and M. Linguistically the difference with these basic systems is the constructive
implication. In chapter 3 we have seen that this implication is interpreted by
means of an intensional information structure. Accomplishment of complete-
ness for systems like N, N~, NM and NM" with respect to their correspond-
ing model classes consequently requires some deeper analysis for finding proper
canonical interpretation of this information structure. As truth lemmas are
quickly obtainable by the earlier results of the previous section, most of the
work in this section is spent on justification of this canonical interpretation.
This structural choice must be made in such a way that the canonical models
are inhabitants of the proper classes. Otherwise, such canonical models would
not serve as a uniform counter-model for non-sequents.

We will start this survey by an illustration of how a canonical interpretation
of this information structure can be implemented such that the completeness of
N and its most elementary non-persistent variation N™ can be accomplished in
the Henkin style of the preceding sections of this chapter.

Completeness of N and N~

As an example of a restricted class of partial Kripke models we have presented
Nelson models M = (W, <, V) for interpretation of Nelson’s logic of constructible
falsity. The two characteristic requirements for such models as a suitable seman-
tics for constructive logics were that the relation < had to be a pre-order and
the valuation function needed to be monotonic with respect to this information
order.

As a matter of fact, our final choice for a canonical information structure,
which is forthcoming in definition 5.20, is closely related to the canonical inter-
pretation of accessibility in classical modallogic. Only a lower bound is required.

8 Actually, this completeness is also valid with respect to total Kripke models. In this case,
the lower-upper-bound definition of the accessibility relation in the canonical model has to be
used as well, due to the absence of a negation.
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In the next section on up-and-down logic, a lower-upper bound definition for in-
formation structures reappears.

It turns out that for constructive systems with a fully persistent language the
order of set inclusion can be used. Below we give the completeness procedure

for N.

5.16. DEFINITION. The N-canonical model is the triple My = (Satn, C, V),
where Vi is precisely the same valuation function as we defined for the M-
canonical model.

5.17. OBSERVATION. My € M.

Proof. Gaty is not empty, C is a pre-order and Vy is surely monotonic. l

The demonstration of the truth lemma is short. We only expose the induction
step for the constructive implication.

5.18. LEMMA. TRUTH-LEMMA N
Let " be an N-saturated set, and let p € L.

My TEepspeland My, T 5o & el

Proof. Again, we leave the induction steps for the £-connectives. They are im-
mediate consequences of the definition of Vv and the induction hypothesis. This is
also the case for =(¢ — ¢) € I as the negation ‘extensionalizes’ the implication into a
conjunction ¢ A =9,

MN,I‘:{SDH@b@MNaIW:SD&MNaF:{@b@
oY el & ~(p—9) el
This last step is fully backed up by L- and R-FALSE —.

In order to make the verification step for implications, we need the information order
in the N-canonical model, i.e. the order of set inclusion.

Let p - eT. %
This means that for all A D T" with ¢ € A also 9 € A, because also ¢ — ¥ € A and

¢, — ¥ Fn ¢¥. By induction for all A D T we obtain My,A = ¢ = My, A E 9.
We conclude Mn,T |= ¢ — 9.

Suppose ¢ — ¥ €T. %

This also gives us I' /x ¢ — % and therefore (R-TRUE —) I', ¢ I/~ 9. Upon this,
the saturation lemma yields an N-saturated set A such that I' U {¢} C A with
¥ € A. Induction gives us My, A |= ¢ and My, A [~ ¢, and in conclusion I' C A
entails My ,T' [£ ¢ — 3.

|

5.19. THEOREM. COMPLETENESS N
Foral T, ACL™: TEnA = T'FyA.
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Admission of non-persistence means that the inclusion order cannot be used as
a canonical information structure any longer. As we have seen in chapter 3 non-
persistent variations of constructive logic do not preserve the logic N. They add
some axioms for the new connectives, but rule out the right hand introduction
of implication, because deduction property is lost. This also leads to a weaker
canonical information order. For the non-persistent variations of Nelson logic,
but also for the logic NM", we use the relation € between saturated sets.
Intuitively I' € A says that all information in I" which is persistent with respect
to information orders in models for constructive logic also appears in A. As we
have only syntactic means at our disposal to implement this definition we use
the following classification of persistent information of a set of formulae I':

pl={pel¢btn~T — ¢}

For a constructive system C, we also specify this in the notation of € and p by
subscripts.

5.20. DEFINITION. Let I' and A be C-saturated sets.
'ec A< pcI'CA.
The converse relation @51 is abbreviated by 3¢.

5.21. OBSERVATION. The proposition T — ¢ means that ¢ holds in every
extension of the current state. T — is therefore a special instance of a necessity
operator. This means this lower bound of the canonical interpretation of the
information order, is principally the same as O~ I" in the definition of Rps. An
upper bound, like ¢TI as in definition 5.11, is not needed here. In the next
section, where we prove completeness of up-and-down logic, an upper bound
reappears. This coincides with the anti-persistence of the left argument.

Notice furthermore that the definition of & is identical to the normal inclusion
order C if the full language L¢ is persistent. This indicates that € can be
employed as a standard canonical information order for constructive systems.
For example, the canonical model for N in definition 5.16. Also for the modal
extensions of the constructive logics which we presented in the earlier chapters,
this information order is implemented.

5.22. DEFINITION. Let C be a non-modal extension of N~. The C-canonical
model is the triple Mo = (Sate, Ec, Vo), where Vi is precisely defined as in
definition 5.16 with the restricted domain Satc.

If C is a normal extension of NM ™ = M + N, then its canonical is the quadrup-
le Mc = (Satc, Rc, Ec, Vo) where R¢ is the imitation of Rps in definition 5.11
and V¢ is defined as in the definition of the canonical valuation function above
(with the domain Gatc).

These definitions are a sufficient preparation for a short presentation of the

truth lemma for the most simple non-persistent variation of Nelson’s logic: N™.

5.23. LEMMA. TRUTH LEMMA N7~
For all T € Saty~ and p € L™
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Mn~TEp& el and My~,I'Hep < —pel.

Proof. Only the verification step of the implication needs some clarification. Falsi-
fication of — is the same as in the proof of the truth lemma of N.

Suppose ¢ — ¢ € I,
This is the easy part. Clearly T — (¢ — ¢) € I by PERs —. So, if A Sy~ I then
also ¢ — 9 € A. L-TRUE — guarantees upon this:
VASn~T: pe A=y € A,
By means of the induction hypothesis, we conclude
VA SN~ T: My~, A= o= My~,A E 9.
This conclusion yields My~,T' = ¢ — 9.

Now consider, ¢ — ¢ ¢ I
This assumption also yields py~I' /v~ ¢ — %, because py~I' C I' and L-MON.
Since py~I' = {¢ | T — ¢ € T'} (observation 5.21) and R-TRUE-WEAK —, we
obtain py~I', ¢ /N~ 9. Application of the saturation lemma gives us the desired
A: py~T'CA & e A& Y & A. The induction hypothesis proves

Mn~,A = ¢ and Mn~,A [~ 9.

Because A Dy~ T, this conclusion entails My~,T £ ¢ — 7.

|

5.24. THEOREM. COMPLETENESS N7
Foral T, AC L™ TEgan~ A=TFy~ A.

Establishing truth lemmas for the basic constructive logics turned out to be
a relatively easy job. In fact, both truth lemmas, lemma 5.18 and lemma 5.23,
above can fully be adopted by the logics NM and NM". The completeness
result only demands for a demonstration that their canonical models belong to
the proper class: My € NI and My € M. The characteristic property
of the class 991 is that the information order in a given model M = (W, R, <
, V) € 9MM is a bisimulation over the accessibility frame of the model (W, R, V).
Henceforth, what has to be proved in the sequel, to derive the completeness for
NM, is

VIL,LI', A" € Satyy: T'CT' & Rym(T',A') =

JA € Satyy : Rvm(T,A) & A C A’ (1), and
VI, I', A € Gatypr: T CT' & Rym(T,A) =

JA" € Satypr: Rvpm(T',A") & A C A" (2)°.

Reaching a completeness result for the system NM" with respect to JM9"-
validity is obtained by a demonstration that the equation (1), with replacement
of C by Enpo, holds for Gatypso.

In the following subsection we will dwell upon such extension orders in canon-

ical models in order to establish the classification of these canonical models as
inhabitants of MM and MIM", respectively’®.

9Remember that € ypr=C.
107 chapter 7 we will also mention other information orders which are based on bisimulations
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Extension orders in canonical models

A convenient procedure to establish the bisimulation result for C in the canonical
model of a system of some M-extension X, consists of showing that for all

[T € Satx if I' C T then
VA’ € Gatx : Rx(I",A') = O-T<x (0"TNA) (3) and
VA € Gatx : Rx(F,A) = (D_Fl U A) Ix O IM (4) .

Such results would indeed, in combination with the bounded saturation lemma,
recognize C as a bisimulation on (Gatx,Rx). BSL responds to the first claim
that there exists a A € Satx such that O°I' C A C (A'N 7T, which can
be rewritten in the intended form: Rx(I',A) and A C A’'. With respect to the
second claim, BSL yields a A’ € Satx such that (0TI UA) C A' CO7TY, or
in other words Rx(I',A') and A C A’. The following lemma presents a more
general result.

5.25. LEMMA. Let X be an extension of M, and suppose I' is an X-saturated
set and A C Lx.

If O <x A then there exists an X-saturated set A such that
OOTCACOT and A CA.
If A <x 7T there exists an X-saturated set A such that
OOTCACOT and ACA.
A full formal transcription of these results looks like this:
O T'dx A= JA € Batx : Rx(['A) & A CA (1),

VI € Gatx VA C Lx :
A <x 0T = 3A € Gatx : Rx(T,A) & A C A (2).

Proof. To begin with, we prove the saturation result (1) above. Suppose 0T <Jx A,
and O T Fx O for certain finite set ® C L£x. Combination of these two assumptions
yields ® N A # 0. Separation of © into a A- and a non-A-component set entails the
following reformulation: O T'Fx ® N A,® \ A. Application of R-TRUE V entails

OTkx VO\ABONA.
Thereupon, application of R-TRUE O and L-MON successively yields
I'tx O(\/ O\ A),O(ONA).

The X-saturation of I' guarantees that either O(\/® \ A) € T or that there exists
6 € ® N A such that ¢8 € T'. In the former case we have O T' Fx ® \ A. This does
not reconcile with O°T' <x A, because the conclusion set ® \ A obviously does not
intersect A. This means that ® N AN T # 0. Because ® has been picked arbitrarily
as a finite X-conclusion set of O™ I', we have made sure by the latter observation that

OoIrdx An<STT.

in canonical models. Such results are particularly important for finding good model-theoretic
characteristics for axiomatic extensions of the basic partial modal logic M.
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Application of the bounded saturation lemma gives us the desired X-saturated set A

withOOT'CAC<O Tand ACA (1)

Now we will prove the result (2) above. Suppose A Ix ¢TI and O T',A Fx ¥ for
certain ¥ C Lx. The latter assumption implies, on account of L-TRUE A, the existence
of a finite subset A’ C A such that

a-r, /\AI Fx .
L-MON and L-TRUE < transform this X-sequent into
[, Oo(AA)Fx OF.

Because A Fx /\A' and A <x ¢ T we know that <>(/\ A') € T. This result tells us
that the X-sequent above is the same as I' - x Y. The X-saturation of I' guarantees
thereupon X N OT # 0. As we have chosen ¥ as an arbitrary X-conclusion set of
O T'U A, we may conclude that

OTuA dx ¢7T.

According the bounded saturation lemma this last result means that there exists an

X-saturated set A suchthat O I'C A C <O Tand ACA. N

Note that we have used the presence of the disjunction and conjunction rules
to obtain the result of lemma 5.25. The proof above might be seen as a general-
ization of the results (7) and (i) in the proof of the truth lemma 5.12 on page 149
for M. The single argument ¢ there is replaced by finite sets of formulae. To
derive a similar conclusion, these multiple arguments have to be compressed by
means of disjunctions and conjunctions, respectively. In this sense, our means
to prove the completeness of constructive modal logics are not as pure as in the
case of partial modal logics, and therefore, general transposition of completeness
results for sublanguages are no longer obtainable from our forthcoming com-
pleteness results for NM and NMP". So, a technical challenge which remains is
to show whether lemma 5.25 still holds for systems which evolve from retract-
ing the conjunction and its introduction rules. We leave this issue as an open
question.

An important corollary of lemma 5.25 is that the order of set inclusion is a
bisimulation over the canonical accessibility pattern (Satx,Rx) for every M-
extension X.

5.26. COROLLARY. The inclusion relation C is a bisimulation over the ‘canon-
ical accessibility’ structure (Satx, Rx) for every M-extension X.

Proof. LetI',I',A’' € Gatx such that I' C I and Rx(I',A’). Obviously, 0T <Jx
A’, because the last set is X-saturated. Moreover, O ' C O I C A’. Application
of lemma 5.25 entails an X-saturated set A such that Rx(I',A) and A C A’. This

argumentation shows
(CoRx) C (Rxo C) (1).

Suppose I', T', A € Gatx such that I' C I and Rx(I',A). Clearly, A dx &IV,
because A is X-saturated and A C & T' C & T'. Lemma 5.25 makes sure that there
exists a A’ € Gatx such that Rx(I'',A') and A C A’'. We conclude
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(2 oRx) C (Rxo0 2) (2).
Findings (1) and (2) show that C is a bisimulation over (Gatx,Rx). W

5.27. OBSERVATION. Lemma 5.12 and corollary 5.26 prove that the converse
formulation of corollary 2.46 (page 70 holds for X-canonical models, for every
normal M-extension.

A question, which arises from the perfect match of informational contents
of worlds in canonical models of M-extensions and the bisimulation order, is
whether functional completeness results can be achieved for our language L"
with respect to these canonical models on the basis on the bisimulation extension
order. We think that bisimulation reformulations of information orders may be
useful to obtain such definability results for partial modal logics similar to those
of partial propositional logics!!. As said in chapter 2 such questions lie outside
the scope of the thesis, but the technical observations of this subsection may
support such future investigations.

Completeness of NM and NM"

Corollary 5.26 of lemma 5.25 immediately shows that the canonical model for

the logic NM is an inhabitant of the intended class JT9N.

5.28. LEMMA. My € 9IN.

Proof. Because L™~ is persistent with respect to the information structure in J9-
models, we know that Enyar=C by observation 5.21. Corollary 5.26 shows that C is
a bisimulation over <6atNM,RNM>. The monotonicity of the valuation function is
accounted for in the same way as in the N-canonical model (see proof of lemma 5.17).

5.29. THEOREM. COMPLETENESS NM
VF,A - £8—. T |=mgm A = I'tym A

Proof. The truth lemma is simply the same as for M and N. By means of this truth
lemma every non-NM-sequent has My as a counter-model, and the corollary above
shows that this model is in the proper class in {91, and therefore it is an appropriate
counter-model. l

Demonstration of Myao € 9M9M°, which would give us the completeness
theorem for NM", needs a little modification of corollary 5.26. The extension
relation does not coincide with C, but with the less restricted relation €. Here,
the extra modal rule DIS O — comes on the stage.

5.30. LEMMA. Mpypo € ™.

11 A study of definability for partial modal logic on the basis of bisimulation can be found in
[Thijsse 1992].
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Proof. We need to prove that (Enmo oRnmo) C (Rvmoo Enmo). This result
can be obtained by showing that
0T <Iymo A with A:=A"U(pyyal® ) (5),
whenever I' Exmo I and Ryama (I, A') for certain I'' € Satyyo. Indeed, lemma 5.25
would guarantee the existence of a A € Gatymo such that Ryayo(I',A) and A C A,
which entails ppyaa(A) C A" (A Envmo A').
Suppose O T Fxao I for some finite ¥ C L7, We need to prove TN A # . We
separate two complementary cases.
(3): HEN(pyao L'D’_')c # 0, then we immediately have intersection with the premed-
itated saturator A.
(i): XN (Pyao L'D’_')c =0, then ¥ C p o L™, or in other words, for all ¢ € %:
cbymo T — 0.
Because T - o Fypmo T — ((,0 V ¢), we also conclude for all these ¢ € X:
ocbFnma T — (VX).
Tterative application of cUT yields
OTI'Fype T — (V E)

By R-TRUE O and observation 3.29 on page 100, which captures the persistence preser-
vation of O in terms of NM"-deduction, we see that

I'tFypme T — D(V E)

This last result shows that O(\/ ) € p a0 (T), which also implies O(\/ £) € I’ and
\/ T € A’. Because the last set is NM " -saturated we have made sure that TN A’ # 0,
and of course also X N A # 0.

These complementary arguments (z) and (%) show the validity of (5). B

5.31. THEOREM. COMPLETENESS NMP
VILLAC L™ : TEqme A = T kyme A

Proof. The truth lemma can be obtained by copying the implication step from N™.
The modal steps are precisely as in M, because NM" is an M-extension. Lemma 5.30
above shows that the NM"-canonical model, whose universal potential as a counter-
model for every non-NM"-sequent is recognized by its truth lemma, lives in the in-

tended class: 91901°. W

5.4 Completeness of up and down logics

Canonical models for ud-extensions

A suitable definition of the canonical information structure for the up-and-down
systems, i.e. ud-extensions, can be given by an addition of an upperbound
restriction to the implementation of the canonical information structure of the
constructive logics in the previous section. This upper bound can be stipulated
by means of anti-persistent information.
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5.32. DEFINITION. Let X be an extension of ud, and let I' € Saty. The X-
persistent part of ', px T, is the set {¢ € I' | ¢ Fx [ |u¢}. The anti-persistent
part of I', apx ', is the set {p € ' | ¢ Fua [ Ja}-

The X-canonical information structure is the relation < x over the collection of
X-saturated sets. This relation holds between two X-saturated sets I' and A if
and only if the persistent part of I is contained by A and the anti-persistent part
of A is contained by I'. This is the above-mentioned additional upper bound.
Formally,

<, Aspx CA&apyACT.

The following list presents some important properties of operators py and
apy for ud-extensions X. Let I'; A € Satx.

5.33. TABLE.
px['CT apxyl'C T
Px[ CA & pxI'CpxA apx[' C A & apxI' CapxA
PxPxl' = pxl apxapxl' = apxT

PxI'={p el |()artx e} apxT'={p el |()uprx e}

The last two properties follow from ¢ Fx [Jup < ( )ap Fx ¢ and ¢ Fx
[ lap < ( )up Fx ¢. These equivalences can immediately be obtained by the
PERS and A-PERS rules in the ud-tables in chapter 3, table 3.17. The other
properties immediately follow from the definitions of py and ap yx, respectively.

5.34. OBSERVATION. From the last two properties in table 5.33 we also learn
that the canonical information structure of ud-extensions is in fact a reformu-
lation of the canonical accessibility structure of M-extensions.

Fr<xA&e[]l, TCAC(), T,and
I‘<<XA(:>[]d_A§I‘§< >d_A.

Proof. Let I' «x A. We prove the =--direction of the first equivalence.

Suppose [ Jup € I'. Because [ Jup Fx [ Ju[ Jugp, we obtain [ ¢ € pxI' and
therefore [ |, ¢ € A. Because [ . Fx ¢, also ¢ € A.

Suppose ¢ € A. This assumption entails ( ), ¢ € A, because ¢ Fx ( )up. Fur-
thermore ( ), € apyxA, because ( )u( )up Fx ( )up (last property of apy in
table 5.33). We conclude ( ), ¢ €T

The =--direction of the second claim above, can be proved by using the persistence and
anti-persistence rules of the ud-calculus, [ Jap Fx ¢ and ¢ Fx ( )aep.

The «<-directions can be obtained by a similar use of the modality reduction principles
of the ud-calculus. For example, if [ |, "I' C A, and ¢ € pxI', then also [ |, € T
and therefore p € A. W

Our reason for preferring the definition of < x in 5.32 above is merely tech-
nical, and not yet important. In the next chapter on finite models, it turns out
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that this definition of the canonical information structure is very practical to
find finite counter-models for finite non-ud-sequents.

5.35. DEFINITION. Let X be a normal ud-extension. The X-canonical model
Mx is the triple (Gatx, <x,Vx) with V(T')(p) =1(0) & (-)p € ' for all p € IP
and I' € Gatx.

5.36. OBSERVATION. < x is a pre-order over Gatx and Vx is monotonic over
GCltx.

Proof. The reflexivity of < x follows from the first two properties in table 5.33.
Transitivity of < x follows from the second line of this table. Monotonicity of Vx is

an immediate consequence of p Fx [ Jup and —p Fx [ |« —p for all p € IP (PERs ()
P). 1

In the forthcoming completeness proofs of up- and down-logics we use the
following slight reformulation of the rules of R-TRUE and L-FALSE introduction
of the update and downdate operators.

5.37. OBSERVATION. If X is some normal ud-extension, and ' A C Lx, p,¢ €
Lx, then

1. le_‘,(P l_X 1/)7apXA = r l_X [Qo]u"/)7A7
2. pXF7‘P7¢ l_X apXA = Fa (‘P>u¢ l_X Aa
3. apxI'Fx ¢,¥,pxA = Ttxplath,A, and

4. apxT,¢Fx ¢,pxA = T,(p)atFx A

These alternative rules can be derived from the weaker versions of the above-
mentioned rules in ud, which we have found in section 3.3 on page 95: R-TRUE’
[ ]u & [ ]a and L-FALSE’ [ |, & [ ]a. The rules above can be derived immediately
by means of CUT and the finiteness property of ud.

The completeness of ud

From observation 5.36 we conclude immediately the structural appropriateness
of the ud-canonical model: M, 4 € 91. What is left to prove is the relevant truth
lemma.

5.38. LEMMA. TRUTH LEMMA ud

For all T € Sat,q and ¢ € LT:
My, TEes el and My, 53¢ < —pel.

Proof. Again, we skip the basic step and the proofs of the extensional connectives.
For the intensional connectives, there are four cases which are nearly immediately
obtainable from the definition of < ,4. Analogously to the O-step in lemma 5.12, these
four ‘easy’ cases are:
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(1) [plut €T = Mua,T = [@luth,
()  Mua,T = [plutp = [pluy €T,
(13)  [plav €T = Mua,T = [@lat,

(i) Mua,I = [pla = 2[plap €T
We will demonstrate the first and the last step. The two others are left to the reader.

[pluy €T = ([@lu® Fud [ Julp)u?, example 3.22)

VA>wa I [plup €A = (p,[¢lut Fua ¥)
VA>,T:p€A=9eA — (induction hypothesis)

VA >ua Tt Myg, A = o = Myg, A =Y — Myq,T | [@]u -

“[¢la¥ T = (=[ela® Fua [ Ju—[¢la®, second line of table 5.33)
VA €ua T —[0la € A = (¢ Fua —[¢law, —, example 3.22)
VA <4 aT:9p@ A= @A = (induction hypothesis)

VA Kuwa 't Mug ¢ = Mua AY = Mua,T A [plat.

The completing converse results of these four ‘easy’ cases are consequences of the
following sequential statements, in combination with the bounded saturation lemma.

() [ph¥ ¢T = pul+e JualU(ap, L) —y
el €T = puT+e+-% JuaTU(ap, L7

(v9)
(vii) [lap #T = apyal Dua LU (P L")’ — ¢
) lelav €T =  ap T+ -4 <uaTU(p LM — o
These saturation relations may seem complicated statements. The following simple
derivations explain why they lead to immediate success. For sake of briefness we only
prove that the claims (v) and (viit) give us the desired results: (v) = Muq,T' [~ [plu ¥
and (viit) = Muq 3 [pla¥.
(v) =>ps 3A € Gatua :p T CACTU(ap L") & e A&y g A =
I'<uwa A & Mud,A |: (] & Mud,A lfJ: A — Mud,I‘ I{J: [()O]u@b
The second step in this formal transcription of the proof is correct, due to the

induction hypothesis and A CT' U (apudL’T’l)c = ap, A Cap, I = ap, ACT
(table 5.33).

(viii

(vid)) =>psy, IA € Gatug:ap, T CACTU(P L") & o d A& pe A =
ALyal & Myg, A o & Myag, A 5 ¢ — Myq,T 5 [pla .
Again, the second step consists of application of the induction hypothesis and the
rightmost property of the second line in table 5.33.

The proofs of (vi) = M.d,I' o [¢|.?¥ and (vit) = Muq,T' [~ [play are left to the

reader.

What is left to show is the validity of the claims (v) - (viit). Once again, we prove the
first and the last claim. The other two can be reproduced through mere imitation.
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Suppose [plu ) ¢ T
Let ¥ C £7! such that Puqls ¢ Fud 2. We need to prove that

SN (DU (ap, LM - ¢) £ 0.

IfEn (apudL’T’l)c — # 0, then we are done. So, suppose XN (apudL’T’l)c -3 =0,
which is the same as ¥ C apud,CT’l + 4. In other words, all non-¢-elements of X
are anti-persistent, i.e. ap,;(X —¢) = ¥ — ¢. The re-styling of R-TRUE | |, in
observation 5.37 establishes the following derivation:

1. pulspruwa ¥ —1,% R-MON

2. ThuwX—v,[plu? observation 5.37 and ap,4(X — ¢) =X — 9.
Because I' € Gatyg, the last ud-sequent above and the assumption [p|, ¥ ¢ T
entail (¥ — ) NT # 0, and therefore also £ N (I' U (apud/jT’l)c — ) #0.

Suppose —[playp € T.
Let ¥ C £7! with ap, ' + "% Fuqa X. We need to prove that

N (U PLLTE —0) #0 (2).

If¥n ((pud/jT’l)c — ¢) # 0, then we have immediately our desired result. So, let
¥ C p LT + . This means that p_ (Z — ¢) = & — ¢. The following derivation
settles this complementary case.

1. ap, 'y ¢¥Fus ¥ — ¢, R-MON
2. T, [plavFua T —¢ observation 5.37, and p (X —p) =X — ¢

3. I‘l—udz—(p ﬂ[go]dngI‘

Because I' € Gatyq, we conclude X N (T — ¢) # O which also establishes (2).
[ |

5.39. THEOREM. COMPLETENESS ud
Forall T, AC LTi: T Eate A =T F,q A.

Note that the truth lemma of ud, just like the truth lemma of the minimal
partial modal logic M, can be used for any normal extension. Furthermore, the
induction steps only call upon the corresponding introduction rules. This means
that the completeness of systems which evolve from removing connectives or
operators immediately follow from the syntactically puritan proof of the truth
lemma above. For example, a complete system for only update-reasoning over
Nelson models is simply the system which consists of all the rules without the
ones which mention downdate operators. The only little modification which we
should make beforehand is a redefinition of anti-persistent information in terms
of updates. Table 5.33 shows that a re-styling like apxI':={p € T' | { Jup Fx
@} for all T' C Lx is satisfactory. This system is called u.

Sequential data logic

A system which is an update system over Nelson models is Veltman’s data
semantics. As we have mentioned in section 3.1, this conditional logic uses
Nelson models with the refinability constraint: for all formulae there exists an



164 Chapter 5. Completeness

extension of the current state which either falsifies or verifies this formula. Let’s
write Veltman’s conditional ¢ ~» ¥ as [p]|,¥. Their interpretations completely
coincide.

The additional axiom to u to capture the refinability constraint, in terms of
our update operator, is

e A
[JuTF=[Jup,( )uA
Let’s call this system sdl, i.e. u + SDL-R-FALSE [ |,, an abbreviation of

sequential data logic. In terms of persistence and anti-persistence, the rule SDL-
R-TRUE [ |, above can be rephrased as follows:

SDL-R-FALSE [ |,

psle790 l_sdl a'psdlA — T l_é‘dl _'[ ]u 907A'

The canonical model is the triple Mg = (Satsqr, <sdai, Vsar) where < q; is
defined as < x in definition 5.32, with the definition of the anti-persistent part
replaced by its reformulation above. Vy4; is defined as all previous global canon-
ical valuation functions. Clearly M4 € I (observation 5.33), and the truth
lemma for sdl can be obtained through a pure imitation of lemma 5.38. What
is left to show is that M,q; is a model of data semantics, i.e. for all p € LT every
sdl-saturated set has an extension in M,4; which determines the truth-value of

L.

5.40. OBSERVATION. For all ¥ € Gat,q and ¢ € LT there exists © € Gatyy
such that ¥ <,4; ©, and either ¢ € ® or —p € O.

Proof. Let ¥ € Gat,y; and ¢ € L7, Because F,a ( Yu®,( )u—p, we know that
( Yup € X or ( )y € B. In the former case, it can be proved that p,; X + ¢ J,a

YU (apsd,L’T)c, just like claim (v:) in the proof of lemma 5.38. This means that there
exists © € Gat,q such that ¥ <41 © with ¢ € O.

The latter case establishes —¢p € © for certain ® € Gat,q by the same argumenta-
tion, with ¢ replaced by —p. W

5.41. COROLLARY. sdl is a complete axiomatization of strong consequence
relation over models of data semantics.

The completeness of Mud

The Mud-canonical model is Mprua = (Satarud, Rvuds K Mudy VMud), with
Raruq being the canonical accessibility relation over Satar,qg (see definition 5.11)
and < pr4q4 1s the canonical information structure of ud-extensions over Satpsyq.
Varua is the ordinary canonical global valuation function.

5.42. LEMMA. Mpguq € MNC.

Proof. We need to show that <arud ORMud C Rmwdo < mud. This cannot be
shown as easily as the same interrelational constraint for the NM"-canonical model
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lemma 5.30). The additional difficulty here is the ‘anti-persistence’-part of the defini-
( y p P
tion of < arug-

Let I',T',A' € Gataruq such that I' < apua I' and Rarua(I',A'). We have to demon-
strate the existence of a A € Gatayua such that A Kpruqg A’ and Raruda(T,A). This
can be enforced by means of the following claim:

07T U aparyad’ Darua (A'U (Parual™™)*) N O7T (5).
This claim yields the desired Mud-saturated set A indeed. BSL shows that there
exists such a A € Gatayyg such that O°T C A C ¢ T and apy4A' C A and

A CA'U (pMudL'D’T’l)c. According to earlier observations in table 5.33, this last
conclusion demonstrates p,;,,A C A'. In short, Rywua(T, A) and A K aruq A'.

What is left to prove is the validity of (5), or formally,

O TUapy A Fawd & = SN (A" U(PaaalLTH)NOT£0 (6)
Suppose D_I‘UapMudA' Fmud 2, and let ¥ = ¥N<OT and ¥, = ¥\ O I, Further-
more, we define oz = \/ Y.

To start with, we claim %1 # 0 (7).

This claim can be proved by the finiteness property of Mud. In combination with
L-TRUE A, this property makes sure that there exists a finite sequence 61,..,6, €
ap,,,4A’ such that

O T,6Ace Abn Farua B (8).

Let § := 61 A... A§n. According to table 5.33 we also may conclude § € ap,,, ;£
and 8 € apy L7, Because § € A’, and Rarwua(I',A’), we obtain ©6 €
ap,r.ql'- This yields ¢§ € T, for T' < apua IV (apyr 4" C T). This result, in
combination with L-TRUE < and L-MON, transforms (8) into

I'Fawd OE (9).
Because T' € Satarug, we find TN O = X; # 0.

If ¥ n (pMud,CD’T’l)c # 0, then we are done. So, let 1 C ppr L™t In this
complementary case, we need to prove that £; N A’ # (). Remember ¥; = ¢ T'N X.
Because of the finiteness property of Mud, and a € O I, € O I'= aApf e O T,
there exists ¢ € O I such that

apraA's o Frud 1,03,
Because 31 C pyrgL7 "t and observation 5.37, we know that

A'){02)ap Faua T1 (10).

Suppose that (g2)ap & A'. Since (o2)a¢p € pMud,CD , also O(o2)ap € pMud/jD’T’l,
and therefore, O(o2)ap & I'. Because ¢ Fyuq (02)dp,02, we obtain the sequent
O¢ Fmud O(02)ap, OXa. This proves I' Fayrug O(02)ap, CX2, and X, N O7T # 0.
This conclusion contradicts the definition of ¥;, and so, it must be the case that
(62)ap € A'. This reduces (10) to A’ Faruq Z1, and therefore, £; N A’ # 0, since
A€ Gatarug. W

lTll

5.5 Completeness of epistemic logics

Completeness proofs for the basic static and dynamic logic , E4 and C?, are
really straightforward. Truth lemmas do not have to be proved, because the
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truth lemmas for their underlying modal formalism, M and Mud, respectively,
suffice (e.g. see lemma 5.14). In this case, the plurality of epistemic operators
does not complicate matters. The only thing which we need to check is whether
their canonical models have the desired frame properties: serial full introspective
accessibilities. A simple technical affirmation is presented in the next subsection.

A completeness result for the totally free preferential extension of C*, C?, is
just as simple. More difficult are the strengthenings by additional principles, like
REALISM and the cooperative QUALITY principles. For such completeness results
we also need a canonical definition of the coherence relation. We postpone this
definition and the completeness results of such additional communication pos-
tulates to our last chapter 7, because in this chapter we deal with frame char-
acteristics for so-called Geach extensions of partial modal logics. Relativized
formulations of these extensions come quite close to the above-mentioned com-
munication principles, and subsequently we can prove completeness for these
systems straightforwardly in that chapter.

Other epistemic systems of interest in chapter 4 were the systems with sup-
plementary ‘real worlds’: C3% and C}. Many of the earlier techniques in this
chapter can be used to establish completeness for these systems as well. The only
difference is that a proper definition a unique canonical model is not possible
here. We need to define a bundle of canonical models. Still, the proof procedure
does not deviate from our Henkin procedure in the previous sections.

As have been yet announced in the introduction of this chapter, the complete-
ness proofs of the mutual belief systems E* and C** are postponed until the
next chapter (section 6.4).

The completeness of E, and C°

5.43. LEMMA. Mg, € €y and Mgs € 3.

Proof. We need to show that the E 4-canonical model is serial and full introspective.

We shortly present these relational requirements for (Rz, )."?

Seriality:
Let ' € Gatg,, and suppose O, T' Fza ¥. The rule D establishes I' Fza ©oX.
This means ¢;T' N X # @, which implies O, T' <z4 ¢;T. BsL shows that A €
GCltEA : (REA )a(I‘, A)

Full introspection:
Suppose (Rga)a(I',A). We need to show (Rga4)a(T',0) & (Rga)a(A,®) for all
® € Gatg, (1). This can demonstrated easily by means of the introspection axioms
in example 4.8 on page 115.

Oapel'=> 0,0, = 0,0 A

Gap ET = Ca®ap €T = Cup ¢ A } — (Bpa)a(4,0) = (Rpa)a(l’, 0))

2(Rg,)a is the indivudialization of the canonical accessibility relation Rp:
(Rg,)a(T,A) & O, T C ACO,T, expanded over the collection Gatga.
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Oap €A = OCo0gp eIl = Oap €T

Gap @A = 0u0ap @T = Oap g T } — ((Bp4)a(T,0) = (Bpa)a(A, 0))

In a complete analogous manner one can prove the seriality and full introspection of

(Rgs)a. W

5.44. THEOREM. E,4 is complete with respect to the class Ey. C® is complete
for €3.

Completeness of systems with realities: C*® and C},

As already mentioned above, a unique canonical model choice is not possible for
the mixture systems of classical and partial modal logics such as C3E and ci.
For each of these systems we define a collection of canonical models.

5.45. DEFINITION. A C*E_canonical model is a quintuple
Mgvjis = <6at6‘37%7 {(RC3)a}a€A7 <Lcs, VC3>7 with
IP' C IP and K = {E € Gatgsr |E NIP = P’}.

This definition shows that the full C*-canonical model is employed. Because
we need canonical models with different selected realities, the unique canonical
choice is not possible for this system. In fact, there are 2#F C3£_canonical
models.

5.46. OBSERVATION. The membership of R can also be identified by the global
valuation function:

[Vos(2) € X & (Vos(B)(p) =1) & peP'] — X e

First, we need to prove that these models are all ¢3F-models.

5.47. LEMMA. ME,, € €F for all P’ C IP.

Proof. Vg 3(X) € T for all £ € R, because Fosr p, —p for all p € IP, which means
p € ¥ or —p € I. Note that for all £ € R: Vs (X)(p) =1 <= p e P

R C Satgs, because C*F is an extension of C?. Furthermore, %R is clearly non-empty.
Suppose that ¥ < s O for certain ¥ € R. We need to show that ® ¢ R. ¥ <55 ©
entails posX C ©. Because p € ¥ = p € pgsX and 7p € ¥ = —p € pgsd,
we immediately conclude Vis(X) = Ves(©) (1). [lmm] What is left to prove is
® € Gatgsr (2). In combination with (1), we have immediately © € ‘R.

Suppose © Fosr 2. We need to show EN O # (. Without loss of generality we
may assume that both sets are finite, due to the finiteness property of C*#. We
define the following abbreviations.

0 :=0nLht 6:= \(G\ O
Ei=EnLh ¢:=\V(E\E)
Clearly, ©',8 osr €,2'. Application of R-TRUE-STRONG [ ], yields
Q' Fosr [0]u €, 2.
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Because ¥ < s ©, we have ©' C © C ( )y 2. By { Jup Fgar ¢ for all p € LT
we infer { ), "2 N LT = ¥ N L1, This means ®' C X, because ®' C LTt So,
Y bFosr [0]. €, 2, and because ¥ € Satgsr we obtain:

0l.€€X (38) or EENXZ#£0 (4).

Suppose (3) were the case. This implies [], £ € © because [0], € € pgsX. Further-
more, § € 0, and therefore also £ € ©. By definition of { and ®’s saturation, we
find 2N 0O # 0.

Assume (4), and let ( € E' N X. Because { € LT, it is also C3E-persistent:
¢ F [ Ju¢. Furthermore, [ |.¢ € pch’L’l, and so [ |.{ € O, and of course also
¢ € 0. Finally, ' C O entails ZN 0 # 0.

Both (3) and (4) entail ® N E # 0, and this confirms (2).
|

Second, we need the truth lemma for this system. This can be obtained in-
stantaneously from the truth lemma of Mud and C®. Because R C Satcs, we
find

ME., S p < Me,S g < o2 (1)

This simple observation, together with lemma 5.47, establishes the completeness

of C3E,

5.48. THEOREM. C3£ is complete with respect to €3%-validity.

Proof. Suppose I' /gsr A. This means that there exists & € €3 such that T' C X
and ANY =0. Let P’ = XN IP. Clearly ¥ in Mgg,lR. Furthermore, according to (1)

above, X provides a I'-world, which verifies none of the members of A. H
A completeness proof for C3, can be found in the same fashion.

5.49. DEFINITION. A C}-canonical model is a quintuple

M&ir = (Satos, R, {(Ro2)ataeto,us os, Vos), with

IP' CIP and B = {¥ € Satgsa [XNIP = P'}.
The only difference with the definition of the C*®-canonical model is that &
is the selection of C}-saturated sets with the same atomic content. The only

essential specific property which has to be checked is whether the following
typical C¥-constraint holds:

5.50. LEMMA. Rq(%,0) & X eR = 0O cfA.

Proof. Suppose (ch)ﬂ(z,e)) for certain ¥ € R. Totality of Vs (®) follows
immediately from the simple C3-sequents I—Cg Oqp, 7p and I—Cg <Sap,pforall p € IP.
So, what is left to prove is © € Gatcg.

=

Suppose © I—Cé = for certain = C L’L’l, and define ®',=', 4 and £ in the same way as in

the proof of lemma 5.47, but with £7'! replaced by L"T{l. Analogously with this proof,
we obtain:
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' o3 [0lué,E.

Because (ch)n(E,G)), we know that ®' C 0S¥ N L’;’l. Subsequently, e I—Cg ®
yields @' C ¥ N L"T]’l, and therefore ¥ N L';’l I—Cg [0]. €, E'. Application of R-TRUE-
STRONG Ogq entails ¥ I—Cg Oql6]. &, 2, and also

Oaflu€€X (1) or ENT #0 (2).
Suppose (1) holds. This means [8],{ € O, and because § € O, and by the definition of
£, we find @ N E £ 0.
Take (2) to be the case, and let ( € E' N X. Because ( I—Cg Oa(¢ (¢ € L'g’l), we have
Oq(¢ € X, and therefore ( € ©.

Both (1) and (2) yield the desired result ® N E # @, which means © € Gatcss_z. |

5.51. THEOREM. C?] is complete with respect to €.

5.6 Conclusions

This chapter has shown that establishing completeness results for partial in-
tensional logics does not have to be much more complicated than for classical
intensional logics. The generalization of maximally consistent sets to our defini-
tion of saturated sets in order to build suitable canonical models has turned out
to be fruitful.

The complication of establishing completeness results on the basis of these
canonical models for partial intensional logics is that in many truth lemmas
saturated sets need to be located below given upper bounds. A simple example
is the O-step in the proof of the truth lemma of M (page 149).

This problem of constructing saturated sets below an upper bound can be
reduced to saturation equations. If an upper bound is a saturator with respect
to the initial set from which we start the construction, then we know that the
construction will be successful, due to our bounded saturation lemma (page 146).
The sequential style of definition of the notions of saturation and saturators, is
thus shown to be practical in this respect. Many saturation equations were easily
solvable by the use of our sequential rules. In case of the systems M we managed
to give a completeness proof which is much simpler than earlier proofs [Thijsse
1992] [Jaspars 1993]. This technique has been extended successfully to the new
constructive modal logics of chapter 3.

In the next chapter we will show how these techniques can be used to construct
sets which are saturated up to a certain (finite) subset of formulae. On the basis
of these further investigations decidability results can be established for the logics
of part I. Furthermore, we are able to prove the completeness for finite sequents
for the non-compact mutual belief logics E4 and C**.



Appendix

5.7 Completeness of fused partial modal logic

In section 2.5 we have introduced a partial modal logic FM, the so-called fused
partial modal logic, which is weaker than the minimal partial modal logic M.
Below, we will give a brief exposition of the completeness proof for this ‘non-
normal’ partial modal logic.

5.52. DEFINITION. The FM-canonical model is defined to be the triple Mgy =
(Gatpym, Rry, Vem) with

Rru(T,8) 0T CUB,NS COT, and

V([')(p) =1(0) & (m)pe T forall T' € Satppr and & C Satppy.
5.53. OBSERVATION. Mgy € §M.

Proof. Suppose Rrum(T',®). Of course Fry OT, and therefore T € O T'. This
means | € |J®, and so, & # 0. B

5.54. LEMMA. For all T € Gatgps and ¢ € L":
MFM,F|:(,D<:>(,DEF and MFM,F:(QD@_'(,DEF.

Proof. By induction on the construction of formulae. The steps of the P-connectives
can be made as immediate as before. We only elaborate on the O-steps.
Suppose Op € T
If Rrm(T,®) then ¢ € U(’ﬁ, which means that there exists A € ® such that
¢ € A. The induction hypothesis establishes Mrap, A = . Because & has been

chosen as an arbitrary accessible collection of FM-saturated sets, we conclude that
MFM, F |: D(p.

Suppose Op ¢ I,

Let & := {A € Gatrm | ¢ € A}. Because /rpm O, also /rm ¢ (table 2.60) and

therefore & # (§ (saturation lemma).
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Suppose Oy € I'. Because Oy & I', we know that vy /par O, and subsequently
Y /rm ¢ (table 2.60). The saturation lemma shows that there must exist Ay € &
such that ¢ € Ay, and therefore, ¥ € | J &. In other words,

o rcyes (1.
Suppose ¢x € I'. Because Oy ¢ I', we conclude Fry Op, Oy, and therefore,

Vrm @, x (table 2.60). The saturation lemma shows that there exists A, € & such
that x ¢ Ay, which means x ¢ [|®. In short,

NG C O T (2).
The results (1) and (2) prove that Rpa(I', ®). The induction hypothesis tells us
that Mz [~ ¢ for all A € &. This entails Mpar,I' £ Op.

—-Op ¢ I', we obtain -O¢ ¢ I' immediately through the definition of Rra and the

induction hypothesis.

Suppose -Op € I'.

Clearly, ¢ € O7I'. Let § := {A € Gatpm | ¢ € A}. The FM-consistency of
- shows that § is non-empty'®.

Take 0% € T'. Because Ov, O—p I/pam 0, we know that ¥, —¢ l/rm 0. The satura-
tion lemma proves that there exists Ay € § such that ¢ € Ay, or shorter ¥ € §.
Because O € I' have been picked randomly, we conclude

o rcys 3.
Let Ox € I'. This means O—¢ rpyr O, and therefore, —¢ I/rar x. The saturation
lemma shows the existence of a A, € § such that x ¢ A,. This means x ¢ [3.
The arbitrariness of x € ¢ I' shows

NS CoT (4)
The results (3) and (4) prove Rrum(I',§), while the induction hypothesis entails
Mprum, A = ¢ for all A € §. The combination of these conclusions yields Mpar, I' 5
Oe.

Completeness for the two ‘intermediate’ systems which have also been discussed
shortly in section 2.5 can be obtained by combination of the method above and
the procedure of the truth-lemma for M (lemma 5.12).

13<>—|SO |71FM 0 = @ VFM 0 (table 2.60).






Chapter 6

Finite Models

In this chapter we will continue our search for counter-models. The only dif-
ference with the previous chapter is a stringent restriction on our search space.
Our quest is to find finite counter-models. Such finite counter-models appear of
importance to us for two basic reasons.

First, we wish to establish decidability results in addition to the completeness
results of the previous chapter for the systems which have been discussed in this
thesis.

Second, due to the mutual belief operators in the system E% and C**, we
need to acquire a procedure for finding finite counter-models for these systems in
order to derive their completeness. Just like propositional dynamic logic [Kozen
& Parikh 1981] and mutual knowledge and belief extensions of classical poly-
modal logics [Halpern & Moses 1992], where also (reflexive) transitive closures
of accessibility relations are employed, the extra complications caused by the
infinite nature of these operators turn out to be manageable by means of finite
imitations of their canonical models. This procedure settles the completeness
of these systems only up to finite sequents. But as we have seen earlier such
a restriction is necessary, since these logics are non-compact (observation 4.23,
page 123).

Of course, we need to establish enough meta-theoretical insights to justify
the above-mentioned finite limitations. This enterprise is the key issue of this
chapter.

6.1 Restricted saturated sets

Proving decidability of a modal logic is most often achieved by showing that
it enjoys the so-called finite model property (FMP) [Hughes & Cresswell 1984]'.

!For an extensive treatment of the finite model property in classical modal logics see
[de Jongh & Veltman 1988].
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This means that for every finite non-sequent a finite counter-model can be found.
The combination of a completeness result and FMP establishes subsequently a
decidability result for finite sequents.

In this chapter we will focus on the so-called strong version of the finite model
property. This means that a fixed upper bound of the size of the counter-model
of a given non-sequent can be stipulated beforehand, that is in terms of the size of
the assumption and conclusion set. This implies that if we want to know whether
I' s A, with T' and A finite, holds for a system S, then we only have to check
a finite space of models for finding a counter-model. If in this restricted finite
class of models such a counter-model is not found, then we know that I' g A.
This strong FMP immediately establishes the decidability result, without calling
upon the completeness of S.

We will use much of the techniques of the previous chapter to establish finite
model properties. We make use of so-called filtrations of the canonical models
which have been presented in chapter 5. We construct filtrated canonical models
from sets which are saturated up to a given finite subset of formulae, which
contains only a set of ‘relevant’ formulae with respect to a given non-sequent.
In general, these restricted sets of formulae are fairly small extensions of the set
of subformulae of the assumption and conclusion set of the non-sequent.

In the following section we will show that the main saturation lemmas of
section 5.1 also apply to these limited saturated sets. FMP for M, N and ud
can be deduced quite easily from these new saturation lemmas. In the second
section we will show that proving FMP for constructive modal logics requires
somewhat richer filtrations. The last section is dedicated to completeness proofs
for finite sequents in BE% and C**, which also employ these enriched filtrations.

Saturation lemmas for restricted sets

6.1. DEFINITION. Let S be a sequential derivation system, with Lg its language,
and ® C Lg. A set I' C ® is said to be S-®-saturated if for all A C &

I'Fs A = FﬁA#@

The set of all S-®-saturated sets is written as Gatz. A C Lg is said to be an
S-®-saturatorof ' C ® if forall A C &

'Fs A = ANA#0.
We denote this relation by I' <& A. T is said to be an S-®-saturant of A.

6.2. OBSERVATION. Note that all S-®-saturated sets are subsets of ®. This
does not have to be the case for S-®-saturators. All S-®-saturated sets are S-
consistent. We list some properties below of the definitions above, which are
for a great deal reformulations of the simple observation 5.4 (page 145) on the
general definitions of saturated sets, saturators and saturants.

Fﬁ%AéFis S-consistent.
PR A& CT =T QE A
F<EA&ACA =T QLA
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FP<EA&TCE®=TNT IZ A.
0e Gatms<:> S is consistent.

There is a strong connection between these restricted saturated sets and normal
saturated sets.

6.3. PROPOSITION. Let S be a derivational system which contains all the struc-
tural rules of table 2.14.
For every S-saturated set ¥ and every set ® C Lg the set ¥ N & is S-$-
saturated:
VO C Ls: Y € Gats = XN ® € Sats.

This observation can be formulated somewhat sharper:

VO, U CLs:dC U & X € Bateg = XN c Sats.

If®C Lgand ¥ € Gatz then there exists ¥* € Gatg such that X*N & = X.
This can be made more general in similar terms as the result above: if & C
¥ C Ls and ¥ € Saty, then there exists B’ € Sate such that X' N & = 3.
Formally,

VO, U CLs:dC VU & ¥ € Baty =
I eBate : 2N =3 (1).

Proof. The first part of the proposition is really straightforward by using the L-MON
rule. The second part requires some explanation. Let & C ¥ C Lg, let & € Gats

and A := (@)c U X. Clearly, ¥ <g A. The bounded saturation lemma 5.6 shows that
there exists ¥* € Gats such that ¥ C £¥* C A and £* N ® = X. The first item of the
proposition proves ¥* N ¥ € Sats, and furthermore ¥ C $* N ¥. So, &' := 8* N T is
a fulfilling choice for the consequence in (1): T C X' CA. B

The bounded and the ordinary saturation lemma are now easily obtained from
the observations made in the proposition above.

6.4. LEMMA. BOUNDED SATURATION LEMMA FOR FILTRATIONS

Let S be a sequential derivation system such asin BsLand ® C Lg. If A C ® is
an S-®-saturator of a set I' C @, then it also contains an S-®-saturated extension
of I'. Formally speaking,

VI,,ACLs:T<EA=3IAcGaty :T CACA.

Proof. The proof is very short. We give a formal presentation below.
Ir<2A=>T<AUP) = IA* €Bats :TCA* CA=

A € Gats :T CACA (take A:= A* N D).
u

This filtration version of BSL is also equivalent to a relativized formulation of the
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saturation lemma 5.8 (page 147). It can be illustrated by means of an adaptation
of proposition 5.7.

6.5. PROPOSITION. Let S be a sequential system which contains R-MON, and
let T', ®, A be subsets of Lg.

<2 Ao s @\ A

Proof. =:Tts®\A=T 45 A (because ( \ A) C &, and (& \ A)NA = 0).

< T A=3JACP:T+s A& ANA =0. Because A C & \ A, we also have
s 2\A. R

6.6. LEMMA. SATURATION LEMMA FOR FILTRATIONS

Let S be a sequential derivation system as in BSL. Let ® C Lg and let ' and A
be two subsets of ®. If I' /g A then there exists a set ¥ which is S-®-saturated,
withI' C ¥ and I NA = 0.

Proof. A proof can be obtained from proposition 6.5 in the same way as lemma 5.8
has been deduced from Thijsse’s proposition 5.7. The full equivalence of this lemma
and lemma 6.4 can also be obtained by proposition 6.5 and an analogous argumentation
for SL. = BSL as in the previous chapter. l

6.2 First decidability results

As already mentioned in the introduction of this chapter, we are aiming at
suitable finite restrictions of the language such that from selecting the saturated
sets inside this restricted set a finite ‘canonical-like’ model can be constructed.
This model is meant as a finite counter-model of a given finite non-sequent.
In the case of M this construction is relatively easy. The following definition
describes our syntactic needs for establishing the FMP of M.

6.7. DEFINITION. Let ® be a subset of L". The truth-value division of ® is the
set

P = Sub(®) U ~Sub(®).
The modal asstmilation of ® is the set
U .=0d U TP U .

In classical modal logic the simple restriction Sub(®) is most often employed
for implementation of filtrated canonical models. It turns out that —Sub(®)
need to be added for imitation of such filtrations for partial modal logics. This
is a direct consequence of explicit definitions of falsity in partial model-theory.

The supplementary syntactic material which we obtain through modal assim-
ilation of such a restricted set of formulae ® is particularly useful for defining an
appropriate and technically manageable accessibility structure of the filtrated
M-canonical model. An important property of this modal assimilation ®" of a
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set of formulae ®, is the regularity of the modal content of ®" with respect to

the subformulae of the set ®; O~ ®° = G~ dY = &,

The decidability of M
The M-®-canonical model is defined as follows.

6.8. DEFINITION. Let & C L". The M-®-canonical model is the triple M =
(Gatyy , Ry, Viy) with
OpeX=¢e€0,and

R%,(%,0) & Vpecd:
w(%,0) {906(9:><>cp€2.

Va(Z)(p) =1(0) & (-)p € T for all X,0 € Saty; and p € IP.

The syntactic richness of ®" provides nearly a complete imitation of the truth
lemma for M (lemma 5.12, page 149) for this filtrated canonical model with
respect to the subformulae of ®. Only simple earlier observations on restricted
saturated sets, like proposition 6.3 and lemma 6.4, have to be used for the
finishing touch of this successful transposition.

Note that the filtrated version of the canonical accessibility relation is some-
what different from the ordinary canonical definition. This modification is really
needed. The left argument, ¥, only needs to recognize possibilities, that is for-
mulae of the form <, which are contained in ®~. As a matter of fact, we
will employ this definition for filtrated canonical accessibilities in the sequel.
Furthermore, we will use the following convenient abbreviation:

YC?O «— TNPCO and ¥=%0 = ¥nd=0.
For every M-extension, we use
R:(%,0) < 0 2C*0C? O3,

Below, we will prove a restricted truth-lemma for the subformulae of ® with
respect to the model Myy.

6.9. LEMMA. For all ¥ in M3, and for all ¢ € Sub(®):
My .YEpopeX and My, T =& —p € X.

Proof. By induction on the construction of formulae. The proof in the case of the
extensional connectives is as immediate as before?. Also the steps Op € & = My, T |=
Op and My,Y = Op = —Op € ¥ are direct consequences of the definition of R3;.
The converse directions can be obtained from the truth-lemma for M, proposition 6.3
and lemma 6.4.

Suppose Op € Sub($) and Op ¢ X.

Let ® C ®. If 07X b5 O, then also O~ X Far 9,0 — ¢. As in the truth-lemma of
M, we may conclude X bp Op, O(@ — @), and therefore @ N (G~ X — @) # 0. This

step is completely legitimate, because ¢® C ®°. This conclusion proves

2The —-step is facilitated by the fact that all negations of subformulae are present in ®".



178 Chapter 6. Finite Models

078 95 (07 - ¢).

Therefore, BSL for restricted sets guarantees the existence of some A € (‘SatM with
O°Y CAC < X and ¢ ¢ A. Proposition 6.3 then yields a A’ € GCI’LM with
A =% A. By definition of R3;, we conclude RM(E A'), and because ¢ € &, we
find ¢ € A’. The induction hypothesis entails M, A’ [ ¢ and My, T [~ Q.

The step ~O¢p € £ = My, S = Op can be accounted for by a similar imitation of the
corresponding part of the proof of the truth lemma of M. We leave the details to the
reader. H

6.10. OBSERVATION. By a similar generalization as made in observation 5.15,
we conclude that for every M-extension S and all ® C L5, ¥ D &7, ¥ € Gat‘é’
and ¢ € Sub(®) that

e dO0"Y — 30 c Gate : REX,0)& ¢ ¢ 0, and

p€eO™Y = 30 € Batg : RE(Z,0) & ¢ € 0.

6.11. THEOREM. The system M has the finite model property.

Proof. Suppose I' I/ar A with T,A C L" finite. Because TUA C (I'U A)"

know that there exists X € Gatgll,_;UA)D such that I' C ¥ and ¥ N A = (. This means,
according to the filtration version of the truth lemma for M above, that ¥ in the model
M2 is a T-world which verifies none of the A-members. For ally € ' and § € A

M2, Y =~ & Mrua, S £ 6.
Because M2 is finite, M has rmp. B
Let T t/pr A for finite 'y A C L". Now, consider models of the form (W, R, V)
with § # W C p(TUA)", and let R and V be defined in the same way as R}, and
Vi expanded over the elements of W. This class consists of 23(#Sub(T'VA)) _ q
members, and My is one of these members. Consecutively checking these models
on the existence of a counter-world is therefore a successful sound and complete

finite procedure. This argumentation demonstrates the earlier strong version of
FMP.

6.12. THEOREM. The system M is decidable for finite sequents.

In the sequel of this chapter we use the same kind of abbreviations for the
forthcoming definitions of the filtrated canonical information structures.

Frei A — pgI'C* A and
F<iA < pgI'C* A& apgAC?*T.

Decidability of N and ud

For a proof of FMP of N we only need the N-®-saturated sets for a given restricted
set of formulae ®. The N-®-canonical model is My, = <(‘5at§,§§,vl$>3 with
V2 being the restriction of Vi to Gat% For Nelson’s logic, the restricted truth

3Notice @%:g‘l’.
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lemma can be transferred from its general truth lemma (lemma 5.18, page 153).
Its FMP and decidability follows from this restricted truth lemma in a similar
way as the decidability of M follows from lemma 6.9.

6.13. THEOREM. N has the FMP and is decidable for finite sequents.

A decidability result for the system ud can be found by the same means. We

define the ud-®-canonical model M2, = <(‘5at3d, <2 ,V2) in the same fashion
as My above.

6.14. LEMMA. M2, c 9.

Proof. The monotonicity of V.5, follows immediately from the PERs-rules for literals.

Suppose I' <%, A <2, O for a triple I', A,® € GatZ;. Let ¢ € P,ql. This means
¢ Fud [ Jup, and also ¢ € p, A and ¢ € 0. In short, p,;I' C ©. By a similar
argument we may conclude ® C ap,_;0. Altogether, I' <2, ©, or in other words, <y
is transitive.

Reflexivity of <2, is trivial. We conclude that <2, is a pre-order. W

The truth lemma for a set of subformulae ® with respect to M2, can be proved
by an imitation of the general truth lemma for ud (page 161). This observation
establishes the decidability result for finite ud-sequents.

6.15. THEOREM. The system ud has the FMP and is decidable for finite se-
quents.

In the FMP proof of ud our definition of <,4 appears to be advantageous.
If the more natural candidate of observation 5.34 (page 160) would have been
used, we would have to revise the definition of the canonical extension order for
the filtrated canonical models in a rigorous way. Such a procedure would divert
us from the general FMP strategy of this chapter. We try to enforce specific
structural properties of filirated canonical models by modification of the filtering
set only. The clearest advantage of this straightness is that earlier results for
canonical structures, which have been found in the previous chapter, can be used
in FMP proofs as well. This means that we will stick with the definitions of RE,
€% and <% above and have convenient transfer of results in chapter 5.

6.3 Richer filtrations

Proving the finite model property for systems which are interpreted in terms of
a more structured semantics, or have more expressivity than M may be propor-
tionately more complicated than the relatively easy proof of FMP for M, N and
ud in the previous section.

To start with, just like the completeness proofs for M-extensions, we need to
show that an appropriate finite counter-model for a given finite non-sequent can
be found in the proper model class. Sometimes the straightforward filtrations
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of the canonical model, as used in the previous section, does not guarantee
satisfaction of the right model-theoretic constraints of the system in hand.

As already mentioned above, we try to find finite counter-models by appro-
priately enriching the filtrations. Such enrichments have to ensure preservation
of the structural properties found for the canonical models of chapter 5. It
might very well be the case that the syntactically poor filtrations of the previ-
ous sections are not ‘preservative’ in this sense. A more specific reason to use
richer filtrations, which will become clear in the next section, consists of some
important structural additional properties which we will need for proving the
completeness of the more complicated mutual belief logics E* and C**.

Decidability of constructive modal logics

An important result of the preceding chapter has been lemma 5.25 on page 156.
This lemma proved the bisimulation property for the inclusion relation over the
M-canonical model.

Furthermore, this result facilitated the proofs of many bisimulation-like con-
straints of canonical models for NM, NM" and Mud. In order to maintain
our style of FMP-proving, we need a similar result for restricted saturated sets
in order to bring along FMP for these systems as well.

As we saw during the proof of lemma 5.25 we needed the disjunction and
conjunction for obtaining this structural result. The following definition is meant
as a new extra closure condition of filtering sets, in order to apply a filtrated
version lemma 5.25. Just like we added negations and modal operators to the
subformulae of a subset of formulae ® for the M-®-canonical model (®"), we
also wish to employ disjunction and conjunction in the same manner.

6.16. DEFINITION. Suppose that ® C Lg for some sequential system S with
LY C Ls. The conjunctive assimilation of ® is the set

BN i={p1 A A | 0 €@, and p; = p; &1 =35}
The disjunctive assimilation of ® is the set

BV :={p1 V..V, | p;€®, and p; = p; & i =3}
The modal cover of ® is the set

% := 09V U O U Q.

The following lemma rephrases lemma 5.25 for restricted saturated sets.

6.17. LEMMA. Let S be an M-extension, and let ®,A C L5 and I" € Gatzm.
The following filtration version of lemma 5.25 holds.

0T <% A — JAc6atd” : RET,A) and A C¥ A.

A<¥ 0T — A e 6atd” : RYT,A) and A CEA.
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Proof. We only prove the first item of the lemma. It is an imitation of the proof of
lemma 5.25, and the second item can be obtained by a similar application of the dual
result in lemma 5.25.

Let O°T ﬂ?m A. This also means O"I'N & ﬂ? A. Analogously to the proof of
lemma 5.25 in the previous chapter, we can prove
O TNE<LEOTNA (1)

This claim yields the desired result. An application of BSL for restricted sets shows
that there exists A’ € Gaty with

OTCA'"C<O T and A’ CA.

]
Proposition 6.3 thereupon guarantees the existence of a A € Sat: with A =% A/,
and so

OTC*A and AC®<OT and A C%A.
What is left to prove is the claim (1) above. Suppose 1" T'N® 5 © for certain @ C &.
We need to show @ N G7ANA # (. We give a short formal transcription below.
OTN®Fs® = OTN&FsO\AONA —
OTN&ks \VO\AONA = TFsO(/O\A),O(O@NA) = (2)
CONA)NT#0 = ONANCST#D (3).
Because ® \ A C &, we obtain O(\/® \ A) € 3%, 0 rN&@N(O\A) = 0 implies
oVO\A) ¢T (0T ﬂ?m A). So, because I' € Gutzm, the implication in (2) holds.
Note that the modal cover definition is required to legitimate this step.

The final conclusion (3) establishes claim (1). W

6.18. COROLLARY. The proof above shows that the conclusions of lemma 6.17
can also be obtained through replacing the requirements O~ T' ﬂgm Aand A ﬂgm
O7T,by O°I'N® I Aand AN® <IF OT, respectively.

As mentioned earlier, lemma 6.17 is of great importance for establishing forth-
coming decidability and completeness results. Just like lemma 5.25, it facilitates
searching saturated sets. Most often the result of lemma 6.17 reduces the search
for a saturated set to a fairly easily provable saturation relation. The following
definition presents the ®-filtrated canonical models of the constructive modal

logics NM and NM".

6.19. DEFINITION. Let S € {NM,NM"}. The canonical S-model filtrated

H
by @ is the quadruple M3 = <6at§ ,RY,€%,VE). All the definitions of the
different canonical model-theoretic parameters, can be found in the previous
section.

FMP and decidability of NM can easily be obtained. The only thing we need to
show is that M3 ,, is an 9191-model.

6.20. LEMMA. My, € 990.
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Proof. Vg, is clearly monotonic. Furthermore, we need to check the two bisimulation
conditions (C® oR¥a) C (Ryamo C*) and (D% oR¥Nar) C (Ryao OF). They can be
obtained immediately from lemma 6.17 and corollary 6.18. If I, T', A’ € GCL’L;}Q?VI with
' C* I’ and Ry (T',A’), then also O°T'N & ¥ A'. Corollary 6.18 gives us the
desired A: R%M(I‘, A)and A C® A'. This establishes the first bisimulation constraint.
The second can immediately be found by the same corollary and the simple saturation
equation

I C*T' & REy(T,A) = AN® <%, T
]

The restricted truth lemma for NM can be proved in the same way as its
ordinary truth lemma. Note that ®2 C &% which is important for the O-
steps in the proof of this restricted truth-lemma. This result combined with

lemma 6.20 yields a strong FMP result and the consequential decidability of
NM.

6.21. THEOREM. The system NM has the FMP and is decidable for finite se-
quents.

A decidability result for NM" can be established by means of the same proce-
dure.

6.22. LEMMA. ME,0 € N7 for all & C LD,

Proof. Again, the monotonicity of Vo is evident. The only structural constraint
can be obtained by application of corollary 6.18 and the saturation equation:

T €%,0 T & RE,o(T,A') = O TN&<Z0 AU (pyyal?).
This validity of this equation can be observed in the same way as in the proof of

the structural adequacy of the NM"-canonical model, lemma 5.30 (page 158). An

inspection of this proof learns us that the closure step ¥ C & — oV e 3
is again required. We leave it to the reader to check the precise justification of this
transfer. W

A restricted truth lemma for NM" can be obtained in the same way as for NM.
6.23. THEOREM. NM?" has the FMP and is decidable for finite sequents.

Establishing a decidability result for Mud by means of the completeness proof
requires an enrichment of the filtrations which have not been used for NM and
NM?" above. The proof of lemma 5.42, page 164, shows that we have also
used the downdate operator to establish the structural adequacy of the Mud-
canonical model: Mpsuq € MM”. The following filtration legalizes a similar
inference for filtrated canonical models.

6.24. DEFINITION. The down-closure of a set ® is the set
o= {(p)av | pe @', €@} U &.
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The set ®F¢ denotes the set which will be used as a filtration for Mud. It is
defined as follows:

oH: — O Y PN U .
Hy

The Mud-®-canonical model for a set ® is the model <6at?{4ud7R?{lud7<<§Mud
, Vi 4). The definition of the accessibility relation and the global valuation func-
tion are the same as in all the earlier filtrated canonical models. The information
structure <<§]{4ud is the same as <4 1n Mfd.

6.25. LEMMA. M3E, . € M.

Proof. A complete imitation of the proof of lemma 5.42, page 164, can be given by
the richness of the filtration. The central claim (6) there needs to be replaced by the
following reformulation. If I' <3;,4 ' and Ry7,4(T',A’) then

o~rn apMudAl n 3 Sl;Mud (AI U (pudﬁT’l)c) n<o-r.
]
Analogously to this proof, this reformulation establishes the desired A € Satiruy:
Ryrua(T,A) and A <370 A'.

A pointwise inspection of the proof of lemma 5.42 shows that step (7) can be obtained

by AC® = O(AA) € 3%a, Reaching conclusion (10) does not require any filtration
richness, and the final conclusion can be recaptured by the closure step £,0 C ¢ =

(VE)a AOc e B

6.26. THEOREM. The system Mud has the FMP and is decidable for finite
sequents.

6.4 The completeness of mutual belief systems

As mentioned earlier, completeness proofs for the mutual belief systems require
finite filtrations of their canonical models. The structural properties of the acces-
sibility relation, i.e. seriality and full introspection, need suitable enrichments
of the filtrations which have been employed for the decidability proof of M.
The following definition presents different filtering sets which we will use for the
filtirated canonical models in this section.

6.27. DEFINITION. Let a € A and ® C Lg for some extension S of E4. The
set ®%= is the modal assimilation of ® for the modal operator O,. The set ®%-
refers to the modal cover of ® under O,. Furthermore, we define

dU4 = P dHa = dFa
a,LEJA aLEJA

¥4 is the smallest superset of Sub(®) such that
€ ®¥r — —pec d¥4, and
e ®B — 0,0 c ®%4 for all a € A.
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The filtration which we will employ for the forthcoming completeness proof of E%
is the set (®¥4)®4. This set is infinite for all non-empty ®, but it is logically
finite whenever ® is finite. If ® is finite then the E%-®-canonical model is
finite as well. Due to the strong equivalences of E%, which have been listed
in example 4.8 on page 115, we can easily prove that every element of ®4 is
E’-equivalent with some member of ®74. This also means that every member
of the complex filtration (®¥4)¥4 is E%-equivalent with some member of the
finite set (®74)F4,

6.28. OBSERVATION. For all ¢ € ®¥4 there exists ¢’ € ®74 such that ¢ =g
¢'. For all ¢ € (®¥4)%4 there exists ¢’ € (®74)F4 such that ¢ =g ¢

Proof. By an easy induction on the closure principles in the definition of %4 jp
definition 6.27, and the modality reduction principles of E4 in example 4.8.

Because 74 C ¥4 the former set can be seen as a finite representation of the

latter, as long as @ is finite itself. For the same reasons the set (®74)®4 is a

X H
finite representation of (¥4)®4 for all finite ®. This ensures that GCL’LS;A:) B

that is finite whenever ® is finite.

The completeness of E’;

Let us first give a formal description of the E’-®-canonical model for ® C £%.

6.29. DEFINITION. Let @ C £%. The E’-®-canonical model is the triple

(2%4)54

X
Mgz = (65‘th 7{R%;1A }a€A7V1%>7
with the following accessibility relation

Ogp €Y — €0 ,and
(RE.4),(2,0) < Vo € 8%4 ;
4 PEO = Oup€Y

T/'E‘i?.:1 is defined as in the other filtrated canonical models of the previous sections

of this chapter.

A prerequisite for the adequacy of Mgl which should be demonstrated next,
is its membership of the class €g. This means that we need to show the seriality
and the full introspection of (R%?;A )o for all @ € A. As mentioned earlier this
follows immediately from the richness of ®®4 and by a complete imitation of the

same lemma of the structural adequacy of the E 4-canonical model (lemma 5.43,

page 166).

6.30. LEMMA. Mg. € €y

A useful side effect of the enrichment ®¥4 is that if 0% ¢ € ®%4, then also
O,0% @ € ®¥4 for all @ € 4 and ¢ € L£*. This is a typical closure condition for
filtrations of systems with modalities for reasoning about reflexive transitive clo-

sures of accessibilities [Fischer & Ladner 1979] [Kozen & Parikh 1981] [Halpern
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& Moses 1992]. The use of this closure is that formulae of the form UO% ¢ are
preserved under accessibility. The following lemma presents a formalization of
this effect.

X H
6.31. LEMMA. Let X,0 € Gat% )74 and k € IN.
* ® *
If O%p eX and (R%ZA )% (2,0) then O%¢p € O, and

if ~0%®cO and (RE.*)%(Z,0) then ~O%¢ € 3.

Proof. The proof is by induction on k. If ¥ = 0 then the result is trivial, for
(R3.*)°(3,0) & £ = 0.

Let k > 0 and suppose (R%?;A (2, 0).
=P
This means that there exists ©®' € GCI’L(;* 4774 such that R%?;A (0',0) and also
A

(R%?;A )¥=(2,0"). The induction hypothesis implies that 0% ¢ € ©'. Because
O%e 3 Ox 0% ¢, we also know that 0,0% ¢ € O for all @ € X. By definition of

8
(R%;A )x and because O% ¢ € ®*, we have O% ¢ € O.

A proof of the second claim in the lemma can be obtained analogously by the simple
fact that if -O%¢p € 3%4 then also CaO%p € VU, for all a € A. The details are
omitted. H

Our information on Mg} developed so far, suffices for the proof of the truth

lemma of E*% with respect to Mg. . As usual the proof runs by an induction on
the construction of formulae. The only new and nasty part is the 0% -step. One
side of this step runs easily on the basis of lemma 6.31. The completion of this
step, which is the difficult direction of the O%-case, follows roughly the proof in
[Halpern & Moses 1992] for mutual belief and knowledge extensions of classical
(poly-)modal logics. The basic ideas of that proof can be traced back to [Kozen
& Parikh 1981].

Of course, much of this procedure needed to be revised for installation in our
partial poly-modal logic. It turns out that the general definition of saturated
sets, is somewhat harder to handle in this proof. Nevertheless, earlier important
findings, particularly lemma 5.25 and its filtrated version lemma 6.17, are of
great help for this modification. Notice that the latter lemma applies to the
filtration set (®%4)%4  because X4 = ¥4,

X =:]
6.32. LEMMA. Let ® C £%. For all ¢ € Sub(®) and I' € Gatg T
A

M;Z,F|:cp<:>cp€f‘ and M%,F:(cp«:)mpel“.

Proof. By induction of the construction of the subformulae of the set ®. Only the

4For all O%® € ¥ also O% p € ®.
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O%-step needs to be accounted for. The other cases are identical to the FMP-proof of
M in section 6.2.

Suppose O% @ € T.
(2%4)Ba

Lemma 6.31 shows that if (R%?;A )x(T',©) then O%¢ € O for all ©® € Gat,.
A
W48
Because O% ¢ Fp= ¢, we also have ¢ € O for all ® € GCI’L(;* “)"* such that
A

(RZ?A )x (T, ®). The induction hypothesis yields Méz, ® |= ¢ for all such O, and
therefore M{}l,I‘ E O%e.

Suppose M{>:1,I‘ E O% .
To begin with we need some abbreviations. The following definitions are particu-
larly important for the proof procedure:

X =]
6 :={S e Gatl. V" | ME. B = Ok}

ez = \(EN &)

a = Vgo)g

zed

Note that the finiteness of 74 is required here, otherwise the conjunction s
would not be well-defined. This formula can be seen as a finite representation of
the %4 _content of X.

The proof consists of three essential claims:
(3) @ l_E:l P
(4) EE@?EFEZa,and
(5) a I—E::1 Oxa

Claim (5) settles a -g» O%a (R-IND on page 124). This yields a g+ Ok, by
means of claim (4), and so, 0%« 3 O%¢ (R-MOD-TRUE O%). Claim (3) shows
that T’ l_EZ a, and therefore O%p € I'. What is left to be proved are the three
claims (3), (4) and (5).

The first two claims are trivial. The induction hypothesis yields ¢ € X for all ¥ € &.
Because ¢ appears in all conjuncts ¢x for all ¥ € &, we obtain £ € & = o5 I—E::1 ©.
L-TRUE V subsequently yields a Fg= ¢ (3).

(2%4)%a

For all ¥ € Gat,. also ¥ l_EZ ¢x. So,if ¥ € & then also ¥ I—E:t:1 a.
A

Proving (5) is the nasty part of the proof. Suppose that (5) is not the case,
ie. a |7’E::1 Oxa. This means, according the saturation lemma, that there ex-

ists ¥* € GCL’LEI1 such that « € ¥* and Ox« ¢ ¥£*. This last conclusion shows that
there exists a € X such that O,a ¢ ¥*. An appropriate poly-modal reformulation
of observation 5.15 on page 151 shows that there exists another E’-saturated set

®* such that

0,5 CO*C<O %" and a¢g®" (6).
Because ¥* I—EI1 a, and by definition of a, we know that there exists ¥ € &
such that o5 € X*. This also means ¥ N $XNa C ¥*. Since O,(X N @g*“) =
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0;5Nn 3% Cco;z* C 0 (D‘I@&A = @&4). and O ¢ GCL’LEZ, we know that

02N e¥a ﬂ%; ®*. Lemma 6.17, and its reformulation in corollary 6.18 shows
B 4 H

that there exists © € Gat(E{l 474 such that (R%?A )a(2,0) and ® N 3% C 0*.
A

This last conclusion shows that © V/g+ a®, and so ® ¢ &, according to (4). This
last conclusion implies

M{aa@ l# D3(907

AN

and so there exists = € Gat(;l “)"4 such that (R%?;A )x(0,E) and M‘I)Z,E .
A

Because (R%?;A )a(%,0) and a € X, also (R%?;A )x (2, E). This conclusion entails

M‘E,E I~ O% ¢, which contradicts ¥ € &.

This contradiction means that « l_EZ Oxa (5) must hold.

The step ~O%p ¢ T = M‘I):l ,I' # O% ¢ can be derived by means of the second result in

lemma 6.31 in the same way as in the earlier O% ¢ € I'-case has been inferred from the
first of this lemma. We leave the details to the reader. The converse of this implication
can be found through some dualization of the proof of 0% p ¢ ¥ = M‘E,E ~ O%e

above.
Suppose M{>:1,I‘ A O% .

We use the following three abbreviations.
N
S:{zeem%f°A|mﬁrz#m}M
% = \/(8°4 \ 5)
C
B = /\ Pz

e

This last induction step of the truth lemma will be established by proving the
following claims.

(1) —ptes B

8) TeF=>Tie B

(9) OxB s B.
These three results suffice indeed. Claim (9) yields ¢% 3 Fg+ 8 (L-IND), and (7)

A

entails -O% ¢ 3 &% B (L-MOD-FALSE O%). Combining of these conclusions by
means of CUT gives us =0k ¢ Fp+ B. Because I' € 3§, the second claim (8) yields
—|D}§0 € F
Claim (7) follows from the induction hypothesis: —¢ ¢ X for all ¥ € § and therefore

- appears in all the disjuncts (,0% for all ¥ € §, and so —¢ I—EI1 go)cj for these X € §.
In combination with R-TRUE A, this establishes —¢ l_EZ B.

Because all members of § are EA-(Q&“ )EHA-saturated, we know that X i/ go% for
all ¥ ¢ § (@gf‘ \ N X = 0). This result establishes ¥ |7’E:1 B for all ¥ € § (8).

0" gy a = VE€ & : 0" gy oy =V e B 3o e TN d¥a ; O ey o = VD €
@3062)0@&44:@}7‘5;2 (J':>(9|7‘E::=1 ppforal Z e ® = 9'71E:1 «.
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Suppose Cxf3 |7’E:1 3. An application of the saturation lemma shows that there
exists a X" € GatE:l such that Ox8 € ¥* and 8 ¢ ¥*. Observation 5.15 shows

that there exists another ®* € Gath such that for certain a € X:

0, % CO* C O %" with 8 € 8 (10).
From (10) it follows that (RZ?A )a(Z* N (@gA)EEA,G)* N (@gA)EEA ). Furthermore,
%N (%a)Ea 75+ B, which means that there exists ¥ € § such that

50 (854) 54 g o (11).
This conclusion yields (£* N (@gﬁl )EEA )n (@gf‘ \X) = 0, and therefore, £* N 3%a C
Y. Lemma 6.17 shows that there exists ©® D 0* N %4 such that (R%’EA )a(%,0).
Because ©* N %4 -3 B” we obtain © Fg+ B. Hereupon, (8) yields ® ¢ §. By

definition of §, this conclusion entails

Mﬁz, 0 = D% .
In other words, there exists E € Gat({fA)EEA such that (R%?A )x(0,E) with
M‘I)E,E = ¢. Because (R%?;A )a(X,0) and a € X, we conclude M‘I’z,E = O% -
This contradicts the fact that X € §.

The contradiction above shows that (9), i.e. ¢xp3 Fg+ B, must hold.
[ |

This truth-lemma shows the completeness of E’ for finite sequents with re-
spect to the model class €y. Furthermore, due to the finiteness of the counter-
models, such as M;E above, we have caught the decidability of E’ with respect

to finite sequents.

6.33. THEOREM. COMPLETENESS of EY
For all finite [, A C L%: T ¢, A=T l—E:1 A.

Proof. IfT |7/E:1 A then by the truth lemma above and the saturation for filtrations
MpP2,% |y and M2, % £ 6, for all y €T and 6§ € A. Or shortly, ' [£e, A. B

A A
An immediate consequence of the finiteness of My. for finite ® C L% establishes
A
the decidability result immediately.

6.34. THEOREM. The system E% has the FMP is decidable for finite sequents.

The completeness of C**

A completeness and decidability result for C** can be obtained by a filtration
which combines the Mud- and the E*-closures. We take instead of (®%4)®4 for
a finite ® C EZ’T’l, the set (®¥4)F44  which denotes the following complicated
filtration:

X B
65+ N (8%4)B4, 0% 0 (884)Bs ¢ GatlF, )4

A
"By definition of 8 and the fact that ®* ¢ GC(fE:l.

, according to proposition 6.3.
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O(@%4)d U O(eTa)N U B4,
The C**-®-canonical model obtains the following definition:
X H
Mgs* = <6at(cvq;*A) o ) Rg‘f*A 9 <<g.’3* ) ng_’,* >-
The truth lemma for the subformulae of such a finite ® can be obtained
by an imitation of the proof of the truth lemma of E%. The structural claim
Mgg* € €3* can be obtained by an imitation of lemma 6.25.

6.35. THEOREM. The system C** is complete for finite sequents, has the FMP
and is decidable for finite sequents.

6.5 Conclusions and reflections

We have seen that the basic results of chapter 5 could be transposed to restricted
saturated sets. Doing so, we have established decidability results for the basic
formalisms of part I on the basis of finitely filtrated canonical models. In some
cases we needed to extend the filtering sets in such a way that earlier results of
chapter 5 could be employed in a proper way.

Furthermore, we proved completeness results for finite E 4- and C**-sequents.
An imitation of classical proofs for this type of systems could be given. Addi-
tional insights on saturated sets which we obtained in the previous chapter had
to be used to guarantee the correctness of this imitation.

Of course, our decidability results are very general mathematical results.
Apart from the finiteness, these results do not tell us very much about the
complexity of possible decision procedures. This may be disappointing, because
we may have made the impression with our plea for more ‘realism’ by means
of partialization in chapter 1 that lower technical complexity results would sup-
port this ideology. However, as mentioned in section 1.2, we do not argue against
the use of large models for technical reasons. Our principal argument to prefer
partial modeling was to distinguish two different forms of negative information:
falsity and absence of truth. In epistemic logic, this distinction makes it possible
to separate different kinds of disbelief. In this respect, the absence of lower com-
plexity results does not bother us, and it certainly does not violate our arguments
in chapter 1 for using partial possible worlds semantics.

Of course, we do not wish to neglect the issue. We think that for many partial
modal logics well-known complexity upper bounds of their classical counterparts
can be used®. In fact, simple embedding results such as in the appendix of chap-
ter 3 settle such classical upper bounds for constructive logics. For example,
the systems N and N™ are PSPACE-hard. This result can be obtained imme-
diately by the PSPACE-hardness of S4 [Ladner 1977] and the linearity of the
translation. We have the impression that often things do not get worse in partial
logic, and take this conjecture as a starting point for further analysis of partial
intensional logics.

8For an extensive survey on the complexity of classical modal logics, see [Spaan 1993].






Chapter 7
A Bit of Correspondence Theory

In this chapter we will discuss a regular class of axiomatic extensions of M and
define and demonstrate corresponding model-theoretic characterizations.

In classical modal logic, so-called correspondence theory is one of the main
research issues [van Benthem 1985|. The purpose of this study is to find precise
correspondences between modal axiomatic extensions of the classical minimal
system K and classes of possible worlds models. Most attention has been devoted
to classes of models defined on the basis of a frame-condition. We already defined
validity over frames in chapter 2. The characteristic class of frames § of a modal
logic S is the collection of frames which verify all S-sequents.

Char(S):={F e€F | TFs A=T =r A}
This characteristic class is the maximal class of frames to which soundness of S
holds.

Well known axioms like T = Op - ¢, 4 = Op - 00p, 5 = Cp - 00p, B =
e F OOp and G = OOp F OOp can be characterized by well-defined classes of
frames. For example, T corresponds to reflexive frames, and B corresponds to
symmetric frames. All these logics find such a nice characterization because they
are all members of conveniently characterizable class of modal logics, namely
axiomatic extensions of the form:

Oknly F O™y with k,I,m,n € IN.

This class of axioms is denoted as Gfrzfn and are called Geach axioms. The
indices refer to the corresponding number of O- and {-iterations above. So, for
example T = Gg:é, 4= Gg:(l, and 5 = Gi:g. All these logics can be characterized

by the class of frames with an accessibility relation R such that
Va,y,z : R*(z,y) & R™(z,2) = Jw : RY(y,w) & R™(z,w).

The following figure depicts this general relational frame constraint. The black
vectors have a universal meaning and the dashed vectors should be interpreted
as being existential.

191
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7.1. FIGURE.

A stronger correspondence result is the so-called frame-completeness. It ex-
presses a maximal semantic utility of the characteristic frame restriction for a
given logic. It means that a counter-model of any non-sequent can be found in
this characteristic class:

T |:Chat(S) A <= Tkg Al

All Geach extensions of the minimal classical modal logic K are frame-complete
(in classical possible world semantics). This means that, for every non—Gf,;fn—l—K—
sequent, there exists a total counter-model over a certain frame in the charac-
teristic class.

Such frame completeness of a K-extension S can most often be shown by the
canonicity of this system S [Hughes & Cresswell 1984]|. This means that the
underlying frame of the canonical model is a member of the characteristic class
of frames: (Gats,Rs) € Char(S). Together with the truth-lemma of S, which
can be extracted straightforwardly from the truth lemma of the minimal system
K, this result guarantees frame completeness.

The following sections discuss different Geach-style extensions of M. The first
section discusses the normal extensions as presented above. It turns out that
these extensions have the same frame characteristics, but frame completeness is
most often lost. The second section discusses how completeness can be restored
through combination of the Geach characteristics of figure 7.1 with the extension
relation. The third section presents a correspondence result for weaker Geach-
like axiom rules OFOlp, O™O%—p F (. Their characteristic conditions can be
caught by means of a frame definition and the bisimulation coherence order
which we have defined in section 2.4.

As may become clear from the title of this chapter, the contents of this chapter
do not include a generally exhaustive investigation of correspondence theory of
partial modal logics. It rather presents some ideas of using information orders

! Frame completeness officially is the left-to-right direction of this equivalence. The other
direction is the soundness of S with respect to its own characteristic class. The definition
Char(S) brings along this soundness.
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over worlds in combination with pure frame conditions. Roughly speaking, the
technical findings of this chapter establish completeness results for wide classes
of partial modal logics. For example, completeness results for the logics which
evolved from pragmatic principles, and have been proposed in sections 4.2 and
4.3, can be obtained quite easily from the results of this chapter. Furthermore,
the use of different bisimulation orders allows us to capture different subtle vari-
ations of Geach-like axioms. For example, the use of the coherence order allow
us to capture structural model-theoretical conditions for the above-mentioned
weakenings of the Geach-axioms.

In the last section of this chapter we will shortly speculate on further results.
On the basis of the combinatorial results in terms of frame-conditions and infor-
mation orders, we see that partial systems asks for fundamental insights on the

interaction of accessibility structures and constraints on valuations?.

7.1 Geach extensions of M

As mentioned above, the frame characteristics are precisely the same as for the
Geach extensions of K.

7.2. THEOREM. Every system Gfrzfn + M has the same characteristic frame
class as Gfrzfn + K: the class of Gfrzfn—frames. In short,

@:bar((;f,;fn +K)= e:bar((;f,;fn + M).

Proof. This characterization result can be obtained freely from the corresponding
proof for G,’:;fn + K [Hughes & Cresswell 1984]. Classical frames are the same as
frames in our partial possible worlds semantics. This classical proof does not appeal
to properties of the system K, only the Geach axioms themselves are utilized. This
ensures that these proofs can be used here as well. Let us give an outline of the proof.

Suppose F is a Gf,;fn-frarne. Let M = (W,R,V) be a partial Kripke model on F and
w a world in M such that M,w | okaly. Semantical decomposition of the modal
operators in front of ¢ entails the existence of a world v € W such that Rk(w, v), and
that all u € W with R'(v,u) verify ¢: M,u |= ¢ (1). Because of the Geach frame
condition, we know that if R™(w,t) then there exists s € W such that R'(v,s) and
R™(t,s). Conclusion (1) yields M, s |= ¢, and therefore M,¢ |= O™, and subsequently,
due to the arbitrariness of ¢ as a world in M with accessibility distance m from w,
M,w |= O™O"p. M was chosen freely on F and w in M. This yields ¢*D'p =5
amo™e.

Let F = (W,R) be a frame outside the Gf,{fn-class. This means that there exists a
triple of worlds z,y,z in F such that

R*(z,y) & R™(z,2) & (Yw € W : R'(y,w) = not R"(z,w)) (2).
Take M = (W, R, V) with

{ 1 if R'(y,s)

undefined otherwise.

V(s)(p) =

2See also [Rodenburg 1986] and [Plotkin & Stirling 1986].
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Clearly M,y = O'p and M,z |= ©*0O'p. Because of (2) and the definition of V for
the input p, we know that all worlds which have an accessibility distance n from z do
not define p and therefore M,z [~ ¢"p. This yields M,z [z O™ ™p. We have found a

counter-model for G,’f,;fn on an arbitrary non-G,’f,;fn-frame. |

Frame incompleteness

The optimism due to the easy transfer of the characterization given above cannot
be hold on to when frame completeness comes on the stage. In fact, according to
the formulation of frame completeness above, these Geach extensions are most
often frame incomplete. A simple illustration can be given by the logic T +
M, which we will call T® in the sequel. In this system we have the following
non-sequent ¢ t/ra Op. The following model in the figure below illustrates this
weakness of the system T".

7.3. FIGURE.

y .D
Xo/'p
pq M
In this depicted model, y Cps « through the bisimulation {(z,z), (y,z), (y,v)}.
If M,z = Op then M,y = ¢, and because of y Cp; z and corollary 2.46

(page 157) we conclude M,z |= ¢. This means that the world z in M satisfies
all T™-sequents. Nevertheless M,z = —~¢ but M,z [ O—gq, and therefore

¢ /1o Op® (3).
Application of theorem 7.2 shows that the QZbat(TD) is the class of reflexive

frames. It is not hard to see that every world in a reflexive model which verifies
¢ also supports Cyp, and so

% |:Cf]at(T‘3) Cp (4)
Combination of (3) and (4) shows that T is frame incomplete according to the
definition of frame completeness in the definition on page 192.

Figure 7.3 already suggests the structural correspondence between the axiom
T and a world like z in the displayed model. It is surely not reflexive and it
is neither ‘reflexive-like’ in the sense that it has access to some world which
has an identical informational content. Nevertheless it ‘sees a part of itself’:
R(z,y) and y Cps z. In a trivial way y does the same. Models which bear
this property are called small reflexive in the sequel. In theorem 7.5 below a
completeness result for the system T with respect to this wider class of models
is given. This theorem adds also a completeness result for the ‘contra-positional’

3In epistemic logic with O interpreted as a knowledge operator this non-derivability is
desirable. Of course all knowledge should imply truth (e.g. [Hintikka 1962]and [Lenzen 1978]).
However we do not want that everything which holds should be taken to be possibly true
by every agent. Simple incomplete awareness of agents prohibits this unnatural broadness of
mind. A logic of knowledge which uses the axiom T" but not its contra-position can be found
in [van der Hoek, Jaspars & Thijsse 1993].
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system T® := M + ¢ F Op. This logic is complete with respect to the class
of big reflexive models. In these models every world has access to an extension
of itself. In order to avoid confusion, we give a formal definition of these two
classes below.

7.4. DEFINITION. A model M = (W, R, V) is said to be small reflexive if
Vee W Jye W : R(z,y) & y Ty .

Such a model is said to be big reflexive if
Vee W Jye W: R(z,y) &z Cp y.

These classes are abbreviated by T~ and $°, respectively.

7.5. THEOREM. T" is sound and complete with respect to 7. T is sound
and complete with respect to T°.

Proof. Soundness of these logics can be understood immediately on the basis of the
persistence result for Car (corollary 2.46).

Completeness can be obtained in the same manner as in the procedure to which we
already have referred in the introductory part of this chapter, namely by showing that
the canonical model of these systems shares the structural condition. What has to be
proved are the following two claims:

Mzo € X7 (5) and Mgro € T° (6).

Lemma 5.25 on page 156 provides the essential equipment for proving the claims above.
Note that if I' € Gatro then O T C T, and also O I' <yo I'. Application of
lemma 5.25 yields a T -saturated set A such that

Rro(T'yA) and A CT.

This latter conclusion also entails A C, 7o I, according to corollary 5.26 on page 157.
Because I' has been picked arbitrarily in Satro we know that Mzo € T".

IfT € Gatre then I' C 7T, and also I' <pao & T'. Lemma 5.25 successively yields a
TC-saturated set A such that

Rro(T'yA) and T' C A.
We conclude Mzo € ° by corollary 5.26. H

Intermediate worlds

In [Thijsse 1992] one finds a completeness proof for the system M + Op I ¢
+ ¢ F Oy with respect to the class of reflexive partial Kripke models. In fact
this is a frame complete system. Of course, reflexivity is a stronger condition
than small and big reflexivity together. This restriction of the smaller class of
reflexive models can be understood easily by means of theorem 7.6 below. This
theorem states that worlds in partial Kripke models are insensitive for adding
and removing so-called intermediate worlds. Whenever a world w in a partial
Kripke model M has two accessible worlds v and u, then every intermediate
world z of v and u in M, which simply means v Cp; « Cps u, can be taken to
be accessible from w as well, without changing the informational content of w.
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7.6. THEOREM. Let M = (W,R,V) € 9, and take w € W such that for certain
v,u € W: R(w,v) and R(w,u). Suppose z € M such that v Cpy & Cps u, and
let M' = (W,R',V) such that R' = RU{(w,z)}. Then for all ¢ € L we obtain

M,w = <<= M, ,w = .

Proof. By induction on the construction of formulae. The O and —O-step are simply
obtained by the persistence result for Cas (corollary 2.46). W

In a model which is both big and small reflexive, every world has access to a
larger and a smaller world. This means that the original world is an intermediate
world of itself, and could therefore be taken to be accessible as well, without
loosing or gaining information. In this straightforward manner, we are able to
transform every model which is both big and small reflexive into a reflexive one.
In canonical models for M-extensions, according to the definition of accessibility,
all intermediate worlds are accessible. This means that the canonical model of

M + OpFe + ¢k Opis reflexive.

7.7. COROLLARY. The system M + Op - ¢ + ¢ = Ogp is frame complete, that
is, complete with respect to its characteristic frame class, the reflexive frames.

7.2 A completeness result for an’fn +M

In this subsection we present a uniform correspondence result for the Geach
extensions of M. As above, we define its model-theoretic characteristics by means
of a combination of constraints on the accessibility and the extension order
over possible worlds together. The correspondence theorem for this class is a
generalization of the empirical study on the logic T” and T in the previous
section.

7.8. THEOREM. The logic M + GF! is sound and complete with respect to

m,n

the collection of models M = (W, R, V) with

Va,y,z € W : R*(z,y) & R™(z,2) =

Jv,w € W: RY(y,v) & R™(z,w) & v Cy w.

This class of models will be abbreviated by Qﬁfr;fn The following figure pictures
this relational requirement for partial Kripke models to be in this specific class.
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7.9. FIGURE.

The only difference with the classical result is that the ‘end-points’ v and w do
not have to be equal. The only requirement is that that w extends v.

Some meditation is needed to grasp this correspondence result. Some rehearsal
is given by the following examples. In the table below, the left column lists some
well-known Geach extensions of M. The right column gives the corresponding
constraint for a model M = (W, R, V) to be in the proper characteristic class.

7.10. TABLE.
M+ B (pF O0Cp) Ve Jy,z: R(z,y) & R(y,z) & z Ly =
M+ 5 (CotbOCp) Vz,y,z: R(z,y) & R(z,z) — Jw: R(z,w) & y Cp w.
M + 4 (Opk O0¢p) Vz,y,z:R(z,y) & R(y,2) — Jw:R(z,w) & wly 2
M + OCpF Cp Vez,y,z: R(z,y) & R(y,2) — Jw:R(z,w) & zCp w

In agreement with our vocabulary of the two different forms of quasi-reflexivity
in the previous section , a proper christening of these four properties above would
be small symmetry, small Euclidicity, small and big transitivity respectively.

The remainder of this subsection is dedicated to a proof of theorem 7.8. The
soundness result is, once again, a direct result of the persistence of the complete
language L™ over Cjy.

Proof. (SounDNEss) Suppose M = (W,R,V) € Qﬁ,’f,;fn for certain natural numbers
k, I, m and n, and suppose M,z = &k0ly, This means that there exists y € W such
that R*(z,y) and M,y |= O'¢p, This entails for every v € W with R'(y,v) M,v |= ¢.

Suppose that a world z € W has an m-accessibility distance from z: R™(z,z). Since
M € @,’:;fn, we know that there exists w € W such that R"(z,w) and v Cam w. The
persistence result for Cps brings along that M,w |= ¢, and also M, z |= ¢"¢. Because
z have been chosen as an arbitrary world living m accessibility steps from z, we obtain
M,z |= 0" O . Because M € @fﬁfn has been picked at random, and # as an arbitrary
world in M, we know that
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<>le$0 |: Dm<>n90

k1
Gm,n
|

The completeness proof is accomplished by proving that MGf,{lu € Qﬁf,;fn This is
certainly not a straightforward result. The following generaliza;cion of lemma 5.26
will help us. It facilitates reasoning about saturated sets with a given finite ac-
cessibility distance.

7.11. LEMMA. Suppose I' and A are two X-saturated sets, where X is an
extension of M.

O CA = 3A' € Batx: A' C A & R%(I',A") (7), and
ACO™FT = 3A' € Satx : A' D A & R%(T,A) (8), for all k € IN.

Proof. The proof runs by induction on the index k, that is, the X-canonical

accessibility distance. If & = 0, then the result is immediately obtained, because
0°T = O°T' = I'. Substitute I' for A’ to get the desired result for the fulfillment of
both claims (7) and (8) in the case that k = 0.

To prove the induction step, we separate the two claims. We start by proving (7).

Let £ > 0 and O°*T C A with T', A € Gatx.

To start with, we need a bit of syntactic dressing in order to make the procedure
more digestable:

A, =0"AU (DnL’D)c for all n € IN.

This set A, consists of all formulae which are not of the form 0O"¢ and of all
formulae of the form O0™§ with § originating from A. We claim that substitution
of £ — 1 in this definition entails an X-saturator of O T'.

i S]X Ar_1 (9)

This result and the induction hypothesis establish (7). Application of lemma 5.25
to claim (9) yields a ® € Gatx such that Rx(I',®) and ® C Aj_;. By definition of
Aj_; we infer 0-*~D@ C A. According to the induction hypothesis there exists a
A’ € Gatx such that RI)“(_l(@,A') and A’ C A. Because Rx(T',0), we also obtain
R%(T',A’) and consequently (7) holds.

What remains to be demonstrated is claim (9). To show the validity of this claim,
let O°T Fx ¥ for certain ¥ C L. We need to prove ¥ N Ag_1 # 0.

To begin with we immediately conclude ¥ # 0, for if 0" T'Fx=0 then O T x
1, and by application of R-TRUE O and L-MON also I' Fx O.1. Because O Fx
0% 1, we would also get I' Fx O* 1, and so L € A, which contradicts the X-
consistency of A.

IrfEn (Dk_lﬁu)c # 0 then also ¥ N Ax_1 # 0 by the definition of Aj_;.
What is left to show is ¥ N Ax_1 # @ whenever § # ¥ C O*=1£°. In other

words, we need to prove the intersection with Ay _; for all non-empty conclusion
sets ¥ of O~ T which consist only of formulae of the form O* 1.
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This means that there exists Dk_lgol, ey Dk_lgom in ¥ such that

O Tkx OF g, ..,0 0.
Because Dk_lgoi Fx Dk_l((,ol V...Vep) for all i € {1,..,m}, we may reform the
last conclusion into

O TFx O Ye1 V... Vo).

Application of R-TRUE O and L-MON yields

T'kx Dk(gol Vi V).

This last X-sequent entails ¢1 V ... V ¢, € A, and because this last set is
X-saturated, we know that there exists 7 € {1,..,m} such that ¢; € A and
therefore Dk_lgoi € Ar_1. Because this Dk_lgo stems from Y, we have made
sure that ¥ N Ax_1 # 0.

Proving (8), the dual result of (7), comes down to a similar procedure. Once again,
lemma 5.25 paves the way. Let & > 0 and suppose A C O*7'T for ', A € Satx.

To obtain the desired result we will show that

OFTIA Jx ©7T (10).

Lemma 5.25 subsequently shows that there exists a ® € Gatx such that Rx (T, ®)
and O*"'A C @. This latter conclusion entails A C &~ (*~1@, which brings
along, according to the induction hypothesis, an X-saturated set A’ D A such that
Ry, _1(©,A"). This proves (8) because Rx(I',®) entails R% (T, A").

To complete the proof, we need to show that ¥ N ¢TI # @ for any ¥ C L with
OF"1A Fx . To demonstrate the validity of this implication, and the consequen-
tial correctness of the claim (10) above, we presuppose the validity of the latter
X-sequent.

This X-sequent tells us that there exists a finite set é1,..,6; such that

OF 18, ., O g Fx B
Applying cUT an [ number of times to this X-sequent and using the simple
X-sequent OF71(6 Ao A &) Fx OFT6; (for all € {1,..,1}) entails

OF N8 A NG Fx 3
Upon this X-sequent application of L-TRUE < yields

OF(EL A NG Fx OF.

Of course 81 A ...\ 8§; € A because A is X-saturated, and therefore we conclude
(L-MON) O*A Fx ©3X. Furthermore, ©*A C T for A C ©~*T, which means
' -x ¢X. This last conclusion brings us the final result ¥ N ¢TI # (), because
I' € Gatx.

7.12. COROLLARY. A simple corollary, which is important for the remainder
of this chapter, is the observation that this lemma combined with the bounded
saturation lemma settles the following conclusion.

O0-*T <dx A = 3% € Gatx : R%(T, %) & T C A, and
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A <dx O7FT = 3% € Gatx : RE(T,Z) & A C X forall T € Satx, k € IN.

This result is a full generalization of lemma 5.25.

Proof. If 0T <x A for T € Satx then there exists A € Gatx such that O~ *T C
A C A (BsL). Application of lemma 7.11 brings us the first implication above. The
second claim can be obtained analogously. B

These results facilitate reasoning about arbitrary accessibility distances in the
canonical models of the Geach extensions of M. The modal metrical equipment
of lemma 7.11 gives us enough formal understanding of these canonical models
to prove their membership of the associated Geach classes, which have been
depicted in figure 7.9 on page 197. The following lemma presents a formal
demonstration and establishes the completeness theorem 7.8.

7.13. LEMMA. Mgu: € CLU

Proof. Suppose that Rlcc:kv’ (I'yA) and R, (T, 0) for a certain triple I', ® and A,

ant
of Gf,;fn-saturated sets.

Suppose O 'A Fgkt X for a certain finite set of formulae Y. This entails, by [
time application O?Y;—TRUE O and L-MON, that A F &, Dl(\/ ¥), and therefore
o*al(\/ B) € T, because R’é,;lfn(I‘,A). The G,’f,;fn—axio:;nentails omo™(\/ ) € T.
Because BT, (T, ®), we know that ¢"(\/X) € ©. <-distribution over V, and the
fact that © i:tyaf,;fn-saturated, makes us conclude

O™o € O for certain o € X.

This means that ¥ N ¢7"0O # 0. In other words, ¢~ "0O turns out to be an G,’f,;fn-
saturator of O 'A. The bounded saturation lemma 5.6 tells us thereupon that there
exists an Gf,{fn-saturated set = such that

o 'ACECo"0.

Lemma 7.11 finishes the job. Since O7'A C E, we know that there exists a G,’f,;fn-
saturated set Z; C = such that RI(A, Z1). Because E C ¢ "0, we may also conclude
that there exists a G,’:;fn-saturated set Z2 O E such that RZ"“” (©,2;2). Obviously,

Z; C E;. On account of corollary 5.26, we know that EMGk,l coincides with C over

m,n

GGtGk,z , and so MGk,l € @,’:{ln [ |
m,n m,n !

The completeness result in theorem 7.8 can be given by the well-known procedure
on the basis of the saturation lemma 5.8.

7.3 Correspondences by coherence

In section 4.3 we have met different pragmatic principles which restrain the in-
terplay of preferential worlds and doxastic alternatives. These model-theoretic
constraints were also defined on the basis of the bisimulation extension order. An
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apparent advantage of partial modal logic is its lack of contra-position for ‘rea-
sonable’ weakening of this type of principles. An example of such a weakening
is the CAUTIOUS reformulation of the REALISM principle. The correspondence
for this weakening is that all preferential worlds are extensions of some doxastic
alternative. This result can be obtained immediately by a poly-modal gener-
alization of our correspondence result for the Geach axioms in the preceding
section. For every poly-modal axiom of the form

Oy ey Opy O o - Oy 0 gy o Og

we find a similar complete correspondence as for the singular partial Geach
logics. If M = (W,{Ry}aca,V) € My, then it corresponds to the axiom above
if and only if

Va,y,z Rg, 0..0 Rg,(2,y) & Rc, 0.0 R, (z,2) —
Jv,w Rp, 0..0 Ry, (y,v) & Ry, 0..0Rq, (z,w) & v Cpyr w (*)

The right correspondence of the CAUTIOUS REALISM principle can immediately
be obtained from the proper substitution in the possible worlds constraint above.
Take O,, = [p]s and O., = O,. To get the precise model-theoretic correspon-
dence, replace Ry, by R, and R, by P, in (*) above.

Freedom of contra-position in partial modal logic is caused by the absence of
the classical rule R-TRUE —. This means that the weakenings of axiomatic rules
can be enforced by moving formulae from the conclusion set in negated form to
the assumption set. An example of this alternative kind of weakening, which has
also been presented in section 4.3, is obtained by changing the arrogant principle
Oa¢ F [plaDsp into Oy, (p)ape@ F 0 (QUALITY 2).

As have been claimed in section 4.3, this principle has a possible worlds cor-
respondence on the basis of the coherence relation, instead of the extension
order. Such correspondences arise by the kind of negation-to-the-left weak-
enings of Geach axioms. In this section we will find that the axiom rules
rGf,;fn = OkOlyp, O™O"—p | ) correspond to the models which are defined
by replacing the extension order by the coherence relation in the Geach corre-
spondence in the previous chapter.

7.14. DEFINITION. The class ‘c(‘ﬁf,;fn consists of models M = (W, R, V') such that

Va,y,z € W : R*(z,y) & R™(z,2) =
Jv,w : RY(y,v) & R™(z,w) & v ~p1 w.

A poly-modal generalization of this result, which can be obtained by substi-
tution of ~ps for Cps the relational equation (*), establishes the correspondence
result for QUALITY 2, by taking k = 0,/ =1, m = 2, n = 0 and O, = O,
Cep = (P)a and O, = Op.

This section is dedicated to a proof of the Geach-like correspondence result

for the logics rGﬁ;fn + M. To begin with, we give a simple illustration to get
the feeling of coherence correspondences.
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7.15. EXAMPLE. Let A := rGé:g = ¢,O=p F 0. In classical modal logic this
axiom rule is equivalent with Op F ¢, which corresponds to models where worlds
only may see themselves:

Vz : R(z,y) — z=uy.
In partial modal logic this last axiom implies A: ¢, O—p |_G(1)’8—|—M (0, but not the

other way around Oy 174 ¢. A simple counter-model is depicfed in the following
figure.

Y.q
X./
P M

It is left to the reader to show that this model is indeed a model which sat-
isfies all rules of A. Clearly it violates Gé:g because M,z = Og, but M,z [~ q.
This system A corresponds to partial Kripke models in which every world only
has access to worlds which are coherent with itself. Let us call this model class
2. The formal definitions of the characteristic class looks as follows:

M=(WRV)ed iff Ve,yec W:R(z,y) =z ~mY.

The soundness of this system with respect to the class 2 is obvious from the
characteristic coherence theorem 2.48 If M,z = $-¢ for certain M € A and z
in M, then there exists y in M such that R(z,y) and M,y = ¢. Because we
know z ~ps y, theorem 2.48 entails M,z [~ .

The completeness of A + M with respect to the class 2 in the example above,
can be determined by checking M4 € 2. This result can be established af-
ter some elementary inspection of the coherence relation in canonical models
(example 7.17 below).

Canonical coherence

Completeness of the logics rGf,;fn comes in two technical lemmas on the coher-
ence relation in the canonical models of partial modal logics. To start with,
we will prove an analogy of the structural result Cps, =C for normal extensions
X of M for the relation ~pz,, i.e. the structural coherence relation over the
X-canonical model. By means of this result, we obtain a similar justification of
our structural description of coherence as the one which we have found for the
structural extension order in corollary 5.26. In the case of the coherence order,
we claim that two X-saturated sets are coherent if and only if there is no formula
¢ which is contained in one of the sets and appears in negated form, -, in the

other.

7.16. LEMMA. Let X be a normal extension of M, andlet Mx = (Satx,Rx,Vx)
be its canonical model. For all ', A € Gatx:
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Frpy A <= TN-A=10

Proof. The left-to-right direction of this equivalence follows from the truth-lemma
for X-canonical models and theorem 2.48. The converse direction of the equivalence
can be proved by a procedure which is analogously to the proof of corollary 5.26.

Let C be the relation which links all pairs of X-saturated sets which are mutually
coherent with respect to their content.

C(T,A) ELTn-A=0.

We will prove that this relation is a bisimulation over Mx:
CoRx CRxoC and C 'oRx CRxoC! (11).

The relation C over Mx is symmetric due to the “double negation” rules, i.e. FALSE
rules for —*. This implies C = C~', and therefore we only need to check one of these
interrelational claims in (11). We pick the left one.

Suppose I', A, © is a triple of X-saturated sets such that C(I', A) and Rx(T',®). What
we need to prove is that there exists an X-saturated set ¥ such that Rx(A,Y) and
C(©,X). This can be accomplished by the use of lemma 5.25 and a proof of that O~ A

is an X-saturant of (_|®)C:

0-A <x (-0)° (12).
If this claim holds then lemma 5.25 entails an X-saturated set ¥ such that RX(A, E)
and ¥ C (_|®)C. Indeed, such a ¥ is fulfilling, because the last conclusion is just
another way of saying C(0, X).
The only requirement which remains to be demonstrated is claim (12) above.

Suppose O~ A Fx = for a finite set = C £”. We need to show Z N (_|®)C # 0.

Suppose that 2N (_|®)C = (), or in other words, 2 C —®. This means that Z is of
the form {—6,,..,—8,} with ; € © for all 5 € {1,..,n}°. By R-TRUE O and L-MON
we derive

Atbx O(=61 V...V —6,)°.
A bit of (partial) propositional reasoning yields
AFx O(=(01 Ao ABR)).

Let 6 := 8, A ... \8,. Because A and O are X-saturated sets we conclude O0-6 € A
and # € ©. The last observation yields ~0-8 € I', since Rx(I', ®). This means that
-ANT # 0, which contradicts C(T'; A). This makes us conclude that Eﬁ(ﬂ@)c # 0.

The bisimulation result of C combined with the simple observation that C(I',A) =
Vx(T') ~ Vx(A) for all T, A € Gatx afitms T'N-A =T ~p, A. &

7.17. EXAMPLE. On the basis of this lemma we can immediately show that
the system A in example 7.15 is complete with respect to 2-validity. A simple
proof of M4 € 2 together with the truth lemma 5.14 suffice.

Suppose that I' and A are two A-saturated sets such that R4(I',A), which

‘fTN-A =0and o € A, then ~—a € A and hence —a ¢ I'. This means A N—T = §.
®The limiting case is n = 0 which means that E = 0.
8Remember that the empty disjunction is L.
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means O C A C O7T'. Suppose a € A. This entails Ca € T, and by the
special A-axiom this brings along —a ¢ I'". Because o € A have been chosen
arbitrarily we have AN —I' = (). Lemma 7.16 above makes sure that I' ~p;, A.

Therefore, M4 € 2.

Our second lemma provides a tool for detecting coherence on arbitrary finite
accessibility distances in the canonical models of partial modal logics. It con-
sists of an result for the canonical coherence relation which is analogous to the
result which we have found in the previous section for the extension relation,
lemma 7.11. This result can be established easily by means of corollary 7.12 and
the previous lemma of this subsection.

7.18. LEMMA. Let X be a normal extension of M. If I',) A € Satx then
O N-A=0=3A’' € Gatx : R%E(T,A") & A" ~p, A, and
SANCOTFT =0 = JA' € Gatx : R (T,A") & A’ ~p, A for all k € IN.

Proof. The result has been formulated somewhat too elaborate. The second claim is
simply equivalent with the first because ~A N < ~*T" = @ if and only if 0" *T'N-A = 0.

Suppose O *T'N A = @ for a pair I, A of X-saturated sets. We claim
0-*T <x (-A)¢ (13).

Corollary 7.12 shows that if (13) holds, then the existence of a A’ € Gatx such that

R%(I',A') and A’ C (—|A)c, or in other words A’ N =A = . According lemma 7.16
this latter conclusion is the same as A’ ~myx A. A proof of (13) would therefore be
adequate.

Let O°*T' Fx X for certain ¥ C £", and suppose N (—|A)c = (. This means ¥ C —A.
This means there exists é1,..,8, € A such that

O *T'Fx —61,..., 6.

Due to R-TRUE O, L-MON and the de Morgan principles of M, we may rewrite this
X-sequent by

T Fx O%=(81 A we A ).
This means that Dk—|(61 A ...\ 8p) € T and because, O *TNnA = 0, we conclude

61 N ... Nb, € A. This last conclusion contradicts the X-saturation of A, because
Abx 6 A..Aby (forall i€ {l,.,n}:8 € A), and thus N (-A)° £ 0. W

A completeness result for rGf,’lfn +M

The two results in the previous subsection establish the completeness result for
the logics I‘Gf,an +M - I'Gf,;fn for short — with respect to the model class t@fr;fn.

To obtain this result, we use our saturation equation style for proving that that
l

the I'Gf,;fn—canonical model is contained in the class ‘c(‘ﬁﬁ;,n.

TO—na er.



7.4. Reflections 205

7.19. LEMMA. M

rGf,{fn

k,l
€td,, .

Proof. SupposeI',A,0 ¢ Gatraﬁ;‘n such that Rl:Gk,l (I',A) and R:nkal (I',®). We

have to demonstrate the existence of a pair of rGfﬁfn-saturated sets =; and =2 such

that R! .. (A,E1), R

e (@,Ez) and El NMer’l Ez.

k,l
m,n m,n

To start with, we prove the following claim:
07A 9 gri 0-"0)% (15).

Suppose that (15) is not the case. This yields a set ¥ C £” such that o~ 'A Eogkt X

(16) and Eﬁ(—'D_n@)c = . In other words, ¥ C =0~ "0. This inclusion means that X
consists only of negated formulae —¢ with O"¢ € ©. This conclusion O~'A bogkt X

can be rephrased by
o~'A l_rGf,;’ =1 V..V =g, for certain {O"¢p; n Co.

Let ¢ = ¢1 A .. A . Clearly O7'A F gkt . This yields A ok, O'-¢p, and
therefore, O*0O'-p € T'. Application of the rG,’f,;fn-axiorn ensures C0"p ¢ I'. Because

® C ©~™T', we conclude O"p & ©. This contradicts 0"¢; € O for all 7 € {1,..,n'},
because {0"p;}i* 1 F k1 O%¢. So, the saturation relation in (15) must hold.

Application of BSL to the result of (15) shows the existence of a = € Gat__x: such

that 0 'ACEC (—|D_n®)c. The first inclusion relation also entails O 'A N -2 = 0,
because "= N E = (. Lemma 7.18 thereupon guarantees the existence of a Z; €
Gater,l such that erGk,, (A,E1) and E; C E. A bit of ‘double-negation’ reasoning

also shows “E N 0O7"0 = 0, and therefore (lemma 7.18), there must exist a =, €
Gater,l such that R:Gk’l (©,2;) and 2, C E.

m,n

Because =; and =Z; have a common rG,’:;fn-saturated extension =, we immediately
conclude 21 N—-E, =0 (-ENE=0=-ECE; =0 = E,N-E; =0). To wind up

—

with, lemma 7.16 shows that Z; ~xas Gkt 2 |

m,n

7.20. THEOREM. rGﬁ;fn is sound and complete with respect to ‘c(‘ﬁf,;fn.

7.4 Reflections

In this chapter we have shown a clear and strong model-theoretic correspondence
for the class of Geach extensions of the minimal partial modal logic. Unlike the
Geach extensions of minimal classical modal logic, these correspondences are not
purely frame oriented. In a very straightforward manner Geach extensions of
M are in general not frame complete according to the classical definition of this
concept (page 192). This means that we cannot find completeness results with re-
spect to model-classes sharing the characteristic frame conditions of these logics.
These conditions are the same as the frame characteristics which correspond to
the Geach extensions of K. A contrasting poverty of partial Geach logics with
respect to their classical counterparts is the absence of contra-position. This
deficit causes the following inequality for most of the partial Geach logics:
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Gh! +M#GP" + M.

Nevertheless, they share the same frame characterization (see figure 7.1 on
page 192). This insight brings frame incompleteness immediately on the car-
pet for most of these partial Geach logics.

The deeper semantic reason of this failure is that there is nothing partial in the
definition of Kripke frames. The only partial parameter of our possible worlds
semantics is the assignment of truth-values to worlds. The classical definition of
frames brings along

omate =

kol
chax(@hl,) BT

Partiality forbids this kind of contra-positional switching. The logical indepen-
dence of these contra-positional systems demands for a different style of corre-
spondence between model-theory and modal axioms.

Besides restraining accessibilities, we have presented some equipment to struc-
ture the global valuation functions over these accessibilities as well. Conditions
that intertwine information orders such as the extension order and the coherence
relation with the accessibility relation turned out to be very successful. We have
shown that this kind of model correspondences, gave us uniform completeness
results for the class of Geach extensions of M by means of the extension order
between possible worlds. We found a similar result for the weaker relativized
form of Geach extensions of M by using the coherence relation instead.

All these characterizations are weakenings of the classical Geach frame char-
acteristics. The classes of logic which we discussed in this chapter can be ordered
according their deductive strength in the following systematic way.

7.21. FIGURE.

Gk,l+ K = C_:‘mn

m,n kil

m,n
Gk,l+ M G +M

kil
m,n

k| mn
rG'+M =rG, +M
m,n g

An intriguing question which arises from the correspondence analysis of this
final chapter is whether the logics Gf,;fn + GZL;” + M are frame complete. Is
addition of the contra-position of the Geach axiom strong enough to give a
complete axiomatization of the frame condition of classical Geach logics? In
[Thijsse 1992] such a result has been positively conjectured. This optimism arose
from inspection of only simple Geach-logics with particularly low indices (&, .., n).
And indeed, from the simple observation which we have made in section 7.1 on
intermediate worlds, we can recapture some frame completeness results for lowly
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indexed Geach logics. One of these results which have already been outlined is
the frame completeness for the logic T® + T°. By a similar analysis we also
find that we may reform big and small transitivity as normal transitivity. The
same holds for symmetry and Euclidicity. In fact, by using theorem 7.6, we
can formulate relatively large partial confirmation of Thijsse’s conjecture. For
example, as long as [ = 0, we obtain a general frame-completeness result.

7.22. OBSERVATION. The logic OFp - O™O™p 4+ O™mO"p F OFp + M is
frame complete. In other words, it is complete with respect to the class of frames

(W, R) with
Va,y,z : R*(z,y) & R™(z,2) = R"(z,y).

Proof. Application of the correspondence result of theorem 7.8 to the separate Geach
axioms in question yield: M = (W,R,V) € @,’f,;?n NGy iff

R*(z,y) & R™(z,2) = Jv,w : R"(z,v) & R"(z,w) & v Car y Cr w.

An easy generalization of theorem 7.6 for arbitrary accessibility distances shows that
every such model can be reformed by taking R™(z,y) in the equation above as well. ll

Many other similar results might be recaptured for larger parts of the Geach
class. Nevertheless, we are still very suspicious with regard to Thijsse’s conjec-
ture. It is still unclear to us that for every Geach axiom, the contra-positional
addition yields a reduction to general frame completeness. It certainly needs far
more technical insights than our simple result on intermediate worlds.

A very easy way of restoring pure frame correspondences for Geach-style logics
is by adding them to the fully persistent minimal constructive modal logic NM
of section 3.4. The frame correspondence of Geach logics over NM can be
caught simply by replacing the bisimulation extension order by the information
structure < in our correspondence result of theorem 7.8. Still, the valuations
interfere with such frame conditions by the postulated monotonicity constraint
over information orders in these constructive possible world models®.

Another interesting question is whether our results on partial Geach logics
can be put more general. Is it possible to transfer more general correspon-
dence theorems from classical modal logic, such as the powerful Sahlqvist the-
orem [Sahlqvist 1975]7 We take this question as a challenge for future re-
search. As modestly stated at the beginning of this chapter, this survey has
been meant as an eye-opener. We state that additional information ordering
to frame correspondences is a useful method to capture partial modal logics
model-theoretically.

8For an extensive survey of correspondences on the basis of ‘monotonic frames’ many in-
sights can be extracted from Rodenburg’s thesis on intuitionistic correspondence theory [Ro-
denburg 1986].
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Samenvatting

De doelstelling van het proefschrift is tweeledig. Enerzijds biedt het een math-
ematisch logische behandeling van parti€le modale logica’s en anderzijds laat het
zien dat deze logica’s geschikt zijn voor het beschrijven van groei en afname van
informatie door middel van communicatieve handelingen. Deze twee doelein-
den zijn ook onderscheiden door middel van twee verschillende delen, die beiden
bestaan uit een drietal hoofdstukken. Het eerste deel presenteert de logische ap-
paratuur om dynamische interpretatie van communicatieve handelingen te geven
(hoofdstukken 2, 3 en 4). Het tweede gedeelte behandelt een aantal belangrijke
abstract mathematische thema’s met betrekking tot deze voorgestelde logica’s
(hoofdstukken 5, 6 en 7). De twee delen worden voorafgegaan door een algemene

inleiding (hoofdstuk 1).
Een korte inhoud van de verschillende hoofdstukken wordt hieronder gegeven.

De inleiding geeft een aantal argumenten waarom de combinatie van partialiteit
en modaliteit interessant is voor algemene dynamische semantiek, en in het by-
zonder voor de formele semantiek van communicatieve handelingen. De twee be-
langrijkste argumenten zijn dat onwaarheid onderscheiden wordt van afwezigheid
van waarheid en dat partialiteit en modaliteit een dynamiek toestaat van con-
structie en eliminatie van mogelijke werelden.

Hoofdstuk 2 introduceert de minimale parti€le modale logica. Allereerst
zetten we haar eenvoudige semantiek voor, en vervolgens definiéren we een
kort sequentensysteem voor deze logica. Daarna beschrijven we hoe informatie-
ordeningen over parti€le mogelijke werelden gedefinieerd kunnen worden. Hoofd-
stuk 3 laat zien hoe de extensie-orde, zoals gedefinieerd in hoofdstuk 2, ge-
bruikt kan worden om constructief-dynamische uitbreidingen van partiéle modale
logica te definiéren. Hoofdstuk 4 beschrijft verschillende ”epistemische” uit-
breidingen van de constructieve modale logica’s van hoofdstuk 3. Deze zijn
bedoeld om dynamische interpretaties te stipuleren voor eenvoudige commu-
nicatieve handelingen. Naast axiomatische versterkingen worden ook talige
uitbreidingen gedefinieerd, zoals logica’s met additionele ”gemeenschappelijk-
geloofs”-operatoren en preferentiéle operatoren.

Met dit laatste hoofdstuk is deel I afgerond. Deel II biedt een wiskundige anal-
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yse van de systemen zoals die beschreven zijn in deel I.

Hoofdstuk 5 laat zien dat door een relatief eenvoudige abstractie van de notie
van maximale consistentie uit de klassieke (modale) logica toegankelijke volledig-
heidsbewijzen voor de partiéle modale logica te geven zijn. In hoofdstuk 6 to-
nen we beslisbaarheid aan op basis van de eindige modeleigenschap voor de log-
ica’s uit deel I. Bovendien bewijzen we volledigheid voor eindige sequenten voor
de niet-compacte logica’s met ”gemeenschappelijk-geloofs”-operatoren. Hoofd-
stuk 7 heeft een minder directe betekenis met betrekking tot deel I. Hierin
geven we een opzet voor correspondentie-theorie voor parti€le modale logica.
We laten zien hoe informatie-ordeningen met relationele frame-karakteristieken
interacteren in parti€le mogelijke wereldensemantiek als het gaat om het vinden
van correspondenties voor modale axioma’s.
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